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SUMMARY

The Oklahoma Supreme Court affirmed summary judgment for Guardian Interlock in a class action

concerning fees charged for an ignition interlock device. The court held that the $25 monthly

maintenance-fee cap in 47 O.S. Supp. 2013 § 6-212.3 does not limit separate rental, tax, insurance, or

damage-waiver fees. The court concluded that the statute’s plain language distinguishes maintenance

charges from other fees.
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Heath brought a class action in the District Court of Oklahoma County
alleging that Guardian charged fees exceeding the statutory $25
monthly maintenance-fee cap for ignition interlock devices. The
district court granted Guardian's motion for summary judgment, and
Heath appealed. The Oklahoma Supreme Court retained the appeal

and affirmed.

The opinion does not expressly state a standard of review; it reviews
the district court's grant of summary judgment and resolves the

statutory issue as a matter of law.

Published Oklahoma Supreme Court opinion; precedential value is
subject to the opinion's notice that it had not yet been released for

publication and was subject to revision or withdrawal.

Nathan Heath v. Guardian Interlock Network, Inc., Guardian Interlock,
Inc., Guardian Interlock, LLC.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether 47 O.S. Supp. 2013 § 6-212.3's $25 monthly cap on an ignition interlock device maintenance

fee also limits rental or lease fees, taxes, and insurance or damage-waiver fees.

2. Whether the district court properly granted summary judgment to Guardian under the statute's

interpretation.

HOLDINGS

1. The $25 monthly maintenance-fee cap in 47 O.S. Supp. 2013 § 6-212.3 does not preclude providers

from collecting other fees, including rental or lease fees, taxes, and insurance or damage-waiver fees.

2. The district court's grant of summary judgment to Guardian was proper because the undisputed charges

identified by Heath were not all subject to the statutory maintenance-fee cap.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We hold that the $25.00 maintenance fee cap set forth in 47 O.S. Supp. 2013 §6-212.3 does not preclude the

collection of other fees such as rental fees, taxes, or insurance/damage waiver fees, etc.” (1 1)

“The Legislature could have easily and clearly limited fees related to rental/lease, installation and/or taxes,
but it did not do so. We decline to do so.” (1 17)

“The ordinary definition of "maintenance" means the upkeep of property or equipment or to keep in good
condition by making repairs, correcting problems, etc. which is distinguished from commonly used terms like

sale, rental, lease, installation, and even taxes.” (Y 19)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Heath had two driving-under-the-influence convictions and obtained a restricted driver's license requiring an
approved ignition interlock device. He contracted with Guardian to lease and maintain an interlock device,
paying monthly rental, monitoring or maintenance, sales-tax, and damage-waiver charges. Heath contended that

the aggregate monthly charges exceeded the $25 maintenance-fee cap in 47 O.S. Supp. 2013 § 6-212.3.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Heath filed a class action petition on September 2, 2014. Guardian moved for summary judgment, arguing that
Heath had not been charged more than $25 for maintenance and that rental, tax, and insurance or damage-waiver
charges were not maintenance fees. The district court granted summary judgment on May 12, 2015. Heath

appealed on June 10, 2015; the Oklahoma Supreme Court retained the cause and affirmed.
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