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UMMARY OPINION 

Appellant, Derek Tewinin Edmonds was convicted of Sexual Battery in violation of 21 O.S. 11'3(B) 
(2001), in the District Court of Oklahoma County, Case No. CF-2001~5225, before the Honorable 
Malcolm M. Savage, District Judge. The jury set punishment at nine (9) months imprisonment, and the 
trial court sentenced accordingly, giving credit for time served in the county jail and susp nding the 
remainder. From the judgment and sentence Appellant has perfected his appeal. 

Appellant raises the following propositions of error in support of his appeal: 

1. Appellant was denied due process of law by the trial court's failure to instruct the jury on a lesser 
included offense that was supported by the evidence. 

2. Appellant was denied due process of law by the trial court's failure to sufficiently instruct the jurors 
on the consequences of their verdict. 

After thorough consideration of Appellant's propositions of error and the entire record before us on 
appeal, including the original record, transcripts, and briefs, we have detemlined that the judgment and 
sentence shall be affirmed. In deciding the rust proposition we note that Appellant did not request lesser 
included instructions, thus we review for plain error only. See Hogan v. State 2006 OK CR 19 138, 139 
P.3d 907, 923. In order to be entitled to instructions on a lesser offense, we look to whether the evidence 
might allow a jury to acquit the defendant of the greater offense and convict him of the lesser. Harris v. 
State, 2004 OK CR 1,50 84 P.3d 731, 750. Such is not the case here. There is 110 plain error. 

In proposition two, we find again that no request was made to have the jury instructed on the 
consequences of their finding of guilt; thus we review for plain error only. There is no error here. Sexual 
offender registry is automatic upon conviction and is not within the jury's province. Jurors should not be 
apprised of "issues broader than the guilt or innocence of the accused under the controlling law." Cooper 
v. State, 1978 OK R 96 13,584 P.2d 234, 238. 

To hold otherwise would reap dire consequences upon the criminal justice system. See Johnson v. State, 
1971 OK CR 459, 2, 490 P.2d 1130, 1131. 

The judgment and sentence of the trial court shall be AFFIRMED. Pursuant to Rule 3.15, Rules of the 
Oklahoma Court of Criminal Appeals, Title 22 eh. 18, App. (2007), the MANDATE is ORDERED 
issued upon the delivery and filing of this decision. 
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S. GAIL GUNNING 

OPINION BY: LEWI J. 

LUMPKIN, P.J.: Concur 

C. JOHNSO , V.P.J.: Concur 

CHAPEL 1.: Specially Concur 

A. JOHNSON, J.: Concur 

CHAPEL, JUDGE, SPECIALLY CONCURRING: 

I concur in affirming the conviction and sentence in tIus case. However, I am of the opinion that the 
requirement of registration as a sex offender upon conviction is not a "collateral consequence" of a 
conviction for sex offenses. Rather, I believe such registration requirement is a direct consequence of the 
conviction and since it involves substantial restrictions upon one's liberty, it should be considered 
punitive and part of the sentence. In a proper case where an instruction is requested and where the issue 
is preserved and fully briefed, this Court should then consider whether an instruction is required. 
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