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MEMORANDUM.

Defendant pleaded guilty in two separate cases to delivery of less than fifty grams of cocaine,
MCL 333.7401(2)(a)(iv); MSA 14.15(7401)(2)(a)(iv), felonious assault, MCL 750.82; MSA 28.277,
and intentional discharge of a firearm from a motor vehicle, MCL 750.234a; MSA 28.431(1). For
those respective convictions, he was sentenced to five to ten years imprisonment, two to four years
imprisonment, and two to four years imprisonment. He gppedls as of right. We affirm. This case has
been decided without oral argument pursuant to MCR 7.214(A).

Defendant’ s convictions of both felonious assault and intentionaly discharging a firearm do not
violate the Double Jeopardy Clauses of the United States and Michigan Condtitutions. US Congt, Am
V; Congt 1963, art 1, § 15. Because the offenses in question address different socia norms and contain
mutualy exclusve dements, we conclude that the Legidature intended separate punishments. See
People v Surgis, 427 Mich 392, 398-400; 397 NW2d 783 (1986); People v Cortez, 206 Mich App
204, 206; 520 NW2d 693 (1994).

Next, because the impostion of sentence was immediately preceded by the prosecutor’'s
argument that defendant should be sentenced within the respective guidelines ranges, it is clear that the
trid court was sentencing defendant in accord with the guideines even though this was not explicitly
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indicated. Under these circumstances, a remand for articulation is unnecessary. People v Lawson,
195 Mich App 76, 78; 489 NwW2d 147 (1992).

Further, defendant was not denied his right to the effective assstance of counsd by defense
counsel’ s failure to address the court on defendant’s behaf at sentencing. The decison to address the
court at sentencing isatactica one, which this Court is reluctant to second guess. People v Arney, 138
Mich App 764, 766; 360 NW2d 291 (1984). Additionally, defendant does not indicate how he was
prejudiced by defense counsd’s fallure to address the court at sentencing and we can discern no
prejudice from the record. Hence, defendant’ s ineffective assstance of counsd clam mugt fail.

Laslly, defendant has failed to overcome the presumption that his sentences for ddivery of less
than fifty grams of cocane and fdonious assault, which were within the sentencing guiddines
recommended ranges, as well as his sentence for intentiondly discharging afirearm, are proportionate.
People v Milbourn, 435 Mich 630; 461 NW2d 1 (1990); People v Broden, 428 Mich 343, 354-
355; 408 NW2d 789 (1987). Our review of the record reveds that defendant’s sentences are in fact
proportionate to the seriousness of the circumstances surrounding the offenses and the offender.
Milbourn, supra.

Affirmed.
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