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Bill No. and Title: Senate Bill No. 1316, Relating to Court-Ordered Payments.

Purpose: Requires the Judiciary to contract with a collection agency or licensed attorney to
collect delinquent court-ordered fees, fines, sanctions, and court costs. Repeals the authority of
the Judiciary to contract with a collection agency or licensed attorney to collect delinquent
restitution. Expressly allows courts to specify a period of time or installments for payment of
fees and restitution. Requires courts to hold payment compliance hearings once per year or as
soon as practicable, until all fees, fines, and restitution are fully paid, and requires a defendant to
appear and show cause if the defendant fails to pay in full within a time specified by the court or
fails to pay three consecutive installments. Makes corresponding amendments to related statutes.

Judiciary's Position:

The Judiciary takes no position on the intent of the proposed legislation but provides the
following comments regarding the impact the amendments to section 706-644(1) as outlined in
Section 3 will have on the circuit courts of the State of Hawai‘i. The Justification Sheet
accompanying the bill states that the bill is intended to address the recent Supreme Court
decision in State v. Fay, 154 Hawai‘i 305 (2024). The Justification Sheet further states that
“[t]he Judiciary may be impacted by having to set additional court dates; however, it should be
noted that these court dates were already occurring prior to the Hawai‘i Supreme Court’s
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decision in State v. Fay.” While it is true that proof of compliance hearings were routinely set in
district court matters prior to the Fay decision, that is not true with respect to circuit court
matters. Because defendants convicted in circuit court are generally sentenced to either a period
of probation (where payment of fees, fines, and restitution is a term and condition of their
probation) or a period of incarceration, proof of compliance hearings are not routinely set in
circuit court. Indeed, in felony matters a convicted defendant could be sentenced to a term of
four to ten years of probation or to an indeterminate term of imprisonment depending on the
offense of one to five years, five to ten years, or twenty years, as well as an indeterminate term of
life imprisonment with or without the possibility of parole.

The amendments outlined in Section 3 would mandate proof of compliance hearings in
all circuit court cases where a fee, fine, or restitution' is ordered rather than leaving it to the
terms and conditions of a defendant’s probation (where a defendant’s probation could be revoked
for their failure to pay the fee, fine, or restitution), or to the fee, fine, or restitution’s collection by
the Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation (DCR) during a defendant’s incarceration.

See, eg. Hawaii Revised Statute Section 353-22.6 (Victim Restitution). The provisions of
Section 3 are unnecessary for circuit court matters and would place a significant strain on the
circuit courts statewide. As there are substantial differences between these processes for district
and circuit court cases, and because the Fay case arose out of the processes utilized by the
district court, the Judiciary respectfully requests an amendment to the provisions of Section 3 to
ensure that they apply only to district court cases. Should the clarification not be made, the
Judiciary will require additional resources and staff in order to comply with the provisions of the
bill in circuit court. Even if the proof of compliance requirement was limited to district court
matters, the Judiciary would anticipate considerable impacts to court operations as not all courts
schedule proof of compliance hearings for the collection of fines and fees.

Furthermore, we note that if the Judicairy were required to send criminal monetary
assessments to collections, as contemplated in this measure, a manual process would need to be
utilized. This is partly because, unlike for traffic assessments, the Judiciary Information
Management System (JIMS) is not currently set-up to automatically send criminal assessments to
collections. The Judiciary is in the process of discussing alternative options, but anticipates that
meeting the mandates of this measure would be a resource and staff intensive process.

The Judiciary is currently determining the positions and amounts necessary to meet the
obligations outlined in this measure and will provide the same to the Legislature as soon as
possible. The Judiciary also requests that any appropriations that may be added to this bill not
supplant the Judiciary’s existing funding and current budget requests.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify on this measure.

! Approximately 1300 cases were disposed of through a conviction and sentence in the circuit court of the First
Circuit last year.
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Chair Rhoads and Members of the Committee:

The Department of the Attorney General strongly supports this bill and offers the
following comments.

The purpose of the bill is to address a recent Supreme Court decision by:

(1) requiring the Judiciary to contract with a collection agency or licensed attorney, to
collect delinquent court-ordered fines, fees, sanctions, or court costs; (2) allowing courts
to grant a specified period of time or specified installments for payment of fees, fines,
and restitution; (3) requiring the court, upon default in payments by a defendant, to have
the defendant show cause why the default should not be treated as contumacious;

(4) requiring the court to set proof of compliance hearings for any orders to pay fees,
fines, or restitution, and set further proof of compliance hearings, if the payments have
not been completed, until they have been paid in full.

In State v. Fay, 154 Hawai‘i 305 (2024 ), the Hawaii Supreme Court interpreted
section 706-644, Hawaii Revised Statutes (HRS), to mean that the court may only order
a compliance hearing regarding restitution payments if a defendant is on probation or
defaults on payments. If a defendant is not on probation, but the court has issued a
freestanding restitution order, the court cannot hold compliance hearings but can only
act if the person defaults on restitution payments. The ruling made it more difficult to

ensure that convicted defendants complied with orders for restitution and victims were
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properly compensated for their losses. As a result, victims of crime could potentially

face the unjust recourse of having to file a civil lawsuit to personally pursue court-

ordered restitution from uncooperative or unapologetic defendants. This bill is needed

to assist victims by re-establishing a clear court procedure for court-ordered restitution.
We respectfully ask your committee to pass this bill. Thank you for the

opportunity to provide support for this bill.
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Chair Rhoads, Vice Chair Gabbard and Committee Members:

The Office of the Public Defender strongly opposes S.B. 1316 which requires the Judiciary to contract
with a collection agency or licensed attorney to collect delinquent court-ordered fees, fines, sanctions, and court
costs, allows courts to set a payment schedule and deadline, requires courts to hold proof of compliance
hearings at least once a year until payment in full is made and requires a defendant to appear and show cause if
the defendant failed to pay in full within the specified time or fails to pay three consecutive installments and a
warrant or summons will issue for the defendant’s arrest.

S.B. 1316 seeks to circumvent the Hawaii Supreme Court’s 2024 ruling in State v. Fay. In Fay, the
Court held that the district court could not hold indefinite proof of compliance hearings for Fay’s restitution
debt, related to her petty misdemeanor conviction. Financial obligations were not meant to “prolong[ ] criminal
justice oversight, creating a type of shadow control that surpasses the original sentence.” The Court remarked
that “from-the-outset court monitoring of freestanding restitution orders unnecessarily burdens defendants and
wastes judicial resources.” The Court concluded that Fay demonstrated how expansive POC hearings would
lead to absurd and illogical results where if Fay paid restitution as ordered, she would have to make 130
payments and up to 11 years to complete restitution which surpassed a ten-year period of probation for a class A
felony, while she was not placed on probation.

S.B. 1316 presents the same issue as in Fay. The trial court should not be setting a payment plan,
payment schedule and deadline like a financial institution. The trial court rules on issues of law, not financial
payments. There are other means in place to ensure that payment for fines, fees, sanctions and court costs are
met. License stoppers, probation terms and liens are mechanisms that accomplish payment without the strain on



judicial resources or the additional burden and anxiety on the defendants. Holding annual or more frequent
POC hearings are unnecessary and threating a summons or warrant of arrest is cruel and overreaching. Notably,
the POC hearings would be regardless of whether the individual is on probation or despite the expiration of the

court’s sentence and lawful jurisdiction. The proposed change would extend court supervision and oversight
infinitely which is wasteful, absurd and illogical.

Thank you for taking these comments into consideration.

HiH
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Good morning Chair Rhoads, Vice Chair Gabbard, and Members of the Senate Committee on
Judiciary. Thank you for providing the Crime Victim Compensation Commission (the
“Commission”) with the opportunity to testify in support of Senate Bill 1316. SB 1316 addresses
issues created by a recent Hawai‘i Supreme Court decision making it more difficult to enforce
restitution. The Supreme Court limited the circumstances under which trial courts can use proof-of-
compliance hearings as a tool to enforce court-ordered restitution. SB 1316 provides an important
tool, through proof of compliance hearings, to enforce court-ordered restitution.

The Commission provides compensation for victims of violent crime to pay un-reimbursed expenses
for crime-related losses due to physical or mental injury or death. The Commission also administers a
Restitution Recovery Project to collect court-ordered restitution from inmates and parolees and to
disburse those funds to their crime victims. In January 2021, the Commission and the Council of
State Governments released an article titled “Victim Restitution Matters: Four Lessons from Hawai ‘i
to Ensure Financial Justice for Crime Victims.”

Court-ordered restitution offsets the financial harm to crime victims by holding the defendant
financially accountable. For the forty percent (40%) of Americans who cannot afford an emergency
expense of a few hundred dollars, the unexpected financial burden resulting from a crime can make
being victimized even more devastating. Unless restitution is paid in full in a timely manner, many
victims of crime never financially recover from the crime.
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Restitution is the primary pathway to mitigate the financial impact of a crime; however, the restitution
process is often inefficient and fraught with institutional barriers. A restitution order is only the first
step. Failure of the court to enforce its own orders undermines the rule of law and public trust in the
justice system.

Proof of compliance hearings have been found to be an effective tool for restitution collections in the
District Courts. There is no reason that this tool should not be available in the Circuit Courts where
historically restitution collections have been deficient.

In a 2011 letter to the editor written by the Administrative Director of the Court, after a series of
articles critical of restitution collection in Hawai‘i, the Administrative Director noted:

Clearly, offenders’ failure to fully pay restitution is a difficult, complex and long-
standing problem, but one that absolutely has to be addressed because of the
hurtful impact it has on victims and because non-compliance with court orders
undermines public trust and confidence in the justice system.

Thank you for providing the Commission with the opportunity to testify in support of Senate Bill
1316.
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