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PER CURI AM *

Carl Fletcher was found guilty on a single-count indictnent
charging himw th being a felon in possession of a firearm As
his sole argunent on appeal, Fletcher argues that the jury heard
the testinony concerning the nature of his prior felony drug

conviction in violation of the holding in Ad Chief v. United

States, 519 U. S. 172 (1997). W review the district court’s

evidentiary ruling for an abuse of discretion. United States v.

| nsaul garat, 378 F.3d 456, 464 (5th Cr. 2004).

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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Under O d Chief, 519 U.S. at 174, a district court abuses
its discretion if it admts the nane or nature of a stipulated
prior conviction when such is offered solely to prove the
prior-conviction elenment of the offense, and its introduction
raises a risk of a verdict tainted by inproper considerations.
The instant case is distinguishable fromdd Chief because the
Governnent did not seek to introduce evidence of the prior
conviction “solely” to prove the prior-conviction elenent of the
of fense. Rather, the Governnent elicited the testinony in order
to establish that Wllianms m ght have a bias in favor of
Fletcher. The potential bias of a wtness is always rel evant

testinony. United States v. Powell, 124 F.3d 655, 661 (5th Gr.

1997). As in the instant case, evidence of bias may include
testinony concerning the prior history between a witness and a
def endant where the history establishes a possible notive for

slanted testinony. See, e.qg., id. The district court did not

abuse its discretion by allowing the testinony. See |nsaul garat,

378 F. 3d at 464.

AFFI RVED.



