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THE CRAIRMAN May 1ll, 1987

The Honorable Frank annunzic
U.S. House of Representatives
washington, D.Q, 203515

Dear Mr. Annunzio:

Thank vou for your recent latter fcocrwarding a copy of
I,R, 458, the Cradit Repair Crganizations Act, oo the Fedazal
Trade Commission. We appreciate the cpportunity to comment ¢n
tha pzopcosed lagislaticn,

The czadis repair Susiness aprears to te a relatively recent
chencmencn, It involves the marketing of credit repair secvices
to consumers whose credit bureau reports contain negative infor-
mation that interferes with thelrzr ability to obtain credit. The
principal method such businesses rely upon to improve consumers'
credit bureau reports is the dispute procedure available to "=
consumers undar Section 611 of the Faiz Credit Reporting Act
(FCRA). Section 611 is designed to provide consumers with-a
self-help mechanism to corzrect credit reports that contain
inaccurate or incomplete information. Correcting and updating
such information benefits creditors as well as consaumers By
helping to ensure that credit-granting decisions are made on the
Basis of complete and accurate information reflecting the
probable creditworthiness of the consumer.

It dces not appear, however, that most consumers who emplcoy
the services of a czaedit repalr organization seek to correct
inaccurate information. Based on the monitoring exserience of
Commissicon staff, it appsarss instsad that many <of those who turn
to credit repair organizations have experienced significait
credit problems in the past, which they hope to minimize,

L S

although minor inaccuracies may appear in their credit regorts,
by and large the adversa infcrmaticn that is zagcctad 2bout them

fairly reflects what actually occurred, Utilization of FCRA
dispgute preccedures i3, therefcre, unlikely &2 a2id these
ccnsumars, “Nenetheless, zhrough adver~isamanss and crazl zepre-
sentaticns, credlts rapair crganizactions often lzad ceonsumers 3

: The Commissien brought an enfozcement actieon 2
credlt repalr practiticnmazs in L1986 (sae Fadezal
docket numbers C-3185 through C-3190) and presenzly
the activities of several others. o
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believe that adverse lnformation in their credit reports can b=
deleted or modified ragardless of iz: accuracy. 1In face,
however, 1% adverse information reported by the credit bureau is
accurate, under the FCRA it may be reperted for at least seven
years., 2sankrupgkcy may Sa regezted for ken vears., Although the
FCRA dees not requirs credit Sureaus to ceport advarse informa-
tion for this period of time, it explicitly authorizea them to ds

20, Credit bureaus, which azre in the btusiness cf salling gz2dis
history information to craditczs, ordinarily regport such i{nfor-

matlicn for as long as is legally paermissiclae.

It apgpears ghat credit regalr crganmizazicns cccasicnally
improve conaumers' credit bureau raeports, but fail to do so in
mcsts instanges -=- szingipally because most of the information
they dispute i3 accurate and within the permissible ragcorting
raricd., Thelr services are frequently scld cn a money-cack
guazantee basis, but consumers have regortad difficultias in
obtaining refunds. The company may be out of business, lack the
funds to pay by the time consumers seeX rzfunds, or simply refuse
to honoz the guarantee. Credit repair organizations have caused
econcmic injury to credikt Sureaus a3 well as to consuners LYy
generating large numbers of 3jroundless disputes that credit bureaus
MUSt Process., To the extant that 3 credit repailr srganization .
does succmed in dealeting accurate adverse information from a
consumer's credit histocy, creditors are deprived of informaticn
that might otherwise have been a Jecisive factor in the credit-
yranting decision, Creditors have z2xpressed concern to the :
Commission that deletio& of accurate {nformation may result in
inczeased lending risk. : ’

The Commission's staff velieves that a2 substantial segment
of the credit repair industry presently eangages in practices that
fnjure both the general public and individual ¢onsumers. Whetherx

——en e @

2 Gredit bureaus are required by Section 61l of the FICRA to
relnvesticats disputed informaticn within a reasonable period of
time and =c delets {nforzmation that they cannct verify. A cradis
Sureau may delece acsurate informacicn Zrzcm a consumers's credis
bureau report zecause, for examgle, iz is cverwhelmed by disputes
genezatad by credit repair organizations or tecauss czediticrs
fail o respond promptly to verificaticn raguasts.
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the potential scope of this problem justifles enactment 3&
federal lagislaticn is an issue fox Congzasa k2 decide. As the
grimary law enforcement agency, howaver, the Commission beliaves
that it has a unique oersgectxve to contribuce (£ ucngrnss
checcses 4= enact sush legislatica. In ocur view, the prorosed
legislation would be strengthened by changing its focus
somewhat.

H.R. 458 would impcse 2 tonding regqulrzzment on cradit zegalr
organizaticns. t alsc weuld grovide csnsumers wi:h the right to
sue and to obtain payment fzom a suraly whnen a czedit repair

organization violates the tazms cf the stamuze, The Commissicn
opposes this approach Vecause we have serious raeaservations abcux
hew well it would work in practice., The way that the bond is
intended to function s far fzem claar. n addition, administra=-
tion of a bonding regquizrement involves oversight and enforcement
resconsibilities thac are belttar undaztakan Dy the statas than
the federal government, in our viaw.

From the ce:s,ectivn of public law enforcement, the Commis-
sion believes that requiring disclosures about the FCRA's limited
masis for changing credit reports would protect consumers more
. simply and effectively. Their right to sue, a credit repair
orzanization that engages in deception should also ba disclosed,
Mcozreover, although we believe that the proposed privata right of
action for c¢onsumers may aid in enforcing the law, we think that
enforcement of the Credit Repair Organizations Act would be
enhanced gongiderably if Congraess were to grant the Commission
authority to seek civil penalties for violations of its provi-
sions, The ensuing comments discuss these issues in more
detail. They also suggest narctowing the definiticn of a credit
repals organizaticon and eliminating one of Section 404's
prohibited gpractices.

Disclosure Requirenents: Jection 405

The Commission supports the inclusion of effective disclosucze
rements in this legislation. Despite educational efforts,

e

zegu

3 Although we aze aware of

a few larce cradit repalir orcaniza-
cions, a great many others appmaz ts e small and relatively
unstatle. We Rhave no tasis 27 es:winmasing the number cf
custemeszs they cursrently 2Ttract of srediciing wheather thaeis
clientele may diminish {n the near future as a2 result of consumer
educaticn and unfavcrable gublicity, '

i
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many consumecrs continue to Se unaware of the FCRA'S rules govern=
ing the reporting cf inZcrmacion by ¢radit Sureaus. AsS a resuls,
these consumaers are easily misled by credit repair organizations
that offer to reya“ sz improve their czedit histories. Requir-
Lng cezadlit rapalr crzganizations eo disclose information about the
FCRA prior to execution of a sales contract should reduce their
ablility to mis:ep:esent what the crediz repalir process is likaly
to achiave. Tha Cammiszicn tslieves that the fccus <f tha dis-
closures raquired undaz Secticn 4035(b) of the propesed legisla-
cion should L2 shiftad, hcwever. Secticn 403(z) (1) requizes a ..
credit repair organization, prior to the execution of a contracs,
to disclose to consumers their rignt %c raview thalr own cradiz
£iles and to dispute the completeness or accuracy of information
contained therein. The effect of this section is to bar a credit
repalr organization that only sells [nformation atcout consumess'
cights to correct infcrmaticn concerning thels credit racord,
cradit historv, or creditc rating from cha:ging a fea for making
tihilis information available to consumecs.” There is no agpacans
teason for a prohibitionm ¢f tihis sort, Other businesses and pro-
fessions rautinely charje for the disclosure of information about
rights and opgertunities provided by law; indeed, this is a kay
componant in the p:cvxsion of many ptofesslonal se:vices.

mcreove:, the disclosures :equired by Sectzion 405(0)(1) do
not address what appeass t2 Le the principal cause of injury to
consumers in their dealings with credit cepair organizations.
Injury does not arise because cradit repalr oSrganizaticns, for a
fee, exuccise righks that consumezs could exercise themselves at
little or no cost. -Instead, consumers are injured when they zay
money tQ an organizaticn to do something that neither that
organization nor they themselves can accsomplish. We think that
disclosures explaining instead the limited circumstances under
#hich credit history information must te altaered by cradit
Buresaus would grovide consumers with an informed basis for evalu-
ating a credit repair organization's eclaims and that this is
their best protection. It may alsc te worthwhile to require
disclosures that ccasumers may sue a credit repair osrganizaticen
12 it engag=s in dece,:icr and that they mav rescind any contract
within three days of signing it anally, we think it weuld be
helzful to identify tha Tedaral ?:a-- Commission as the televanc
law enforcement authoriiy, SC that <sonsumesrs wish guestions will
AnSW whem Lo contage.

y i

¥ Of course, thls ccncern is less siznificant %0 credit regaics
crganizaticas :ha- alsc sell sezvicasg fsr the purpose of improv-
ing a consumer's cradiz record, cradit histor

v, or cradit rating.

Th
e
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THere azs twc addisicnal sets of disclosures that Section
435 praesently raquires. Saction 405(b)(2) requires a complete
and detailed disclcsurae of the services to be performed and the
total amcunt to be paid fcr the2e services, disclosures which are
duplicated in Section 406 governing the contenZ of coatiacis. Wa
question the uvtility of requizing a detailed descziption of
se¥rvicas %o ke gerformed. Even a minutely detailed-description
could easily aveld conveying clear and definitive information
atous what will ta Zcne in the case of an individual consumez, ..
Secticn 435(%) (3) raguisas disclosure cf the censunmer's clght to
greccead against a oend and {dentifies the surety. Information
about the rignht to oroceed against a bond clearly would be
significant to consumars if Congress should decide to retain the
tend ragquirament. However, for reasons discussed {a le snsuinsg
section, we do not endorze a bond requirament.

We suggest that, to ce most effectiva, any ceguired
disclesurzs ba conveyed on a separate shest of paper, in simpla,
aon-~tachnical language, before the consumer signs a contzact o
the credit repair organization recelves any payment. S0 as to
avoid possible obfuscation, we recommend that credif repalz -
organizations te required to follow language that i3 identical or
substantially similar to model language proposed by Congrass.

«»

Tor example, the raquized dlsclosure might begin with a
warning not to sign a crntract oc pay money for credit repair
services Lefore reading the notice. It might then state:

1. You havae no legal right to have accurate
information removed from your credit bureau
report. !nder the Falr Credit Reporting Act,
the ¢redit bureau must remove accurate negatlive
information from your raport only if it is over
7 years old. 3Bankruptcy can be repcrsed for il
vears. Sven when a debt nas been completely
repaid, your report can show that it was paid
late if ehat is accurate, '

Z. You have tha right £ 3suz 2 czedit repair ov
credis impoovement comcany thags violates khe
Credit Repair Organizations Act. This law
srchitiss decuptive practices by credit repais
csmranies.,

e Tha Credit Repair Crganizakizng Act 2ls20 gives

¥S2 the rignt t3 cancel your contract for any
reagson within 3 working days £fzomn the cate you

sign ik. Der-
e
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4., The Federal Trade Commission enforces these
faderal laws. TJor more information, <all cor
write:

Division of Cradik Practices
Pederal Trade Commission
Washingeen, D.C. 20583

(2C2) 338-32353

ot eanforcement purposes, each disclosure statement should
e gignec by the ccnsumer a2 an ackncwladcement ¢f having read it

8
beicre entering into the contract. The consumer's name, address,
and telephone number should be included, as should the sales
agant's signatura and the company's name, address, and talephone
number. The statement should be sicned in duplicate, =zo that the
ccnsumer may recaln one copy and the credit repair organization
may ctetain the other for the gwo-year ceriod tha2t, we assume,
Section 405(c) would racuire.

"We balieve khat these disclosures would effectively warn
consumers against contgacting witlr credit repaizr organlzations.
whose bBusinesses are based on explicit or lmplicit misrepresenta-
tions of what the law cermits. However, these disclosures should
not adversely affect tihe activities of credit {mprovement coun-
selors who do not rely on consumers' ignorance of the credit
ceporting laws or otherwise attempt to mislead them.

Aonding Requirements: Section 404 (a)

The proposed legislation requires a credit repair organiza-
tion to obtain a $50,000 surety bond if i: wishes to obtain
payment for services in advance of parformance. A surety is a
thizrd-party quarantor who promises %o pay 1% the principal dces
not and :equi:eg a percentage of the tond amount for providing
thils assurance, The percentage is often small because the

7 It would facilitate toth compliance and enfcrcemens (£ the
avidence that'2 czedis rega2iz crganizasien shcould retain tc
demcnstrate compliance under Section 405(c) weze set forzh in
Graatar gdetall,

§ e assume that indemnifizaticn of tais scct is what the
legislaticn iz intended &t gproduce. It is cur understanding
that surety agreements take many diffsren:z forms, hcowever, and
are designed to achieva many differentz purpcses. St

&
e
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surety raetaina the right to raccver thae amcunt paid fzcm th ,
grincipal. 7In crder to chtain a bond a company must persuade the
surety that it is a good cisk. In the case of a credit repair
organization, we assume that 3 surlgiy weuld want some assurance
that tha crganization's practices will conform to thae law and
that, as a result, the organization is not likely to be held
liable for violating the law. P:-ior Susiness expaeriencas, bugi-
ness and personal credit histcry, income, assets, and cthar
{ndicia of rellability may te factors i{n determining whether an”
organization i3 able to cobtain a bond. A business that does not
appear to be sufficiently cigk-free ordinarily wouald La zeguized
by the surety to gut up collateral corresponding to the amount of
the bond. Under the drogosed legialation, a comgany that cannot
or does not wish to obtain a surety tond is not tazzad Szcm ths
czedit raepair business. Althcuch it would ke gzrohibited from
tacalving fse3 prior to performing the services it scld, it
obligate consumers in advance to pay for sercvices upon comg
of performance, :

The purpose of the proposed bond requirement, we assume, s
to make Eunds available for the payment of consumers' claimsg,

The Commission is concerned that it may not serve this purpose in

Practice, however. 3Susinesses that are engaged in .delibecate
consumer fraud may well "ignore the bonding requizament. “ore-
over, the requirement may Se too amorphous to achieve its
intended purpose. The lagislation does nct cutline in any detail
how the bond is to functica or who is to adminiskter payments £rom
it. 1Tt does not g9xplain what procedures are to be followed in
the avent of competing claima that exceed the bond amount or
whether the bond amount of §$5Q0,000 must be coatinucusly main-
tained. It {s not clear frcm the statutory language whether an
organization that Jdoces business in moge than one stakte nusk
provide Eor a $58,8C80 tond in e2ch stakts or whether, alterna-
tively, a single $50,000 bond issued by a surety licensed to do
business in each of those states would suffice.’ It also is
unclear whaether residents cf one s=ate may make clalms against a
vond issued in ancther state when the hond funds in their stase
of residence have been paid out. Nor i3 it clear whekther csn-
sumars are intancded =2 name the surezy as a defendant in an

’ Credit repair organizations vary considezaziy in cgersa
g2rxuclure (IZrzanchisas are tecsming more <¢camon), size, an
business volume. 1If Congreass should decide to include a bond
recuirement in this legislation, we suggest that iz examine ways
o link the value and number of bonds required ta.variables. such
as these. ' el
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action or to seek payment 2rom the suraty only if conventional
efforts tc satisfy a iudgment from the credit repair asrganization
have been exhausted.

‘Insurears who issua suzaty bends, such as government periorm-
ance bonds or indemnity guarantees, may well be celuctant to
izsue any bond pursuant ko thils leglslation, regardless of the
shazactar cf the credis regair organization at lssue. Sureties
ordinazily want to kagw Lthat their obligaticns and liabiliec{ies
ace fixed and clear tafcra g'ﬂe-u, te act in this capacity.
Under the law as presenzly <Zrafted, fZaw i any ingsurers may be
willing tc ack aas. suzaties Ec: ¢radls ragail o-~a“.:a:ions. Even
{f the bonding requiremenc and consumers' accass L3 it were
spelled ocut in more detail, however, we azas not persuaded that it
snould S ingludad in faderzal lagislasicn, The equitable dis-
tribution of bond funds may Le difficult or impossible without
the lncecvention of a disintgzeszad =hizd pacg:y, such as a state
administrative agency. <n talance, the Commissicn ballaves thas
the bonding of credit repalr organizations should te laft to the
states to legiszlate and administer.

-
-

Enforcemnn:- sac:ions 309 and 411l :

Secticn 409 of the Ac: ncovxdes consumers with the right to
sue for a vioclaticn of any of its peovisions. It provides for
actual damages, additicnal damages, costs of bringing the action,
and aticrney's fges. By oroviding consumers with a mechanism for
racovering, at a minimum, the fees paid to a vioclativa organiza-
tion, this right of private action should help tc Rnake the
Statute elﬁ-enﬁcccxng.

Nonetheless, the Commission Delieves that enforcement of
any <redit repair crganization 1egxsla:io1 Congress might enact
would be st:engthened considerably if Congress were to grant the
COmmissicnacivil penalty enforcement authority for violations of
fes terms. At present, Section 4ll cf the proposed legislation

-~ .

Congress tyzsically accszds the Commission civil genaity
authority by authorizing enfcrcement of statutory violations as
i2 Shey were viclaticns ¢of a Commissicn trade regulation rule,
i.2., thscugh Secsicn 3(m) (1) (A) c¢f the Federal Trade Commission
A<z, which empowers the Commissicn 2 gesk clivil penalties. See
Section 704(c) of the Tqual Credi: Obco:-unx'y Acz, 15 U.S.C.

§ 16%lc; Section 814(a) of the Fair Debt Collect=ion Practices
Act, 15 U.s.C. § 16921, : e

'.\“.

oo
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accczds 2aly adzinisetracive enforcement authority to the Commis-
slon. It provides that a violation of its terms constitutes an
unfair ¢z dacsptive act cr practice in violation of Section 5(a)
af tha Fadaral Trada Commission Act and is enforceable throuan
the Commission's administrative adjudicacion proceduras under
Secticn S5(b). The Commission currently possesses Sectign S
enforcement authority over credit repair organizations.” Thus,
as progosed, the grant of autioricy to enforce the creadit repair
statuta weuld not exvand the Commission's powers, although the
ag%i{irmative raquirements cf the law would 2implify enfcrcemans to
some extent.

8y including civil penalty authority in the Act, Congress
would accord the Commission greater flexibility in selecting .
enforcement alternatives and would also, we bellave, promote more
vigarcus enforcement. rFarticularly {n casss involwing delifbezatze
fraud, tha pcwer to raguire a ccapany to dlsscorga it3 profits
through imposition of a civil Ein? may be the only way to address
adequately the violative conduct. 0" Because civil genalty
actions are brought and resolved in federal court, the-final
order -~ whether it involves {njunctive reliaf, a eivil finer.or
more == is directly enforcesable by the court. The contemgt
powers available to the court are a sotent tmol Lf complliance
prroblems azise. ~ ' '

Precedent exists in the federal consumer czedit protection
field for establishing a range of enfcrcament mechanisms.
Congress has accorded the Commission the authority to seek civil
penalties for violations of the EBgqual Credit Opportunity Act and
the Falr Debt Collection Practices Azt under ‘sections providing
for administrative enforcement. Jther sections of these statutes
provide for the imposition of civil liability by authorizing
consumars to bring private damage suits., The Commissicn's
enforcement exgerience with these laws indicates that different
enforcement approaches can serve Jdiffarent but often complemen-—
tary enforcement goals. As a result, we believe that allcwing
the Commission to seek civil venal:iies for violations of this Acs
would agszist enforcement effores.

: tcement activity refer
tased cn that Secktion 5 authoricy

L0 The credit repair business is often a transient ocne. Wwhen 2
company moves from state b9 state, the likelinocod 2hat individual
consumers or local law enforcement auzhorities will succsed in
bringing an ace=icn against it {s substantially reguced,

red &2 in foctnota ) above was
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gusg'!lnaessex Quhkhdace =2 t&e Act: Section 403(4)

m™ha dafinizicn of a credit repailr ecrganizaticn in Secxzion
4232(3), like most of the provisions of the proposed legislation,
focusea on businesses selling credit repair oz <zedlt laprcovemens
sazvicas, i1.e., services to remove adverse information from con-
gumers' coradit bureau reports. The definition of a credit repai:r
crganization apgears &9 be needlessly broad, howevar. It
includes enti=iga that, for a Eee, orovide services for the
purpose of "obtainling an exsz2nslicn of consumer credit for a

consumer. . . ," This definition would include, for example,

automatad mortgage ilcan 3hcgping sarvices and other Dusinesses
that sell information about currently available terms and condi-
tizcng of crzredie, Such obusinesses can provide an imgeztant con-
sumer sarvice in a czedit-orlented economy and should not te
subiactad to :egulation in the absence c¢f avidenca that they
cauge consumer iajury, ‘e tharafcre raccmmend that the dafini-
tion of a credit revair organization be revisad to aliminate
refarence to those who assist in obtaining credit extensions for
consuners. Individual businesses that make Ealse claimg about
their ability to obtain credit for ¢onsumers ara, we believe
Ret=ar deal: with on a case-by-casa tasis under Secklion 5 of the
Federal Trade Commission Act or similar state consumer protectica
law30 ’

We note that the proposed lagislatioan presently exempts a
aumber of institutions and professions from the definiticn of a
crredit repair organization. Depositacy institutions, real estats
brokers, and broker-dealers appear to ba exempted because, {n the
ordinary coursa of business, they =may assist consumers in obtain-
ing credit. 1I£ Congress adopts the foregeing reccmmendation to
radefine a czedit repair =rganization, these exemptions may be
unnecessary. The Commission is not aware that such entities
ordinarily sell services to consumers for the purposs < ilmprov-
ing their credit bureau reports. We suggest that the exemptions
for consumer reporting agenciles and debt ¢ollectors be eliminated
a3 well, Neither of these entities advisas o; assists consumers
in inproving credis “ureau cepocrts for a fae.

1l when credit bureaus remove negative informacion that is
inaccurate or obsclete they may improve consumers' credit
reapgozts, Zecause :this is not a service that credit bureaus may
charge for but a right granted to consumers by the FCREA, credis
bureaus would not fall within the definition of a credits regpaiz
erganization. Services that cr edxv Syreaus are permitted £o
charge for aze degcribed in Seczicn 6L2 of the ?C%ﬁ?
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Under this approach only two exemptions remain -- nonprofic
czganizationa and at:=zzsneys. Nonprofit organizations, such as
the consumer craedit counsaling services operated by the Wational
Toundaticn for Consumer Credit, sometimas charge a small f2e for
advising consumers acout credit history problems. Attorneys may
alao advisa or assist thelr clients concerning their credis
histories and their rights undezr the Fair Credit Repcrting Ack.

In the Commissicon's viaw it ls preferable to avoid exemp-
tions when 3sossible., =IxXemptisons can create enforcement gaps.l‘
They give a competitive advantage to cne gzcup or prcfession cver
ancther. Regulaticns necessarily imccse scme burdens on business
and, i{f regulation (s necessary, the underlying ratiocnmale ordi-
nacily should e equally applicable to all {ndustry members. We
suggess taerefcore that Congzress conalder wnether the definition
cf a cradit repair crganization should provide far any exemptions.
Particularly {£ the tcnding zeguizament {s eliminatad, as the
Commission has propcsed, complying with the afZfirmative require-
ments of the Act should not be unduly onersus.

Prohibited 2racticas: Section 404 (d)

Section 404(b) of the proposed leqislation prohibits
charging fees 3olely for raferring a consumer to a retail seller
who will or may make credit available to the consumer on substan-
tially the same terms as those available to the general publie.

£ Congress reavises the definition cf a eczedit repalr organiza-
sion to exclude thosa who cefer <onsumers to creditors for
possible credit extension, it may wish to delete this provision
as wall, as it appears to be diracted at practices assoclated
with credit referral rather than with credit repair.

In any event, the Commission guestions whether the pristice
that this section addressas necessarily injures consumers. I8y
through the assistance of a credit repair srganization, a consumer
who cannot otherwise obtain credit igs able o do so, the consumer

..‘
(3]

Fcr examnle, the attorney-at-law exempticn e tha Fair Cedt
Csllecticn Pract=ices Act was recently regealed becausa it had
Seccme 2 haven for attsrneys whe practiced debe collecticn rather
than law.

13 —_—_ y
=T Moreowver, LI this grackics were injuricues, the Commission is
nos certain why the iajury would arisa only in connecticn with
credit extended by retail sellers as cppcsed to other catagcries
of czedieors.

R
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may well deem this a secvice woarth paying for. The critical
isgue, in our view, is not whether the credi: to ke provided is
available to cethers on ke same tarms 3¢ aven on mcre favcrcable
tarms, but whether tha consumer understands whah ha ¢r she lg
paying for. Whathar the szedit (s cffered on terms that are
desizakle %2 the consumer ~ill depend on the financial circunm-
stancaa and options available to that consumer.

Thank yeu again for sclicit ng the Ccmmission's views on the
Czedlit Repair Organizaticns Act. We hove that thesa comments will
te useful in your delizaraticzas.

3y dizecticn of the Commission,

E:;;izmﬂa::j;%n“}v

Danial Qliver
Chairman
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