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April 22, 2013

Dear Chief Judge Evans,

The following is a description of the court’s practices regarding appointment of counsel and
reimbursement of appointed counsel. The description is based upon Chicago Appleseed
court observations and interviews with Cook County practitioners representing the views of
the defense, the state, and the judiciary. This description accompanies related submissions
to the court, including a legal analysis and supporting documents, which we submitted to
the court on March 25, 2013.

In instances where a defendant has posted bond, the court sometimes denies
defendants a public defense without holding a material hearing as to the defendant’s ability
to pay. Where a defendant has posted bond but has been provided a public defense, the
court sometimes orders that bond funds be used to reimburse the Cook County Public
Defender’s Office without a material hearing as to the defendant’s ability to pay. Legal
research provided pro bono by DLA Piper has concluded that both of these practices violate
affected defendants’ Sixth Amendment Right to Counsel as well as the Illinois Criminal Code
of Procedure, 725 ILCS 5/113.

Denial of a Public Defender Solely on the Basis of Posting Bond

In Cook County, the appointment of a public defender typically occurs at the
preliminary hearing, which are held across the county, in all of the branch courts and at the
George N. Leighton Criminal Court building. Denial of a public defense follows a basic
pattern: The defendant’s name is called and he appears before the judge. The judge notes
that the defendant has posted bond by saying something along the lines of, "Mr. So-and-so,

I see you have a bond up.” The judge then says, “Since you have a bond up, you will need



to find an attorney. Do you have an attorney?” The actual words vary, but the substance is
the same: the judge informs the defendant that, since he posted bond, he is no longer
entitled to a public defense. In other words, the posting of bond substitutes for a meaningful
hearing of a defendant’s ability to ability to afford counsel.

The defendant’s response reportedly varies more substantively., Some defendants
reply to the judge that they do have an attorney. Others say they are looking for one, and
intend to have one in time for their next court date (typically arraignment). Some point out
that the bond funds do not belong to them--that a friend, family member, or creditor owns
the funds. Many others insist that they cannot afford an attorney, despite having posted
bond.

Often the judge will then reiterate to the defendant that he needs to obtain an
attorney. The judge will often recommend to the defendant that he retain a “bar attorney.”
The bar attorney is a private criminal defense attorney who pays a fee to either the Chicago
Bar Association or Cook County Bar Association for the privilege of waiting in courts in order
to retain clients in need of representation. When a defendant retains a bar attorney, he
typically guarantees payment for representation by assigning his bond funds to that
attorney.

This practice takes places in most of the branch courts, though it is reportedly less

common at 26th Street. We cannot explain this procedural variation.

Reimbursement of Appointed Counsel Without Indigence Hearing

Where a defendant has posted bond but has been provided a public defense, the
court sometimes orders that bond funds be used to reimburse the Cook County Public
Defender’s Office without a material hearing as to the defendant’s ability to pay. The order
to reimburse appointed counsel is made at the disposition of the case. Typically, an
assistant state’s attorney moves for the reimbursement of appointed counsel when moving
for payment of fees, fines, and court costs. The amount awarded varies, and tends to be
based upon the judge’s discretion, the complexity of the case, and the amount of bond
funds held on deposit. Often, the court orders reimbursement without considering the
defendant's financial circumstances, or whether a third party posted bond on behalf of the

defendant.



Posting of Bond As a Substitute for Material Hearing as to Ability to Pay

Based on stakeholder interviews, it seems that Cook County justice system
practitioners interpret the posting of bond as a fair substitute for a material hearing as to
ability to pay. If a defendant can afford to post bond, the reasoning goes, then he must also
be able to afford an attorney. This reasoning overlooks several scenarios where a defendant

may post bond but still, in fact, be indigent and entitled to a public defense:

* The bond money is borrowed by the defendant. In this case the bond funds are
actually a liability, and are being treated as an asset.
* The bond money is provided by a third party.

* The bond money comprises all or most of the defendant’s personal assets.

Instead of presuming that defendants who post bond are not indigent, the court can
distinguish between indigence and non-indigence by holding a hearing that considers an
affidavit of a defendant's assets and liabilities. Note that 725 ILCS 5/113-3(b) does not
require the court to hold a material hearing as to ability pay in every criminal case. Rather,
it must only do so prior to refusing to appoint counsel or ordering reimbursement of
appointed counsel.

Chicago Appleseed recommends that the court conduct material hearings as to ability
to pay prior to refusing defendants a public defense or ordering reimbursement of appointed
counsel. These hearings would bring the county in accordance with the applicable statutes

and jurisprudence on this matter, as discussed further in the enclosed legal research

memorandum.
Regards,
Malcolm Rich Katy Welter

Executive Director Law and Policy Analyst
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March 25, 2013

Dear Chief Judge Evans:

T am writing to update you on our work regarding appointed counsel and public defender bond
reimbursemerts, in brief, it appears that the County is not implementing correctly the "Payment
sor Court-Appointed Counsel" statute, 725 ILCS 5/113-3.1. There are a number of issues with
the current implementation:

s+ Adequate notice is not provided to defendants and third parties that cash held on bond
with the County may be used to reimburse court-appointed counsel, which may include
public defenders.

e  The defendant's financial circumstances are not being considered properly when
determining reimbursement amounts.

« Whether a third party has posted bond is not being considered properly when determining
reimbursement amounts.

« Reimbursement amounts regularly exceed the statutory cap on reimbursement.

o The posting of bond is being used as conclusive evidence of a defendant's ability to pay
for a defense.

Below we describe the background and legal research relating to this issue.

Background

In the past several months, more than one Cook County criminal justice practitioner brought to
Chicago Appleseed’s attention a relatively new practice of reimbursing the Cook County Public
Defender's office (PD) using a defendant's bend funds held on deposit with the Clerk of the
Courl. We have confirmed that the reimbursement amount is set without material consideration
of the defendant's financial ability, or whether the bond was funded by a third party. Sometimes,
reimbursement amounts exceed the statutory limit.



Another, related, practice is also taking place. At bond hearings, some judges have instructed
defendants that posting bond is conclusive evidence of the defendants’ ability to pay. Further,
some defendants who posted bond had their bond funds reallocated to the public defender. (In at
least one observed instance, a judge recommended that the defendant hire private counsel, who
were standing in the back of the courtroom.) The judge’s instruction regarding the impact of
posting bonds has placed defendants in the position of choosing between pretrial release from jail
and a public defense, regardless of their actual financial situation and whether a third party
staked bail on their behalf.

Attached are two primary documents relating to this matter: Cash Bail Bond Form, which is
provided to defendants and/or third parties when bail is posted, and the Order for the Payment
of Court-Appointed Counsel.

Law

DLA Piper provided pro bono assistance in researching the legality of the above practices under
[llinois statutory and common law. The resulting memo (which is attached), concludes that the
current appointed counsel reimbursement procedures do not comply with the notice and hearing
requirements of law. We will provide the supporting case law electronically by request.

Please note that just last year, in People v Gulierrez, the Illinois Supreme Court was quite clear
about this matter: "Pursuant to statute, a public defender fee may be imposed only by the circuit
court after notice and a hearing on the defendant’s ability to pay. We again remind the trial
courts of their duty to hold such a hearing before imposing these fees, and we trust that we will
not have to speak on this issue again." Both defendants and third parties have been found to have
standing to litigate these issues.

The forms themselves—in particular, the Cash Bail Bond Form—also appear to provide
inadequate notice to defendants that their bond funds may be used to reimburse appointed
counsel.

In the wake of recent appellate decisions, some Illinois counties have developed new-practices in
order to comply with "Payment for Court-Appointed Counsei" statute, 725 ILCS 5/113-3.1.
Chicago Appleseed would be glad to assist the court in determining how Cook County can
follow suit.

Sincerely,

YVl e |2 A TS

Malcolm Rich Katy Welter
Executive Director Law and Policy Analyst
Chicago Appleseed Chicago Appleseed

Chicago Council of Lawyers



MEMORANDUM

ATTORNEY-CLIENT PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL

TO: Katy Welter, Law and Palicy Analyst
Chicago Appleseed Fund for Justice

FROM: Joseph A. Roselius
DATE: January 29, 2013

RE: Constitutionality of Cook County Bail-Bond Practices

Issue

1. Does withholding a portion of a defendant’s cash bond payment without a
hearing to determine if the defendant is indigent violate the defendant’s equal
protection and due process rights under the Fourteenth Amendment?

» Does the court violate a defendant’s Sixth Amendment right to counsel by
finding that the defendant is able to pay for counsel solely because the defendant
posted a cash bond and therefore refusing to appoint counsel?

Brief Answer

Cook County courts may not withhold a portion of a defendant’s cash bond
payment to pay the costs of appointed counsel without providing notice and a
hearing under 725 ILCS 5/113.3. Further, the fact that a defendant has posted a
cash bond, standing alone, does not conclusively establish the defendant’s ability
to pay or prevent them from being appointed counsel. These practices violate
due process and equal protection rights under the Fourteenth Amendment and
the Sixth Amendment right to counsel.

Background

When a defendant in Cook County is released on bond pending trial, he or
she is ordered to pay 10% of the bail amount up front as security (e.g. if the bail is
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set at $20,000, the defendant must pay $2,000 bond in cash to be released).! The
bond is often paid by a spouse, relative, or friend of the defendant rather than the
defendant. If the defendant shows up for court and otherwise complies with the
conditions of bond, the clerk normally returns 90% of the bond to the defendant
ot the party who originally paid, while retaining 10% of the bond as a processing
fee as well as any other fees and costs.

Clerks in Cook County recently began to withhold amounts in addition to
the 10% processing fee as payment for the Public Defender. This amount is with-
held even if the defendant has fully complied with the conditions of bond.

Courts have also instructed a defendant that posting bond is conclusive evi-
dence that the defendant is not indigent and thus the court will not appoint the
Public Defender to represent the defendant. Alternatively, the courts have ruled
that posting bond is conclusive evidence of the ability to pay for counsel and
therefore any bond will be used to pay the Public Defender’s attorney’s fees. In
short, the defendant is told that he can either post bond or have a Public Defend-
er, but not both.

Analysis

1. The court violates the defendant’s constitutional rights and the Code of
Criminal Procedure by withholding a portion of the cash bond without
providing notice and a hearing,

Section 113-3.1(a) requires the trial court to conduct a hearing into the de-
fendant’s ability to pay “as a precondition to ordering reimbursement” for the
Public Defender. People v. Love, 177 T11.2d 550, 555 (1997); People v. Schneider, 403
Ill. App. 3d 301, 303 (2d Dist. 2010); People v. Webb, 276 1lL. App. 3d 570, 574 (3d
Dist. 1995). A summary reimbursement order without notice and an opportunity
to be heard “violate[s] an indigent defendant’s right to procedural due process.”
Id. at 558 (quoting People v. Cook, 81 I11.2d 176, 186 (1980)). A reimbursement or-
der without a hearing could also chill a defendant’s exercise of his Sixth
Amendment right to counsel because “if he knows that the money or other prop-
erty posted for his bail will be subject to seizure to pay for legal services, regard-
less of his inability to pay he may choose not to exercise this constitutionally as-
sured right.” Id. (quoting Cook, 81 111.2d at 186).

The Love and Cook courts also explicitly rejected the argument that posting a
cash bond “conclusively establishe[s] [a] defendant’s ability to pay reimburse-
ment ... up to the amount of the bond.” Love, 177 T1.2d at 560; see also Cook, 81
11.2d at 181-83 (declining to adopt the presumption that “the posting of bail,
without more, was a sufficient indicium of ability to pay wholly or partially for

1 The definitions of “bail” and “bond” are not entirely clear. For the purposes of this
memorandum, bail will be defined as the larger amount and bond will be defined as the
smaller percentage of the bail amount that the defendant or a third party must put up to
get the defendant released prior to trial,

-2.
EAST\54786178.1



legal counsel”). The Love court also held that the trial court “should consider
whether the bond money was posted by a third party” because “the fact that bail
money is posted may have no bearing on whether the defendant has the ability to
pay reimbursement for the services of appointed counsel.” 177 111.2d at 562-63.
As the Court recognized, “bail money may be borrowed or may be posted by rel-
atives or friends.” Id. at 562 (citing Cook, 81 11.2d at 181).

The court must also, “at a minimum,” provide the defendant with “notice
that the trial court is considering imposing a payment order” and “give defend-
ant an opportunity to present evidence of his ability to pay and other relevant
circumstances.” People v. Spotts, 305 IIl. App. 3d 702, 703-04 (2d Dist. 1999); see
also People v. Gutierrez, 2012 IL 111590, 11 25-26 (expressing disappointment that
14 years after Love defendants are still being denied proper notice and hearings).
That notice must “inform[] defendant of the court’s intention to hold such a hear-
ing, what action the court may take as a result of the hearing, and the opportuni-
ty defendant will have to present evidence or otherwise be heard.” Spotts, at 704.
Further, “remedial legislation affording a hearing achieves nothing unless the
hearing is meaningful; i, the evidence adduced at the hearing is duly consid-
ered in reaching a decision.” Webb, 276 Ill. App. 3d at 574.

That said, there is nothing in the statute that prohibits payment of the fee out
of bond money paid by a third party, provided that the court actually provides
notice and a hearing and considers the third party’s interest in the bond money.
People v. Maxon, 318 Ill. App. 3d 1209, 1216 (4th Dist. 2001). The Maxon court also
noted that the bail bond form in that case indicated that attorney’s fees could be
paid out of the bond payment. Id. This case does seem to be against the great
weight of the case law, however.

As described above, the courts in Cook County have not been following this
procedure and are therefore likely systematically violating the due process rights
and right to counsel of the accused by automatically reimbursing the public de-
fender out of the cash bonds posted by defendants. In short, a cursory hearing
that relies solely on evidence of a cash bond to prove ability to pay is unconstitu-
tional. Some other evidence of ability to pay must be presented.

2. The court violates the defendant’s constitutional rights by refusing to
appoint counsel solely because the defendant has posted bond.

Under the Code of Criminal Procedure, “if the court determines that the de-
fendant is indigent and desires counsel, the Public Defender shall be appointed
as counsel.” 725 ILCS 5/113-3(b). The defendant must provide an affidavit con-
taining sufficient information to ascertain the assets and liabilities of that defend-
ant. Id.

Tllinois courts have long held that it is reversible error to refuse to appoint
the Public Defender solely because the defendant has posted bond. People ex rel.
Baker v. Power, 60 11.2d 151 (1975); People v. Eggers, 27 111.2d 85, 87-88 (1963); Peo-

-3
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ple v. Castile, 71 111. App. 3d 728, 730 (1st Dist. 1979); People v. Wood, 91 I1l. App. 3d
414, 419 (5th Dist. 1980). Many other states are in accord. Hill v. Arkansas, 304
Ark. 348, 351 (Ark. 1991) (“the state cannot force an appellant to choose between
posting bond and being able to obtain counsel and pay the cost of an appeal”)
(citing Eggers, 27 111.2d 85); Scott v. Arkansas, 94 Ark. App. 297, 302 (Ark. Ct. App.
2006) (same); Graves v. Indiana, 503 N.E.2d 1258, 1260 (Ind. 1987); Moore v. Indiana,
401 N.E.2d 676, 679 (Ind. 1980); Vera v. Florida, 689 So.2d 389, 390 (Fla. Ct. App.
1997); Tennessee v. Gardnet, 626 S.W.2d 721, 724 (Tenn. Ct. App. 1981); Ex parte
King, 550 S.W.2d 691, 694 (Tex. Crim. App. 1977).

Instead, the trial court must determine whether the defendant is indigent
“on the basis of as complete a financial picture as is feasible” by “balancing assets
against liabilities” and considering the defendant’s income. Castile, 71 Ill. App. 3d
at 730. The defendant “need not be totally devoid of means,” but rather that the
defendant must lack “the financial resources on a practical basis to retain coun-
sel.” Id.

To the extent that Cook County courts are refusing to appoint counsel solely
because the defendant has managed to post bond, they are likely violating the
defendant’s rights. Illinois and many other states hold that the state cannot force
a defendant to choose between posting bond and having counsel appointed.
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS

CASH DEPOSTT BALL BOND: CRIMINAL OR QUASL-CRININAL (10% OF BALL, $25.00 MINIMUM DEFOSIT) D

ORIGIN OF JOND {0 il set by Rule of the MMinoiy Supreme Couct OR
USING AGUNCY NO. By
(PIUNT NAMF O JUNGH) [IUDGE'S NOL) (OFFICE USEY
BAIE AMOUNT
- 00 00
0 49 v L 1 11— -
9 ? X X 100
DEPOSIT AMOUNT 00
. 00 160
$ o0 160
9 X X I

%'l WIEMENT OF DEFENDANT: 1 undovstand und aceept Lhe Lerins sind &
OERGNITT conditions st Torh Delosy st on_the_reverse side of Lhis bail_bongl. 1 =
IFIENDANT (Persan Prepartig Bond - Always vomplete this sectlan) undurstimd_in nll_cases, 10 % ol any amount_posted s bl is retained by
e Cleyk ek of Courd, by luw. Further, 1 hereby cevtily ; (hat 1 understand he
comsequunces of [flure to appear lor (rial a5 requived,

Fuli Nume

(FHINT)
{Last) (Firsi) o™ ASSIGNMENT OF BALL BOND BY THE DEFENDANT: 1 hervby suthorize

Adilress . AL Na. the return ol the money posted above to the person shown on this bond ns
Ll [T ing provided mogey for my bail after all conditions of this bail bond have
City il 7ip bigen mel, or oy ordered by the courl.
SICIFINT — * .

et =i = | Defendant’s Signature

COURT COMPLAINT OR INDICTMENT NUMBER(S) CHARGE DISPOSITION
DISTPOSITION vatered by (Signature of Deputy Clerk) Br. or Sub. CT Court Date — / . / .
Mont ay ear

COURT APPEARANCE: Defendunt named above shinll appear in the Cirenit Cdurl of Cook County, Iinols Juciled of:

Address (Rumber and Sticet) : Cliy/Town/Villge ... + llnois,

BranchNe. . . in Room No. on s at " O am. 9 pa.

CONDITIONS OF BOND: The defendant is hereby released on the conditlons as fidicated helow:

& Appear 1o answer the charge in conrl unill discharge or final order ol caurd. ] Uudergo medical or psychinirie treatment as ordered by the courl.

& Obey il court ordecs and process; nat leave 1his Slale withiont iermlssion of Tl If you sre charped wilh a criminal affense and e vickim Is a famlly or booschold menter, yon
court and Teporl N are ardered to refraln from all contart or communlcalion wille:

@ Not vemmil any e I ths case. o e - e

A 1 on appent, prosecute the appeal, and surcendec ta cusiody if $he fudpment is afMuoved
or a new ekl ls ordered, for o mintmun of 72 leurs fllusving release, and further ordercd to refrain from catering

O Sorerender (225 1LCS 5110-10(n)(5)) OR not possess any fivearins m dangerans amlov remainlng al M Tocallon ufi
wenpans unlil fing) order in (his case.

Q  Not eontaet or commanicate wiih any complalning witnesses ar membens of lieir - = o - oy
imwmedlate fumilies or: foi a minlmum af 72 ours followlng refease.

— ] Reside with parents or in a foster home, attend schwol or noncesldential program for yuulhs,
contrlbule to his/hes support at homa or in n foster hume, ohserve curfew sel by conre:

) Not gn to the aren or premises of victimscomplainlng wiluesses home, wark,
schoul o1
e, i3 Report fo and remaln under the pretrlal supervislon of such agency or third-party custodlun as
ardered by ithe vourt:

T Nnl to fndulge In intexicatlng liquors, Ilegal tugs or cerlaiiy drugs, tuswits

O Underge alenhwlisin or drug addictton treatment ns ardered by the courl. O Qther lini - S et ews

1. Lunderstand that the money T have posted is for the buil for the defendant named

on_this hou in the above numbered ense or eases.

Provider’s Nawe (priot): .

2, Luntberstind thit even if IIE _t_l_t_l'_l:gtl.ml Tollows all conr 1 vrders, that this woney
uay b orderid by the Judge o pay for Uie defondunt’s allorney fees, conrt costs, | Relatlonship to Defendant:

lines, fees amdlor restitution lu the_vietim, amnd thal J mn_qr fage all or purt of my

Address:

money,
- Lunders _4.||(I that i the defendiant Fulls o comply with the conditions rellected S
an this hond, ! may lose all of my moncy should the conrt furfeitire of bail \
arder, Area Code/Telephone No.: e T Tl
PrOVIAer's SIBMMIITET i o v i s s e et

4. T understand in all cases, 10 % of any amounl posted us bail is vetained by the
Clerk of the Circull court, by law.

T wm. O po. Towr Ihis bidl bond form was prepared by:

Star Palice
Dale ___- / / No. Dept. :
Menth Day Yeur (Signuture of Peace OtTicer) (CPD District Ng, or Suburban City, Town, or Yillage)
L J} [U}Q& Or Clerk of the Cireuit Coutrt of Coak County, by e LoC, e e A i e e e e e e
- et (Sguature of Deputy Clerk) {Neaneh or Subuvban Court)
FOR APPROPRIATE REFUND, DEPOSIT THIS COPY WITH .
S S, A2,5M-10/08(83350067)

PROVIDER'S COPY COURT CLERK N DATE OF FINAL GRDER OF COUR'T.



CONDITIONS OF BOND (Continued)

FAILURE TO APPEAR - TRIAL IN ABSENTIA
If you have been charged with an offenss that is classiﬁed a5 g felony, yoeur fatlure 0 appear constitutes & wajver of your

. rights to confront wiipesses and to be preseat at yonr trial, A trial coalc proceed and if found guilty the court eould.imyose a
sentenice in your ahsence. . i

FAILURE TO APFEAR - BAEL JUMPING:
Vour fallure to appear may rvegult in the Hling of an additionsl charge of Bail Jumping. Sentences irpoasd upon conviction

for this offenise shail be served comsecutively to sentences jmposed for convictions related to the original offenses for which yon
were admitted to balil. . )

FAILURE TO APPEAR - FORFEITURE OF BAIL:
Your failure o appear in court as ordered by the rourt may result in an axvest warrant issued for youy arvesi, n forfeliure

of your bail money and a judgment for ths ¢ull amount of the bail set by the court.

VIGLATION OF OTHER CONDITIONS - POESISLE PENALTIES:

Vielating any of {he conditions tadicstesd on the reverse side of this form may result in the lssuance of an arrest warrant
for your arvest, forfulturs of hail, revozation of batl, mpesition of additional conditions, an inerease in the bail amount and/or
the filing of additlone} charges. Felony offenses comunitied while adwitted to ball are subject to consecutive yentencing Bpon

conviction relative 10 o sentence imposed upon convittion of the oviginal offenses Zor which you weve admitted to badl,

NOTICE T0 PERSON PROVIDING BAIL MONEY

e nformniink perialning to bell bonds o haerings reiated to fhis matier, contact the Clark of the Civeuit Court’s Bond
Informsiion Hotline af (312) $§03-4737.

\_ CLG MNE96 A-2,5M-10/08(33350067)



Order for Payment of Court-Appointed Counsel (8/17/11) CCCR 0698

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS

PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF ILLINOIS
No.
v. Bond No.
AmountofBond $

Amount of Deposity

Defendant

ORDER FOR PAYMENT OF COURT-APPOINTED COUNSEL

This case comes before the Court for reimbursement for representation by court-appointed counsel, the defendant having
received notice of the motion and a hearing having been held in accordance with 725 TLCS 5/113-3.1, the Court makes the
following findings:

L. The Public Defender was appointed as counsel for defendant, pursuant to 725 JLCS 5/113-3, after a finding of
indigency and determination that defendant desired counsel;

2. The Court has considered defendant’s financial cirenmstances, including but not limited to the time spent by the
Public Defender representing defendant, the nature of the service provided, the statutory limit identified by
Section 113-3.1(may not exceed $500 for misdemeanor, $5,000 for felony, or $2,500 for appeal of conviction of class
offense), whether bond was posted, and whether a third party provided the posted money hond;

3. The above-numbered case has been disposed and a final judgment has been entered;

4. The hearing on this motion was conducted within 90 days after the entry of a final order pursuant to statute
disposing of the case at the trial level.

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the Clerk of the Circuit Court shall forward the amount of $ to
Cook County for reimbursement for the services of the Public Defender as court-appointed counsel. Pursuant to 725 ILCS
5/116-7(f), 10% of the amount deposited on D-bonds shall be retained by the Clerk. Payment shall be made:

O by deductjon of the sum ordered from defendant’s posted money bond, posted pursuant to 725 ILCS 5110-7;
O by cash payment from defendant;

O other
ENTERED:
Dated: 5

Judge Judge’s No

DOROTHY BROWN, CLERK OF THE CIRCUIT COURT OF COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS



