to G within the past year or so. One'person wrote:
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b ’r*then curremt bllling schedule) commencmg W1th the second monthly b1lling"
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: Professor ‘Morsej bemg an -expert on such thmgws, was 'able to show that a
~certain  six-month iseries of transactions costing $2.28: in service charges at
Penneys could cost $2.74 at Sears or Wards and upwards of ‘$5 at some other
stores. Most people ‘wouldn’t get the message: rlght away.- A number of them,:
- including a professor of economms and a profess:or: C 'phﬂ,osophy, have written
it :
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One of ‘the main areas. of confusion plagulng consumers has ti dg,with Y
amount of his balance due to which the revolving eredit service charge rate is .
‘being applied. The| following letter from a Consumer Report& reader eloq. ent
- expresses the confv‘,]. ion, which in this instance led to an unfalr but none'theless S
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‘be;solvled J. €. Penmey, now ¢
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charged by the Plaintiff [PenneyS] ‘and cé
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