
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

THIS OPINION HAS NO PRECEDENTIAL VALUE.  IT SHOULD NOT BE 
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PER CURIAM:  Reversed and remanded pursuant to Rule 220(b), SCACR, and 
the following authorities: State v. Coker, 397 S.C. 244, 245, 723 S.E.2d 619, 620 
(Ct. App. 2012) ("[A] court may not revoke probation solely on the basis of the 



 

 

 
 

 

                                        

failure to pay money unless the court makes certain findings of fact regarding the 
willfulness of the failure to pay." (citing Bearden v. Georgia, 461 U.S. 660, 672 
(1983))); Coker, 397 S.C. at 245-46, 723 S.E.2d at 620 (noting when revoking 
probation based solely on the basis of a failure to pay money, the circuit court must 
make the following findings on the record:  (1) the State presented sufficient 
evidence indicating the probationer violated the terms of his probation; (2) the 
probationer willfully failed to pay in that he either had the funds to make payment 
and chose not to or lacked the funds to make payment and did not make a bona fide 
effort to acquire the funds; and (3) "alternate measures are not adequate to meet the 
State's interests in punishment and deterrence"); id. (reversing when the circuit 
court failed to make the required findings while revoking probation solely on the 
basis of a failure to pay money).   

REVERSED AND REMANDED.1 

FEW, C.J., and THOMAS and LOCKEMY, JJ., concur.   

1 We decide this case without oral argument pursuant to Rule 215, SCACR. 


