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PER CURIAM.

Defendant was convicted by jury of possesson of afirearm by afeon, MCL 750.224f; MSA
28.421(6), and subsequently pleaded guilty to being an habitua offender, third offense. MCL 769.11;
MSA 28.1083. He was sentenced to a Six- to ten-year term of imprisonment. He now appedls as of
right, and we affirm.

One of the dements of the crime of being afelon in possesson of afirearm is that the defendant
be aconvicted fdon. MCL 750.224f; MSA 28.421(6). Defendant contends that it isimpossible for a
convicted fdon accused of unlawfully possessing afirearm to receive a fair trid where, necessaxily, the
jury is presented with evidence that the defendant is already afdon. While it is true that some degree
of “potential prejudice is unavoidable’ in such a stuaion, People v Mauch, 23 Mich App 723, 728;
179 Nw2d 184 (1970) (evidence of prior convictions admissible in prosecution for escape from prison
despite possihility of preudice), the suggestion thet atrid is irredeemably tainted by the introduction of
evidence of a prior conviction is refuted by the rule of evidence addressing this issue, MRE 404, which
provides that such evidence may be admitted when done for a proper purpose. MRE 404(b)(1). Ina
prosecution such as the present one, evidence of a prior conviction is “not only materid and relevant,
but serve[g] as part of the showing necessary for a conviction.” Mauch, supra, pp 726-727. We hold
that thisis a proper purpose warranting its admission.

We note that defendant hes cagt this argument on gpped in very generd terms, implying that a
defendant aleged to be a felon in possession of a firearm is dways deprived of hisright to a fair trid
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where evidence of a prior conviction is introduced. Our discusson above confutes this postion.
Because defendant has not relied on the particular facts of the ingtant case in bringing his argument, we
find it unnecessary to address directly the proceedings below.

Defendant next raises an dlegation of error with respect to thetrid court’ singruction to the jury
concerning a particular witness, LauraLoggins. One of the prosecution’ s witnesses, Vanita Greathouse,
was unavailable the day of trid, and her preiminary examinaion tesimony was read into evidence.
Loggins, one of defendant’s witnesses, tetified that Greathouse had made statements to her that were
inconggent with the testimony she gave a the prdiminary examination, and related the inconsstent
datements. The court ingtructed the jury that Loggins statements at trid could be used only for
impeachment purposes. We review the court’s evidentiary ruling for an abuse of discretion. People v
Watkins, 176 Mich App 428, 430; 440 NW2d 36 (1989).

On gppedl, defendant argues that the court should have dlowed the jury to consider Loggins
testimony concerning Greathouse' s statements as substantive evidence pursuant to MRE 804(b)(3), and
not smply for impeachment purposes. This rule of evidence provides tha, where the declarant is
unavailable (as was Greathouse), another witness may relate statements made by the declarant where
those statements are againgt the defendant’s pecuniary or proprietary interest or would subject the
declarant to civil or crimind ligbility. Such statements as relaed by the witness, being againg the
declarant’ s interest, may be used as substantive evidence.

In the present case, the satements made by Greathouse (and related by Loggins) were not
againg Greathouse's interest — they were entirely innocent and in no way could have subjected her to
any adverse consequences. Because of this, the statements did not fall within 804(b)(3), and were
hearsay. MRE 801(c). Accordingly, these statements would not normaly have been admissible at all.
MRE 802. However, in light of the fact that Greasthouse was unavailable for trid, the court alowed
Loggins testimony drictly for impeachment purposes. We find no abuse of discretion under the
circumstances of the present case. Watkins, supra.

Defendant next claims that the trid court erred in denying his motion to suppress his confession.
Specificdly, defendant argues that his confession was involuntary because it was induced by promises of
leniency from the police. When reviewing atrid court’s determination of voluntariness, this Court must
examine the entire record and make an independent determination. People v Brannon, 194 Mich App
121, 131; 486 NW2d 83 (1992). However, deference is given to the tria court’s assessment of the
weight of the evidence and credibility of the witnesses, and the trid court’ s findings will not be reversed
unless they are clearly erroneous. People v Young, 212 Mich App 630, 634; 538 NW2d 456 (1995).
A review of dl the circumstances surrounding defendant’s confession shows that the confession was
voluntary.

Defendant testified that Officer Werkema promised him that if he confessed to possessng the
weapon, the police would release him for two days to locate a suspect in a homicide. Defendant also
testified that the promise was to work out some sort of ded with the firearm charge, or to ultimately
drop the charge againgt him. Werkema testified that he made no promises to defendant. Werkema's
testimony was corroborated by Officers VanLiere and Elders. They testified that no promises were
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given to defendant and that he was not threatened or coerced in any way. In addition, during
defendant’ s hour and a haf taped confession, he never once mentioned the promise Werkema dlegedly
made to him. Consdering the entire record, we determine that the trid court’ s finding that defendant’s
confession was voluntary was not clearly erroneous. Young, supra, p 634.

Findly, defendant clams tha his sentence was disproportionate in light of the circumstances of
the offense and the offender. We find tha the tria court did not abuse its discretion. People v
Milbourn, 435 Mich 630, 636; 461 NW2d 1 (1990). Defendant carried a firearm into an incendiary
confrontation between riva gangs, and, though he was not directly involved in the shooting, contributed
to the violence atmosphere surrounding the homicide that ensued. In addition, defendant’s crimina
background includes five prior felonies. Therefore, we find that the sentence of Six to ten years does not
violate the principle of proportiondity. Id.

Affirmed.
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