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PER CURIAM.

Defendant gppeds of right from his jury trid conviction of entering without bresking with intent
to commit larceny, MCL 750.111; MSA 28.306. The trid court sentenced defendant as a fourth
habitua offender, MCL 769.12; MSA 28.1084, to Sx to fifteen years imprisonment. We affirm.

Defendant first contends that he was deprived of the effective assstance of counsd by his trid
counsd’s falure to make timdy objections to testimony indicating that Sarah Vasquez was his cousin
and testimony concerning the discovery of avehicle title with the name “ Jesse Vasquez” during a search
of Vasquez' house. Because defendant did not move for an evidentiary hearing, this Court’s review is
limited to mistakes gpparent on the existing record. People v Price, 214 Mich App 538, 547; 543
NW2d 49 (1995). Effective assstance of counsdl is presumed, and the defendant bears the heavy
burden proving otherwise. People v Effinger, 212 Mich App 67, 69; 536 NwW2d 809 (1995). To
edtablish his clam, defendant must show that counsel’ s performance fell below an objective sandard of
reasonableness, and there is a reasonable probability that, but for counsd’s error, the result of the
proceeding would have been different. 1d.

The decison not to object to the testimony regarding Vasquez dleged familia reaion to
defendant and to instead ded with tha testimony through cross-examinaion was a matter of trid
srategy. People v Flowers, 222 Mich App 732, 737; 565 NW2d 12 (1997). Counsd’sdecison to
refrain from objecting in the presence of the jury to the testimony regarding the vehide title likewise was
amatter of tria srategy. When counsd subsequently addressed this matter with the trid court, counsdl
specificdly indicated that he did not want a curative ingruction given because he did not want to draw
the jury’ s attention to the testimony. Matters attributable to trid strategy will not be second-guessed on
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gpped and will not support a finding of ineffective assstance of counsd unless the dtrategy is “outsde
the wide range of professonaly competent assstance.” Pickens, supra at 330, quoting Strickland v
Washington, 466 US 668, 690; 104 S Ct 2052; 80 L E2d 2d 674 (1984). On the existing record, it
gppears that tria counsd’s drategy was within the wide range of competence demanded of trid
attorneys handling crimind cases. Moreover, defendant has falled to demondrate how he was
prejudiced by counsd’s actions.  Accordingly, defendant has failed to establish that he was deprived of
the effective assstance of counsdl. Effinger, supra at 69.

Defendant next contends that the trial court failed to afford his counsd the right to alocute.
MCR 6.425(D)(2)(c). This Court reviews the record de novo to determine whether the trial court
complied with the court rule. See People v Lugo, 214 Mich App 699, 711-712; 542 NW2d 921
(1995). Tria counsd addressed the court regarding corrections to the presentence report and the
scoring of the sentencing guidelines.  He then advised the court that defendant wished to read a
datement to the court. There is no indication that trid counsd wished to say anything more and
defendant has falled to indicate any additiond information that his counsd was prevented from
presenting. On this record, we find the court rule was not violated because defendant’s counsd was
given the opportunity to alocute on defendant’ s behaf.

Defendant next contends that the prosecutor’s reference in cdosing argument to the vehicle title
and the trid court’s failure to give the jury a requested limiting ingtruction deprived him of a far trid.
This Court reviews the propriety of a prosecutor’s remarks in context to determine if the defendant was
denied a far and impartid trid. People v Minor, 213 Mich App 682, 689; 541 NW2d 576 (1995).
Examined in context, the prosecutor's comment did not deny defendant a fair and impartid trid.
Defendant immediately objected to the prosecutor’ s remark and the objection was sustained.  Although
the trid court declined to give a limiting ingtruction, it did ingtruct the jurors a the beginning and & the
end of the trid that they had to decide the case on the evidence and that the remarks of counsd were
not evidence. Given the nature of the prosecutor’s comment and its brevity, this Court concludes that
the trid court’s generd indruction was sufficient to diminate any minima prgudice. People v Bahoda,
448 Mich 261, 281; 531 NW2d 659 (1995). Furthermore, given the evidence tying defendant to the
crime, including eyewitness observations and defendant’ s fingerprint, “[r]eversa on the basis of asingle
imprudent statement by the prosecutor is not warranted in this case.” Minor, supra at 689.

Defendant findly contends that the cumulative effect of the errors regarding the effective
assgtance of counsdl and prosecutorial misconduct that he has raised on gpped denied him a fair trid
even if, sanding by themsdves they were not sufficient to judtify reversd of his conviction. In
determining whether defendant’s conviction should be reversed as a result of the cumulative effect of
trid errors, this Court congders only the aggregated effect of actua errors. Bahoda, supra at 292-293
n 64. In making this assessment, “relevant factors include the extent to which the remarks may have
mided the jury and prejudiced defendant, whether they were isolated or extensve, whether they were
ddiberately or accidentaly injected, and the strength of other evidence againgt defendant.” 1d.

The testimony that a vehicle title bearing the name of “Jesse Vasquez” was found at the same
house as the computer that was stolen from the complainant’s residence did not midead the jury or
prejudice defendant. 1t was the subject of only a few questions asked of one witness and of one brief

-2-



comment in the prosecutor’'s closing argument.  This comment did not attempt to directly draw a
connection between the name on the vehicle title and defendant. Even assuming tha the comment was
ddiberady injected, it was extremdly brief, defendant immediately objected, the trid court sustained the
objection, and the jury was subsequently instructed that the arguments of counsel were not evidence.
Findly, there was sgnificant evidence of defendant’s guilt so that it is unlikdy that the prosecutor’'s
questions and his one brief comment in closing argument could have unfairly prgudiced defendant.
Congdering these factors, this Court concludes that the cumulative effect of defendant’s claimed trid
errors does not require reversal. People v Howard, 226 Mich App 528, 549; 575 NW2d 16 (1997).

Affirmed.
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