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 INLAND Srmgr, Co,,

: S o - August 3, 1967,

Hon, Frang ANNUNz10, L : "
House of Rapvresenmtives,

The brovisiong of the proposed bill which have g direct relationship to our
‘Operation are those requiring fujy disclosure of credit termg and Prohibiting the
garnishment of wages. We are jn favor of both of these.moviasions! in the bill, .

While we are aware that it may be contendeq that ful1 disclosure of credit
terms may often fan on deaf ears, we believe that many wage earners for the
first time. will Jeapn the full extent of the cost to them of cregit extended ang -
‘Consequently may be less inclined to assume additiona] credit obligationg that
they cannot Teasonably carry, Certainly fyj] disclosure of credit termg can do

- Wage garnishmentg constitute g heavy ang Costly adminirstratiwe burden for
this Company, 1 fact in your above-mentioneq letter you referred. to certain
Statistics about Inland that appeared in a ez Street Journag article of last
year. For your inf-o-rmation we do not bursue a policy of di&c«harging employees
on account of garnishment actiong OT even in the cage of repeated or eXxcessive
farnishments, Quite apart from - the administrative burden that garnishmentg
impose on any large-gize ‘company, we believe that thig repayment deviee may
Wwell lead to the extension of credit to wage earners in situationg where credit
‘Imore reasonably might be withheld ang in fact serveg to enhance the credit .
DProblems tg 'which many employees find themselveg subject, : . ,
Perhaps also should be added the observation that garnishment actions con-
stitute ap undue burden for our courts which are already severely taxed by other -
kinds of litigation, ‘ - :
We hope the foregoing Comments may pe helpful to you in your consideration
0of the Proposed legislation, g
Needless to say we are grateful to you. for your thoughtfi letter in soliciting
Such observationg s we might care to make, R o
Sin-cerely Yyours,

GEORGR A, Ranngy,
Vice Presidqeny and Generqyl Counsel,

“discipline for garnishment, , , , o
his is one of the findings of g survey of bublished arbitration awards under-
taken by Robert y. Fisher of the Labor Department’s Bureau of Labor Statistics.

In all of the. caseg €xamined, the airtbiters found that management had the
right to discipline garnisheeq workers, even in the absetice of .a formal rule,.
Fisher fings, But in about half the cases, the arbiters neverthelegs refused to

In treating garnishment gg in-plant misconduct, the arbiters note that em-
Dloyers naturally want to avoid the inconvenience and expense of extra book-
keeping, the nhecessity of filing written returns to the attaching office, ang the :
need for company representatives to appear in court, - ;

‘Thus, each case of discipline for garnishment jg tested againgt the usual
yardsticks for determining, Just cause: (1) Was the rule reasonable and well-




