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PER CURIAM.

Following ajury trid, defendant was convicted of assault with intent to murder, MCL 750.83,
MSA 28.278, preparation with intent to burn rea property, MCL 750.77; MSA 28272, and
possession of an explosive or incendiary device with intent to use it againgt the person or property of
others, MCL 750.211a; MSA 28.408(1). Defendant was sentenced to 20 to 40 years imprisonment
for the assault with intent to murder conviction; 1 to 4 years imprisonment for the preparation to burn
conviction; and 2 to 4 years imprisonment for the possession of an incendiary device conviction.
Defendant gppedls as of right, and we affirm.

On apped, defendant’ s first claim is that he was denied his state and federa congtitutiond right
to an impartia jury because the array of potentid jurors faled to provide a panel which was afar and
reasonable cross-section of the community where the crime was committed. In order to preserve a
chdlengeto ajury array, a defendant must register an objection before the jury has been impaneled and
sworn. People v Hubbard, (After Remand), 217 Mich App 459, 465; 552 NW2d 593 (1996).
Here, defendant failed to raise an objection to his jury array in the trid court. Accordingly, defendant
has forfeited gppellate consderation of this issue. People v Dixon, 217 Mich App 400, 404; 552
NW2d 663 (1996).
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We ds0 find without merit defendant’ s contention that his trid counsd’s failure to object to the
jury array denied him the effective assstance of counsd. The sdection of a jury is a matter of trid
srategy. See People v McKee, 7 Mich App 296, 299; 151 NW2d 869 (1967). Here, defendant has
faled to overcome the presumption that, under the circumstances, the actions of his counsel condtituted
sound trid Strategy. People v LaVearn, 448 Mich 207, 216; 528 NW2d 721 (1995).

Findly, defendant daims that his minimum sentence of 20 years imprisonment is excessve and
disproportionate. We disagree. Because defendant’ s sentence is within the sentencing guidelines range,
it is presumed to be proportionate. People v Daniel, 207 Mich App 47, 54; 523 NW2d 830 (1994).
We have reviewed defendant’s arguments and conclude that defendant has failed to articulate any
unusua circumstances to overcome the presumption of proportiondity. The tria court did not abuse its
discretion in imposing the ingant sentence People v Milbourn, 435 Mich 630, 636; 461 NW2d 1
(1990).

Affirmed.
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