#39.70 10/26/72
Memorandum 72-69
Subject: Study 39.70 - Prejudgment Attachment {Review of Responses to
' Questionnaire)
IRTRODUCTION

The staff has receivad 59 responses to the guestionnaire on attachment
sent out in September to over &00 lawyers and businessmen. A fairly detailed
sumnary of these questionnaires follows in Parts I, II, JXXI, and IV, arnd the
complete numerical dats is in Part V.

The dominant impressien one receives frem reading the guestionnaires is
that the respondents by and large favor the law as it was befere Randone or,
if forced te change, SB 1048, However, abeut twoe-thirds said consumer attache
ment was not necessary {see Part IV, Question 31). Greatest support was for
$500 as the minimum claim for which attachment would be available (see Part
IV, Question 33}, No alternative to prejudgment attachment received any sige
nificant approval frem the respendents (see Part III, Questisns 23-30).

The follewing analysis fellows the order of the questiens on the ques-
tionnaire form. Whare the question celled for a yes-no or numerical answer,
the anelysis will indicate some possible conclusions from the data and refer
to the proper column of the tables in Part V where the data is displayed in
full, Where the questien called for a textual answer, the analysis will sam-

ple the respanses,

-~

I, ATTACHMENT IN COMMERCIAL CASES
Question 1
Asked whether the respondent had ever used prejudgment attachment in a
comercial case.
29 ocut of 35 lawyers had used the atiachment procedure; 22 out of 24
busineasmen had.
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guestion 2

Asked in how many cases per year a writ of attachment was issued cor levied.

(See Tables 1 and 2, column A.)

Lewpers  Businesemen
Rarely (less than once & year) 5 3
Seldom (1-3 times) 5 6
Occasionally (4-1b times) T p
Moderately (15-~50 times) 7 4
Frequently (over 50 times) 5 4

One lawyer indicated that he obtained 800 writs in a yesr; another said 300 to

500. One businessman said he obtained 750 writs in a year,

guestion 3

Wae in three parts. Respondents were asked the percentage of cases where
the action was based on:

a. An express or implied contract with a resident defendant. (See Tables

1 and é, column B.)

13 lawyers apd 15 businessmen answer that 1005 of their actions were s¢o
based. In ail but three responses, at least 75% were based on a contract with
a resident defendant. 24 out of 29 lawyers and 18 out of 22 businessmen an-
swered at or above 90%.

b. A claim against a nonresident defendant. (See Tebles 1 end 2, column C.)}

One lawyer indicated that 50% of his cases were so based, and one business-
man said 40%. However, as indicated sbove, most respondents based no actions
on claims against nonresident defendants.

&, A claim against a defendant who could not be found within the satate or

who concealed himself to avoid service, (See Tables 1 and 2, column D.)
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More respondents handled cases of this type than nonresident defendants
but still far fewer than actions on contracts with resident defendants, 10
out of 27 lawyers and & out of 21 businessmen had occasion to use writs in
this type of case, but no lawyer did so in more than 10% of his cases. One

businessman said 50% of his cases were of this type and ancther said 30%.

Question &

Asked the percentage of cases in which the amount of recovery sought was
less than $200, $200-$499, $500-$1,000, or over $1,000. (See Tables 1 and 2,
column E.)

75% of the respondent lawyefs had the bulk of their cases in the “over
$1,000" bracket; half the businessmen did too. One lawyer had 75% of his
cages in the "under $200" bracket; one businessman had 80% of his cases there,
and another had 50%, For both lawyers and businessmen, the bulk of the cases
fell into the "$500-$1,000" or the "over $1,000" categories although a greater
percentage of the businessmen's cases were in the lower bracket, Also, more
businessmen had a relatively higher percentage of cases in the "$200~$499"

bracket.

guestion 5

Asked in what percentage of cases where a writ was cbtained was some
property initially attached (without regard to whether subsequently the de-
fendant successfully made a claim of exemption or posted a releesse bond).
(See Tables 1 and 2, column F.)

All but three responding lawyers said that they initially attached in
80% or more of their cases, but nine out of 19 businessmen attached in 5%
or less of their cases. [Note that some respondents who indicated that they

sought writs of attachment did not answer this gquestion.)
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Question 6

Asked for percentages of cases in which certain types of property were
attached:

Going business {see Tables 1 and 2, column G)

Inventory (see Tables 1 and 2, cclumn H)

Equipment (see Tables 1 and 2, column I)

Motor vehicle (see Tables 1 and 2, column J)

Bank or checking account (see Tables 1l and 2, column K)

Other (see Tables 1 and 2, column L)
Bank accounts were attached meost frequently and by more respondents; next were
going businesses, then motor vehicles. "Other” included &ccounts receivable
(4 respondents}, money due from third persons, "earnings of sale proprietor,”

escrow proceeds, wages, and real property (6 respondents).

guestion 7

Asked the percentage of cases where the defendant secured the relense of
his property by posting an undertaking. (See Tables 1 and 2, column M.}
Most responses were zero or small percentages, but seven lawyers sald

75%, 50%, 40%, and 25%; and three businessmen sald 50%, 404, and 20%.

Question 8

Was in two parts., The first part asked in what percentage of cases the
defendant claimed his property was exempt. (See Tables 1 and 2, column N.)

The most frequent response to this question was O, but scme lawyer re~
spondents encountered defendants who claimed exemptions in as many as 25-50%
of the cases. The businessmen gave no answer over 10%; 14 out of 19 respondents
indicated that no defendants ever claimed exemptions. The lawyer who had 800
cases (#4) indicated that no defendants cleimed exemptions; the businessman
{#122) who had 750 casea said 10% clasimed exemptions.
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The second parf of this question asked in what percentage of such cases
the exemption was allowed. {See Tables 1 and 2, column 0.)

For the lawyers, percentages were fairly evenly dispersed from O to 100%.
However, the highest answer from a businessman was 8%. The type of property in
cases whers the exemption was granted included the following: wmotor vehicles
(#, 7, 9, 12, 18, 21, 28, 31, 105, 120), inventory (#31), trust property (#28),
bank account (#7, 9, 21, 116), wages (#3, 9, 18, 19, 121}, equipment (#18),
tools of trade (#ll, 12, 28}, accounts receivable {#l2, 116), furniture (#1l),
firearms (#11), perscnal property (#l1), pleasure boat {#105), and real estate
{#105). (The numbers indicate the respondents in the columns on the left-hand
side of each table; numbers from 1 to 35 are lawyers, 101 to 124 are business-

men. )

Question 9

Was in two parts, The first part asked the percentage of cases where the
defendant made a motion to increase the amount of the plaintiff's undertaking.
(See Tables 1 and 2, column P.)}

2Lk out of 26 lawyers and 16 out of 18 businessmen answered 0. The two
lawyers who had encountered such cases answered 10%, and the two businessmen
answered 124 and 1%.

The seccnd part of the questicn asked in what percentage of such cases
the defendant was successful. {See Tables 1 and 2, column Q.)}

The two lawyers answered 50% and 1009, and the two buginessmen 3% and
"1/2" (which probably means 50%). In answer to the question as toc what types
of property were involved in such cases, & lawyer responded "all types" (#11),

and the businessmen listed resl propefty (#105 and 121).



Question 10
Asked the respondents to indicate the percentage of cases in which:
(&) Plaintiff secured a default judgment (see Tables 1 and 2, column R)

(b) The parties settled the case and plaintiff obtained a recovery at
least equal to the value of the property attached (see Tables 1 end
2, column §)

(c) The parties settled the case and plaintiff obtained a recovery less
than the value of the property attached (see Tables 1 and 2, column T)

(d) Plaintiff obtained judgment after the issue of liability, damages, or
both was tried to a court or jury and the judgment was for an amount
at least equal to the value of the property attached (see Tables 1
and 2, column U}

(e) Plaintiff obtained judgment after the issue of liability, damages, or
both was tried to a court or jury and the judgment was for an amount
less than the value of the property attached (see Tables 1 and 2,
column V)

(f) Defendant cbtained judgment or the action was dismissed without plain-
tiff obtaining any recovery (see Tables 1 and 2, column W)

This question seemed to confuse many respondents and, In several cases, the
lawyers' ability to add was exceeded (see #12, whose figures total 275%); the
businessmen scored perfectly in this regard.

The bulk of cases fall into the default judgment {{a) and settlement at
least equal to the value of attached property (b)) categories. The smallest
number of cases fell into the (e) and (f) categories where the plaintiff
after a trial received less than the value of attached property, or
the defendant won, or the case was dismissed with no recovery for plaintiff.
Some respondents indicated a significant number of cases where settlement
occured for less than the value of attached property (c)), or plaintiff re-
ceived a Jjudgment after trial for an emount at least equal to the value of

the attached property {{d)k



Question 11

Was in two parts. The first part asked in what percentage of the cases
where the issue of liability, damages, or both was tried to a court or jury
rlaintiff was successful in obtaining a judgment equal to the amount of his
claim as set forth in the complaint. (Sez Tables 1 and 2, column X.)

Almost all respondents answered that 90-100% of cases going to trial re-
sulted in a judgment equal to the amount of the claim,

The second part of Question 1l asked in what percentage of cases the ac-
tion was dismissed upon the defendant peying to the plaintiff the amount of
his claim as set forth in the complaint (exclusive of default judgment cases).
(See Tables 1 and 2, column Y.)

Answers to this question followed no pattern but rather ranged from O to

100%.

IT. ATTACHMENT IN CONSUMER CASES
Question 12
Asked if respcndents had used a writ of attachment or hed a client against
whom a writ of attachment was levied.

16 out of 35 lawyers and 6 out of 24 businessmen answered yes.

Question 13

Asked in how many cases in a year a writ of attachment was issued or

levied. (See Tables 3 and 4, columm A.)

Lawyers Businessmen
Rarely {less than once a year) h 2
Seldom {1-3 times) 2 2
Occasionally (4-14% times) L 1
Moderately (15-50 times) 3 -
Frequently {over 50 times) 3 1



Oone lawyer said he had handled thousands of such cases (#7), and another said
500 (#28}; one businessman said 200 {#121). It is clear that consumer attach-
ment was used by fewer respondents and in smaller numbers of cases by almost

all respondents who had occasion to use it.

Question 14

Asked the percentage of cases in which the action was based on:

a. An express or implied contract with a resident defendant. (See Tables

3 and 4, column B.)
In all but one response, B0~100% of the cases were based on contract.

The most frequent answer fram both lawyers and businessmen was 100%.

b. A liability for the support of a spouse, child, or other relative.
(See Tables 3 and 4, column C.) |

Only four lawyers handled such cases, but for one (#5) this type of case
accounted for 50% of his use of noncommercial attachment.

c. A claim for rent in an unlawful detainer action. (See Tables 3 and

4, column D.)}
Only three lawyers and one businessman used attachment in such cases.

d. A claim against a nonresident defendant. (See Tables 3 and 4,

column E,)
Five lawyers and one businessman used attachment in such cases, but these
cases did not amount to more than 10%,

e. A cleim sgainst s defendant who could not be found within the state or

who concenled himself to avoid service. (See Tables 3 and 4, column F.)

only four lawyers had such cases.

Question 15
Asked the percentage of cases in which certain amcunts of recovery were
sought. (See Tables 3 and 4, column H.)
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The bulk of cases fell between $200 and $1,000; this was in contrast to
cammercial attachment where the greatest number was in the "over $1,000" cate-
gory (see Question U). No respondent had over 40% of his cases in the "less
than $200" bracket, and only three lawyers and two businessmen had 50% or mcre

of their cases in the "over $1,000" category.

Question 16

Asked in what percentage of cases where a writ was obtained some property
was initially attached. (See Tables 3 and 4, column 1I.)

100% was the most frequent answer, and all respondents but three lawyers

answered 79% or more.

Question 17

Asked the percentege of cases where certain types of property were
attached:

Motor vehicle (see Tables 3 and 4, column J)

Bank or checking account {see Tables 3 and 4, column K)

Credit union account {see Tables 3 and 4, column L)

Savings and loan association account (see Tables 3 and 4, column M)

Salary or wages (see Tables 3 and 4, column N)

Furniture or appliances (see Tables 3 and 4, column 0)

Life insurance (see Tables 3 and 4, column F)
The most heavily attached asset by lawyers was salary and weges. Following
salary and wages were bank accounts and then motor vehicles. The gix respondent
businessmen attached baunk accounts most heavily and then salary and wages.
Both lawyers and businessmen attached credit union accounts, savings and loan
accounts, and furniture and appliances only infrequently. No respondent at-

tached life insurance. One lawyer attached real property in 40% of his cases
(#30).



The fact that most cohsumer attachment involved wages has implications for

the continuation of consumer attachment in general after McCallop v. Carberry,

1 Cal.3d 903, L6L4 P.2d 122, 83 Cal. Rptr. 666 (1970}, holding prejudgment at-

aachment of wages unconstitutional.

Question 18

Asked for the percentage of cases where the defendant secured the release
of his property by posting an undertaking. (See Tables 3 and 4, column R.)

Eight out of 16 lawyers and three out of six businessmen had cases in
which the defendant gave undertakings but, in nine out of 11 answers, the

figure was 10% or less,

Question 19

Was in two parts. Part 1 asked for the percentage of cases in which the
defendant claimed an exemption (see Tables 3 and 4, column S),

Most lawyere indicated that defendants claimed exemptions in fram 25-50%
of the cases. Three of the six businessmen said that exemptions were claimed
in fram 5-12.5%.

Part 2 of this question asked what percentage of exemption claims were
successful (see Tables 3 and 4, column T).

Most lawyers said that defendants were successful in fram 50-90% of their
claims, a much higher success rate than in commercial attachment (see Question
8 supra). Where claims of exemption were allowed, the property involved in-
cluded the following: all types (#32), wages {#3, 5, 7, 9, 11, 12, 14, 21, 31,
101, 121), motor vehicles (#7, 11, 12, 14, 21, 31, 105), bank accounts (#7, 11,

21, 31}, furniture (#11), and real property (#105).

Question 20
Part 1 asked in what percentage of cases the defendant made & motion to

increase plaintiff's undertaking. (See Tables 3 and 4, column U,)
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Apparently this is done only infrequently--five of the 22 respondents in-
dicated that such motions were made. However, one lawyer encountered such
motions in 30% of his 15-50 cases (#11).

Part 2 asked in what percentage of such cases the defendant's motion was
granted. (See Tables 3 and 4, column V.)

Two lawyersi experience indicated that such motions are fairly successful
since one answered 1004 and another 50%. Two businessmen answered 1% and 1/2%,
however. Where such motions were successful, the property inveolved included

real property, wages, and bank accounts.

Question 21

Asked the percentages of cases in which:
(2) Plaintiff secured a default judgment (see Tables 3 and L, colwmn W}

(b) The parties settled the case and plaintiff obtained a recovery at least
equal to the value of the property attached (see Tables 3 and &,
column X)

(c) The parties settled the case and plaintiff cbtained a recovery less
than the value of the property attached (see Tables 3 and 4, column Y)

(d) Plaintiff cbtained judgment after the issue of liability, damages, or
both was trled to a court or jury and the judgment was for an amount
at least equal to the value of the property attached (see Tables 3
and 4, column Z)

(e) Plaintiff obtained judgment after the issue of liability, damages, or
both was tried to a court or jury and the judgment was for an amount
less than the value of the property attached (see Tables 3 and b,
column AA)

{f) Defendant obtained judgment or the action was dismissed without plain-
tiff obtaining any recovery (see Tables 3 and 4, column BB)

The greatest number of cases for most respondents fell into the default judg-
ment category{{a))as in commercial attachment. However, significant numbers
for many respondents alsoc occurred in category (d) and in (b} and (c). As with

commercial attachment, the least frequent response was that defendant won {({f))
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Question 22

Part 1 asked for the percentage of the cases where the issue of liability,
damages, or both was tried to a court or jury in which plaintiff was successful
in obtaining a judgment egqual to the amount of his claim as set forth in the
complaint. (See Tables 3 and 4, column CC.)

75% of the respondents gave figures ranging fram 90-1004.

Part 2 asked in what percentage of casez the action was dismlssed upon the
defendant paying to the plaintiff the amount of his claim ag set forth in the
camplaint. (See Tables 3 and 4, column DD,)

Answers to this question ranged fairly evenly from 0-100%.

ITI. PROCEDURES IN LIEU CF ATTACHMENT
Question 23

Asked whether plaintiffs have been able to cbtain equitable relief (tem-
porary restraining order and/or preliminary injunction) and whether it has been
generally satisfactory. (See Tables 5 and 6, columns A and B respectively.)

37% of the lawyers and 32% of the businessmen had tried this remedy; how-
ever, less than one-seventh of the lawyers and one-fourth of the businessmen .
found it satisfactory. Of the 10 lawyers who had tried it, three of them found
it satisfactory. Of the seven businessmsn who had tried eguiteble relief, four
found it satisfactory.

The most freguent comments by those finding it unsatisfactory are that
equitable relief is too costly, too time cconsuming, and too cumbersome, One
lawyer said that the procedure was cumberscme "but protective of defendant,
and rightfully so" (#1). A businessman remarked, however, that the "courts
favor defendant too much" under such a procedure {#121), and another stated
that the courts are "all for the crock" (#108). Another businessman, however,
thought that, although delay was involved, "it dcoes offer same protection to

creditors” (#116).
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Question 24

Asked whether plaintiffs have been able to obtain receivers and whether
this relief has been satisfactory. (See Tables 5 and 6, columns C and D
respectively.)

One-third of the respondents had obtained receivers. One-third of the
businessmen, but only cne-sixth of the lawyers found this remedy satisfactory.
Three out of eight lawyers who had cbtained receivers found it satisfactory
while half the businessmen did.

As with equitable relief, the most frequent comments are that the receiver
procedure is too expeunsive, too cumberscme, and too slow. Sevéral respondents
said the procedure was useful only in substantial cases {#7, 12). A business-
man said that "there is usually no need for such a drastic disruption of the

debtor business" {#115). Another businessman termed this procedure "excellent"

(#107).

Question 25

Asked whether plaintiffs had attempted to shorten time to judgment by use
of summary judgment and if it was of any value for this purpose. (See Tables
5 and 6, colums E and F respectively.)

About two-thirds of the respondents had tried summary judgment, but only
one-third of the lawyers found it effective while 39% of the businessmen did.
Fewer than half the lawyers who tried summary judgment found it of value
while slightly more than half the businessmen who tried it liked it.

Complaints about the summary judgment procedure are that it is time.
consuming, that it is usually denied except in unusual circumstances, that
courts require the same evidence and witnesses as at trial (#120), and that
the standard of proof is too high. Quite a few respondents said that it was

too easy for the defendant to delay by & general denial or to "raise issues
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which do not exist" (#26). One lawyer found that summary judgment was most
effective if preceded by written interrogatories. One lawyer salid the courts
are "too technical and too protective in even cbvious stall cases" (#7). How-
ever, another lawyer wrote that "in business collection cases, the courts are
becoming much more liberal in use of summary judgment and less concerned about
possibility of reversal on appeal” (#2). A businessman said summary Jjudgment
was of use "only where there is a written contract or document acknowledging

debt" (#121).

Question 26

Asked whether plaintiffs have atiempted to obtain a confession of judg-
ment without action (Code Civ. Proc. §§ 1132-1135) in order to shorten time
to judgment and whether this procedurs had been useful. {See Tables 5 and 6,
columns G and H respectively.)

About 55% of the lawyers and 454 of the businessmen had tried confession
of judgment. About 50% of the lawyers and 40% of the businessmen found it
useful, Two-thirds of the lawyers who tried this procedure and five-eighths
of the businessmen who tried it found it of wvalue--the highest percentage of
any of the four remedies just discussed.

One lawyer found this remedy of value "if not contained in a contract of
adhesion . . . . It has versatility if used to strengthen performance of an
installment program™ (#28). However, cne businessmen said he did not use this
remedy bscause he did "not believe in this type of actiod’ (#105), and a lawyer
thought the procedure "places debtor at a disadvantage--sometimes creditors
overstep bounds" (#21). Other respondents found that it is "cheaper to file
a law suit and get a default judgment" (#26) and that this procedure was of
value only in a "tiny percentage" of cases gince the debtor will rarely hasten

collection against himself (#27). A lawyer who found the procedure valuable

14



said "we simply secure a confess judgment note and this is filed as a judgment
in event agreed upon payment scheduls does not work out" (#15). Another law-
yer feli it "should be ocutlawed; worse than provisional remedies" (#11). 1In
at least one case, a "court relieved debtor of confession--giving just enough
time for debtor to dispose of his inventory over Xmas and thereafter file a no
asset bankruptey" (#10). The most frequently mentioned problem is the diffi-
culty of getting the debtor +to agree. Several respondents said this proce-
dure 1s almost as expensive ag a suit or more expensive than expected recovery.
However, others indicated the procedure "opens channels of negotiation" (#116).

One businessman said "we'd rather pull teeth" (#103).

Guestion 27

Asked for comments on any other remedies used by plaintiffs in place of
attachment. A threshold remedy menticned by several respondents is the restric-
tion of credit, Same others listed self-help, stipulation for entry of judg-
ment, 1lis pendens as to real property, and more extensive negotiation for pay-
ment plans. A roofing materials wholesaler applies pressure on debtors by

filing against their $2,500 contractor's bond (#108).

Question 28

Asked whather there are transactions to which the provisi ons of Division 9
of the Commercial Code (secured transactions) apply but in which creditors
do not obtain a security interest. (See Tables 5 and 6? column I.)

13 respondents sald yes and 21 said no. Those answering affirmatively
were asked to explain. A lawyer wrote that "the inventory of a retail mer-
chant {floating 1lien) was excluded, with exceptions, in California" {#28).
Other lawyers said that machine sales to plants and certain leases were not

covered (#8, 17). A collection agency lawyer said that "buyers may have all
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assels pledged to a factor or need 'free assets® to get credit” (#10). Several
other regpondents indicated that it was just impractical to obtain a security

interest or that the debtor would not buy under such an arrangement.

Question 29

Asked whether use of Division § procedures had increased since Randeone.,
(See Tables 5 and 6, column J.)

Only three out of 21 lawyers thought that use of secured transactions pro-
visions had increased while seven out of 13 businessmen answered in the affirma-

tive.

Question 30

Asked whether Divisicn 9 offered a satisfactory alternative to attachment
assuming adequate judicial repossession procedures are provided. (See Tables
5 and 6, column X,)

About 20% of the businessmen and 30% of the lawyers responding answered
yes. Those who sald these procedures would not be satisfactory were asked why
not. The most freguently listed deficiencies were the lack of effective enforce-
ment procedures, the failure of Division 9 to cover certain subject matter, and
that it was too complicated and time consuming. A lawyer said that, since "the
first creditor (usually the bank who funded the business) has a security in-
terest on all assets, the trade or merchandise creditor must deal on an un-
secured basis or accept second position” (#28). Another lawyer said "collec~
tion agencies want full satisfaction {money), not security for installment
payments! (#21). Several respondents wrote that such procedures were unsatis-
factory because they or their clients had always operated on an unsecured basis

and did not want to use Division 9 {no reason given).
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IV, NATURE OF LEGISIATION NEEDED
Question 31
Asked if respondents believﬁd attachment is necessary in any case (see
 Tables 5 and 6, column L} and,- i? so, in what ty-pe‘{sae‘ Tables 5 and 6, columma
M through T}, | _
32 out of 35 lawyers and 23 out of 24 businessmen ssid that attachment is
necessary. The breakdown of types of cases where attachment is felt to de nec-

aasary is as follows:

Lavyers Buainesgmen Total
Yes| No | %Yes Yoz |Ho | $¥es || Yes|Ho

— 3 {1 ]

(M) A defendant who can- 31| & | 80% 211 3} % sei 7| 698
not be found within
the state or who - .-
conceals himself to
to avoid service

(M)} A nonresident dew | 2 914 - “ 22| 2 92¢ 54| & 9%
fendant -

(0) A case involving ®| 5 | 864 22| 2| 9% 2| 7| 84
Yexceptional cire
cumstances”«-de~
fendant threstiens
to abacond with
or cohceal or
transfer his assets

(P) A commercial case-- 25| 9 U4, i} 22 2| 92¢ it 81y
action againat a o '
going dbusiness for
materials, equip-
ment, services, etc.
furnished to the
busineag

(@) A consumer cage-- 13} 20 39% 9|11 | u5% 22131 | kg
action against
individual for
goods or services
furnished to him
for his own uss or .
for the uee of hia
fanily (auch as,
for example, medi-
cal services,. furni-
ture, appiiances)
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- Lawysrs Businessmen ‘ Total
Yes |No | #Yes || Yes!No| %¥es [| Yes|No| $¥es
724 60%

(R) A lisbility for 15]1h | 52% 13} 5 28| 19
the support of '
a spousge, child,
or other relative

(8) A claim for delin- 15}18. | hef 16| 8| 804 1122 | s
guent rent in an
untawful detainer
case

The only type of case where a majority of the -respondenta sald attachnent.
is not necessary is the consumer case., 61% of the lawyers and sbout 554 of
the businessmen said consumer attschment was not necessary. The reapondeﬁts
overwhelningly stated that attachment ia neces.sary in cases where the defend.
ant cannot be found or conceals himself (52-7), where the defendant is a non-
resident {Sh-L), where exceptional cir;:matances exist (52-7), and in commer-
cial cases (#7-11}. The lawyers split fairly evenly over attachment in support -
liability cmses while 72% of the buainé#ﬁnen favored attachment in such cases.
546 of the lawyers said attachment iz not necessary in claims for delinquent
rent in uniawful detainer cases, but businesmmen favored attachment here by a
four o one margin, Assuming that the respondents tendad_ to resolve their
doubts 1n-f,qvor of preserving the status quo {and even in favor of a return
to the status quo ante Randone), it is fairly clear that congumer sttachment
is not neceasary any longer; and it ias smguh#t legs clear that attackment
may be eliminated in support and delinguent rent cases.

Several respondents indicated that they would like to ses attactment in
scme additionsl types of cases, One lawyer said if should be allowed im *all
cases, if adequate bonding and penalties” for vrongful attachment are pro-

vided {#32). Ancther lawyer suggested it be allowed in cases of civil fraud,
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by which he meant "fraudulent financial statement, forgery, and misrepresenta-
tion of identity or status" (#28). A businessman suggssted attachment be

allowed in any case against real estate (#115).

Question 32

Asked for the reasons attachment is necessary in the sorts of cases
checked by the respondent in Question 31.

A sample of comments follows:
A lawyer in collection practice for over 10 years wrote:

By the time a judgment is secured many defendants have either skipped,
moved, closed business, or disposed of attachable assets. ({#7)

A lawyer in business practice said:

The main need is for attachment availability where the assets and/or
the defendant are likely in the normal course of events to disappesr.
This leaves the legal remedy illusory. (#27)

A lawyer in collection practice argued:

Lien of attachment will secure to the creditor--

1) Speedy remedy, with settlement, compromise, etc.

2) Reduced cost.

3) Security in case of bankruptey.

L) Recovery while money useable at prevailing interest.
5) Greater risk in granting credit.

Lien will secure to debtors--

1} Reduced costs.

2) Speedy settlement and compromise of claim,

3} More liberal credit policies permitting marginal debtors credit they
do not now enjoy. (#21)

A lawyer in collection and business practlce wrote:

Creditors are powerless to deal with the dishonest debtor. It is extremely
difficult to show "intent to abscond”. Debtors have an incentive to file
answers solely for purposes of delsy. Canon 13 of Californie Ethics is
being viclated by attorneys with abandon. A debtor who 1is in trouble can
dictate the method of liquidation of his business. Creditors must accept
or file bankruptcy. Bankruptcy is & very expensive and difficult remedy
to creditors; a debtor has at least U5 days from suit before a judgment.
That is sufficient to rape any business inventory, pocket the cash and
leave the bones to creditors. (#10)
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A Bakersfield lawyer in business practice responded:

Without scme remedy for attachment experience has shown debtors will secrete
or transfer assets to avoid payment of judgments and procedure to s=t aside
conveyances in fraud of creditors are sxpensive and in most cases difficult
to prove. (#3)

A credit manager for a sporting goods firm sald:
It takes 45 to 60 days to default--enough time for assets to disappear. (#122)
The president of a finance newspaper company Wrote:

Debtors operate on the credit extended by wholesalers who nead guick re-
covery. Also it is the only available remedy to prevent fraud in connec-
tion with bulk transfers. Attachment also speeds court procedures. ({#119)

A credit manager for = cement company reported:

I have never been threatened by 8 debtor indicating he was going to con-
cegl. Usuelly he has concealed assets or is in the process when caught.

(#116)
A vice-president of a wholesale plumbing firm asserted:

Individuals or consumer cases are generally not schooled encugh in legal
matters and a prejudgment attachment is an infringement on a person's
necessary items, (#112)

A lawyer in collection practice for more than 10 years said:

In the area of commercial cases or nonconsumer debtors, the need for a
creditor's ability to restrain disposition of property or assets under
steps designed to meet the constitutional dus process requirements as
outlined in Senate Bill 1048, are in my opinion, indispensable. We have
had several cases involving claims ageinst going businesses where the
debtor simply files an answer with knowledge that many months, perhaps
years, would elapse before the matter could be brought to trial and an
otherwise just claim collected. (#12)

The manager of a San Francisco collection agency declared:

I think that a pre judgment attachment should be svailable in all cases
where the defendant refuses to cooperate. 1t has been my experience for
25 years that when & defendant refuses to cogperate the only way you can
get him to cooperate and satisfy his obligation is by an attachment.

In many cases when an agency flles suit against a defendant they
skip and leave town and the agency never recovers its court costs. In
many cases we never find the defendants again. In most cases I attach
and they will immedliatelymake arrangements to pay thelr obligations. At
the same time we can help educate them to their responsibilities. (#121)
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A San Diego lawyer in business practice said:

Prejudgment attachment after an appropriate hearing could force the par-
ties to an earlier settlement, particularly where as a conditicn to ob-
taining the attachment, a court must determine the probeble validity of
the claim. (#13)

The manager of a Los Angeles collection agency stated:

Too many instances of "fly by night" operators obtaining credit and milk-
ing the assets for personal benefit and gain,

Credit wise debtors take refuge behind their security agreements with
lending institutions and by the time Jjudgment is rendered, a great many
are then virtually insolvent with large losses to creditors.

Additicnally, many debtors will use the fact of no pre judgment remedies
to impose arbitrary and costly terms of repayment upon creditors who may
accept rather than choose legal action. (#120)

The president of a Long Beach roofing firm opined;

When the liabjilities of people or Companies becane too great they
tend to hide, divert, transfer, skip & disappear. One or more creditors
should be able to attach any & all assets & require court to demand disclo-
sure of any & all assets of defendant. Anyone who receives materials,
services, or money should be mede to pey for it & if there is no other
way, to work for Plaintiff until paid. I em tired of seeing no-goods go
from cne place to another, or to gther states & just Keep swindling
other people. They are parfsites & a central computer agency should be
available to check on prior records & a place to report. . . . Make laws
tough-~not this pampering type. (#108)

A chap in the wholesale liquor business responded:

Prejudegment attachments are a last "straw" as far as a creditor is con-
cerned. There is no creditor who will make an attachment whereby:

(1) He can be counter sued,

(2; He hasn't been in contact with debtor,

3) He hasn't advised debtor of his intentions,

;) H? hasn't been able to cement a new payment plan without attachment.
107

A credit manager in a Los Angeles TV-radio wholesale firm said:

In our business, the right to obtain prejudgments is necessary because

otherwise a debtor can purchase merchandise fram us and deliberately not
pay us. If he forces us to exhaust the legal process, we can do nothing
for 3 or 4 years if we go to Superior Court. In the meantime, he can

sell all of our merchandise and skip or merely sit back and laugh &t our
collection efforts. We have absclutely no recourse against this type of
situation. If we are unable to talk him into paying us or returning the
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marchandise, we Tace complete loss. We have been fortunate during this
interim period that we haven't faced large losses. As "slick operators"
become more sophisticated and better acquainted with our legal collection
problems some of them will certainly take advantage of it. DBecause we are
awars of this problem, we must be more cautious in extending credit to try
tp avoid this situation. As a result, many honest financially marginal
TV dealers are being hurt because we must restriet our sales to them and
in turn we are hurting their sales. We don't believe any Credit Manager
1s capable of always knowing who will pay him and who will not. (#113)

An insurance ccmpany credit manager pointed out:

There has been & marked increase in our legal mccount balance. This is, of
of course, because the debior can now stall up to two or three years be-
fors the matiter goes to trial. The debtor will request Jury Trial but will
change to Judge on the day of Trial.

We have also had instances wherein the debtor transferred successfully
all assets by the time the matter came to Trisl., We have had instances
wherein the debtor further extended himself after our debt was incurred
and subsequently filed bankruptcy over one year after we would have been
paid in full if prejudgment attachment had been available,

My experience has heen that when attachment was made, the matter usually
did not go to Triel. Now much additional expense is incurred because the
same type of matters nearly always go to trial.

Without prejudgment attachment there seems to be no Creditors Remedy to
Protect Themselves against the Companies that become defunct and border
on outright credit fraud. These Chiselers have no intention of paying
their Obligations. {#103)

& credit manager for a wood products company concluded:

It is imperative that a creditor business is able to take immediate,
responsible, unilateral action to recover money due from a reluctant debtor
business in preference to his other creditors. Attaching stock in trade,
finished good, accounts and such freguently results in a note of reason-
eble daration secured by the assets, or excess of assets attached. 1In
fourteen years experience there has never been a sheriffs sale over one
of my attachments. Scme do result in a petition in bankruptcy, which is
its own justification.

It is easy to either conceal or transfer assets and become hard to
find,

With prejudgment attachment available and known to be availsable,
secured arrangements for payment due are easy and beneficial. For the
past year the debtor invites suilt knowing he has put the creditor aside
for a year or more for no more then a moderate attorneys fee. Businesses
compete for business and if not permitted to compete for payment will lose
vitality.

Real property is an excellent subject for attachment. It is unmov-
ing, but title to it is easily moved, ejther to obscure ownership or prefer
business principals. Fraud is an exercise for attormeys. (#115)

-2 -



A Los Angeles lawyer in general practice announced:

The law has increasingly expanded in the direction of making the collece
tion of debts more difficult and the sbility to avoid payment more esasy.

I see no morel or sociclogical virtue to that and do not beliewve that
there exists greater ghuse by creditors than by debtors of their undere
lying rights and obligations. I disagree with supreme court's decision
but to the extent that law can be drafted within limitations thereof, such
law should permit attachment before judgment in as many .conceivable ways
as possible under the least restrictive procedures as possible. The elim-
ination of a reascnable method of debt collection always injures the small
creditor more than the larzer one who can more easily spread the cost.

All this results in is a lessening of competition by elimination of the
smaller competitor. (#32)

A lawyer in business practice in QOakland wrote:

In most business situations, the parties involved are sophisticated
businessmen who are aware of the legal ramificatiens of defaulting en an
obligation. The free extensiocn of credit is extremely important to the
orderly operation of businesses. If prejudgment remedies are not avails
able to provide a businessman with the immediate ability to secure a
delinguent account, the whole credit structure must be reevaluated and
tightened to the point where business in general suffers. (#2)

The president of a San Francisco collection agency meintained:

We have always tried to withhold prej udgment attachment on disputed cases,
therefore, almost no problem with proving claim due. Defendant would have
protection through exemption or bond to avoid hardship. Since 1971 truly
believe creditors have lost much because (1) assets do not exist after
vaiting for judgment {used up or protected by debtor), (2) with pre-
Judgment attachment it was sometimes possible to gain cooperation (per-
haps not voluntary) of defendant whereas now quite often months go by
attempting service, (3) visible loss of assets such as sale of real
preperty before judgment {before attachment would have held this with no
loss of ability of defendant to continue his life style}. (#10l}

Question 33
Asked those respondents who think attachment necessary to indicate the
pinimam cleim, exclusive of interest and attorney's fees, in which the remedy

should be allowed. (See Tebles 5 and 6, column U,)



Lawyers Businessmen Total

4% I 4 %
7

$0 (L.e., no dollar Limit) *1 oo 6" | 26 13 [23.5 .
$200 5 |15.5 5| 22 187418

$500 11 | 3k g 139 20 }36.5
$1,000 . & 19 2 8,5 8 |1h.5
$5,000 3| 9.5 1 {ws || &) 7.

Gne busineasman and one }.awye'r who said attachment is not needea
checked the $0 amcunt {#0 and 117); their answers are not included

in these totala. .

The median amount for both lawyers and businessmen is $500. Kweﬁr,
a® the percentages show, the lamrs‘u a group favorsd slightly higher
ninimom uou-.nts than the busineasmen. The Comission recomwendation of
$1,000 would not fare too well with tl;éae respondents, Assuming that the
level will be either $500 or $1,000, these respondents would favor the lower
smount by sbout 78% to 22%. Lawyers would prefer $500 to $1,000 by 71% to
29% while bus.{nesmen would by 87 to 13%.

Question 3k
Asked the respondents to comment on any problems that they encountared

under the sttachment procedures prior te 197L.

Ten or 15 sald they found the procedures acceptable or -even ideal.
Here is a sample of other comments:
A lawyer in general practice contended: *

We encountered few, if any, procedural problems under law in effect
prior to 1971, Naturally, in any scheme of balancing equities, there
will be exceptional cases that create inequities., Perkaps the trend

of dues process cases striking down all remedies have simply shifted a
substantial nusber of equities in favor of the debtor to the injustice

of the creditor. It is my opinion that SB 1048 and AB 1623 have balanced
these equities. (#12)
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Another lawyer said:

Release bonds procedures were inadequate and there were unreasonable
hurdles to collect on them. (#32)

A lawyer in collection practice concluded:

The third party claim sections 689 and 6800 were cumbersome. (#28)
A genersl practitioner in Monterey commented:

Certainly a more streamlined system could be devised, but I could not
begin to outline all shortcomings. Basically, the process was a pro-
cedural maze that was more complicated and intricate than necessary, a
patchwork effort to protect the plaintiff on one hand and the debtor
on the other. (#35)

The credit manager for a cement company wrote:

By being sble to exercise those instruments of protection available the
matter of recovery was certain. The major problem following attachment
was getting on the calendar. The securlty interest was maintained but
the value was diminished by lengthy delays in getting a court date. (#116)

A lawyer specislizing in insolvency and collection practice stated:

Many problems with threats of suit for wrongful attachment or abuse of
process, which did not materialize. The hearing provisions of new law
eliminate most of that problem. (#10)}

A lawyer in general practice in Los Angeles gaid:

It pleced too much bargaining power in hands of creditors. Too hard to
collect on undertaking bonds. Unusually savvy debtors could aveid by
interminable third party claims, ete., but abuse rare. Claims of exemp-
tion for small amounts economically infeasible for both sides. (#11)}

A lawyer in business practice responded:

Even & delay of a few days could seriously damage a business with a
keeper Iin possession. The abuses by collection agencies especially
on relatively small claims were numerous., (#18)

Ancther business lawyer concluded:

The remedy for wrongful attachment is inadequate. If it had teeth, then
plaintiffs might think twice before attaching. (#23)

A Beverly Hills lawyer in business practice suggested:

Attachment was undoubtedly sbused by collection agencies snd some attor-
neys and used to blackmail payment in return for release of assets. Some
kind of court scrutiny, as with a temporary restraining order should be
required. Also, there should be a provision for a hearing for establish-
m;;t)of probable cause by the plaintiff, as with a preliminary injunction.
(#e7
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A lawyer in collection practice in San Jose complained:

The problem we had was on claims under $5,000 payasble outside California;
we had many claims that we could not attach based on that limitation. (#4)

A lawyer in business and collection practice insisted:

Claims of exemption were not handled uniformly by judges. Never knew
what to expect at a wage claim hearing. Justification of sureties didn't
work well--how could one ever be certain that a surety (personal) would
have assets after a case was over, should you want to proceed against
him. Bonding procedures were sometimes unfair. If the claim were for a
particular smount and you wanted to levy for less, and it was a joint ac~
count, your bond had to be twice the amount of the claim, and this was
8illy and too expensive a bond to purchase. (#9)

Question 35

Asked for comments on the attachment bill enacted in 1971 {SB 1048, ch. 550)
and any anticipated problems. Many respondents said they were not familiar
with the new law or that they had had no cases where they would use attachment

since it was enacted, Same other respondents answered as follows:

A credif manager concluded:

The main problem may arise in the definition of & "commercial transaction”
when dealing with a sale cwner/operator who is the only employee. Delays
caused by & crowded calendar may be avoided by the hearing procedure, how-
ever the secured status of the creditor will provide the protection neces-
sary. {#116)

A lawyer in cellection and insclvency practice wondered:

What criteria will the judge use to issue attachment? Any claim of de-
fense will be sufficient to defeat the levy? Will the court weigh facts?
The remedy will depend on the whim of the judge. (#10)

A lawyer in business practice alleged:

I believe the provisions are still too onerous for a business dependent.
He is put to additional time and expense to be at the hearing on the TRO
which is over and above the cost of defending the suit. 7T feel that the
moving party should pay all reascnable costs and attorney's fees if he
does not prevail at the hearing or ultimately in any litigation. SB 1048
is still highly discriminatory against defendants in business and probably
represents an unconstitutional preference on consumer versus commercial
debts. (#18)
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A Los Angeles lawyer in business practice asked:;

What's a necessity? SB 1048 won't resolve the problem of the sneaky
businessman who loads up his merchandise and slips out of town. (#23)

A credlt mansger in a San Franclsco wholesale firm commented:

As far as I can see about all the current attachment laws will do is load
the courts. Currently we sue and secure judgment just as fast as we can,

(#105)
The president of & Long Beach roofing coampany complained:

The new law is only making it easier for people to get away with samething
for nothing--nothing but problems under this law. Eliminate the 1971
changes--go back to prior laws and improve them by meking them tougher.

(#108)
A San Francisco credit manager said:

The attitude of the various courts as to what constitutes reascnable de-
fense, or adequate showing of debt. Unless the restraining order acts as
an attachment it will simply give notice to the debtor to conceal or trans-
fer and other creditors to act., Attachment leads to fewer hearings--the
procedure under 1048 to more. There is no real penalty for concealing or
trensferring and many legal ways to accomplish it. (#115)

An Oakland lawyer in business practice wrote:

In general the statute will not enable a creditor to move guickly enocugh
to insure success in attaching property. The law would be more workable
if the property could be secured prior to a hearing on the merits. (#2)

A San Jose lawyer stated:
Procedure may prove cumbersome and jem up the courts, (#4)
A lawyer in collection practice responded:

Congidering the usual size of commercial collection cases which I have
handled, the new procedures seem to be time consuming and expensive in
comparison to the expected returns. Additionally the restraining order
provisions would appear to be difficult teo enforce. Suggested solution:
Neo prejudgment attachment, but rather shorten the time for answer or ap=-
pearance after service of summons and complaints to 5 days as in unlawful
detainer cases. 1In that case, a judgment could be cbtained in a short
time. (#7)

A lawyer in collection practice predicted:

The procedure will only be used in exception cases and will not reduce the
cost of credit which should be the goel of any creditor oriented legisla-
tion. Cost of credit is in direct proportion to ease and cost of enforce-
ment of obligations and this legislation is too expensive to have any ef=-

fect. (#21)
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Question 36

Asked whether a provision permitting attorney's fees to be awarded to the
plaintiff if he recovers an amount equal to or in excess of a statutory offer
(or an amount equal to the amount set cut in his complaint) would be a satis=-
factory substitute for prejudgment attachment in commercial and consumer cases
(E;E;’ would this sanction effectively preclude the frivolous answer, thus
avoiding delay and permitting early utilization of postjudgment remedies).
{See Tables 5 and &, column V.)

31 out of 35 lawyers and 14 out of 20 businessmen answered no.

Question 37

Asked for comments on the sort of prejudsment remedies respondents be-
lieve should be provided to plaintiffs. A sample of comments follows; many
respondents did not answer or indicated their satisfacticn with former or cur-

rent law.

A credit manager for a wholesale electronics firm seid:

In view of the recent court decisions, I believe SB 1048 is about as much
protection as we, as suppliers can expect. I do think the time limit from
the start of the action until the attachment is actually in effect should
be as short as possible and I also believe a more restrictive control
should be possible over the sale of inventory during that interim pericd.
If the defendant is allowed to continue to sell inventory or, under claim
end delivery, secured merchandise, it would seem logical that the proceeds
should be kept available for the creditor if he is given the right to an
attachment. I'm sure there is s very small percentage of creditors who
will abuse any legal remedy available, but I am also sure 99% of all cred-
itors will use legal action only as a last resort. They need the right
to effactive legal action, but will seldom use it, It is extremely un-
fortunate that here agsin we let the questionable tactics of & very few
unscrupulous creditors dictate the need for very restrictive laws which
will hurt the supplier by requiring him to be more conservative in ex-
tending credit and will hurt honest, deserving, financially marginal
dealers because they cannot obtain sufficient merchandise to properly
operate their business successfully. (#113)

=28«



The credit manager of a cement company suggested:

Providing a clearer picture of the bonding sources available to overturn
an attachment and restraining orders should slleviate the claims which
are filed as nuisance suits. This bonding provision would be used for
the benefit of the claiming creditor and could free attached property or
assets for continued use by the defendant but would assure protection to
the creditors against dissipation of assets. (#116)

A lawyer in business and collection practice recommended:

A summary procedure should be established for all commercial matters
under $1,000--maybe $2,000. A creditor with or without an attorney
should be able to file 8 declaration accanpanied by a statement of debt.
Debtor within 15 days must file a specific answer as to why the debi is
not due, e.g., non delivery, defect in goods, etc., Trial would be held
15 days thereafter--N0 CONTINUANCES--NO DELAYS--~on the issues raised by
debtor only--all else would be deemed admitted. Evidence would be in
person or by affidavit if the witness were not availsable,

Advantage: 1) The out of state creditor could afford to try to collect a
debt he cannot now afford to collect; 2) The court would be relieved of
the paper work and judge work involved in these small coammercial cases;
3) because of the short time to trial there would be no incentive to a
debteor to file an answer to delay--unless a notorious debtor-mirded Jwdge
was hearing these cases.

Disadvantages: 1) "Traditional rules of evidence" not available; 2) not
enough time to prepare the case. (#10)

A lawyer engaged in business and collection practice reckoned:

My experience is that when I attached, I was almost alwayz right. I be-
lieve legislation guaranteeing a successful defendant more than just in-
terest on an attached bank sccount or the like would be a proper deter-
rent, maybe atiorney fees and punitive damages--non dischargeable in
bankruptey or something like that. (#9)

Another lawyer for a collection agency wrote:

I feel any creditor having a claim of 500 or more should have a prejdug-
ment remedy against any debtor. 1T feel the remedy against the consumer-
debtor should be in the nature of a lien while against a business the

remedy should be a seizure. The courts have underestimated the typical
businessman's sophistication by putting him in the same class of a con~

sumer, (#4)
A manager of & vollection agency divulged:

T strongly do feel that the law was fair to all concerned before the at-
tachment was declared outlawed. There normally is not any legal action
filed against any one 1f they show cooperation. It is when people will
not cocperate and ignore all demands that legal action was filed and an
attachment levied on their wages or assets. I strongly feel that if
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legislation keeps going in the direction that it is going at the present
time it will hurt our economy to a great extent as merchants, and credi-
tors feel that they have no protection. They will then demand cash and
there will not be a lot of credit available. (#121)

A businessman responded:

My experience is limited to commercial cases; however, if an attempt is
made to draft legislation which treats commercial and consumer cases as
one, in light of todays consumer protection crusade, most of which I agree
with, we C81 be almost certain of either no bill or one which would be
virtually useless to everyone. The legitimate business creditor should
have nc objection to & bill which covered debts in an amount exceeding the
Small Claims Cecurt limit, for goods delivered, that included severe pen-
alties for frivolous prejudgment attachments. (#118)

A collection lawyer suggested:

I don't believe that a prejudgment remedy is necessary in a commercial col-
lection case. . . . My suggested solution [is to] shorten the time for ane
swer or appearance, Using that solution, a defendant would have time to be
heard on a contested case if there is any basis for a defense, but if no
basis, then the creditor would not be unduly prejudiced by the lapse of
time as is the case now. (#17)

A credit manager of a wholesale firm proposed:

In unsecured items, commercial only, the courts should be instructed to
hear the case within 24 hours of filing. If the court can't, the creditor
should be allowed to attach, or place a keeper in business location. I be-
lieve the debtor should be allowed to post bond for 129% of the amount at-
tached on amount due., In lieu of bond, a bank can be instructed to hold
such funds in their possession with interest to debtor. (#105)

Finally, a lawyer in business practice argued:

In most commercial disputes, either party will be damaged by waiting until
a trial of the issues on the merits before attaching the debtor's property.
If the creditor feels that he must make an early move to protect himself
then he should bear the risk of an error in judgment and at least make the
debtor whole for the costs incurred in defending an action he did not
bring. (#18)

Respectfully submitted,

Stan G. Ulrich
Legal Assistant

-30-



TABLE 1

COMMERCIAL ATTACHMENT — LAWYERS

R Ed
A BB e B GHITKL MNO PQ RSTUVW XY
VR 100 Ioo /oo 60 0O fe0 /06
2 % o 20 g0 €5 20 LW o 0 o % 20 /020 P 50
3 |y e I 9 95 b 4o 50 [ 2 /0 o 5 /00 ?9° 75
d o 95 5 25 75 oo 75 25 .05 0 o 20 4040 19/ 97 445
5 Vi s 0153550 9 A5 2525 752525 o 2525 25 25 25,
b _:.4 G0 o 20 305 /oo 20 30 40 /0 30 25 0 o 5040 Jo Joo 30
7 oof 97 3 35IS B WS S 2.4/ o w3 1151 9so
4 <| (5060 ~ (oo)  (foo) |
9 Pn w0 %" B 5 J 905 Jo/ il o Smilolo 112 @,
Jp Iee 99 106253035 99 7 35 50 58575 o 5035 fo X 9535,
N e 020 b3 J6 4o 300 02090 Mmoo P2l oo o5
jz 7 9055  S2540 90 a5/085250 5 5 /065 O 0NN S d S
13 Py o 755 25 % 13300 o 75 25 Jo 30
4 |0
JS 0 )
o Jo . |
7 s 991 04545 95 99 / 20 o P97 | Joo %
Q9 {3 /o 20 §0 /v lop #0206 20202 Yo Yodo O 20 20 20 20
I Y oo 50 20§ Jo2o 86 o 50 50
20 _,w ot 56 50  foo fo Yo 50 jo O o 66 I 16 .
2l % 155 N0l 95 555§ 50 0 o 50/ 106 /055 %80
J2- J{_.. lo0 loo foo 5o . 50 6 0 o 75 a5 /oa 75
a3 [y om0 joo Joo  {f a8 o o 0 S 85 /o
|6 |
95 '3 en loo 10 o 80 m..mlo 0 /6 /b 8o /0
q.ﬁ.o .wuw 5 5 lob oo 20 26 20 40 - o (wml o
27 I3 o o g 252525 2§ 25 © |
2 [% 90 5 5 b 95 OS5 5550 S$550 0 100 5 76 /o



COMMERCIAL ATTACHMENT - CAWYERS, Ccout)

TABLE |1

WMo E ()

\.rﬁw .
A BeD Twhe FeHITKL mNOo P& _RSTUVW XY,
27 |- |
30 Kl__fobto oo leo 1525 6 o b 50 50 “
N ETIN 1o 90 B0 5 2 57015 3% 95 b oS5 5 10
32 Kl oo 2w 90 | 6030 Soa050 lolo 6030 D fe0 fo0
33 '3 me Joo  Joo | % /o 0 0 o 70 /8 %
2 - | | |
35 J.\.o fo /0 S /085 75 5 IS 520 0 5 % /o 2§ 6 20 Ys /o 30 6% 30




COMMERCIAL ATTACHMENT ~ BUSINESSMEN,

%) O EW |
, A BceD .™,, E GHIJTKL MNO PR RSTUVW XY
.\E q‘_ﬂ loo /o 50 20 26 6O g go 15 / 6 o o €4 10 3 ! 79 & .
o2 |3 5 So %o 50 & 50 50 50 » s % /60
/03 &_m loo o9 w0 20 0o o ) ) 5 9% & foo 9o
104 ~m oo 20 30 50 7015 Yo' 45 o o o feo .
105 5% 30 us 30 S505 Y 202 jp 238N0 1 4 | /12 3 7% 5 ¢ o 2 /0 9512
Y L §o 50 /60 o © o 10 &0 10 _ .
0w? 1% e 0305 g2 1Shs s G © o 30 20 30 /o 10 % |
w8 'z 9% 2 0 75 203 50 0 0 o W 20 | /o0 ©
19 |% e 207 6 o | | |
Qo '3 e g0 20 joo £ o .10 o o 0 $0 50 €020
N w ,
Hx 3 {ob fob (o] 20 70 o 30
na <l e 40 30 2 /oo 4o 202020 6 /66 © /o 6o 30
"y _mhw g5 15 35 85 {0 - w0 Joo jo0 Joo 35 S o B 100 g5 15
15 P mo o feb 0 25 2S o o © ) 4o s0 /0 /oo 0
.:r ' 0 /o fo T 90 0 o 0 o 60 25 & £ 5 % o
e |- | |
18 ;E fob | 100 e 60 i 720 0 20 80
n % o0 80 20 Jov - 8 20 - o wwm 2
120100 oo 07020 | 46 /0200 l % o oo f0 7 2% % 24 8.
nl [ s SRS p 558550 os s 1% 9 b % 5
2 [0 95 5 ol o % I Jo lo 8 | 50 50
123 K1 Jod 100 9% o o o o) 95 &
24 K1 e 2515 36 4o 3o 6 0 o 56 50 Joo [0




TABLE 3

CONSUMER ATTACHMENT ~ LAWYERS,

() H @) |

A BCDEFG ™ 1T TKLMNOP®R RST 4V WXY ZAMBB ccod
2|0 _
2 o s g5 4guyf 3 | 0085 o 525 70 /00 50
410 .
Skl 255 1510 /o 152550  jo 5035/ /6 & /6 2550 O 25235 35 5 % S0,
6’3 o 5 5o /o0 7535 6330 0 Joo | .
71% 952 2 | oSO 73 45 Sjo 283 6 540 b 7155271 %20
&0 .
9k| oo 50 50 55 0 5% o 25 3535 25 P e
) 50 £575 o 5035 /o 2 9525
% Ivo 2026 3036 75 2020 4o lo 10 0 509 30/ 3l205 20 00
P8 ITY) josodo S0 Jlolo 20 10 /6 6o 4o © 7020 /080 I 10 90 /o
13|10 o
1%y 100 1o 45 Y5 5 1o 75 om0 o 5 50 o
510 4
\$ 0 ot
171 O | _
1wk oo kx AIA 4 34w o 0 0. 334334 334 5y
/1|0 _
2|0 4
apL g b o vl 95 b §E5 575 U2 70 25 o %085 0
20 155 6 7020 foo 3536 5 50 /o 25 & 0O 25 56 25 100 50
23(0
241 0
251 & N
26]0 o
27{0
affcoo 95 2% 2h ! o /s 4 95 /o



~

.S.,wrm E g COMSWMER ATUCHWENT = CAWYERS Ceont)
bu B CDEF & Auumcﬁ.;nucvag I T KLMNOPXR mM\_I. n Vv w X .\thmm RO.D

27 |- .

...M.D c..M. g0 /o 10 25 5o 25 75 /0 3 Zo Y0 5 1 o O 5 20 2.0 /6 .
3/ (s /o0 60 3 f0  [fe0 2030 Yo o 70 90 0 30 20 4D /6 5
3203 2776 336310 g5 530 20 20303 $50 (63 [0 /oo feo
33 - _

3 -

38l% /o 25 Y5 30 60 u..o\\o_. .Mw, Xy /0 §;§, ) Y 30 fo 10 &£ & R.ﬁf




TABLE 4

A

BCDEFG

CONSUMER ATTACHMENT - BUSINESSMEMN,

H )
s

=g Dtoo

ST h v WX Y Z AA BB

Ce bn,

fof
/o2l
/83

.\3&
/s

Y-
¥
)

<1

o0

{00

160

e

20 50 30 o0

{60

Yo 55 &5 -

I KLMNOPQ.

75

a0

4

o 12kle0 o 90 /0

o 0 o 25 49 50

foa IS .

fo0 A5

/66

lo?
/68
/o7
Y
i
112

2

1y
} 14}

wT <

o has |

{60

S0

50

3051 41 L5lod 1083

y 35,

Jo0

o \oo,

leo

/o0 O a fop |

b
17
g
I3
120

il

2]
fir¥
123

2y

260

o O 0

5  [lo &5

S5 8% 5 10 9o

15

50

§s5p B 9 )

4
9 IS



CAWYERS |

RECOMM ENDBATIONS -~

!

WO THER PROCEDURES

TABLE &

U W

. = _: : ﬁ T
Slxx3 232>y 223> 23>>Iz
E N AN N
g§IN _ RN AN
1 NN N\ NN PN pN N
g _ N N _ ™D
o N N NN\ N N
- | | R | >
VTR >ITIW®OIX-ZT 2 T
LT XD [ OO [E>OD-TD-Fc> P> I
F2D> DP-ATIJIT>-TP-FRTI O P>->>
[T >D>O>P DA > > T P>y >
- e W A L O L e R e L NEP ot T SDo W b S NS
. | (5

PR PEb el o SR (N i S e e L. Tart o PRl TS PO S S
M o> eI RP-> > P > [T [
blzx HzEzax>223xx |22 = x> |2 =
A= >z >>z 2z e > T |z -
Tf=> >h-TT>P-T >DI > T2 [=>
GNYNNYVNNYYYYNYYNYN e TS (=D
Le> > >z = == 2>
11] 5N - UlNNVquVIVlVIYNVIVLNVJN Do > D O > >
o> === P-x == > =Tz |==x
J|>- > TH->- 2T [RIEX > 2TR (=
o> T2 o= b— > NNNNMNNN 
<TPRP-2=Z > TTP-TT T p-T> X T ==

| Ao~ Ttoe Qg Y 2T SRR .




TABLES  o0THER PROCEDURES | RECOMMENDATIONS - LAWYERS  Ceond)

W (f)
; AB CcO Ef _GH I T K Lt MNOPQRRST ozotmmesw V.
vyl | o N W) ) () () N
o N N N 4 N_ Y N Y YYrYry v N
3 | | Yy . Y TYYNNNN V N
NN NN YN NN YooY YYyYyyYyyy 4 o)
33 . N Y ryYvYyyvyyvy v N
EL | S Y YYYYNNN v/ N
as \{N N N XYY - N N Y YVYYNNANNY ¢ v,




m V‘

O 200 500 (0% S

U (1)

BUSINESSMEN,

“NDATIONS —
MmN oPQRST

L

o

Lo
.

J

T2 2 2>3] >3

N NN N

o
S>> >- >
> R D >+
>a > X > P
3D > D=5 D>
D D= = > D> R DD
> > > > D>
> 3= >Z >f>- 2 D>->—>-

L

> > D> > D=2 > >
22z YYMMN
= > > . v..vl-.NNN
== > z = > M
=z = >>=>
(>~ D>

N > >

=2 > >
> > > 2

l =
-— — — AT e T e
— — -

YYYYNNY
YY N YT Y.

QOO

a Ny
N
AN S O
N N N Y Yy
Y Y Y

Y

Y
N
Y Y

Y Y
Y
Y N

Y Y
e
N

NW) 0w

vy

N
N

g (NN

N6 -
)
I8
n
120
12t
122 WV
2%



