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PER CURIAM.

Following a jury trid, defendant was convicted of first-degree felony murder and possession of
a firearm during the commisson of a feony. MCL 750.316(1)(b); MSA 28.548(1)(b), MCL
750.227b; MSA 28.424(2). The case involves an armed robbery and murder of a Seven-Eleven store
clerk..

On gpped, defendant argues that evidence of defendant’s fantasized flight from jall was
erroneoudy admitted at trid, that a change of venue should have been granted and thet there was
prosecutorid misconduct. We affirm.

Defendant first claims that the trid court erred by admitting testimony about his plans to escape
from cugtody before trid. He maintains that his escape plans were not specific in detall and that their
prgudicid effect on the jury outweighed their probativeness. We disagree. Evidence of flight, such as
attempts to escape from custody, generdly are admissible as indicative of consciousness of guilt.
People v Coleman, 210 Mich App 1, 4; 532 NW2d 885 (1995). Reversd on an issue involving
evidentiary decisons under MRE 401 and MRE 403 is warranted only if the trial court abused its
discretion. We will not reverse atrid court’s admission of a defendant’ s escape plans where the plans
showed an intent to escape, even though not specific in detail. People v Bahoda, 448 Mich 261, 289;
531 NW2d 659 (1995).
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Defendant aso argues that the escape plans should not have been admitted because, in addition
to evidencing consciousness of quilt, they tended to show a propensity to murder. His escape plan
involved killing three guards. We disagree. Testimony regarding crimina actions connected with an
attempted escape is admissible, because the actions are contemporaneous with the attempted escape.
Therefore, the triad court did not abuse its discretion by admitting the evidence. Coleman, supra at 5.

Defendant next argues that the tria court erred by denying his motions for a change of venue.
Agan, we disagree. To be entitled to a change of venue, a defendant must show that there is (1) a
paitern of strong community feding againg him and that the publicity is so extensve and inflammatory
that jurors could not remain impartid when exposed to it; or (2) the jury was actualy prgudiced or the
atmosphere surrounding the trid was such as would create a probability of prgudice. People v
Passeno, 195 Mich App 91, 98; 489 NW2d 152 (1992). The existence of pretrid publicity, standing
aone, does not necessitate a change of venue. Id.

Here, when defendant moved for a change of venue, he argued only that his motions should be
granted because of negative pretrid publicity. Because defendant failed to establish that the pretria
publicity precluded an impartid jury from being chosen, the trid court did not abuse its discretion by
denying his motion.

Defendant next argues that he was denied a fair trial because the prosecutor repeatedly asked
defendant whether the prosecutor’ s witnesses were lying. We disagree. A prosecutor should not ask a
defendant to comment on the truthfulness of prosecution witnesses, because the defendant’ s opinion of
their credibility is not probative. However, in this case, the error was not prgudicid. People v
Buckey, 424 Mich 1, 17; 378 NW2d 432 (1985). The object of the prosecutor’s questioning was to
discredit defendant, not to bolster the prosecution’s witnesses. 1d. Moreover, defendant’ stria counsdl
did not raise the objection urged on gppeal. We find that any pregjudice could have been cured by a
timey cautionary indruction. Id. a 18. Thus, defendant was not denied afair trid.

Findly, defendant argues that, because the prosecutor’s questioning was improper, he should
not have been able to comment at closing upon the improper evidence. We disagree.  Although the
questioning had been improper, the prosecutor was entitled to argue that, if defendant’s story was to be
believed, al of the prosecutor’s witnesses would have to be liars. People v Lee, 212 Mich App 228,
255; 537 NW2d 233 (1995).

Affirmed.
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