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Chairman King and members of the Committee, thank you for the opportunity to present 

testimony on behalf of the Office of Attorney General in support of Senate Bill 183. 

 

Senate Bill 183 clarifies the procedure utilized to collect debts owed to courts or restitution owed 

under an order of restitution. The bill expands the definition of “debts owed to courts” to include 

court costs, fines, fees or other charges arising from the failure to comply with a traffic citation. 

The bill also clarifies that a contracting agent may utilize state debt setoff procedures and sets out 

the fees that may be charged when a debt is collected through setoff. The bill also makes the 

conforming changes that are necessary in other provisions of the law. 

 

Since the law was originally passed in 1996, only the attorney general has been authorized to 

enter into contracts for collection services for debts owed to courts or restitution owed under an 

order of restitution. See K.S.A. 2014 Supp. 75-719. The judicial districts of the state were in turn 

authorized to utilize the services of the contracting agents that were approved after the successful 

completion of the RFP process. When a judicial district utilizes the services of an approved 

contracting agent, the attorney general is necessarily made a party to the work plan between the 

judicial district and the contracting agent. 

 

Experience has shown us that the attorney general’s involvement in the court debt collection 

process adds little if any value to the process. By contract, the attorney general collects a nominal 

fee for his role in the collection contracting process (in the form of a 1% fee paid from the 

amounts collected by the contracting agents). However, attorney general involvement is 

unnecessary as the judicial districts are highly sophisticated users of the collection services. For 

this reason, the attorney general asks that he be removed from the process set out in the statute. 

 

To achieve this, it is suggested that K.S.A. 2014 Supp. 75-719(a) be amended to read as follows: 

 

The attorney general is judicial districts of the state of Kansas are authorized to 

enter into contracts in accordance with this section for collection services for 

debts owed to courts or restitution owed under an order of restitution. On and 

after July 1, 1999, the cost of collection shall be paid by the defendant as an 

additional court cost in all criminal, traffic and juvenile offender cases where the 

defendant fails to pay any amount ordered by the court and the court utilizes the 



services of a contracting agent pursuant to this section. The cost of collection shall 

be deemed an administrative fee to pay the actual costs of collection made 

necessary by the defendant's failure to pay court debt and restitution. 

 

If the legislature agrees that the attorney general should be removed from the court debt 

collection process, it is suggested that the new statute be moved to a new chapter of the statute 

books from the current chapter 75, article 7. 

 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 

 


