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MEMORANDUM.

Defendant gppedls as of right from his sentence of three and one-hdf to Sx years in prison
imposed on his convictions of two counts of felonious assault, MCL 750.82; MSA 28.277, and habitua
offender, second offense, MCL 769.10; MSA 28.1082, entered after a jury trid. We affirm. This
apped is being decided without oral argument pursuant to MCR 7.214(E).

The evidence showed that during an dtercation defendant smashed the window of a car
occupied by his wife, Mdissa, with a basebd| bat, attempted to strike Meissawith the bat, sprayed her
with mace, attempted to kick her, and told his Rottweller dog to atack her. Meélissa testified on
defendant’s behdf and recanted severa accusations, including that defendant sprayed her with mace
and told the dog to attack her. The jury found defendant guilty of two counts of felonious assault and
one count of assault and battery, a misdemeanor, MCL 750.81; MSA 28.276. Defendant pleaded
guilty to the supplementa dharge of habitual offender, and was sentenced to an enhanced term of three
and one-hdf to six years imprisonment, with credit for 185 days. Defendant was also sentenced to 93
daysinjal on the misdemeanor conviction, with credit for 93 days.

The sentencing guiddines did not gpply because defendant was convicted as an habitua
offender; neverthdess, guiddines prepared for the offense of felonious assault recommended a minimum
term range of six to twenty-four months. The court indicated that given defendant’s prior record, his
pattern of assaultive behavior, the extremely serious nature of the ingant offense, and his totd lack of
remorse, a sentence in excess of the guiddines was appropriate.
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Defendant argues that his minimum term of three and one-haf years is disporoportionate. We
disagree and affirm.  The sentencing guiddlines do not apply to habitud offenders, and are not to be
congdered when fashioning an habitud offender sentence. People v Williams 223 Mich App 409,
412-413; 566 NW2d 649 (1997). The standard of review for a sentence imposed on an habitua
offender is abuse of discretion. If an habitud offender’s underlying crimina history demondrates that he
is unable to conform his conduct to the law, a sentence within the statutory limits does not condtitute an
abuse of discretion. People v Hansford (After Remand), 454 Mich 320, 323-324, 326; 562 NW2d
460 (1997). Defendant had an extensve crimina record prior to committing the ingant offenses,
induding multiple convictions for assaultive offenses. He showed no remorse for the instant offenses,
and denied that his actions condtituted crimes. The court’s articulation of reasons for imposing the
sentence that it did was sufficient.  People v Sandlin, 179 Mich App 540, 542; 466 NwW2d 301
(1989). Defendant’s sentence is within statutory limits, MCL 769.10(1)(a); MSA 28.1082(1)(a), and
does not congtitute an abuse of discretion.

Affirmed.
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