39.30
Second Supplement to Memorandum T1-23

COMPARISON OF FEDERAL FORMULA, PROPOSED FORMULA {§ 723.50), ARD
ALTERNATE FORMULA AT VARIOUS IEVELS OF WEEKLY EARNINGS
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{ccra) (§723.50) 250
60/3120 $49.93 $1.93 -0« -0~
70/3640 57.2h g.24 -0~ $2.00
80/4160 64 .46 16.12 -0~ 4,00
90/4680 71.68 17.92 -0~ 6.00
100/5200 78.85 19.71 ~0- 8.00
116/5720 86.21 21.55 $2.00 10.00
120/62L0 93.53 23.38 3.00 11,00
135/7020 104.38 26.10 5.00 14.00
150/7800 114,74 28.69 7.00 17.00
170/8840 128.54™* 32.14 10.00 20.00
200/10u400 18,72 37.18 14.00 25.00
250/13000 179.89 4k, 97 20.00 33.00
300/15600 211.39 52.85 27.00 41.00
400/20800 272.89 68.22 39.00 56.00
600/31200 393.89 98.47 63.00 86.00

*based on gingle perazon claiming one exemption; deductiens for federal with-
holding, social security, state unempleymant insurance, and state with-
holding basad on tax tables for 1970 state taxes,

social security tax is deducted only from Pfirast $7,500 of annual earnings;

a person earning more than $150/week will atop paying social security
at some point during the year.
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Re: Earninga'Pfotcdtidn L@w,
Reviged Draft Ap»il 15, 1971

Dear Mr. DeMoully:

I received the ravissd draft w;th appreo$attan, and after
careful study, there are two philosophical points eoncern-
ing the approach takan by the Gommzs#ion on which I have
difficulty canaurrtng.

Firat and foremost, I do nat bﬂliewe £t wise to sponsor
legislation ezcmpttug bank dcoounts from levy of execution

as propoged in Seetion 690.75. I have aluaye had difficulty
underatandang the nmature or reason for exempiing shares in

a savinge and loan. It sgemg to me that the emtire thrust of
consumer protection revolves about giving the debtor notice
whioh certainly a judgment procedure; ae presently established
in Californta, does. Superimpoesd upon that, both federal and
state law guarantee him his miwmimum wages. As to other assete,
other than tcola of his trade necesegry to earm those wages, T
ean find no rationale or polioy sirong enough to say that we
must guarantee him bank acecounte, automobiles, or any other
assets (a homestead, of course, excluded), and that to do so
leade ue teco far dawn the read to a aoaiaiiatic gtate.

Second, I recognize the desirability of simplifying the levy
procedure in comnection with earmings, and the attempt the Bill
has made tc sompromiee a "totally comtinuing levy"” with an al-
ternate ruile that the levy would continue for no longer than

4 montha. I am opposad in ite entirety to the E; of . ..
"multiple leviea" Is it not enough to serve d&; lapy by maiﬂ

———— e -

[ETTCTRETI

P e

g,

P



and then wait for resulte? In our pergonal experience of
mang years we have found that almeet 90% of the debtors maxre
arrangements to pay by simply running omne levy on the judg-
ment and that there ie no necegsity for continuing levies.

s there not a possibility of more harassment or problem to
the debtor by permitting a continuing levy process when a
creditor, through inadvertence, fafls to cancel the subse-
quent levy or atimply cannoit cancel it in euffioient time
after arrangements are made? By using the mail process for
makzrg the levy, sufficient modernization of the process and
reduced coat should be achieved mzthaut pe?m1tt$ﬂg a multiple
or gserieeg of conttnutng Zevies.. =

Very. trgly youra,
N
«»Kﬁ&j VIESE ! COLMAN

o. Wia@e, Jr,



