
IN THE DISTRICT COURT IN AND FOR TULSA COUNTY 
STATE OF OKIAHOMA 

APRIL ROSE WILKENS, DlSTlUCT COURT 

Petitioner, I 
SEP 2 4 2M9 

vs. 'J Case No. CF-1999-2575 
SALLY HOWE SMITH, CO~RT c~k1-ge Clancy Smith 

STATE OF OKIAHOMA, STATE OF OKLA. TULS.,COUNTY 

) 
Respondent. ) 

ORDER DENYING PETITIONER'S "APPLICATION FOR POST-CONVICTION 
RELIEF," "MOTION FORAPPOINTMENT OF COUNSEL," "MOTION TO 

DISQUALIFY TULSA COUNTY DISTRICT ATTORNEY TIM HARRIS, THE 
TUISA COUNTY DISTRICT ATTORNEY'S OFFICE, AND THE OKLAHOMA 

COURT OF CRIMINALAPPEAIS," AND ''MOTION FOR EVIDENTIARY 
HEARING" 

This matter comes on for consideration of the Petitioner's "Application for Post

Conviction Relief," "Motion for Appointment of Counsel," "Motion to Disqualify Tulsa 

County District Attorney's Office, and the Oklahoma Court of Criminal Appeals," and 

"Motion for Evidentiary Hearing." The Court has reviewed the State's Response to the above 

and foregoing motions and the docket sheet in this matter. The Court being fully advised in 

the premises and concerns finds as a matter of facts and conclusions oflaw as follows: 

That the matter under consideration does not present any genuine issue of material 

fact requiring a formal hearing with the presentation of witnesses and the taking of 

testimony. Johnson v. State, 1991 OK CR 124, 823 P.2d 370. Nor does the Court need to 

appoint counsel for the Petitioner; nor is her presence required. The matter will therefore 

be decided on the basis of the pleadings and the records the Court has stated it has 

reviewed. 



HISTORY OF THE PETITIONER'S CASE 

On May 26, 1999, Petitioner April Rose Wilkens was charged by information in 

Tulsa County District Court, case number CF-1999-2575 with the offenses of Unlawful 

Possession of Controlled Drug (Count one (1)) and Unlawful Possession of 

Paraphernalia (Count two (2)). On July 19, 2000 a Preliminary Hearing was held and 

the Petitioner was bound over for District Court Arraignment. Following a plea of not 

guilty, the case was set for Jury Trial. On July 10, 2000 the case was called for jury trial. 

Petitioner was present and represented by counsel. At request of the State count two (2), 

Unlawful Possession of Paraphernalia, was dismissed cost to state. As to count one (1), 

Unlawful Possession of Controlled Drug, Petitioner waived the right to trial and non

jury trial and entered a plea of no contest, requesting immediate sentencing. The plea 

was entered over the State's objection. The Court accepted the plea, found Petitioner 

guilty and sentenced her to two years in custody of the Department of Corrections, a 

$50.00 fine and $100 for the Mental Health Fund plus costs. The Court ordered the 

sentence to run concurrent with case number CF-98-2173 and Petitioner to be given 

credit for time served from 05-26-1999 to 01-25-2000. Petitioner was advised of appeal 

rights. Petitioner did not seek to withdraw her no contest plea nor did she seek to appeal 

this conviction. 

The Petitioner has now filed a "Motion for Appointment of Counsel," a "Motion 

for Evidentiary Hearing," a "Motion to Disqualify Tulsa County District Attorney Tim 

Harris, the Tulsa County District Attorney's Office, and the Oklahoma Court of Criminal 

Appeals," and an "Application for Post-Conviction Relief." 

In her "Motion for Appointment of Counsel" the Petitioner states that she desires 



counsel be appointed to represent her on her "Application for Post-Conviction Relief' as 

she is " .. .incarcerated, indigent, and not schooled in the law ... " nor does she " ... possess 

any money or property except the negligible amount..." in her "inmate trust and savings 

accounts." 

In her "Application for Post-Conviction Relief' Petitioner seeks to withdraw her 

plea of no contest stating that "given all of the unconstitutional and extenuating 

circumstances from which this drug case evolved, I ask this court to dismiss this case in 

the interest of justice." 

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

I. PETITIONER IS NOT ENTITLED TO COURT APPOINTED COUNSEL IN 
THIS MATTER, THEREFORE HER "MOTION FOR APPOINTMENT OF 

COUNSEL" IS DENIED 

This Court finds that the Petitioner's "Motion for Appointment of Counsel" in this 

matter should be denied. As the State correctly points out, in Berget v. State, 1995 OK 

CR 66; 907 P.2d 1078 (Oki.Cr. 1995), the Oklahoma Court of Criminal Appeals stated 

that "Under Oklahoma's system, unlike the federal system, there is no constitutionally 

required or statutorily guaranteed right to appointed counsel in post-conviction 

proceedings, except in capital cases, and then only if the petitioner can show he/ she is 

indigent." Citing to 22 O.S.1991, § 1089 (B); 22 O.S.1991, § 1360 (C). Further in Tiger v. 

State, 1993 OK CR 43, 13, 859 P.2d 1117, 1117 (Oki.Cr. 1993) the Court stated that "An 

indigent has the right to counsel and to records and transcripts at public expense/or the 

purpose of perfecting a direct appeal (Citing to Hatch v. State, 1996 OK CR 37, 150, 

924 P.2d 284, 294-95 (Oki.Cr. 1996)) The Court went on to state that "There is no right 

to counsel or to records and transcripts at public expense in state post-conviction 

proceedings." Id. 



The Court finds that based upon the above and foregoing, the Petitioner's 

"Motion for Appointment of Counsel" should be and is hereby denied. 

II. PETITIONER'S "APPLICATION FOR POST-CONVICTION RELIEF" IS 
DENIED AS THE PETITIONER FAILED TO FILE A TIMELY DIRECT 

APPEAL, THE PETITIONER IS NOW BARRED FROM RAISING THIS 
ALLEGED ERROR THROUGH POST-CONVICTION RELEIF. 

The Petitioner in this case was advised of her right to appeal. Yet, no steps 

have been taken by her to attempt or perfect a timely direct appeal of her conviction. 

Nor has the Petitioner offered any reason for her failure to file a timely direct appeal of 

her conviction. The law in this area is clear; the failure to file a timely direct appeal 

waives all issues which could have been raised on appeal unless a sufficient reason is 

given for the failure to do so. Hale v. State, 807 P.2d 264, (Okl.Cr. 1991), Webb v. State, 

661 P.2d 904 (Okla. Cr. 1983), Mains v. State, 597 P.2d 774 (Okla. Cr. 1979), Jones v. 

State, 704 P.2d 1138 (Okla. Cr. 1985), and Johnson v. State, 823 P. 2d 370, (Okl.Cr. 

1991). The Court finds that no appeal has been sought or perfected, nor has any 

sufficient reason been offered by the Petitioner for her failure to so do. Therefore, the 

_ Court finds that the Petitioner has waived these issues and her Application is denied. 

III. PETITIONER'S APPLICATION FOR POST-CONVICTION RELIEF IS 
DENIED AS PETITIONER IN HER REQUEST FOR APPEAL OUT-OF-TIME 
DOES NOT ALLEGE ANY DENIAL OF RIGHT RELATING TO APPEIATE 

REVIEW. 

An appeal from a conviction in district court may be made within ninety (90) 

days from the date of conviction, 22 O.S. § 1051 (1981). This right of appeal may be 

waived "where he [Petitioner] has knowledge of such right and fails to act to secure such 

within time allowed by law.". Whitworth v. State, 450 P.2d 851, 852 (Okl.Cr. 1969), 

citing Leigh v. Johnson, 440 P.2d 375,382 (Okl.Cr. 1968). In the present case, 



Petitioner was sentenced on July 10, 2000. Petitioner filed this Request to Appeal Out

of-Time on August 25, 2009, long after the statutory ninety (90) day time in which to 

appeal had expired. Petitioner has, therefore, waived her right to appeal. 

Petitioner does not allege any circumstance which constitutes a denial of a right 

to appeal. Petitioner's allegation, that her sentence and plea were illegal, is a proper 

issue for review on appeal. However, Petitioner had ninety (90) days to appeal the plea 

and sentence. Petitioner makes no allegation that she was impaired from making a 

timely appeal. In fact, on the question "If you did not timely appeal the original 

conviction, set forth facts showing how you were denied a direct appeal through no fault 

of your own," Petitioner answered "N/A." "An appeal out-of-time will be denied where 

the Petitioner fails to allege the denial of any right relating to the right of appeal." 

Whitworth v. State, 450 P.2d 851, 852-853 (Okl.Cr. 1969). Since Petitioner has not 

alleged any impairment relating to her right to appeal, Petitioner's Request for an 

Appeal Out-of-Time is denied. 

IV. THE PETITIONER'S "MOTION TO DISQUALIFY TULSA COUNTY 
DISTRICT ATIORNEY TIM HARRIS, THE TULSA COUNTY DISTRICT 
ATTORNEY'S OFFICE, AND THE OKIAHOMA COURT OF CRIMINAL 

APPEALS IS DENIED 

The Petitioner cites to no legal authority to disqualify the duly elected District 

Attorney, Tim Harris, in this matter, or the Tulsa County District Attorney's Office. 

Further, since the Court of Criminal Appeals has exclusive appellate jurisdiction in 

criminal cases, it is axiomatic that District Courts are inferior tribunals to the Oklahoma 

Court of Criminal Appeals and this Court is therefore without authority to disqualify the 

Oklahoma Court of Criminal Appeals in this matter. 

Based on the foregoing the Petitioner's "Motion to Disqualify Tulsa County 



District Attorney Tim Harris, the Tulsa County District Attorney's Office, and the 

Oklahoma Court of Criminal Appeals" is denied. 

V. THE PETITIONER HAS NOT RAISED ANY GROUNDS THAT REQUIRES 
THIS COURT TO CONDUCT AN EVIDENTIARY HEARING IN THIS 

MATTER. THEREFORE THE PETITIONER'S "MOTION FOR EVIDENTIARY 
HEARING" IS DENIED 

In Banks v. State, 1991 OK CR 51; 810 P .2d 1286 (Old.Cr. 1991) the Court stated that 

"The Oklahoma Legislature has provided that an evidentiary hearing on an application for 

post-conviction relief shall be held if the application cannot be disposed of on the pleadings 

and record, or there exists a material issue of fact." 22 0 .S. 1981, § 1084. The Court went on 

to state that a Petitioner in an "Application for Post-Conviction Relief...(t)he petitioner has 

no constitutional right to an evidentiary hearing on an application for post-conviction 

relief ... " Id. at 1297. 

In the instant matter the Petitioner has not raised any grounds for relief which 

cannot be disposed of based on the pleadings and the record the Court has stated is has 

reviewed. Therefore, the Petitioner's "Motion for Evidentiary Hearing" is denied. 

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the 

Petitioner's "Application for Post-Conviction Relief," "Motion for Appointment of Counsel," 

"Motion to Disqualify Tulsa County District Attorney Tim Harris, the Tulsa County District 

Attorney's Office, and the Oklahoma Court of Criminal Appeals," as well as Petitioner's 

"Motion for Evidentiary Hearing" are hereby denied. 

SO ORDERED this ;J' day of c§" f/77l171../~ 
2009. 

DISTRICT 



CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 

I certify that on the ~ day of ___ ~---."'--1.JL-r,,, _____ _,, 2009, a true and 

correct copy of the above and foregoing Order was placed in the United States Mail with 

sufficient postage affixed thereto, addressed to: 

APRIL ROSE WILKENS, #282399 
MABEL BASSETT CORRECTIONAL CENTER 
29501 KICKAPOO ROAD 
MCLOUD, OK 74851 

SALLY HOWE-SMITH 
TULSA COUNTY COURT CLERK 

BY: 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT IN AND FOR TULSA COUNTY SE 

STATE OF OKLAHOMA p 1 P 2009 

APRIL ROSE WILKENS, ) 
) 
) 
) 
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) 
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) 

SAi.LY HOWE~ 
STATE Of ~n, r.?, 1R7 GLEAK 

'f~.,;U\JNTY 

Petitioner, 

vs . Case No. CF-1999-2575 
Judge Clancy Smith 

STATE OF OKLAHOMA, 

Respondent. 

RESPONSE TO PETITIONER'S "MOTION FOR APPOINTMENT OF COUNSEL," 
"MOTION FOR EVIDENTIARY HEARING," "MOTION TO DISQUALIFY TULSA 

COUNTY DISTRICT ATTORNEY TIM HARRIS, THE TULSA COUNTY DISTRICT 
ATTORNEY'S OFFICE, AND THE OKLAHOMA COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEALS," 

AND "APPLICATION FOR POST-CONVICTION RELIEF" 

COMES NOW the State of Oklahoma, by and through its duly elected District Attorney, 

Tim Harris, through his Assistant District Attorney, James D. Dunn, and in response to Petitioner's 

"Motion for Appointment of Counsel," "Motion for Evidentiary Hearing," "Motion to Disqualify 

Tulsa County District Attorney Tim Harris, the Tulsa County District Attorney's Office, and the 

Oklahoma Court of Criminal Appeals," and "Application for Post-Conviction Relief' states as 

follows: 

HISTORY OF PETITIONER'S CASE 

On May 26, 1999, Petitioner April Rose Wilkens was charged by information in Tulsa 

County District Court, case number CF-1999-2575 with the offenses of Unlawful Possession of 

Controlled Drug (Count one ( 1 )) and Unlawful Possession of Paraphernalia (Count two (2)). On July 

19, 2000 a Preliminary Hearing was held and the Petitioner was bound over for District Court 

Arraignment. Following a plea of not guilty, the case was set for Jury Trial. On July 10, 2000 the 

case was called for jury trial. Petitioner was present and represented by counsel. At request of the 

State count two (2), Unlawful Possession of Paraphernalia, was dismissed cost to state. As to count 

one ( 1 ), Unlawful Possession of Controlled Drug, Petitioner waived the right to trial and non-jury 

trial and entered a plea of no contest, requesting immediate sentencing. The plea was entered over 

the State's objection. The Court accepted the plea, found Petitioner guilty and sentenced her to two 



(2) years in custody of the Department of Corrections, a $50.00 fine and $100 for the Mental Health 

Fund plus costs. The Court ordered the sentence to run concurrent with case number CF-98-2173 and 

Petitioner to be given credit for time served from 05-26-1999 to 01-25-2000. Petitioner was advised 

of appeal rights. Petitioner did not seek to withdraw her no contest plea nor did she seek to appeal 

this conviction. 

The Petitioner has now filed a "Motion for Appointment of Counsel," a "Motion for 

Evidentiary Hearing," a "Motion to Disqualify Tulsa County District Attorney Tim Harris, the Tulsa 

County District Attorney's Office, and the Oklahoma Court of Criminal Appeals," and an 

"Application for Post-Conviction Relief." 

In her "Motion for Appointment of Counsel" the Petitioner states that she desires counsel be 

appointed to represent her on her "Application for Post-Conviction Relief' as she is" .. .incarcerated, 

indigent, and not schooled in the law ... " nor does she " ... possess any money or property except the 

negligible amount ... " in her "inmate trust and savings accounts." 

In her "Application for Post-Conviction Relief' Petitioner seeks to withdraw her plea of no 

contest stating that "given all of the unconstitutional and extenuating circumstances from which this 

drug case evolved, I ask this court to dismiss this case in the interest of justice." 

ARGUMENTS AND AUTHORITIES 

PROPOSITION I: 

PETITIONER IS NOT ENTITLED TO COURT APPOINTED COUNSEL IN THIS 
MATTER 

In Berget v. State, 1995 OK CR 66; 907 P.2d 1078 (Okl.Cr. 1995), the Court stated that 

"Under Oklahoma's system, unlike the federal system, there is no constitutionally required or 

statutorily guaranteed right to appointed counsel in post-conviction proceedings, except in capital 

cases, and then only if the petitioner can show he/she is indigent. 22 O.S.1991, § 1089 (B); 22 

O.S.1991, § 1360 (C). Further in Tiger v. State, 1993 OK CR 43, 13,859 P.2d 1117, 1117 (Oki.Cr. 

1993) the Court stated that "An indigent has the right to counsel and to records and transcripts at 

public expense for the purpose of perfecting a direct appeal (Citing to Hatch v. State, 1996 OK CR 

37, 150, 924 P.2d 284, 294-95 (Oki.Cr. 1996)) The Court went on to state that "There is no right to 

counsel or to records and transcripts at public expense in state post-conviction proceedings." Id 



Therefore the State would request that the Petitioner's "Motion for Appointment of Counsel" 

be denied. 

PROPOSITION II: 

BY HER FAILURE TO FILE A TIMELY DIRECT APPEAL, 
THE PETITIONER IS NOW BARRED FROM RAISING 

THIS ALLEGED ERROR THROUGH POST-CONVICTION 
RELIEF. 

Petitioner's allegation should have been appealed. At the time of sentencing, the Petitioner 

was advised of her right to appeal. The record clearly reflects that the Petitioner did not seek to 

withdraw her plea as required by the Court of Criminal Appeals Rule 4.1, nor did she, at any time, 

give notice of intent to appeal or take any other steps to perfect an appeal of her conviction. 

The Court of Criminal Appeals has held that when a defendant has been advised of his rights 

to appeal, he may not bypass a direct appeal in favor of Post-Conviction Relief unless there is 

sufficient reason given for the failure to appeal. See Hale v. State, 807 P.2d 264, (Okl.Cr. 1991), 

Mains v. State, 597 P.2d 774 (Okla. Cr. 1979), Webb v. State, 661 P.2d 904 (Okla. Cr. 1983), and 

Jones v. State, 704 P.2d'l 138 (Okla. Cr. 1985). In Mains, supra, the Court of Criminal Appeals held 

under similar circumstances: 

"In these circumstances, Appellant takes on the appearance of one who has waived or 
deliberately bypassed his statutory direct appeal. This Court has previously held that 
21 O.S. 1971 § 1086 conditions the availability of relief under the Post-Conviction 
Procedure Act where direct appeal has been waived or bypassed; § 1086 provides as 
follows: 

'All grounds for relief available to an Applicant under this act must be 
raised in his original, supplemental or amended application. Any 
ground finally adjudicated or not so raised, or knowingly, voluntarily 
and intelligently waived in the proceeding that resulted in the 
conviction or sentence or in any other proceeding the applicant has 
taken to secure relief may not be the basis for a subsequent 
application, unless the court finds a ground for relief asserted which 
for sufficient reason was not asserted or was inadequately raised in 
the prior application."' 



The Court then after quoting from 22 O.S. § 1080, went on to hold at pg. 776: 

"To permit one to waive or bypass, without 'sufficient reason' as in § 1086, a timely 
direct appeal and proceed later by § 1080 application would tend to erode the 
limitation cited above, and undermine the efficiency of the statutory direct appeal, 22 
O.S. § 1051." 

See also, McClesky v. Zant, 499 U.S. 467, 111 S.Ct. 1454, (1991) and Johnson v. State, 823 P. 2d 

370, (Okl.Cr. 1991). 

In the case before the Court, the Petitioner has failed to file a timely direct appeal and she has 

failed to state any sufficient reason for her failure to do so. Based on the statutes and the case law 

cited above, the State would request the Court deny the Petitioner's application on this basis. 

PROPOSITION Ill: 

PETITIONER'S REQUEST FOR APPEAL OUT-OF-Tll\1E DOES NOT ALLEGE ANY 
DENIAL OF RIGHT RELATING TO APPELLATE REVIEW. 

An appeal from a conviction in district court may be made within ninety (90) days from the 

date of conviction, 22 O.S. § 1051 (1981). This right of appeal may be waived "where he 

[Petitioner] has knowledge of such right and fails to act to secure such within time allowed by law.". 

Whitworth v. State, 450 P.2d 851,852 (Okl.Cr. 1969), citing Leigh v. Johnson, 440 P.2d 375,382 

(Okl.Cr. 1968). In the present case, Petitioner was sentenced on July 10, 2000. Petitioner filed this 

Request to Appeal Out-of-Time on August 25, 2009, long after the statutory ninety (90) day time in 

which to appeal had expired. Petitioner has, therefore, waived her right to appeal. 

Petitioner does not allege any circumstance which constitutes a denial of a right to appeal. 

Petitioner's allegation, that her sentence and plea were illegal, is a proper issue for review on appeal. 

However, Petitioner had ninety (90) days to appeal the plea and sentence. Petitioner makes no 

allegation that she was impaired from making a timely appeal. In fact, on the question "If you did not 

timely appeal the original conviction, set forth facts showing how you were denied a direct appeal 

through no fault of your own," Petitioner answered "NIA." "An appeal out-of-time will be denied 

where the Petitioner fails to allege the denial of any right relating to the right of appeal." Whitworth 



v. State, 450 P.2d 851, 852-853 (Okl.Cr. 1969). Since Petitioner has not alleged any impairment 

relating to her right to appeal, Petitioner's Request for an Appeal Out-of-Time should be denied. 

PROPOSITION IV: 

THE PETITIONER'S "MOTION TO DISQUALIFY TULSA COUNTY DISTRICT 
ATTORNEY TIM HARRIS, THE TULSA COUNTY DISTRICT ATTORNEY'S 

OFFICE, AND THE OKLAHOMA COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEALS SHOULD BE 
DENIED 

The Petitioner cites to no legal authority to disqualify the duly elected District Attorney, Tim 

Harris in this matter, or the Tulsa County District Attorney's Office. Further, since the Court of 

Criminal Appeals has exclusive appellate jurisdiction in criminal cases, it is axiomatic that District 

Courts are inferior to the Oklahoma Court of Criminal Appeals and this Court is therefore without 

authority to disqualify the Oklahoma Court of Criminal Appeals in this matter. 

Based on the foregoing the Petitioner's "Motion to Disqualify Tulsa County District Attorney 

Tim Harris, the Tulsa County District Attorney's Office, and the Oklahoma Court of Criminal 

Appeals" should be denied. 

PROPOSITION V: 

BASED ON THE ARGUMENTS PRESENTED IN PROPOSITION ONE (1) THROUGH 
FOUR (4), THE PETITIONER HAS NOT RAISED ANY GROUNDS WHICH REQUIRE 

TIDS COURT TO CONDUCT AN EVIDENTIARY HEARING IN TIDS MATTER. 
THEREFORE THE PETITIONER'S "MOTION FOR EVIDENTIARY HEARING" 

SHOULD BE DENIED 

The Petitioner asserts in her "Motion for Evidentiary Hearing" that in her "Application 

for Post-Conviction Relief' she has presented" ... compelling evidence of conflicts of interest 

an/or serious misconducts in the case on the part of Tulsa County District Attorney Tim Harris 

and two Oklahoma Court of Criminal Appeals judges ... " and therefore she is requesting an 

evidentiary hearing " ... to fully address my claim that I have been denied due process in the 

district and appellate courts." Based on the argument presented in propositions one (1) through 

four ( 4), the Petitioner is not entitled to an evidentiary hearing. 

In Banks v. State, 1991 OK CR 51; 810 P.2d 1286 (Okl.Cr. 1991) the Court stated that 

"The Oklahoma Legislature has provided that an evidentiary hearing on an application for post

conviction relief shall be held if the application cannot be disposed of on the pleadings and 



CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 

I certify that on the Z-~ day of ~2009, a true and correct copy 

of the above and foregoing Response was placed in the United States Mail with sufficient postage 

affixed thereto, addressed to: 

APRIL ROSE WILKENS, #282399 
MABEL BASSETT CORRECTIONAL CENTER 
29501 KICKAPOO ROAD 
MCLOUD, OK 74851 



... 

ORDER OF THE COURT - RULE 8 HEARING I 
I 
\ 

t 

CASE NO.: 

DJ The Court finds the defendant is immediately able and agrees to pay the fines and costs assessed in this case and is ordered to 
report.immediately to the Criminal!fraffic Division on the 2nd floor of this building to pay all costs and fines assessed in this case, 
as follows: ---■ 

-- --- ---
D The Court finds the defendant is able and agrees to pay the fines and costs assessed in this case by installment payments. The 

efendant is t ere by ordered to re~ort immediately to the Office of the Cost Administrator on the 2nd oor of this building to make 
arrangement for installment payments of the costs and fines assessed in this case, as follows: _____________ _ 

th,, . 
::JU~ 

f/oo MH£ 

.... 
D The Court orders the defendant to perform ___ hours of community service in lieu of fines and costs assessed in this case. 
You are first ordere to report immediately to the Misdemeanant Work Program in the basement of this building and secondly 
ordered to report to the Office of the Cost Administrator on the 2nd floor of this building. 

- I 

\(" · You have been sentenced to the cu tod of the Department of Corrections or the Tulsa County Jail and are lherefore 
~ered ro report to the Cost Administrator on lhe·2nd floor of this building within two weeks of your release from the Department 

of Corrections, or immediately after your release from the Tulsa County Jail, to make payment arrangements. 

El You have been found to be indigent and unable to pay the costs and fines assessed in this case and said monies are hereby 
ordered suspended. You are ordered to take this form immediately to the Cost Administrator on the 2nd floor of this building. 

IF YOU FAIL TO PAY, APPEAR, OR REPORT AS ORDERED, A WARRANT WILL BE ISSUED FOR YOUR ARREST 
AND YOU MAY BE CONFINED IN THE TULSA COUNTY JAIL UNTIL THE BALANCE IS PAID IN FULL 

• ,. 
Dated this 

■ 

I HAVE READ AND UNDERSTA D THIS ORDER: 

- -
■- • 

■ ■■-■ a.-! 
■ .. ' Form 3913 (Rev 3-9~ 
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