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OPINION

This case relates to the defendant’ s driving on arevoked license. Warren County Deputy
Sheriff Stuart Coldwell testified that early in the day on October 1, 2002, he discovered the
defendant’ sdriver’slicense wasrevoked. He said that during his shift that evening, he noticed the
defendant driving and followed him home. He said that when the defendant got out of his car, he
asked him for his driver’s license and that the defendant went to another car and got his driver’s
license. He said that he ran a check on the driver’'s license and that it was not valid. He said the
defendant’ sdriver’ slicense had been revoked since September 17, 1999, for failureto file sufficient
security after an accident.

On cross-examination, Deputy Coldwell testified that when he asked the defendant to give
him hisdriver’ slicense, the defendant stated he did not believe hislicensewas “any good.” Deputy



Coldwell conceded that the defendant did not explain this statement. Deputy Coldwell
acknowledged that if the defendant had moved, the Department of Safety could have sent the
revocation notice to his old address.

Onredirect examination, Deputy Coldwell testified that the defendant’ sdriving history report
from the Department of Safety reflected that hislicensewasrevoked for “Failuretofilesecurity after
accident” and that arevocation notice was sent to the defendant. Deputy Coldwell conceded that he
did not know whether the defendant received the revocation notice. Based upon this evidence, the
jury convicted the defendant of driving on arevoked license.

On appeal, the defendant contendsthe evidenceisinsufficient and cites Statev. Michael Ray
Swan, M2000-00539-CCA-R3-CD, Sumner County (Tenn. Crim. App. Apr. 27, 2001), for the
proposition that the state was required to introduce a certified copy of his driving record into
evidence in order to prove that he was driving on arevoked license. The state counters that the
defendant’ s reliance on Swan is misplaced and that State v. Bobby Gene Goodson, E2001-00925-
CCA-R3-CD, Sullivan County (Tenn. Crim. App. July 29, 2002), distinguishes Swan and requires
the state to introduce a certified copy of the defendant’ sdriving record only in certain instances. In
addition, the state argues that it did introduce evidence that the Department of Safety sent notice to
the defendant of the revocation and that areasonabletrier of fact could infer the defendant knew of
the license revocation.

Our standard of review when the sufficiency of the evidence is questioned on appeal is
“whether, after viewing the evidencein the light most favorabl e to the prosecution, any rational trier
of fact could have found the essential elements of the crime beyond a reasonable doubt.” Jackson
v. Virginia, 443 U.S. 307, 319, 99 S. Ct. 2781, 2789 (1979). We do not reweigh the evidence but
presumethat the jury hasresolved all conflictsin thetestimony and drawn all reasonableinferences
from the evidencein favor of the state. See Statev. Sheffield, 676 S\W.2d 542, 547 (Tenn. 1984);
State v. Cabbage, 571 S\W.2d 832, 835 (Tenn. 1978). Questions about witness credibility were
resolved by the jury. See State v. Bland, 958 S.W.2d 651, 659 (Tenn. 1997).

A defendant is guilty of driving on a suspended, revoked, or cancelled licenseif hedrivesa
car on any public highway of the state at atime when the defendant’ sprivilegeto do soiscancelled,
suspended, or revoked. T.C.A. § 55-50-504. A prerequisite to convicting adefendant for driving
on asuspended license isthat the defendant’ s driver’ s license was legally suspended at the time of
the alleged crime. See State v. Loden, 920 S.W.2d 261 (Tenn. Crim. App. 1995); seeaso T.C.A.
§ 55-50-504.

In Swan, thedefendant’ sdriver’ slicensewassuspended for hisfailureto pay atraffic citation
inanother state. Subsequently, hewascharged with and convicted of driving onasuspended license.
This court stated that under T.C.A. 8 55-50-502(a)(9), the Department of Safety had the authority
to suspend the defendant’ sdriver’ slicensefor hisfailureto pay thetraffic citation if the department
notified him of the proposed suspension. Thiscourt reversed the defendant’ s conviction becausethe



state presented no evidence at trial to show that the department had sent notice of the suspension to
the defendant or that he received the notice. Swan, slip op. at 5.

We believe that the defendant’s reliance on Swan is misplaced. In the present case, the
record reflects that the defendant’s driver’s license was revoked under T.C.A.8§ 55-12-104 for his
failureto file sufficient surety after an accident. Thus, T.C.A.8 55-50-502 and the state’ s burden of
proof established by this court’s analysis in Swan are inapplicable.

At the trial, Deputy Coldwell testified that the defendant’s driving record from the
Department of Safety reflected that his driver’s license was revoked for failure to file sufficient
security after an accident and that the Department of Safety sent the defendant notice of the
revocation. In addition, Deputy Coldwell said that when he asked the defendant for his driver's
license, the defendant told him that he did not think the license was “any good.” We conclude that
the evidence was sufficient to convict the defendant. The judgment of the trial court is affirmed.
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