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Executive Summary 
  
Oklahoma’s existing practices related to assessing and collecting criminal legal financial obliga-
tions (LFOs) unfairly burden low-income criminal defendants and present a threat to public safety, 
government efficiency, and fiscal responsibility.  In this report, we define LFOs to include the full 
range of court costs and fees assessed to criminal defendants. To improve Oklahoma’s criminal 
justice system and alleviate problems in the assessment and collection of LFOs, we recommend 
the following reforms: 
 
• Enact statutory definitions for “poverty” and “physical disability” 

 
• Ensure courts apply laws relating to LFOs uniformly through judicial training, bench 

cards, and a uniform Rule 8 form 
 
• Conduct hearings to determine eligibility for waiver of LFOs via videoconference  
 
• Adequately fund the Oklahoma’s Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) and direct 

the AOC to track outstanding LFOs 
 
• Implement a statewide E-payment system for LFOs 
 
• Perform a special audit of Oklahoma’s district courts to determine the scale of the prob-

lem of low-income defendants who cannot afford to pay LFOs 
 
• Offer a short-term LFO amnesty program
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Preface  
 
 As soon as she hung up, Cari Smith 
started to lose her breath.1  Staring out her 
kitchen window in her modest one-bedroom 
apartment, she watched her five-year-old son 
climbing on the community jungle gym. Her 
eyes began to well up. She was tired.  

About a year earlier, Cari was ar-
rested and charged with embezzlement, the 
result of a problem with a rental car. Because 
Cari had never been in trouble with the law, 
the prosecutor offered her a plea agreement: 
attend a diversion program for struggling 
mothers instead of going to prison. As Cari 
sat in the cold metal chair at the jail, staring 
down at the offer, all she could think about 
was her son. If she refused the deal and was 
convicted, her son would grow up without a 
mother. She would miss seven of his birth-
days,  For Cari, accepting the plea agreement 
was the easiest choice she ever made, because 
it meant she could be with her son.   

A few days later, Cari stood before 
the judge as he handed down her sentence: 
$12,000 in fines, fees, and restitution, all of 
which had to be paid within seven years. She 
thought about the money she owed the 
babysitter and the electric bill she’d barely 
managed to pay. She wondered how she 
would ever get another job after losing the 
last job she had for missing work while in jail. 
But she took a deep breath and told herself 
she’d make it work. 

As soon as she left the courthouse that 
day, she ran home, changed clothes, kissed  
her son on the forehead, thanked the babysit-
ter, and went looking for a job. After apply-
ing to several restaurants—the only job she 

had ever known—and being rejected, she fi-
nally asked one of the managers why. “It’s 
just... you just got out of jail for embezzle-
ment. We can’t risk you handling cash,” he 
reluctantly mumbled. Devastated, Cari 
walked across the street to a little, family-
owned grocery store with a “Now Hiring” 
sign, where, after incessantly promising she 
wouldn’t let down the empathetic owner, she 
got the job. It only minimum wage, but it was 
a job, and it was hers. 

When the time came time to send in 
her restitution payment to the DA’s office, 
Cari placed her $100 in an envelope, sealed 
it, and dropped it in the mailbox. When she 
heard the mailbox shut, she sighed in relief 
knowing she had just enough money after 
bills, rent, childcare expenses, and food to 
pay the bill. For the first time since her arrest, 
she felt like she would make it. But the next 
day, that all changed.  

Before Cari picked up the phone, she 
shooed her son out the door and told him to 
go outside and play. “Mommy has an im-
portant phone call.” As soon as he skipped 
out the door, Cari answered.  

“Hello?” 
“Hello, is this Cari Smith?” the voice 

asked sharply.  
“Yes, I’m Cari,” she responded.  
“Yeah, hi, this is District Attorney 

Coleman. Do you know why I’m calling?” 
“Uh, sir, I apologize if I missed my 

payment; you should be getting it in a couple 
of days. I-I-I just sent it in the mail yester-
day,” she explained anxiously. “No, I re-
ceived it, Ms. Smith. And it’s a dollar short. 
If it happens again, you’re going back to jail.”  

Cari was lost. “I’m sorry, there has to 
be a mistake. I mailed a $100 money order, 
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just like the judge said.” Impatient, DA Cole-
man responded, “Look, you didn’t add in the 
processing fee. So we had to take it out of 
your payment. You’re going to have to send 
in the other dollar or you’ll be in violation of 
your probation.”  

As her eyes began to well up with 
tears of hopelessness and defeat, she politely 
conceded. “Yes, sir. It won’t happen again.” 
Without a response, he hung up the phone. 



Legal and Historical 
Background   
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Introduction 
 

In Oklahoma, low-income people 
who become involved in the criminal justice 
system face the significant challenge of bur-
densome legal financial obligations (LFOs), 
also known as court costs. Contrary to consti-
tutional protections, low-income defendants 
are often jailed when they are unable to pay 
their LFOs. Evidence suggests Oklahoma 
courts rarely inquire into whether a defendant 
has the ability to pay LFOs, though this in-
quiry is required by law.  

When combined with Oklahoma’s 
excessive reliance on LFOs as a revenue 
source, the practice of levying these fees 
without regard to a defendant’s ability to pay 
negatively affects public safety, government 
efficiency, and fiscal responsibility. 

Fortunately, Oklahoma has a solid 
policy foundation for addressing the ques-
tions that arise from the state’s application of 
LFOs to low-income defendants. The legisla-
ture has already indicated through statutes 
that it does not want low-income or disabled 
defendants burdened by onerous LFOs.  
However, in practice, such defendants are 
routinely assessed LFOs. This must change. 

In this report, we explain the prob-
lems associated with how Oklahoma courts 
currently handle assessing and collecting 
LFOs. Further, we will recommend several 
specific reforms that will make Oklahoma 
more compliant with settled state and federal 
laws, reduce the negative effects of LFOs on 
our state’s poorest populations, increase gov-
ernment efficiency and transparency, allow 

the state to engage in more fiscally responsi-
ble practices, and ensure greater public safety 
for its citizens. 

Presently, contrary to state and fed-
eral law, the courts do not always hold hear-
ings to determine defendants’ ability to pay 
LFOs, and apply existing protections incon-
sistently.2  As a result, too many low-income 
defendants are jailed when they fail to make 
payments.3 In Part I, we recommend various 
measures to address these problems. First, we 
recommend the legislature enact clear and 
objective statutory standards for determining 
whether a defendant is able to pay his LFOs. 
Stricter, clearer guidelines will result in 
greater consistency among judges’ applica-
tion of existing protections. Second, we rec-
ommend adding judicial training require-
ments to ensure sentencing judges consist-
ently and correctly apply these protections. 
For the same reason, we recommend creating 
and issuing bench cards and manuals to fur-
ther aid judges in this process. Additionally, 
we recommend requiring, at a minimum, that 
courts use a statewide form to ensure all 
judges consider the same information about 
defendants’ financial circumstances at sen-
tencing and at subsequent hearings for deter-
mining defendants’ ability to pay.   

When defendants are jailed upon fail-
ure to pay, they take up space in the jail that 
could be used for violent offenders who pre-
sent genuine threats to public safety. In Part 
I, we also recommend the legislature prevent 
courts from jailing defendants by requiring 
them to issue summons before arrest warrants 
upon a defendant’s initial failure to pay. If a 
defendant ignores the summons, our recom-
mendation would allow the court to issue a 
warrant, but in efforts to further relieve the 
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burdens on the jails, we recommend adding 
hearings to determine defendants’ ability to 
pay to the list of judicial proceedings that 
courts can conduct via videoconference. 

As the law currently stands, LFOs 
disproportionately burden the poorest popu-
lations and fail to effectively deter wealthy 
defendants. In response, Part I proposes im-
plementing a structured fine system that will 
treat all defendants equally, prevent defend-
ants from being unable to pay their LFOs, and 
increase public safety by better deterring 
crime. This will further improve consistency 
in assessment, collection rates, and deterrent 
effects of fines.  

Currently, the Administrative Office 
of the Courts (AOC) lacks the resources and 
manpower needed to provide crucial support 
to the courts. In Part II, we recommend sev-
eral infrastructure improvements that will en-
sure greater efficiency and transparency in 
government. First, we recommend the legis-
lature appropriate additional funds to the 
AOC. With sufficient resources, the AOC 
will be able to create and implement a 
statewide case management system and E-
payment system that will improve efficiency 
by consolidating information and processes 
and facilitating information sharing between 
departments at the state, county, and munici-
pal levels.   

The lack of data regarding LFOs as-
sessed to low-income defendants leaves the 
state blind to their debt and unable to ascer-
tain the costs and benefits of current practices 
and potential reforms. In Part III, we recom-
mend that the legislature either require dis-
trict and municipal courts to report data re-
garding court costs assessed and collected to 
the AOC, or obtain that data through a 

statewide audit. The legislature can analyze 
this data and use the knowledge gained to en-

act further reforms to prevent further deterio-
ration of public confidence in the courts and 
future funding crises.  

Finally, in Part IV, we recommend 
implementing a temporary LFO amnesty pro-
gram to incentivize payments in exchange for 
partial forgiveness of outstanding LFOs. This 
should boost collections and raise enough 
revenue to implement some of these reforms. 
 These solutions will not only alleviate 
the challenges low-income defendants face, 
but they will also increase public safety and 
efficiency, and improve the state’s financial 
circumstances.   
 

Background 
 
“Lock ‘em up and throw away the 

key” is what many envision when people are 
convicted of crimes. However, the sanctions 
criminal defendants face after conviction of-
ten involve far more than jail time. Generally, 
Oklahoma law authorizes state criminal 
courts to assess LFOs against defendants to 
hold them accountable for the costs of their 
own prosecutions and to reimburse the gov-
ernment for the services the criminal justice 
system provides. Statutes also authorize 

The sanctions defendants face 
after a conviction often  

involve far more than jail time. 
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courts to impose fines as part of the punish-
ment.   
 Often, when a criminal defendant 
fails to make payments against these fines 
and fees, or LFOs, the court issues a warrant 
authorizing law enforcement to arrest her and 
throw her in jail pending a hearing. This com-
mon practice has resulted in debtors’ prisons 
in Oklahoma, where people are incarcerated 
for their inability or failure to pay LFOs.4 

Throughout American history, courts 
have gradually limited states’ ability to jail 
criminal defendants for this purpose. In 1970, 
the United States Supreme Court held in Wil-
liams v. Illinois that a state could not extend 
a defendant’s jail sentence beyond the statu-
tory maximum merely because she could not 
pay a fine. 5  Later, in 1971, the Supreme 
Court went further, saying that if the state had 
imposed a fine on a defendant as his sentence, 
it could not subsequently convert that sen-
tence into jail time if he could not pay the 
fine.6 Finally, in 1983, Bearden v. Georgia, 
the Supreme Court outlawed incarcerating 
criminal defendants for failure to pay unless 
they did so willfully, as opposed to merely 
being too poor to pay.7 The Court also held 
that sentencing courts are required to inquire 
into a defendant’s ability to pay court fees 
prior to assessing them.8 
 Faced with financial pressure, states 
across the nation, including Oklahoma, have 
had difficulties complying with these consti-
tutional principles.9 For example, in response 
to a $1.3 billion shortfall, the Oklahoma leg-
islature created the District Court Revolving 
Fund, a measure which affected about 45 
court fees—almost exclusively criminal 
court fees. 10  By doing so, the legislature 

placed excessive reliance on fees to fund cru-
cial government functions.11 Aside from im-
peding compliance with constitutional pro-
tections, this has also led to decreased public 
safety and severe fiscal strains.12 

Eighty percent of Oklahoma’s crimi-
nal defendants are just like Cari Smith, who 
was featured in the preface to this report.  
Most work low-paying jobs and have diffi-
culty making ends meet.13 But many are even 
worse off. 14  While Cari was able to find 
enough money to pay her LFOs, many crim-
inal defendants cannot.15 Unfortunately, this 
does not stop the state from relying on them 

to fund the government.16   
While basic fairness permits charging 

individual court users some reasonable fees 
to help partially offset the costs of operating 
the court system, courts’ funding should 
largely come from general state revenue 
sources. Article II, Section 6 of the Oklahoma 
Constitution expressly provides: 
 

The courts of justice of the state shall 
be open to every person, and speedy 
and certain remedy afforded for every 
wrong and for every injury to person, 
property, or reputation; and right and 
justice shall be administered without 
sale, denial, delay, or prejudice.17 

While Cari was able to find 
enough money to pay her 

LFOs, many criminal  
defendants cannot.  This does 
not stop the state from relying 

on them to fund the  
government. 
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Eighty percent of criminal 
defendants in Oklahoma live at 

or below the poverty line. 
 
Clearly, the legislature intended the 

court system to be open to, and thus to bene-
fit, the general public as a whole, not just 
those who happen to use it. Thus, it has a re-
sponsibility to provide adequate funding 
from general appropriations. Unfortunately, 
the State of Oklahoma generally fails to meet 
this basic obligation. 

Not only are Oklahoma courts almost 
exclusively funded through LFOs, but a num-
ber of state agencies that perform vital gov-
ernment functions draw significant or near-
exclusive funding through court fees as 
well. 18  Eighty-seven percent of operating 
costs—everything from building mainte-
nance to payroll checks—of any given Dis-
trict Court in the State of Oklahoma derive 
from criminal and civil court fee collec-
tions.19 Additionally, the Council on Law En-
forcement Education and Training 
(CLEET)—the agency responsible for train-
ing and certifying a large portion of the 
state’s law enforcement officers, private se-
curity guards, and private investigators——
receives approximately 85% of its funding 
through a $9 CLEET fee that attaches to all 
municipal and district court criminal cases.20 
Eighty percent of criminal defendants in Ok-
lahoma live near or below the federal poverty 
line.21 If all of them had the means to pay 
those specific fees alone, over two-thirds of 
CLEET’s entire budget would come from the 
pockets of people who cannot even afford an 
attorney to represent them in contesting the 

charges that eventually result in the assess-
ment of those fees. Operating with this level 
of disparity between public funding and re-
covered LFOs creates a clear conflict of in-
terest between various state agencies and the 
public they serve.   

Further, a comparison of court collec-
tions in a sample of ten Oklahoma counties in 
2003 versus collections in 2015 highlights 
the problems with utilizing criminal court 
fees as a revenue source. The dollar amounts 
for individual civil fees, which filers must 
pay at the time they file their suits, and thus 
are always collected,22 generally did not in-
crease in amount from 2003 to when they 
were examined again in 2015. 23  However, 
the number of civil cases filed have in-
creased, accounting for the rise in civil col-
lections from 2003 to 2015.24 Criminal fees, 
on the other hand, have increased in dollar 
amount over the last decade and a half due to 
the legislature’s efforts to raise revenue. 25 

But despite increased efforts to improve col-
lections on criminal cases, those collections 
actually decreased from 2003 to 2015. 26 
Thus, neither increases in the criminal fees 
themselves nor increases in collections of 

Neither increases in the  
criminal fees themselves nor 

increases in collections of those 
fees resulted in any positive  
effect on the court system’s 

budget. 



 
 

8 

those fees resulted in any positive effect on 
the court system’s budget. 

However, these measures did have, 
and continue to have, severe negative effects 
on the lives of low-income defendants and 
their families. 27  Further, current practice 
places a disproportionate burden on the 
state’s most impoverished communities. 28 
When a criminal defendant fails to make a 
payment on his court fees, he is often arrested 
and jailed.  

While defendants with the financial 
means can bail themselves out, pay off their 
LFOs or adjust their payment plans, and be 
released the same day, many low-income de-
fendants must sit behind bars for over a 
week—sometimes even longer—before be-
ing given the opportunity to explain their 
missed payments to a judge. As a result, their 
LFOs accumulate; their debt rises by at least 
$50 for execution of their arrest warrants,29 
by 30% of their outstanding balances for 
missing their payments (if sent to collec-
tions),30 and, in some counties, by the costs 
of incarceration charged for each day they 
spend in jail.31 Worse, they are forced to miss 
work, resulting in job loss or opportunities 
for promotion or better pay.  

In short, this system traps low-income 
defendants in a vicious cycle of debt, incar-
ceration, and poverty—their lives completely 
controlled by the criminal justice system for 
as long as they remain too poor to pay LFOs.  

As a practical matter, the result is a 
two-tiered criminal justice system—one for 
the solvent, and one for the impoverished. 
This fundamental unfairness in the way Ok-
lahoma courts administer criminal justice not 
only damages low-income defendants, but it 
also results in a lack of transparency and trust 

in the judicial branch of our state govern-
ment. 

Several states, including Mississippi, 
Georgia, Arkansas, Ohio, Alabama, Louisi-
ana, and Missouri, among others, have all 
faced lawsuits for engaging in similar prac-
tices and for jailing defendants upon failure 
to pay.32 And perhaps the event that shone the 
brightest light on the issue was the United 
States Department of Justice’s (DOJ) investi-
gation into the Ferguson, Missouri police de-
partment and the city’s municipal courts fol-
lowing the controversial officer-involved 
shooting of Michael Brown in 2014.33 Signif-
icantly, in response to these events, many ju-
dicial organizations and government agen-
cies published guidelines for states to follow 
to ensure compliance with the constitutional 
principles of the Williams, Tate, and Bearden 
decisions.  

Recently, the DOJ issued a “Dear 
Colleague” letter that directs courts to follow 
the following principles:34 
 

1) Courts must not incarcerate a 
person for nonpayment of fines or 
fees without first conducting an in-

This system traps criminal de-
fendants in a vicious cycle of 

debt, incarceration, and  
poverty—their lives completely 

controlled by the criminal  
justice system for as long as 
they remain too poor to pay 

LFOs. 
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digency determination and estab-
lishing that the failure to pay was 
willful; 
(2) Courts must consider alterna-
tives to incarceration for indigent 
defendants unable to pay fines and 
fees;  
(3) Courts must not condition ac-
cess to a judicial hearing on the pre-
payment of fines or fees; and  
(4) Courts must provide meaningful 
notice and, in appropriate cases, 
counsel, when enforcing fines and 
fees.  

 
The Conference of State Court Ad-

ministrators (COSCA) has also published a 
series of principles for states to follow, the 
first of which highlights the importance of 
avoiding conflicts of interest between the 
courts and the use of fees they levy on crimi-
nal defendants:35 

 
Courts should be substantially 
funded from general governmental 
revenue sources because court users 
derive a private benefit from the 
courts and may be charged reasona-
ble fees to partially offset the cost of 
the courts borne by the public. Nei-
ther courts nor specific court func-
tions should be expected to operate 
exclusively from fees. 

 
 The principles discussed above pro-
vide a framework within which Oklahoma’s 
policy regarding court fees may be evaluated 
and reform recommendations may be made 
to ensure constitutional compliance. 
 

Oklahoma’s Efforts 
 

Despite Oklahoma’s shortfalls in re-
lying on criminal LFOs for revenue, there is 
some positive news. Oklahoma law includes 
several provisions that aim to prevent courts 
from jailing defendants for failure to pay and 
to reduce at least some of the burdens sub-
stantial LFOs entail.  

The Bill of Rights of the Oklahoma 
Constitution provides that “[i]mprisonment 
for debt is prohibited . . . .”36 Further, Section 
VIII of the Oklahoma Rules of Criminal Pro-
cedure sets out several rules limiting incar-
ceration for failure to pay LFOs.  

First, Rule 8.1 requires sentencing 
courts to hold hearings to determine defend-
ants’ ability to immediately satisfy LFOs.37 
Additionally, Rule 8.2 provides that a de-
fendant may only be incarcerated for failure 
to pay if she is financially able but refuses to 
pay her LFOs.38 The Rules also permit pay-
ment under installment plans, and they even 
require courts to waive all or part of a defend-
ant’s court fees if the defendant is too poor or 
physically disabled to keep up with his pay-
ments.39  

Additionally, in 2016, the legislature 
passed the following laws to alleviate the bur-
den of court costs on indigent defendants: 
 

• If an indigent defendant re-
ceives a reduction in one cate-
gory of LFO, the same percent-
age reduction must apply to all 
categories of LFO except fam-
ily support payments and resti-
tution.40 

• Changed the guidelines for sen-
tence modification from 24 
months to 60 months, and elim-
inated ambiguity about whether 
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parolees are eligible for post-
sentencing relief from LFOs.  
This measure allows the courts 
to modify court costs levied 
against parolees and inmates.41 

• If a district attorney drops 
charges against a defendant, the 
defendant only pays the costs of 
prosecution and confinement if 
those costs are a clearly stated 
part of the settlement agree-
ment.42 

• Created a new set of rules which 
go into effect on November 1st, 
2016, allowing defendants leav-
ing prison at least 6 months to 
reintegrate with society before 
reporting to a judge for a man-
datory Rule 8 hearing.  Court 
fees from concurrent and previ-
ous incidents can be consoli-
dated, and after 2 years of suc-
cessfully making timely pay-
ments, all court fees except 
family support obligations and 
restitution may be forgiven.43 
 
Earlier, the legislature also banned 

the suspension of driver’s licenses for unpaid 
LFOs.  

However, evidence suggests Okla-
homa courts generally fail to conform to the 
state’s own laws. Previous research has 
shown inconsistency in the application of 
these provisions, and that courts neglect to in-
quire into defendants’ ability to pay prior to 

assessing LFOs against them.44 The vague-
ness of Rule 8 provisions leads not only to a 
surplus of judicial discretion in handling 
LFOs—and consequently, to discrepancies in 
how similarly situated criminal defendants 
are treated for failing to pay—but also to the 

unlawful incarceration of low-income de-
fendants who, through no fault of their own, 
simply cannot satisfy their LFOs.45 These de-
fendants remain in jail for days, sometimes 
weeks, and occasionally even months before 
they receive the opportunity to explain why 
they failed to pay.46 During this time, they 
risk losing their jobs and have additional fees 
for warrants and incarceration added to their 
already insurmountable debts.47  A cycle of 
poverty and incarceration ensues. 

Thus, while Oklahoma’s efforts rep-
resent a stronger movement forward than 
many states have made, plenty of room for 
improvement remains.  
 
  

Thus, while Oklahoma’s  
efforts represent a stronger 

movement forward than many 
states have made, plenty of 
room for improvement still  

remains. 



Part I:  Rule 8 Issues & 
Recommended Reforms 
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Rule 8 Issues 
 

Rule 8.5 of the Oklahoma Rules of 
Criminal Procedure sets the standard courts 
use to determine whether a defendant has the 
ability to pay LFOs, and consequently, 
whether she qualifies to have them waived or 
whether she is eligible for payments on an in-
stallment plan.48  Unfortunately, practice il-
lustrates the Rule’s severe structural weak-
nesses. First, the Rule’s vagueness leads to 
inconsistency in application, which leads to 
inconsistency in treatment of similarly situ-
ated defendants. Further, how courts initiate 
Rule 8 hearings, and even whether they hold 
such hearings at all, varies from district to 
district and even from judge to judge within 
the same districts.49 Tulsa County, for exam-
ple, utilizes a form titled “Order of the Court 
– Rule 8 Hearing,” which the district court 
uses for setting fees and the defendant must 
take to the court clerk for making payment 

plan arrangements. 50  Presently, the Tulsa 
County District Court does not hold actual 
Rule 8 hearings. Further, lacking a standard 
Rule 8 hearing procedure—much less, a 
standardized guideline for determining 
whether defendants are able to pay—the Rule 
8 hearing “can do little to help the defendants 
who so desperately need relief from the steep 
costs associated with a criminal convic-
tion.”51 

 

Enforcing Rule 8 
 

Currently, many Oklahoma courts fail 
to comply with the Rule 8 requirement that 
courts hold a hearing to determine a defend-
ant’s ability to pay LFOs assessed at the time 
of sentencing.52 Instead, some courts wait un-
til after the defendant has missed a payment 
to inquire into his financial circumstances, 
and some never do at all.53 Thus, our first and 
most basic recommendation is that courts 
should begin holding Rule 8 hearings at the 
time they impose LFOs on defendants. How-
ever, because this has already posed chal-
lenges for the courts, we recommend several 
avenues of supplementing Rule 8’s provi-
sions. 
 
 
Supplementing Rule 8 
 
 No single target for legislative and ju-
dicial reform possesses the potential for pos-
itively affecting the problematic imposition 
of LFOs against low-income defendants as 
providing adequate legislative guidance for 
the existing Rule 8 procedures. To effectively 
eliminate the two-tiered justice system, im-
plementing uniform procedures and guide-
lines to prevent unfair outcomes is necessary. 
Some of the proposed reforms must, by legal 
necessity, be carried out by the legislature, 
while others would be most effectively im-
plemented through the judiciary mandating 
training and continuing legal education 
(CLE) courses for judges, prosecutors, and 
criminal defenders on how to properly prac-
tice Rule 8 procedures. 
 

Many Oklahoma courts fail to 
comply with the requirement that 

courts hold a hearing to determine 
a defendant’s ability to pay LFOs. 
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Guidelines for Determining 
Ability to Pay 
 
Defining “Poverty” & “Disability” 
 
 Under Oklahoma law, when a defend-
ant is unable to pay LFOs due to poverty or 
physical disability, a court must either relieve 
her of those obligations or require her to re-
port back at a later date to determine if her 
financial circumstances have changed 
enough so as to allow her the means to pay.54 
However, the law does not define “poverty” 
or “physical disability.” Courts have discre-
tion to decide what constitutes poverty or 
physical disability, which leads to incon-
sistent results and unfair treatment of simi-
larly situated defendants.  
 While Oklahoma statutes do not de-
fine “poverty” in the context of LFOs, Mer-
riam-Webster defines “indigent” as “suffer-
ing from extreme poverty.” 55  Likewise, 
Black’s Law Dictionary defines “indigent de-
fendant” as “[s]omeone who is too poor to 
hire a lawyer,” and who is “eligible to receive 
aid from a court-appointed attorney and a 
waiver of court costs.”56 The two terms are 
virtually interchangeable, and we treat them 
as such in this report. 
 Various Oklahoma statutes define the 
word “indigent” differently, and each defini-
tion serves a distinct purpose. For example, 
for purposes of clarifying provisions under 
the Oklahoma Indigent Health Care Act, “in-
digent” is defined, in relevant part, as “a per-
son . . . with an income less than or equal to 
the poverty level .. . . and insufficient per-
sonal resources to provide for needed medi-
cal care for himself or his dependents.”57 In 
the context of eligibility to receive state as-
sistance, “‘[i]ndigent’ means a person who 

does not have sufficient property or means to 
support members of his or her family .. . . and 
who has no one legally liable to support and 
maintain him or her.”58 As applied to eligibil-
ity for drug manufacturer assistance pro-
grams, “indigent” means “a person who 
meets the criteria established by the drug 
manufacturer assistance programs for the 
purchase of prescribed medications.”59 
 Perhaps the most analogous context 
in which Oklahoma law defines “indigent” is 
that of eligibility for court-appointed counsel. 
The Oklahoma Rules of Criminal Procedure 
provide that determining whether a defendant 
is indigent and eligible for court-appointed 
representation should depend, at least in part, 
on: 
 
• Whether the defendant is able to 

make an appeal bond, and whether 
he actually decides to do so;  

• The availability and convertibility 
of any property the defendant owns;  

• Whether and to what extent the de-
fendant has other outstanding debts 
and liabilities;  

• The defendant’s past and present fi-
nancial history; 

• The defendant’s earning capacity 
and living expenses;  

• The defendant’s credit standing in 
the community; and 

• How many family members and de-
pendents the defendant has and 
whether they have been willing and 
able to help him pay attorney fees 
and litigation expenses in the past.60 

  
Determining indigency for Sixth Amend-

ment representation purposes requires the 
Chief Judge of the district court to determine 
whether, after liquidating all of the defend-
ant’s assets and asking his family to assist in 
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litigation expenses, he should be considered 
indigent. In no other statutory context does 
one see the determination of indigency re-
quire such an in-depth inquiry into a person’s 
financial circumstances.  

In Bruner v. State, one of three cases 
that form the basis for Rule 8, the Oklahoma 
Court of Criminal Appeals acknowledged the 
difficulties district court judges face in mak-
ing indigency determinations. It noted, 
“[W]hile . . . every defendant's financial con-
dition is unique, we now believe that guide-
lines would aid the District Courts of this 
State . . . .”61 Rule 1.14, which codifies earlier 
court decisions regarding indigency determi-
nations, was subsequently promulgated. 62 
However, the need for legislative guidance 
expressed in Bruner almost 40 years ago in 
the context of determining eligibility for 
court-appointed counsel remains a concern in 
the context of determining eligibility for 
waiver of LFOs. 

Arguably, preventing strains on state 
resources as a result of providing court-ap-
pointed counsel to defendants with the means 
to pay for legal representation themselves is 
what necessitates this in-depth of an inquiry 
to ensure indigent defendants’ constitutional 
right to court-appointed counsel. However, 
the Oklahoma Constitution also provides that 
individuals have a constitutional right to not 
be imprisoned for debt.63 Thus, such an in-
depth inquiry should similarly be required to 
protect that right. 

While most statutes outside of the 
criminal law context reduce the indigency de-
termination to a largely magisterial function 
(that is, an activity which could be conducted 
by a clerk or fully automated),64 Rule 8.1 re-
tains the court’s role as the judge of ability-

to-pay determinations.65 This tends to illus-
trate the importance of these determinations, 
arguing for legislation to make indigency de-
terminations a magisterial function. 

Aside from defining “poverty” out-
right, the legislature could enact a law outlin-
ing factors, which, if met, automatically cre-
ate a presumption that a defendant is unable 
to pay LFOs. This presumption, of course, 
would be rebuttable, and the court could ex-
amine other evidence outside of those factors 
to determine whether the defendant actually 
can pay or not. 

For example, in Connecticut, such a 
presumption arises if the defendant receives 
public assistance (including, but not limited 
to, state-administered general assistance, 
temporary family assistance, aid to the el-
derly, blind, and disabled, SNAP benefits, 
and supplemental security income) or if his 
income after taxes, mandatory wage deduc-
tions, and childcare expenses, is 125% or less 
of the federal poverty level.66 However, a de-
fendant applying for waiver must complete 
an affidavit outlining his assets, forms of in-
come, liabilities, and dependents, and if the 
court finds upon reviewing those factors that 
the defendant is, in fact, able to pay, waiver 
may be denied.67 
 In Washington, courts may presume a 
defendant is indigent and unable to pay LFOs 
if she “has been screened and found eligible 
for court appointed counsel.”68 However, like 
courts in Connecticut, Washington courts 
may also weigh other factors such as income, 
other legal financial obligations, incarcera-
tion, employment history, and “other compel-
ling circumstances.”69 
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 Implementing statutory guidelines 
that create rebuttable presumptions of indi-
gency upon the satisfaction of certain re-
quirements would ensure fairer outcomes for 
low-income defendants while adequately 
protecting the state’s interest in being com-
pensated for the services it provides, but only 
by those who are actually able to afford it. 

Creating guidelines for determining 
what constitutes “poverty” and “disability” 
can be done in one of two ways. The first is 
by enacting a statute explicitly defining these 
terms or the standards off of which these de-
terminations are to be based. The second is 
by enacting a statute that directs the Okla-
homa Court of Criminal Appeals (OCCA) to 
promulgate its own rules on how to determine 
what constitutes “poverty” or “disability” in 
the context of a criminal defendant’s ability 
to pay LFOs. 
 Each avenue of carrying out this cru-
cial aspect of reform efforts carries its own 
advantages and disadvantages. By enacting a 
statutory definition, the legislature could de-
termine how much discretion to grant judges 
in determining whether to waive or reduce 
LFOs in a given defendant’s case; a more de-
tailed and exhaustive definition will leave 
less room for judicial interpretation and will 
inevitably ensure a more uniform application 
of the law. Conversely, allowing the OCCA 
to promulgate its own rules will allow the ju-
dicial branch to retain some level of control 
over when court costs may be waived or re-
duced in criminal cases, both in the macro 
sense, in creating the rules, and in the micro 
sense, in determining how much discretion 
judges should retain in determining each de-
fendant’s ability to pay. 

 Because the existing surplus of judi-
cial discretion in this area of the law has led 
to inconsistency in, and even incorrect, appli-
cation of Rule 8 as it presently stands,70 we 
recommend the former approach. More de-
tailed and exhaustive statutory definitions of 
“poverty” and “disability” will bring unity in 
treatment of similarly situated criminal de-
fendants. Such definitions would give judges 
clear guidance on how to apply the law, and 
consequently, ensure greater fairness in these 
proceedings. 
 Given that other areas of Oklahoma 
law provide specific standards to determine 
whether an individual is indigent, providing 
clearer indigency guidelines for the criminal 
courts determining eligibility for fee waivers 
and installment plans is reasonable and just. 
Others have recommended indigency deter-
minations (both for purposes of determining 
eligibility for court-appointed counsel and for 
purposes of determining eligibility for fee 
waivers) be made by the Oklahoma Indigent 
Defense System (OIDS). This would, in es-
sence, leave the role of the judiciary as one of 
oversight and validation. 71  At a minimum, 
we recommend that Oklahoma adopt a guide-
line for indigency that establishes an initial, 
rebuttable standard that living at or below the 
federal poverty line constitutes indigent sta-
tus both for purposes of access to a public de-
fender and for purposes of eligibility for re-
lief from court fees. 
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Judicial Training on Rule 8 
 
Continuing Legal Education Courses 
(CLEs) 
  

We recommend the judiciary require 
judges to undergo training on how to properly 
determine a defendants’ ability to pay. Many 
judges misapply the law when it comes to 
making decisions about when and how to 
conduct inquiry into defendants’ ability to 
pay, what they must do when a defendant is 
determined to be unable to pay, and how long 
a defendant has to fulfill her LFOs.72 Thus, 
training is needed to ensure consistency and 
fairness in application of Rule 8. 
 Attorneys and judges are required to 
complete at least twelve (12) hours of ap-
proved continuing legal education (“CLE”) 
annually.73 To be given authority to impose 
certain fines, nonlawyer judges (such as cer-
tain municipal judges) must undergo at least 
six (6) hours of continuing legal education for 
each reporting period for mandatory CLE.74 
In light of this provision, it is clear that reuir-
ing judges to take specialized courses is not a 
new concept.  

In fact, Oklahoma has done it before 
in response to growing problems in the oper-
ation of juvenile courts. Under the State 
Court Improvement Plan component of the 
Oklahoma Pinnacle Plan, a program designed 
to improve child welfare services, judges as-
signed to juvenile dockets must attend twelve 
(12) hours of training on juvenile legal issues 
annually.75  
 Appendix 1-B of Title 5 of the Okla-
homa Statutes in Rule 7 outlines official re-
quirements for creating approved CLE 
courses.76 However, in the past, the legisla-
ture has delegated the authority to create and 

manage CLE courses to the AOC in the con-
text of the State Court Improvement Plan:  
 

The Administrative Director of the 
Courts shall be responsible for de-
veloping and administering proce-
dures and rules for such courses for 
judicial personnel, including moni-
toring the attendance of judicial 
personnel at such training.77 
 

 While the legislature can regulate ju-
dicial training requirements, in the interests 
of maintaining a fair system of checks and 
balances, we recommend it only as a last re-
sort. Ideally, regulating the criminal legal 
system should occur through the zealous ad-
vocacy of defense attorneys and prosecutors. 

However, because this is not occurring in 
modern practice, the judiciary must require 
lawyers and judges to undergo training to 
solve problems like these when they arise.  

We recommend enacting a law direct-
ing the OCCA to promulgate rules requiring 
specialized judicial training on applying laws 
related to indigency determinations as they 
relate to Rule 8 and to the assessment of 
LFOs on criminal defendants. However, rec-
ognizing that 16 years has passed since the 
last time the legislature required this same 
task of the OCCA and that this remains a 
widespread problem, 78  we recommend the 

Ideally, regulating the criminal 
legal system should occur 

through the zealous advocacy of 
defense attorneys and  

prosecutors. However, this is not 
occurring in modern practice. 
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statute specify a time frame within which the 
OCCA must promulgate and distribute these 
rules and the training must be implemented. 
Under the statute we recommend, if the 
OCCA fails to comply and these problems 
persist, we recommend the legislature inter-
vene and statutorily enact the training re-
quirements. This compromise will preserve 
the tradition of the legislature’s restraint from 
regulating the judiciary to the extent the judi-
ciary regulates itself, while also providing a 
buffer to ensure these reforms take shape.  

Finally, we reiterate the importance 
of combining these training courses with 
clearer guidelines for making indigency de-
terminations. The two recommendations go 
hand-in-hand. 
 
 
Bench Cards & Manuals 
 
 In addition to the indigency determi-
nation standards and judicial training efforts, 
the legislature should direct the AOC to cre-
ate and distribute bench cards and manuals to 
guide judges through the process of making 
indigency determinations. Some states have 
implemented similar guides in response to lit-
igation over improper handling of assessing 
LFOs to criminal defendants and inadequate 
processes relating to indigency determina-
tions. Several examples are provided in Ap-
pendix A. 
 
 
Uniform Rule 8 Form 
 
 Though Oklahoma law already re-
quires courts to conduct hearings to deter-
mine a defendant’s ability to pay LFOs im-
posed as part of a judgment and sentence,79 

actual practice differs significantly. Some 
district courts instead require criminal de-
fendants to sign forms stating they have re-
ceived Rule 8 hearings and are able to pay, 
which judges often sign without further in-
quiry.80 In some of these district courts, like 
the Tulsa County District Court, no hearing 
or inquiry is ever actually held. The contents 
of the forms used by different district courts 
in Oklahoma vary widely. Some allow de-
fendants to list in detail things like his in-
come, employment status, debts, and assets. 
Others only ask for conclusory statements 
from the defendant as to whether he is able to 
pay and for the LFOs he currently owes.81 
Because of these variations, a criminal de-
fendant in one judicial district could be found 
able to pay, while another district could 
waive LFOs based on a finding of inability to 
pay.  
 To avoid these discrepancies for sim-
ilarly situated criminal defendants, all courts 
should make ability-to-pay determinations 
using uniform criteria. Because of the exist-
ing requirement that Rule 8 hearings be con-
ducted, the legislature should prioritize en-
acting statutory definitions, or statutorily re-
quiring the OCCA to promulgate rules, re-
garding how these determinations should be 
made. However, in the interim, the AOC 
should create, have approved by the Supreme 
Court, and distribute, a uniform Rule 8 form 
to be utilized statewide by each district and 
municipal court not currently complying with 
the hearing requirement. Conveniently, the 
AOC has already created a version of such a 
form.82 See Appendix B.  
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Rule 8 Hearings via 
Videoconference 
  

To alleviate the problem of jailing in-
digent defendants on failure-to-pay warrants 
before giving them the opportunity to explain 
to the court why they missed their payments, 
we recommend adding Rule 8 hearings to the 
statutory list of court proceedings permissible 
via videoconference from jails.  

Oklahoma City Special Judge Donald 
Easter estimated the state incurs substantial 
costs from transporting inmates from jails to 
courthouses for cost docket hearings.83 Al-
lowing criminal defendants to appear in front 
of a judge via videoconference from jails 
would save the state money. First, it would 
obviate the need to transport inmates from the 
jail to the courthouse, and second, if low-in-
come defendants could show cause for failure 
to pay sooner, jails could use the cells they 
otherwise would have occupied to house dan-
gerous offenders and save money on re-
sources spent housing and feeding them. Ad-
ditionally, defendants would not have to 
spend as much time away from their jobs and 
families nor pay compounded LFOs due to 
added costs of incarceration. 
 A recently-enacted statute in Mis-
souri provides an excellent example of such a 
provision. Senate Bill 572 provides that cer-
tain defendants arrested for failure-to-pay 
warrants issued by municipal courts must 
have an opportunity to be heard by a judge 
“as soon as practicable”—within 48 or 72 
hours, depending on the offense, and allows 
use of videoconferencing to accomplish these 
ends.84  

 Presently, Oklahoma law allows six 
types of proceedings to be conducted via vid-
eoconferencing: 1) sentence reviews; 2) post-
conviction relief hearings; 3) delinquent and 
deprived actions; 4) custody and adoption 
proceedings; 5) commitment proceedings; 
and 6) extradition proceedings.85 By adding 
Rule 8 hearings and ability-to-pay hearings 
as a seventh category, the legislature could 
benefit both the state and low-income de-
fendants’ interests. 
 
 
Summons Instead of Warrants 
   
 While Oklahoma law states a court 
cannot authorize jailing a defendant who fails 
to pay LFOs merely because he is poor or 
physically disabled, research shows some 
Oklahoma courts routinely do so, creating a 
system of debtors’ prisons in our state.86 For 
example, whenever a court issues a warrant 
following a defendant’s failure to pay, a fee 
for the execution of the warrant is added to 
what the defendant already owes.87 Addition-

ally, at least in Tulsa County, defendants 
jailed on failure-to-pay warrants for misde-
meanor convictions spend an average of ten 
days in jail before seeing a judge.88 During 
this time, defendants may miss work or court 
dates for other charges. In some counties, re-
sponsibility for paying the costs of the jail 
stay falls on the defendant.89 Thus, arresting 

In Tulsa County, defendants 
jailed on failure-to-pay warrants 
spend an average of ten days in 

jail before seeing a judge. 
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and jailing defendants before determining 
they have willfully refused to pay only adds 
to the cycle of poverty for those who are 
simply unable to pay their court costs. 

 The practice of running debtors’ pris-
ons harms more than just criminal defend-
ants; debtors’ prisons create fiscal and public 
safety problems for Oklahoma taxpayers. In 
Tulsa County, for instance, the county pays 
$52 per day to incarcerate each inmate. 90 
Thus, for the ten days a low-income defend-
ant spends in the Tulsa County jail before a 
court can determine he is simply too poor to 
pay his court costs, Tulsa County spends 
$520, which does not include the costs of 
serving and executing the failure-to-pay war-
rant. Often, this results in the government 
paying more to house an indigent defendant 
for failing to pay his LFOs than the amount it 
would collect if the defendant were able to 
pay them.  

Additionally, until the defendant re-
ceives an opportunity to see a judge, he occu-
pies a bed in the jail. Oklahoma jails con-
stantly face overcrowding problems.91 On a 
practical level, jailing defendants for failing 
to pay what they cannot afford to pay could 
necessitate releasing violent offenders be-
cause of a lack of space, leaving public safety 
at a greater risk. Thus, this practice can be 
materially detrimental to state and taxpayers’ 
interests. 
 To alleviate these problems, courts 
should begin issuing a summons instead of a 

bench warrant upon a defendant’s initial fail-
ure to pay LFOs. Oklahoma law does not cur-
rently require courts to issue bench warrants 
upon a defendant’s failure to pay. On the con-
trary, when a defendant fails to pay, the judge 
may issue either a warrant or a summons.92 
However, because judges routinely do issue 
warrants first, the legislature should enact a 
statute requiring them to issue a summons 
first. In the event the defendant fails to appear 
in court, an arrest warrant may still issue for 
contempt.93  
 An example of such a statute comes 
from municipal court reforms implemented 
in Missouri: 
 

Defendants are not detained to co-
erce payment of fines and costs un-
less found to be in contempt after 
strict compliance by the court with 
the due process procedures man-
dated by Missouri Supreme Court 
Rule 37.65 or its successor rule.94 
 

 Missouri Supreme Court Rule 37.65 
provides in part: 
 

(b) The judge may issue an order to 
show cause . . . for the defendant to 
appear in court at a future date in the 
event the fine is not paid in the time 
specified by the judge. In the event 
the defendant fails to appear at that 
future date, the court may issue a 
warrant to secure the defendant’s 
appearance for a hearing on the or-
der to show cause. 
(c) If a defendant defaults in the 
payment of the fine or any install-
ment thereof, the judge may issue 
an order to show cause why the de-

Debtors’ prisons create fiscal 
and public safety problems for 

Oklahoma taxpayers. 
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fendant should not be held in con-
tempt of court. The judge shall issue 
a summons for the defendant’s ap-
pearance on the order to show cause 
unless the defendant was ordered to 
appear at a future date as provided 
in Rule 37.65(b). If the defendant 
fails to appear on the summons, the 
court may then issue a warrant to 
secure the defendant’s appearance 
for a hearing on the order to show 
cause. The summons may be served 
by the clerk mailing it to the defend-
ant’s last known address by first 
class mail.95 

 
 By issuing summons, the state will 
save money on room and board in jails for de-
fendants who actually present a threat to pub-
lic safety. Additionally, the summons will 
benefit low-income defendants by not adding 
costs of incarceration to already overdue bal-
ances and will allow them to receive notifica-
tion of their failure to pay and an order requir-
ing them to appear in court without taking 
them away from their jobs. The court retains 
the ability to issue a bench warrant if the de-
fendant fails to appear in court following re-
ceipt of the summons. 
 
 
Structured Fines 
 
 A common argument against these 
types of reforms is that if criminal defendants 
do not want to pay the costs of their crimes, 
then they should not commit them. Implicit 
in this argument is the idea that fines deter 
crime. However, under the traditional, fixed 
system, fines generally fail to sufficiently de-
ter solvent defendants. Currently, courts im-

pose fines within a statutory range to all crim-
inal defendants based on factors like severity 
of offense rather than ability to pay—a sys-
tem that disproportionately burdens the poor. 
Structured fine systems solve this problem by 
scaling the fines proportionally to defend-
ants’ daily income, less cost-of-living for  
themselves and their dependents to provide 
equal degrees of deterrent and punitive ef-
fects to both the indigent and the financially 
well-off defendant. 
 Structured fines are calculated based 
on two tables: a day unit penalty table, which 
lists the number of days’ worth of disposable 
income along with values for mitigating and 
aggravating circumstances, and a table of dis-
posable daily income for given income lev-
els. To determine the appropriate fine for a 
given offense, one multiplies the number of 
day units imposed as a fine by the discretion-
ary income value.   

To demonstrate, consider the follow-
ing example:96 a defendant is charged with 
disorderly conduct, which carries a day unit 
penalty range of 13 to 17 day fine units—13 
units for a mitigated offense, 17 units for an 
aggravated offense, and 15 units for the rec-
ommended penalty with neither mitigating 
nor aggravating factors. 

Assuming there are neither aggravat-
ing nor mitigating factors, the sentencing 
judge must multiply the defendant’s day fine 
by 15. Thus, he must ascertain the defend-
ant’s structured fine based upon her net daily 
income and the number of dependents she 
has. Assuming this defendant has no depend-
ents and makes $100 per day, she would owe 
$50 per structured fine unit—$750.00. If she 
had four dependents, she would owe $150.00. 
In contrast, assume another defendant is 
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charged with the same crime, but he only 
makes $10 per day. Without any dependents, 
he would owe $5 per structured fine unit—
$75.00. If he had four dependents, he would 
owe $15.00. Under this scheme, the fine 
scales to the defendant’s relative ability to 
pay it while preserving his ability to provide 
for himself, and if applicable, his family, but 
remains proportional in severity. 
 Implementing a structured fine sys-
tem would be a complex undertaking, and 

consideration should be given to all of the in-
tricacies involved.97 However, properly im-
plemented, this type of system could provide 
many benefits to Oklahoma, and those bene-
fits would not stop with fairness considera-
tions. In fact, with adequate monitoring and 
enforcement, assessing fines to criminal de-
fendants based upon what they can realisti-
cally pay may increase collection rates, espe-
cially when combined with installment plan 
opportunities.98

Offense Number of Structured Fine Units 
Mitigating / Presumptive / Aggravating 

Disorderly Conduct 13 / 15 / 17 

Net 
Daily 

Income 

Structured Fine Unit Amount Based on Number of Dependents 

0 1 2 3 4 

$10.00 $5.00 $4.00 $3.00 $2.00 $1.00 
$100.00 $50.00 $40.00 $30.00 $20.00 $10.00 



Part II:  Infrastructure 
Improvements 
  



 
 

21 

Fund the Administrative Office 
of the Courts 
 

Lack of funding is the primary barrier 
to the effective administration of Oklahoma’s 
court system.99 Oklahoma vests the authority 
to perform the administration of the judicial 
branch in the Administrative Director of the 
Courts (ADC), who serves at the pleasure of 

the Supreme Court.100 In September of 2015, 
former Lieutenant Governor of Oklahoma, 
Jari Askins, was named ADC.101 She has ex-
plained that Oklahoma has one of the small-
est Administrative Offices of the Courts in 
the nation.102 A comparison of other states’ 
AOC websites demonstrates the relative lack 
of resources provided to Oklahoma’s AOC: 
 

 

 
FIGURE 1: TENNESSEE AOC WEBSITE 
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FIGURE 2: ARKANSAS AOC WEBSITE 
 
 

 
FIGURE 3: GEORGIA AOC WEBSITE 
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 A comparison of the above websites 
with Oklahoma’s AOC Website presents ob-
vious differences: 
 

 
 
FIGURE 4: OKLAHOMA AOC WEBSITE 

 Oklahoma’s AOC website contains 
no links, no publications, no list of tasks to 
which the AOC has authority, and no 
forms—nothing more than a phone number 
and an address. Further, the ADC has noted 
her office consists of 15 employees, five of 
whom are finance-oriented. 103  The AOC’s  
responsibilities include judicial education 

and training, reporting information regarding 
court clerks’ transfers to and from the State 
Judicial Revolving Fund, and managing the 
Oklahoma Court Information System.104 In 
contrast with AOCs of other states with com-
parable populations—such as Connecticut, 
Oregon, Kentucky, and Louisiana—Okla-
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homa’s AOC possesses significantly less au-
thority and responsibility and has less fund-
ing and staff. For example, Connecticut, 
whose population is smaller than Oklahoma’s 
by nearly 200,000, employs ten times the 
amount of personnel within its AOC than Ok-
lahoma.105 Further, other states’ AOCs con-
sist of multitudes of departments, including, 
but not limited to Information Technology, 
Judicial Training, Statistics, Government Re-
lations, Court Services, Juvenile Justice Ser-
vices, Legal Services, and Public Infor-
mation.  

 
AOC Comparison Table 

 Of 25 administrative functions typi-
cally handled by AOCs, Oklahoma’s AOC 
only possesses total responsibility over six. It 
shares responsibility for 11 functions with 
other departments, and it possesses no re-
sponsibility at all over eight.106 Additionally, 
the funding for other states’ AOCs comes di-
rectly from the state government, as opposed 
to collections of LFOs.107 
 The ADC noted her office is not 
equipped to provide many of the functions 
generally expected of AOCs.108 For instance, 
she stated researchers have frequently con-
tacted her office asking her questions to 
which she could not provide answers because 
of the lack of an ability to analyze data about 
LFOs.109 Moreover, she has explained that 
her office is trying to implement unified case 
management and E-payment systems, but 

that a lack of resources and staff limits the 
AOC’s ability to do so.110   

The AOC must receive sufficient 
funding to implement a useful case manage-
ment system, increase government transpar-
ency by providing public information and 
court statistics to Oklahoma’s citizens, im-
prove government efficiency by analyzing 
statistics related to court performance, and 
provide other administrative support to the 
courts as needed. 
 
 
Case Management System 
 
 We recommend the legislature ade-
quately fund the AOC’s efforts to create and 
implement an information system capable of 
tracking LFO data. The state has attempted 
this venture before. Oklahoma previously 
contracted with a vendor to create a unified 
Case Management System (CMS) for the 
state, but the vendor missed or fell behind on 
many milestones, so the state terminated the 
project. The ADC stated her office’s Man-
agement Information Systems (MIS) support 
team has been working on the materials the 
contractor submitted upon the termination of 
the contract.111  

We recommend the legislature make 
implementing this CMS a high priority to 
consider when appropriating funds to the 
AOC. Without a unified CMS, Oklahoma de-
cision-makers cannot thoughtfully analyze 
the efficacy of current practices in imposing 
and enforcing LFOs. To adequately weigh 
the costs and benefits of potential reforms to 
LFOs in Oklahoma, it is important to under-
stand where reforms are needed most, where 
the current system’s shortfalls lie, and where 

 OK CT OR KY LA 
Pop. 3.7M 3.5M 3.8M 4.3M 4.5M 
AOC 
Staff 

15 150 186 745 77 
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the best opportunities for improvement are. A 
unified CMS would facilitate finding those 
answers.  

If the first project to implement such 
a system had succeeded, the vendor would 
have created a software package able to gen-
erate reports on the total outstanding balance 
of LFOs and identify precisely how much 
each criminal defendant owed. It also would 
have provided for better oversight of collec-
tions, increased accuracy of payment records, 
and flexibility in payment locations, as it 
would have connected all the district courts, 
and allowed payments to be made electroni-
cally and in any district court. A well-de-
signed and implemented CMS should im-
prove budget forecasting. Thus, we recom-
mend that the legislature provide adequate 
support to the AOC to make this implemen-
tation possible. 
 
 
The Department of Corrections’  
Offender Banking System 
 
 The Oklahoma Department of Cor-
rections’ (DOC) Offender Banking System 
(OBS) models many of the capabilities de-
sired in a unified CMS. It provides account-
ing and reporting functions for all activities 
the DOC handles with regard to offender 
banking, including accounting for offender 
payment of LFOs. 112  Modernizing infor-
mation technology infrastructure for Okla-
homa’s court system requires much of the 
functionality that presently exists within the 
OBS. 
 In 2007, the DOC contracted with 
Advanced Technology Group (ATG) to re-
place its information technology system for 

general-purpose accounting in the prison can-
teens and managing inmates’ trust ac-
counts. 113  The DOC implemented the new 
system in two phases. First, in February of 
2009, it transitioned the women’s correc-
tional facilities, which house about ten per-
cent of Oklahoma’s inmate population. In the 
second phase, in May of 2009, it converted 
the remaining facilities to the unified ac-
counting system.114  The conversion, which 
involved importing all of the existing data 
into the new system, took only a single day, 
and verifying that data’s accuracy took only 
the remainder of the week.115 
 The OBS is able to generate custom 
reports that separate offenders’ LFOs by type 
of obligation. For example, when the DOC 
first implemented the OBS, it was able to 
generate a document showing that in total, 
DOC offenders owed $71 million in LFOs. 
The report broke that data down further, 
showing female offenders owed approxi-
mately $5.8 million, and male offenders 
owed $65.2 million.116 In addition, it sepa-
rated restitution from other LFOs, showing 
DOC offenders owed a total of $206.7 mil-
lion in restitution.117 

When offenders make payments on 
LFOs, the OBS properly divides the pay-
ment, disburses the payment to the creditor 
agencies above the district court level, and 
accurately records the payments against the 
offenders’ debts.118 Improving the AOC’s ca-
pability to track outstanding debts and pay-
ments of individuals who plead guilty to 
avoid DOC incarceration or supervision—in-
dividuals who are not included in the DOC’s 
OBS—would help legislators understand the 
scope and scale of the problems associated 
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with collecting outstanding LFOs from crim-
inal defendants. 
 A properly constructed, unified CMS 
would also increase efficiency, as it could 
eliminate redundant work within the DOC 
and the district courts. Currently, the district 
courts and the DOC exchange information 
about LFOs manually, rather than by elec-
tronic transmission.119 The DOC uses mod-
ern MIS to track LFOs of offenders under its 
supervision, but the district courts use paper 
forms to transmit information to the DOC.120  

The DOC’s intake form provides a 
single dollar amount for the offender’s total 
debt, and the information is frequently incor-
rect.121 When courts initially impose LFOs, 
the district court clerks calculate the of-
fender’s aggregate LFOs into a single num-
ber, which they submit to the DOC. Once the 
DOC receives that single number, it must di-
vide that dollar amount into individual fee 
types to enter them into the OBS.122 The OBS 
disburses LFO payments to creditor agencies 
and tracks the reductions in individual fees 
appropriately. However, when the system 
disburses checks to the district courts, the 
court clerks must manually recalculate the 
payments against local court fee entries.123 
Consequently, implementing a statewide sys-
tem under the AOC that is capable of facili-
tating sharing of information directly be-
tween courts and agencies could eliminate an 
enormous amount of redundant work. 
 At a minimum, the AOC’s CMS 
would ideally be able to generate annual re-
ports that detail the total outstanding balances 
of LFOs of all criminal defendants and the 
amounts paid toward those obligations in a 
manner that would allow state decision-mak-
ers to analyze collection rates effectively and 

with a view of the entire scope. Oklahoma 
has already identified a firm that can success-
fully deliver this sort of product. ATG previ-
ously developed an impressive, modern sys-
tem for the DOC that includes precisely the 
kind of functionality needed for the AOC. 
Thus, we recommend the legislature at least 
consider contracting with the same vendor, or 
one that has implemented a sufficiently simi-
lar system, to complete the state’s unified 
CMS. 
 
 
Statistical Analyst in the 
Administrative Office of the 
Courts 
  

Once Oklahoma implements a CMS 
capable of gathering and filtering data, or 
once a statewide audit has been performed to 
determine the state of court costs collections, 
the legislature should create a statistical ana-
lyst position to operate under the ADC. As 
previously mentioned, Oklahoma’s AOC is 
one of the smallest in the country.124 To ef-
fectively process the data and turn it into a 
format that would be easily understandable 
for the courts, the legislature, and the public, 
the ADC has said she would need someone 
qualified to perform those types of tasks to 
assist her in providing that information in a 
useful form.125 
 
 
Statewide E-Payment System 
  

Often, defendants have convictions in 
multiple counties and thus owe costs to mul-
tiple courts. When a defendant fails to make 
payments in multiple counties and is arrested 
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in one county, that defendant must be trans-
ported from one county jail to all of the other 
county courts to which he failed to make pay-
ments. Jailing defendants for failure to pay 
LFOs results in compounded costs for the de-
fendant, and the state. 126  Specifically, as 
Judge Easter argued, even if one court deter-
mines a defendant is unable to pay his LFOs 
in one county, he still must be transported to 

and attend ability-to-pay hearings in all of the 
other counties in which he owes outstanding 
LFOs, and the state is the one left to pay the 
bill.127  
 To alleviate these costs, Judge Easter 
suggested Oklahoma implement a “one-stop 
shop” that consolidates all defendants’ out-
standing LFOs into one database. Allowing 
the defendant to pay in one place, or allowing 
one court to hold one Rule 8 hearing and sub-
sequently note it in the database, would obvi-
ate the need for additional failure to pay hear-
ings in the other counties.128 
 We recommend implementing a 
statewide E-Payment system to mitigate 
these problems. A case study of E-Payments 
in four states conducted by the National Cen-

ter for State Courts in 2009 found that E-Pay-
ment systems generally benefit court sys-
tems. Specifically, they increase collection 
rates and revenue as well as efficiency in pro-
cessing of payments, save court clerks time 
in reconciling accounts and deposits, reduce 
the need for physical storage space, and im-
prove customer service for citizens.129  
 The ADC noted that her office is in 
the process of implementing an E-Payment 
system for the Oklahoma district courts. 
However, she pointed out that her office is 
not responsible for the municipal courts.130 

Thus, those courts will not be included in the 
system currently in development. 
 To comprehensively deal with the 
costs of transporting indigent defendants 
from court to court, we recommend the legis-
lature sponsor an E-Payment system that 
would incorporate all defendants in the state 
of Oklahoma and their LFO balances, includ-
ing those defendants under the jurisdictions 
of, and those LFO balances owed to, munici-
pal courts. 
 As articulated by the National Center 
for State Courts, “Electronic payments have 
been a large success for citizens, judges and 
court clerks. This is one of the low hanging, 
high success technology applications that en-
hance services of the court and the public. 
Costs for development and implementation . 
. . show a good return on . . . investment[]. . . 
.”131 If Oklahoma modernizes its AOC sys-
tems, E-payment functionality could be de-
signed into the product.

Jailing defendants for failure 
to pay LFOs results in  

compounded costs for the  
defendant and the state. 



Part III:  Obtaining Court 
Costs Data 



 
 

28 

Reporting Requirements 
 
 Presently, Oklahoma court clerks are 
required to report district courts’ revenue and 
finances to the AOC annually. If each district 
court reported accurate information about 
LFOs, the legislature and the AOC would be 
able to analyze the costs and benefits of col-
lecting LFOs. To that end, we recommend the 
legislature add a provision to the district court 
reporting requirement that would require 
court clerks to report the total LFOs imposed 
on criminal defendants, the amount of out-
standing LFOs, and statistics regarding the 
frequency of ability-to-pay hearings. 
 
 
Statewide Audit 
 

Another method of obtaining infor-
mation about LFOs would be a statewide au-
dit. An audit would enhance transparency by 
allowing the public to see how the district 
courts collect and use funds, opening them up 
to greater accountability. It would also make 
courts more efficient by identifying gaps in 
procedure, discovering redundancies, or not-
ing whether collections are being conducted 
properly. This could result in identifying and 
implementing best practices. 
 Oklahoma has an auditing mecha-
nism through the office of the State Auditor 
and Inspector.132 The State Auditor’s Office 
is established in Oklahoma’s Constitution133 
and regulated by statute, which gives it the 
power to audit “the books and accounts of all 
state agencies whose duty it is to collect, dis-
burse, or manage funds of the state.”134  

In fact, the Office of the Auditor has 
often used its authority to audit district courts 

and the AOC.135 However, none of these au-
dits focused on LFOs or their collection.  

The State Auditor’s has the power to 
conduct several types of audits, including op-
erational, performance, and special or inves-
tigative audits.136 The only audits conducted 
on the district courts since 2000 were “oper-
ational audits.”137  

The purpose of an operational audit, 
according to statute, is to “evaluate manage-
ment's performance in administering as-
signed responsibilities in accordance with ap-
plicable laws,” and such an audit is more of a 
mechanism of evaluating internal control.138 
The type of audit we recommend is a special 
audit, limited in scope to the collection of 
LFO collections only. Special audits allow 
the State Auditor to conduct audits for “par-
ticular situations” for which another type of 
audit may not be appropriate, and to focus in 
on a specific aspect of operations.139 Narrow-
ing the scope of the audit would help elimi-
nate some of the costs and burden of conduct-
ing statewide audit.  

Other states, such as Virginia and 
Texas, have engaged in special audits of their 
court collection systems.140 The 2000 State 
Acts of Assembly requires the Virginia State 
Auditor to “continue to examine the results of 
Circuit and District Court collection efforts 
and methods for unpaid fines, fees, and 
costs.”141 The Virginia audit uncovered much 
of the information we seek to find about Ok-
lahoma, such as collection rates of fines and 
fees as well as suggested improvements for 
managing the collection of such fines and 
fees.142 In November 2013, Texas released an 
audit of their Collection Improvement Pro-
gram (“CIP”).143  The CIP is a program of 
Texas’ AOC, which “provides training and 
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consultation to counties and cities to improve 
the collection of court costs”.144 This audit 
focused the on legal compliance of the pro-
gram, its effectiveness in calculating collec-
tion rates and assistance, identifying areas in 
which the program could improve its effi-
cacy.145  

Instigating an audit of LFO collec-
tions in Oklahoma courts would be a simple 
solution that would allow the state to begin 
working towards improved fiscal responsibil-
ity. State statute allows for the Governor, dis-

trict attorneys, and county officers to insti-
gate such an audit. 146 Further, the Auditor 
himself can initiate the audit, or he can be pe-
titioned to do so. 147  The legislature could 
even take the same course of action as Vir-
ginia, and pass legislation to make it manda-
tory for the State Auditor to examine LFO 
collections within a specified time frame.148 
Regardless of the triggering mechanism cho-
sen, we recommend the State Auditor and In-
spector conduct a special audit into the state 
court system focusing on LFOs. 

  



Part IV:  Court Debt 
Amnesty Programs 
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Court Debt Amnesty Programs 
  

As previously noted, Oklahoma lacks 
the data necessary to understand the efficacy 
of LFOs and LFO collections, something that 
is true in most other states. The limited data 
that is available comes from a report pub-
lished by the National Center for State Courts 
called, Study of the Effectiveness of Collec-
tions in Florida Courts.  The report finds the 
Florida courts’ collection rate for overdue 
LFOs in criminal cases referred to collection 
agencies between 40% and 56%.149 If Okla-
homa’s collection rate resembles Florida’s at 
all, our courts collect only half of the LFOs 
they impose. 
 However, collection rates of LFOs in 
Oklahoma seem to fall far below those in 
Florida. Judge Don Easter estimated “Okla-
homa County alone had a balance of over 
$100 million on 124,000 criminal cases be-
tween 2000 and 2014,”150 and only five to 
eleven percent of those LFOs are collected.151 

 Whether Oklahoma’s actual collec-
tion rates are closer to Florida’s rates or Judge 
Easter’s estimates, one thing is virtually cer-
tain: nearly half, if not more, of LFOs as-
sessed to criminal defendants go uncollected.  
 While many of the reforms we pro-
pose would waive uncollected LFOs for indi-
gent defendants, thereby lowering the bal-
ance of uncollected revenue, the reforms 
themselves would not negatively affect the 
budget because those LFOs are unlikely to be 

collected regardless of waiver programs. 
However, indigent defendants are not the 
only defendants who fail to pay their LFOs, 
and improved collection rates from those de-
fendants could boost the budget enough that 
some of these reforms could be more easily 
and inexpensively implemented. 
 Amnesty programs are one way to 
temporarily boost revenue through LFO col-
lections. These programs encourage compli-
ance with payment of overdue LFOs by of-
fering criminal defendants partial LFO debt 
forgiveness in exchange for lump-sum pay-
ments of some percentage of their court 
fees.152 Typically, courts use these programs 
for collecting overdue fines for minor of-
fenses.153 However, they can also be used to 
collect fees and costs.154 
 The amnesty solution has several ad-
vantages.  First, it can increase revenues 
where money would not otherwise be col-
lected while decreasing the number of crimi-
nal defendants who are burdened by LFOs. 
Second, successful amnesty programs pro-
vide significant incentives to encourage pay-
ment without substantially reducing revenue, 
are combined with strict collections efforts, 
and are offered rarely and for limited periods 
of time.155 
 Recently, California implemented a 
successful statewide amnesty program. 156 
The program, which began on October 1, 
2015 ends March 31, 2017.  It offers amnesty 
for any eligible unpaid ticket, including tick-
ets for failure to appear. However, tickets for 
parking violations, reckless driving, and DUI 
offenses are not eligible.157  Under the am-
nesty program, “[p]ersons with unpaid tickets 
whose fines were originally due to be paid 
date [sic] on or before January 1, 2013, who 

Nearly half, if not more, of 
LFOs assessed to criminal 
defendants go uncollected. 
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have not made a payment after September 30, 
2015” can have their debt reduced by 50% to 
80% depending on their income, and those 
with suspended drivers’ licenses can have 
their driver’s license reinstated in certain cir-
cumstances.158 It also allows for those who 
made a payment after September 30, 2015 on 
a ticket to have their driver’s license rein-
stated as long as they are in good standing on 
a payment plan with a comprehensive collec-
tion program.159  
 California’s amnesty program partic-
ularly helps indigent defendants, as people 
who make below the federal poverty level 
can have the amounts they owe discounted by 
up to 80%, and the courts still allow them to 
pay the remaining balance under installment 
plans.160 
 While the overall success of Califor-
nia’s amnesty program cannot yet be ascer-
tained because it is still an ongoing measure, 
early reports have hinted at its success.161 In 
just two-and-a-half months after the 
statewide program went into effect, the Los 
Angeles Superior Court alone collected $3 
million in overdue fines and restored over 
30,000 drivers’ licenses.162 However, reports 
dated four months later, in March 2016, indi-
cate that number did not even double—not 
just for the Los Angeles Superior Court, but 
for the state as a whole. This suggests that 
perhaps states considering this solution 
should consider shortening the lengths of 
time these programs would operate to cut 
down on administrative costs once their pos-
itive effects begin to dwindle.163 
 Iowa incorporated this shortened time 
period concept into its court debt amnesty 
program, which spanned a period of three 
months. 164  That program, implemented in 

2010, generated more than $3.4 million in 
outstanding LFOs and resulted in the state 
collecting $2.8 million in revenue.165 It al-
lowed eligible individuals with outstanding 
LFOs to pay 50% of their balances in lump 
sums in exchange for having the remainder 
forgiven,166  but unlike the program imple-
mented by California, it did not allow for 
payment on installment plans, nor did it dis-
count overdue amounts based off individuals’ 
respective ability to pay. 
 Similarly, Arizona hosted an amnesty 
pilot program the same year, which allowed 
individuals with traffic tickets whose bal-
ances were more than thirty-six months over-
due to pay 50% of their balances and have the 
rest forgiven. 167  This was a pilot program 
limited to one county. 168  The state deter-
mined that program, which was only imple-
mented in two pilot courts and which used 
primarily manual identification and tracking 
of eligible cases, was too costly compared to 
its utility to justify implementing it in other 
courts.169 
 In Oklahoma, assuming Judge 
Easter’s estimates are correct, each case in 
Oklahoma County averages $800 in out-
standing court costs.170 For an indigent de-
fendant working full-time for the minimum 
wage, it would take handing over an entire 
paycheck to pay 50% of that amount. Unless 
we are willing to require individuals to give 
up money they desperately need for things 
like rent, childcare, and utilities, neither 
Iowa’s nor Arizona’s amnesty programs 
would do much to help the defendants most 
affected by burdensome LFOs.  

Thus, we recommend implementing a 
program that incorporates California’s am-
nesty program’s discounts with Iowa’s and 
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Arizona’s short time periods. Under this 
model, both solvent and indigent defendants 
will be incentivized and able to participate in 
the program, and it should operate only as 
long as it generates revenue to ensure the ben-
efits outweigh the costs.



Part V: Extending Reforms 
to Municipal Courts
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Extending Reforms to Municipal 
Courts 
 
 To the greatest extent possible under 
the law, we recommend the legislature extend 
the reforms to the municipal courts in Okla-
homa—especially with respect to the judicial 
training requirements. Much of the nation-
wide attention on LFOs has focused on mu-
nicipalities.171  

The Oklahoma Constitution gives the 
state legislature authority over municipal 
courts:  

 
Municipal Courts in cities or incor-
porated towns . . . shall be subject to 
creation, abolition or alteration by 
the Legislature by general laws.172  

 
The legislature can extend these pro-

visions to municipalities by enacting a law 
that requires municipal courts to participate 
in these reforms, and conditioning cities’ 
continued incorporation on compliance. Mis-
souri did just that in enacting its recent re-
forms: 

 
If the court . . . finds that the munic-
ipality is not in compliance with the 
minimum standards . . ., the court 
may . . .  enter an order disincorpo-
rating the municipality . . . .173 
 

By extending these reforms to include 
municipal courts, the legislature would make 
greater strides toward positive change in our 
state. If municipal courts are held to the same 
standards as district courts in assessing and 
collecting LFOs, an even greater number of 
low-income defendants’ cases will be ef-
fected. Sweeping changes like these are nec-
essary to ensure the reforms we propose have 

the strongest impact as they can on public 
safety, government efficiency, fiscal respon-
sibility, and fundamental fairness.



Conclusion
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Conclusion 
 
While Oklahoma’s current system of 

imposing and enforcing LFOs virtually crim-
inalizes poverty, existing frameworks in Ok-
lahoma law can be leveraged to alleviate the 
problem. Strengthening and clarifying Rule 8 
will, in itself, provide significant relief to 
low-income individuals involved in the crim-
inal justice system. Strengthening the AOC 
and giving the AOC the technological tools 
needed to track and analyze offender debts 
will allow legislators to fine-tune Okla-
homa’s LFO regime. Additional reforms, 
such as instituting structured fines, imple-
menting court debt amnesty programs, and 
using summonses rather than warrants for 
those who fail to pay court fees will create a 
more efficient and fiscally responsible sys-
tem. Enacting the changes recommended in 
this report will place Oklahoma into a leader-
ship position in this critical national issue 
while helping the Oklahomans who need it 
most.
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Appendix B – Rule 8 Forms 
  



 

 

IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE TWENTIETH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
XXX COUNTY, STATE OF OKLAHOMA 

  
State of Oklahoma 
 
vs                                                                      CF- 
 
____________________ 
  
              REQUEST TO PAY FINE, COSTS AND FEES IN PERIODIC PAYMENTS  
  
  
INSTRUCTIONS:  This document must be submitted at the time of sentencing. The information 
it contains will be used by the judge to determine if you will be permitted to pay certain fines, costs 
and fees at a later date or in installments.  It is your responsibility to convince the judge you cannot 
afford to pay the entire amount of fine, costs and fees on the day of sentencing.  This application 
is your only chance to do that.  If you are employed this disclosure must be accompanied by a 
wage assignment, with the periodic amount left blank.  
  
I hereby request permission to pay the unpaid balance of fine, costs, and/or fees in periodic install-
ments.  I understand if my request is granted and I fail to comply with the court’s order, the entire 
balance will become due and I may be confined in the county jail for one day for each $5.00 which 
is unpaid.  
  
Address___________________________________________________________  
             ___________________________________________________________ Tele-
phone______________________________ Social security  
number_____________________  
Single__    Married__    Separated__   Spouse’s name___________________________________  
Spouse’s address__________________________________________________________  
                           __________________________________________________________  
How many people live in your household?____    Names and ages_________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Name, address and telephone number of two acquaintances who are not related:    
______________________________________________________________________________  
______________________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Household Income  
Your monthly take-home pay__________  Weekly take-home pay___________ Who is your em-
ployer or source in income (including government agency)?  



 

 

________________________________________________________________  
If not working, when and where did you last work?  
________________________________________________________________  
How long did you work there?__________________________  
Why did you quit?_______________________________________________________________  
Where is your spouse employed?___________________________________________________  
Spouse’s monthly take-home pay__________ Spouse’s weekly take-home pay__________ Is any 
other member of your household employed? ______  If yes, what is that person’s income per 
month?______________  
What is the total household income for the month?_____________  
If you are not working, list the date and place of your last three job applications:  
______________________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________________  
______________________________________________________________________________  
If you are not working and have not applied for a job in the last month, why not?  
______________________________________________________________________________  
______________________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________________  
Household Assets  
What is the total amount of money you or anyone in your household has in a checking account?  
__________ in a savings account?__________ held at the jail?__________  
What is the value of any of the following owned by any member of your household?  
House__________ Land__________Mobile home__________Automobile__________ Motorcy-
cle__________ Boat__________ Jewelry__________Tools/equipment__________  Tax re-
fund__________ Does anyone owe any money to you or a member of your household? ______ If 
so, how much is owed? _________ Who owes the money? ____________________________ Is 
this person related to you? ______ Does he/she make payments on the debt?________ When and 
how much are the payments on this debt?  
__________________________________________________________________  
Are you represented by a lawyer in an effort to get money in any other court case, including probate 
of an estate and workers compensation? _______   Name of lawyer_________________  
Debts and Expenses  
House payment/rent___________ Food__________ Clothing__________ Utilities__________ 
Car payment__________Medical  
expenses__________Other________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
If you smoke, how many packs per day? __________ If you drink alcohol, how much do you 
spend each week? _____________  
Financial Assistance/Contribution to Cost of A Lawyer  
Which of these family members are living?   Father______ Mother______ Brother______  



 

 

Sister______ Son______ Daughter______ Grandmother______ Grandfather______ Which of 
them have you asked for  
help?______________________________________________ If you have not asked any of them 
for help, why  
not?__________________________________________________________________________ 
Did you post an appearance bond?___________  If so, who paid the bondsman?______________  
_____________________________________________ How much was paid?_______________  
  
  
_______________________________________  
Defendant’s signature  
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