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DIGEST. OF STATEMENTS ON PRIVATE. PENSION. .
- G : R‘E‘FQRM: PART I ° . oL

In press releass No.'8, Septeber 20,1973, the Committee on Ways
and Means invited interested organizations and individuals to’submit-
wiitten'statemetits on ‘the Senate-passed pension bill which:was added:
toaHowSe BHZELR. 4200, i i 0 6 i1 it g

" Sunimdyizéd  below ‘are  the -written ‘statemients :submitted :to- ther
Cotinitedeion 'Ways aiid 'M.éans.tihrbugﬁlfO'ctober»m, 1973;-on the sub-
jett of privite pension plan reform. Thede statements.are in nddition-
to those summarized in Part I of this digest. - = : *- % bz w01 by,
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Honoinble James, Harvey,; Member of Congress, Michigan.—Sup-.
ports: the pensionbill as‘passed by the Senate; espectally its provisions:
authorizing the:program of Federally ‘administered .insurance ‘assur-:
ing vesting rights and allowing:portability. to. workers that-change.
JOOS.: - i e T S e e P .o ,
Honorable Edwin Gill, Treasurer of North Qarolina, Roleigh; North.
Carolina~Believes that governmental retirement systenis. should be
exemgt fromy’ the provisions of the pension. reform bill;: since there
have been:no abusesin theiradministration. -~ - . o ke
Building and: Oonstruction I'rades Départment, AFL-CIO, Wash-.
ington, D.C., Frank Benadio, President.—Expresses dismay that
many . portions: of: H.R.4200-were ‘passed by the Senate without even
affording the affected private parties.the opportunity to read, examine.
or study: this.bill.. Points out many provisions which substantially.
affect -the multiemployer  pension funds.in.the construction: industry.-
Concludes that H.R. 4200 would increase the costs of construction,pen--
ston funds.froin a minimumof 10 percent to a maximum of:70 percent,
with an average increase of 40 percent. et
' Mainteins that H.R: 4200, if enacted, would place-virtudlly all.con-
structioni pension: plans. in Jeopardy, and would: result.in immediate-
termination of certain funds, or. ultimately in reduced-benefits for.
retired building tradesmen. Opposes the passage of H.R.- 4200 or any
other similar bill that:fails:to take inte account the-unique eirewm-,
stances :ofimultiemployer construction-: pensien : funds. Urges: the
Ways and Means Committee to determine. the .financial impact. of
H.R. 4200 on ‘¢onistructionfunds before reporting out any- bill- that
would :regulate . such -funds, - or .to..exempt such plans -for ‘the
legislation;e-* .« * .o - L SR
- International Brotherhood. of Electrical Workers, Charles H, Pil--
lard Interhational President.—Agrees with the above statement of the.
- Building and Construction Trade Department.- . . . - . .
- International Brotherhood of Painters and Allied Trade, AFL-
C10.—~COpposes H.R. 4200, a5 it does not take into account the -char-
acter of multiemployees plans in construction industry.
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- Baltimore Building and Construction Trades Council, AFL-CIO,
L" tdward Courtney, President.—Contends that H.R. 4200 would destroy
pension programs of building trades unions, causing loss of millions
of dollars of equity held by union members. Urges the committee to
vote against this destructive bill.

UnitedsBrotherhood of Carpenters and doiners of ‘dmerice, Wash-
ington, D.C., James F. Bailey:—Acgepts the results of the detailed
study of penswn legislation by the Martin Segal Company.

G fiibago Ban.Association; Employee Benefits Commitice, Tkamaa J.
B Regan, Jr,. ;Glzazrman.———-Beheves that. H.R. 10489, and, H.R. 2 are
motp:carefully thonght-out; bills that. sheould-be used for mark-np, pur-,
poses rather than H.R. 4200. Requests that the. Ways. &,Mgan.q opIm-,
mittee :ppstpond. any .action. it may. take, regarding, pengion ; Feform
legiglation: to, give reasonable time. for study of the. mwtwyulﬂﬂmge*
cantained in the-numerons and *comphc&ted pmvmrbxzthe Rrge:
nized bar and other 1nterested,pap§m e h by, e e :

New York State Bar Association, Ta:v Sectzon, B 0 nge'r,
Chairman.—States that the hagte.with which this vast and complex
piece of legislation is being moved through Congress makes it im-
possible: to giveiair, full: and. thoughtful. consideration e, this-fm-
portsng measuare.i-Attuibutes :miichiof. the-diffienltiy incevalyation of:
the:bill to:the:fact that: thare. is little.ex o indipatigniin gommittee.
reporss or {l6br debute as torthe intention of the:diraftsmbn sithi respect -
to many of the compromise provisions and that many of the unpormant.r
amendménts:ware-hastily: made on the floor. of the. Senate. 24
wConstrisction ‘Industry Stabilization Commitide, Wushmqto'n, D 0
Danidl:Quiing | Mills, € hairman.—Maintains: that H,R. 4200,a8 passed
by the Senate would have a:-profoundly disrputives effect:cupon eco-:
nomidstabilization and peaceful collective bargaining in:theconstruc-
tion industry. Argues that the proposed legislation.weuld kmpose sub-
stantial additional costs upon construction pensien plans; without im-.
provements:in the functioning of the. plans.: Estimates: thdt the pro-.
pddals:would: add:ian immediate coverage increade .of 40%*per hour.
cost’ to ‘pension:costs in-the:industry. LlStS the fbllownig promswns
ashaving the impact on costs; -~
. 1) Veésting—-urges that Vestmg not begm before 10 ye&i’s at the
east.

(2): Funding+<recommends accrued lmhlhtles ftlndmg 'be phawd
in‘over a: periodiof 10 years so as to allow: for threa rounds mf bangmn- .
mw to-accommodate the additional costs. . Cei

(8) Termination insurance—urges: lower {memmm rq,tes for the con-
stmchxon mq}uat »which hasexperienced nolosses:::: .. =

w(1)-Joint and:surviver. annmt,y—feels lt .ghould-bé.: nﬁ'ened as; an-
opuon rather than made mandatory. serad o maremdl beo

Matibnal - Soeisty: of . Professional . Em,gzmﬂrs, anllzpuﬂo Owe'n&,
Chdirman; Péngioh. fmprovement Oomwmttea;—Unges proimps passage:
of the Senate-passed bill. Believes the bill provides a longoverdue:
1mprovement, ¥ our-private -pension plan.system#n8wis efispecial
ifnportancs:to: éngineers:who, beeause of: emp]oymbnb muluhty, often
have to forfeit their pension credits. .. - : sk B et s

- A International Essocwtm of Bridge, Stma&w'dl ‘aneh &rmvmen-
tal:lron. W‘oricem, WasMngvtmz, DG Jolm li‘~ Ly&n&, qurdlf Pz'esz-
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- dent.—Diseribés. i detail the effect of thethinimum: Vesting; funding,

insurante; ete equirernents of the perision teform bill on thepésion
“plan of ‘thetinfon. Feels that failure to exempt the’;}mnsio’n plaris by
‘labor uniens ‘seckihig to.provide benefits for its néei y-miembers- from
its dues structire’ will be a tragedy. Maintains that failure to. grant
“such exdmption’ would immediately collgpse ‘many Such plans-and
would serve no socially desirable purposes. S
Allied I'ndustiial Workers of America (AFL-CI10), Mitwaukee,
Wisc., Heniy A. Donoiani, Research Director, Péhsions: and Fngur-
anece—Supports the following proposals for pension reform -legisla-
tion: s S : S
(1) elimination 6f the tax loopholes provided in the Senate bills
(2) provision fo 100-percent vésting after 10 years sefvice; -
(3) administration of program by the Department of Labor; -
4) provision for portabihity; " - - T et
"(5) provisfori-for termination insuranee protection’y ,
G) strong fiducidry standardsyand- =~ - o .
7) proper funding of peénsion programs. *~ = < . . .
Dubugue “(Iowa) Ared: Chamber of Commeice, Jokn V. Walsh.
‘Chairmat,*Oongressionat Aition Compnittes—Feels that not-encugh
time has been given for citizen input on the pension reform legislation
and-that time shoiild be allowed for- emiployers and employees alike
to study either ths ddvartages or dissdvantiges of the legislation bé-
ore it is riished to the Flouse. Reqiiests ‘that additiondl public heav-
ings be scheduled as soon as possible to-give further information:-on
this _Sllb]'éctl"” e iR e RN
~- Associnted “Oregon - Industiiess Ivan Gongleton, Eaecutive Vice
. President, Salem, Oregon.—Recommends_consideration of HR.-2
(witliout the - relvisuranee provision): aird’ the tax provisions‘of H.R.
10489 as a constructive and-prudent dlternative'to HR. 4200. Con-
‘siders H.R: 4200 totally-unaceeptablen: » it i oo iy oy T 7 }
The United Fndepenident > Tetephoiie: Asbdeitition.-~Endorses: éoifi-
‘mieirts of- the Anericati ‘Telephione & TelewtaphiCompany and by the
law firmofi Tue, ‘Toomey; and: Kent=(Herman - Biegal - and o
Cardon, Attorneys). . A e e
. Lester W Brasin,: Fllinots "State: Chamber of. ComméroeUiges
‘e one-monthdelay'ef consideration of Senhateipassed'bill-tobe: foltowed
by public .hea,rin'gs_ et e T g A Ut e gt by
. RevereiCopper:aid. Brass, Ine.; Los-dngelosy California, N athaniel
‘Pope,:Vice Président.~—~Favors the texeprovisions of FTLR: 1048h. '
tggett & Myers; Inci; New-Fork, N.¥ . R:P. More, Vice: Piesi-
dent; Finaiice~~Requésts that further public'héarings b ‘held-“on'the
pelr§siori ‘refornr bill: Feéels that it is remiss’in substance’ and “echini-
ca lt g ) . - '; T Ve * ‘ et
' Ge}',néi"al M ators Corporation; Detroit, Mickigan; R: C: Gersténberg,
Chdirman.—Recommends that. consideration of ‘the bill be delayed
‘unti] public héarings may be héld on tlhe qnestion’ of pension réform.
Sperry. Rand Corporation, New. Y ork, N.¥., T. V. Hirschberg:—
Bé]iglves that the general concepts of the Senate-passed bill are de-
siraple: .- - . o : S el
8. Harvey Fosner, Executive Vice President; Roosevelt Raceway,
Westbury; Neiv ¥ ork.—Indicates that many reform proposals en pen-
‘sions aré leng overdue. . IR o e

VA e
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. Charles E. Hodgson, Peoria, Illinois, President, Corporate Bene-
fit Planners, Inc—Considers the Senate bill to be basically sound. .

B. F. Goodrich Company.—Believes that the objectives of pension
legislation should be to encourage continued growth of private pension
‘plans until coverage is available to virtually all employees-in private
.Industry and to assure that pension commitnients to emplayees are
fulfilled. R P ST

~-Schaefer Corporation, Minneapolis, Minn:; John Jacobs, Presi-
dent.—Opposes H.R. 10470 because it contains provisions which are
grossly inequitable and complex and many whiich have not been. cov-
ered in public hearings. Criticizes the bill for containing provisions
calling for excessive regulation and adminstrative redtape as well as
being unduly restrictive and costly in many respects, Urges defeat of
the bill when it is up for final-approval. =~ - .. . . .- . -

Poweir Regulator Co.. Skokie, Illinois,-R. (7. Steckel, -Manager of
Lnployee [elations—Relative to FL.R. 10470 “Retirement Income
Security for Employees,” urges: consideration of the: following:

1. Company executives will receive unequal treatment, if the 75%
maximum is. imposed—propose that limitations be placed. on pro-
.fessional corporations only and that general business corperations be
exempted. : S _ . S
: + 2. The $1.00. per. year per participant for a termination insurance
plan will generate huge reserves which will be taken out-of the pockets
of participants. Private industry should solve the problem of benefit
loss due to plan terminations. , Co Lo

3. The provision for portability of benefits should be deleted be-
cause the liberal vesting provision adequately protects terminated par-
ticipants. _ : : ‘

4. Minimum funding of past service at 30 years would impose addi-
tional costs on companies who fund in lesser time. -

5. The provision providing for eligibility of one year service or.age
30 for participation in a plan is unnecessarily stringent. - . . .

.- 6. Section 505 should also empower the Secretary of Labor. to in-
-vestigate all retirement programs, including social security and gov-
ernment retirement systems. L . s

- 7. The $1.00 per vear per participant charge to be used to pay costs
‘of administration by IRS is another means of taking money oit of
participants pockets. This should be deleted. : - o

.. 8. The provision which would have administration résponsibility
shared -among several agencies is a -bureaucratic nightmare—propose
it be placed under one agency, preferably the IRS.. = ~. = .

- John. Pimenta, Chairman, Multinational Corporate Development
Ine., Chicago, [linois.—Urges passage of H.R. 8590 pension bill, which
encourages emplovee stock ownership plans. S

. Nationol Maritime Union, Baltimore. Maryland, Thomas Martinez,
Regionnl Representotive—Requests addition of H.R. 8590 to the pen-
sion bill, to protect rights of workers to buy stock in their companies
through employee stock ownership plans. S

-Native American Economic Development Corp., Washington. D.C.,
Robert D. Crone, President.—Asks that Congress strengthen employee
stock ownership plans by adding H.R. 8590 to the pension bill. -

. National Gypsum Company, H. B. Richardson.—Believes the bill
contains numerous drafting errors and that its enactment shouldl be
delayed until public hearings can be held.
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Scott Paper Uomp(m Y, Pluladelplua Pa., Arthur ‘W. Hudock. Di-
rector o{) Compensation and Benefits. —-Fmds several features-of H.R.
4200 to be objectionable. Commends the provisions of H.R. 2, with the
exception: of Title IV—plan termination insurance. Feels that H.R. 2
without Title IV would meet the desire of Concress to provide further
safeguards for private pension plans. . -

Rohm & Haas, I ne., Knoxville, Ten'nessee A 7. Blomquzst Presz-
dent.—(pposes pr OYISlOnS which would prohﬂ)lt operation.of unquah-
fied supplementaiy pension plans; place arbitrary, limits on Jensions
payable on qualified plans, establish an “unnecessary and expensive Fed-
eral pension portability scheme,.and impose actuarial standards and
limitations which are not needed. .

W. F. Dewey, Assistapt to Financial Vice President, Blue Bell,
Ine.. Greensboro N.C. ~—Contends that H.R. 4200 is unreasonably com-
plex and almost. impossible to understand, even for one who has con-
siderable'exnerience with pension plans

Thomas.G. Valenty, Onan Oorpomtzon, M mneapolw, Minn. —Ur"es
defeat of the Senate-passed pension bill; and réquests public hearmcrs
before writing any new legislation. Expresses concern about the con-
tributions hmlt hmltatlons on.all forms of deferred compensat,lon,
and excessive regulatlon and administrative red tape.

- Notes that this view is expressed also by O. E. Powers. ‘of the
Turbodvne Corporation , Minneapolis, Minnesota and. Edward G. Dun-
bar of SASCO, Inc., South Bend. Indiana. -

James A. Pyder, ‘Ryder System, Inc Miami, F lomda —Requests
th(;.t public hearings be held on pens1on lemslatlon in falrness to all
sides.

L.I. S’cha?fenbrand The Alton £ Southem Paﬂwau G’ompwny FEast
St: Louis, [llinois.—Recommends that FL.R. 2.and H.R. 10489 be used
for markup purposes rather than H.R. 4200. Asserts that this issue
warrants ‘public hearings to help assure the drafting of .sound and
reasonable legislation.

Lincoln National Life lnsumnce Company. Washmqton. D.C.
J.: Bonald- Campbell. Regional: Manager-Special: Markots.—Believes
that any new legislation in the pension area.should enhance the tax in-
centives and not detract from the business and financial attractiveness
of implementing retirement programs: Feels that it is imperative that
any new legislation not include any.restrictions which would: unfairly
diqcrlmmate against small corporations. Urges the committee. to keep
in‘mind that the reason why employers establish retirement, plans in
the first place is .to encourage loyal employees to remam loyal by
rewardine them fortheir service. .

General-Mills Corporation—M aintains that ﬂexlblhty 18 eth‘emelv
important for pension leglslatlon. and that the proper role of lewisla-
tion is to- promde minimum acceptable standards for.the establish-
ment and maintenance of pension plans, not to restrict the ﬂex1b111tv
available to firms that set up such plans. -

C. H. Smith. Jr.. Chairman, Sifco I'mlmh ies, Ine., OZe've?aml
O¥io—States that H.R. 4200 contains many bad features which will
suhstantially increase the costs of providing private pensions, and
will be inflationary as these costs must ultimately be passed along to
customers:. Urges support of H R. 2 (without. pension msux'ance)
insfead of H.R.4200.
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Alabama. Metal, Industries Corp., Birmingham, Ata., (harles B.
Webb, S1., Président.—Proposes that the committee givé serious ¢on-
sideration to H.R. 2, without its insurance provisions, and to the tax
provisions of H.R. 10489 as a constructive approach to pension legisla-
tion in lieu of H.R. 4200, which is unacceptableas written. ©=~ " "

Texas Metal Works, Ine., Beaumont, Texas, George B. Morgan,
President.—QOpposes passage of H.R. 10470 and the changes it would
make to the company’s existing pension plan. s L

H. W. Compton, Director of Emp: yee Benefits, National Cash
Register Company, Dayton, O hio.—Supports constructive pension

lan legislation such as H.R. 2.and some provisions of H.R. 4200;

ut objects to other provisions of H.R. 4200 including the noiiflexi-
ble vesting requirements, mandatory reinsurance provisions, defini-
tion of years of service, the compulsory survivor benefits, and the
lack of any definition of the term “notrmal rétirement.”

Sauquoit Fibres Co., Scranton, Pé., E. . Mueller, Vice President.~
Objects to provisions of H.R. 4200 which would : (1) prohibit opera-
tion of nongualified 'supplementary pension plans; (2) ‘place arbi-
trary limits on pensions payable under qualified plans; 531; establish
an. unnecessary and expensive Fedéral pensiori portability ‘scheme;
and e((ii) impose actuarial standards :'ang ‘limitations which are not
need ] 3 : ST . ' : . . --.:..,'

Expresses concern that the legistation in its present form will dis-
courage the ‘further giowth of private petision plans and endanger
the rights of millions of workers already ¢overed by them. o0
W J. Kirby, FMC Corporation, 'Chicdgo, Illinois—Supports the
broad cohcept contained in the Senate-passed bill but believes it con-
tains highly restrictive provisions which, if enacted, would serve to
inhibit. Sound expansion of private pension’ plans and* would tend to
diestro'yl"fan . Ancentive of “private’ eénterprise’ to adopt new, pension

ans. '’ ‘A,. R . R ‘ 3T L " .o ‘ ek
‘p'C’z'.tie's“Se’rm'bé ‘Company. Néio Yoy, N.Y.; R. D.: Dillsaver; Vice
President, Employee Relations.—Believes that the' proposed pension
reform bill will create great problénis for iridustry. bjects primarily
to: (1) unfiécedtaiily cosly vésting provisions; (2) benfit limitations
under forporate pehsioj platts:(3) plfi ‘termination insurance;- ¢4)
yo_lil'xim;"y'-?ﬁﬁtabll_ity'; .(5) prohibitiolls against nonqudlified"snpple-
Hentary” plans; and (6) &llocation of iincome, ‘éxpefises, gains’ and
losses "attribiitable to énployees’ own' contributions for nonvested
empldyees; 7w T T LT T
©* George' A, Didden, Ji., Président; National Capital Bank of Wask-
ington, D0~ Stetes that if the Senate-approved bill becomes law his
company will abandon its profit sharing pension plan. Considersthe
Senate bill to be a‘thinly-veiled:disguise: for another socialist scheme
toreward drifters, job jumipers, and “something-for-nothing™ people
at. the expense of the dedicated, career-minded, hard working pro-
ducer- who is entitled to the fruits of his labor: Believes that most
pension plans now existing which were not forced on employers by
labor umons are likely to be abandoned if the Senate bill is passed.

Industrial Fabricating Corp., Syracuse, N.Y., R. W. Cummings,
-Presidént.—Qpposes present provisions in H.R. 4200 relating to vest-
ing, portability, plan termination insurance, and self-employed con-
tributioni liniits. Objects to hasty action on this important legislation.
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- Salesmanls Cominittee, Inc:y Philadelphia, Pa., J oseph Caldll; Pres-
ident.—Conveys support of H.R. 4200 by the 125 members of the
Keystone:Auto Clubof Philadelphia. -~ SR e
. Donald W. Davis, Président, Stanley Works, New Britain, (onnec-
ticut.—Recommends two alterrative course of action for the ‘Cominit-
tee-on.Ways and Means:in view of the-fact that many pépple affected
by H.R. 4200 have had a relatively:short tise torevaluate jts contents :
(1) allow:more timefor submissien 6f knewledgedble opinionson H.R.
4200,-gr -(2). report tlie ‘Laber Committee’s T.R:- 2 withipyt pension
insurancedn hew ofthieSenute passed HIR{4200. ~» v tore Dahie o
NADCO, I'nc., Alfred.Jones, Presidént<Trges thit piblic hear:
ings be held; as:1iahy of the provigions in‘thlj’ii%ellf are complex” and
were not covered in public hearings; €onsidérs’ the ‘provisions to’ be
unduly restrictive ahd costly to administer. .+ Fc 50 VR TTE
- Ben ~H. Fuqub. Florida “Pevwer ‘and -"*'-sz“g—l&t‘-“ﬁ"_of}nﬁ‘mﬁ,“ Miaimiiy
Floride—Agrecs with most of:the proposed réforms oF R 4200, but
disagrees-with'the portability dad reinsuraned reqiiirémetits: Further,
believes that the “rule of 50" vesting requirement 18 preferable. -

- O. H. Edmonston; fiegel Tewxtile Corporation,” Neiv York; V.V .—
Urges the Congress to’ provide adequate’ time - and opportynity - for
review and:considefation of :the ‘billto' prevent serious“étrors from
being made in the legislation: ~ « -~ © Ghoe o ow T Ll

Pet, Inc.; St. Louis; Missouri,. Thomas R. Pellett; Sécrétary and
T'reasurer—Feels that the pension igsue warrants pubhic hearings to
help assure the drafting of sound and reasonable legislation. Prefers
H.R.2 and H.R. 10489 to H.R. 4200. Enumerates numerous substintive
objections to H.R. 4200. - . R

Crompton & Knowles Corporation, New York, N.¥., Frank J.
Graziano, President.—Expresses dismay at the hastily-drafted Senate
pension bill, especially with respect to the. reinsurance, portability,
vesting, and the benefit limitation provisions. Contends thiat passage
of suchan oneérous hill would undoubtedly result in slowing down the
progress being made in improving pension plans and- discouragement
of the installation of pension plans for the 40 million:uncevered émn:
ployees.of the private sector. Requests the House Ways and Means
Committee to give careful deliberation to this legislation, with appro-
priate public diseussions before its passage. oo

Marsellus-Casket Company, Syracuse; New Y ork, Bernard J. W kit-
bread, T'reasurer—Fnumerates six provisions of.the: pension reforni
bill, H.R. 4200, which would impair the private pension plans which
have been in existence for many years, Urges the committee not to u
port H.R. 4200 as passed by the Senate; unless many of the.impractical
and -costly provisions are-asmended or deleted from.the’ bill. -

Robert P. Mills,-R. P. Mlls. Associates, I'nc., Allentown, Pa—Be:
Heves that many of. the.provisions of the Senate:passed billy including
sections 706 (bY, 702(a) (3), and 704 (a¥, are'se complexthat.thieir prac-
tical applications, and the consequences attendant thereto, are mind-
boggling. Asserts that the: hillin its present comnlexity .should not
be: passed until-an extensive réivew of its implications and complica-
tionscan be aécomplished. ... A R

Hilary G. Lunch and Richard B.Carr. Attorpeys, Pittsburgh. Pesin--
sylvania.—Fee] that most of the provisions.of the.Treasury Depart-

22-732—T73——2
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ment’s original bill, such as those on vesting, portability, funding and
fiduciary responsibility, are definitely in the public interest. -~
Richard F. Wright, M CA, Consulting Actuary, Rochester, N.Y .—
Indicates that some pension reform is needed ; however, believes that
gome of the proposed legislation are ill thought out and hazardous: to
the continued health of the private pension industry. Appeals for pub-
lic hearings before finalizing any legislation. . . . .
John E. Armer, CLU y Los. Angeles, California—A proves the effort
for strong pension reform as embodied in H.R. 4200. upports the Sen-
ate-passed bill except.to the extent that it discriminates against pro-
prietary employees of closely-held corporations. :

_Robert L. Lane, Attorney, Phoeniz, Arizona.—Believes that no pen-
sion legislation should be passed this year. . o
Bolles School, Jacksonville, Florida, Carl E. Reed, Headmaster—
Complains of the complexity and unwieldiness of H.R. 4200. Feels that
there is considerable merit in keeping basic laws comprehensible by the
Average citizen without needing an interpretation by expensive special-
Ists. . .- . i S - ¥

Savannak Chapter, American Society of Chartered Life Under-
writers, Savannah, Georgia, Joseph A. Webster, Jr., CLU, Presi-
dent.—Urges that the Committee on Ways and Means act favorably
on the Senate-passed version of the pension reform bill. R

R.W.Mead, Jr., dttorney, Tampa, Florida—Urges that all distine-
tions in the legislation between proprietary employees and other em-
plovees be eliminated. o S

John N. Wrinkle, Attorney, Birmingham, Alabama.—Expresses
great dismay at the overwhelming complexity and lack of clarity of
H.R. 4200, even to an experienced practitioner in the field of employee
benefit plans, Believes that the bill as proposed. undertakes to do 4
great many things that really do not need doing to accomplish the
broad aims that have been expressed by the manv members of the
House and the Senate. Warns that the whole policy of the Aét will
collapse of its own weight unless something can be done to simnlify
the legislation and the aims to be achieved.. Expresses great-confidence
in the: Ways and Means Committee that it can do something to.-make
thislegislation.manageable. - . : : . o

- Gerald G. Toy, Consulting Actuary, Portland, Oregon.—Notes ‘the
current positive aspects of pension plans now .covering over 35 million
persons. Indicates that the weaknesses include : (1) only about 50 per-
cent of workers are covered by private plans: (2) vesting takes:too
long in many cases: (3) eligibility is too restrictive in many plans; and
(4) some cases of abuse in handling pension funds.’ '

. Indicates, however. that reducing the vesting requirement to 5 vears
will increase funds goine to short-term employees, which .would re--
sult.in less going to employees staying with the company or:else cost
the employer more money. Alternatively, the emplover may decide
to terminate the plan beeause. of the added cost and Governiment reg-
ulation. Points out that the State of Oregon just passed (1973) a new
law governing pension plans. which adds to the paperwork required
bv Federal law. Feels that. rension “reform” must consider all aspects
of the problem before legislation is passed. C

Seymour J. Kamm. C.L.T].. Clork. N.J.—Agrees. -srenerallv. with

the pension reform bill, especially the increase in-the Keogh.limits and
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the vestmg standards: Dlsagrees with the fax to cover adminjstration
costs and plan .termination insurance, ‘and feels that these provisions
should distinguish’ between union or mdustry -wide plans and small
closed corporation plans, -

Luther E. Gibson, Vallejo. szes Herald Newspaper V. alle]o, Cali:
fornia—Objects to the provisions throughout the bill which discrimi-
nate against proprietary employees. Believes that enactment of such
limits will tend to make smal corporatlons less competltlve with large
corporations. : '

obert E. Steider, Albuquerqite, New Mewico —-—Expresses support
for the Senate-passed pension il Feels that the addition of more
rigid funding and vesting requirements is ]ustlﬁed Sees no ob]ectlon
to the Government insurance or the portability provision.

tronﬁly opposes the Finance Committee provision (8. 1179) whlch,\
limited deductible contributions: for owner-employees to $7,.)00 Stip-
ports, however, the $75,000 1imit on peénsions in the Senate bill.

James B, Dudeck, Jacksonwille, Florida.~Believes that effective
dates of the varidus provisions should be postponed long enough to
permit iridustry to.deal with a large volume ‘of paperwork:" -

Ruth C. McLaugklm, Lammg, Mzchzgan El;ldOI‘Ses pensmn re-
form, asin S.4. - \
- Arthur LM cNeaZus, an]clm Square, New York: —Requests pas-
sage of the “Federal Sta,ndards for Pensmns” bill as passed unani-
mously by the Senate.

E.T. Orim, M.D., Greenville, Texas. —Requestv that all provisions'
in the Senat,e pas:»ed bill which distinguished between" proprletary
employees and other corporate’ employees be eliminated.

Mrs. Theresa Pitcher, Lansing, Michigan. —Uupports passa«re of
pension reform bill, 4sin S. 4.

Mrs. Olive B. C’hmszanson New Canaan, Connecticut. —Pomts out
that her husband retired from a large, wealthy corporation after 32
vears for which he had fulfilled the rétirément requirements and had
vested rights- to his pension. Tndicates that the company terminated his
pension shortly after retirement when he took a job from a smaller
company instead of “asking” the permission of his original'employer.
Considers this to be a punitive reason. Questions the leoahty of such’
action, since the company enjoyed a tax‘deduction for the funds placed
intc the pension plan: Trges passdage of ‘pension legislation to correct
({)mplgver abuses and arbltmry management of pensﬁon plans and

enefits R '

“The followmg also - requested addltlonal tlme for conmderatmn of
the pension reform bill ;.
- City Coach Lines, Inc., Jacksom)zlle Fla. Oharles 7. Horn--
buckle, V.P—-Finance.” . '
: -Boeina Company, Renton, Wash Stanlef/M thtle, J'r' V.P—
- Industrial & Pudlic Relations. -
- -7 - Bankers Life Company, Des Moines. Iowa, G. ])a'md Hurd, V.P:
Brooklyn Umon Gas C’o Proolrlz/n, IVeY . John K. IIeyke Jr,
© Chagrman., -
International Telephone cﬁ Telegrapk J. A. K ostmb Dzrector,
 Employee Compensation and Benefits. - -
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. Hraftco Corporation, Glenview, 1., Willian. B. Jo'rdan, VP,
. and Treasyrer. . e
. Page Milk OOmpany, Merrill, Wise., George B, Pa(m
" Reilly Tar & Chemical Oorporatwn, Indmnapolis, ¢ n;i ‘,'Petm
O Re?ll?/, Chairman.,
Rdfeco Insurance Companies, Seattle, Wash W. Q. [ or. V.P.
: Baovn Group, lm .St Loms, leo f Haa'leyG ﬁp A(-’h(_z_'z.r-__
..., ‘men gnd President,. .
" Peavey OOmpany Z[mmapolzs, Mm'n E’on Ken d s V. P—f
v Bublic Affairs. . S
- Hall, Ignarl Cards, Inc, Zfansas

1l P —Finaige... e
}Wa;s]; & MeTennaw, Baston, Illaq F?@
.. Greyhioynd, C"orpomtzon, Phoéni, ,Ar .

ia] Relatj, mwl%

Pe7 soﬂne?

leai cm‘,' Tne., Wa.shmgton, D 0 Jolm D e oster,,\;
" American Metal Olimaz, Tan Ma('Grr’qor Chaamgn;. .
Lolt lndustmes, New Y ork A’Y (’eorga A St) whmzm,

.
EET AN

Ohavrman

_ The following sitbscribe to the comments submltted by the law film
of Lee, Toomay & Kerit Washmgton, D. C (Herman Bergel and John
Cordon, Attorneys—in Pa,It I):

' Willinm G. W hyte, Vice President, U.S. Steel (’ov’po;a.’zmz

David Eoger, Gerber Products, Fremont Mwhzga'n D
L William. Tayner Maclelan, Ine. Arlmgto'n, Virginia.

. B MceGovern, Nabisco, Ine
TRW. Suppes. Ideal Basic I'ndwtmes‘ Denver, (’olora(lo

. William Bradshow, Corning Glass Works..

. Ovid Dawis. Coca Cola Oomptmy

" - Charles R. Denny, RCA. . . : e
. B, W.Markley, Fard Motor Co..
.. Charles F. Myers, Jr., Chairman and Hora(-e 0 anes, I’wse-
" dent, Bupr lington I’n.dustme&, Ine.
C Boemq Company, Renton, Wash.. Stanle Yy M. tht‘le, Jr. "y ¥ I’
Industrial ond Public Relations
United States Steel Uorpomtzow, William J. Whyte, V.P.
Mortin Moy ieta Corp., K. K. Bigelow, Dzrector, Waalungton
“Relations.
oo Aluminum Company.of America, Frank, P Janes. J¢ T 7
' Government Relations.
. _A. Q. Smith Corp., Milwavkee, Wis., Hoben‘ A liwta VP—
Finance ond Treasurer.
. 'd -Armstrong Cork Co., Lancaster, Pa., James H anns, Presi-
. dent.. .
d Firestone Tzre & Bubber Co., Alcron, tho, B. A: Rzley, Presi-
 dent, e S R
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. Bethlehen. Steel. T
Hirsco Corp., Odimp
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-

piaidhal Tdephond & 1dleghiph, Veis Vit

oavdrs, Bitployee Coripenisition nd Behidfits
Yot Ol “Go. of "Califoinia: Los  Hifdlest Pail Ie: Diglh
ohate INdIATAL Teolutioitss’ ™" o Y
"%"Y«(" . Y -" Y :,~,\.., P S e ey odhesta. TS .
- by m:iitxqgg-'ﬁ:m mngﬁgﬁ’ a}nﬂ Paﬁlc}p&!ﬁ,ﬁ?, R Aruly
" Néds IS pae B A ssobiationyT e Station, RO Wihger) G
il AONOte Hat thisitiow “hiterof:age 30-0r pite-yearpissiyiasyrs
ticipation' tegful retient,; doupled sitlithe deletion’ otiehe writndmuyg:
Yeai Servied putiod fiom the péréentage tést $or.coveruge; omild: have
the effect of restricting instead of expanding doveraie: Maintains thisg
the e Section 40 t(b) (4)-of the:Codeisnbt nevessary bo-exclude union
représentet] employees fiom tle antidiscrimination provisions bevause
Sitch ‘employdes uré excluded under:the provisions of:sectiom 410¢b);
andj-‘therefore; need mot: be. considered in’ déterminitig-whether the
plan-disérimingtes’ in’ contributions-ox benefits in' favor of ‘the upper
echelon*employées::Believes that the exclusion for unien represerited
employeés should réfer-only:to employees.includéd: i -a:collective bar-
gaining unit with whicli:the-eniployer has an: agreement and leave thd
rest upto the collective bargaimng proocess and labor:law, rather-than
require mandatory bargaining on retirement benefits each time bar-

GAIMINEOCCUTS:: i v s 2w iyt T e T e
» Recommends that. the- provision:that all.employees 6f & controlléd
grougf of eorporationg-be-tonsidered eniployed by -the ‘same corpora-
tion Or,-:.g'urposes' of the coverage.in anti:distrimination requirements
be .amended:-to. provide \‘ng";a»nﬁather” -proteetion. for. 4 plan_that is
terminatedibecaiise of:the nesw.fequirements where the trust or_an
nuity: ebntract. 'witlh:continue solely, for the purpose of providing the
fully vested benefits at the time of plan termination .ot.at, ‘the time

theeniployees tekminage employment. - vic. % o o T o bl
v .Assertg: that-the attribution.yules used-in' defining & “‘controlled
group.of derporationsy should not resnlt.in;a. retroactive, disqualificp-
tion-of the planiin the event thas the plan failed to qualify hecause,af
inndvertent: failure, in-good faith, to treat n corporation asa membes
of theieqntrolledigronp. iy byl o Gl eagi ot
. Amerioan Institwte of..Cartified Public Accountants; Division of
Federal Tazation—Bslieves that- qualification -of. private-retirement
plans.ghould.he permitted only. where the eligibility conditions are not
unduly restrictive as to age.anq service. Contends, however, that theye
is not adequate justification -for.imposing, additional restrictions. on
the qualifyimg conditions of a.plan.which benefits self-employed in-
dividuals who are “owner-employees.” U




12
.- Building and Construction T'rades Department, AFL-CL0O, Frank
Bonadio, President—Suggests a more realistic definition of a “year of
service” in determining participation. Maintains that it is unfair to
pension funds in the building and construction trades to require that
they assume financial, administrative and perhaps, benefit obligations
based on only five months of employment at the rate of only 80 hours
per month. Proposes defining a year as at least 1,000 hours of employ-
ment annually.. .. e . . T T T
- Seafarers International Union of North America” (AFL-CI0),
Paul Hall, President—Points out-that, due to the unique patterns of
the industry, pension plans are geared to days of employment rather
than years of employment or.actual earnings. Requests amendment
to H.R. 4200 to allow the option of the defining of years of service in
terms of number of days of) employment (in sec. 441 () (2) (B)). -
American Society of Pension Actuaries, William W. Hand, Presi-
dent.—Indicates that as presently drafted, the participation require-
ments can be:-reduced to_as low as one day of service in.the case of
pension plans providing for entrance into plans.by eligible ‘partici-
pants on the anniversary date of the plan. Mentions. the example of
an employee over age 30 hired on October 31 by an.employer whose
plan year begins November1. =~ - . . - ... - :
Chamber of Commerce of the United States, Andrew A..Melgard.
Senior. Associate.—Recommends the eligibility rule:of 3 years of
service or.age 30, whichever occurs later, rather than the 1 year of
service or age 25 of H.R. 10489, States that since the minimum stand-
ards are the goals more than 1 year for eligibility is appropriate.
Sees no reason whv. “pay-as-you-go” nonqualified : pension plans
and various nonfunded deferred compensation plans should be pro-
hibited. Believes the purpose of the bill should be to protect and guar-
?intee pension benefits, not to destroy them as those provisions would
o. : ~ o -
American Life Insurance Association.—Believes the provisions of
H.R. 4200 establishing minimuwm standards. for participation are satis-
factory in that they seem to be carefully designed so as to minimize
the administrative complexity and cost of expanded participation.
. Arthur L. Rossoff, American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronau-
tics.—Endorses those provisions of the bill which will'‘enable employ-
ers to make tax-qualified contributions to- multiemployer -plans on
‘behalf of engineers. - . - - R ‘
-, Council on Employee Benefits, Akron, Ohio, H.R. Hubbard, Chair-
man, Legislative Committee—Questions the desirability of curtailing
the effective use of nonqualified pension and profit sharing plans. Feels
that nonqualified plans could be properly used for ‘groups somewhat
larger than just “officers”—namely, for executives, ‘administrative,
professional, supervisory, or highly paid employees in key- positions.
~National Association of Counties, Beinard F. Hillenbrand, Execu-
tiwe Director—Urges the Committee to delay any proposal for in-
cluding' public' pension ‘systems’ in pension legislation “until thorough
¢valuation of such'systems has been made:. States‘that little research
has been conducted on‘ public pension systems'and that it is unwise to
assume that the problems of such systems are similar tothe problems
of private pension systems. L
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Bobert 0. Bailey, City Manager, J anesville, Wisconsin.-—Believes
public pension plans should be entirely exempt from the pension bill.
States that none of the abuses sought to be curbed in the bill have ever
been a source of complaint in any Wisconsin public pension plan.
Argues that if some eontrols are necessary for public plans they should
be separately considered. : o T

ity of Riverside ( California), Daniel E: Stone, City Manager.—
Feels that it would be a grave injustice to public pension plans if they
were to be included under the provisions of pending pension reform
legislation. Suggests that Congress ‘authorize some type of task force
to study Federal, State, and local pension systems. - - )

Council of the City of Inkster, Wayne County, Mickigan—Urges
that pension legislation exempt public plans-completely from its pro-
visions except to authorize a special task force to.study Federal, State
and local pension plan systems. - oo T e ,

State Tenchers BetiremntSyst‘em:of Okio, James R. Sublétt, Exec-
utive Director—Believes that it is inconsistent toauthorize studies and
at the same time apply statutory restrictions to public-plans. Feeéls that
the vesting provisions of the pension reform bill could ‘create addi-
tional liabilities of many millions of dollars of -publi¢ pension funds
and reward short-time employees at the expense 6f long-term public
service. Urges the removal of all references to public plans from any
legislation, other than that provision calling for a study of such plans.

National Association: of State Retirement Administrators, Kd R.
Longmecker, President.—Calls attention to the fact that H.R. 4200
contains & contradiction by recommending that public employee plans
be studied and also by subjecting such plans to the regulations appli-
cable to private pension plans. Requests that the regulatory provisions
for public employee retirement systems now contained in the bill be
deleted until the recommended study has been made. -. . .

H. B. Richardson, Financial Manager of Employee Benefits, Na-
tional Gypsum Company.—Opposes the provision that on y three
years of the five years required for vesting need be consecutive. Be-
lieves that if there. is a break in service it is perfectly proper that an'
employee be considered a new employee: - L

Recommends that the bill be. clarified to allow-defered compensa-
tion arrangements for employees .other than officers and -5-percent
share holders. . . . R T T T "o

Believes that the anniversary of the employee’s date of hire should
measure completion of a year of service in place of the requirement in
section 201 of the bill providing that an employee be credited with one
year of service if he is employed more than 5 months durinﬁzthé year.
- Layne J. Denning, Executive Director, Denver City Employeos
Retirement Plan—Urges exémption of all public peénsion .systems
from this legislation. Supports.a special congressional study of pub-
lic pension systems and. suggests that future legislation deal..with
the special problems inherent in those systems, . ~ ¥t 0 o

. Balph Lazarus, Federated Department Stores, Inc., Cincinnaty,
Ohio.—Contends: that nonqualified deferred compensation -arrange-
ments, which apply not only to officers but to managers'and other key
employees, should be allowed to continue. Points out, that Federal
revenues are not affected by these plans and thus the Federal Govern-
ment should have no reason to prohibit them.
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. Edison Electric Institute, New York.—Believes that the term “yéar
of service” should be defined by the anniyersary -date of an employee's
eny)loymeﬂn;t, eliminating the 5-month provision. . .. - . .. - -

Johnson & Johnson, Company, New Brunswick, . New. Jersey.
-Asserts that the prohibition;of all pay-as-yeu-go plans witlbe:counter-
productive and will contribute nothing to the reform: of-qualified plans.

Kroger Company, (lincinnati, Qhio, Robert A. Adders,-Chairman

_ of the Baard.— rges deletion of .section. 262 .of  H;R. 4200, ‘prohibit:

. ingnonqualified Pension plans. ... ;- ...ix - it s ceel

_.Paul 0. Hart, Millimaon.&.. ._o_bgnt,ggée%;(ﬂc.;uﬁwtlan@,gaO.#egon‘.r-‘s‘Be«'

lieyes that FLR. 4200 will. create. serious.problems.for highly seasonal
- industries,. Suggests that-the, bill:should: allow-the; Sécretary.of-the
Treasir .@-ﬂ'ﬁ?qﬁﬂize. by regulation other;definitions.of wearsof:serv-
.i¢e Which would I ef@pggmi%t&- for,certainndustries. Alsa thinks that
the bill"unintentionally creates serious-problems: for - multiciployer
negotiated .plansg Wh,_ip}), also- require. definitions g8 years:of -ﬁerv‘jce

afy

i!ﬁlfi,ilﬁtt ftic@@ﬁﬁ@@ﬁ%%r;::-;=;a:.:' i dnidlm SRR T
L Gilpert Dayer, Kenmecott, Copper Llgrpi—+States: thatt bhesdefinis

tion of ¥executive” hagh majoy, imnact on executive compenstion pro.:
grams because i, prohibits the deferral. of .axecutive:compensation
fora, Eélflﬁd of more than five years. Argnes that, the tertn “executite’
should be redefined andq provision.of the bill:should!specifically ex-:

clude regulation of executive COINPENSAtion PROGTAMS.: »: _wro i 4 vy
_Beeck’ Aireraft Corporation, Wichita, Kansas. -Erank:Exs Hedrick,
President.—Requests that the date established as that.date which com>
panies are réquired to bring their plan into conformance :with: ithe
requirement of the legislation which is.enacted into law be sufficientlv.
far-remgved from the enactment date to permit comnaniés to - work
with their unions in weaving the new provisions:to the structure of
the existing retirement plans.on an_orderly basis.  Suggests that. a
maximum period of 86 months from date of enactment be et &s such
date because it is a fairly. universal practice to write 3-year contracts.
Ldward 8. Croft, Robinson-Humphrey. Company, Atlanta, Geor-

gia.—Qpposes the provision which treats:temporary.and spasorial-em-
ployees as full-time emplovees. Belieyes this provision: frustrates the
basic purpose of the Act; that is, to reward Joyal and steady emplovces.
“Edgar B. M ellon:. Washingtom Gas Light Com pagvLaSees the pro-
hibition ‘against maintaining nonqualified nlans as inconsistent with
the underlyine purposes .of the- bill. ; Feels. it ;wilk :huyt: employées
tho are'forced to take early retirement because of:company cithaeks
11“‘ vi'efsd]_jne], coo . ::_{1 R ToF FNNRTIRSS BN U R RTINS T
.. City of Milwaukee (Wisconsin), George W hittorw. Divecterof-Eiai-
son Denartment.—Urges exemption of all public nension plans provi-
sions of nending Jesislation HR. 4200. Maintains that -tk special needs
for_public plans should. be separately-examined .in aicoraprehibnsive
Stlld'V of Sﬂ(',_h plans.‘ Voaor e e T ong e o .
William G. Whyte, United. States Steel Corporatioi Argues that
the elimination of cash-option plans will adversely affect. many profit
sharing plans and should apply to pension-plans only..ot. - -
Walter R. Klostermeier,. First National Bonk. St...Louis; Mo.—
Obposes the provisions requiring that both profit sharing and pension
plans be considered as one plan if &' persoi participatesinboth through

1,

L5
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one corporation. States that with s ¢ombination profit sharing plan
and pension plan the restriction would discourage the voluntary con-
tributions and thus discourage thrift, putting more money. into. the.
current economy. - . S . . -

Edward W. Doss, Vice President and General Manager, The
Southern Resin and:Chemical Co., Subsidiary of Rohm and Hass.—
Objects to prohibition against nonqualified supplementary pension

lans. : : ‘
8. J.- Rosinski, Vice President, Rohr Industries, Inc.—Thinks that
a longer service requirement for participation is appropriate in cases
where employers have two qualified plans, with the longer requirement
applying tothe second plan. - A A :

Tillinghast & Company, Atlanta, Georgia.—Contends that the pro-
vision forcing all nonbargaining employeés of commonly-owned.com-
panies to be treated as employees-of a single compax(xiy for plan qualifi-
cation is impractical and unworkable, and would prohibit unique
plans for individual companies. o S .

William N. Bret, Jr., Hansen, Inc., Dallas, Tewas—Argues that the
prohibition against nonqualified plans should be eliminated. Believes
that man .ofg.,these plans which are used to supplement inadequate
benefits of qualified plans, or to give benefits to employees retired early.
because of partial disabilities are desirable instruments of social policy,

J. D. Hayes, Hercules, Inc., Wilmington, Delaware—Objects to the
definition of service year as anything over five months of work because
it could result in an employee who has been on strike for nearly seven
months to receiving the same years credit as employees who work for
a full twelve months. L . : ‘

Container Corporation of America, B. D. Bittendender, Senior Vice
President—Personmel.—Criticizes sections 222(a) and 262(a), which
virtually eliminates the use of nonqualified plans, as extremely broad,
harsh and impunitive in nature, and uncertain in application in view of
the absence of considerable documentation: of abuses in the nonquali-
fied area. - : - CL

W. W. Kenney, Director; Northern Natural Gas Company, Omaha,.
Nebraska.—Questions the bill’s prohibitions against the continuance
of nonqualified plans and suggests that this matter be reconsidered.

Gulf State Paper Corporation, Tuscaloosa, Alabama, H. V.. Mitch-
ell, Vice President and Treasurer—Feels that it is inappropriate
to impose mandatory recognition of broken service as is indicated in
section 221 of H.R. 4200.-Opposes the provisions of section 201 which
restrict the establishment of unique plans by individual companies.

Marsh & McLennon, Inc., Boston, Mass., Elizabeth M. Casey, Vice
President.—Complains of the recordkeeping difficulties which would
be required by the provision that employment does not have to be
continuous to be considered for pension purposes.

(lity of New Castle - (Pennsylvania), Larry D. Worth, Business
Administrator.—Urges that public pension systems. be exempted from
the proposed pension reform legislation. now before Congress.

R. W. Suppes, Ideal Basic Industries, Inc., Demwer, Colorado.—
Objects to the definition of “year of service” as employment for more
than five months in any calendar or fiscal year. States that this dis-.
criminates in favor of seasonal employees who could conceivably

22-732—73——3
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in one twelve-month eriod, . _ ,

Argues that partial vesting after 5 years. favors mobility and thus
adds an extra burden to the employer to hire and train new employees.
Requests that no vesting be permitted with less than ten years of
service.

Agway, Inc., Mac Asbill, Jr., Counsel.—Urges the deletion of sec-
tions 222 and 262 of H.R. 10470, which miakes 1t illegal for most em-
ployers to maintain nonqualified retirement plans for other. than
corporate’ officers or significant shareholders. Claims that such far-
reaching changes should not be made unless preceded by adequate-
public hearings. Points out that many employers adopt. nonqualified

accrue full annual pension benefits under two separate pension plans

plans either ?a) where a qualified plan 1s impractical for various
reasons, or (b) in order to supplement the benefits provided by a
qualified plan. Indicates that nonqualified deferred compensation and
retirement- plans are_frequently utilized ds an incentive to, or as a
means of, remaining competitive in the séarch for talented _personnel,
and therefore have a legitimate place in the total retirement scheme.
0. Roy Mundee, Jr., Pan American, Life Insurance. Company, N ew
Orleans, Louisiana.—Argues that the one year or age thirty partic-
ipation requirement should be changed to five years of service.or age
30 to accommodate the financial and practical operation of firms by
small businesses. States that the pension plans of these firms are
usually funded through the utilization of annuity and ordinary life
insurance contracts, and that under these contracts the surrender
value of the policy during initial years (between one and five years)
in necessarily very small because of the high administrative costs. Con-
cludes that the administrative costs involved for people with less
than five years of service is too substantial to make their participation
practical. . ‘ -
Conmectiout Mutual Life Insurance Co., David D. W kelehan, Direc-
tor of Business and State Plans—Requests deletion of section 262 of
H.R. 4200; or at least clarify so that nonqualified deferred compensa-
tion plans consistent with Reyv. Rul. 60-31 will be available for non-
proprietary employees regardless of the existence of g qualified plan.
Henry A. Pickard, President, Pickard, Inc., Antioch, Illinois.—
Disagrees with eligibility after only one year. Notes that their plan has
a waiting period of 2 yéars because of employee turnover experience.
J. B. McGovern, Nabisco, I ne.—Argues that the provision prohibit-
ing a written retirement plan which 1s not qualified under section 401
of the Code should be deleted or at least should contain a grandfather
clause allowing present plans to continue.. o
International Telephone and Telegraph, J. A. Kostrab, Director,
Employee Compensation and Benefits.—Requests that the.legislation
be revised so that supplemental nonfunded pension benefits in addi-
tion to a qualified funded plan will not be prohibited. o
Stephen P. Weiss, Attorney, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.—Believes
that the provision permitting the establishment of a pension plan for
non-union employees where union employees have rejected the estab-
lishment of a ¥ension' plan for themselves should be extended to pro-
vide that employees, who are not covered by a collective bargaining
agreement but who voluntarily and intelligently waive their rights
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to participate in a qualified plan, may also be excluded for purposes
of evaluating any discrimination in the plan’s coverage. Mentions
the example of the corporation 80 percent of iwhose employees are the
members of a' religious sect whose principles include a ‘category of
repudiation of retirement benefits of any kind. ‘ o
Charles E. Hodgson, Peoria, Illinois, President, Corporate Benefit
Planners, Inc—Opposes the requirement that employees be eligible for
qualified plans at the end of 1 year of employment and attainment of
age 30. Thinks this would cause dollars that employers commit to pen-
sion plans to be spread too thinly and would frequently be to the detri-

ment to older, long-service employees for whom adequate retirement

benefits are a critical need in the not too distant future. - = - i
Robert E. Jensen, Counsel to IU International, Washington, D.C—
Prefers eligibility requirements of age 30 and"$ years of service,
Paul C. Hart, FSA, Portland, Oregon.—Believes the legislation
should not inclide any single definition of “yéar of service” but rather
the Secretary of the Treasury should be allowed to establish by regula-
tion different definitions which may be more appropriate for different
industries. States that the bill as presently drafted would require sub-
stantial changes in plans presently in effect in the retail, culinary,
‘transportation, fishpacking, and wood products industries. =~ = -
" Requests that any provision prohibiting nonqualified plans not take
effect immediately because such a provision would require the discon-
tinuance of payments to present retirees. Reconimends mstead that any
prohibition apply orily to future years of service. . g
" Morris Gould, Pension Counsellors, Inc., Lynbrook, N.¥ —~Tirges
' minimum participation requirement of 3 years of service:and age 30.
- Calvin Fowler, Cocoa, Florida.—Advocates the exceptions for non-
qualified pension plarns be extended to cover the top. management group
as well as “officers.” Calls attention to the fact that many managers
in larger companies, while not holding the title of officer, have much
greater responsibility than most officers in smaller companies. Rec-
‘ommends tﬁat the qualified group be defined as a select group of
managers and professional employees, not in excess of the top two per-
¢ent of total employeesin the company. e .

. The following also oppose prohibitions on nonqualified plans: =~ -
" Joseph P. M@dfem Attorney, Chicago, I. . - - ‘
- Campbell Soup Company, Camden, N.J., Edwin J. Foltz,
Vi:P.—Corporate Relations. . '
Dow Chemical, Midland. Mich, Earle B. Barnes, President. -
Kraftéo Corporation, Glenview, Ill., W. B. Jordan, V.P. and
Treasurer - : -
American International Group, Ine., New York, Maurice R.
Greenberg, President. o . oo
Vgewas Instruments, Inc.; Dallas, Tew., E. 0. Vetter, Executive

Rohm and Haas Co, Philadelphia, Pa, V. L. Gregory, President.
W. Dean Hopkins, Attorney, Oleveland, Ohio. ,

Peavey Company, Minneapolis, Minn., Ron Kennedy, V.P.—
Pudblic Affairs. - : ' s
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-Daniel J. Little, Attorney, Chicago, I1l. A -
Greyhound, Corporation, Phoeniw, Ariz., Robert Gacke, V.P.—
Industrial Relations & Personnel. o :
Green Bay Packaging, Inc., Green Bay, Wisc., Max Sielaff,
Secretary. =~ . - : - : ‘ :
. Saemuel Gusman, President, Warren-Teed ' Pharmaceuticals,
- Columbus, Ohie. - - : - ' -
V. G. Valko. President, Consolidated Biomedical Laboratories,
Columbus, O hio. : : :
Williams P. Ambrogi, President, Witmoyer Laboratories, Inc.,
Myerstown, Pa. ‘ :
Kansas Association of Commerce & Industry, Topeka, K ansas,
Carl C. Nordstrom, Exec. V.P. o
Aerospace Industries. Association of America, Washington,
D.C..Karl G. Hars,Jr., President.
Colt Industries, George A. Strickman, Chairman. .

- C. Vesting

The American Life Insurance Association.—A proves generally of
the vesting provisions of H.R. 4200 as a reasonable mandatory mini-
mum requirement. Urges revisions in the following details of the
vesting provisions. . , 5

- Suggests that the definition of “normal retirement age” should be
more flexible. Proposes that normal retirement age be age 65 for em-
ployees under age 56 at the time they are eligible to participate, but
that for Iparticipa,nts age 56 or older at entry the normal retirement
age should. be age 70 or ten years after the date of becoming a partic-
ipant, whichever is later. ' ‘ ,

. Recommends that the distinction for purposes of vesting between
accrued benefits derived from an employee’s contributions and acerued
benefits derived from an employer’s contributions be" eliminated.
Believes that maintaining this distinction will require major restruc-
turing of most contributory plansin a very complicated fashion. States
that a much simpler approach would be to allow contributory plans to-
continue to apply graded vesting to total accrued benefit without dis-
tinction between employer and employee contributions so long as the
emPloyee is assured of receiving back from the plan at least the amount
of his own contributions. :

Ldison Electric Institute, New York, N.¥.—Questions the wisdom
of legislating vesting requirements.. Believes that existing and new
pension plans not be restricted to a specific schedule but should be
permitted flexibility in conforming to a vesting requirement.

American Society of Pension Actuaries, William W. Hand, Pres-
ident.—Argues that the definition of accrued benefit in the case of
defined benefit plans funded by the purchase of insurance contracts
should be altered to allow measurement of the benefit by the cash sur-
render value of either an individual insurance contract or & group
insurance contract. , , '

Chamber of Commerce of the United States, Andrew A. Melgard,
Senior Associate—DPrefers flexibility and. a diversity of options to
allow for a great variety of vesting:formulas. Favors & minimum of 3
options: 8-year, 30-percent, graded vesting; full ten-year vesting, and -
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the “rule of 50, Asserts that these rules should apply prespectively
and not retroactively. : _ T
New York State Bar Association, Tax Section, R. 0. Winger, Chair-
man.—Complains of the unnecessary complication of the minimum
vesting provisions. Suggests that tﬁe regulatory aspects would be
simplified considerably 1f the following changes were made:.
(1) Permit the 100-percent vesting after 10 years-of service
to apply to all plans, or all plans that have such vesting require-
ments on the effective date of the new vesting standard for exist-
ing plans. : R
(2)- Provide in section 411 of H.R. 10470 that if an'employee
does not have the vested right to the employer-provided benefit,
a refund of his own contributions with interest will satisfy the
requirement for full vesting of the accrued benefit-derived from
his own contributions: . T :
(3) Define “normal retirement age” in the statute in terms of
a national norm. - ’ . ' .
John F. Darrow, American Papcr Institute—Believes that the flex-
ible vesting provisions of H.R. 2 are more desirable. ' <
-United §e_rfvicé3 Automobile Association; San Antonio, Texas, I2ob-
ert F'. McDermott.—Recommends that the pension reform bill provide
that service be continuous for benefits and vesting to eliminate un+
wieldy administration, contingent liabilities, anid duplication of service
credit with two employers in any year.” ~° - - L
- Aerospace Industriés Association of America, Carl G. Harr, Jr.,
President~—Contends that the definitions of the'terms “years of
service” and-“month” should be tightened considerably, but that the
years of service should remain “consecutive.” Opposes the special vest-
mg provisions for special classes of employees who are affected by
termination of Federal contracts. ‘ ' N
President.—Contends that the definitions of thé terms.“years of
Biilding and. Construction T'rades Department, AFL-CIO, Wash-
ington, D.C., Frank Bonadio, President.—Generally favors the princi-
ge that vesting be re(}uired after 10 years of service. Contends that
.R. 4200 imposes too iow a threshhold of service eliﬁ'i'bi]‘ity, and that
it provides for such short service employees s benefit that would be-
meaningless. when. finally received. o o
- Indicates that while supporting 10-year vesting for their industry,
the alternative provisions of H.R.2 are ac_ceptagg; ‘(a) 100-percent
vesting after 10 years; (b) 50-percent vesting after 8 years, graduated
to 100 percent after 15 years; or (c) the “rule of 45.” ,
Recommends that 100 hours a month, or no less than 1,000 hours
R year serve to qualify for a year’s credit. Views the proper standard
for “normal retirement age” to be age 65; or, if the plan includes prot
visions for earlier retirement benefits, the law’ could require similarly
earlier benefits for those who are vested but at no higher benefit level
than an amount actuarially reduced from the benefit required at agﬁ
65. Indicates that setting the age at 65 allows computation, for each
year of actual service at oneé-fortieth of the amount to which someone
with 40 years of service would be ¢ntitled at age 65, which provides
a pro-rating of a full working life from age 25 to dge 65 and provides
the same vested benefit for every year of service regardless of age.
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. Suggests that reasonable suspension of benefits be allowed, as dis-
tinguished from forfeiture, when an employee continues to work after
retirement. from one job for a time. . . . . s

Feels that negotiated multiemployer plans-should have the right
to exclude from consideration service before participation. .
American Institute of Certified, Public. Accountants, Division of
Federal Tazation.—Approves the, establishment of a uniform vest-
Ing standard but opposes artificial distinctions in vesting requirements
of similar plans sponsored by different types of business entities.
Arthur L. Rossoff, American Institute of Aeronautics and Astro-
nautics—Relieves minimum vesting standards should require 100-per-
cent vesting after five years. Supports studies leading to additional
legislation to protect the. pension rights of “mobile” and Government
contract workers. o
Larry R. Brown, Greater Canton Chamber of Commerce, Canton,
Ohio—QOpposes too early vesting. o ‘
American Telephone & Telegraph Company.—Feels that a choice
of vesting rules as in H.R. 2 should be permitted. Argues that plans
should be allowed to grant plan.participation before age 25 without
subjecting pre-age 25 service to compulsory vesting. States that 5-
month-long years of service for determining vesting percentage
should not be credited as 12-month years for determining years of ac-
crued benefit. S :
General Mills Corporation—Believes that the vesting alternative
should begin with 30-percent vesting after 8 years of service and
progress by 10 percent annual increments to 100 percent as proposed in
S. 4. Pronoses that. H.R. 4200 be modified to cover only service after
the effective date of the title unless plan provisions would have pro-
vided earlier vesting. , o . : ‘
Ford Motor Company, Dearborn, M ichigan, John Sagan, Vice Pres-
ident.—Suggests that the definition of vested accrued benefit in the
bill should be.used in the Tax Code as well, and that the appropriate
amendments should be made in the bill to achieve this effect. :
W. B. Wahley, Qraybar Electric Company, New Y. ork, N.Y —
Asserts that the mandatory vesting requirement would increase pen-
sion costs substantially. Prefers the “rule of 507 vesting requirement
if some mandatory vesting is needed at all. = . =
Revere Copper and Brass, Inc., Los Angeles, California, Nathaniel
Pope, Vice President.—Believes the provisions of H.R. 10470 would
discourage employers from making improvements in basic pension
levels because of increased costs. - . : L :
United States Steel Carporation, William G. Whyte. Vice Presi--
dent.—Prefers the alternate vesting provisions in FLR. 2. contends
that the Senate proposal is too restrictive and would override many
existing plans and union agreements. Suggests. that employees should
receive a return of their contributions plus a stated interest .amount
if their termination occurs prior to vesting of employer contributions,
rather than a computed acerued benefit since the determination-of the
accrued benefit related to employée contributions would be acompli-
cated-and burdensome and the amounts would be very small.
Greuhound Qorporation, Phaenix. Arizona. Robert K. Gocke, Vice.
President-Industrial Relations and Personmel.—Claims: that the vest-
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ing requirement of H.R. 4200 is'too costly and administidgtively cum-
bersome, and would-increase the pension ¢osts: of small employers
substantially. Proposes the substitution of the “rule of 50”. vesting
requirement. SRR S S S
Carrier Corporation, Syracuse, N.X., John A. French, Director of
Pensions and Benefits.—Feels that employers should be allowed one or
more alternative vesting schedules to satisfy the minimum vesting re-
quirements, and that service with the employer should be continuous in
meeting the years of service requirements. e . '
Gerald C. Eckermann, Vice President, Personmel, Kaiser Fndus-
tries.—Believes that the provision allowing vesting on the basis of 10
years service for existing plans should be availablé to any other plans.
H. P. Kneen, Jr., International Business Machinés Corporation.—
Recommends that the requirement of 10 years of service for qualifica-
tion be amended to include a requirement of up to 5 years of consecutive
employment in order to preclude abuse of the plan by long absent
former employees seeking to rejoin the company at the last minute.
' H. B. Richardson, Financial Manager of Employee Benefits, Na-
tional Gypsum Company—Suggests that the bill ‘be revised to
provide optional forms of vesting. Argues that the present vesting
schedule which results in vestitig of small amounts at early ages will
add to the cost of administering a plan thus making less money avail-
able for older employees. L
Proposes as an option for vesting the permanent use of the 10-years-
of-service vesting requirement possibly tied into attainment of a
specified age, such as 45. Recommends that accrued benefits be cal-
culated based upon average pay rather than current compensation.
Thinks that years of service needed for vesting should be consecutive.
B. F. Goodrich Company.—Believes that all pension plans should
be ableto choose between the graded vesting requirements and the vest-
ing re&luirement provided in the bill for existing pension plans. Con-
sider the tax on-a plan’s failure to meet minimum vesting standards to
be unnecessary. : . o
National Steel Corporation, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, George A.
Stinson; Chairman and President.—Requests that- the vesting provi-
sions in the proposed pension legislation' be deleted because the sitb-
ject of vesting is properly a matter to be handled by employers and
cmployees. - ' - o : :
Armstrong Cork Company, Lancaster, Pennsylvania, James H.
Binns, President—Maintains that the vesting provisions of H.R. 2 and
H.R. 10489 are more acceptable and would better serve public purposes
than those contained in H.R. 4200. . o e '
American Cyanamid Company, T. P. Turchan, Vice President.—
Feels that the bill 'should contain a definition of “normal retirement.
age”; such definition being the age provided in the plan but not later:
{;)han age 65;-and, if the plan specifies no age, it should be deemed to
0'65.4 c \ .. . RS ‘ . : : T .
Suggests the incorporation of alternative minimum vesting provi-
sions in the pension reform bill, such as those provided in HI% 10489,
Objects to the provisions requiring the Secretary of Labor to develop
special vesting rules for professional, scientific, and technical . person-
nel-under Federal contracts. E N
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Kimberly Clark Corporation, Neenah, Wisconsin, Paul A. Jones,
Vice President.—Believes that alternative vesting formulas should be

allowed, such as one that utilizes one and one- alf percent of final
salary tirnes years of service less a portion of social security or one
percent of final salary times years of service, whichever is greater..

W. J. Kirby, FMC Corporation, Chicago, 1Uinois.—Recommends
that the Treasury Department “rule of 50” be established as a fair and
reasonable minimum vesting standard. .

Dow Chemical, Midland, Mickigan, Earle B. Barnes; President.—
Supports the concept of full vesting after 10 years of participation,

"but believes that flexibility is essential in determining partial vesting
within the first 10 years. Opposes section 282 of H.R. 4200 relating
to special vesting rules for employees performing services under Fed-
era] contracts because such provisions would make plans vulnerable
to disqualification. :

J. B. McGovern, Nabisco, Inc.—Feels that the provisions requir-
ing the Secretary of Labor to develop special vesting rules for profes-
sional scientific and technical personnel under Federal contracts should
be deleted. :

Forbes Mann, LTV Corporation.—Believes that corporate employ-
ces assigned to Government contract work should be treated the same
as all other employees, and that therefore the provision in the bill to
study early vesting for employees working on Federal contracts
should be eliminated. :

Contends that the vesting provisions would add to pension costs.
Argues that an alternative “rule of 50” standard should be included
in the bill. ‘

 Firestone Tire and Rubber Company, Akron, Ohio, R. A. Riley,
‘President.—Proposes that the pension legislation allow vesting after
ten years’ of service as an acceptable alternative. Opposes the special
vesting rules for professional, scientific, and technical personnel under
Federal contracts because it is class legislation and would be impossible
‘to.administer.-Suggests an-amendment to allow the return of the em-
ployee’s contribution with interest in case of termination of employ-
ment prior to vesting. : R

Council on Employee Benefits, Akron, Ohio, R. H. Hubbard, Chair-
man, Legislative Committee—Favors greater flexibility in vesting pro-
visions such as the alternative forms permitted in H.R. 2. Recommends
that the vesting rules not promote or provide preferential treatment
for special groups, such as the so-calle “highly mobile employee”.

Phillips  Petrolewm Company, Bartlesville, Oklahoma, W. R.
Thomas, Vice President.~Objects to the application of the strict vest-
ing and participation provisions to supplemental savings plans in
addition to the basic qualified plan. Strongly supports' a simpler
vesting formula, such as a rule of 50 or 10 years of participation, rather
than the 5-year partial vesting contained in thebill. - . .

Raytheon Company, Lexington, Mass., Charles F. Adams, Chair-
man of the Board.—Maintains that the use of discontinuous service
to complete the vesting requirement places a tremendous administra-
tive and costly burden on employers, since employment’ and compen-
sation records for terminated employees. would need to be maintained .
for as much as 40 years. Recommends that 30-percent vesting oceur
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after 10 years of continuous service with 10 percent added in each
subsequent year. : S ' o

_ Argues that the definition of “employee’s accrued benefit”. would
have an inequitable effect on plans of the “career average salary type,”
since vested benefits for years of plan. participation would exceed re-
tirement, benefits accrued in the same period of time for those who re-
main as active plan participants. Proposes that this provision -be
amended to allow the calculation of vested benefits to remain as cur-
rently defined under existing plans. S '

Tasty Baking Company, Philadelphia, Pennsylvawia, Paul I.
Kaiser, Chairman of the Board-—Cemplains that the pension reform
bill as proposed would result in far too high an immediate cost and
would result in additional excessive costs attributable to high employee
turnover. Views the liberal vesting provisions as threatening the ability
of the company to retain good employees. .

United Aircraft Corp., East Hartford, Conn., Harry J. Gmi/, Presi-
dent.—Urges rejection of separate vesting formulas for so-called spe-
cial “mobile” employees. ' .

The State Bank of. J acksomville, Florida, Louie C. Casey, Jr., Vice
President.—Favors the Labor Committee bill (H.R.2) providing three
alternative vesting standards: 15-year, 100-percent, graded vesting;
10 years, 100-percent vesting ; or a “rule of 45”. ‘

W. F. Dewey, Assistant to Financial Vice President, Blue Bell, Inc.,
Greensboro, N.0.—Requests allowance forfeiture of vested benefits for
employees who commit embezzlement and other dishonest acts against
the employer, or who go to work for a competitor. o

Gulf State Paper Corporation, Tuscaloosa, Alabama, H. V. Mitchell
Vice President and Treasurer—Calls attention to the fact that one of
the primary reasons for the establishment of a pension plan is to en-
courage continuity of service. Contends that the provisions of H.R.
4200 are contrary to this purpose, while at the same time increasing the
cost of the plan. ' . '

Edgar B. Mellon, Washington Gas Light Company.—Objects to low-
ering the initial vesting period to five years as an encouragement to-
ward employee turnover and a disincentive to long-term employment.

Edward 8. Croft, Robinson-Humphrey Company, Atlanta, Geor-
gia.—Believes the mandatory vesting schedule is too complicated, too
short, and of little economic value to younger employees. . .

Charles J. Henning, National Bank of Sarasota, Florida.—States
that the bill’s vesting requirements will considerably increase the cost
of the pension plan to corporations and that small- and medium-size
corporations will be required to consider reducing benefits or elimi-
nating the plan altogether. ' '

Peter S. Hanke, Secretary and General Counsel, Garlock, Inc.,
Rochester, New York-—Thinks that employers could probably live
with a “rule of 50” requirement. S

William Malone, General Telephone and Electronics Corp.—Prefers
the alternative vesting provisions currently reflected in the. three-
option approach of H.R. 2 and H.R. 10489. ‘ . .

Boeing Company, Renton, Washington, Stanley M. Little, Jr., Vice
President—Industrial and Public Relations.—Objects to section 282
and section 304 (c) of H.R. 4200, which would discriminate in favor of

22-732—73——4
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certain professional, scientific, and technical personnel - who are the
highest paid group of employees in the aerospace industry... . - :

T. J. Raléigh, Dresser Industries, Inc., Dallas, T'ezas.—Opposes
immediate vesting of benefits from employee contributions because of
administrative considerations. Argues that the benefits to be-derived
from such contributions cannot always be determined accurately and
that administrative burdens would be. imposed. Suggests that a par-
ticipant be able to elect receiving a lump sum equal to his contributions
Plus a stated rate of interest in lien of having to compute the exact
accrued benefits; S :

Tillinghast & Company, Atlanta, Georgia.—Commends the. man-
datory vesting concept, but criticizes the bill provisions as too com-
plex and too rigid. Favors additional options such as vesting after 10
years, or the proposals of H.R. 10489 or H.R. 9. Maintains that the
definition of “service” is discriminatory against truly full-time
employees. - - - ‘ : »

Retail Clerks Union and Employers Pension Fund, Atlanta, Geor-
gia, Edwin W, 07f'ozz'e7','Administmtor.—Suggests that.an employee be
credited with not less than 20 percent of a year of service if the em-
ployee is credited with at least 400 hours of covered employment on
account of which contributions. are made by an employer or em-
ployers; plus not less than 10 percent of a year’s service for each addi-
tiorial full 200 hours, if any, of the next 1600 hours of covered
employment. . _ A S o

Chicago Area Retail Food Clerks Pension Fund, Chicago, I llinois,
Benjamin W. Cikanek, Administrator.—Maintains that the definition
of “year of service with the employer” in H.R. 4200 would have ex-
tremely serious consequences in terms of cost and record maintenance
to Jarge joint labor-management pension plans in-the retail and food
industry. Notes that these pension plans require contributions for all
employees on an hourly basis, regardless of whether the employees are
part-time or temporary. Suggests an alternative definition of “year
of service” for multiemployer plans. - . L -

Janitors’ Union.Local No. 25 and Participating Employer’s Pension
Trust, Chicago, 1llinois—Objects to the “year of service” vesting re-
quirements of section 411 (2) (2) (B) of H.R. 10470 for multiemployer
plans funded by contributions of employers. Recommends that an em-
ployee be credited with not less 20 percent of a year of service if
the employee is credited with at least 400 hours of covered employment,
plus not Iess than 10 percent .of a year’s service for each additional
tull 200 hours, if any, of the next 1,600 hours of:covered employment.

-S. Harvey Fosner, Executive Vice President, Boosevelt Raceway,
Westbury, New ¥, ork.—Urges that separate criteria be established for
part-time and seasonal workers. .

Stearns-Roger Corporation, D. F. Provost, Chairman and Presi-
dent.—Claims that the bill’s vesting requirement would be unusually
costly and burdensome and would-substantially increase pension plan
costs for small employers. S -

Violet B. Margley, Imperial-E astman, Corporation, Chicago. Illi-
noi8.~—Approvesof the vesting provisions of the Senate-passed bill. Be-
lieves them to be preferable to the administration’s proposed “rule of
50”. wfhich would have a tendency to discourage employment of older
peop o. E o . . D o . . A . . e
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+ Paul Q: Hart, Milliman & Robertson, Inc., Portland, Oregon.—As-
serts that the -definition-of an.accrued benefit as-written in H.R. 4200-
is inappropriate for pension plans which base benefits on the actual sal-
ary earned by the employee over his covered working life and for the
unit benefit of multiemployer plans. Believes that a better approach
would be to use the accrued portion of normal retirement. benefit as
defined in section~502-(a)-(1(15‘2 ofthebill.. -~ .. - e
* John A. Connors, FCA, Englewood Cliffs, New J ersey.—Interprets
the bill to require, in the case of termination of some employees of a
corporation, that there must be immediate full vesting for -all em-
ployees of the funded accrued benefits. States that such results-do not
seem to be warranted since the continuing group will accrue further
benefits which will not be accrued by the terminated group.

- Robert E. Jensen, Counsel-to 1U International, Washington, D.C—
Believes that minimum vesting requirement should vary.with the age
of the participant; and thus approves of the “rule of 50” instead of the
minimum standards established in H.R.4200. . - =~ """

A. 0..8mith Corp., Milwaukee, Wisc., Robert A. Reitz, V.P.-Finance
and Treasurer—Supports minimum standards relating tovesting, but
criticizes H.R. 4200 because it gives no recognition to an age -require-
ment. Believes that both an‘age and service stipulation should be-an in-
tegral part of protecting the pension rights of an older worker:' -
- R. F. Lutz, Vice President-Sales, Lady Wrangler, New York,N.Y —
Objects to the provisions which would allow an employee who has de-
frauded his company. to still collect pension payments from that com-
pany upon reaching retirement age.- - : e S :

F. R. Iler, Greensboro, North Carolina.—Qpposes the vesting pro-
visions.of the pension. reform bill because they would require employ-
ers to pay employees who have committed malicious acts against the
company. - s B

Calvin Fowler, Cocoa, Florida—Feels that the benefits vested for
a terminated employee should be simply those basic pensions that ac-
crued at termination of employment without any pro-rated future cal-
culated accruals. Believes that all employees should be on the same
vesting schedule without any separate arrangements by some defined
profession or training. Maintains that sound vesting programs will
achieve effective mobility without the imposition of “portability”.

William T. Moroney, Phoeniz, Arizona.—QObjects to the vesting
standards established in H.R. 4200. States that his companv’s plan is
structured to vest at a rate of 5 percent per year, thus achieving full
vesting. after 20 years. Believes that if:the Senate proposals with' re-
spect to vesting rights become law his employees will have to seek re-
tirement benefits in some way other than a qualified pension plan. -

- D.. Funding

. Ameérican Life Insurance Association.—States that the funding pro-
visions of H.R. 4200 represent a reasonable approach toward assuring
that pension. plans will be funded on a sound and adeeuate basis. .

. Building and Construction Trades Department, AFL-C10, Wash-
ington, D.Q., Frank Banadio, President—Favors 40-year funding of
accrued liabilities. for multiemployer plans such: as.the building and

construction trades because of less risk than for single employer plans.
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States that any losses. resulting from experience, and some amendments
which add to the lisbilities of a plan, would have amortized in 15.
years. Indicates-,:however, that the 15-year requirement may act as a
barrier to needed and soundly financed improvements in benefits in
some cases, or-for-either reductions in benefits or create a sudden need
for higher contribution rates. . . . i :

Suggests that negotiated multiemployer plans based on defined con-
tributions should be given: the same flexibility in meeting the cost of
experience setbacks. or pension improvements as in funding other
lLiabilities. L B 4 ,

Recommends; also, that legislation include authority for the Secre-.
tary of Labor to.permit slower funding where the stability of the
industry makes it reasonable or where undue hardships would be cre-
ated by full application of the statutory requirements (such as an
increase in cost of 10 percent or more). S

Proposes a transition period for funding where contributions to
pension plans are established by collectively bargained agreements—
over three rounds of negotiations, or a 10-year period since most
contracts are on a 8-year term. : - :

American I'nstitute of Certified Public Accountants, Division o f Fed-
eral Tawation—Agrees with the concept of a legislatively-prescribed
minimum funding standard to strengthen the private pension system
and to reduce the frequency and magnitude of benefit losses when. pen-.
sion plans are terminated. } R :

Chamber of .Commerce of the United States, Andrew A. M. elgard,
Senior Associate—Believes that amortization of additional funding
should be kept as.simple as possible. Approves of a 40-year amortiza- -
tion period with variances in economic hardship cases.

Larry BR. Brown. Greater Canton Chamber of Commerce, Canton,
O hio—Opposes additional funding requirements with no considera-
tion of increased costs to employers. . '

Seafarers International Union o f North America (AFL-CI0Q), Paul
Hall, President.—Agrees with the 40-year funding provision of H.R.
4200 for multiemployer plans. :

T'illinghast & Company, Atlanta, GFeorgia.—Feels that the dual
freatment for required funding of past service liabilities is unfair to
the non-multiemployer plans. Urges that greater flexibility be al- -.
lowed in funding of actuarial deficiencies. :

Campbell Soup Company, Camden, New Jersey, Edwin J. Folts,
Téce Presz'dent-(»’orpomte Relations—Points out that the bill’s meth-
od of computing net experience gains and losses for a plan year re-
q}nires that plan assets be valued on a five-year market average, and
that this is contrary to the actuarial method used in valuing most
pension funds. Indicates that the Secretary of Treasury will have ade-
quate control over the pension fund valuations through the authority
to anprove actuaries.

Firestone Tire and Rubber Company, Akron, Ohio, B. A. Riley,
Presirlent.—Supports‘simpliﬁca,tion of the funding provisions which
wonld allow the funding of actuarial deficiencies over the average re-
miining service of the participants. Contends that the methed of valu-
ation of assets. like the method of valuation of liabilities, should be
left to the plan’sactuary. T g
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American Cyanamid -Company, T. P. Turchan; Vice President.—
"Recommends that. the funding of actuarial -deficiericies be permitted
over the average remaining service of the participants: ... . - o

W. H. Knoell, President, Cyelops Corp., Pittsburgh, Pa:—GC siders
compulsory funding, based upon 30-year amortization:of unfunded
" past service liability, to be too drastic a change for many existing 40-
year funding plans. Proposes that any reduction to 30 years be over &
10-year transition period. . a - o

‘Requests removal of the penalty of final average pay plans requiring
15-year funding of experience losses. s

- Greyhound Corporation, Phoeniz, Arizond; Robert E. Gocke, Vice
President-Industrial Relations and Personnel.—Feels that the. fund-
'ing provisions.of HL.R. 4200-are unnecessarily technical and restrictive.
Suggests that it 'should simply require funding on a normal cost ‘plus
'30-year amortization of unfunded liability basis. Recommends delet ion
of the bill’s provisions on valuation of pension‘trust assets. Asserts that
existing regulations cover this adequately, and. that the new Tequire-
‘ments could be unduly restrictive. - - . o

Forbes Mann, LTV Corporation.-—Believes that the 30-vear funding
requirement should apply only to benefit increases; and that existing
past service deficiencies ge frozen and amortized over not more than
"40 years. Also states that the complex provision regarding experience
gains and losses should be eliminated becanse 1t is unnecessary and too
restrictive. . .- . . . .. ST

- Gerald C. Godwin, Deputy Fxecutive Vice President, Pennsylrania
‘State Association of Boroughs.—Requests that the Senate 'bill ‘be
amended to exempt, all publicplans from the provisions of the legisla-
tion. States that if public plans are included the resilting increased
costs-would be 50 percent or more. Recommends that before any regui- .
lation of public systems is undertaken. a special study be made of
the problems peculiarto those plans. ‘ T .

H. B. Richardson, Financial Manager of Employee Benefits, No-
tional Gypsum Company.—Disagrees with the imposition of the 3-
percent excise tax as a penalty for inability to meet funding require-
ments. Argues that this tax could result in curtailment of existing
plans with a decreased coverage of employees. S

Objects to the funding requirements’ as unduly complicated, and '
feels that they would prevent the use of several sound actuarial meth-
ods—most notably the union-credit method. Suggests that the basis
of funding should be determined by the plan’s actnary, subject to the
approval of the Treasury Department; = - C : o

William: G. W hyte, United States Steel Corporation.—Believes the
use of market value in-asset valuation for purposes of funding is too
narrow.an approach. Asserts that valuation should be left to qualified
actuaries for determination. Sees an insistence on thé use of new mar-
ket value technique as forcing many employers to reduce their present
levelof funding, - - -~ . 7 T e e L

Scott. Paper Company, Philadelphia, Pa., Arthur W. Hudock, Di-
rector of. Compensation and Benefits—Opposes the imposition of
-actuarial assumptions.and rules in section 241 of H.R. 4200, Contends
that this is for too much regulation in a complex and dynami¢ field
where each company should be frec to make its own actuarial assump-
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tions based on its own experience with labor turnover, irvestment
performance and similar conditions which are not standard asamong
companies or changeless for all time within the same company.

Gilpert Dwyer, Kennecott Copper Corp—DBelieves the funding
.provisions discriminate against “final -average pay” plans which are
the most desirable form of pension plans by establishing a-.15-year
funding term for added benefit, as opposed to a 30-year funding term
for added benefits in the less desirable “flat dollar” and “career aver-
age.” Suggests that a 30-year funding term for additional liabilities
be dutomatically incurred in “final average pay”’ plans:

“J. D. Hayes, Hercules, Inc., Wilmington, Delaware.—Urges an
-amendment limiting the amount of funding required in:the case of an
employee who is rehired after prior service only to the situation where
an employee is rehired within ten days of the date of his first termi-
nation. States that otherwise an employee who terminates after five
years and age 25 but is rehired at age 50 will force the corporation to
make sizeab%e funding increases. . L o

Gilpert Dwyer, Kennecott Copper Corp.—Disagrees with the bill re-
quirement that in the case of a terminated plan any assets in excess of
-employee benefit needs are to be distributed to the participants of the
plan. Believes this provision will encourage employers to make less
conservative funding assumptions and-will increase the risk of plan
failure. Suggests that any excess assets remaining after all employee
pension benefits have been met be returned to the employer. '

C. L. Trowbridge, FSA, Bankers Life Company—States that the
provision for amortizing experienced gains or losses separately for
-each plan year over a 15-year period is unnecessarily cumbersome. In-
dicates that after 15 years of funding 15 separate adjustments will
normally be required. Believes that this approach is inferior to the
technique of recognizing all experienced gains or losses by appropriate
adjustment to the present (and future) normal cost, a technique which
is currently recognized under IRS regulations and is embodied in
several of the best known actuarial cost methods. Suggests that the
guidelines for establishing satisfactory techniques for experience ad-
justments be left to regulations or to techniques approved by the ac-
tuarial advisory board. ' : '

John A. Connors, FOA, Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey.—Believes
that the requirement of the bill making the unfunded value of vested
benefits a_contractual liability for any buyer of the corporation who
assumes the pension plan will make it more difficult for any corpora-
tion to be sold at a reasonable purchase price and could influence an
employer to withhold plan amendments from employees of a subsidiary
or division which it intended to sell. . A -

National Gypsum Company, H. .B. Richardson.—QOpposes the
penalty tax the inability to make contributions as merely compound-
ing the problem. Objects to the funding requirement as unduly com-
plicated, believing instead that the basis of funding should be deter-
mined by an actuary for the plan subject to the approval of the
Treasury Department. o
- B.F. Goodrich Company—Considers the 30-year maximum fund-
ing period to be reasonable, but asserts that the 15-year funding period
for actuarial losses in unnecessary. : .
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Carrier Corporation, Syracuse, N.¥., John A. French, Director of
Pension and- Benefits.—Believes that various alternative asset valua-
tion methods used consistently should be allowed in place of the un-

duly restrictive “average values for five or fewer years.” -

- Colt Industries, New York, N.Y., George A. Strichman, Chairman
of the Board.—Endorses the proposed 30-year rule but objects to the
special rules for funding “experience gains and losses,” because most
fluctuations in value of the fund are temporary and such provisions
could skew investment decisions. . . o S

- Peter 8. Hanke, Secrotary. and General Counsel,- Garlock, Ine.,
Rochester, New ¥ ork—Favors 30-year amortization of .infunde
liabilities but not.the provisions in the Senate bill op funding of ex-
perience gains and losses. . . L

Hdison Electric . Institute, New York, N.Y.—Argues that the
rules regarding funding deficiencies are not actuari,&l%; reslistic be-
cause in.most cases the deficiencies result from only temporary: fluc-
tuations. ’ R .

General Mills Corporation—Prefers a 40-year. funding period to
a 30-year period. Opposes separately identifying and tunding ex-
perience gains-and losses as being unnecessary and possibly damaging
to the private pension system. S S

Kimberly Clark Corporation, Neenah, Wisconsin, Paul A. Jones,
Vice President.—Believes that the plan for the attachment of 30 per-
cent of a company’s net worth should be déleted, in view' of the pro-
vision for plan’ termination insurance. Believe that no funding re-
quirements should be imposed on profit sharing plans. j

Revere Copper and Brass, Inc., Los Angeles, California, Nathaniel
Pope, Vice President—Opposes special provisions.for funding ex-
perience gains and losses. . S

Robert E. Jensen, Counsel to IT International, Washington, D.C.—
Urges that HLR. 4200 be amended to require funding sufficient to
amortize unfunded plan. liabilities over a 40-year period since this
i3, the minimum funding provision permitted by the Accounting
Principles Board after a long study of this complex area. o

- B. Courtney Rankin, Counsel to National Bank of Detroit.—Be-
lieves that the treatment of certain salary reduction plans should
not be expanded to include plans under which an employee makes an
irrevocabll)e -decision to join a profit sharing plin with a consequent
permanent reduction in salary. ' : '

, E. Portability ‘ o

New York State Bar Association, Taw Section, R. 0. Winger, €hair-
man.—Favors the elimination of the Central Portability Fund from
the pension reform bill entirely, because ‘of the difficulty in arriving
at a specific value for vested Keneﬁ-ts under a fixed benefit pension
plan and the further difficulties encountered where the benefits under
such a plan have not been fully funded. Points out that under the bill
as explained in the Senate Finance Committee’s report, the taxation
of benefit payments from the Central Portability Fund 1s substantial-
ly different from the rules applicable to payments made directly from
qualified plans. ' o
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" Notes that if the Central Portability Fund is *established,
employers may. find it desirable, as a matter of employee relations,
to agree to transfers to the Central Portability Fund, and in
the case of plans that are not fully funded, the terminating em-
ployee will have to be given more than his pro rata share of the
plan’s assets at the expense of the remaining employees or the termi-
nating employee will have to be limited to his pro rata share of the
assets without the opportunity to participate in future funding of
the plan. Cautions that the many factors necessary to a knowledgeable
decision whether to request a transfer to a Central Portability Fund
are extremely complex and may be difficult for the employer to explain
to the employee. . , _

Points out that the bill permits up to 10 percent of the amount in
the Central Portability Fund be held by one banking institution, and
suggests that the amount that may be deposited in any one bank or
- savings and loan association should be limited to a specific multiple
of the limitation on Federal Deposit Insurance. L -

American Society of Pension Actuaries, William W. Hand, Presi-
dent.—Asks that any corporation wishing to participate in the porta-
bility program not be required to register, thus eliminating an un-
necéSsax(iy administrative expense. Feels that evidence that a plan is
qualified as tax exempt should be sufficient, to allow transfer of funds
toand from the portability fund. L .

American Life Insurance Association.—Asserts that the complex
portability structure of H.R. 4200 is made unnecessary by the sound
vesting and funding provisions, as well as by the accurate record-
keeping requirements. - L

Approves of the provision permitting an individual to reinvest
distributions from a qualified plan or from an.individual retirement
plan into another such plan without having to pay a current tax.

Chamber of Commerce of the United States, Andrew A. Melgard,
Senior Associate.—Believes that portability provisions would water
down assets held for long service employees, would change investment
practices, and would lead to smaller pension benefits. Finds it impos-
sible to visualize how equitable portable credits can be given when
such a diversity of pension and profit sharing plans exists.

Larry B. Brown, Greater Canton Chamber of ‘Commerce, Canton,
Ohio.—Considers portability to be unimportant with adequate vesting.

Scott Paper Company, Philadelphia, Pa., Arthur 'W. Hudock,
Director of Compensation and Benefits—Points out that portability
would require standardization of all actuarial and interest rate as-
sumptions among all pension plans so as to gain agreement on the
present value of the terminating employee’s nonforfeitable benefit
and thus the lump. Sum amount which is to be transferred. Feels that
portability is unnecessary since the same end result is accomplished
by vesting. ‘ .

United States Steel Corporation, William G. Whute, Vice Presi-
dent.—Cantions that voluntarv portability of vested rights should not
be adopted because it is inequitable for one who leaves his employer
before normal retirement age to receive a death benefit while no such
death benefit is payable for those who stay with their emplover. -

Chkicago Branch and Iron Company, Oak Brook, Illinois, E. J. Kel-
don, Secretary—Objects to the portability provisions and notes that
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most of those who advocate portability frequently confuse..it:With
vesting.’ Points out that although the bill provides for’ more rapid
funding, few plans will be fully funded; ang thus:the propeséd port-
ability could drain the assets of a plan and rénder the benefits of the
remalning employees less secure. B UL L e Ly X T ¥
United Aircraft Corp., East Hartford, Conn:; Harry:J. Gray, Presi:
dent —Urges rejection of portability provision. - =« il % R
American Cyanamid Company, T. P. Turchan, Vice President--
Feels that a Federal pension portability scheme is unnecessary in view
of the regulations in the areas of eligibility, vesting, funding, fiduciary
standards, and disclosure. Maintains that -the additional cost: eleijent
involved would be better utilized to afford employees'greater ‘pension
benefits. , R
N. @. Valko, President, Consolidated Biomedical Laboratories, Col-
umbus, O hio.—Considers portability to e unnecessary ‘and' expensive.
T'ravelers Insurance Companies, Mac Asbill, Jr.; Counsel——Opposes
the creation of a portability fund as an unnecessary ‘and undesir-
able intrusion of Government into'the private séctor. Maintains
that terminating employees would be sufficiently -protected: by the
enactment of the new vesting and minimum funding provisiéns, plus
the requirement that the Social Security Administration keep records
regarding the vested rights of employees. Asserts-that, if a portability
fund is to be established, the requirement that deposits to the fund must
be in “cash or in cash equivalent” is far too restrictive; . “:-:.
Edward W. Doss, Vice President and (feneral Manager; Tlie South-
ern Resin and Chemical Oo., Subsidiary to Rohm and Hass-~—Cénsiders
portability to be unnecessary and expensive, R
General Mills Corporation.—Believes adequate vesting and funding
make additional provisions for portability unnecessary. : -+
4. 0. Smith Corp., Milwaukee, Wise., Robert A.'Rettz; Vice Presi- -
dent-Finance and Treasuer——Argues that portability” would work
against the objective of discouraging excessive mobility snd would
require administrative expenses for additional staffing. - =*:+*

Spefg Rand Corporation, New York, N.¥., T. V. Hirschberg.—
Contends that provisions for portability arée unnecessary because of the
vesting and funding requirements of thebill.: " ... . 2t
Raytheon Company, Lexington, Madss., Charles F. Adaws, Chair-
man of the Board.—Asserts that the portability provisions of the bill
would create an almost impossible reporting task-en the. part -of pen-
sion plan administrators. Interprets the provisions: to require-that -a
portable benefit must be fully funded while benefits acerued to active
employers are allowed to be funded over a period of-years. Récom-
mends that the portability provisions be deleted from:the bill:
National Gypsum Company, H. B. Richardson~—Argues that title
III should be deleted entirely, with the exception of that portion which
permits a tax-free transfer of an employee’s' benefit- from one qualified
plan to a'nother. o R -““ L ",4_-_\' K ok ".'z',:.'\_'.-. .
J. Dudley Haupt, St. RBegis Paper Company.-—Believes:that pro-
visions for portability are unnecessary. - - . inenveio :
Gerald C. Eckermann, Vice President; Personnel, Kaiser Industries,
Washington, D.C.—Asserts that the vesting-and:fandihg ‘require-
" ments of the pension bill effectively meet the maid: objectivés of port-
ability.

22-782—73——6
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. Peter 8. Hanke, Secretary and General Counsel, Garlock, Inc.,
Rochester, New Y ork—Opposes any Federal requirement for port-
ability between private pension plans. P

8. J. Rosinsku, Vice President, Rohr Industiies, Inc—Thinks that
the vesting and funding provisions of the bill accomplish the objec-
tive of providing needed protection for employees.

B.F. Goodrich Company—Considers the existing vesting and fund-
ing provigions in the bill to make portability unnecessary.

“r The following also expressed opposition to portability :
- T.J. Raleigh, Dresscr Industries, Inc.. Dallas, Texas.

Forbes Mann. LTV Corp. :
William Malone, General T'elephone & Electronics Corp.

R W, Suppes, Ideal Basic Industries, Inc., Denver, Colorado.
Walter Klostermeier, First National Bank of St. Louis.

V. J. Adduci, Electronic Industries Association. ‘ o
John F. arrow, American Paper Institute. ‘
W. W. Kenney, Northern Natural Gas Co., Omaha, Nebraska.
William G. Meese. Detroit Edison.

- Edgar R. Mellon. Washington Gas Light Co.-
. William N. Bret,J r.. A. 8. Hansen Ine.. Dallas T'exas.
Robert C. MacDondld, ¥ oung Radiator Co.. Racine, W isconsin.
Arthur W. Barron, Jr.. Franciscan Sisters of the Sacred Heart,
Mokena, Illinois.

William G. Whyte, Vice President, United States Stecl Corpo-
ration. '

Edward S. Croft. Robinson-Humphrey Company, Atlanta,
Georgia.
S HV. U itchell. Guif States Paper Corporation.

B. G. Shepard, Rohm & Haos California Inc.

B. 0. Huselton, Armco Steel, Middletown, Ohio.

Edison Electric Institute. :

- Warren E. Finzi. Phelps Dodge Corp.
‘W. B, Whaley, Graybar Electric Company, Inc.

. William E. Latture, Greensboro, N.C. S
. National Steel Corporation, Pitteburgh, Pa.. George A. Stinson,
Chairman and Presz'fent. e
Boeing 'Company, Renton, Wash., Stanley M. Little, Jr.. V.P.-
Industrial & Public Relations. '
- Campbell Soup Company, Camden, N.J.. Edwin J. Foltz,
‘V.P.-Corporate Relations. '
Brooklyn Union Gas Co., Brooklyn, N.Y., John E. Heyke,
"~ Ir.. Chairman. . , :
. International Telephone & Telegraph. New York.J. 4. K ostrab,
. Director, Employee Compensation and Benefits. ‘
" Dow Chemical, Midland, Mich., Earle B. Barnes, President.
.. Ingersoll-Rand Company, Woodcliff Lake, N.J., W. L. Wearly,
‘Chairman of the Board.
© 0 Unated Services Automobile Association, San Antonio, Tex..
- Robert E. M cDermott. - ' '
-+ Tillinghast & Company, Atlanta, Georgia.
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Gulf States Paper OWpomtwn, Tusoaloo&a, Ala. H V Mm, :
chell, V. P. & T'reasurer.

Steam-Roger C’orporatzmz, D. E. Pro'voet C’ham'man emd
- President.
p Rohm and Haas Co., thladelphm, Pa V L. Gregory, Pmsza

ent.

Peavey Company, Minneapolis, Minn., Ron Kemwdy, V'Pw
Publwzf/ﬁam

Greyhound Corporation, Phoeniw, Amz Robert E. Gaobe,
V.P. Induatmal Relations and Personnel.

Green Bay Packaging, Inc.; Green Bay, Wisoe., Mam Swlaﬂ’,
Secretary. .

Kansas Association of Commerce & Industry, Topelna Kamaa,
Carl C. Nordstrom, Exec. V .P.

State Bank of Jacksonville, Jacksonville, Fla., Louie 0 Oaxay,

.. Vice President.

Aerospace Industries Association of America, Karl G HW,
Jr., President.

Colt Industries, New York, N.Y., George St’mchman, Uhazr—
man. :

Associated Oregon Industries, [van Gongleton, E'aseoutwe Vwe
President, Salem, Oregon.

William. P. Ambrogi, President, Witmoyer Labomtoms, I'nc v
Myerstown, Pa.

Samuel Gusman, President, Warren-Teed Pharmaceutwals
Columbus, Olio. .

F. Plan Termination Insurance

Chamber of Commerce of the United States, Andrew A. Melgard :
Senior Associate—Opposes the establishment of a government-oper~
ated plan termination insurance program. Feels that such a provision
may unconstitutionally subject employers to new liability. Believes
that the reinsurance proposals will produce an elaborate mechanism,
involving the most detailed regulation of every aspect of pmrate pen-
sion plan operations. .

Council on Employee Beniefits, Akron, Ohio, B. H. Hubbard Ohazr-»
man, Legislative Committee—Questions the need for plan termina-
tion insurance in light of the new vesting, funding, .and. fi-
duciary standards. Feels that private termination insurance is-a far
more desirable and feasible approach than the proposed Government»-.
managed insurance with its high costs, new bureaucracy, andi 1mpa1r-
ing regulations.

wilding and Construction dees Department, AFL-CIO, anb
Bonadio, President,—Endorses the need for Federal regulatmn to.
remedy the failure of some employers to fulfill pension promises:
Believes, however, that termination insurance is not necessary. fm!
construction.industry. plans.

Indicates that they do not approve the universal a phcatlon of the
insurance, but recommends that negotiated mul tlempfoyer plans be.in
a separate pool for rating purposes and have a. lower premiym, rather
than subject to the same flat $1 per capita tax during the first three.
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yedrs. . Suggests: setting the premium for negotiated multiemployer
plans at.one-fourth the regular rates initially, with a premium there-
afteronthe basis of a rating separate from single employer funds.

.-Seafaiers. International Union of North America (AFL-CIO),
Paul Hull; President.—Feels that plan termination insurance is not ‘
necessary for the Seafarers or multiem loyer plans. Indicates, how-
ever, that many plans (specifically sin’gﬂa employer plans) need such
insurance. Maintains that the $1 per year premium per participant
should :be' retained rather than some. other alternative that is more
complicated and more costly: - :
~Delaware. .County (Pa.) Chamber of Commerce, Samuel B. Par-
sons.—Opposes Federal insurance as adding undue cost and com-
plexity to the plans insured. -

- Amesrican Life Insurance Association—Urges that any plan termi-
nation insurance program be operated by a nonprofit corporation from
the private sector directed by persons qualified in the investment and
administration of private pension funds. Argues that private pension
plans should have the option of purchasing required termination in-
surance protection. from private companies if such insurance becomes
available, .
whe. Equitable Life Assurance Society of the United States, James
4. Attwood, Executive Vice President.—Agrees with the comments of
the-American Life Insurance Association.

- Armstrong Cork Company, Lancaster, Pennsylvania, James H.
Binns, President.—Recommends deletion of the plan termination in-
surance from the bill. Advocates a directive to the Secretary of the
Treasury to study the feasibility of a private insurance system.

. 'W. Kenney, Director, Northern Natural Gas Company, Omakha,
Nebraska.—Believes that any insurance premiums should have a rela-
tionship to- the adequacy of a particular company’s  pension plans.
Prefers the approach-contained in H.R. 9824.

** Ohicago Branch and Iron Company, Oak Brook, Illinois, E. J.
Keldon; Secretary.—QOpposes the proposed plan termination insur-
ance; not-on the basis of its cost, but primarily because of the degree to
which-an insurance‘proposal will regulate the private retirement sys-
tem, subject the ‘employer to additional liability, and create needless
new rules and regulations. Expresses confidence that it will be pos-
sible to: perfect the private system of benefit insurance which will ac-
complish the objectives in the proposed pension reform bill.

:National Steel Corporation; Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, George A.
Stinson, Chairman and Presidént.—Objects to any form of Govern-
niegt-managed insurance which is financed by premiums paid by the
employers who maintain pension plans. Maintains that such arrange-
ment would penalize the employers who manage their pension plans
souridly and: responsibly in order to assure pension benefits to em-
Ployees:of other émployers who have mismanaged their business and
pension ‘plans. Urges that the plan termination insurance provisions
g;_dé‘le from:the pension reform bill. '

‘i@t -Goachklines, Inc., J dcksonville, Florida, Charles T. H ornduckle,
Vieé ' Ppesident,  Finance~—Contends that the proposed legislation
créating Hability of employersin the case of plan termination in turn
cregtenan excessive obligation: not contemplated when current plans
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were established. Warns that companies in the midst of financial
adversity could be forced into bankruptey by these provisions, . - -
-_American Cyanamid Company, T. P. Turchan, Vice President.—
Urges deletion of the plan termination insurance provisions from the
pension reform bill because the statistics available to date do not. sup-
port inclusion of an elaborate and costly program, and since adequate.
funding requirements should eliminata the need for such insurance,
Tilinghast & Company, Atlanta, Georgia.—Considers the plan
termination insurance provisions overly elaborate, the per-employes
premiums unrealistic, and the net worth liability an impairment
to the expansion of profit-sharing plans. Feels that fermination insur-
ance is not untenable, but that it should be reworked. L
American Telephone & Telegraph Uomiiawy.—Opposes provisions
for insurance. If necessary, asserts that such insurance should be done
through the private sector and premiums should reflect the amount of
unfunded benefits which are receiving insurance coverage. S
United Aircraft Corp., East Hartford, Connecticut, Harry J. Gray,
President.—Urges rejection of plan termination insurance.” = -
A. O. Smith Corp., Milwaukee, Wisconsin, Robert A. Reitz, Vice
President, Finance and Treasurer—Believes that the history: and
statistics associated with lost benefits as a result of plan termination
do not justify the creation of a government insurance system. Notes
that the operation of an insurance system creates contingent lisbilities
Ly obligating the employér’s corporate assets, and thus could severely -
handicap an employer’s financial credit and flexibility. ' o
William J . Bradshaw, Corning Glass Works, Corning, New York.—
Recognizes a need to protect employees affected when a pension pro-
gram is terminated. Recommends that a study be made to determine
the most appropriate method for insuring against benefit losses. Sug-
gests that the results of such a study should%)é reported back to Con-
gress within one year. R
The State Bank of Jacksonville, Florida, Louie C. Casey, Jr., Vice
President.—Favors the concept of plan termination insurance, but
believes that the cost of operating a given program guaranteeing pay-
ment of pensions upon termination of a plan would exceed the benefits
that may be achieved. Recommends further study prior to enactment of
this section. A ' Y
Forbes Marnn, LTV OOrpomtion.——Argues that if any insurance
provision is necessary it should be provided by private industry whose
- rates are based on experience rather than a flat tax on all pension plan
participants. ' P
W. H. Knoell, President, Cyclops Corps., Pittsburgh, Pa.—Urges
removal of reinsurance provision ; or if not, requests that the provisions
of S. 1179 be substituted. ST
General Mills Corporation.—Believes there should be no provision
for this until there has been further study of the problems involved
in plan termination. I
Paul C. Hart, Milliman & Robertson, Inc., Portland, Orquon.-a—Sug--
gests that the $1-per-participant tax should not agply to all-employees
l%‘ut only to those employees who actually earned some benefit ¢redit
during any particular year. : ST
.. National Gypswmn Company, H. B. Richardson.—Recommends that
title IV be deleted entirely from the bill. If it is determined that in-
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surance:is necessary, feels that corporations should be able to provide
such insurance through private insurance companies.

Ford Motor Company, Dearborn, Michigan, John Sagan, Vice
Pregident.—Opposes this as leading to too much regulation of pension
plans by the government. :

- Sperry Band Corporation, New York, N.Y., T. V. Hirschberg.—
Objects to plan termination insurance as leading to excessive govern-
ment, regulation of private pension plans. .

-+ Dudley Haupt, St. Regis Paper Company.—Disapproves this pro-
vision since most pension plans are actnarially sound.

. Gerald C. Eckermann, Vice President, Personnel, K aiser I ndustries,
Washington, D.C.—Thinks that the need for termination insurance
has not beeni demonstrated.

- detna Life & Casualty Company, Hartford, Conn., Lawrence M.
Cathles, Jv., Senior Vice-President.—Supports the view that in the
event plan termination insurance is provided for in the pension reform
legislation ‘that. its goals can be move effectively accomplished on a
private basis rather than by government.

+ Raytheon Company, Lexington, Mass., Charles F. Adams, Chairman
of the Board.—Recommends that the plan termination insurance pro-
visions be deleted, or at least amended to require that: (1) termination
insurance be required only in those instances where an unfunded
vested liability exists; (2) the insurance be truly insurance, without a
subrogation clause, and with premiums established relative to the risks
involved; and (8) that such msurance ‘may. at the employer’s option,
be-purchased from the private sector.

Tosty - Baking Company, Philadelphia, Pennsylwania, Paul R.
Kaiser, Chairman of the Board.—Maintains that the plan termination
insurance provisions are not practical over the long haul unless the
* eost of the insurance can be tied to pension fund values.

Violet R. Margley, Imperial-Eastman Corporation, Chicago, Il-
tinois.—States that a termination insurance program may be bene-
ficial but believes that the premium should be determined on an in-
dividual plan evaluation basis including actuarial assumptions, the
leve] of funding, ete.

" B. V. Seaman. American Hospital Corporation, Evanston, Illi-
nois.—Argues that it is unfair to charge duplicate insurance premiums
and excise taxes for employees who participate both in a pension and
a’profit-sharing plan.
> :W.d. Crane, Uniroyal I m:orpomted.—A%rees with the necessity of
plan termination insurance. Approves of the provision that requires
premiums to be paid through a per capita tax on participants rather
than through a tax based on unfunded vested liabilities. Believes that a
per capita tax treats all employers the same and will not have a deter-
ring effect on the decisions of any company to adopt new pension plans,

- William S. Thomas, Metropolitan Life Company.—Supports the
view that any plan termination insurance program can be more effec-
tively accomplished through private insurance companies.

:- Earrier Corporation, Syracuse, N.Y. . John A. French, Director of
Pengions and Benefits—Urges further study of the feasibility of pri-
vate insurance based on the contribution history and funding ratio of
individual plans. Recommends deletion of the plan termination insur-
ance provisions in the pension bill. '
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. Aluminum Company of America, Frank P.Jones, Jriy Vice-Fresi-
dent-Government %elatiom.—Advocates the deletion: of:the g]m;teu—
mination insurance of H.R. 4200. Supports the requireients.of 3study
of a private system of pension benefit insurance.. . . .-, T Vi
Scott Paper Company, Philadelphia. Pa., Arthur Wi -Hudock.
Director of Compensation and. Benefits —Qpposes a complex: Federal
system for insuring pension benefits because such a program- willivesubt
In complete regulation of pension plans, and because the amount:if
1l:eneﬁts actually lost does not warrant the creation of a new Federal
ureau. o .
United States Steel Corporation, William G. Whyte, Vice Piigsi-
dent—Recommends deletion of the plan termination. inswramecespro-
visions and the substitution of a study to be conducted during the next
two years to see if such a program is necessary in view. of the serious
doubts raised by the testimony on this subject; = T
C. E. Bertrand, Reading Company, Philadelphia, Pa-~~Xpproves of
the Government-financed reinsurance program but’ suggests:that the
program become effective at the date of enactment of the legislation
rather than on January 1, 1977, Believes that insurance is needed dur-
111%t]')at eriod as much as any other time. oLl
red Birdsong, Vice President, Research and-Development, Blue
Bell, Inc., Greensboro, N.C.—Supports the: concept. of insurance. but
recommends that the premiums not be charged to companies who have
already funded their plans. 4 g o
W. F. Dewey, Assistant to Financial Vice President, Blus: Bell,
Ine., Greensboro, N.C.—Considers plan insurance as not nnreasonable,
but strongly objects to requiring payment of premiums by: conrpanies
who have no unfunded liability. R S
Peter S. Hanke, Secretary and General Counsel; Garlock, Inc.,
Rochester, New ¥ ork.—Believes that any attempted cure foithe prob-
lem that a small percentage of employers go out of business each year
and have pension plans with assets that are less than thie vested bene-’
fit rights should be cured in such a way as not to burden all pension
plans with direct premium costs and administrative costs. . . ..
Paul C. Hart, FSA, Portland, Oregon.—Worries that the premium
vate of $1.00 for each participant will apply to all employees on whom
contributions are being made even though some such employees may
have worked only five or ten total hours during a year: Believes the
result could be that the trust pays more for administration and -
premjum than is collected in contributions. Sees a more appropriate
premium base as the number of participants who actually earn:some
benefit credit during any year. : - I
John A. Connors, FCA, Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey.—Asserts
that the provision setting the liability of an employer in case:of termi-
nation at a maximum of 80 percent of the employer's net. worth ‘will
seriously curtail the extension of private pension plans-to that one-half
of the nation’s work force not now covered. e C
Believes that tax deduction to the employer should be disallowed for
any payments to the pension benefit guaranty corporation with respect
to liability for a plan termination. AT S
Calvin Fowler, Cocoa, Floride.—Considers the pension.termina-
tion insurance proposals to be seriously detrimental: ta;the.apera-
tion of private pension plans through restriction on operation from
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by some employers and unions in providing excess benefits without
proper financial backing. Contends that private insurance is a much
more practical solution without the serious handicaps that would arise
from. Government insurance with the attendant regulations.

Mrs.; Emma Richter, St. Louis, M o.—Urges inclusion of reinsurance
f(l)r pension plans to insure that she will get benefits of the pension
plan. ' :

The following also expressed opposition to the proposed Govern-
ment reinsurance system:

T.J. Raleigh, Dresser Industries, Ine., Dallas, Texas.

William Mg aline, General Telephone & Electronics Corp.

J. B. McGovern, Nabisco, Inc. :

B. W.Suppes, Ideal Basic Industries, Inc., Denver, Colorado.

Walter Klostermeier, First National Bank of St. Louis.

V. J. Adduci, Electronics Industries Association.

John F. Darrow, American Paper Institute.

William G. Meese, Detroit Edison.

William N. Bret,Jr., A. S. Hansen, Inc., Dallas, Texas.

R.J. Grunewald, Morton-Norwich Products, Chicago, ITinois.

Robert 0. MacDonald, ¥ oung Radiator Co.. Racine, Wisconsin.

Arthur W. Barron, Jr., Franciscan Sisters of the Sacred Heart,
Mokena, Illinois. :
GEdzqard 8. Croft, Robinson-Humphrey Company, Atlanta,

eorgia.

Jnoage i RB. Layton, Sun Oil Company.

H. V. Mitchell, Gulf States Paper Cyorporation.

W. G. Horney, Owens-1llinois Co.

John F. Simons, Continental Can Company, Ine.

B. C. Huselton, Armco Steel, Middletown, O kio.

Edison Electric Institute.

Warren E. Finzi, Phelps Dodge Corp. '

W. B. Whaley, Graybar Electric Company, Inc.

Boeing Company, Renton, Wash., Stanley M. Little, Jr., V.P.-
Industrial & Public Relations.

Campbell Soup Company, Camden, N.J., Edwin J. Folta,
V.P.-Corporate Relations. '

International Telephone & Telegraph, New York, J. 4. Kos-
trab, Director, Employee Compensation and Benefits.

Dow Chemvical, Midland, Mich., Earle B. Barnes. President.

Ingersoll-Rand Company, Woodcliffe Lake, N.J. w W. L. Wearly,
Chairman of the Board. '

American International Group, Inc., New V. ork, Maurice R.
Greenberg, President.

Peavey Company, Minneapolis, Minn., Ron K ennedy, V.P.-
Public Afairs.

Agway, Inc., Mac Asbill, Jr., Counsel, Washington, D.C.

. Daniel J. Little, Attorney, Chicago, I11.
+_Red Kap Industries, Nashville, Tenn., W. Frank Evans,

President. . o -
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it . . \Green Bay Packaging, Ine., Green Bay, Wisc.,-Maw. Sielaff,
LT Seerptary. . T T
« ... Hansas Association of Commerce & Industry, Topeka, Kansas,
- »i,-Carl Q. Nordstrom, Exec. V.P. . S - S
s . Aerospace Industries Association of - America, Washington,
. D.C.,Karl G. Harr,Jr., President. ' SR '
. Colt -Industries, - New York, N.Y.. George A. Strichman,
Chairmem. - - . i
. B.F.Goodrich Company. - = . . L
s, Q. Rosinski, Vice President,-Rohr Industries, Inc.

G. Fiduciary Standards

“ New Y ork State Bar Association, Tax Section, R. 0. Winger, Chair-
mgn—Claims that the definitions of prohibited transactions, the
transition rules providing grace periods for compliance, .and other
saving provisions with respect to existing situations. as set: out for
amendment to the Welfare and Pension Plans Disclosure Act and the
Internal Revenue Code contain a mimber of inconsistencies and seem-
ing discrepancies, including provisions relating to: . | e
' ,(1;_ Purchase and holding of employer securities; -
" (2) Grace.period and ot%er transition rules for divesting pro-
hibited holdings; and _ .
. (3) Sanctions against parties-in‘interest and fiduciaries for
engaging in prohibited transactions. o
American Institute of Certified Public Accountants, Division of
Federal Taxation.—Favors the proposal for shifting the burden
arising from prohibited transactions to the persons who engage in such.
transactions by the imposition of an excise tax. : o
Oregon-Oredit Union League, Portland, Oregon, Thomas 8. Augus-
tine, Managing Director—Supports an amendment which would per-
mit the investment of retirement funds in shares or debt obligations:
of banks, credit unions, mutual savings banks, and savings and loan.
associations.’ i . . -
Joseph R. Layton, Sun Oil. Company.—Opposes the provision re--
quiring a pension trust fund to divest itself of all employer securities
In excess of 7 percent of the fund market value within 10 years. States
that in the case of his company, large contributions of stock were
made to provide for plan funding at levels significantly beyond. the
ninimum requirements of law. Believes that forced divestiture of this
Stock would significantly depress the stocks trading value plus.work-
ing to the detriment of the pension trust beneficiaries. Urges that any

h:lnts on investment in employer securities be applied prospectively-
only.

William N. Bret, Jr., Hansen, Inc., Dallas, Texas.—Arguesthat the
provision limiting pension investments in securities of the employer to
no more than 7 percent is too restrictive and should be raised to at least
25 percent. States that in addition any new limit should not force the
sale of securities now held by pension trusts. , o

Mead, Ine., Sidney @. g awkes, Manager, Washington Affairs—
Opposes the severe restrictions on the ability of fiduciaries to.diversify
pension fund investments by entering into lease transactions with or
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Acquiring the securities of employers and employer groups. Maintains
that the prudent man, adequate consideration and diversification rules
of the pension reform bill and the Intérnal Revenue Code are-adequate
and eflective safeguards against the abuses which the 7-percent limita-
‘tion was designed to curb. Recommends that, if a limit is to be imposed,
that the limit in investment in employer securities be increased to 10
percent, with an additional 10 percent allowed to be invested in em-
ployer leases. - R

Peter 8. Hanke, Secretary and General Counsel, Garlock, Ine.,
Rochester, New York.—Asserts that most existing abuses are 1llegal
under present law, but indicates that a Federal standard of responsi-
bility of fiduciaries of pension funds is-not unacceptable to in ustry
_ provided that the standards are reasonable and involve small adminis-

trative costs. : e

H. P. Kneen, Jr., International Business Machines Corporation.—
Feels that the bill should recognize the- fact that fiduciary - respon-
sibility is lodged in several different. people and organizations by per-
mitting apportionment of the totdl fiduciary responsibility among all
such parties with respect to a particularplan.. ~— . T -

S. J. Rosinski, Vice President, Roh» Industries, Inc.—Objects to the
7-percent limitation on investment in a company’s own securities since
this provision bears no relation to the economic soundness of ‘the com-
pany. Thinks that a prudent man rule will be sufficient to protect the
employees. Favors a sliding scale based on some independent evalua-
tion of the securities in question such as the Standard & Poor rating.

Kelly W. 1som, Capital Exchangé Corporation, Las Vegas, Ne-
vada.—Urges that the prohibited transaction section contain an exemp-
tion for the purchase of employer securities by a stock bonus plan.

Johnson & Johnson Company, New Brunswick, New Jersey.——
Argues that the requirement for divestiture of ‘holding of employer
stock to-the extent such exceeds 7 percent of the value of the fund is
too harsh and particularly unnecessary in the case of widely market-
able securities. Believes the provisions should be changed to permit
vetention of present holdings and to limit prospective acquisitions
to 10 percent. ~ '

Tasty Baking Company, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, Paul R.
Kaiser, Chairman of the Board.—Objects to the 7-percent limit, on in-
vestments in employers’ securities and employer-related real estate
and equipment. Notes that approximately one-third of the company’s
pension fund assets are in the form of corporate assets leased to the
employer. Fears that the provisions uiring divestiture of company
assets over a five-to-10-year period could result in severe hardship.

Macbeth Hardware Co., San Francisco, Calif., William E. Macbeth,
President.—Protests the omission of an exemption in H.R. 4200 for
purchase of employer’s securities by employee stock bonus plans.

American International Group, Inc., New York, N.Y. .y Maurice R.
Greenberg, President.—Proposes that there should be some sort of
grandfather provision for plans which already have more than 7 per-
cent of their assets invested in the sponsoring company’s securitzes, so
that divestiture would not be required while additional investment is
prohibited. : o , :
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' Richard M. Acheson; Jr.,” Attorney, Pacific. Palisades, (alif —Re-
quests revision of.the prohibited transaction provision of H.R. 4200
so that the employer would be permitted to make loans to. a stock
bonus trust to enn.gle the trust to purchase employer stock. Suggests,
-also, that a-10=percent 6r more sharcholder .(or any party in interest)
should be permitted teo-extend credit to the trust to enable it to pur-
‘chase employer stock on an installment basis.--. <« - .

Robert E. Jensen, Counsel to IU International, Washington, D.C.—
Approves of ‘the proposals of H.R. 4200 for. improved ‘disclosure of
pension .fund management transactions and éemployee rights.

Marvin Goodson, Attorney, Beverly Hills, California.—Believes
that stock bonus plans which. in the past have served as a positive in-
centive for corporate employees will be destroyed by the new legisla-
tion. Sees this result because most-stock bohus: plans are in closely-
held companies and the bill prohibits the purchase of stock from a con-
trolling shareholder or from ‘members of a controlling shareholder’s
family. Asserts:that in 90 percent .of the: purchases for a stock bonus
plan the seller fits the definition of “a party in interest.” - . - -

Robert L. Lane, Attorney, Phoeniz, Arizona.—Qpposes any pro-
vision that prevents pension plans of medium-sized companies from
lending money to the companies.- L , -

-Joseph 8. Schuchert; Jr., Attorney, Los Angeles, Calif —Urges the
Committee on Ways and Means to revise the prohibited transaction

rovisions' of H.R. 4200 to permit. the purchase of employer stock
from a. “party-in-interest” by a stock bonus trust and to permit loans
or other extension of credit from a “party-in-interest” to a stock bonus
trust. Contends that this prohibition will make it very difficult, if not
impossible, for many stock .bonus trusts to acquire employer stock.
Notes that this situation is particularly critical since the definition
ofa stock bonus plan includes the requirement that-the trust distribute
benefits in employer stock: Submits for consideration wording for
exceptions and amendments to H.R. 4200 which would allow the above
transactions. - - x o
. .H. T. Cotter, Oxnard; Cdalifornia—Urges that the prohibited
transactions section of HL.R. 4200 be amended to provide an exemp-
tion for the purchase of employer’s securities by a stock bonus plan
‘and for the the guarantee by the employer or other party in in-
terest for loans to stock bonus plans for t{\e urchase of employer’s
-securities. Maintains that the current proposes legislation arbitrarily
-and inequitably defeats the efficient acquisition of ownership of com-
-pany’s stock by employees covered by such plans. ‘ B

Wayne D. Hudson, San Francisco, California.—Asks that the pro-
hibited transaction section of H.R. 4200 be amended to contain an
.exemption for the purchase of employer’s securities by a stock bonus
-plan and for the guarantee by the employer of loans to stock bonus
‘plans for the purchase of employer securities. -

Douglas S. Shewin, Ann Arbor, Mich.—Qbjects to the omission of
exemptions from H.R. 4200 which would allow gualified stock bonus
plans to purchase employer’s securities and would allow guarantee by
the employer of loans for the purchase of company securities. Feels
that this effectively prevents any significant participation by em-
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‘ployees in the ownership of their-company and deprives the country
of an opportunity -to: broaden the distribution -of capital. . - .

The following also recommiend: an exception. to the prohibited trans-
-actions provisions which.would allow stock bonus plans.to purchase
employer securities and would allow employers to guarantee.loans for
such purposes: -~ .. ... 0T

Kenneth Goodin; Sam Frangisco, California.

Baeing -Company,:Renton, Wash., Stanley M, Little, V.P.—In-
- Qustrial & Public. Relations.. - . .- o

Stearns-Roges Conporation; -D. E. Provest, Chairman and
President.: - . gy . R
- Kelly W. Isom, Lak Yegas, Nevada. - Lo ,

Richard B. Miller, Managing Editor, the Bankers Magazine,
Boston, Mass. - - e . -

Greyhound. Corporation; Phoeniw, Ariz.,: Robert E. Gocke,
V.P—Industrial Relations and Personnel. - S

H. Reporting and Disclosure

American - Institute of Certified -Public Accountants, Division of
Federal Taxation—Endorses the provision in H.R. 2 requiring that
independent audits be conducted by qualified independent public ac-
countants in aceordance with:generally accepted ‘auditing standards.
Believes that any proposed legislation dealing with employee-bene-
fit funds should include a definition of those persons qualified to
conduct audits of such funds. Accepts the definition of a qualified in-
dependent auditor which was adopted .by the General Accounting
Office in September 1970. Endorses the disclosure and reporting re-
‘quirements of sections 104(a) and (b) of H.R. 2, but opposés such
requirements of sections 502(p) and (q) of H.R. 4200 because they
are too cumbersome and may adversely affect regulatory-supervision.

American Life Insurance ‘Association.—Supports the provision of
H.R. 4200 relating to disclosure of fiduciary standards. Suggests that
the initial reporting date be extended beyond January 1, 1974, to
¥Ilow adequate lead time for the promulgation of regulations and

orms. : »

Building and Construction Trades Department; AFL-CI0O, Frank
Bonadio, President—Favors.a later date than 1974 for initial report-
ing by plans of the identification and status of each terminated em-
ployee who has a vested right. -

Points out that many multiemployer plans have no precise records
as to who is vested or not. Indicates that they could not do so by 1974.

New York State Bar Association, Tax Section, R. O. Winger, Chair-
man.—States that the bill is not clear as to the nature of the required
notice to employees informing them that the employer has submitted
a request for a determination of the plan’s ‘qualification. Questions
whether each employee must be given actual written notice of the apph-
cation for determination, whether posting on the bulletin board would
be sufficient notice, or whether copies ‘of the application have to be-
made available to each employee? Recommends .that -this point be
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clarified either in the statutory. languagé or in the Ways and- Means
Committee report.. Suggests, also, ti;,b it be 'made clear that certain:
confidential information need not be. made -available to an employee
intervening in:a declaratory judgmient proceeding. Urges that the
compensation data for the 25 higﬁ:}t' paid plan participants as re-
quired in the application for qualification not Ee open to public
. Inspection. . - ‘ o
* Delaware County (Pa.) Chamber of. Commerce,-Samuel B. Par-
sons.—Favors the disclosure provisions of the bill. = - ‘

Gilpert Dwyer, Kennecott Copper Oorp.—Finds no limitation in the
bill on the number of times an employee can request an individual state-
ment of his entitlement under a plan. Believes that some limit such as
one every three years should be placed on the number of requests to
prevent harassment of employers by disaffected employees. :

Argues that the requirement of an annual independent audit.and
the requirement that the plan submit to the Federal Government all de-
tails of the fund and its transactions lar ely duplicate each other.
Recommends that the filing. requirements be eliminated. -

H. P. Kneen, Jr., International Business M ackines Corporation.—
Believes that the reporting réquiremént should call only for aggre-
gate information not specific holdings and transactions, with the

ecretary of the Treasury having power to call for detail when
appropriate. e R oo T _

American Telephone & Telegraph Company.—Asserts that there is
10 need to burden plans and regulators with accumulating details on
every single transaction. ' ' o ‘

Carnation Company, Los Angeles, Colifornia, J. H. Moynard, As-
8istant Vice President.—Asserts that because of the extreme com-
plexity of the pension reéform bill it will cléarly increase the adminis-
trative burdens and costs of most plans. Urges the committée to keep
in mind the practieal consideration that for a company to remain in
business it can spend only so much money on fringe geneﬁts, Notes
that many of the burdensome administrative chores are not productive
and will reduce the amount of money a company can spend for the
employees, g - ' ' _ ‘ ‘

National Gypsum Company; H. B. Richardson.—Qpposes the re-
quirement that personal and’confidential information aboit the: top-
25 employees under the plan be disclosed. . o s

George A. Strichman, Colt Industries, New ¥ ork, N.¥Y —Objects
to the very elaborate reporting requirements and administrative ma-
chinery contemplated by the genate bill. Believes it will lead to un-'
usually burdensome costs which will ultimately be borne by the retirees.

Don H. Neufeld, Copolymer Rubber and OZémic‘al Company, Baton,
Rouge, Louiswna.—'(%nsiders the statistical reportin amf/ mathe-
matical computation requirements of the Senste bill to ﬁe so volumin-
ous and onerous on the employer as to require a host of accountants
and .attorneys.: Contends that these provisions will tend to restrict
the growth of private pension plans. _ . o

Lawrence J. Gilsdorf, President, Trust Consultants, Inc., San Fran-
eisco, Calif —Points out that H.R. 4200 would require six new reports
and two new Treasury returns to be filed each year by each adminis-
trator, no matter how small. Maintains. that these reports could
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literally force many small firms to forego use of plans entirely. Com-
plains of the complexity of Government regulations,:the numerous.
variety of governmental taxes, and the sheer volume of reports to be:
made to the Government by small businesses. Requests particular at-
tention to simplifying the reporting requirements imposed - upon small
business. : : : S :

. Peter 8. Hanke, Secretary and General Counsel, Garlock, Inc., Roch-
ester, New York.—Indicates that the company should disclose to its
employees their rights and -benefits under its retirement plans. Con-
tends that they should not, however, have to report complex data to the
-Government. . . -

T. Rowe Price Associates, Fne., Baltimore, Maryland, Charles W.
Shaeffer, Chairman and President.—Maintains that the bill will result
in an administrative morass and that all employers-will be required to
make complex annual analyses for every employee’s benefits,; which
will also involve extensive additional actuarial, accounting, and legal
expenses. - - S ' -

Joseph P. Mulhern, Attorney, Chicago. I1liniois.—Feels that no over-
riding public purpose would be served by requiring business entities
to make sensitive compensation information available to the public
generally as required by the pension reform bill.

I. Administration and Enforcement

Chamber of Commerce of the United States, Andrew A. Melgard,
Senior Associate—Favors retaining authority over pension legislation
in the Treasury Department. Believes that the unmatched and in-
valuable expertise of the Internal Revenue Service makes it the best
agency to enforce the complex laws. Opposes the creation of any new
Labor Department bureaucracy because it ' would be costly, inefficient,
and potentially dangerous to the welfare of covered employees. - i

Building and Construction Trades Department, AFL-CIO, Frank
Bonadio, President.—Notes that H.R. 4200 would authorize the Secre-
tary of the Treasury to investigate welfare-and pension plans to-deter-
mine if any violations have occurred, with such-investigations or audits
being made as often as once a year or shorter if reasonable cause for
suspecting a violation.- C

Snggests that audits or investigations be limited as they are under
the New York Disclosure Act to once every 5 years, with more frequent
investigations if reasonable cause determined. Points out that audit
each year are expensive, =~ = s

- Contends that there is no justification for the.per capita tax for
administrative and enforcement purposes. Maintains that such admin-
istration be financed from general revenues as is. other enforcement
activities of the Government. . : _—

Larry R. Brown, Greater Canton Chamber of Commerce. Canton,
Okio—Maintains that administration should bé retained in the Treas-
ury Department. - L

Arthur L. Foxx 11, Director, Professional - Drivers Council for
Safety.and Health. Washington, D.C.—Objects to the provision per-
mittine unions and employers. to .agree upon “alternate procedures”
other than impartial arbitration-forthe settlement of pension disputes..

5
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Asserts that where a union is also acting in an administrative or trust~
eeship capacity over pension fund, its Interests.are in conflict, with its
members who are the beneficiaries. Believes that in these cases the.
“alternate procedure” could - work to.the detriment of the.beneficiaries.
Delaware County (Pa.) Ohamber of . Commerce, Samuel B, Par-
sons.—Recommends. retention of pension plan administration.in the
Treasury Department. . R L e :
John ' A. Wilson, Diamond Shamrock Corporation, Cleveland,
Olio.—Asserts. that administration by both the IRS and the Labor.
Department is wasteful, time consuming.and bureaucracy-building.
Believes that the IRS with its expertise could cover any added features
of pension plans provided under the bill. . : :
National Steel Corporation, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, George A.
Stinson, Chairman. and President—QOpposes . the. “excise tax for
auditing, etc.” Suggests that the additional expenses incurred should
be financed from general funds., . - ' L
Edward: 8. COroft, Robinson-Humphrey Company, Atlanta, Geor-
gia.—States that the definitions of “fiduciary” and “’party in interest”
are overbroad ‘and.overrestrictive. Contends that the administration of
retirement plans will be bampered and unacceptable risks will be cre-

ated for those who administer the retirement plans. = :

States that the provisions of the bill providing ready access to the
court and other review bodies for class actions will invite oppressive
litigation.

William Malone, General Telephone and Electronics Corp.—~—En-
courages the adoption of provisions which retain the current Treasury
Department jurisdiction over the pension regulation field. -

W. F. Dewey, Assistant to Financial Vice President, Blue Bell, Inc.,
G'reensboro, N.C.—Feels that the Internal Revenue Service should
have most of the administrative responsibilities for pension plans
rather than the Labor Department. - - - S

American Cyanamid Company, T. P. Turchan, Vice President.—
Supports provisions in H.R. 10489 which would vest total responsibil-
ity for administration of all phases of the act exclusively with the
Secretary of the Treasury.. . - S S

_ Greyhound Corporation, Phoeniw. Arizona, Robert E. Gocke, Vice
President-Industrial Relations and -Personnel—Opposes -the per
employee per year: additional tzx and the additional disclosure and
audit ‘requirements of H.R. 4200, because they will add even more
paper work to the Executive Branch’s cramped and little used files
in this area. A :

Gilpert Dwyer, Kennecott Copper Corp—Qbiects to a vast dupli-
cation of administration -between the Labor Department. and the
Treasurv Department which imposes. unnecessarily burdensome ex-
penses and creates the risk of conflicting interpretations between the
two départments. © : ... Co s o S
- Employee Benefit Plans, Inc...Colorado Springs, Colorado, Henry
T. Clooper.—Calls attention to the fact that the area of professional
qualifications has been left to the States.- Indicates that the provision
in the pension reform bill which allows the. Treasury. Department. to
approve who is or is not.an-actuary could be unconstitutional. Recom-
mends that the bill be amended to read that the IRS.could. establish
such standards and rules in the absence of such State legislation.
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Points out, also, that inflexibility of most- provisioris of the pension-
reform bill make an actuary unnecessary since no ‘actuarial judg-
ment is necessary. o L
- Urges that the legislation provide the IRS with control of ac-
ceptable ranges of assumptions'and cost methods, while leaving the
particular assumptions and methods within those ranges to the
Judgment of the actuaries. : '

National Gypsum Company, H. B. Richardson, Financial Manager
of Employce Benefits.—Believes the $1.00 per participant excise tax
to be used to defray the costs of annual fund audits is unnecessary in
view of the prior requirement that each fund B¢ subjected to an inde-
pendent audit. '

J. Limitations on Contributions

Honorable Charles H. Percy, United States Senator, Illinois.—In-
dicates that the $75,000 limit should not apply to “defined-contribu-
tion™ plans (profit sharing) because the employee should be able to
benefit from the growth in his investment. Does not believe it was
the Senate’s intention to so include “defined-contribution” plans under
the $75,000 limitation. ‘

Chamber of Commerce of the United States, Andrew A. Melgard,
Senior Associate—Urges that any limit on deductions for contribu-
tions on behalf of corporate employees be eliminated, and that all
sections referring to “proprietary employees” be deleted.

American Institute of Cervtified Public Accountants, Division of
Federal Taxation—~—QOpposes the special limitations on contributions
to plans covering self-employed individuals. Maintains that there
should be no distinction between plans covering self-employed indi-
viduals and those covering corporate employees. Strongly supports,
however, the proposed amendments to increase the deductible contri-
bution under self-employed plans as an attempt to achieve greater
equity than currently exists, :

American Life Insurance Association.—Rejects the concept of try-
ing to obtain uniformity by limiting deductions available for quali-
fied pension and profit sharing plans established by corporations.
Asserts that any such effort, whether directed at all corporate plans
or merely at the owners of closely held businesses, not only raise
serious questions of tax equity but also run directly counter to efforts
to encourage the growth and expansion of the private retirement
system.

American Society of Pension Actuaries, William W. Hand, Presi-
dent—Believes title VII should be completely rewritten so as to elim-
inate any reference to any special category of employees referred to-
as “proprietary employees,” : '

Proposes that the maximum pension benefit permitted under-any
plan should not be 875,000 but should be $100,000 times a fraction
the numerator of which is the maximum annual compensation taxable
under Social Security for that year, and the denominator of which
is $12.000 (the maximum compensation covered by Social Security
taxes in 1974). Considers this formula to provide an adequate inflation

adjustment. : ,
Eugene L. Vogel, Chairman, Committee on Tawation, The Associa-
tion of the Bar of the City of New York.—Urges that the same limi-
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_tations apply to self-employed individuals as are applied to corporate
employees. Thinks this would simplify the Internal ﬁevenue Code and
help achieve.the desirable goal of uniformity oftax treatment of
similarly situated taxpayers. ' ‘

Pennsylvania Institute of Certified Public Accountants, Philip G.
Zink, J7r., President.—Urges favorable consideration of H.R. 4200;
and in particular, approves of increasing the contributions limit for
self-employed individuals to $7,500. C o
.. Associated Oregon Industries, Ivan Gongleton, Ewecutive Vice
President, Salem, Oregon.—Considers the limit on pension benefits to
75 percent of compensation to be unacceptable. o '

Larry BR. Brown, Greater Canton Chamber of Commerce, Canton,
Ohio—Opposes any change that would impose a limitation on con-
tributions to corporate pension plans. :

Delaware County (Pa.) Chamber of Commerce, Samuel B. Par-
sons.—Objects to limitations on pension plans for self-employed, fam-
ily-owned, and; small business corporations, ,

The Medical Society of New Jersey, Trenton, N.J., Vincent A.
Maressa, Executive Director.—Urges the committee to give careful
and favorable consideration to the provisions of H.R. 4200 which
would increase the limit and percentage of income that could be placed
in a tax-qualified pension plans by a self-employed individual.

The Medical Society of the State of New ¥ ork, Lake Success, N.Y .,
Henry I. Fineberg, M.D., Executive Vice President.—Endorses the
provision of H.R. 4200 which would increase the present annual limits
on contributions to retirement programs by self-employed individuals
from $2,500 or 10 percent of earnings to $¥,500 or 15 percent.of earn-
ings, whichever ig less. Questions, however, the desirability of the
provision in the bill limiting pension benefits for corporate employees,
especially employees of professional service corporations. .

‘Arthur J. 8t. Martin, Procter & Gamble Employees Association.—
Urges that the limitations on benefits be reworded so that profit shar-
ing plan benefits are clearly excluded. Feels that otherwise union
members will be adversely affected. :

.. Council on Employee Benefits, Akron, Okio, B. F. Hubbard, Chair-
man, Legislative Committee—Advocates the elimination of the fixed-
.dollar limitation on maximum pensions as being inconsistent with the
‘basic compensation and tax policy. :

Martin Vaagen, President, Independent Radionic Workers of
America, Chicago, Illinois—Proposes the elimination of the 75-per-
cent of compensation benefits limit. States that. profit sharing plans te
which his union members belong have been quite successful and that
most union members would-be affected by this legislation. -~
. H. P. Kneen, Jr., International Business Machines Corporation.—
Opposes the limitations on pension benefits. Thinks that the $75,000
2 year maximum pension discriminates against highly paid employees
and, will, in many cases, result in an effective limitation of much less
than $75,000. Also, feels that the 75-percent. limitation will adversely
affect many lower-paid employees since. some companies like. IBM
have voluntarily passed along pension improvements:to previously
retired -employees to offset the effect of inflation on ‘pension benefits.
In such cases, the resulting benefit rate can eventually substantially
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exceed 75 percent of the pay'level which existed many years earlier
when the employee 'retii‘édl.) e e TR e

General Motors Corporation, Detroit, Michigan, R. C. Gérstenberg,
Chairman.—QObjects to these limitations in ths belief that the current
limitations that prohibit discriminatory practices are satisfactory in
preventing abuse of the tax deduction for pension plan contributions.
Also believes-that the 75-percent limit may affect' many low-paid em-
ployees adversely. : o '

Ford Motor Company, Dearborn, Mickigan, Jokn Sagan, Vice
President —Urges rejection of any such limitations on corporate pen-
sion plans as being unwaranted ‘interference by the government in
normal business negotiations with their employees. ‘

International Telephone and'Telegmp;L),' . A. Kostrab, Director,
Employee Compensation and Benefits.—Requests that the legislation
be clarified and revised so that it cannot be interpreted as setting a
limit on pensions that can be paid and so that a pension plan will not
be disqualified by provisions for possible pensions in excess of $100,000,
even though there is a limitation on the tax deductions for contribu-
tions in excess of the contribution to support such pensions.

H. B. Richardson, Financial Manager of Employee Benefits, Na-
tional Gypsum ('ompany.—Objects to the limitation of pension benefits
to 75 percent of compensation calculated with a maximum of $100,000
of compensation. Believes that if some restriction on the amount of pen-
sion benefits is required, the restriction should bée purely a percentage of
compensation restriction with no maximum compensation. Questions
whether the limitation on contributions for qualified plans is a limita-
tion on the deductibility of contributions or if exceeding the limitation
would disqualify the plan. ' C -

United States Steel Corporation, William G. Whyte, Vice Presi-
dent.—Qpposes the ceiling on benefits because it has long been an
American tradition that retirement income should be related to pre-
retirement income. Maintains that no specific ceiling is necessary or
appropriate since existing law requires a test of reasonableness in de-
termining the level of both pre- and post-retiremerit income. '

Container Corporation o Aimerica, R. D. Bittendender, Senior Vice
President-Personnel.—Objects strongly to the provisions-of H.R. 4200
which would arbitrarily limit company contributions for éemployees
covered by the company’s stock bonus plan. Reports that the company
contributes annually a sum of- up to 10 percent of each.participating
employee’s annnal base salary to the stock bonus plan, and that such
plan has been considered. by management as playing a key role in the
motivation of its employees. : '

Maintains that sections 706(f) and 704(a) (1) (C) of H.R. 4200
would severely curtail benefits for many long-service employees, would
lessen the incentive value of their plan, and would impose great ad-
ministrative burdens on plan administration. Points out that whether
or »ot deductible contributions can-be made to an'employee’s account
will depend entirely upon the market value of shares of stock which
are Jhels by the plan. Submits an analysis which indicates that many:
modestly paid employees would have their benefits significantly cur--
taiiled by the limitations on company contributions to such stock bonus
plans: o Rl C
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. Sperry -Rand Corporation, New York, N.Y., T. V. Hirschberqg.—
‘Opposes limits on pension benefits since they limit the amount:a
corporation may pay an employee. Believes that the intent of such a
law should be to disallow tax deductions for contributions in excess of
those necessary to provide the 75 percent ceiling; not to. disqualify an
entire plan which provides such excess contributions to certain em-
ployees., Opposes any ceiling on stock bonus, profit sharing plans, and
money purchase plans. Recommends that section 706(f) of H.R. 4200
be deleted. - : - , S

Alumirum Company of America, Frank P. Jones, Jr., Vice Presi-
dent-Government Relations.—Objects to the ceiling on benefits be-
cause such a limit is not necessary to protect the pl%blic, interest and
instead creates a new area of discrimination. ‘ A

Scott Paper Company; Philadelphia, Pa., Arthur W. Hudock, Di-
rector of Compensation and Benefits.—Believes that there should be
no.ceilings on geneﬁ'ts since most pension and profit sharing plans pro-
vide benefits. which are related to earnings and service. Notes that the
Internal Revenue Service already provides strict controls which pro-
hibit any discrimination in the plan in favor of highly compensated
employees. , . o L : :

- Carrier Corporation, Syracuse, N.Y ., John A. French, Director of
Pensions and. Benefits.—Disagrees with the maximum. limits set on
the amount of pension that an individual may receive; but if a maxi-
mum pension limit is to be set, proposes that.provisions be made for
adjustments due to the effects of inflation. : -

Neil McKay, First National Bank of Chicago—States that if the
75-percent-of-pay benefit limitation applies to combined benefits from
both pension and profit sharing plans the benefits available to a large
range of employees of America’s largest. corporations will be sub-
stantially reduced. o _ . .

First National City Bank, New York, N.Y., George M. Lingua,
Senior Vice President.—States that the primary intent of the Senators
sponsoring the amendments providing for a ceiling on benefits was to
Iimit or reduce pensions for only a relatively small population.of
senior corporate executives. Points out that to the contrary, the limita-
tion has a far broader reach affecting many of the lower paid corpo-
rate employees. . ... ‘ ' o :

~Argues that the limitations would tend to weaken the ability of
medium size and smaller companies in competing for top management.
talent with large corporations better able to pay large salaries and
bonuses ‘currently. Maintains that the .compensation emphasis will
merely shift much more to current salaries and bonuses and away from
deferred benefits. Claims that the limitations will also have an adverse
effect on competition for executives and managers on a global basis
by multinational corporations not operating under such limitations.
Questions the wisdom of placing arbitrary legal limits of any kind on
the compensation which individuals can receive in our society. . .

Charles E. Denny, Radio Corporation of America.—Assertsthat the
present. provision setting a ceiling on benefits does not clearly define
the value of employees contributions:to a retirement program. Be-
lieves that employee contributions must be exempted from the ceiling
of benefits and that this exemption must be clearly. stated in the
legislation.
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Zenith RBadio Corp., Eugene M. Kinney, Senior Vice President.—
Requests removal of the proposed $75,000 limit for profit sharing
trusts because this would remove certain incentives and penalize em-
ployees 'who are expecting growth in their retirement funds. .

Carnation Company, Los Angeles, California, J. H. Maynard, As-
sistant Vice President—Contends that the limitations on deductible
contributions to qualified pension.and profit sharing plans of H.R.
4200 will cause the contributions made to profit sharing plans to be
diminished with a corresponding decrease in employee’s beneéfits. Feels
that the effect of the bill could be virtually to eliminate qualified profit
sharing plans in situations where the employer also provides a pension
plan for the same employees. Believes that the present Code restric-
tion of 15 percent of the compensation of the covered: employees is
reasonable and should not be changed because such change would cur-
tail an effective management tool toward cost reduction and employee
motivation.. - .. S R o

American Telephone & Telegraph Company.—QOpposes the limita-
tions on pensions payable to corporate employees. :

B..F. Goodrick Company.—Feels the 75-percent limitation on pen-
sion benefits is appropriate, but not the arbitrary limit of $100,000 of
earnings to be considered in determining final average earnings.

J. Dudley Haupt, St. Regis Paper Company, Washington, D.C'-—
Objects to the $75,000 limitation because it ‘effectively prevents a
corf)oration from setting its own rates of compensation. Would prefer
no limitation at all, but if some limitation is necessary thinks it should
be 75 percent of the employees’ average compensation for three con-
secutive years. : ' ‘

. Gerald C. Eckermann, Vice President, Personnel, K aiser Industries,
Washington, D.C.—Opposes the maximum dollar limit of $75.000.
Also, thinks that any limitations should apply only to pension plans,
and not to stock bonus, profit sharing or money purchase plans.

First National Bank of Chicago, Neil McK, ay, Executive Vice Presi-
dent and Cashier—Urges opposition to H.R. 4200 and particularly
its limitations on contributions and benefits. Contends that the limita.
tions will seriously weaken the private retirement system and reduce
the benefits of awide range of employees. - -

Herbert E. Hartfelder, Southland Corporation, Dallas, Texas.—
States ‘that the provision limiting pension benefits to 75 percent of
average highest three years’ compensation will affect lower paid em-
Ployees under this company’s profit sharing program. Points out
that the success of the company’s profit sharing program has allowed
such employees to retire with benefits higher than 75 percent of their
salary. Believes that the present 13-percent limit on ‘contributions i
sufficient to prevent abuse. . .

Charles F. Myers, Jr., Chairman, and Horace C. Jones, President,
Burlington Industries, Inc—Maintain that the limit on pension bene:
fits under section 706 ( f) of H.R. 4200 would have a devastating im-
Pact-on members of their profit sharing- plan. :

Frank J. Dunnigan, President, Prentice-Hall, Inc.,” Englewood
Cliffs, N .4.—QOpposes limitations on profit sharing plans.

. Travelers Insurance Companies, Mac Asbill, Jr., Counsel —Qb-
jects to the limitations.on the amount of deductible :contributions
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with respect to any corporate ‘employee.. Calls attention™te. the-fact
that the provision was added: onthe Senate floor-without the berne-
fit of public hearings to determine -the provision’s. full impact.
Ap})roves the objective of equality of treatment between ‘employees
of large and small corporations, but believes it should be- achieved
by eliminating the-limits applicable to those who are diseriminated
against, rather than by imposing new limitations where none exist.

Argues that there is no.danger of employees. of large. publicly-
held corporations abusing the tax deferral privilege because the num-
ber of employees involved and the close stockholder scritiny provide.
reasonable assurance against any such abuses. Contends.that a. fixed--
dollar limitation on the amount.of deductible contributions to cor--
{)omte retirement plans is no more justifiable than a fixed-dollar-
imit on the deduction for current compensation. Recommends:
that, if some limitation is deemed necessary, there should be only a per--
centage limitation, there should be a cost-of-living.adjustment to pen-
sion benefits, and there should be a: grandfather provision to protect’
existing commitments. S ce IR

W. F. Shaffer, Oscar Mayer & Co., Madison, W tsconsin~—DBelieves
that the $75,000 limit on-pension benefits paid- to any individual ehould:
be removed. Stresses concern about the preservation of the free. enter-
prise system and the growing trend in the Congress to pass legislation.
which has the-effect ultimately of infringing on the rights o private
business and the individual. - L :

Revere Copper and Brass, Inc., Los Angeles, Colifornia, Nathaniel-
Pope, Vice President—Contends that such limits should not be fixed
in years to come because of income growth, . L . ,

imberly Olark Corporation, Neenah, Wisconsin, Paul A. Jones,

Vice President—Opposes any limitations on corporate pension plans.
. Ralph Lozarus, Federated Department. Stores, Ine., Cincinnati,
Olio.—Asserts that the 75-percent -limitation on benefits will ad-
versely affect many long-term rank and file employees and executives
who participate in the company’s profit sharing plan and whose sal-
aries have not risen rapidly. o :

Phillips  Petrolewm Company, Bartlesville, Oklahoma, W. R.
T homas, Vice President—Feels that the provision limiting pensions
to 75 percent of the employee’s final average compensation, not to
exceed $100,000, is particularly onerous. Maintains that the limitation
on the amount of pensions an employee may be paid is tantamount to
the Jimit on the amount the corporation may pay an employee. Main-
tains that this fear is supported by the fact that the bill prohibits non- -
qualified plans and thus establishes an absolute maximum on pension
payments. Cites examples of the effect of such limitations on employees
who are nearing the end of their careers and for whom there would.
not be time to adjust the compensation package to compensate them.
by other means. . : S SN :

Raytheon Company, Lexington, Mass., Charles F. Adams, €hair-
man of the Board.—Objects to the limitation. of deductions for contri-
butions on behalf of corporate employees; but if a maximum control
is considered necessary, suggests that a maximum percentage be' ap-
plied to the employee’s ayerage high 3-year compensation without a
specified dollar limat.. . . .. . T nme e
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* National Gypsum Company, H. B. Richardson, Financial Manager
of Employee g;fneﬁts."— pposes limitations on corporate contribu-
tions. If any such limitation is considered necessary, however, favors
the percentage restriction rather than the flat dollar restriction.
American Cyanamid Company, T. P. Turchan, Vice President—
Contends that the limitation of $75,000 on the amount of pension
which can be pzid to a higher paid employee without regard to hislevel.
of compensation is un—rea*sonagle', unnecessary, and discriminatory.
First Bank System, Minneapolis, Minnesota, Welliam J. Bingham,
Jr., Senior Vice:President—QObjects to tlie proposed limitation on
maximum pension benefits because it does not meet the objective of as-
suring equal treatment to both the lower paid and higher paid em-
ployee. Maintains that when social security is included in a pension
formula, employees: in' higher compensation levels are even further
discriminated against.: - : [ o
' Mortimer B. Thomas. R. G. Thomas Corp., Palisades Park. N.J—
Feels that if section 706(b) ‘of H.R. 4200 were to be enacted in its
present form, it will cause msany small corporations to consider.
abandoning their plans .and also will slow new corporate pension
plans. Hopes that there will be public hearings on this matter.
Chicago Branch and Iron Company, Oak Brook, [llinois, E. J. Kel-
don, Secretary—Dislikes the maximum benefit limitations, but recom-
mends -as an’ alternative that the limit be 75 percent of the average
compensation over three consecutive years for which the compensa-
tion is'the highest, without the $100,000 limitation. Suggests, also.
that the ceiling should apply- only to pension plans and not stock
bonus, profit sharing or combinations of other types of qualified plans:
NADCO, Inc., Alfred Jones. President.——Expresses concern about
the limitation imposed on corporate pension benefits. T
“Jack J. Kahgan Sales Corporation. Hempstead, New ¥York.—Urges
that the maximum pension benefit limits be applied. to public em-
ployees as well as private employees to réduce the excésses which are
now being paid to public employees; notably those in New York City
and New York State. - o I
City Coachlines. Inc., Jacksonville, Florida, Charles T. Hornbuckle,
Vice President-Finance—Objects to the provisions with respect to
limitations of benefits for proprietary employees because they are
extremely complicated -and difficult to administer. Feels that ‘the
limitation of benefits could be handled to-effect the objectives of Con-
gress by employing a simple limitation relating overall benefits to a
percentage of total payroll. N o
Richard J. Behrens, Zenith Radio Distributing Corporation, North
Lake, Illinois—Urges removal of 75 percent of compensation bene-
fits limit. Believes this is an unjustifiable ceiling on the poteéntial
retirement funds available to rank and file workers under his corpo-
ration’s profit sharing plan. o R
J. B. Mooney, Mooney Chemicals, Inc., Cleveland,: Ohio.—Qbjects
to the provision limiting pension benefits to- 75 percent of highest
compensation or $75,000. Asserts that the result will be that long term
employees who participate in his company’s profit sharing ‘plan” will’
have their retirement benefits reduced. States that eXisting law Him-:
iting deductible contributions to 15 percent of compensation is suffi-
cient to prevent abuses.
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Eugene W. Ford, Union Bank, Los Angeles, California.—Contends

that the alternate contribution deduction limits ap{iliqable to proprie-
tary employees and to “corporaté employees” will force a reduction
of enehg;s for employees at all levels of compensation. in the case of
flat benefits per year ‘of service plans such as that established in the
recent UAW-Chrysler settlement. .. . .
Interprets title VII as requiring that participants under multiple
qualified plans'such as both a pension plan and a profit sharing .plan
will have basic pension benefits reduced. by the contribution made to
the profit sharing plan. Indicates that the effect may be a reduction in
retirement security since the amount of the contribution to the profit.
s}lmiring plan reduces the amount of assured benefits under the pension
plan. . S
Laurence J. (Filsdorf, President, Trust Consultants, Inc., San Fran-
cisco, California—Believes that H.R. 4200 virtually closes- off the
viability of all small pension and profit sharing plans in spite of what
appeared to be an absolute Senate mandate .that there should be no
discrimination against small businesses and that all businesses should
be treated alike. Submits evidence to show, that a limitation of 15 per-
cent_or $7500 on deductible contributions by proprietary employees
would beextremely.dis’bri‘min'atory against older-aged proprietary
employees and other middle-aged employees, Points out that, typically,
a businessman will not have t%ne.earni.ng capacity and. liqudity until
hé is in his 50’s when he will be able to begin setting aside enough
money for retirement. Asserts that this 15-percent/$7500 provision
conld haye tho effect of destroying the private pension plan movement
among proprietary. employees and self-emnloyed individuals. Fsti-
mates that at least 60 percent of -all small to medium-sized plans
would be affected by the provyisions limiting benefits to 75 percent.of

the highest consecutive three-year salaries. Maintains that it would
cause mass termination of plans and severe.cutbacks. S
T. Rowe Price Associates, Ine., Baltimore, Maryland, Charles w.
Shaeffer,. Chairman and President.—Argues that H.R: 4200 is more
restrictive in many ways on corporate employees who are limited to
benefits of $75,000 than on self-employed persons who mayv contribute
up to $7,500 per year. Notes that the actual degree of diserimination is
a function of the amount of compensation and the age of.the. par-
ticipant. Points out, also, that $75,000 for those. retiring 20. 30,.or 40
years from now will renresent a lot less in terms of real buying power
at that time than it would for a. articipant retiring 10 years-from now.
Fred Birdsong, Vice Preaidgnt, Research and Development, Blue
Bell, Inc., Greensboro, N -C.—Supports the maximum pension benefit
limit of $75,000 as a way.to keep pension plans from being another
tax shelter for the wealthy. Suggests, however, that consideration be
given to allow for inflation. JExpresses concern that the limit also ap-
plies to profit sharing plans. Co , -
W. F. Dewey, Assistant to Financial Vice Président; Blue Bell, Inc.,
Greensboro, N.C.—Believes that there should be no dollar limitation
on profit sharing plan benefits, as such plans are used to give employees
an investment that will be a hedge against inflation for their retire- -
ment years. Contends.that.the 7. 5-percent-of-compensation limit would
haveits greatest impact.on lower paid employees. A
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& Malcolm Y ork, Gontroller, Paul Inman Associates, Inc., Frank-.
lin, Michigan.—States that the 75-percent limitation on pension bene-
fits will limit the benefits available to employees at all wage levels who,
participate in successful profit sharin; plans. o L

Jerry D. Larkin, Great-West Life Assurance Co., Phoenim, Ari-'
zona.—Objects to any legislation which limits contributions on behalf
%f(. owner-managers of a business to 15 percent, of earned income or

500, ' -

Howard Swink Advertising, Marion Ohio, Paul W. Kohler, Chair-
man of the Board—QOpposes the provisions of H.R. 4200 which allow
tax deductions for contributions only up to the present value unfunded
limitation balance of each employee, and feels that such provisions are
too ambiguous and exceeding complex. % e

Henry A. Pickard, President, Pickard, Inc., Antioch, Illinois.—
Questions sections 706(b), 702(a) (3), and 704(a) of H.R. 4200.3s,
applicable to profit sharing plans. Considers these provisions to be.
objectionable, complicated and ambiguous. 4 o

Nelson J. Young, PM, Florida East Caast, Inc., Fort Lauderdale,-
Florida—Qbjects to any limitation on contributions for corporate pen-
sion plans. Maintains that these do not permit tax saving but only tax
deferral to a future time. Also disapproves limitations on proprietary
employees’ pension plans that are more strict than those that apply to.
corporations in general. . R :

William E. Meuer, Broadway Hale Stores, Los Angeles, Califor-
nie.—Points out that the 100-percent. limitation severely limits bene-
fits to profit sharing plan participants, particularly lower paid, long
service employees. Sees a reduction of retirement, death, and .dis_ai;ilit’y
benefits for employees due to the proposed limit. T

Peter S. Hanke, Secretary and General Coungel, Garlock, . Ing,,
Rochester, New ¥ ork.—Opposes the $75,000 limit as well as the Limi-
tation to 100 percent of pay as the basis for fpension calculations. Also,
objects to special restrictions on pensions o proprietary employees. .

C. 4. Roloff, Controller, Pillar Corp., West Allis, Wis—Believes’
that placing a ceiling on pension benefits will result in the termination :
of many pension and profit sharing plans and the likelihood that few
new plans will be initiated. . : . N

William N. Bret, Jr., Hansen, Inc., Dallas, Tewas.—Protests the’
application of the 100-percent-of-pay-limitation to profit sharing.
plans. Feels that this provision will dramatically change the sharing
of profits in this country and restrict, reduce, or eliminate most com-
bined pension and profit sharing plans. . A

Robert E. Jensen, Counsel to IU International, Washington, D.C.—
Opposes any limit on the amounts which can be contributed or the
amounts of benefits which can accrue for any participant. Argues that
if such a limit is imposed it should not apply to plan now in effect
under which many employment agreements have been consumated.

Robert H. Mikkelson, LU, Albany, Oregon.—Approves of the Sen-
ate-passed bill. Rejects any special limitations on proprietary em-
ployees of corporations. Believes that such a limitation would adverselv
affect many professional corporations as well as a multitude of small
businesses across the country. , , . c

John A. Connors, FOA, Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey.—Interprets
the bill as prohibiting proprietary employee plans from providing a
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penston-8f mere than $75,000 for'any participant while theérely denying
a-tax.deduction for all contributions made by corporate-émployee plans
on-behalf:of any employee who will receive a pénsion greater than
$75.000:Requests that this diseriininationbe eliminated:> AT e
Johnnie R. Vines, CPA, Monroe, Louisiana.-—Objectsto atiy Tiri-
itations eit proprietary- employees’ pension plans fhat tve gny
than thoss applding to corporate pension plans in wersials:
Egbert B. Ferguson, Jr.. Atsoritey; J'Wa.é%ﬁg"to%,,l)', A 'ééS'ﬂéb
the-employee ahd the selfvsmployed person BE put oni pirity to'end
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= RoBert By Destied A ttorndy; Sedttley W oshington 21 Propoidd tiat
tax-deferred dantesButiongreo privite pefision planeof girtrorsiipsbe
commensurate and et to" the bitiefits: ;zt’\f:;jm%]'é“‘&)”ﬁ-’ffi‘b'ﬁr”i ALY
ciployees bf ¢1osely Held corpbiations. Arpited that i substatice fidpr-
porated plofessichal partnetships iveio tiffefei thi "othier protes-
sional partnershipss ' ssironin o RN I AN, R Y Eho ARF
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R L P I AW = A .
c Faetloriol . "Keydel, Attppney: Detrsit: Michigim=-Contérias thiat
H Ry 4200+ continues the discriminatory ‘treatiiienit agqindt ‘sblf-

employed-persons. Claims thit thé sslfemployed provision ifrthe é¢éde
1v'w fraud bedanise-of ity restrietions dnd Himitations, as evideneed by
the lack of use of the provision and the extensive use of professiohal
corporations as a"wiy around such restrictions for profeéssionals to-get
more favorable pension benefits; = - v . ¢ et
© Charles: 8. Grobe, Attorniey, Los Angeles, Californig.—~Fails td
understand-the ‘special - ¢ontribnition Fmitations én ‘proprietaty em-
ployees in light of the Senate vote to climinate all such distinctions.
Contends’that thé “‘iinfutided limitition batance” concept. will réqitre
especially “trained actuatial ‘condfittants for ‘every plan. and thus
incretsé the cost 'of administering such plans, becatiss of fts complex~
ity: Enuifierates sevéral reasons why thé concept 6f “unfurided limita:
tion balance” is impractical and unduly onércug, and “Hnfair to fhe
sihall ‘busnedsinan and td the person rear retitement’ age, " " s
<ok N Wrinkle, Athgrmdy, Bismihghai, Alibaig - Feols thiy
thisre are'not-enovgh’ pensions in-excéss of $75.000'x Year to-Justify alt
of ‘the thainy Hmitrtiong and standardd’posed in this aveg ™"~ #1154

 Hilaty ' G Lynéh il Richurd R. Carfy Attorneys,” Preigbinyh;
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Pennsylvania.—Strongly dpposé: applying the sanie i tgtions that
apply to self-émployed iridividualy to'professioiial corporations., ~ °
AL G Boekwéll, M:D.; Beattle, Washington ~Recpritiehds allow3
arice of more Féalistit erisiont plan dontribufions for both Kebgh' and
corporation plans: Sees g logic irt'setting the Keoph limit 4t 87500,
while allowing larger amounts for corporite émployees: Favorsa larg-
er deductiorf limit than $7.500 for Keoghplans.;: ™~
Raymond A. Case, M.D.. Portland, Qreqon.—Favor§ the increask, in’
the maximum yearly -fimit on contributions to self-employed plahs,

but rejécts any restriction ‘on professional corporations that is more
stringent than those applied to other corporations. oo

George E. Shainbdugh,Jr., M.D., Chi¢ago, T llinois.—Trges that the
favorable taxation provisions available for corporations iii general be
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avdilable for. professional corporations so that professionals not be
discriminated against as compared ‘to executives in-other businesses.

1. J. Sherman, Jr., M.D., Baton Rouge, Lowisiana.—Requests that
there be no discrimination against small corporations and professional
corporations. A ‘

Robert A. Schever, D.D.S., Homewood, [ llinois.—Supports general
pension reform, but urges deletion of limitations placed on pension
plans of small corporations and their officers. . o

Arnold D. Scott, Dedham, Mass—Strongly objects to proposed
limits on anticipated retirement benefits. Maintains that such limits
are arbitrary, should not be acted on without adequate hearings and
study, and would be detrimental to working incentives for those ex-
pecting liberal profit sharing and pension plan benefits as a part of
their long-term compensation. . 4 N : -

- Frank E. Kuller, M.D., Cincinnati, Ohio.—~Takes exception to the
proposal which would limit the amount a small corporation could de-
duct for contributions to employees’ retirement plans. - L :

Mrs. Macy Lerner, Rochester, New Y ork.—Contends that proposals
to limit contributions to professional corporation and small business
corporation retirement plans are highly discriminatory, . . .

Ronald S. Leventhal, Atlanta, Georgia.—Asks that ‘profit sharing
plans not be covered with respect to the 75-percent maximum benefit
from pension plans. Asserts that requiring actuarial .computations for
such plans may cause many corporations to stop their plans because
of added expense. _ .

Mrs. Eva Merik, Dental Assistant, Berwun, Illinois.—Objects to
proposed curtailment of pension plan deductions of professional cor-
porations. Notes that one reason for continuing to.work for doctors
18 because of the pension and profit sharing plan, amounting to 25 per-
cent of her salary. ‘ : ‘

G. E. Visgar, Beloit, Wisconsin—Qpposes provisions..of -S. 1179
that would limit contributions to pension plans by employees of small
corporations. Feels that this would substantially reduce his pension
and profit sharing benefits.to a fraction of what his counterpart in a
large corporation might expect. . , .

Mel Hightshoe, Tyler, Texas,—Argues that applying the 75-percent
of top 3 vears of compensation limit to profit sharing plans will affect
the benefits available to lower and middle level employees with com-
panies whose profit sharing plans have been highly successful. Believes
that this result is unnecessary given the provision of present law limit-
ing contributions to 15 percent of compensation.

‘Calvin Fowler, Cocoa, Florida.—Maintains that a dollar limit on
private pensions is not only wholly unnecessary. but -most:inappro-
priate in view of its long range implications on the attraction of tal-
ented voung people to enter and stay in private industry. Feels that,
if Congress desires a limitation, it would be far more equitable to
provide that the pension payments not exceed a percentage of annual
eafninos without any fixed-dollar limit, S 4

F. R. Iler, Greensboro, North Carolina.—Opposes the limitations
on benefits payable because it will have the greatest effect on reducing
the benefits of the lower paid employees. ‘Complains that such limi-
tation also.removes the only .tax shelter that most of.the middle and
lower income employees can take advantage of. e
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© B. Perry Tanner, 111, Spartanburg,.S.C: —Objects to hrmtamons
placed on profit sharmg plan beneﬁts

The following also express opposmon to any limit on contrlbutlons
to pension plans oo .

Forbes Mann, LTV Corp. |
William Malone, General Telephmw dfs Electromcs (}orp
. J.B.McGovern, Nabisco, Inc. 4
V.J. Adduci, Electronic Industries Aasoczatwn
John F. Darrow, American Paper Institute. ' -
W. W. Kenney, Northern Natural Gas, Omaha, Nebmaka
Edgar B. Melgm Washmgton Gas Light Co.» = .
William N. Bret Jr., A. 8. Hansen, Inc., Dallas, Tem
R.J. ernewald Morto'n Norwich Producta C’hwago, Illmozs
Dr.Ben Stephem, Minneapolis, Minnesota. A
Robert (. MacDonald, Y oung Radiator Co. Raome, eroomm
Arthur W. Barron, J'r Fra//wzsmn Sisters of the Scwred Heart,
- Mokena, [llinois.
William G. Whyte, T/ ice Preszdent Umted States Steel Cor-
-pordtion.
Gilbert Dwyer Ken'necott Copper Cor oration. :
GE dward- S. droft Robinson-Humphrey Gompany, Atlomfa,
eorgia.
-Joseph B. Layton, Sun 01l Co.
Edison Electric Institute.
Warren E. Finzi, Phelps Dodge C’orpomtwn L
W. B. Whaley, Graybor Electric Company, Inca L
Bernard K. Jenkin, Columbus, O hio. '
H.V. Mitchell, Gulf States Paper Uorpomtwn
W.G. Homey, Owens-Illinois Co.
John F. Simons, Continental Can Co.,Ine. - .
B. G. Shepard, Rohm & Haas Oalzforma, Ine. <. .
National Steel Corp., Pittsburgh, Pa., Gem*ge 4. Stmson,
Chairman and President.
.. Boeing Company, Renton, Wash., Stcmley M. thtle, V.P-
I ndustrial and Publié Relations. ,
" Joseph P. Mulkern, Attorney, Chicago, Ill.
Oampbell Soup Company, Camden, IV J L’dwm J FOltP,
“ V.P.-Corporate Relations. = -
Dow Chemical, Midland, Mich., Earle B. Barnes Preszdent
Ingersoll- Rand Company, Woodclzﬁ Lake, 1V . W L Wearly,
“'Chairman of the Board.
Krafteo Oorpomtwn, Ulenvzew, ., w. B. Jo'rdan, VP and
Treasurer , . ‘
T'illinghast & Oompany,Atlanta, Ga. = '
Gulf States Paper Corporation, Twcaloosa, Ala H V Mit-
chell, V .P. and Treasurér. .-
American International Group, Inc., New Y. ork Ma/u,rwe R.
Greenberq, President.
" "R.F. Luts, V.P.-Sales, Lady Wrangler, New York, N.¥.
Tewns Instruments, Ine., ])a las, Tew., E. O. Votter Executive
V.P.
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Steams-Hogei‘s C’orpm ation,’ D. E. Pf'ovoét C'kcm'man a'nd
P7e8zdent

Rohm and Haas Co., Philadelphia, Pa., V. L. Gregory,

' Proszdent e e

“Peavey Uompany, Miriiedpolis, Minn., Eon Keﬁmdy, “V;'P.,-
Public Affairs. '

Universal Products 00mpany, Des Plames, T, Aldn B Shid-
lery Tan Counsels ©., .

e eyhound C’orpomtzon Phaemw‘ A'rz Hobert E Gocke,
V.P.-Industrial Relations ahd-Personnel. - -

Red Kap I ndusftzws, N&s’hwile, »Ten 57
Présgidenti. o PN N

Mcwerick, Jnic. »ﬁzm Y-&% :
I)¢reowrDc&lmbutowSaZemm .{ BRSNS

s\ Rewwre! Cfdy)pw asid Brass f ncorpr)rastsd

Baynes. v.P. Sreansna: Y s
il iler Jlﬂtkrp’l‘weg’ lm:., G’k‘wwgm \Iél ; WzZmeM.' Wzthall
\-.“.,:.'P,egmnt L © T R .

Glreen, Bcn/ Packagmg, I'nc Green Bay, Was‘ Maa: Swlaﬁ,
o Seordtarsss= v
. Kansas Assoczatzon of C’ommerce cﬁ Ifndustry, Topelcd Kansas,
Carl C. Nordstirom, Baec. ViP
. J ‘State:Bants of Jacksonville; thksonvzlle, Fla Louze‘c’ Oasey,
r, V.P.
Container Corporation of Amerzca R D thtenbeolder Semor
V.P.-Personnel.
Marcor, Inc., Washington, D.C., JolmD Foster, VP
Aerospane Industrics Assocwtzon of Ammoa,, Washmgton,
D.C..Karl S. Harr,Jr., President: . -
Colt Industries, New ¥, oric N Y., Gedrge A Stmokman,
Chairman.
Samuel Gusmeny Preszdent W arren Tee(l Phameutwals,
Columbus, Ohio. - -
A @ Valko, President; ('(msolzdated meedzcal »Zabomtomes,
Co?umbus Ohio. ~ -
U Bdiord. W Doss," Vice: Preszdent Tke ;S’outhern Ii’esm and
( hemical Co.
. William P. Amb7 oga, Preszdent Wztmoye'r Labomtorzée hw .
M yérstown, Pa. - L

."_

KRR s, KR IR

¥ The foﬂowmg ob]ect to pensmn dlscrlminatlon by type bf employer
or employeo :

Joseph P AL ullzern Attomey, Okw 0. I lZ

Stearns-Roger (‘orporatzon, D. E. Provost, Chawman and
Presedent . o - ,

" W. Dean Hopkms Attomwg/, Olevéland. 07120. o

Keuneth D, Maier, M.I;., Des Plaines, I, " -

(Greyhound 00’rpomtwn Phoeniz, Ariz., Robert E‘ (’ocke, V.P.-
1 na'u.streal Relations and Personnel

i-'\'-
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K. Tax Incentives for Personal Retirement. Sayings Plans .,

Amierican; Institite of Certified Public Accountdnts, Divizion” of
Federal Tamation.—Favors the proposal providing for dedtuctions for
individual retirement savings. Commends the nroposgl fs's sten in’ the
right direction, but feels that-it should be reviewed with the views 'to
raising the deduction limitation.'Recommends that; in afy- avent, t
simplest method of dnnual réporting be adopted. " RN
~ Arthur L. Rossoff Aniérican Fnstitiite of Aeronautics and’ Astro-
nautics.—Approves of the provisions for a persopal vetiremenit Savings
olan, bi "fe_elqs;ft,.l,tat"]the, contribuitions ' Titnit should ba"equal ¥o those
‘sse_éln g : . [ .".I-_, S ,.-‘.... s
= AmericanLife Insunanie Aivioistion:—Sipports i
lowing the establishment of individua] retirerient 3
that, consistent with réverige constraints, the: Nighe
tion.Jevel bt estublished. 'Stated that the legislitioy
thit anSdfdual Who desirds o find b o | :
throtieh ‘the Hiirchasé ‘of ‘an’insurance contract cati holdithe conthact
divectly himsélf without any intervening trust or ¢ stodian. Believes
that the 30-percent penalty tax applicable to ,(;arly_.yyihgh@:l"'{i’g‘ﬂs’:is 1in-
duly harsh asid‘should be repliced with 4 penslty F¥ provision com-
parnble to:that piesently applicable t6 self-employed plans. /. - *
Oregon Ghedi¢ Union Leaguie, Poriland, Oregon, T'homas, S Auiqus:
tine.” Mananing” Divector—Prophsés” an amenidment to H.R: 4200
which wonld adjust the contribution limit in a’volantar ‘retirement
account by the amount contributed to ‘other plans, rather than total
prohibition of participation in voluntary retirement accounts when
an employee i's“ali'éa?’y coveréd by an employer plan. -

Larry B. Brown, Greater Canton (Chamber of Commerce, Canton,
Ohio.—Supports the proposal for a.deduction for contributions to re-
tirement savings plans, . =~ . T Dl i s

Lincoln National Life Insurance Company. Washingtop, D.C...J.
Bonald Campbell, Regional Manager-Speciol Markets,—Proposes that
the amount of money an employee may. voluntarily. elect to.sgye in a,
retirement account on a’ tax-deferred basis not be reduced, by the
amovnt that his emnlover contributes.for him, Asserts:that in a defined
benefit nlan established on 2 group hasis, it is very diffienlt (and almost

et pfogtam

impossible).tp determine exactly how much the employer.actually con-
tributes to an individual account.. . : o

. Pert H. McLachlan, Nichols Industries, Kansas. Oty Mo.-Urges
support.for.the individual retirement savings plan.and ibel leves.that
no limit should be. placed -an the amount which,ean:be, set.aside. ...
Jay 8. Hudson, ESB Incorporated, Philadelvhia, Pennsyloonio—
Feels that individual retirement accounts should he tax deductible for
people.covered by-private retirement plans and social security as-well
as for people not so covered. o ' ‘ s
Day & Zimanermann, Qonsulting Services, New ¥ork, N. ¥, Daniel
B: Curll, Jr.; Vice-President.—Fxpresses strong support. for-the ver-
sion of pension legislation recently passed by the Senate, but.criticizes
the $1,500 maximum limit on deductible: contributions te indjvidual
private retirement savings plans. Feels that it might be very useful to
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medium: and Tow-inconie individuals without providing a stbstantial
loophole for those.in high income brackets. Argues that the contention
that great amounts of tax revenue loss will occur are invalid. o

James B. Connell, Washington, D.C.—Qbjects to the $1,500 limita-
tion on deductible contributions to an individual pension plan when
self-employed individuals can ¢ontribute up to $7,500 with tax deduc-
tion. Believes that all citizens should be treated equally in this matter
and hopes that legislation is passed giving nonpensioned employees the
right to build up a pension fund from before-tax income. .

Joseph (. Swaim, Jr., Attorney, Pittsburgh, Pa.—Considers the re-
tirement savings deduction as essential to permit the removal of the
present tax discrimination against some who are not covered by a
qualified pension plan. O . C e .

Robert E. Jensen, Counsel to IU International, Washington, D.C —
Believes that individuals should be -able to establish personal retire-.
ment accounts even though they participate in qualified pension plans.
States that.permitting such additional participation could help ma-
terially in extending and improving coverage under the private pen-
sion system. . . . - _ S

Paul 8. Indianer, OLU, Miami, Florida.—Approves of the concelgt
of a personal retirement savings plan. Believes that individuals who
are participants of a corporate pension plan, but whose.company is con-.
tributing less than $1,500 a year towards that plan, should be able; to
set aside the difference betieen $1,500 and that contribution each year
into an individual retirement plan. : SR

L. Taxation of Lump-Sum_Distributioh‘é L

American Life Insurance Associationi—Supports the provisions of
H.R. 4200 on the taxation of Tump:sum distributions. Believes that
the tax treatment enacted in 1969 was unduly complex and that H,R:
4200 represents a reasonable solution. , .

New-York State Bar Association, Tax Section,” R. 0. Winger,
Chairman.—Suggests- that serious consideration should be given to
reinstatemerit of the pre-1969 tax treatment of lump-sum distribu-
tions, particularly in view of the change in the alternate tax on capital
gains. Notes that the pension réform bill makes no ‘changes in the 5-
year averaging treatment for lump-suin distribiitions currently  af-
forded to self-employed individuals, and thus does nothing to alleviate
the severe discrimination now suffered by the self-employed. Proposes,
if the new ritles ire to apply, that recipients of lump-sum distributions .
during the- taxdble years 1970 through 1973 bepermitted to apply,-
with respect to open tax years, either the new 15-year averaging rules,
treating the entire pre-1970 portion as capital gains, or to apply. the
m%zrrent rules as expressed in proposed Treasury Regulation ‘section
1.72-19, ' ' ' T e T

Chamber of Commerce of the United States. Andréiv A Melgard.
Senior Associaté—Endorses the provisions of H.R. 4200 that will
provide more reasonable rules on taxation of lump-sum distributions
from penision and profit sharing plans. A '

[
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..+ - Mi Federal Preemption .of State Laws

A. 0. Smith Corp., Milwaukee, Wisc., Robert A. Reits, Vice Presi-
dent-Finance and T'resaurer—Supports the provisions which pre-
empt State law requirements for pension systems. .. - ..

Larry R. Brown, Greater Canton Chamber.of Commerce, Canton,
Ohio.—Considers Federa] preemption. to. be 8 good idea to avoid a
piecemeal approach in the different jurisdictions. - . .

" N. ‘Other. Provisions e

New York State Bar Association Taw Section, B. 0. Winger, Chair-
man.—Recommends that the present tax treatment for salary reduc-

tion arrangements and cash deferred profit sharing plans be retained.
Charges'that the language of the pension réform bills obscures the
legislative intent with regard to the mainténance or establishment of
unfunded, ‘' pay-as-you-go retiremerit programs for employees who
are'not executives. Recommends that the statutory language be mads
more clear and that the -report of the House Ways and eans Com-
mittee clarify the intent of t{;é provisions. , C
. Adér Transport Association.~States that onie of the major airlines
private pension plans is présently béing. reviewed by the Internal
Revenue. Servics as to whether it discriminates in favor of highly
compensated employees, specifically airline pilots.. Believes that new
legislation should make clear that plans such as this should be able to
qualify. Feels that disqualification would be severely disruptive to the
airlineindustry. ~ = . . . ‘
Building and Construction Trades Department, AFL-CT 0, Wash-
ington, D.C., Frank Bonadio, President.—Favors exempting certain
unioni-dues-financed plans from the. bill, such. as that provided for
certain othér nongualified plans (e.g., fraternal societies, church plans,
plans outside the U.S.). ' o o
Indicates that mandating the optional form of benefit to the

surviving spouse may be appropriate, if it is defined properly. Esti-
mates that the Senate bill provision would add about 20 percent.to. the
¢ost of a typical pension plan by requiririg that the 50.percent sur-
viving spouse continuance be added.to the- regular .pension benefit
withont. a rediiction in benefit. Notes that the H.R. 2 provision also
would imposeé extra cost because it allows a last-minite election of the
option, = . . . LT
Récommends that legislation on this point restrict itself to a require-
ment that g 50-percent employee and surviving spouse option be offered .
by every plan, payable at age 65; provided it is c"osen before retire-,
ment benefits begin and is not payable until at least one year ‘after it .

ischosen.  *. = - 7 . S
T'nited Ryotherhood of Qarpénters and Joiners of America. Wash-.
ington, D.C., James F. Bailey.— Argues that the prohibition on neri-
enelified rension plans should not apply to union plans. ..
Aksnciated Oreaon, Industries. Inan. (onaleton. Execitive Vice
Pregident, Salem. Oregen.—TUlrres delétion of provision that prohibite

v-e of nongualified supplemental pension plans.



62

Arkansas Farmers Union, Little Rock; Arkansas, Léwis J. Johnson,
President.—QOpposes provisions in the bill which would reduce the tax
advantages of salary-reduction plans, -+ i+ ..

National Education Association-—Alaska, Robert Van Hoiité, Fxec-
utive Secretary.—Supports position of Coalition of American Public
Employees-in requésting: defetion of the words “if it is designated as
allrrem"],a‘loyee‘ contribution with ‘regpect to so:¢alléd salafy ‘rédustion
p‘ ans. TR ; R T

Ovegon Credit Union League, Portland, Oregon, Thomas S. Augus-
tine, Managing Director:-siRedonmmends ‘amendments to H.R. 4200

which would authorize credit unions insured under the Federal Credit

. A At Sierich-A i

Union Aét:ds éligible depiositories of the penision portability fune
the‘indifidual ‘retireiftent accouhis establishied under sections
T00fthobill, - o 1v R A
- Th - Amgricer Notionial Bed Cross, Was 5@????1;"'blﬁ o
Stary, Coinselor.~Urges that the pensin teform bill make cloar thiat
section'403(b) plans conidugted by charitable organizations afe exempt
Internittional Brothérhobd of Electricnl. Workers, Local Union No.
463, Springfield, Missours, Jack F. Moore, Busingss Mamager.—Op-
poses the provisions of H.R. 4200 which' would tax curréntly an em-
ployee’s portion of the profit sharing funds contributéd by his employer
if the employee had, at the time of the contribution, the: lifrnited right
to fake such portion in cash from the company. Maintains that. this
provision’ will have & detrimental effect on the efforts of the union’s

riémbers to accumulate enough retirement funds to permii them. to
live out their retirement years in djgni‘i?i. , P
- Greyhound Corporation, Phoenix, Arizona, Robert E. Gécke, Vice
President-Industrial Relations and Personnel.—Objects to'the provi-
sion in-section 706(j) of H.R. 4200 which would subject American
workers who are presently covered under cash deferréd profit sharing
plans to pay income tax on amounts contributed on their behalf to
these plans even though they elect to defer receipt until a later date.
Questions whether Congress should legislate the norma] form of
nension payments under a qualified pension plan,’ _rov__ld_ed'.suph plans
have reasonable options which may be e‘e‘ctég bv the participants. Be-
Lieves that the bill should at least make it clear that present plan pen-
sion levels mav be actuarily adjusted if they are to be provided on a
joint survivor basis, -~ 7 7T o T T
H. P. Keen. Jr.. [nternational Bysiness Machines Cqrporation.—In-
dicates that the nesion bill ‘showld stinulite- that' the” definition of
normal retirement ade be left to the individial plan with'a limit of
not ‘ater than age 63 bein cdnsidered ‘accéntable.Also; believes that
the limitations on nonqualified plins are ont of* rﬂa'ﬁh"'iﬁ”t’lii“s,"bj]'l. -
MFngere J. T, Flamigan. Phillip-M orris. Ir~—Asserts that the pro-
vision disallowing deduction for contributions to salary; reduction
nlans was diafted so broadly thet it ineTnded <ontribntions nnder
“cash and tristeed” nrofit sharing plans even though the IRS has
long agreed that participants of such nlans who d& not receive direct
rash payments shonld not be taxed. Hopes that. this resilt was un-
intentional and urges an amendient. that Jimits the application of the
provision to plans which provide for a reduction in employees basic
or regitlar compensation,
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. Brice tircobs, Los Angeles, California.~Believes that- séction 704
should Be-atnended:to conform-the: provisions of: the :Code dealrrg
with pension plans of-'subchapter ‘S corporations to :the. provisions
covering other self-employed persons. . .. - . | .o e ong
Paul -C:. Hart, Milliman & Robertson, -Inc.,. Portland ~Oregoni =
Agrees that there should be some requirement for the election of a sur-
vivor annuity, but:thinks that-this-should be in the form of an op-
tional joint and.survivor benefit that is equivalent to normal retire-
ment benefit on a life-only basis.. Also. believes' that the requirerhent
that election: of survivor annuity be not more 'than two years before
retirement should be deleted as contrary to industry practice. Asserts
that the.prohibition against maintaining nonqualified plans should
not apply to plans established-by. corporations }.Or their executives..':
American Telephone & Telegraph Compangj.—Recommends that the
normal retirement dge-should be defined asin S: 4-+that is, at age: 65
unless the plan sets. it earlier or.it should be stated that edrliér pay-
ments of deferred vested pensions is:not required as in HLR; 2. . - -
National Gypsum Company, H. B Richardson, Financial: Mandger
of Employee Renefits~——Opposes the. prohibition of nonqualified plans.
Believes-that.the bill shouﬁ)d ;provide a definition of the normal retire-
ment age of 65, or whatever is specified .in &-particular plan, which-
ever is lower. Indicates that the valuation of assets. should be" deter-
mined by the actuary. for the plan subject to approval by the Secretary
of the Treasury. I I I B
Ford ¥ otor.Company, Dearborn, Michigan; John - Sagan, Vice Pres-
ident.—Argues the, normal retirement-age should be specified- as-65,
or whatever ageis provided:for. by the.plan; whichever is lower. States
that nonqualified plans should not.be prohibited for corporate execu-
Blves. . i olawatioeL Ul Lt e
. Oarl I,.Duncansb, Associates, San Antorio, Texas, Carl. £, Duncan -
Indicates that. the, recommendation .of ;the sAmerican: Speiety. of- Pen;
sion Actuaries on' this matter does..not fepraseht: the views..of ¢lie
majority of .:members of that, organization,, Wt RL st
. Seott Papen; Qompany,-Philadelphias; £, Anthur. W Hudods,
Director, of:Compensotion.and. Benefits.~Proposes: that.thedanguage
of,sections. 222 and. 262 of LR 4200 be. elarifiet] to allow.continiiance
of the commonly used nonqualified dgferred:compensation! arrange-
ments forgelectad, officers, managers. and -other key -employees: Notes
that H.R.Q allowsthis. <o, o -, -0 mign g sk
. RRaytheon, Company, Leixington, Mass... Charles. F.. -Adams. Chair-
man, of the- Bogrd~Objects.to. the-: provisien .making the. joint-sur:
vivor annuity the normal form of benefits to be paid.under: all: plans,
and notes that-the'bill doesnot make it cleas that it wonld be anactuari-
ally-reduced-benefit.. Believes that. the ‘provision introduces the risk
that a member may, by doing nothing, receive an inappropriate and
reditcedd pension. . - e - S
B. F. Goodrich Company.—QOpposes ‘the prohibitions on- non-
qualified plans. Contends that the $1 tax. pet participant for duditing
purposes discriminates against those employers who do provide pen-
sion plans for theiremployees, .- .~ .- .- .. ..t L
Marsh-& MoLennan;. Inc., Boston, Mass., Elizabeth M. Casey, Vice
President.—Objects to the provision in the pension reform bill which
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requires that a1l benefits be & joint and survivor benefit unless-the em-
ployee rejects it. Believes that the Senate did not conm.der the} added
costs of such provision. Declares that it will be almost impossible for
an employer to tell its employees in simple understandable language
what ‘their benefits will be. Indicates that vested’ employees who ter-
minate before retirement should not have options or survivors benefits
attached to the vested benefit because it will be virtually. impossible
to keep track of beneficiaries of such former employees. ~ .
- Gulf State Paper Corporation, Tuscaloosa; Alabama, H. V. Mitchell,
Vice President and Treasurer.—Claims that the requirements to al-
locate investment income to.a terminated participant’s contributed ac-
count in‘making a refund creates an unreasonable administrative bur-
den. Questions whether:or- not. this .gives fair treatment for the re-
maining participants in the plan. - S .
Garald Eckermanmn. Vice President, Personnel, Kuoiser Industries,
Washington, D. 0.—Requests that section 262 prohibiting any retire-
ment plan which is not qualified under section 401 be deleted. - = -
J. Dudley Haupt, 8t. Regis Paper Compuny, Washington. D.C.—
Believes that nonqualified pension. plans should be permitted for ex-
ecutives’and-administrative and professional employees as well as to
officérs and 5-percent stockholders, - : o i
8..J. Rosinski, Vice President, Rohr Industries; Ine—Opposes the
prohibition of nonqualified retirement plans, especially with respect to
sophisticated personnel such as executives. R
William A. Schirra, President, Financial Futures; Inc., Pittsburgh,
Pennsylvania.—Indicates that pension reform should facilitate em-
ployee-stock ownership plans sin¢e they will provide larger pensions
and restore productivity motivation. - - o -
United States Steel Corporation, William G. Whyte, Vice' Presi-
dent.—Contends that the provisions for the elimination of cash option
plans were intended to apply to pension plans only, and recommends
that the bill be clarified in this regard. e Co
Peter S. Hanke, Secretary and General Counsel, Garlock, Inc., Ro-
chester, New ¥ ork—Objects to'the requirement that the normat ‘pay-
ment form be a 50-percent: joint and survivor’s benefit without even a
provision for actuarial adjustment of benefits which have been defined
and funded on a different basis. =~ = - R AR
Gilpent Dwyer, Kennecott Copper Corp—Argues that the provision
establzl)shing a presumption in favor of a joint survivor option be re-
moved. Believes that the best approach is simply to assure full em-
ployee communication so that the retiring employee ean make an
intelligent decision. -~~~ = o - SR
The State Bank of Jacksonville.- Jacksonvilla, Florida. Loude (.
Casey, JTr., Vice. President~~Objects to the provision whick requires
the pavment of » joint and survivor annuity nnless the particinant
elects otherwise. Supports a requirement for the inclusion of joint
anruity as an option available to the retire. : T
Carrier Corporation; Syracuse, N.Y., John A. French, Director of
Pencioms and Benefits—QOpposes requiririg emnlovers to provide a 50-
percent joint and survivors benefit as a hormal form of pension.
- Charles H. Stamm, Connecticut General Life Insurance Company.—
Worries that the provisions of H.R. 4200 designed to deny deductible
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treatment, for salary reduction plans will also,deny a deduction under
his company’s plan in which an employee, after five years of employ-
ment, automatically participates in the company profit sharing plan at
the cost of a slight.salary reduction. States that this type of arrange-
ment should be permitted tax deductible treatment because.the em-
ployee has no choice as to whether or not he will participate,- - -
-~ LonJ. Mawey, General Sign Company, Cape Girardeau,; Missouri—
Objects to the effective prohibition of salary reduction plans.:Believes
this provision is contrary to the public interest since many .workers
who receive pension. benefits via the salary reduction. inethod. will
receivenone. | : R T
First National.City Bank, New Y ork, N.¥.; George M. Eingua, Sén-
ior Vice Presidens.—Criticizes the provisions of section 7066% ) of the
bilf, which would subject to-current income taxation‘all partielpantsin
‘those deferred profit:sharing plans which permit employeesto elect to
. “receivé their shares in cash. Contends that such pravisions wottld affect
. lower- and middle:range salary employees more than high-salary em-
ployees, S e S 2w
4. Peter Quinm; Jr., General Counsel,” Massachusctts Mutwed Life
Insurance. Ccmpany.—QObjects to the provision requiring that all con-
tributions to qualified pension and profit sharini; plans derived from
salary reduction agreements be currently taxable to.such.employees.
States that this provision should at léast contain a grandfather clause
so that employees who have in the past made an irrevocable decision to
participate in a profit sharing plan with a consequent permanent re-
duction in salary will not be-adversely affected. Believes this. grand-
father clause provision is warranted because the employees who'elected
to participate had no expectation that contributions made on their be-
half would be currently taxable to them. ST
. Urges that-the prohibition against nonqualified retirement plans be
climinated so that a competitive business can contract for services of
em}gloyees and agents using all proper means to do so. o
evere Copper and Brass, Inc., Los Angeles, California, N athaniel
Pope, Vige President—Indicates that the requirement, for a 50-percent
joint and survivor benefit would require a major amendment to nearly
every pension plan since most plans now only include.o tions permit-
ting employees to elect joint and survivor options. Feels the govern-
ment should not compel all plans to hold to the requirement of a-50-per-

cent joint and survivor’s benefit. .- . - .. . SRR
International Telephone and Telegraph, New ¥ ork, N Yod. A Kos-
trab, Director, li'mployees Compensation-and Benefits—Recommends
that any provision. as to joint and survivor benefits be ‘made optional,
not-mandatory in a fixed manner. - G S
Danicl J. i,z'ttle, Attorney, Chicago, 1llinois.—Opposes:thé provi-
sions cf the pension bill which include in taxable income-of the em-
ployee any employer contributions to a money-purchase pension plan
in excess of 20 percent of compensation. Points out that many section
501(c) (3) organizations pay only nominal salaries to their employees
or member= but do attemnt to create a rensonseble retirement fund on'a
money purchase plan basis. e A
Employce Plans Management Company, Dallas, Texas;.J. . Stick-
sel, Lwecutive Vice President—FEndorzes the use.of salary reduction
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‘plans asiba ialternative to:constantly, inereasing Government ‘welfare
programs.and employer-funded. retirement bencfi. plans. Recommends
that the benefitsivf salary reduction plans be extended to ail the Ameri-
can - public. :{jzges the deletion of the. salary-reduction provisions in

Michaed.J):. Weimberg, Attorney, M inneapolis, Minnesota.~—~—Believes
that the provisiens of section; 262 should be restricted to nonqualified
dffenréd.:coxhpensation' plans established by employers for their em-
p oyees. -. . i , - . . . . . . B . . . .

Raymiond Ds:Stehle, €.L.U., Springfield, M. dssachusetts.—Proposes
that H.R. 8590, the employee stock ownership trust bill, be incorpo-
rated into pension reform legislation.-Asserts that if this proposal were
passed, empolyees of small corporations would purchase atl or part
of the stock:of their employing corporation, -~ : .- . . :

American Cyanamid Company, T. P. Turchan, Vice President.——
Opposes-the provision which would mandate that the rormal form of
pension payments would be a joint and survivor benetit because the re-
sulting reduction in participant’s benefits would be sizable and in a
majority of cases completely misunderstood. Indicates that such provi-
sion would require major amendments to- practically every- pension
plan in the country. . T S L

Alumérwin. Company of America, Frank P. Jones, Jr., Vice Presi-
dent-ﬁ overnment. Relations.~-Strongly recommends that section 222
of H.R. 4200..be-clarified. to permit the continued existence of un-
funded,nonqualified deferred compensation:arrangements for limited
groups-zof.bf%cefs-,umanager's and key employees of a-corperatioii.

Mac:-Asbill; Jr., Attorney: Washingtom, 1.0 —Objects to the provi-
sion making contributions throigh salary reduction “plans taxable
inmediately to the employee. Believes that this rule is inconsistent
with. the:doetrizle of constructive reeeipt since. most silary: reduction

-arrangenrents involve binding irrevocable contracts entered. into by the
employee prior to:the. year in which: the income was earned: Argues
that this rale-digws unjustified and.inexplicable di stinétions befween

‘union négetiated:and individaally negetidted plans; -« - "
Opposes::she: provisions making-it ‘illegal for most employers to
maintain nongualified pléns beeause suckeplans remain-an efféctive t561
for regruiting-personnel; including ‘personnel ‘other:than“officers ‘such
asfulltitae life insurance:talesmen. = .. . aom sty 0o
T'homas E. Townsend, CLU, Houston; Fexas.~Urges tlie delétion
of the provisibirprohibiting-salary ‘reduction plans. Statea that *for
small employers such’plans are the only plans which are financially
feasible. Believes that.a .full deduction for contributions to such plan
is essential if employees of small employers are to be covered by pen-
sion plans; w0 . 4 P s .
Willtiam G.-Meese, Detroit Edison Corp—Opposes the presumption
of a joint-and survivor annuity because the- recordkeeping’ required
by this provision would far outweigh the benefits derived from it.
. Thomas A. Hopson, Durham, N.C.—Asks that the committee look
Into the area of social security-private pension plan integration to
prevent employer abuses to unsuspecting employees.
Samuel K. Kitchell. Phoeniwy Arizona—Asks for sn-amendment
to allow stock:bonus plans since for employees of small and medium
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size companies this type of pension plan allows employees to join in
the ownership of the company, thus producing a stronger capitalist
system. ‘

John N. Wrinkle, Attorney, Birmingham, Alabama.—Maintains
that the prohibition against maintaining non-qualified plans as set
forth in section 262 is confusing and is unnecessary and unworkable in
its present form. Proposes that such plans be allowed for employees
making more than $15,000 a year, because they are sophisticated enough
to handle their own negotiations and see that their interests are
protected. :

Charles 8. Grobe, Attorney, Los Angeles, California.—Urges the
committee to retain the existing law provisions which would allow
money purchase plans, salary reduction plans, and cash-deferred bonus
profit sharing plans. :

Blackbum H. Hazlehurst, Principal Actuary, Hazlehurst & Asso-
ciates, Inc., Atlanta, Ga.—Requests specific indication in the legisla-
tion that it is permissible to allocate fresh contributions to tax-qualified
profit sharing plans as follows, providing that there is no reallocation
of contributions previously made : :

(1) In accordance with the plan termination priority provisions of
a defined benefit plan (similar to those in pension plans);

f(ii) In proportion to the unfunded value of accrued benefits in a
defined benefit plan;

(8) In accordance with an’allocation procedure which is a com-
bination of procedures (1) and (2), giving a stipulated weighting to
each procedure; and

(4) In accordance with any other method approved by the Sec-
retary. ,

Points out that presently profit sharing plans are not allowed to allo-
cate resources in the fashion just indicated ; since in practice, the Inter-
nal Revenue will only permit allocations that are principally in pro-
portion to the current salary of each participant, although some
weighting for past service is permitted.

o



