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SUMMARY:		
The trial court did not commit plain error when it did not instruct the jury on the meaning of “purposely” in the context of the definition of “sexual contact” where the court instructed the jury to rely on its individual and collective knowledge and understanding of the meaning of any undefined terms.

Trial counsel was not constitutionally ineffective for failing to request an instruction on the definition of “purposely” where it was not plain error for the court to fail to give such an instruction and counsel presented an argument based on the required element of purpose.

The trial court did not abuse its discretion in joining defendant’s two counts of sexual imposition against separate victims in a single trial where the evidence of each count was simple and distinct.

JUDGMENT:	AFFIRMED

JUDGES:	OPINION by CROUSE, J.; ZAYAS, P.J., and WINKLER, J., CONCUR.

