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Defendant gppedls as of right his convictions of receiving and conceding stolen property over
$100, MCL 750.535; MSA 28.803, carrying a concealed weapon, MCL 750.227; MSA 28.424, and
fourth habitua offender, MCL 769.12; MSA 28.1084. He was sentenced to ten to thirty years
imprisonment. We firm.

Defendant argues that his sentence of ten to thirty yearsin prison is disproportionate. Because
defendant is an habitua offender, our review of defendant’s sentence is limited to whether the sentence
violates the principle of proportiondity set forth in People v Milbourn, 435 Mich 630; 461 NW2d 1
(1990). People v Gatewood (On Remand), 216 Mich App 559, 560; 550 NW2d 265 (1996). At
the time defendant committed the present offenses, he was only twenty-one years old and had aready
committed three prior felonies. The present offenses condituted his fourth and fifth felonies. While
defendant was in prison in 1991 and 1992, he had twenty-one mgor misconducts. Futhermore,
defendant was on parole at the time he committed the present offenses and admitted that he was dso
involved as a driver in an armed robbery that occurred earlier in the evening prior to his arrest for the
present offenses. In light of the circumstances surrounding the offense and offender in this case, we
conclude that defendant’ s sentence does not violate the principle of proportionaity. Milbourn, supra.
Thus, the trid court did not abuse its discretion in sentencing defendant. Gatewood, supra.

* Circuit judge, sitting on the Court of Appeals by assgnment.
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We afirm.
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