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PER CURIAM.

Paintiff appedls as of right from the trid court’s order granting defendant’ s motion to quash the
information, and dismissing the case. We reverse and remand for further proceedings. This apped is
being decided without oral argument pursuant to MCR 7.214(E).

Defendant was charged with carrying a pistol in a motor vehicle, MCL 750.227(2); MSA
28.424(2). The evidence produced at the preliminary examination showed that police stopped the
vehicle in which defendant was a passenger. The officer who gpproached the vehicle on the passenger
sde observed defendant repeatedly reaching down with his left hand. Defendant did not comply with
ingtructions to keep his hands visble at dl times. Defendant and the driver were indructed to exit the
vehicle. As defendant stepped out of the vehicle, the officer observed an automatic pistol againg the
passenger Sde of the center console. The pistol was located in the area to which defendant had
repeatedly moved hisleft hand.

The digtrict court bound defendant over as charged, finding that a question of fact existed asto
whether he was carrying the pistol. The trid court granted defendant’s motion to quash the information
and dismissed the case without prgudice, finding that it was “a little bit less than probable’ that
defendant carried the pistol.

The purpose of a prdiminary examination is to determine if probable cause exids to believe that
a crime was committed and that the defendant committed it. People v Fiedler, 194 Mich App 682,
689; 487 NW2d 831 (1992); MCL 766.13; MSA 28.931; MCR 6.110(E). During a preliminary
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examination, the prosecution must produce evidence of each element of the crime charged, or evidence
from which the elements can be inferred. People v Hill, 433 Mich 464, 469; 446 NW2d 140 (1989).

The dements of carying a pistol in a motor vehide are (1) that the pistol was in a vehicle
occupied by the defendant; (2) that the defendant knew that the pistol was in the vehicle; and (3) that
the defendant took part in carrying or keeping the pistal in the vehicle. People v Nimeth, 236 Mich
App 616, 622; 601 NW2d 393 (1999). The dement of “carrying” is distinct from knowledge of the
wegpon’s presence in the vehicle, and does not automaticaly follow from proof of knowledge. People
v Butler, 413 Mich 377, 385-386; 319 NW2d 540 (1982); People v Courier, 122 Mich App 88,
90; 332 NW2d 421 (1982).

Faintiff argues that the trid court erred by granting the motion to quash, and dismissing the case.
We agree, reverse the trid court’s decison, and remand for further proceedings. The evidence
produced a the preiminary examination established that a pistol was found in the vehicle in which
defendant was a passenger.  The pistol was positioned such that it would have been located between
defendant’ s left leg and the vehicle' s center console when defendant was Sitting in the vehicle. That was
the area to which the officer observed defendant reach repeatedly with his left hand. The evidence that
defendant repeatedly reached into the exact areain which the pistol was located supported an inference
that defendant knew that the pistol was located in that spot. The evidence that the pistol was located in
a spot readily accessible to defendant but not to the driver, and that defendant repeatedly reached to
that spot, notwithstanding the fact that he was told to not do so, supported an inference that defendant
was carrying the pistol. Butler, supra. The prosecution presented evidence of each dement of the
offense, or evidence from which each eement could be inferred. Hill, supra. That the evidence
produced might have raised a reasonable doubt as to whether defendant was carrying the pistol did not
support a dismissa of the case. Such questions are to be left for the jury. People v Doss, 406 Mich
90, 103; 276 NW2d 9 (1979). The trid court erred by granting defendant’s motion to quash the
information. People v Orzame, 224 Mich App 551, 557; 570 Nw2d 118 (1997).

The tria court’s order quashing the information and dismissing the case is reversed, and this
case is remanded for further proceedings consstent with this opinion. We do not retain jurisdiction.
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