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SMALL BUSINESS INVESTMENT INCENTIVE ACT

WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 7, 1979

HouskE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SuBcoMMITTEE ON CONSUMER PROTECTION AND FINANCE,
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m., in room
2123, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. James H. Scheuer,
chairman, presiding.

Mr. ScHEUER. This hearing of the Subcommittee on Consumer
Protection and Finance of the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce will come to order.

We are considering today the Small Business Investment Incen-
tive Act, H.R. 3991, whose author is Congressman Jim Broyhill of
North Carolina. ‘

Anybody who is at all familiar with the workings of our economy
now knows of the dearth of investment capital available for small
business.

The difficulty of small business entrepreneurs in aggregating
capital has long been a source of concern, and in the last few
months as prime has soared from 6, 7, 8 percent that has been
customary for many years, to 15 percent, the preponderance of that
impact has been on the small businessman and his ability to aggre-
gate capital. ' ’

In efforts to make our country productive, Congress has looked
into tile business of the way the capital markets are providing
capital.

They are not doing it terribly well for large business but doing it
even worse for small business and has had a great deal of difficulty
in aggregating capital for investment in new plant and equipment,
research, and development, even though recent investigations have
shown that most new jobs come from small business and not from
big business.

Two-thirds have reported new jobs come from this old pluralistic
heterogeneous community of small business firms that are com-
paratively labor incentive and where expansion does provide jobs,
so this is an urgent matter that has been made even more urgent
by the development of the last few months in the changing condi-
tions of the investment capital marketplace, so to speak.

The Member of Congress who has really taken the initiative in
this matter is Congressman Broyhill from North Carolina, so I am
going to take the liberty of turning the Chair over to him to
conduct this hearing.

This is somewhat unusual for a committee chairman to turn over
the Chair to a member of the minority, but Congressman Broyhill’s

0V)
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record has been of such involvement in this matter, of such con-
tinuous thoughtfulness, fairness, equity, and evenhandedness, that
I don’t have the slightest doubt under his chairmanship the hear-
ing will be successful and productive.

He has been an outstandingly fine colleague on this subcommit-
tee with whom to work. We have had occasional disagreements on
substantive matters, but as to his intellectual fairness and total
integrity of his approach to congressional matters in committee
affairs there has never been the slightest doubt, so it's a great
pleasure for me to turn this hearing over to the Honorable James
Broyhill of North Carolina.

Mr. BroyHILL [presiding]. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

I wish it were possible that you could stay with us today, but I do
understand that another emergency has come up requiring your
presence in another part of the Capitol. I do appreciate the compli-
mentary remarks of the chairman.

I just wish he could have seen fit to cosponsor this bill with me
in ti!nis Congress as he did in the last Congress. :

I am delighted to welcome my old friend, Mr. Loomis, here today.
He has been a friend of mine for many years, going back into past
Congresses when we worked out other amendments to the act.

We are here for somewhat different purposes. I am concerned
about treatment of small businesses by our Federal Government in
today’s planning, and I am very concerned about the availability of
venture capital for small businesses. And, of course, the Securities
and Exchange Commission can and does play a key role in the
availability of venture capital for small businesses. I am also con-
cerned about the regulatory climate at the SEC and to what extent
the agency has contributed to the inability of small business to
provide money or to raise money in the capital markets.

There is a serious capital shortage for young businesses today,
and I think it can be shown that there is a direct correlation
between this factor and the demanding complexity of Federal secu-
rities regulations.

I am particularly sympathetic to the problems of small business.
I feel that many of its problems are not of its own making, and
that many of its difficulties can be traced right back to Washing-
ton.

I just don't like to see creative ability or innovation or hard work
surrender to lawyers or accountants or redtape or paperwork.
There was a recent study on small business financing by the Na-
tional Association of Securities Dealers, and in that study we do
find a very steep drop over the last 10 years in the number of first-
time stock offerings, and we also find a similar drop in regulation
A offerings, and we also find that the costs associated with those
offerings is skyrocketing every year.

It seems to me that we are going to have to take some action to
reverse this trend. Piecemeal regulatory adjustments are not suffi-
cient, in my judgment. It seems to me that we should pass legisla-
tion similar to that that I have introduced in order to try a differ-
ent approach.

I do note that, and I don’t know if it is a coincidence or not, Mr.
Loomis, it seems that the threat of legislation has spurred the SEC
into action. I understand you have proposed rule 242 and, of course,
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that is an example of what I am talking about, because significant
portions of H.R. 3991 are now found in proposed rule 242.

So to sum up, I repeat, I am concerned about the regulatory
climate and to what extent this is drying up venture capital. I
would be delighted to hear from you now as to what the SEC is
plam:iing to do with respect to those concerns that I have men-
tioned.

With objection the text of H.R. 3991 and an agency report there-
on will be printed at this point in the record.

[Testimony resumes on p. 34.]

(The text of H.R. 3991 and an agency report thereon follows:]



96TH CONGRESS
18T SESSION o ° 399 1

To amend the Securities Act of 1933 to authorize issuers to sell certain securities

to accredited investors without filing a registration statement under such
Act, to amend the Investment Company Act of 1940 to grant an exemption
from such Act to certain issuers which engage in the business of furnishing
capital or providing financing for business ventures and activities, and for
other purposes. . )

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
May 8, 1979

Mr. BroYHILL introduced the following bill; which was referred to the Committee

on Interstate and Foreign Commerce

A BILL

To amend the Securities Act of 1933 to authorize issuers to sell

1
2

certain securities to accredited investors without filing a
registration statement under such Act, to amend the Invest-
ment Company Act of 1940 to grant an exemption from
such Act to certain issuers which engage in the business of
furnishing capital or providing financing for business ven-
tures and activities, and for other purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-

tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
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SHORT TITLE

SectioN 1. This Act may be cited as the “Small Busi-

ness Investment Incentive Act of 1979,
TRANSACTIONS INVOLVING LIMITED SALE SECURITIES
AND ACCREDITED INVESTORS

SEC. 2. Section 4(2) of the Securities Act of 1933 (15
U.S.C. 77d(2)) is amended by adding at the end thereof the
following: “For purposes of this paragraph, transactions by
an issuer not involving a public offering shall include transac-
tions in which all of the following factors are present:

“(A) The transaction is solely with one or more
accredited investors or persons that the issuer reason-
ably believes to be accredited investors.

“(B) The security which is the subject of the
transaction is a limited sale security.

“(C) There is no general adverti%iilg or general
solicitation in connection with the transaction by the
issuer or anyone acting on the issuer’s behalf.”.

RESALE OF LIMITED SALE SECURITIES
SEC. 3. (a) Section 4(1) of the Securities Act of 1933

(15 U.8.C. 77d(1)) is amended by adding at the end thereof
the following: “For purposes of this paragraph, any person
who sells a limited sale security for his own account or for
the account of any other person shall not be considered to be

an underwriter with respect to such transaction if such sale is
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made to an accredited investor or to a person whom the
seller reasonably believes to be an accredited investor.”.

(b) Section 2 of the Securities Act of 1933 (15 U.S.C.
77b) is amended by adding at the end thereof the following
new paragraphs:

“(15) The term ‘accredited investor’ means (A) a bank,
insurance company, registered investment company, small
business investment company licensed under the Small Busi-
ness Investment Company Act of 1958, or person described
in the last clause of section 3(c)(3) of the Investment Compa-
ny Act of 1940, a fund, trust, or other account with respect
to which a bank or insurance company exercises investment
discretion, or a person who controls or is controlled by any
such person, (B) any person who, on the basis of such factors
as financial sophistication, net worth, knowledge and experi-
ence in fi\,rga,ncial and business mattefs, or amount of assets
under management, qualifies as an accredited investor under
rules and regulations which the Commission shall prescribe,
and (C) any other person who does not qualify as an accredit-
ed investor under such rules and regulations but who relies
upon the investment advice of a person who does so qualify.
As used in this paragraph, the term ‘investment discretion’
has the meaning given such term in section -3(2)(35) of the

Securities Exchange Act of 1934.



23

4

“(16) The term ‘limited sale security’ means a security

which bears a legend to the effect that such security may not °
be sold or otherwise transferred except to an accredited in-

vestor.”.

RESALE OF RESTRICTED SECURITIES

SEc. 4. Section 2(11) of the Securities Act of 1933 (15

U.8.C. 77b(11)) is amended—

(1) in the first sentence, by inserting ‘“(A)”’ imme-
diately after ‘“‘shall not include” and by inserting im-
mediately before the period the following: “, or (B) a
person engaging in a sale or other distribution of re-
stricted securities if such person has been the beneficial
owner of such securities for a period of not less than
five years prior to the date of such sale or distribu-
tion”’; and

(2) by inserting immediately before the period at
the end of the second sentence the following: *, and
the term ‘restricted securities’ means securities ac-
quired directly or indirectly from the issuer, or from an
affiliate of the issuer, in a transaction or chain of trans-
actions not involving any public offering”.

LIABILITY IN PRIVATE OFFERINGS

SEC. 5. Section 12 of the Securities Act of 1933 (15

24 U.S.C. 771) is amended by adding at the end thereof the

25 following new sentence: ‘“‘Notwithstanding the foregoing pro-
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visions of this section, a person who sells securities, in a
transaction evincing a good faith attempt not to involve any
public offering pursuant to section 4(2), shall not be liable to
a purchaser of such securities in such transaction if all condi-
tions set forth in section 4(2) or prescribed in rules and regu-
lations of the Commission concerning such a transaction have
been met with respect to such purchaser, and such purchaser
may not bring a civil action for rescission of such transaction
on the grounds that all such conditions have not been met
with respect to all purchasers of securities in such transac-
tion.”,
EXEMPTION FROM INVESTMENT COMPANY ACT OF 1940

SEc. 6. Section 3(c)(3) of the Investment Company Act

of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 80a-3(c)(3)) is amended—
(1) by striking out “or” immediately after “‘guard-
ian”’; and
(2) by inserting immediately before the period at

the end thereof the following ‘; or any issuer engaged

principally in the business of furnishing capital or pro-

viding financing for business ventures and activities,

purchasing securities of issuers for which no ready

market is in existence, or reorganizing companies or

similar activities (or any person that is organized and

exists solely for purposes of holding securities in such

an issuer), if at least 80 percent at cost of the securi-
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ties held by such issuer (other than government securi-
ties, short-term paper, and other cash items) consist of
securities which (A) were acquired directly from such
issuer (including warrants or options acquired from
such issuer) in a transaction or chain of transactions
not involving any public offering or pursuant to the ex-
ercise of warrants or options acquired in such a trans-
action, (B) were received as a result of a reorganiza-
tion or bankruptcy proceeding, or (C) were distributed
on or with respect to any securities described in clause
(4) or (B).”.
EFFECTIVE DATE

Sec. 7. (a) The amendments made by this Act shall

take effect on the date of enactment of this Act.

(b) The Securities and Exchange Commission shall,

within 180 days after the date of enactment of this Act, pre-
scribe such rules and regulations as may be mecessary to

carry out the amendments made by this Act.

O
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SECURITIES AND.EXCHANGE COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20549

The Honorable Harley O. Staggers, Chairman FIU‘;' ?) 1979,
Comnittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce
U. S. Bouse of Representatives

Washington, D.C. 20515

Re: H.R. 3991, the "Small Business Investment Incentive
Act of 1979."

Dear Chairman Staggers:

In response to your.request, I am enclosing a memorandum
setting forth the Cammission's comments on H.R. 3991. The Cor—
mission is deeply concerned with the ability of small busines-
ses to raise capital. Indeed, as set forth in the enclosed memo—
randum, the Cammission recently established an Office of Small
Business Policy in our Division of Corporation Finance to put
our small business initiatives on a permanent footing. That
Office provided substantial assistance in preparing our comments
on the Bill.

As explained in detail in the enclosed memorandum, in carry-
ing out our comitment to support efforts to remove unnecessary
burdens on capital formation by small business, we have undertaken
rule changes under existing law which provide substantially the
same access to capital for small businesses as would be provided
by Sections 2 through 5 of the Bill; and we plan steps to meet con-
cerns reflected in Section 6 of the Bill, consistent with appropriate
investor protections. Thus, the Commission is already successfully
embarked upon a course designed to achieve the Bill's objectives.

However, as we also discuss in the memorandum, the Bill as
presently drafted is not confined in its scope to small businesses
and unnecessarily removes all safeguards as to resale of restricted
securities after five years. Also, we have substantial concerns about
the breadth of the exclusion from investment company coverage pro—
vided by the Bill.

The views expressed here and in the enclosed memorandum are
those of the Camission, and do not necessarily represent the views
of the President. We are simultaneously sending copies of this cor-
respondence to the Office of Management and Budget. We will inform
you of any advice received from that Office concerning the rela-
tionship of these materials to the program of the Administration.

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment on the
Bill. We would appreciate the opportunity to make further com—
ments on the Bill if it is substantially modified in any respect.
Please let me know if we can be of any further assistance.

Sincerely,

Enclosure
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MEMORANDUM OF THE SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION
TO THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE
' ON H.R. 3991

The (‘J;tmission is pleased tc;‘have this opportunity to camment
on H.R. "3991, the "sn'all Business Investment Incentive Act of 1979
(the "Bill"). Because the Bill addresses two different areas, our
corments will discuss each area separately. Part I of our com-
ments deals with Sections 2 through 5 of the Bill, which would amend
the Securities Act of 1933 to authorize issuvers to.sell certain
securities to “accredited investors" without filing a registration
statement with the Commission pursuant to that Act. Part II of our
caments discusses Section 6 of the Bill, which would amend the
Investment Company Act of 1940 to exclude from the coverage of that
Act certain issvers that, among other things, engage in the business
of furnishing capital or providing financing for business ventures
and activities.

The Commission is concerned that small businesses should have
an adequate market to raise capital and that investors should not
be unnecessarily impeded fram purchasing securities of smallhbusi—
nesses. In fact, the Comnission has already embarked upon rule-
making changes which would achieve substantially the same improvement

- of access to capital for small business as the Bill.

At the same time, the Cammission is charged with the respon-
sibility of ensuring the integrity of the securities markets and
of protecting investors. Therefore, although we strongly support

the goals toward which the Bill is directed, we are .concemed that
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as it is presently drafted it is unnecessarily broad in scope,

and therefore we do not support the Bill in its present form. 1/

1., AMENDMENTS TO THE REGISTRATION REQUIREMENTS
OF THE SECURITIES ACT OF 1933
A. Past and Current Commnission Activities to Facilitate
Capital Raising by Small Business

The Cormission has for some time been examining steps which might
be taken to facilitate capital formation by small businesses. In thié
regard, the Comission held public hearings in April and May of 1978 -
for the purpose of determining the extent to which the burdens imposed
on small businesses may be alleviated consistent with the protection
of investors. The hearings, which were held in Washington, D.C., Los
Angeles, Denver, Atlanta, Chicago, and Boston, concerned the effects
of the Camnission's rules on the ability of small businesses to raise
capital and the impact on small businesses of disclosure requirements
under the federal securities laws.

A study of the record developed at the hearings indicates that
most of the problems faced by small businesses result from factors
outside the scope of the federal securities laws. Insofar as the abil-
ity to raise capital is concerned, general economic conditions and
the existing tax structure, particularly with respect to the capital

" gains tax, were reported to have the greatest impact. Thus, many wit-

nesses expressed the view that, if a favorable change occurred in

1/ To some extent, where appropriate, the following comments reiterate -
statements we submitted to your Camittee on previous similar legis-
lation in the 95th Congress: H.R. 9549, H.R. 10717 and H.R. 13032.
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either of these factors, small businesses would not be substantially
impeded by the federal securities laws from obtaining needed capital.

The witnesses did state, however, that a number of requirements
under the fc'e‘deral securities laws are not justified as applied to
small bgsiness... In re'sponse to these concerns, the Commission has
undertaken a number of significant rule and form amendments, which
are designed to ease the impact of the federal securities laws on
small business capital raising.

Presently, Section 3(b) of the Securities Act authorizes the
Comission to exempt any class of securities from the full-scale
registration otherwise required by Section 5 of the Securities Act
(15 U.5.C. 77e) 2/ if it finds that such registration is not neces-
sary in the public interest or for the protection of investors be—
cause of the small offering amount or the limited character of the
offering. On Septenber 11, 1979, the Commission adopted an amend-
ment to Regulation A 3/ to increase the aggregate offering price
of securities that may be sold thereunder during a twelve month
period from $500,000 to $1,500,000. 4/ This améndment followed Con-
gressional action raising the aggregate amount of the small offering
exerption specified in Section 3(b) of the Securities Act of 1933.
The Cormmission also adopted an amendment to Regulation A to permit

2/ Section 5 of the Securities Act requires that all securities
offered by the use of any means or instruments of transportation
or comunication in interstate commerce or the mails be registered
with the Comission.

3/ 17 CFR 230.251-264.

4/ Securities Act Release No. 5977 (September 11, 1979).

55-753 0 - 80 - 2
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the use of a preliminary offering circular prior to the commencement
of cert.;u'.n underwri.'cten offerings thereunder.'_s_/ On September 8, 1979,
the (:annissiO{\ adopted an amend-nent_po Rule 146, concerning exemptions
from registration for the private placements. 6/ The amendrent
modifies t.!:xe disclosure requirements when an offering does not exceed
$1,500,000 to allow disclosure of information prescribed by Schedule 1
of Regulation A rather than information which would be included in a
registration statement. 7/ '

Last year the Commission amended Rule 144, 8/ the rule which sets
forth guidelines for the resale of certain securities, and pzﬁposed
amendments to that rule to: (1) relax the limitations on the amount of
securities that can be sold under the rule; (2) permit sales under the
rule directly to marketmakers; and (3) eliminate the requirement that
sales under the rule be made only in brokerage transactions or directly
with a marketmaker for sales of securities by estates, and their bene-
ficiaries, who are not affiliates of the issuer of the securities. 9/
We further amended Rule 144 to permit non-affiliates under certain
circurnstances to disregard the volume limitation provisions of that

rule. 10/

5/ Securities Act Release No. 6075 (June 1, 1979). -
6/ 17 CFR 230.146.
7/ Securities Act Release No. 5975 (Septemder 8§, 19'79).
8/ 17 CFR 230.144.
9/ Securities Act Release No. 5979 (September 19, 1978).

10/ Securities Act Release No. 6032 (March 5, 1979).
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This year the Comnission simplified registration and reporting pro-
cedures. for small businesses through the adoption of Form S-18. 11/ This
form is availgble to certain domestic and Canadian corporate issuers who
are not subject to the Commission's continuous reporting requirements for
the regist;'ation ::f securities to be sold for cash not exceeding an
aggregate offering price of $5 million. The form calls for less narrat‘ive
and financial disclosure than Form S-1, the standard registration form.
The form may be filed with the regional offices of the Commission, in
order to facilitate handling for the issuer. Also, issuers may include
in their initial annual report information substantially similar to
that included in their Form $-18 registration statement, pursuant to
corresponding amendments to Form 10-K, the annuzl report form for certain
publicly-held companies under the Securities Exchange Act of 1934.

In order to put its small business initiatives on a permanent
footing, the Cammission recently created the Office of Small Business
Policy within the Division of Corporation Finance. In addition to the
actions already undertaken, the Office of Small Business Policy is en-
gaged in a review of additional amendments and new rules intended to -
facilitate capital formation by small business.

In short, the Camnission has taken significaﬁt action in several
areas covered by the Bill and has under consideration fur_:ther amendments
and new rules which may obviate the need for the statutory amendments
erhodied in the Bill. We believe the Commission should be allowed

sufficient time adequately to evaluate the results of our rulemaking

11/ Securities Act Release No. 6049 (April 3, 1979).
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initiatives. Vhere we find that desirable improvements cannot bz
accomplished through the rulemaking process, the Commission will
readily transmit appropriate legislative recommendations. In this
regard, we al‘re concerned that, ’whifl.e the apparent purpose of Sec-
tions 2 _throughfs is t; assist capital formation by small businesses,
the exemptions from registration which those Sections would provide
would be available to be used by any business, regardless of size,
and regardless of the amount of capital funding involved, and would
needlessly remove all safequards on resale of restricted securities
after five years.

In addition, as mentioned above, a preliminary study of the
record developed at our recent public hearings indicates t'_ha£ most
of the problems faced by small businesses result from factors out-
side the scope of the federal securities laws. On the other hand,
we believe that experience has shown that, over the past forty—éix
years, the full disclosure afforded investors by the federal secur-
ities laws has increased public confidence in the securities markets
and facilitated capital-raising by businesses of all sizes in a bene-
ficial manner.

Accordingly, we believe that the objective of assisting small
business is best approached by the Comission's present pattern of
timely, but careful, rulemaking. hd

B. Detailed Discussion of the Bill

(1) Section 2
Section 2 of the Bill would amend Section 4(2) of the Securities
Act to provide an additional exemption from registration for trans-

actions by an issuer solely with one or more "accredited investors"
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if the security sold is a "limited sale security” and there is no gen-

erzl advertising or solicitation in connection with the transaction.
A "limited sale security" is defined in Section 3 as a security that

bears a leger:d to the effect that 1t may not be sold or otherwise trans—
ferred except to-an acc'rédited investor. An "accredited investor" is
defined in Section 3 to include: (a) certain specified institutional
purchasers; (b) any person who, because of financial sophistication,

net worth, knowledge and experience in financial and business matters,
or amunt of assets under' management, qualifies as an accredited pur-
chaser under rules prescribed by the Commission; and (c¢) any person

who relies on the investment advice of an accredited investor. The
institutional purchasers include "a bank, insurance company, [licensed)
small business investment company” and certain trust funds and insurance
company separate accounts. Section 2 of the Bill would amend Section 4(2)
4(2) to allow unlimited sales to certain institutional and other
accredited investors.

Currently, Section 4(2) of the Securities Act exempts transactions
not involving a public offering from the registration provisions of the
Act. Rule 146, promulgated under the Securities Act, sets forth non-
exclusive conditions that would permit an issuer to qualify for an exemp-
tion under Section 4(2).

The Office of Small Business Policy currently has under consider-
ation a new rule which would treat sales to certain institutional buyers
in a manner similar to the treatmemt afforded by the Bill. This new rule
is being developed as an alternative to the Section 4(2) exemption and

Rule 146 for small businesses and would alleviate certain concerns with
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Section 4(2) and Rule 146 expressed by witr at our small business
hearings. The rule would allow sales to an unlimited nu~ber of defined
institutional purchasers and purchasgrs of large blocks and to 35 adii~-
tional purchasers. The rule would differ significantly from the amendment
contemplated by Section 2 of the Bill in that the rule would be promulgated
pursuant to Section 3(b) of the Securities Act.

¥While the Commission has not yet proposgd the new rule, our in-
tention is to alleviate significantly the substantive problens encoun—
tered by small issuers under the Securities Act in attempting to raise
capital in a nonpubiic offering. In light of the Commission's ongoing
initiatives, we believe that the adoption of an experimental rule that
would allow the Cammission to gain experience with the substantive
changes under consideration is preferable to the addition of further
statutory provisions at this time.

As noted above, the rule under consideration by the staff would
allow sales to an unli:.nited number of institutional investors. Although
our definition of institutional investor for this purpose has noE been
completed, we would point out that clause (C) of the definition of
"accredited investor," in Section 3(b) of the Bill, which includes
persons who rely on the investment advice of other accredited investors,
appears overly broad. It may be that investors of the type described
in clauses (A) and (B) of the definition can fend for themselves. But,
merely because they could do so does not mean that persons whom they
advise should be deprived of the p::otections of the registration pro-
visions of the Securities Act. Pursuant to this provision, sales could '

be made to an unlimited universe of purchasers without the disclosures
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reguired under the Act or any other protecticns such as those which
wouald be available when a fiduciary relationship exists.

(2) Sections 3(a) and 4(1)

Section 3(2) of the Bill wopld amend Section 4(1) of the Securities
Act to provide that a pérson who sells a "limited sale security," or any
person acting on his behalf, shall not be considered to be an underwriter
with respect to such transaction if such sale was made to an accredited
investor or to a person the seller reasonably believes to be an accredited
investor. Pursuant to this amendment, unregistered "limited sale securities"
may be resold by affiliates and non-affiliates of the issuer to any number
of accredited investors.

Section 4(1) of the Bill would amend the definition of "underwriter"
contained in Section 2(1l) of the Securities Act to provide that that
term shall not include a person engaging in a sale of securities if
such person has been the beneficial owner of such securities for a period
of five years or more. Consequently, affiliates as well as the non-
affiliates of an issuer would be able to resell unregistered securities
pursuant to the Section 4(1) exemption after a five year period.

We have some concern about removing all restrictions on sales by
persons who are affiliated with issuers after five years of beneficial
ownership. Section 2(11) of the Securities Act presently defines
"underwriter” to mean

“any person who has purchased from an issuver with a
view to, or offers or sells for an issuer in connection
with, the distribution of any security, or participates

or has a direct or indirect participation in any such
undertaking, or participates or has a participation in
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the direct or indirect underwriting of any such under- .
taking * * *.* 12/

There is nothing in the statutory definition cf an underwriter that
places a timé limit on a person's status as an underwriter. The public has
the same need fog' the protectio;x afforded by registration whether the
securitiés are éistributed shortly after their purchase or after some
length of time. Accordingly, while the length of time that a person has
been beneficial owner of restricted securities is covicusly an important
consideration in determining whether a person is an underwriter, it V
should not be decisive. Unless the Commission retains its present ability
to impose such conditions as are necessary to govern the amount of restric—
ted securities that can be resold by persons who have beneficially owned
such securities for more than five years, there woul¢ bz no assurance
that the exemption from registration afforded by Section 4(1) would be
used only for routine trading transactions, as oppcsed to distributions
by personé closely identified with the issuer who, under the present
definition, are, and should be, considered underwriters.

Nevertheless, the Cammission supports the basic irtent of Sections
3(a) and 4(1) of the Bill, to alleviate the probler cf secondary sales of
securities issued by small businesses, except with respect to the resale
of securities by affiliates. Although several factors were cited during
our small business hearings as contributing to the problem of secondary

sales of small business securities, the most cammonly identified factors

12/ As used in the definition, the temrm “issuer” includes, in addition to an
issuer, “any person directly or indirectly cont-ollmg or controlled by
* the issuer, or any person under direct or indirect common control with

the issver.”
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were the resale restrictions imposed by Ruale 144. As mentioned above,
that RuJ:e defines persons who are deemed not to be engased in a distri-
bution of securities, and therefore who are not underwriters for purposes
of Section 4(1) of the Securitie§ Act. Section 4(1) of that Act in turn
exempts frc;m the ;-egistration provisions of Section 5 of the Act all
transactions by persons other than issuers, underwriters or dealers.

Rule 144 provided, at the time of our small business hearirgs, that
affiliates and others selling securities subject to the Rule coulc sell,
during a2 6 month period, the lesser of one percent of the class outstand-
img or the zverage weekly trading volume. A majority of the witnesses
that testified on this point at the hearings were of the view that this
provision severely restricted their ability to attract capital because
of the lo:;g period of time which was necessary to liquidate an invest-
ment. Thus, the witnesses believed that a relaxation of this provision
of the Rule was essential to the ability of venture capitalists and
other investors to recycle t};eir investment into new enterprises.

Tne Commission has responded to these concerns by amending Rule 144
to allow sales not to exceed the greater of one percent of the class out—
standing or the average weekly trading volume during a three month period.
In addition, the Cammission adopted an amendment to Rule 144 which permits
non—-affiliates under certain circumstances to disregard the volume
limitation provisions of Rule 144 after a period of (1) three years,
if the securities to be sold are those of a class which is either listed
on an exchange or guoted on NASDAQ, an electronic interdealer quotation
service; or (2) four years, if the securities to be sold are those of

an issuer which files periodic reports under section 13 or 15(d) of
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the Securities Exchange Act of 1934.

In.connection with our recent amendments to Rule 144, we have
announced publicly that we are considering removal of the volume limi-
tations in Ru.ie 144 for the secu;it{és of non-reporting companies
under certain cixjcmlstar'nces. Moreover, the Office of Small Business
Policy has under consideration further amendments to Rule 144 which
would assist the resale of securities by affiliates.

The advantage of the Comission's approach in effecting these
changes by the adoption of rules, rather than the enactment of addi-
tional stetutory provisions, is that the Commission would retain its
present flexibility to amend these rules in the future should conditions
change or amendments become necessary to protect the interests of public
investors. Consequently, while we do not oppose the substantive changes
contained in Section 4(1) of the Bill, except for the provision with
respect to resales by persons affiliated with the issuer, we suggest
that a better method of implementing those changes is the one presently
utilized by the Commission. 13/

(3) Section §

Section 5 of the Bill would amend Section 12 of the Securities
Act by adding a' sentence which would, in the case of a transaction invol-
ving a "good faith attempt not to involve any public offering pursuant
to Section 4(2)," deny recovery under Section 12 to a purchaser of securities
if all conmditions prescribed in Section 4{2) and in rules and regulations

of the Cormission have been met with respect to such purchaser.

13/ We have no coments on Section 4(2), defining "'restricted securities”.
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Presently, there is absolute liability under Section 12(1) if an
issuer .offers or sells a security in violation of the registrétion pro-
visions of Segction 5. 14/ To establish a prima facie case under Section
12(1), the plaintiff need prove ’only (1) the purchase of the security,
(2) from the deféndant or from a person controlled by the defendant,

(3) the use directly or indiréctly of the required jurisdictional means,
(4) that no registration statement was in effect; and (5) that the action
was brought within one year from the date of the violation. 15/ The
availability of the private offering exemption is an affirmative defense
as to which the defendant has the burden of proof. 16/ Under present
law, that exemption is unavazilable unless the defendant can show not
only that the requirements of Section 4(2) have been met with respect = -
to all purchasers, but also that they have been met with respect to

all offerees. 17/

The importancé of this approach was emphasized by the Court of Appeals
for the 10th Circuit in Lively v. Hirschfield (note 1S, above). 1In that

case, the court stated:

"After the Ralston Purina case the emphasis in the
decisions has been placed on the particular capabil-
ities and information had by particular persons,

14/ See, e.g., Woodward v. Wright, 266 F.2d 108, 115 (10th Cir. 1959).
15/ See, e.g., Lively v. Hirschfield, 44 F.2d 631 (10th Cir. 1971).

16/ Securities and Exchange Commission v. Ralston Purina Co., 346 U.S.
at 126 (1953). .

17/ Henderson v. Hayden, Stone, Inc., 461 F.2d 1069 (Sth Cir. 1972);
Securities and Exchange Commission v. Continental Tobacco Co. of
S.C., Inc. 463, F.2d 137 (2d Cir. 1972); Hill York Corp. v. Am:rican
International Franchise, Inc. 448 F.2d 680 (5th Cir. 1971); Lively v.
Hirschfield, suora 440 F.2d at 632.
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buyers, plaintiffs or offerees. The Ralston Purina
case required this examination of the individuals .
solicited to determine the nature of the offer, that
is, to determine whether there was a public need for
registration * * *.*

b * o *
MThe standard mast apply to all the-offerees if the
* Ralston Purina case is to be meaningfully applied,
and if the artificial classification of "buyers* is
to be prevented from determining the nature of the
offer in a private action such as this." 18/

Thus, under present law, the need for registration is viewed
not only in terms of the particular private plaintiff but also
with respsct to all offerees and purchasers, i.e., with respect to
the offering itself. In this connection, issuer:s have expressed
concern that even if they make a good faith attempt to comply, a failure
with respect to one unsophisticated offeree may allow a sophisticated
purchaser to rescind a securities purchase or recover damages if he
no longer owns the security. However, legislation is not necessary
at this time and, in our judgment, is not the proper response to the problem.
Our staff currently has under consideration amendments to Rule 146 which
were suggested at the hearings., such as the inclusion of a “substantial
compliance” or *good faith attempt" provision in the Rule, which would
alleviate this and other concerns expressed regarding the Rule. As indicated
above, the Commission believes that the flexibility provided by the
rulemaking process is preferable generally to the pr;:posed amandnents
that would rigidify the exemptive pattern, and that the Cammission

should be allowed sufficient time to take apémp:iate action through

18/ 440 F.2d at 632-33.
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the rulemaking proceedings recently initiated by its Office of Small

Business Policy.

II."* AMENDMENTS TO THE INVESTMENT COMPANY ACT OF 1940

Section 6 Of the Bill would amend Section 3(c)(3) of the Invest-
ment Company Act of 1940 ("Act") to exclude from the definition of *in-
vestment company® entities which are apparently regarded as venture
capital companies. In this regard, in its admninistration of the
Investment Act, the Commission is also attempting to increase
the ability of small businesses to raise capital. Indeed, as we
recently announced, 19/ we are currently considering proposing a
rule that would provide exemptive relief from all provisions of the
Investment Company Act for certain business develoment companies
whose securities are owned by substantial, sophisticated investors
and which are org;anized and operated for the purpose of investing
directly in relatively small and unseasoned companies in the devel-
opmental étage. Although it is not possible at this time to describe

in greater detail the provisions of the proposed rule, 20/ we believe

19/ Investment Advisers Act Release No. 680 (June 19, 1979). In

T that Release, the Commission proposed for public comment a
new rule which would permit, under appropriate conditions,
special performance-based fees to be paid to registered invest-
ment advisers to business development corpanies that invest
in relatively small and unseasoned companies in the develop-
mental stage. The purpose of the rule is to facilitate the flow
of needed capital to small businesses without detrimentally
affecting the investors who most need the protections of
the Investment Advisers Act.

20/ We expect the Investment Company Act rule, including its definition
of “business development company,” to be consistent with and largely
similar to whatever rule may ultimately be adopted as a result of
Investment Advisers Act Release No. 680, note 19, supra.
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that pa'mitting the Comuission to continue its present efforts
to address and resolve the status of venture capital campanies by
rulemaking wider the Investment Company Act would best accammodate
the dual g?als of protecting im;estors and helping small businesses.
This is pérticulérly true in view of our reservations, set forth in
detail below, concerning Section 6 of the Bill.
A fundamental consideration in any attempt to fashion a

solution to the venture capital problem is, in the Commission's
view, the protection of investors. As Congressman Broyhill, a sponsor
of the Bill, has stated, “"protections must be provided for small, un—
unsophisticated and vulnerable investors." 21/ Although the Bill's
sponsors may believe that it would continue protection for those
investors and would only remove unnecessary impediments confronting
investors who are able to fend for themselves, 22/ we are concerned
that Section 6 of the Bill is overbroad. It would have the effect of
substantially reducing the protections that would otherwise be afforded
small, unsophisticated and vulnerable investors as well as sophisticated
and wealthy investors. This broad-brush diminution of investor protections
would directly result from the amendment that would exclude investment
companies described in Section 6 of H.R. 3991 from the Act and would
thereby deny shareholders of those companies the Act's protections.

The Investment Campany Act was enacted to eliminate the wide- -

spread abuses and failures to observe principles of fiduciary duties

21/ 125 Com. Rec. H 2860 (daily ed. May 8, 1979) (remarks of Represen—
tative Broyhill).

2/ 1.
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that were uncovered in unregulated investment companies. As a result,
the Act'was structured to provide a comprehensive framework of regu-
lation which, among other things, prohibits changes in the nature of
an invest'nent‘cunpany's business. or"its investment policies without
shareholdet approval, protects against management self-dealing, embez-
zlement, or abuse of trust, and provides specific controls to eliminate
or mitigate inequitable capital structures. Other basic investor pro-
tections afforded by the Act include requirements that an investment
camany disclose its financial condition and investment policies and
provisions for specific controls designed to protect against unfair
transactions between investment companies and their affiliates. It is
in large part because of these significant protections provided inves-
tors by the Act that the Camnission has opposed provisions in numerous
bills previously intrcduced in the Congress that would have exempted
from the Act small business investment companies licensed by the Small
Business Administration (®SBA"), notwithstanding their dual regulation
by the SBi. 23/ For the same reasons, we do not believe that small

unsophisticated investors should be denied the Act's protection in

23/ See, e.g., Report of Comm. on Banking and Currency on S. 3651,

T Small Business Investment Act of 1958, 5. Rep. No. 1652,
85th Cong., 2d Sess. 13 (1958): "The camittee is convinced ’
that it would not be wise to exempt [small business investment]
campanies outright from the securities laws. . . . [S. 3651)
provides that, with one exception {dealing with capital structure),
the Investment Company Act of 1940 shall apply to small-business
investment companies just as it does at present to other investment
companies. The camittee was impressed by the testimony offered
by the Chaimman of the SEC that, in order to give adequate pro-
tection to investors, the Investment Company Act of 1940 should
be applicable to small business investment companies.™
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this instance, 24/ where investors would not-even have the limited
benefits 25/ of SBA regulation.

Should ..the Congress, despite our strong belief that providing
exceptions or exer:\ption§ from the Investment Company Act for venture
capital oon:npanies’ should be left to rulemaking rather than legislative

action, nevertheless wish to consider further Section 6 of the Bill,

24/ 1t has been suggested that the Act was passed to regulate
abuses “such as unscrupulous [investment company] managers
who had large amounts of cash which could be quickly shifted
and manipulated to the detriment of the outside investors,®
and that venture capital companies are distinguishable because
of their supposedly illiquid investments, 125 Cong. Rec.
H 2862 (daily ed., May 8, 1979) (Remarks of Representative
Broyhill). However, the majority of abuses that Congress
sought to prevent by enacting the Investment Company Act
were not necessarily related to the liquidity of investmen
companies' security holdings. See generally Section 1(b) of
the Act. Moreover, although it may have been true that in 1940
“there were virtually no venture capital firms in existence
which were publicly traded," 125 Cong. Rec. H 2862, supra, we
do not believe that “[h]ad there been such firms in existence
it may very well have been discovered that the protections
of the Investment Company Act of 1940 were unnecessary.” Id.
Rather, there is strong evidence to the contrary — that
not only were the Act's protections viewed as particularly
important to small, unsophisticated investors who might pur-
chase interests in relatively risky “venture capitzl" compznies,
but also that regulation under the Act would in fact prove
beneficial to those companies, enhancing public confidence
in them. See Investment Trusts and Investment Comzanies:
Hearings on S. 3580 Before a Subcomm. of the Senate Comm.
on Banking and Currency, 76th Cong., 3d Sess. 286, 237, 562-63
(1940) ("Senate Hearings"). To the extent that the provisions
of the Act might be inappropriate as applied to certain venture
capital companies or other companies, Congress contexplated
that the difficulties would be dealt with by use of the
Commission's exemptive authority under Section &(c) of
the Act. That authority would be the basis for the anticipated
rulemaking described earlier.

25/ It is our understanding that the primary concern of the SBA is
with the stimulation of small businesses through a234itional
financing, and that the protection of investors is, at best,

a secondary concern.
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we have the following more specific comments concerning its pro-

visions.

As mentidned above, Section 6 Gf the Bill would amand Saction 3(c)(3)
of the Investment Company Act to exclude from the definition of "invest-
ment eanp'any" ent.:ities vwhich are apparently regarded as venture capital
companies. 26/

Section 6 would apparently allow a venture capital coarpany to
be totally excluded from the Investment Company Act, if it meets
the following conditions:

{1) it must be principally engaged in any one of three

general business activities:
(a) fumishing capital or providing financing for
business ventures and activities;
{b) .purchasing securities of issuers for which no
ready market is in existence; or

{c) reorganizing companies; and

26/ See 125 Cong. Rec. E 3160 (daily ed., June 22, 1979) (Remarks of
Representative Luken). Section 6 provides an exclusion from
the definition of “investment campany" for: “any issuer engaged
principally in the business of furnishing capital or providing
financing for business ventures and activities, purchasing secur-
ities of issuers for which no ready market is in existence, or
reorganizing companies or similar activities (or anv person that
is organized and exists solely for purposes of holding securities
in such an issuer), if at least 80 percent at cost of the securities
held by such issuer (other than govermment securities, short-term
paper, and other cash items) consist of securities which (A) were
acquired directly from such issver (including warrants or options
acquired from such issuer) in a transaction or chain of transactions
not invelving any public offering or pursuant to the exercise of
warrants or options acquired in such a transaction, (B) were received
as a result of a reorganization or bankruptcy proceeding, or
(C) were distributed on or with respect to any securities Gescribed
in clause (A) or (B)."

55-753 0 - 80 - 3
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(2) 80 percent at cost of the securities helé by the campany must
generally be acquired directly from issuers in nonpublic
tr@sactions. 2y

Our concern with this section stems from the fact that it is so

broadly drafted that it would exempt from the salutary regulatory

provisions of the Investment Company Act not only companies that

furnish capital to small and unseasoned businesses in the develop-

mental stage, but also to many other campanies for which there has

been no showing of a need for any special treatment under the

Act.

28/

2/

The various references in Section 6 to the term “issuer” create
unnecessary confusion, since that term appears to be used in

some instances to refer to venture capital companies (e.g., "any
issuer engaged pnncmally"), and in other instances to refer

to the businesses in which venture capital corpanies are to
invest (e.g., "securities which (A) were acquired directly from
such issuer"). The ambiguity is especially confusing with respect
to the parenthetical "or any person that is organized and eusts
solely for purposes of holding securities in such an issuer”; we
assume that “issuer,”" as used in that clause, refers to a venture
capital company. See note 32, infra.

The description of businesses in which these venture capital
companies are to engage may be modeled in part on Section 12(e) -
of the Investment Company Act. That Section provides a limited
exception from the prohibition in Section 12(d)(1) of the Act
against an investment company acquiring securities of another
investment company. See In re American Research & Dev. Corp.,

24 S.E.C. 481 (1946).” Section 12(e) allows suca @ purchase if
the investment company whose securities are acr.:‘.ured engages in
"the business of underwriting, furnishing capital to industry,
financing promotional enterprises, purchasing securities of
issuers for which no ready market is in existence, and reor-
ganizing companies or similar activities * * * ." However, it
bears esphasis that Section 12(e) provides gn exception for an
investment company acquiring the securitieg’of another investment
company that is a venture capital company. It provides no exception

(footnote continued)
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One type of investment company that currently accounts for
a subStantial portion of mutual fund industry assets is the money
market fund., which invests in short-term money market instruments,
such as 'rre;sury Bills, certif.icat-.es of deposit, and cormercial paper.

, These fuds may" invest substantial portions of their assets in comner-
cial paper purchased directly fram issuvers in nonpublic transactions.
Yet nothing in Section 6 would preclude such companies from relying
on the exclusion that it would provide from the Investment Company
Act. This result, presumably unintended, is at least in part due to the
faét that the Bill does not define the characteristics of the businesses
which are the desired ultimate beneficiaries of Section 6. Thus, a
money market fund whose portfolio consists of comrercial paper acquired
directly from issuers might argue that it was a venture capitzl company
principally engaged "in the business of furnishing capital or providing

financing for business ventures and activities,” 29/ even though the issuers

(footnote continued)

or exemption for the venture capital company. Indeed, Con-
gress clearly contemplated that, unless some other exception
or exemption were available, such companies would be subject
to the Act. See, e.g., Senate Hearings, at 286. Horeover, Sec—
tion 12(e), by its terms, requires the bottom-tier investment
company to engage in a2ll of the activities listed, whereas, by
contrast, Section 6, In using the word “or" before the phrase

. “"reorganizing companies" would seem to conterplate that engage-
ment in any one of the specified activities and the satisfaction
of the conditions set forth subsequently would entitle a com-
pany to rely on the Section 6 exception.

29/ It is unclear what difference of meaning is intended between
"fumishing capital” and "providing financing." Similarly, we
are unsure what "activities,” as distirguished from business
ventures, are contemplated as being within the Section.

%
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might be corporations of considerable size. 30/ Cther conventional
investment companies might be able to make similar argunents under
the proposed language if they engaged principally ir acguiring stock
or other sec;urities in nonpublic t.ransactiOns, even if the issuers
of such.securities were not small businesses. 3/

The Bill would also exclude issuers principally engaged in the
business of “reorganizing companies or similar activities {(or any per-
son that is organized and exists solely for purposes of holding secur—
ities in such an issuver)." 32/ We are uncertain as to precisely what
is contemplated by the phrase."reorganizing companies,® and how fos-
tering that activity furthers the purposes of the legislation. Further-

more, given the ambiguities we perceive to exist in the descriptions

30/ 1In addition, Section 6 would permit investments in government
securities, including Treasury Bills, to be excluded from the
requirement that 80 percent of a venture capital company's
securities must be acquired either directly from issuers, or
as described in clauses (B) or (C) of that Section.

31/ The Commission, in administering the Investment Corpany Act,

T has encountered problems related specifically to registered
open—-end investment companies' holdings of restricted secur-
ities acquired in nonpublic transactions because of the re~
quirement that open—end companies redeem their securities at
net asset value at the request of the security holder and
because of difficulties in valuing restricted securities.
See Investment Company Act Release No. 5847 (Octoder 21, 1969.)

32/ See also note 27 suora. The singular “"such 2a issuer” in this
parenthetical clause might be read literally to rean that a hold-
ing company which holds interests in more than one venture capital
company would not be excluded by this provision from the Investment
Company Act, although it is not clear whether such a result is
intended. However, even if it holds securities in only one venture
capital company, unless the holding company were primarily engaged,
through at least a majority-owned interest, in the venture capital
company's business, it should not be excluded from the Act. On the
other hand, if the holding company were so engazed, the parenthetical
clause would be unnecessary because the holding cormany would be
excluded by present Section 3(c)(6) of the Aact.
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of the business activities described in Section 6, permitting companies
to engage in "similar activities” would compound the interpretive dif-
ficulties inherent in the amendment.

Another px:'oblem is raisec’l by Section 6. There is nothing to
ensure ‘that ex.cluded issuers continuously engage in the activities
that the Bill seeks to pramote, other than the inference that may
be drawn from the requirement that an issuer be "engaged" principally
in on= of the described businesses. Thus, a venture capital company
that was initially excluded from the Investment Company Act by the
amendment because it purchased "securities of issuers for which no
ready market is in existence" could arguebly continue passively to
hold those securities (and exercise any warrants and options) long
after those perhaps once small companies matured — indeed, it could
hold those securities forever and remain free of the Act. For example,
both earlier and later investors in an investment company fortunate
and prescient enough to have acquired securities directly from Polaroid
and IBM when they were in their early developmental stages might find
themselves in the anomalous position of forever being deprived of the
protections of the Investment Company Act, despite their ownership
of shares in an investment company with a por:folio of "blue chip”"
securities that may be largely indistinguishadble from the portfolios .
of many other regulated investment companies whose investors enjoy the
full protections of the Investment Company Act. But, the purposes
of the Bill are no longer furthered once an investment company has
ceased providing capital for small businesses and merely passively

holds securities purchased in the past.
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k similar issue is raised by the fact that the reguirement that

the company hold at least 80 percent of its investwents in securities of
qualified issuers is keyed to the "cost" of the securities and not

their value."Ihis means that the c;mpany would still be exempt from all
provisioqs of the Act é;en if the value of the 20 percent portion of the
portfolio, which may be invested in securities of any issuer, increased
so that those securities became the primary or even predominant portion
of the campany's investments. .

In conclusion, although we support the goal of promoting small
busiress, we have serious concerns about the provisions of Section 6 of
the Bill. Moreover, we believe that the Commission's contemplated
rulemeking under the Investment Company Act will serve adequately to
alleviate any unnecessary impediments that Act might pose for venture

capital activities without sacrificing necessary investor protections.

hugust, 1979

AR/ef/32

Mr. BroyHILL. Mr. Loomis, please proceed as you see fit.

STATEMENT OF HON. PHILIP A. LOOMIS, JR., COMMISSIONER,
SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION, ACCOMPANIED
BY SYDNEY H. MENDELSOHN, DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF IN-
VESTMENT MANAGEMENT, AND MARTIN E. LYBECKER, ASSO-
CIATE DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF INVESTMENT MANAGEMENT

Mr. Loomis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I welcome this opportunity to testify today on the Small Business
Investment Incentive Act.

I will introduce the people with me.

On my left is Mr. Sydney H. Mendelsohn, the Director of the
Division of Investment Management and, on my right, Mr. Martin
E. Lybecker, the Associate Director of that Division.

On August 9, 1979, we submitted to your committee a detailed
memorandum [see p. 10] with respect to our position on the bill. 1
have also submitted a prepared statement which basically is an
update of our activities since August, and I would ask that that be
included in the record.

Mr. BrovHiLL. That will be included in the record [see p. 41] and
if you would like to summarize, you may do so.

Mr. LoomMis. First, I will discuss some of the steps which the
Commission has already undertaken toward reaching the goal of
the bill, the easing of regulatory restrictions on the raising of
capital by small businesses.
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Second, I will discuss the provisions of the bill which would
amend the Securities Act of 1933 to deal with certain perceived
problems for capital raising by small businesses. ;

Finally, I will discuss the special investor protection problems
raised by the bill’s proposed amendments of the Investment Com-
pany Act of 1940.

In brief, our position is that the bill in its present form is not
needed because the goals can be accomplished—indeed, may al-
ready have been largely accomplished administratively—without
further legislation. Moreover, we believe that the bill’s exemptive
provisions are too broadly drafted and if enacted would unnecessar-
ily dilute important existing investor protections.

In this regard, it bears emphasis that removing investor protec-
tions too broadly or precipitously could ultimately have a negative
effect on the ability of small businesses to raise capital if investor
dissatisfaction results in loss of confidence in the securities.

Let me begin with my first point about recent Commission ef-
forts to remove unnecessary constraints on the raising of capital by
small businesses. In April and May of 1978, the Commission held
hearings throughout the country to discover ways of alleviating
burdens on the capital-raising function of small business, particu-
larly those burdens associated with the Federal Securities laws.

I might interpolate that our concern that was expressed in those
proceedings reflects a very real concern on our part, particularly
on the part of our chmrman, as to the capital raising needs of
small business, not wholly in response to legislative incentives.

A study of the record developed at the hearings indicates that
most of the problems faced by small businesses result from factors
outside the scope of the Federal securities laws. Insofar as the
ability to raise capital is concerned, general economic conditions
and the tax structure, particularly the present capital gains tax,
were reported by the people who appeared at those hearings, to
have the greatest impact. Indeed, many witnesses expressed the
view that if a favorable change occurred in either of these two
factors, small business would not be substantially impeded by the
Federal securities laws from obtaining needed capital.

The witnesses did state, however, that a number of requirements
under the Federal securities laws are not justified as applied to
small business. In response, the Commission has significantly
amended several of its rules and forms in ways designed to ease
the impact of the Federal securities laws on small business capital
raising.

For example, the Commission, pursuant to congressional authori-
zation, adopted an amendment to its rules increasing the aggregate
amount of the small offering exemption from $500,000 to $1.5 mil-
lion. Also, as part of the small offering exemption, the Commission
adopted a rule permitting a modified offering circular to be used
prior to the commencement of certain offerings.

This year the Commission adopted form S-18 which applies gen-
erally to small companies issuing securities for cash where the
aggregate offering price does not exceed $5 million. This form calls
for substantially less narrative and financial disclosure than does
form S-1, the basic registration form.
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This summer the Commission released for comment proposed
rule 242, which the chairman referred to. If adopted, this rule
would exempt from registration an offering of up to $2 million if
the securities were sold only to institutional investors and no more
than 35 individuals. The disclosure requirements under this rule
would be minimal.

At the same time, the Commission has institutionalized its con-
cerns regarding small business by establishing an Office of Small
Business Policy in the divisional corporation. The purpose of this
Office is to centralize current small business rulemaking initiatives
and to establish a focal point for small business problems relating -
to the Federal securities laws.

The Office is headed by one of our most senior and dedicated
professionals, Ms. Mary E. T. Beach, and is staffed by 8 to 10 staff
members, including attorneys, accountants, and financial analysts.

Through this office, the Commission will participate in other
Government and privately sponsored programs relating to small
business. Already the Office is coordinating with the White House
Conference on Small Business; the Joint SEC-HASD Study of
Small Business Capital Formation; the NASD Joint Industry-Gov-
ernment Study on Small Business Financing; the Interagency Task
Force on Domestic Policy; and the Joint SEC-NASAA Committee
on Small Business Capital Formation.

Thus, to the extent that the Federal securities laws impact un-
duly on small businesses, the Commission has already moved sig-
nificantly to relax these burdens. We believe that the administra-
tive process is peculiarly well suited for this exercise.

The Commission has the staff, the initiative, and the program to
create an appropriate regulatory environment in this area.

This leads me to my second point. While we believe it is desir-
able to give special attention to the capital-raising needs of small
businesses, we do not believe that sections 2, 3, and 4 of the bill
provide an appropriate approach. We have provided a more de-
tailed discussion of our reasons for this position in our written
comments, and I will summarize that discussion.

In general, we are concerned that the proposed amendments
would provide overly broad and, in light of recent Commission
initiatives, unnecessary exemptions from the registration provi-
sions of the Securities Act.

More specifically, sections 2, 3, and 4 of the bill are directed at
alleviating three barriers percelved as being raised by the Securi-
ties Act of 1933 to capital raising by small businesses.

First, the bill seeks to enlarge the private offering exemption in
section 4(2) of the Securities Act.

Second, the bill seeks to facilitate secondary sales of securities by
affiliates and persons who purchased securities in private offerings.

Third, the bill seeks to reduce the chance of liability for persons
Xho sell in violation of the registration provisions of the Securities

ct.

Section 2 of the bill would amend section 4(2) of the Securities
Act so as to allow issuers to sell unlimited amounts of securities to
certain institutional and other “accredited” investors.

Currently, section 4(2) of the Securities Act exempts transactions
not involving a public offering from the registration provisions.
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Rule 146, promulgated under the Securities Act, sets forth nonex-
clusive conditions that enable an issuer to qualify for an exemption
under section 4(2).

As I mentioned before, the Commission recently proposed rule
242. This rule, if adopted, would treat sales to certain institutional
buyers and other accredited investors in a manner similar to the
treatment afforded such sales by the bill. This rule proposal was
developed as an alternative to the section 4(2) exemption and rule
- 146 for small businesses and would alleviate certain concerns with

section 4(2) and rule 146 expressed by witnesses at our small busi-
ness hearings.

We are, however; concerned about the unduly broad definition of
“accredited investors” in clause C of section 3(b) of the bill, which
includes persons who rely on the investment advice of the
accredited investors, described in clauses A and B.

It may be that investors of the type described in clauses A and B
of the definition can fend for themselves. But this does not mean
that persons advised by those persons should be deprived of the
protections of the registration provisions of the Securities Act.
Pursuant to clause C, sales could be made to an unlimited universe
of purchasers without the benefit of the disclosures required under
the Securities Act.

In light of the Commission’s ongoing initiatives, we believe that
the adoption of an experimental rule that would allow the Commis-
sion to gain experience with the substantive changes under consid-

- eration is preferable to the addition of further statutory provisions
at this time. \ '

Section 4 of the bill would, in effect, eliminate all restrictions
upon the sale or distribution of restricted securities by any person,
including affiliates of the issuer, if that person has held the securi-
ties for 5 years. i

While we recognize, as was pointed out in our small business
hearings, that the existing limitations on resale of restricted securi-
ties are viewed as creating a serious barrier to small business
capital raising, we believe that section 4, as it applies to resales by
affiliates, including controlling persons, goes too far. ™

The public has the same need for the protection afforded by
registration whether the securities are distributed shortly after
their purchase or after some length of time. Enactment of this
provision would permit an individual or a small group of individ-
uals to form a wholly owned company and, after operating it for 5
years, distribute their securities into the public.

The result would be the same as if the company had “gone
public” directly, but without the important protections afforded by
the disclosure requirements of the Securities Act. Indeed, section 4
would seem to permit someone to incorporate a company, purchase
all of its stock for a nominal price, put the company “on the shelf”
for 5 years, and then activate it and distribute its securities to the
public without registration or disclosure. :

Consequently, while the length of time that a person has been
the beneficial owner of a security is obviously an important consid-

" eration in determining whether that person should be relieved of
restrictions on resale, it should not be the sole standard.
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Nevertheless, the Commission supports the basic intent of sec-
tions 3(a) and 4(1) of the bill, to alleviate the problem of secondary
sales of securities issues by small businesses, by amending rule 144
to make it easier for nonaffiliates to sell securities purchased in
earlier private offerings.

Section 5 of the bill would amend section 12 of the Securities Act
by adding a sentence which would, in the case of a transaction
involving a “‘good faith attempt not to involve any public offering
pursuant to section 4(2),” deny recovery under section 12 to a
purchaser of securities if all conditions prescribed in section 4(2)
and in the Commission’s rules have been met with respect to such
purchaser.

Under present law, the private offering exemption provided by
section 4(2) of the Securities Act is available only if the entire
offering is made in compliance with that subsection.

Section 4 of the bill would, for purposes of civil liability, focus
attention on compliance or the lack of it, as to each individual
plaintiff. This responds to the concern of issuers that they may be
liable to all purchasers because of a defect in the offering to a few.
Nevertheless, we are not sure that this is the right answer.

The offering would still be in violation of the act, even though
some or most of the purchasers could not successfully sue. If a
substantial portion of the funds raised to finance the business had
to be returned to plaintiffs who could show noncompliance as to
them, those investors who could not recover might well feel they
were treated unfairly since the company would not have the fi-
nancing they expected.

In our juc{gment, this legislation is not needed at this time, since
we can proceed administratively to deal with the problems, and the
legislation may not be the best response. Our staff currently has
under consideration amendments to rule 146 which were suggested
at the hearings, such as the inclusion of a “substantial compliance”
or “good faith attempt” provision in the rule, which would allevi-
ate this concern expressed regarding the rule.

As indicated above, the Commission believes that the flexibility
provided by the rulemaking process is preferable to the proposed
amendments that would rigidify the exemptive pattern, and that
the Commission should be allowed time to take appropriate action
through rulemaking proceedings recently initiated by the Commis-
sion’s Office of Small Business Policy.

Our final concern about the bill is its treatment of venture
capital companies under the Investment Company Act of 1940.

The Investment Company Act was enacted to eliminate the wide-
spread abuses and failures to observe principles of fiduciary duties
that were uncovered in unregulated investment companies.

As a result, the act was structured to provide a comprehensive
framework of regulation which, among other things, prohibits
changes in the nature of an investment company’s business or its
investment policies without shareholder approval, protects against
management self-dealing, embezzlement, or abuse of trust, and
provides specific controls to eliminate or mitigate inequitable capi-
tal structures.

Other basic investor protections afforded by the act include dis-
closure and investment requirements and provisions for specific
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controls designed to protect against unfair transactions between
investment companies and their affiliates.

Section 6 of the bill would amend section 3(cX3) of the act to
exclude from the definition of “investment company” entities
which are apparently regarded as venture capital companies. In
this regard, in its administration of the Investment Company Act,
the Commission is also attempting to increase the ability of small
businesses to raise capital.

Indeed, Commission rules already make it easier for SBIC’s li-
censed by the Small Business Administration to remain exempt
from the Investment Company Act.

We are currently considering, indeed the Commission proposed
to issue for public comment yesterday, a rule, is described in more
detail in my prepared statement, which would provide the same
relief to a much broader range of business development companies,
particularly where the securities of those companies are owned by
substantial, sophisticated investors.

A fundamental consideration in any attempt to fashion a solu-
tion to the venture capital problem is, in the Commission’s view,
the protection of investors.

You have stated, “protections must be provided for small, unso-
phisticated and vulnerable investors.” Although it is the apparent
intention of the bill to continue protection for those investors and
only to remove unnecessary impediments confronting investors
who are able to fend for themselves, we are concerned that section
6 of the bill is overbroad. It would have the effect of substantially
reducing the protections that would otherwise be afforded small,
unsophisticated and vulnerable investors as well as sophisticated
and wealthy investors.

Should the Congress, despite our belief that providing exceptions
or exemptions from the Investment Company Act for venture capi-
tal companies should be left to rulemaking rather than legislative
action, nevertheless wish to consider further section 6 of the bill,
we have the following more specific comments:

Section 6 would appear to provide a complete exemption from
the Investment Company Act for a company which would other-
wise be an investment company, if it satisfied the following condi-
tions:

(1) It is “engaged principally in the business of furnishing capital
or providing financing for business ventures and activities,” and

(2) “At least 80 percent of the securities held by such company,
other than Government securities, short-term paper and other cash
items” were acquired directly from the issuer of the securities in a
transaction not involving any public offering.

This exemption is drafted so broadly as to include companies
which in no sense are “venture capital”’ companies, as that term is
commonly understood. This results from the fact that companies of
all sizes and degrees of development frequently raise capital by
what is known as private placements with financial institutions
such as insurance companies and employee benefit funds.

Thus it would be entirely possible for a company to obtain ex-
emption under section 6 even if invested primarily in securities of
corporations included in the Fortune 500 and acquired in private
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placements. We see no reason why investors in such a company
should be denied the safeguards of the Investment Company Act.

Similarly, a money market fund, which is an increasingly popu-
lar kind of investment company, could qualify for exemption under
section 6 since such funds often invest in Treasury bills, certificates
of deposit, and commercial paper which can be, and often is, pur-
chased directly from the issuer in a private placement.

I understand that section 6 was primarily intended to exempt
venture capital companies from the Investment Company Act, but
?_ecigon 6, as drafted, seems to go far beyond the venture capital
ield.

Section 6 would also include issuers principally engaged in the
business of ‘reorganizing companies or similar activities, or any
person that is organized and exists solely for purposes of holding
securities in such an issuer.” We are uncertain as to precisely what
is contemplated by the phrase ‘“reorganizing companies” and how
fostering that activity furthers the purposes of the legislation.

Furthermore, given the ambiguities we perceive to exist in the
descriptions of the business act1v1t1es described i in section 6, permit-
ting companies to engage in “similar activities” would compound
the interpretative difficulties inherent in the amendment.

In conclusion, I would like to reaffirm the Commission’s strong
desire to reduce unnecessary regulation affecting small business.
We do not believe, however, that broad-reaching legislative exemp-
tions are advisable at this point.

We believe the Commission has shown, through past and current
efforts, that a flexible and imaginative regulatory approach is a
preferable method of attaining the goals sought by the bill.

That completes my statement, and I will be glad to answer your
questions, Mr. Chairman.

[Testimony resumes on p. 65.]

[Commissioner Loomis prepared statement follows:]
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STATEMENT OF COMMISSIONER PHILIP A. LOOMIS, JR.
TO THE SUB-COMMITTEE ON CONSUMER PROTECTION AND FINANCE
OF THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE
ON H.R. 3991
Novermber 7, 1979

I am pleased to testify on behalf of the Securities and Exchange
Coamission on H.R. 3991, the "Small Business Investment Incentive Act
of 1979" (the "Bill"). Because the Bill addresses two different areas,
my testimony will discuss each area separately. Part I of my testimony
deals with Sections 2 through 5 of the Bill, which would amend the
Securities Act of 1933 to authorize issuers to sell certain securities
to "accredited investors” without filing a registration statement
with the Comission pursuant to that Act. Part II of my testimony
discusses Section 6 of the Bill, which would amend the Investment
Company Act of 1940 to exclude from the coverage of that Act certain
issuers that, among other things, engage in the business of furnishing
capital or providing financing for business ventures and activities.

The Comission is concerned that'small businesses should have
an appropriate market to raise capital and that investors should not
be unnecessarily impeded from purchasing securities of small busi-
nesses. In fact, the Commission has already erbarked upon rule-
making changes which would achieve substantially the same improvement
of access to capital for small business as the Bill.

At the same time, the Commission is charged with the respon-
sibility of ensuring the integrity of the securities markets and of
protecting investors. Therefore, although it strongly supports the
goals toward which the Bill is directed, the Commission is concerned
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that as it is presently drafted it is unnecessarily broad in scope,
and, therefore, we do not support the Bill in its present form. 1/
I. AMENDMENTS TO THE REGISTRATION RECUIRBMENTS
OF THE SECURITIES ACT OF 1933

A. Past and Current Commission Activities to Facilitate
Capital Raising by Small Business

The Camission has for some time been examining steps which might
be taken to facilitate capital formation by small businesses. In this
regard, the Commission held public hearings in April and May of 1978
for the purpose of determining the extent to which. the burdens imposed
. by the federal ;ecurities laws on small businesses may be alleviated
consistent with the protection of investors. The hearings, which were held
in Washington, D.C., Los Angeles, Denver, Atlanta, Chicago, and Boston,
focused on the effects of the Comission's rules on the ability of small
businesses to raise capital and the impact on small businesses of disclosure
requirements under the federal securities laws.

A study of the record developed at the hearings indicates that
most of the problems faced by small businesses result from factors
outside the scope of the federal securities laws. Insofar as the
ability to raise capital is concerned, general economic conditions
and the tax structure, particularly the present capital gains tax,
were reported to have the greatest impact. Indeed, many wit-

nesses expressed the view that, if a favorable change occurred in

1/ To some extent, where appropriate, the following comments reiterate
statements we submitted to your Committee on previous similar legis=-
lation in the 95th Congress: H.R. 9549, H.R. 10717 and H.R. 13032.
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either of these two factors, small business would not be substantially
impeded by the federal securities laws from obtaining needed capital.

The witnesses did state, however, that a number of requirements
un'der the federal securities laws are not justified as applied to small
business. In response to these concerns, the Commission has undertaken
a nurber of significant rule and form amendments, which are designed to
ease the impact of the federal securities laws on small business capital
raising.

One of the most important of these amendments involves the Cormis—
sion's exemptive authority relating to small offerings under Section 3(b)
of the Securities Act. That section authorizes the Commission to exempt
any class of securities from the full-scale registration otherwise required
by Section S of the Securities Act (15 U.S.C. 773) 2/ if it finds that such
registration is not necessary in the public interest or for the protection
of investors because of the small amount of securities offered or the limited
character of the offering. On September 11, 1978, the Commission adopted an
amendment to Regulation A 3/ to increase, from $500,000 to $1,5000,000,
the aggregate offering price of securities that may be sold thereunder
during a twelve month period. 4/ This amendment followed Congressional
action raising the aggregate amount of the small offering exemption

specified in Section 3(b) of the Securities Act. The Camission also

2/ Section S of the Securities Act requires that all securities offered by
the use of any means or instruments of transportation or cammunication
in interstate cammerce or the mails be registered with the Commission.

A

"Requlation A" is the name given to a series of rules adopted by the
Commission under Section 3(b). 17 CFR 230.251-264.

|{

Securities Act Release No. 5977 (September 11, 1979).
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adopted an amendment to Regulation A to permit the use of a preliminary
offering circular prior to the commencement of certain underwritten of-
ferings thereunder. 5/ On September 8, 1978, the Cammission adopted an
amendment to Rule 146, concerning exemptions from registration for pri-
vate placements. 6/ The amendment modifies the disclosure requirements
when an offering does not exceed $1,500,000 to allow disclosure of in~
formation prescribed by Schedule I of Regulation A rather than informa-
tion which would be included in a registration statement. 7/

Last year the Camission amended Rule 144, 8/ the rule which sets
forth guidelines for the resale of certain securities, and proposed
amendments to that rule to: (1) relax the limitations on the amount
of securities that can be sold under the rule; (2) permit sales under
the rule directly to marketmakers; and (3) eliminate the requirement
that sales under the rule be made only in brokerage transactions or ‘d.i-
rectly with a marketmaker for sales of securities by estates, and their
beneficiaries, who are not affiliates of the issuer of the securities. 9/
We further amended Rule 144 to permit non-affiliates under certain cir—

cumstances to disregard the volume limitation provisions of that rule. 10/

Securities Act Release No. 6075 (June 1, 1979).
17 CFR 230.146.

Securities Act Release No. 5975 (September 8, 1979).

Securities Act Release No. 5979 (Septenber 19, 1978).

Securities Act Release No. 6032 (March 5, 1979).

E74
&/
4
8/ 17 CFR 230.144.
Y
Lo/
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This year the Comission simplified registration and reporting pro-
cedures for small businesses through the adoption of Form S-18. 11/ This
form is available to certain domestic and Canadian corporate issuers for
the registration of securities to be sold for cash not exceeding an ag-
gregate offering price of $5 million. The form calls for less narrative
and financial disclosure than does Form S-1, the standard registration
form. The form may be filed with the regional offices of the Commission,
in order to facilitate handling for the issuer. Also, issuers may include
in their initial annual report information substantially similar to that
included in their Form S-18 registration statement, pursuant to corresponding
amendments to Form 10-K, the annual report form for certain publicly-held
companies under the Securities Exchange Act of 1934.

In order to put its small business initiatives on a permanent footing,
the Commission recently created the Office of Small Business Policy
within the Division of Corporation Finance. In addition to the actions
already undertaken, the Office of Small Business Policy is engaged in a
review of additional amendments and new rules intended to facilitate
capital formation by small business.

In short, the Commission has taken significant action in several
areas covered by the Bill and has under consideration further amendments
and new rules which may obviate the need for the statutory amendments
embodied in the Bill. We believe the Camission should be allowed

sufficient time adequately to evaluate the results of our rulemaking

11/ Securities Act Release No. 6049 (April 3, 1979).

55-753 0 - BO - 4
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initiatives. Where we find that desirable improvements cannot be
accomplished through the rulemaking process, the Commission will
readily transmit appropriate legislative recommendations. In this
regard, we are concerned that, while the apparent purpose of Sec-
tions 2 through 5 is to assist capital formation by small businesses,
the exemptions from registration which those Sections would provide
would be available to be used by any business, regardless of size,
and regardless of the amount of capital funding involved, and would
needlessly remove all safequards on resale of restricted securities
after five years.

In additior;, as mentioned above, a study of the record developed at
our recent public hearings indicates that most of the problems faced by
small businesses result from factors outside the scope of the federal
securities laws. On thé other hand, we believe that experience has shown
that, over the past forty-six years, the full disclosure afforded investors
by the federal securities laws has increased public confidence in the
securities markets and facilitated capital-raising by businesses of all
sizes in a beneficial manner.

Accordingly, we believe that the objective of assisting small
business is best approached by the Commission's present pattern of
timely, but careful, rulemaking.

B. Detailed Discussion of the Bill

(1) Section 2
Section 2 of the Bill would amend Section 4(2) of the Securities
Act to provide an additional exemption from registration for trans-

actions by an issuer solely with one or more "accredited investors"
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if the security sold is a "limited sale security” and there is no gen—
eral advertising or solicitation in connection with the transaction.

A "limited sale security” is defined in Section 3 as a security that
bears a legend to the effect that it may not be sold or otherwise trans-
ferred except to an accredited investor. An "accredited investor” is
defined in Section 3 to include: (a) certain specified institutional
purchasers; (b) any person who, because of financial sophistication,

net warth, knowledge and experience in financial and business matters,
or amount of assets under management, qualifies as an accredited pur—
chaser under rules prescribed by the Comm?ssion; and (c) any person

who relies on the investment advice of an accredited investor. The
institutional purchasers include "a bank, insurance company, [licensed]
small business investment company" and certain trust funds and insurance
ocompany separate accounts. Section 2 of the Bill would amend Section
4(2) to allow unlimited sales to certain institutional and other. accre-
dited investors.

We do not believe that such legislation is necessary. By way of
background, we would point out that Section 4(2) of the Securities Act
exempts transactions not involving a public offering from the registration
provisions of the Act. Rule 146, promulgated under the Securities Act,
sets forth non-exclusive conditions that would permit an issuer to qualify
for an exemption under Section 4(2).

The Commission has recently propcsed Rule 242, a new rule which would

treat sales to certain institutional buyers in a manner similar to the
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treatment afforded by the Bill., This new rule is being developed as an
alternative to the Section 4(2) exemption and Rule 146 for small businesses
and would alleviate certain concerns relating to Section 4(2) and Rule 146
which were expressed by witnesses at our small business hearings. Rule 242
would allow sales to an unlimited number of defined institutional purchasers
and purchasers of large blocks and to 35 additional purchasers.

Our purpose in proposing Rule 242 is to alleviate significantly the
substantive problems encountered by small issuers under the Securities
Act in attempting to raise capital in a non-public offering. In light of
the Cannission's. ongoing initiatives, we believe that the adoption of an
experimental rule that would allow the Cammission to gain experience with
the substantive changes under consideration is preferable to the addition
of further statutory provisions at this time.

As noted above, Rule 242 would, if adopted, allow sales to an unlimited
number of institutional investors. In our view, this is a more reasonable
approach than that taken in clause (C) of the definition of "accredited
investor,” in Section 3(b) of the Bill. That clause seems overly broad because
‘it includes persons who rely on the investment advice of accredited investors
listed in clauses (A) and (B). It may be that investors of the type described
in clauses (A) and (B) of the definition can fend for themselves. But this
does not mean that persons advised by accredited investors should be deprived
of the protections contained in the registration provisions of the Securities
Act. Pursuant to this provision, sales could be made to an .unlimited universe

of purchasers without the disclosures required under the Act.
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(2) Sections 3(a) and 4(1)

Section 3(a) of the Bill would amend Section 4(1) of the Securities
Act to provide that a person who sells a "limited sale security,” or any
person acting on his behalf, shall not be considered to be an underwriter
with respect to such transaction if such sale was made to an accredited
investor or to a person the seller reasonably believes to be an accredited
investor. Pursuant to this amendment, unregistered "limited sale securities"
may be resold by affiliates and non-affiliates of the issuer to any number
of accredited investors.

Section 4(1) of the Bill would amend the definition of "underwriter”
contained in Section 2(11) of the Securities Act to provide that that
term shall not include a person engaging in a sale of securities if
such person has been the beneficial owner of such securities for a period
of five years or more. Consequently,‘affiliates as wzll as the non-
affiliates of an issuer would be able to resell unregistered securities
pursuant to the Section 4(1) exemption after a five year period.

We have same concern about removing all restrictions on sales by
persons who are affiliated with issuers after five years of beneficial
ownership. Section 2(11) of the Securities Act presently defines
"underwriter” to mean

"any person who has purchased from an issuer with a
view to, or offers or sells for an issuer in connection
with, the distribution of any security, or participates

or has a direct or indirect participation in any such
undertaking, or participates or has a participation in
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the direct or indirect underwriting of any such
undertaking * * *.," 12/

There is nothing in the statutory definition o‘t’ an underwriter that
places a time limit on a person's status as an underwriter. The public
has the same need for the protection afforded by registration whether the
securities are distributed shortly after their purchase or after some length
of time. Indeed, enactment of this provision would permit an individual,
or a small group of individuals to incorporate a company, purchase all of its
stock for a nominal price, put the company "on the shelf” for five years,
then activate it and distribute its securities to the public without registration.
The result would be the same as if the company had "gone public® directly, but
without the important protections afforded by the disclosure requirements of
the Securities Act. Accordingly, while the length of time that a controlling
person has been the beneficial owner of restricted securities is obviously
an important consideration in determining whether a person is an underwriter,
it should not be decisive. Unless the Commission retains its present ability
to impose such conditions as are necessary to govern the amount of restricted
securities that can be resold by persons who have beneficially owned such
securities for more than five years, there would be no assurance that the
exemption from registration afforded by Section 4(1) would be used only
for routine trading transactions, as opposed to distributions by persons
closely identified with the issuer who, under the present definition, are,

and should be, considered underwriters.

12/ As used in the definition, the term "issuer” includes, in addition
to an issuer, "any person directly or indirectly controlling or
controlled by the issuer, or any person under direct or indirect
common control with the issuer.”
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Nevertheless, the Conmission supports the basic intent of Sections
3(a) and 4(1) of the Bill, to alleviate the problem of secondary sales of
securities issued by small businesses, except with respect to the resale
of securities by affiliates. Although several factors were cited during
our small business hearings as contributing to the problem of secondary
sales of small business securities, the mo'st camenly identified factors
were the resale restrictions imposed by Rule 144. As mentioned above,
that Rule defines persons who are deemed not to be engaged in a distri-
bution of securities, and therefore who are not underwriters for purposes
of Section 4(1) of the Securities Act. Section 4(1) of that Act in tumn
exenpts from the registration provisions of Section 5 of the Act all
transactions by persons other than issuers, underwriters or dealers.

Rule 144 provided, at the time of our small business hearings, that
affiliates and others selling securities subject to the Rule could sell,
during a 6 month period, the lesser of one percent of the class outstand-
ing or the average weekly trading volume. A majority of the witnesses
that testified on this point at the hearings were of the view that this
provision severely restricted their ability to attract capital because
of the long period of time which was necessary to liquidate an invest-
ment. Thus, the witnesses believed that a relaxation of this provision
of the Rule was essential to the ability of venture capitalists and
other investors to recycle their investment into new enterprises.

The Carmission has responded to these concerns by amending Rule 144
to allow sales not to exceed the greater of one percent of the class out-

standing or the average weekly trading volume during a three month period.
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In addition, the Camission adopted an amendment to Rule 144 which permits
non-affiliates under certain circumstances to disregard the volume
limitation provisions of RUJ-(? 144 after a period of (1) three years,

if the securities to be sold are those of a class which is either listed
on an exchange or quoted on NASCAQ, an electronic interdealer quotation
service; or (2) four years, if the securities to be sold are those of

an issuer which files pericdic reports under section 13 or 15(d) of

the Securities Exchange Act of 1934.

In connection with our recent amendments to Rule 144, we have
announced publicl.y that we are considering removal of the volume limi-
tations in Rule 144 for the securities of non-reporting campanies
under certain circumstances. Moreover, the Office of Small Business
Policy has under consideration further amendments to Rule 144 which
would assist the resale of securities by affiliates.

The advantage of the Cammission's approach in effecting these
changes by the adoption of rules, rather than the enactment of addi-
tional statutory provisions, is that the Camission would retain its
present flexibility to amend these rules in the future should conditions
change or amendments become necessary to protect the interests of public
investors. Consequently, while we do not oppose the substantive changes
contained in Section 4(1) of the Bill, except for the provision with
respect to resales by persons affiliated with the issuer, we suggest
that a better method of implementing those changes is the one presently

utilized by the Commission. 13/

13/ We have no comments on Section 4(2), defining "restricted securities”.
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(3) Section 5

Section 5 of the Bill would amend Section 12 of the Securities Act
by adding a sentence which would, in the case of a transaction involving
a "good faith attempt not to involve any public offering pursuant to
Secticn 4(2)," deny recovery under Section 12 to a purchaser of securities
if all conditions prescribed in Section 4(2) and in rules and regulations
of the Commission have been met with respect to such purchaser.

Presently, there is absolute liability under Section 12(1) if an
issuer offers or sells a security in violation of the registration pro-
visions of Section 5. 14/ To establish a prima facie case under Section
12(1), the plaintiff need prove only (1) the purchase of the security,
(2) from the defendant or from a person controlled by the defendant,
(3) the use directly or indirectly of the required jurisdictional means,
(4) that no registration statement was in effect, and (5) that the ac-
tion was brought within one year from the date of the violation. The
availability of the private offering exemption is an affirmative defense
as to which the defendant has the burden of proof. 15/ Under present
law, that exemption is unavailable unless the defendant can show not

only that the requirements of Section 4(2) have been met with respect

14/ See, e.g., Woodward v. Wright, 266 F.2d 108, 115 (10th Cir. 1959).

15/ Securities and Exchange Commission v. Ralston Purina Co., 346 U.S.
at 126 (1953).




. b4
to all purchasers, but also that-they have been met with respect to
all offerees. 16/

The importance of this approach was emphasized by the Court of Appeals

for the 10th Circuit in Lively v. Hirschfield. 17/ In that case, the court stated:

"After the Ralston Purina case the emphasis in the
decisions has been placed on the particular capabil-
ities and information had by particular persons,
buyers, plaintiffs or offerees. The Ralston Purina
case required this examination of the individuals
solicited to determine the nature of the offer, that
is, to determine whether there was a public need for
registration * * *,

* * *

"The standard must apply to all the offerees if the
Ralston Purina case is to be meaningfully applied,

and if the artificial classification of "buyers"” is
to be prevented from determining the nature of the

offer in a private action such as this." 18/

Thus, under present law, the need for registration is viewed
not only in terms of the particular private plaintiff but also
with respect to all offerees and purchasers, i.e., with respect to
the offering itself. 1In this connection, issuers have expressed

concern that even if they make a gcod faith attempt to comply, a failure

with respect to one unsophisticated offeree may allow a sophisticated

_1_6_/ Henderson v. Hayden, Stone, Inc., 461 F.2d 1069 (S5th Cir. 1972);
Securities and Exchange Commission v. Continental Tobacco Co. of
S.C., Inc., 463 F.2d 137 (2d Cir. 1972); Hill York Corp. v. American
International Franchise, Inc. 448 F.2d 680 (5th Cir. 1971).

17/ 440 F.2d 631 (10th Cir. 1971).

18/ Id. at 632-33.
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purchaser to rescind a securities purchase or recover damages if he
no longer owns the security. In ouf judgment, however, this legis-
lation is not the proper response to the ‘problem. The offering would
still be in violation of the Act, even though scme or most of the
purchasers could not successfully sue. If a substantial portion of
the funds raised to finance the business had to be returned to plain-
tiffs who could show non-compliance as to them, those investors who
oould not recover might well feel they were treated unfairly since
the company would not have the financing they expected.

As indicated above, the Commission believes that the flexibility
provided by the rulemaking process is preferable generally to the proposed
amendments that would rigidify the exemptive pattern. For example, our
staff currently has under consideration amendments to Rule 146 which
were suggested at the hearings, such as the inclusion of a "substantial
campliance” or "good faith attempt” provision in the Rule, which would

alleviate this concern expressed regarding the Rule.

II. AMENDMENTS TO THE INVESTMENT COMPANY OF 1940

We are also concerned that the Bill would unnecessarily
exempt certain types of companies from the Investment Company Act of
1940. Section 6 of the Bill would amend Section 3(c)(3) of the Invest-
ment Campany Act of 1940 ("Act") to exclude from the definition of
"investment company® entities which are apparently regarded as venture
capital campanies. In this regard, in its administration of the
Investment Company Act, the Commission is also attempting to increase

the ability of small businesses to raise capital. Indeed, as we
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recently announced, 19/ we are considering proposing a rule that

would provide exemptive relief from all provisions of the Investment
Campany Act for certain business development companies whose securi-

ties are owned by substantial, sophisticated investors and which

are organized and operated for the purpose of investing directly in
relatively small and unseasoned companies in the developmental stage.

The staff has proposed and the Commission will consider whether to

publish for public comment certain amendments to Rule 3c-2 under the
Investment Campany Act. Like SBIC's, most venture capital omxpanie—s

rely on Section 3(c)(1) for exclusion from the Act. This section excludes
from the definition of investment company certain issuers having

specified characteristics, including that their outstanding securities

are beneficially owned by not more than 100 persons. Beneficial ownership
by a company is deemed to be beneficial ownership by one person if the
ocampany owns less than 10% of the issuer's voting securities. For purposes
of this exclusion, however, beneficial ownership by a company of 10 percent
or more of ‘an issuer's outstanding voting securities is deemed to be

beneficial ownership by the holders of that company's outstanding

19/ Investment Advisers Act Release No. 680 (June 19, 1979). In
that Release, the Commission proposed for public comment a
new rule which would permit, under appropriate conditions,
special performance-based fees to be paid to registered
investment advisers to business development companies that
invest in relatively small and unseasoned companies in the
developmental state. The purpose of the rule is to facilitate
the flow of needed capital to small businesses without
detrimentally affecting the investors who most need the
protections of the Investment Advisers Act.
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securities. The triggering of this "attribution test" may cause an
issuer, which would otherwise be excluded from that definition, to be
considered an investment company for purposes of the Act. Presently,
Rule 3c-2 under the Act treats under specified circumstances, a
company's owning 10 percent or more of a licensed SBIC's outstanding
voting securities to be beneficial ownership by one person. The
Commission will consider whether to propose for comment a new paragraph
(b) to Rule 3c-2 which would make available to all other issuers,
including venture capital companies, the exemptive relief presently
enjoyed only by SBIC's.

A fundamental consideration in any attempt to fashion a solution
to the venture capital problem is, in the Coammission's view, the
protection of investors. As Congressman Broyhill, a sponsor of the
Bill, has stat'ed, "protections must be provided for small, un-
sophisticated and vulnerable investors." 20/ Although it is the
apparent intention of the Bill to continue protection for those
investors and to conly remove unnecessary impediments confronting
investors who are able to fend for themselves, 21/ we are concerned
that Section 6 of the Bill is overbroad. It would have the effect of
substantially reducing the protections that would otherwise be
afforded small, unsophisticated and vulnerable investors as well as

sophisticated and wealthy investors. This broad-brush diminution of

20/ 125 Cong. Rec. H 2860 (daily e. May 8, 1979) (remarks of
Representative Broyhill).

2/ 1d.
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investor protections would directly result from the amendment that
would exclude investment companies described in Section 6 of H.R. 3991
from the Act and would thereby deny shareholders of those companies
the Act's protections.

The Investment Company Act of 1940 was enacted to eliminate the
widespread abuses and failures to observe principles of fiduciary duties
that were uncovered in unregulated investment campanies. As a result,
the Act was structured to provide a comprehensive framework of regulation
Which‘, among other things, prohibits changes in the nature of an investment
company's business or its investment policies without shareholder approval,
protects against management self-dealing, embezzlement, or abuse of trust,
and provides specific controls to eliminate or mitigate inequitable capital
structures. Other basic investor protections afforded by the Act include
requirements that an investment company disclose its financial condition
and investment policies and provisions for specific controls designed to
protect against unfair transactions between investment cormpanies and their
affiliates. It is in large part because of these significant protections
provided investors by the Act that the Commission has opposed provisions
in several bills previously introduced in the Congress that would
have exempted from the Act small business investment corpanies licensed

by the Small Business Administration ("SRA"), notwithstanding their dual
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regulation by the SBA and by the Commission. 22/ For the same reasons, -
we do not believe that small unsophisticated investors should be denied
the Act's protection in this instance, the investors would not have the
benefits of SBA regulation. '

Should the Congress, despite our strong belief that providing
exceptions or exempti'ons fron|1 the Investrment Company Act for venture
capital companies should be left to rulemaking rather than to legislative
action, nevertheless wish to consider further Section 6 of the Bill,
we have the following more specific comments concernings its provisions.

As mentioned above, Section 6 of the Bill would amend Section
3(c)(3) of the Investment Company Act to exclude from the definition
of "investment company” entities which are apparently regarded as

venture capital companies. 23/

22/ See, e.g., Report of Comm. on Banking and Currency on S. 3561,
Small Business Investment Act of 1958, S. Rep. No. 1652,
85th Cong., 2d Sess. 13 (1958): "The committee is convinced
that it would not be wise to exempt [small business investment]
companies outright from the securities laws * * * . [S. 3561]
provides that, with one exception [dealing with capital
structure], the Investment Campany Act of 1940 shall apply to
small-business investment companies just as it does at present
to other investment companies. The committee was impressed by
the testimony offered by the Chairman of the SEC that, in order
to give adequate protection to investors, the Investment Company
Act of 1940 should be applicable to small business investment
companies. "

23/ See 125 Cong. Rec. E 3160 (daily ed., June 22, 1979) (Remarks of
Representative Luken).



60

Section 6 would apparently allow a venture capital company to be
totally excluded from the Investment Company Act, if it meets the
following conditions: '

(1) it must be principally engaged in any one of three

general business activities:
(a) furnishing capital or providing financing
for business ventures and activities;
(b) purchasing securities of issuers for which
no ready market is in existence; or
‘(c) reorganizing companies; and
(2) 80 percent at cost of the securities held by the company
must generally be acquired directly from issuers in
non-public transactions. 24/

Our concern with this section stems from the fact that it is so
broadly drafted that it would exempt from the salutary regulatory
provisions of the Investment Company Act not only companies that

furnish capital to small and unseasoned businesses in the developmental

24/ The various references in Section 6 to the term "issuer" create
unnecessary confusion, since that term appears to be used in
some instances to refer to venture capital companies (e.g., "any
issuer engaged principally"), and in other instances to refer
to the businesses in which venture capital companies are to
invest (e.g., "securities which (A) were acquired directly from
such issuer”). The ambiguity is especially confusing with respect
to the parenthetical "or any person that is organized and exists
solely for purposes of holding securities in such an issuer"; we
assume that "issuer," as used in that clause, refers to a venture
capital company. See note 32, infra.
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mental stage, but also to many other companies for which there has
been no showing of a need for any special treatment under the Act. 25/
One type of investment company that currently accounts for
a substantial portion of mutual fund industry assets is the money
market fund, which invests in short-term money market instruments,
such as Treasury Bills, certificates of deposit, and conmercial paper.
These funds may invest substantial portions of their assets in commer-
cial paper purchased directly from issuers in nonpublic transactions.
Yet nothing in Section 6 would preclude such companies from relying
on the exclusion that it would provide from the Investment Company

Act. This result, presumably unintended, is at least in part due to the

25/ The description of businesses in which these venture capital
companies are to engage may be modeled in part on Section 12(e)
of the Investment Company Act. That Section provides a limited
exception from the prohibition in Section 12(d)(1) of the Act
against an investment company acquiring securities of another
investment company. See In re American Research & Dev. Corp.,
24 S.E.C. 481 (1946). Section 12(e) allows such a purchase if
the investment company whose securities are aoquired engages in
"the business of underwriting, furnishing capital to industry,
financing promotional enterprises, purchasing securities of
issuers for which no ready market is in existence, and reor-
ganizing companies or similar activities * * * ." However, it
bears emphasis that Section 12(e) provides an exception for an
investment company aoquiring the securities of another investment
company that is a venture capital company. It provides no exception
or exemption for the venture capital company. Indeed, Con—
gress clearly contemplated that, unless some other exception
or exemption were available, such companies would be subject
to the Act. See, e.g., Senate Hearings, at 286. Moreover, Sec~
tion 12(e), by its terms, requires the bottom-tier investment
campany to engage in all of the activities listed, whereas, by
contrast, Section 6, in using the word "or" before the phrase
"reorganizing companies” would seem to contemplate that engage-
ment in any one of the specified activities and the satisfaction
of the conditions set forth subsequently would entitle a com—
pany to rely on the Section 6 exception.

55-753 0 -~ 80 - 5
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fact that the Bill does not define the characteristics of the businesses
which are the desired ultimate beneficiaries of Section 6. Thus, a
money market fund whose portfolio consistg of commercial paper acquired
directly from issuers might argue that it was a venture capital company
principally engaged "in the business of furnishing capital or providing
financing for business ventures and activities,® 26/ even though the issuers
might be corporations of considerable size. 27/ Other conventional
investment companies might be able to make similar arguments under

the proposed language if they engaged principally in acquiring stock

or other securitiés in nonpublic transactions, even if the issuers

of such securities were not small businesses. 28/

26/ It is unclear what difference of meaning is intended between
*furnishing capital® and “providing financing.® Similarly, we
are unsure what "activities,® as distinguished from business
ventures, are contemplated as being within the Section.

27/ 1In addition, Section 6 would permit investments in government
securities, including Treasury Bills, to be excluded from the
requirement that 80 percent of a venture capital company's
securities must be acquired either directly from issuers, or
as described in clauses (B) or (C) of that Section.

28/ The Comnission, in administering the Investment Company Act,
has encountered problems related specifically to registered
open~end investment companies' holdings of restricted,secur-
ities acquired in nonpublic transactions because of the re-
quirement that open-end campanies redeem their securities at |
net asset value at the request of the security holder and
because of difficulties in valuing restricted securities.

See Investment Company Act Release No. 5847 (October 21, 1969.)

-
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The Bill would also exclude issuers principally engaged in the

business of "reorganizing companies or similar activities.® 29/ We are

uncertain as to precisely what is contemplated by the phrase "reorganizing

com;;anies," and how fostering that activity furthers the purposes of
the legislation. Furthermore, given the ambiguities we perceive to exist
in the descriptions of the business activities described in Section 6,
permitting companies to engage in "similar activities®™ would compound
the interpretive difficulties inherent in the amendment.

Another problem is raised by Section 6. There'is nothing to
ensure that excluded issuers continuously engage in the activities
that the Bill seeks to promote, other than the inference that may
be drawn from the requirement that an issuer be "engaged® principally
in one of the described businesses. Thus, a venture capital company
that was initially excluded from the Investment Coampany Act by the
amendment because it purchased "securities of issuers for which no

ready market is in existence"™ could arguably continue passively to

29/ We are also troubled by the parenthetical phrase "(or any person
that is organized or exists solely for purposes of holding
securities in such an issuer)” which follows the language quoted
in the text. The singular "such an issuer® in this parenthetical
clause might be read literally to mean that a holding campany which
holds interests in more than cne venture capital company would not
be excluded by this provision from the Investment Company Act,
although it is not clear whether such a result is intended. Even
if it were to hold securities in only one venture capital campany,
unless the holding company were primarily engaged, through at least

a majority-owned interest, in the venture capital company's business,

it should not be excluded from the Act. On the other hand, if the

holding company were so engaged, the parenthetical clause would be

unnecessary because the holding campany would be excluded (assuming
present Section 3(c)(3) were to be amended by the Bill) by present

Section 3(c)(6) of the Act.
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hold those securities (and exercise any warrants and options) long
after those perhaps once small companies matured -—- indeed, it could
hold those securities forever and remain free of the Act. For example,
both earlier and later investors in an investment company fortunate
and prescient enocugh to have acquired securities directly from Polaroid
and IBM when they were in their early developmental stages might f£ind
themselves in the anomalous position of forever being deprived of the
protections of the Investment Company Act, despite their ownership

of shares in an investment co'mpany with a portfolio of "blue chip"
securities that may be largely indistinguishable from the portfolios
of many other requlated investment companies whose investors enjoy the
full protections of the Investment Company Act. But, the purposes

of the Bill are no longer furthered once an investment company has
ceased providing capital for small businesses and merely passively
holds securities purchased in the past.

In conclusion, I would like to re-affirm the Commission's strong
desire to reduce unnecessary regulation affecting small business. We
do not believe, however, that broad-reaching legislative exemptions are
advisable at this time. We believe that the Commission has shown, through
past and current efforts, that a flexible and imagination regulatory ap-
proach is, by far, a preferable method of attaining the goals sought by
the Bill.

BV/JM/32
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Mr. BrovHiLL. Do you see any significant differences between a
large conglomerate that owns a number of businesses and, of
course, they own, contrel, and are operating them, and a small
venture capital firm that owns a minority interest in some small
businesses and yet is required to have much more of a regulatory
burden if it should go beyond a certain extent—number of stock-
holders, and so forth?

A large conglomerate would not have to register under the 1940
act, and yet its dealings are far greater, its exposure of potential
loss to its stockholders is far greater—and still the regulatory
burden might be more on this smaller firm.

Mr. Loomis. Are you referring to the Investment Company Act?

Mr. BROYHILL. Yes.

Mr. Loomis. And I assume that you are referring to section
3(cX1), the fact that an exemption from the act is unavailable
where a company has more than 100 shareholders?

Mr. BroyHiLL. That is correct. ‘

Mr. Loomis. I don’t quite understand why a large conglomerate
would not have more than 100 shareholders. They would be subject
to the act if they were otherwise an investment company, yes. If
they are not an investment company——

Mr. BrovHiLL. No; they are investing in these businesses. Their
investments happen to be much larger. They own control of them
and they are operated. They own 80 percent or more. :

Mr. Loomis. The point is that they are exempt from the Invest-
ment Company Act because they operate through wholly owned
subsidiaries. "

Mr. BroyHILL. That is correct, but what is the difference?

I fail to see the difference, because you say on one side you have
a company that has billions of investors’ funds that it is managing
in effect, and it is not required to register under the 1940 act, that
you take a venture capital firm with far smaller amounts which is
attempting to help small businesses. Yet in order to get that capi-
tal together it has to go out and get over 100 investors, and it is
required to undergo much more of a regulatory burden in order to
make those investments.

Mr. Loomis. Mr. Mendelsohn would like to discuss that.

Mr. MeNDELSOHN. Under section 3(a)3), of course, the definition
of investment securities is cut off at 50 percent in the case of
majority-owned subsidiaries, so the typical conglomerate comes
within that exception so that the securities issued by the compa-
nies that they own are not investment securities.

As I understand it, the Congress in 1940 felt that if a company
owned more than 50 percent of another company, the first compa-
ny was not investing in the second company so much as it was
running the company, and the difference between the two situa-
tions we are discussing is resolved by distinguishing between those
that are running companies and those that are investing in partic-
ular companies.

Mr. BrovHILL. I understand that, but what I don’t understand is
the philosophy that when you just have a minor investment in ‘the
company you require much more of a regulatory burden on that
company.
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Mr. Loomis. That is slightly inherent in the concept of an invest-
ment company. An investment company is thought of as an enter-
prise which invests in the securities as a passive investor holding
only a modest amount of each company and creates a pool of
securities in which the public is asked to invest on the basis of
their investment advice.

Now, the conglomerate you talk of is an industrial company, and
it just does not fall within the concept of investment companies or
the purposes of the investment company.

Mr. BroyHILL. I understand that, and I understand the legal
ramifications and technicalities here, but to me this doesn’t seem
to add up.

Frankly, in this venture capital-industry, I am told that those
venture capital firms do have substantial dealings with the compa-
nies in which they have invested; that is, sometimes almost on a
day-to-day basis—perhaps for more successful ones the company
doesn’t have to look over its shoulder quite as often, but oftentimes
those are not as successful—they are having to spend a great deal
of time working with them.

I hope that they will bring them out of the woods and make
them profitable, and so it is not necessarily a passive investment as
it is an investment which is almost like a partnership.

Mr. MENDELSOHN. Mr. Broyhill, there is a section of the 1940 act,
section 3(b)2), in which a company is allowed to claim that through
controlled companies—and, conceivably, if the venture capital com-
pany controlled it, not necessarily by the amount of stock, but
rather running the company—it was in a business other than
investing or reinvesting.

Now, the problem comes up that, if a venture capital company is
in many businesses, section 3(b)2) only allows the claimer of the
exemption to group those similar businesses into one and say, yes, I
am in the business of rubber making or this or that; and if it can
show that his predominance is in running a business other than
investing or reinvesting, it can file for an application and I would
assume the Commission would grant the exemptive order.

If it is diversified or where it has a minority interest in a great
many companies and it can’t prove that it -controls those compa-
nies, then the act recognizes that it is an investor rather than
operating the business.

That 18 where the dividing line is. It would seem that your
argument could be used with any company that is running a busi-
ness that has more than 100 shareholders. I mean, one could ask
tﬁe q;xestion why doesn’t the Investment Company Act apply to
those?

Of course, I think in 1940 the Congress attempted just to use an
arbitrary line in determining where to cut off investing from run-
ning the business.

Mr. BroyriLL. Well, I view those venture capital firms as junior
conglomerates, as a group of sophisticated investors who are put-
ting their money into different businesses.

They may not be operating them and controlling them, but they
are actually investing in management expertise or in someone who
has a good idea or someone who has a plan or someone who has
some past track record in a particular industry, so they are invest-
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ing in them just as the conglomerates are doing in buying up
control of businesses.

So it seems to me that maybe we are not communicating.

Mr. Loomis. We feel that the Investment Company Act, as Mr.
Mendelsohn has explained, deals with people whose business is
investing in minority interests in companies which they do not
control. They are purely investors. Now, the venture capital compa-
nies are a little different in the way that they operate than the
ordinary mutual fund because, as you know, as you say, they have
a closer relationship with the portfolio companies and they usually
specialize in smaller enterprises.

I think that I, personally, I cannot speak for the Commission,
tend to agree that venture capital companies should have different
treatment under the Investment Company Act in some respects. I
don’t think they should be completely exempted from the Invest-
ment Company Act, because there are various provisions which
may be needed to protect the investors in the venture capital
company who may not all be sophisticated investors.

Mr. Lysecker. If I might, it is often true that the conglomerates
have their exemption from the act tested quite seriously.

Both CNA and Loews had a fight before the Commission in 1974
in which they asked for some sort of declaratory judgment to be
rendered on the investment company status of Loews, and current-
ly a number of articles have been published in the financial press
regarding Sharon Steel and the activities of Victor Posner.

He would be the kind of person, it is frequently alleged to us,
whose his activities are largely those of an investor, and he is not
really interested in operating any companies at all.

The point Commissioner Loomis is making, since we are talking
about some sort of continuum of passive investment to running a
company, is that we are constantly being tested on that definition
in section 3 with conglomerates also. I would like you to under-
stand that the other side is not free from question either.

Mr. BroyHILL. Well, let me get to another point or two.

Let me ask you to what extent the 1940 act applies to foreign
venture capital?

Mr. MENDELSOHN. As a matter of fact, under section 7(d) of the
act, it is very difficult for a foreign investment company to operate
in the United States. It must come in and prove that the United
States would be able to exercise jurisdiction over it almost to the
same extent that we would over a domestically organized invest-
ment company.

There are very few foreign investment companies operating in
the United States, and I know of no registered foreign venture
capital company operating in the United States.

Mr. BroYHILL. Are there any exemptions like this where the
foreign investor is not necessarily operating in the United States
but he has made his investment in the United States?

Mr. MENDELSOHN. Oh, I would not be surprised at all if that
happened, where unregistered foreign venture capital companies
supplied money to small businesses. I can only say I don’t have any
specific figure. 3

Mr. BroyHILL. Those transactions would not be regulated?
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Mr. MENDELSOHN. The foreign venture capital companies would
IS)e regulated if they had made a public offering in the United

tates.

Mr. Loomis. If I may interrupt, as Mr. Mendelsohn says, it is
very difficult for a foreign investment company to operate as an
investment company in the United States, because the provisions
of the act make it almost impossible for that to happen.

On the other hand, an investment company of any type located
abroad, which doesn’t sell any of its 6wn securities to Americans,
can buy and does invest in shares of American companies.

Mr. BrovHiiL. Has there been any reduction in the amount of
time that it takes to approve a transaction with an affiliate that is
required under the act to file an application? I understand that
these transactions are prohibited although there are ways you can
get them approved; but it takes months and months to get the
approval.

Mr. MENDELSOHN. Let me say we are taking an entirely different
approach, Mr. Chairman.

ince early 1978 we have established a study group in the divi-
sion which has recommended to the Commission numerous exemp-
tive rules. Those rules are promulgated on the principle of codify-
ing all of the applications that have previously been before the
Commission and been approved, so a person may follow the rule
and thereby not have to file an application at all.

Now, I have before me a copy of all of those rules that we have
so far either proposed to the Commission for comment or that have
been adopted by the Commission.

If you wish, I can make this an exhibit.

Mr. BrovHiLL. If you would, we will hold the record open at this
point for inclusion of that list.

We won't, of course, include all of the rules themselves, but at
least list them.

[The list referred to information follows:]
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Mr. MENDELSOHN. These exemptive rules have done a great deal
for the administration and the processing of applications that do
come before the Commission because it has eliminated a great
number of applications, so I would say right now that we generally
comment on an application within 30 days; and, of course, the ball
then is thrown to the applicant’s court to come forward with the
answers to those comments.

Now, I would say the majority of our applications, and I am
speaking from memory now, are processed without going to the
Commission by delegated authority of the division within 60 days.

Mr. LYBECKER. Yes, sir.

Mr. MeNDELSOHN. Within 60 days of filing. I think you have to
consider the number of applications that have been eliminated and
many of them, particularly rule 17a-b which eliminates all applica-
tions having to do with downstream affiliates.

These were the things, I think, that the venture capital compa-
nies and the SBIC’s opposed, this type of application where they
were dealing with portfolio affiliates, for example, giving them new
money, renegotiating deals with companies that they owned 5 per-
cent of and which, as far as the protection of investors to the
venture capital company, there was obviously no chance of the
portfolio company overreaching SBIC.

Well, starting in 1978, we recognized that it was not necessary or
appropriate to have each such transaction reviewed by the Com-
mission so we recommended that the Commission adopt amend-
ments to rule 17a-b to eliminate the need to grant individual
exemptive orders for downstream affiliate transactions.

Mr. BrovHiLL. Now, is that 60 days average time or best time?

Mr. MENDELSOHN. I would say it was average. I would say that
there are sticky applications that may well take a long time, and I
would be misleading the chairman if I said otherwise.

Mr. Loomis. Sometimes if they are very controversial you have to
go to a hearing and all of that, and then it does take time.

Mr. BrovHiLL. I don’t want to get back into my argument a
minute ago, but on a number of these transactions, a large con-
glomerate would not have to come to you to get permission to
make those transactions?

Mr. MENDELSOHN. No question, but I think, Mr. Chairman, there
is a mystique about this act which I think may be unwarranted
and that is in its present form, considering the exemption rules
that we have promulgated right now with respect to 17, the insider
transactions, is what we are dealing with in applications now:
transactions in which an officer or a director or a 5-percent share-
holder or a controlling person has a financial interest in that
transaction apart from the investment company.

There is a conflict of interest in that area, and it is in this area
that the Commisson has retained jurisdiction to review individual
transactions, and I can’t answer, in all honesty, I can’t justify also
exempting our review of these transactions other than what I have
already done with respect to the conglomerates and the venture
capital.

I can say that the type of transaction we are now reviewing is a
transaction that may not be necessary at all with respect to a
venture capital company. In other words; the president of a ven-

i
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ture capital company does not have to have a personal piece of the
action in a particular transaction.

If he withdraws from that transaction, it would go through with-
out our review; so, as I say, I cannot differentiate between a con-
glomerate and a venture capital, but where we do have jurisdiction
we have eliminated what I would call the technical violation that
we used to review,

Mr. LyBeckeR. If I could supplement that just for a moment, in
addition to the rules that Mr. Mendelsohn will show you the list of,
we have under my responsibility for the Investment Company Act
study been considering a number of other rules that we would like
to work on this fall and over the winter.

One of them is something involving what has been called de
minimis transactions. The type of situation Mr. Mendelsohn de-
scribed still wouldn’t be a major concern to the Commission if the
transaction was in readily available securities where there was an
obvious price that the directors could refer to, so the opportunity of
overreaching on behalf of any particular person was very, very
slight. But ones that are left over we will have to work on after the
study has gotten through that phase, and would be the type of
transaction he referred to, where there is no fixed agreement about
the price, and it's not clear that the transaction is in the invest-
ment company’s best interest absent the personal financial interest
of the officer, director, or controlling person.

Mr. BrovHiLL. Mr: Loomis, one more question. I understand
there is a section in the proposed new securities code that deals
with a transaction between affiliated persons, and apparently it
does ease up the burden of seeking the prior approval.

Has there been any conversation between you and Mr. Loss as to
this particular part of the new securities code, and have you come
up with any conclusions that you could share with us?

Mr. Loomis. Mr. Lybecker has been working in this area.

Mr. LyBeckier. With all respect to the Chair, it’s a ticklish prob-
lem because the ALI Federal Securities Code hasn’t officially been
considered by the Commission.

They have not rendered any approval of it. Our remarks will be
limited to the staff level, and we have discussed the rule 17a-6
analog in the ALI Code with Professor Loss.

When he first began working on the ALI Code, Professor Loss
focused on the 1933 and 1934 act problems, and the Investment
Company Act wasn’t something he started working on until the
middle 1970’s. .

At that time both the approval of the Commission and of the
division that was handling the Investment Company Act matters
was a little different than, I think, the philosophy you have heard
Mr. Mendelsohn express about grantmg broad exemptive relief and
creatively using our rulemaking authority under the Investent
Company Act, so there was among the industry and others a sub-
stantial interest in trying to improve the administration of the
Investment Company Act. And they all petitioned Mr. Loss private-
ly to find some way to change section 17 so that it would be less
burdensome.

They couldn’t agree amongst themselves after having worked on
it with the cooperation of the staff for a considerable period of
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time. They discovered that they couldn’t agree amongst themselves
on what should be a prohibited joint transaction, and the only
relief they were actually able to agree to amongst themselves,
again without any official support from the Commission, involved
transactions involving upstream affiliates. And the particular ar-
rangement that Professor Loss was able to work out would exempt
transactions involving downstream affiliates and persons who have
no more than a 5-percent interest in the transaction that is going
on downstream.

I think that is probably an overly broad way to handle the
problem. In our view, there are more discreet ways to handle the
problem, and we have in the rule 17a-6 rulemaking tried to attack
those particular problems. The approach Professor Loss used was
to exempt the transaction entirely.

The approach we have been using, and we are fortunate the
Investment Company Act is unique in the Federal securities laws
and among all of the statutes affecting financial institutions in
having substantial exemptive power that we can use, and also the
unusual advantage of having a quasi-self-regulatory organization
literally represented on the board of an investment company. The
approach we have used in the Investment Company Act rules is to
direct our attention at a discrete problem, identify the conflict of
interest and the standards which should be used in evaluating the
problem, and impose responsibility for addressing that problem on
the disinterested directors of the investment company.

Professor Loss, approach would leave someone who relied on that
section in the ALI Code, and went ahead and did that transaction,
open to potential civil liability whether or not there had been
overreaching.

The approach we use gives the disinterested directors a test,
which they are supposed to use, as well as procedures and record-
keeping, to address the particular problem and as a result, in my
view, there is a substantial likelihood that, if someone protested an
investment company transaction under the scheme we are using,
there would be a very good likelihood the investment company
¢ci(j):ld' succeed in the initial stages of such litigation on a motion to

miss.

Under Professor Loss’ scheme, the transaction would not be set
up in any particular way, so a trial court wouldn’t be able to avoid
going to the merits on whether there had been overreaching.

Most investment companies don’t have, with very few exceptions,
and the Allegheny/IDSp group is one of the few, major holders of
investment company shares.

Venture capital companies are unique in having financial insti-
tutions that hold their shares, and that is an unusual problem in
our experience, one that we have to deal with only in the context
of venture capital companies. Schematically, if an insurance com-
pany or a bank were an upstream owner of the venture capital
company shares and we imposed the same sort of affiliate transac-
tion review requirement that we would on an investment company,
we would probably catch all of the portfolio securities that the
financial institutions own.

That would be an impossible task for anyone to sort out, and it
would be a very difficult task for us to grant exemptive relief for.
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However, and I hope this is not speaking out of turn, we have been
. dealing with one of the people scheduled to testify later in your
hearings, Mr. Heizer and his attorneys, in processing a draft appli-
cation they intend to file for exemptive relief under the Investment
Company Act, and we have worked out an approach to the up-
stream affiliate problem under section 17 that goes well beyond
what we have done for all registered companies to take care of
those problems inherent in venture capital companies.

Is this responsive to your question?

Mr. BroyHILL. I think it is, and I will have to review the record
to see if we need any other questions here.

Mr. MENDELSOHN. The ALI Code, as I understand it, cuts off
what I would call the nominal affiliates like officers, directors, and
employees, and I am afraid that that cuts just a little too high
because I could give you, for example, one situation not involving a
venture capital company, but where a trader making about
$23,000, hardly a control person, was able to get himself into a
position to be given extraordinarily good prices for his own person-
al account from the brokers who were trading with a very large
complex. It is a form of a kickback or bribery.

Obviously, I would hate to have a person like that read out of the
statute. A person who was in such an influential position, an
analyst in a complex or even a venture capital company, could for
his own private gain recommend a particular company as a good
prospect and even file a report that the board of directors would
approve. That report might in fact be false or misleading and,
nevertheless, I think the code might read him out, so I think the
code has gone a little too far in’ that area.

Mr. BroysiLL. OK; let me move to another area.

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Williams testified before our committee on a
similar bill last year, and at that time he mentioned that the
Commission and the Department of Commerce jointly undertook a
program which was .called a criminal technology incentives
program.

As I understand it, the purpose of that program was to monitor
;:_apital markets which apply financing to small technology-based
irms.

What have been the results of the program that was initiated
some 2 years ago?

Mr. Loomis. I think we better reply to that separately. I know it
is going along, but I couldn’t give you an informed status of it.

Mr. BrovHiLL. Would the Commission consider raising the 3(b)
exemption up to $5 million or perhaps $10 million?

Mr. Loomis. The statutory limit is——

Mr. BroyHILL. It is $2 million now.

Mr. Loomis. It is $2 million, I believe. We can’t go beyond the
statutory limit.

Mr. BroyHiLL. Would you recommend raising that? I am think-
ing about the inflationary factors that have occurred in the past 5
years that would make the amount of $2 million relatively low
compared to what it was a few years ago.

Mr. Loomis. Yes; well, it might be useful, but I suspect we feel
that above the $2 million level, rather than having an exemption
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we prefer, as we are proposing to do, to simplify requirements for
transactions, say, between $2 million and $5 million.

Mr. BrovaiLL. Now, some have advocated that the SBIC's be
regulated by the Small Business Administration. Do you feel that
the Small Business Administration has the capability, staff and the
background to carry out a program of investor protection?

In other words, please give us your views as to the relative
ability of the SEC to do that job, to carry out that function as
opposed to giving it to the SBA?

Mr. Loomrs. I don't want to speak in any way critically of a
sister agency, but the SBA’s focus is all on trying to get capital
provided to small businesses. That is what they are for, and that is
what they are about in this program.

Consequently, they have not focused very much on the protection
of investors in a company that supplies capital to small businesses.
The emphasis has been on the small businesses.

I am not sure that they have the experience or the staff to
enable them to do investor protection work as well as we do it.

Mr. BrRoYHILL. Mr. Mendelsohn?

Mr. MENDELSOHN. Mr. Chairman, to an extent I think the SBA
finds themselves in a conflict of interest. Many times they act as a
guarantor, and many times that particular role is in direct conflict
with investor protection. In other words, they are a shareholder, a
senior security holder as against the common stock of an SBIC, so
in approving transactions they have a tendency to look to their
own protection. It is natural; it’s human.

Mr. BroyHILL. Those are all the questions I have.

Mr. Opper?

Mr. OppER. Thank you, Mr. Broyhill.

I would like to direct a few questions to section 6 of the bill
which would exempt venture capital companies from the Invest-
ment Company Act of 1940.

Presumably in granting any exemption from the 1940 act, one
must weigh the benefits to issuers and venture capitalists against
the need for public investor protection.

Commentators have suggested that the investor remedies that
would still be available under the 1933 and 1934 act would suffi-
ciently supplant whatever protections might be lost under the 1940
act. I know the Commission does not agree.

Mr. Loomis, perhaps you and Mr. Mendelsohn and Mr. Lybecker
might suggest what kinds of protections the 1940 act provides the
unsophisticated investor and why its retention may be necessary.

Mr. Loomis. Well, the point is there are other adequate remedies
for investors aside from the remedies, the controls of the Invest-
ment Company Act. There are problems with that as some of the
cases have shown.

The courts have become somewhat more strict with private ac-
tions based under the antifraud provisions of the securities laws.
They tend to require scienter, intent to defraud, and thus these
remedies are not quite as effective for an investor as the regulatory
controls of the Investment Company Act which make it unlawful,
whether you have an illegal motive or not, to do certain things
where there is a conflict of interest.
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Mr. MENDELSOHN. There is another basic difference. Under the
Investment Company Act, the Commission can inspect the records
of an investment company. Under the 1933 act, they cannot.

Now, the enforcement cases that we have developed, by and
large, the majority of them have been through the inspection proc-
ess so that we can get to violations that we never could get to
liléléiss they became a part of the public scandal under the 1933 or

act.

Mr. OppER. So you feel there is a substantial prophylactic effect
for the investor?

Mr. MENDELSOHN. Yes.

Mr. OppeR. The exemption proposed in section 6 would be limited
to venture capital companies. I think we probably all agree that it
would certainly facilitate their operations if this regulatory burden
were completely removed.

On the other hand, is there any reason to believe that unsophis-
ticated investors in venture capital companies have any less need
I:or ‘til;e 1940 act protections than investors in other kinds of mutual
unds?

Mr. LoomMis. In the first place, while I gather that section 6 was
intended to provide an exemption only to small venture capital
companies, the language is so broad that it would include compa-
nies that were investing in the securities of General Motors, if they
got them in a private placement.

That is one of the problems I see with it. Although venture
capital companies vary, many of them are composed of highly
sophisticated people, and where that is the case there is more an
opportunity for justification for exemption.

On the other hand, a venture capital company, I suppose, there
is no reason why it could not appeal to the general public for
capital, and if it did there might be a problem because, while
venture capital companies are a very desirable type of business
operation because of their usefulness to small business, it is, never-
theless, true that running a venture capital company is a fairly
high risk operation.

The small businesses don’t always succeed and, consequently, if
you are going to grant exemptions you have to consider what kind
of venture capital companies you are granting them to, and that is
why we are more disposed to provide exemptions for venture capi-
tal companies where their shareholders are sophisticated investors
and substantial investors.

Mr. MENDELSOHN. Rule 3¢c-2, the rule that was proposed yester-
day, is a very significant rule for venture capital companies, be-
cause for the first time we are making sure that companies will not
be counted which are greater than 10-percent shareholders, for
purposes of section 3(c)(1). In other words, if they buy more than 10
percent of the voting securities of a venture capital company, they
will only be considered as one in counting to 100. Previously, if
they had purchased more than 10 percent in a venture capital
company, all of the shareholder of that investing company would
be counted.

Now, we have extended the exemption to provide that, as long as
the investing company doesn’t commit more than 5 percent of their
own capital, they will only be considered to be 1 shareholder so,
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consequently, going back to that 100 share test, we could now have
99 institutions into a venture capital company with untold
amounts of capital to contribute, just as long as each one of them
contributed 5 percent or less of their own capital.

I think this should be a very big help to venture capital compa-
nies.

Mr. LYBECKER. The rule now applies only to SBIC’s. To make
sure—looking at it from the standpoint of investors like Citi-Bank,
Chase Manhattan Bank, or the Prudential Insurance Co.—that we
don’t overlap the SBIC and venture capital markets, the Commis-
sion is proposing to grant the relief for venture capital and other
companies in a separate paragraph; so, viewed from the standpoint
of the rule, Chase Manhattan Bank could put 5 percent of its assets
into a variety of SBIC’s and put an additional 5 percent of its
assets into a variety into venture capital companies.

We didn’t want to make the universel of venture capital money
which is available to be shared or be divided up on some arbitrary
basis. We left each industry with their own shot at the total
investment pot.

Mr. Opper. Your testimony indicates some concern about the
definition of venture capital company contained in section 6, par-
ticularly that it might inadvertently include any number of invest-
ment vehicles that are not generally recognized as venture capital
companies.

Do you have any suggestions or thoughts on how we may fashion
a definition for a venture capital company?

Mr. Loomis. That is rather difficult because, as I say, they vary,
but I would think that speaking generally a definition which spoke
in terms of the type of securities they invested in, that is securities
of small companies, or securities of companies that are, say, not
listed on major exchanges or on NASDAQ, where the company you
are investing in is really not a small developing company.

You could draw lines in that direction and, as has been suggested
in connection with rule 3c-2, you could also draw lines in terms of
the types of people who invest in the venture capital company, that
they be substantial investors and not unsophisticated people.

Mr. MENDELSOHN. Recently the Commission proposed rule 205-3
under the Investment Advisers Act for venture capital companies’
advisers seeking incentive fees. We attempted to define venture
capital companies. We call them business development companies,
and we did come up with a definition.

That definition, of course, is open to comment, and we received
quite a few comments on it, and we are in the process now of
attempting to come up with our own definition in view of the
comments of what we call a business development company, ven-
ture capital.

Mr. Opper. I would like to quickly turn to proposed rule 242.

One of the comments we have received is that it does not provide
for resale by accredited investors, as defined by the rule, to other
accredited investors without application of various provisions of the
securities laws.

Do you have any thoughts on why such an amendment to pro-
posed rule 242 may or may not be appropriate?

55-753 0 - 80 - 6
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Mr. Lomwmis. It might be. I have not personally yet seen all of the
comments on 242, but it sounds like a proposition that we would
have to consider.

Mr. OppER. Two years ago Congress gave the Commission author-
ization to raise the regulation A ceiling to $2 million. To date the
Commission has only granted an exemption under regulation A to
the amount of $1.5 million.

What are the prospects of increasing that ceiling to $2 million?

Mr. Loowmis. I think it might well happen, though I don’t know of
any immediate rule. We wanted to have some experience with
regulation A above the prior statutory $500,000 level. We want to
have some more experience with what types of regulation A we are
getting at the million and a half level before we see if there are
any problems before we move to $2 million.

I think we will move to $2 million in due course, particularly if
inflation keeps on this way.

Mr. OppER. Similarly, regulation E, which is SBIC’s counterpart
to regulation A, presently retains its old ceiling of $500,000?

Has the staff given any consideration to raising that ceiling?

Mr. Loomis. What?

Mr. OppeR. One of the subsequent witnesses—we have the bene-
fit, without being clairvoyant, of knowing what they are going to
say, having seen copies of their testimony-—suggests that the ex-
emption for SBIC's, which I believe was described as regulation E,
is presently $500,000, and that ceiling has not been raised commen-
surate to the regulation A ceiling.

Mr. MENDELSOHN. As a practical matter, Mr. Opper, regulation E
was, I think, used once or maybe twice in the whole history of the
1940 act, even when $300,000 was big money.

It is just not being used. It has never been used, nor have we had
any real conversations with the industry asking to raise it. There is
a reason for that, and the reason is for an initial offering, before an
investment company can initially offer its securities under the
Investment Company Act, it has to file a registration statement
under the 1940 act.

Regulation E is available only with respect to an offering under
the 1933 act, as you know and, therefore, since most of the materi-
al is combined by reference, there is no real advantage at this
particular moment for the small business investment company to
use regulation E.

Mr. OppER. It has also been observed in order to avoid applica-
tion of the Investment Advisers Act of 1940, that the number of
ixﬁvest'i%rs in venture capital companies usually is limited to less
than 15.

Is it necessary to apply the Investment Advisers Act for venture
cagital companies merely because the number of investors exceeds
157

Mr. MEnDELSOHN. Well, the question comes up as to whether for
purposes of section 203(b)}3) an investment adviser is advising 1
client or 15 clients in a venture capital company. Now, our position
at the staff level has been that, where the adviser runs out and
holds himself out as an adviser and brings people together and
they are joining the organization simply because a “Mr. Adviser” is



79

the investment adviser, tentatively at least we count the number of
people in the organization.

Where an organization which is already organized would go to a
person not holding himself out to the public as an adviser, and ask
him to be an adviser, we would take the position that that person
is only advising one client. Therefore, there would be no registra-
tion.

But, as to whether or not an adviser to a venture capital compa-
ny should be regulated, my view is that he should be, because he is
in a tremendous position of conflict, and the Investment Advisers
Act, particularly section 206 and its antifraud provisions, and the
bookkeeping provisions, should apply to him.

I think we would be very willing to consider certain exemptive
rules or exemptive provisions pursuant to an application with re-
spect to custodians. Obviously, you cannot have a separate custodi-
anship for each advised client, if they are all grouped in a pool. But
with respect to the antifraud provisions, with respect to bookkeep-
ing, lI think that we ought to have regulatory power over those
people.

Mr. LyBeckeR. If I could supplement, it also depends on how the
venture capital companies are organized. Your question presumes
there is an external investor advisor. To the extent that the ven-
ture capital company or any SBIC is organized so that there is an
external adviser, then the regulatory issue is posed. But it is my
understanding that a number of the venture capital and small
business investment companies are organized as corporations with
internal management. And there is a lot of good reason for that if
for no other reason—and of course it’s the reason why the Commis-
sion has always looked with favor on internalized management in
the mutual funds context—it cuts down on the kinds of conflicts of
interest that we are forced to deal with and regulate under the
Investment Company Act. )

In particular, the bill that Mr. Broyhill is the sponsor of clearly
seems to contemplate that the kind of entity that he is addressing
is a company that would be a closed-in fund, one that is not
making a public offering but is managing the proceeds and is
managed by internal management.

It’s not clear that the Advisers Act question is raised with re-
spect to all venture capital companies and all small business com-
panies.

Mr. OppER. I might add, perhaps consistent with the definition of
accredited investors, which the Commission at least in proposal
form seems to be contemplating, it might be fruitful to consider
whether or not persons who qualify under that standard really
need the protections of the Advisers Act, if you are willing to
suggest that the registration provisions of the Securities Act need
not be applicable.

Mr. MENDELSOHN. Well, as you know, we recognized in proposed
rule 205-3 with respect to incentive fees that, if investors in a
venture capital were limited to $150,000 minimum, these types of
sophisticated people could pretty much fend for themselves, and if
they wanted to consent to an incentive fee, that was up to them.
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On the other hand, when you get down to very unsophisticated
investors, they have a hard time understanding what an incentive
fee is and what the ramifications of such a fee are.

Mr. OppER. Last September in the hearings that this subcommit-
tee held Congressman Eckhardt and Congressman Broyhill encour-
aged the Commission and the SBIC industry to work together to
attempt to resolve the various kinds of problems that these small
companies have encountered under the 1940 act.

Mr. Little in his prepared testimony suggests that these efforts
have been barren and terminated.

Do you agree with that assessment?

Mr. MENDELSOHN. I agree that we have had no negotiations. We
are willing to discuss with the industry any reasonable arrange-
ment for exemption. We would hold conferences with them at their
behest at any time mutually convenient.

Mr. LyBecker. To the extent that we have had discussions since
last December with Ray Garrett and lawyers from his law firm,
they—as I understand it—were generally representing the interests

gBIC s, and the particular proposals that were put before us
from December through April all involved some sort of in-
dustrywide exemption from the Investment Company Act, whether
through industrywide rulemaking or industrywide application.
However, the report of those meetings that has been circulated
states our view it would be very difficult to do any exemption on
an industrywide basis because we do not have a record which
supports.that. But we would be more than willing, and our experi-
ence with Ray Garrett and the Heizer Corp. demonstrates this, we
would be more than willing to talk with the SBIC’s about any
exemptive relief that the record can support.

It’s extremely difficult to do rulemaking without a preexisting,
adequate record, and we are prohibited from exhaustive contact
with people during the prerulemaking phase. During the comment
period, after a rule has been proposed, is the easiest time to collect
evidence, for reasons that are hard to understand.

Sometimes people feel that the best kinds of comments, and this
is the only window the Commission really has on an industry in a
forum that is publicly available, is to attack the rule, rather than
provide the type of helpful, insightful kinds of comments that
would help the staff redraft what has been proposed.

After the rulemaking period is over, the Home Box Office case
prohibits us from any kind of ex parte contact.

One of the major disappointments that we have experienced with
the Advisers Act rule, and Mr. Mendelsohn can speak more direct-
ly to this, is that most of the comments we received were of such a
generalized nature.

They were saying, more or less, we simply hate the rule rather
than helping us try to develop a good definition of business develo-
ment company or dealing with the investor protections concerns
that we have a legitimate right to be concerned about. And that
leaves us, as staff members, in a very difficult position in going
back up to the Commission and making recommendations for re-
sponsible adjustments to a proposed rule.

We have to say to Commissioner Loomis and his colleagues, they
hated the rule. It’s clear they hated it, but we will have to use our
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own best judgment about what it is that should be changed. The
only thing we can do is ask for the rule to be reproposed and have
additional comments on it.

As a process, that is a very expensive, time consuming, and a
very difficult procedure for us to go through. The practical fact is,
if members of the industry who are affected by the rule proposals
don’t comment specifically and responsively on them, the Commis-
sion is left in much of the same position you are in, Mr. Broyhill,
when you propose legislation and people oppose it for reasons you
can’t understand.

Mr. BrovHiLL. In order to save some time, it would be very
helpful to the subcommittee if we could have some comments for
the record on a suggestion contained on page 15 of Mr. Arthur
Little’s testimony wherein he suggests a compromise solution to
the 1940 act problem—specifically in exchange for an ongoing ex-
emption from the act, an agreement to comply with foreign inves-
tor protection requirements.

I am requesting that the Commission review those suggestions
and submit for the record its reaction to the proposal. We will hold
the record open for this information.

Mr. Opper. 1 think it's generally recognized that one of the
difficulties the small enterprises have had in floating their securi-
ties offerings publicly is the residue of investor adverse reaction to
the hot issues market in 1968 and 1969.

The Commission had extensive hearings on that market where
the securities of unseasoned and highly speculative companies were
sold under rather high-pressure tactics to the public. With the
collapse of that market, the statistics reflect that a substantial
number of individual security holders have withdrawn completely
from the securities equity market. *

I am just wondering, given the kinds of restraints that would be
lifted under this bill, particularly with respect to the free sale of
restricted securities after a 5-year holding period, and perhaps with
the lifting of all applications of the 1940 act to venture capital
companies, if we might want to focus on whether or not we could
actually be replanting some of the seeds that have actually made
necessary the hearings that we are engaged in today.

Do you have any comments on that?

Mr. Loomis. I remember the hot issue markets when they were
going on. There, I think, it was a matter of investors psychology
and reaction. Investors in those times were very optimistic, and
they would think that they were very interested in buying stock of
small enterprises that were reported to be very good buys and then
it turned out that they were not, and a lot of people got burned, as
you say.

I have some concern, and maybe I will have to write you later
about it, in relating that phenomenon to this bill, but certainly it
was an indication that in certain areas investors were not ade-
quately protected.

Mr. MeNDELSOHN. I think, with respect to the Investment Com-
pany Act, I can say that investors do invest in normal investment
companies, mutual funds, with the idea that they are investing in a
regulated industry. I think that there is some justification for that
confidence. There hasn’'t been a real scandal in the investment
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company business, a pervasive scandal, in the administration of the
act since 1940,

Now, it may be there just happens to be more honest people in
the investment company business, which I doubt, but it seems to
me that the Investment Company Act has provided a lot of investor
protection that gives an aura of confidence to investors. I am afraid
if we are denied the right of inspection and the right to peruse
transactions with individuals that, conceivably, we may well have a
scandal in the venture capital area that will dry up investments
even by sophisticated investors.

Obviously, nobody can tell, but 1 feel that there is this aura of
confidence which is generated by the idea that the Commission
does have regulatory power over the investment company industry.

Mr. BroyHIiLL. Mr. McMahon?

Mr. McMaHoON. I have one question directed toward Commission-
er Loomis and it is directed toward your concern about lifting the
ban on securities, restricted securities, in a resale after 5 years.

It appears that your philosophy is that you want individuals,
namely venture capitalists, to undertake risks, but you limit them
from reaching the rewards and they are permanently locked into
these investments.

Don’t you have confidence in your residual regulatory power to
define further what the rules would be on the release of these
securities after 5 years?

Mr. LooMmis. We are sympathetic to releasing these restraints, in
a reasonable time, maybe less than 5 years for people who are
simply investors, who went into this venture as an investment.

We are troubled, however, by further lifting the restraints on
resale on the part of people who are in control of the company or
who manage it.

Mr. McMaHoN. Can't you even develop regulations for people
who are in control of the company?

Mr. Loomis. The problem there is the hot issues problem as an
example of that kind of thing. People who buy into a company or
own it, then when they thought the market conditions were right
they would want to get rid of it without the safeguards to the
public of registration.

I do feel that there is an important line to be drawn between
resales by people who acquired securities as investments and allow-
ing controlling people of companies that had no market to remem-
ber to go public, so to speak, without registration.

Mr. McMaHON. Thank you.

Mr. BroyHILL. Thank you very much, Mr. Loomis.

We appreciate your responses today, and we will hold the record
open for the information requested.

[The following correspondence was received for the record:]
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November, 30, 1979

Honorable Philip A. Loomis, Jr,
Commissioner t
Securities and Exchange Commission
§00 North Capitol Street:. -
Washington, D.C. 20549

Dear Commissioner Loomis:

In connection with your testimony before our Subcommittee
on the Small Business Investment Incentive Act (H.R. 3991) on
November 7, 1979. I have one request. In connection with the
proposal that venture capital companies be exempt from the
provisions of the Investment Company Act of 1940, I understand
that your staff has recently prepared a memorandum of the
Commission's experience with small business investment
companies under the Act.

I am requesting, at your earlfest convenience, that you
submit for the record that memorandum or the pertinent parts
thereof and any necessary additional explanation.

With every warm best wish,

Yours,

James H. Scheuer
Chairman

FO:mar
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Honorable James H. Scheuer

Chairman

Subcommittee on Consumer Protection and Finance
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Cammerce
House of Representatives

Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Chairman Scheuer:

In response to your request, I am pleased to transmit
excerpts of the report of the Camnission's Division of In-
vestment Management on venture capital companies and the
Investment Company Act of 1940. The report is an updated
version of a draft dated October 3, 1979. Certain portions
of the prior draft which deal with specific matters not
relevant to your request have been amitted. As you know,
this is a staff report which has not been reviewed by the
Camission.

Please do not hesitate to contact me or members of
our staff if you have any further requests or comments.

Sincerely,
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DIVISION OF INVESTMENT MANAGEMENT, SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION
EXCERPTS FROM REPORT ON VENTURE CAPITAL COMPANIES
AND THE INVESTMENT COMPANY ACT OF 1940

III. The Exclusion of Venture Capital Companies from
the Investment Company Act

A. Introduction

The Investment Company Act was enacted to eliminate the wide-
spread abuses and failures to observe principles of fiduciary duties
that were uncovered in unregulated investment companies. As a result,
the Act was structured to provide a comprehensive framework of regu-
lation which, ‘among other things, protects against management self-dealing
(sections 17 and 23), embezzlement (section 37), or abuse of trust
(section 36), provides specific controls to eliminate or mitigate
inequitable capital structures (section 18), and prohibits changes
in the nature of an investment company's business or its investment
policies without shareholder approval (section 13). Also, in furtherance
of the national public interest as expressed in section 1(b) of the Act
and in the interest of investors, the Act imposes certain restrictions
on who can serve as an officer or director of an investment company and
on affiliations of directors (sections 9 and 10), requires shareholder
approval of advisory contracts and accountants (sections 15 and 32),

specifies certain books and records which must be maintained and which
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are subject to Cammission inspection (section 31), contains certain
reporting standards (rule 30d-1) and proxy solicitation reguirements
{rule 20a-2) that have no counterparts in the Securities Exchange

Act of 1934, requires disclosures regarding cash distributions (section
19), and provides that certain contracts violative of the Act's provisions
may be voided (section 47(b)). Other provisions shield investment
company shareholders from additional abusive practices (sections 12

and 16). Although the foregoing briefly summarizes some of the most
important protections provided by the Investment Company Act, we believe
the Act's safeguards warrant description in greater detail because

of arguments which have been made that these protections are expend-
able with respect to investors in venture capital companies.

B. Analysis of the Investment Company Act's Fundamental Protections

(1) Conflicts of Interest and Fiduciary Duties

The purpose of section 17 of the Act, sometimes referred to as the
"self-dealing” section, is to prevent overreaching and unfair transac-
tions between investment company insiders and the investment company.
This is accomplished by requiring that transactions between investment
campanies and officers, directors, and similar persons associated with
investment companies be submitted for prior independent scrutiny by the
Cammission with a view solely toward investor protection.

Absent section 17: 23/ (i) affiliated persons could buy securities

23/ It should be noted, however, that the Commission has adopted rules
17a-6 and 17d-1, 17 CFR 270.17a-6, .17d-1 (1978), which, among other
things, exempt from the provisions of section 17 certain transactions
which otherwise would be prohibited absent a favorable Commission
order for each such transaction. Those exempted transactions, while

literally within the ambit of =ection 17, do not present the opportunities

or abuse the section was designed to prevent.
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and property from, sell securities and property to, and borrow money

from, a venture capital company without any finding by the Commission

that the transaction is fair and reasonable (section 17(a)); (ii) affiliated
persons could enter into joint transaqtions with venture capital campanies
which were more advantageous to the affiliated persons than to the company
{secticn 17(d)) -- for example, affiliated persons of a venture capital
campany could say, "the company we manage will lend you money if you

will retain our business advisory service," or directors could have their
venture capital company lend money to companies in which they had financial
interests; (iii) affiliated persons of a venture capital campany could
demand and be paid compensation for the purchase or sale of any property

to or for such company, (section 17(e)) -— for example, a finder's fee
might be demanded and paid to an officer of a venture capital company

by another company to wham the venture capital company is making a

loan; 24/ (iv) affiliated persons could have custody of liquid, transferable
venture capiba'l company assets (section 17(f)); (v) no adequate bonding
would be required to protect the company against larceny and embezzlement
by its officers or employees (section 17(g)); and (vi) there could be
indemnity agreements under which directors or officers of venture capital
companies would be protected against any liability to the company or its
shareholders by reason of their willful misfeasance, bad faith, gross
negligence or reckless disregard of the duties involved in the conduct

of their offices (section 17(h)). It should be emphasized that this

24/ see e.g., In re Capital Corp. of America, Investment Co. Act
Release No. 9024 (Nov. 12, 1975).
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lengthy litany of potential overreaching and unfair transactions is not
hypothetical; such transactions are the subject of frequent inquiries,
investigations, administrative proceedings, and enforcement actions, and

a number of related cases are described in the section inmediately
following. 25/ Not all section 17 transactions are, -of course, unfair or
involve overreaching, and many proposed transactions do receive favorable
orders from the Commission after its careful review. The point is that
section 17 is not merely a caution against serious problems observed only
in 1940 — it has current relevance, and our experience under section 17
clearly indicates that it currently provides material investor protections.

Other provisions of the Act are also extremely important to investors.
Absent the carefully drafted restrictions imposed by section 23, shares
of a venture capital company could be issued for services or for property
other than cash or securities, or sold to favored persons at prices below
current net asset value, and shares could be repurchased only from favored
shareholders.

Section 36(a) of the Act authorizes the Commission to bring an
action in the proper United States District Court if it believes that
persons serving an investment company in certain capacities — including
officer, director, investment adviser or principal underwriter — have
engaged in the past five years or are about to engage in an act or
practice constituting a breach of fiduciary duty involving personal )

misconduct. If the Commission's allegations are proven, the court may

25/ See section III(C) infra.
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enjoin such person from serving an investment company in any or all
capacities and award other appropriate relief. Section 36(b) explicitly
provides that an investment company's investment adviser has a fiduciary
duty with respect to the receipt of compensation for services and payments
of a material nature. This section also authorizes the Camission or a
shareholder of the investment company to bring a court action if it
believes this duty has been breached. The provisions of section 36 are
very important since they codify in the Act the fiduciary obligations of
an investment company's officials and authorize Commission and share—
holder actions if these obligations are breached. 26/ We believe that
the existence of section 36, amended in 1970 to provide for litigation
by the Commission or by shareholders acting as private attorneys general,
serves as a valuable deterrent to improper conduct by investment
company officials.
A (2) Capital Structure
Excessivé borrowings and the issuance of excessive amounts of senior

securities can, for various reasons, be inimical to the best interests of

26/ See, e.g., Fogel v. Chestnutt, 533 F.2d 731 (2d Cir. 1975), cert. denied,
429 U.S. 824 (1976); Moses v. Burgin, 445 F.2d 369 (1lst Cir.), cert. denied
sub nom. Johnson v. Moses, 404 U.S. 994 (1971). See also Burks v.
Lasker, 99 S. Ct. 1831 (1979) (section 36 applies to all acts of officers
and directors). Certain other provisions in section 36 allow a court of law
to give such consideration as it deems appropriate to actions by the board
of directors of the investment company regarding the advisory services,
thereby allowing deference to be given to good faith determinations of a
board.
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an investment company's shareholders. 27/ To prevent related abuses, section
18 of the Act places certain limitations upon the issuance of senior
securities by investment companies.

(3) Fundamental Policies

Section 13 prohibits an investment company from engag'ing in certain
acts, including changing from an open-end company to a closed-end company
or vice versa, or from a diversified company to a non~diversified campany, 28/
deviating from its stated policies in respect of certain types of activities,
or ceasing to be an investment company, without the consent of a majority
of its outstanding voting securities. This statutory arrangement avoids

the situation in which security holders have the fundamental nature of

27/ For example, small changes in a company'’s portfolio securities prices
may result in disproportionate changes in the company's net asset
value. See generally Investment Co. Act Release No. 10666
(April 18, 1979) (statement of policy regarding implications under
Act of reverse repurchase, firm cammitment, and standby commitment
agreements entered into by registered investment companies); Securities

Exchange Act Release No. 15974 (June 26, 1979) (order settling administrative

proceedings involving reverse repurchase agreements entered into by
California Fund for Investment in U.S. Government Securities, Inc.

by imposing sanctions upon certain persons who were, among other things,
prohibited fraom association with any investment company for a period
of time). An adviser whose fee was 3% of the assets under management
would be able to charge $300,000 for services rendered to a venture
capital company with assets of $10,000,000. The adviser's fee would
increase proportionately, i.e., by $60,000, if the adviser persuaded
the campany to borrow (e.d., by issuing warrants or debentures) an
additional $2,000,000 — money which the adviser might well feel
pressured to invest quickly, and perhaps not as prudently as would

be the case in other circumstances.

In addition, a company's investment adviser may be able to purchase
securities — possibly unsuitable securities — to increase its
advisory fee (typically calculated as a percentage of the assets
held by the company) by causing the company to unnecessarily borrow
by issuing senior securities, resulting in excessive leverage.

28/ See Investment Campany Act § 5(b) (defining diversified and non-
diversified companies).
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their investment or the company's investment policies changed drastically
and unilaterally by insiders without their approval.

(4) Directors and Other Affiliated Persons

Sections 9 and 10 of the Act afford investment company share-
holders certain protections with respect to the persons who will occupy
key positions with the investment campany or its related entities.
Section 9(a) prohibits persons who have, among other things, been con—
victed of any felony or misdemeanor involving the purchase or sale of
a security or arising out of their conduct as a broker, dealer or
investment adviser fram serving in various capacities with an investment
company, including as an officer, director, investment adviser, or em—
ployee. Section 9(b) authorizes the Commission to hold hearings and bar
persons from serving in specified capacities with or for an investment
company if they have, among other things, willfully violated or will-
fully aided or abetted violations of the federal securities laws. Without
section 9, investment companies could come under the control of malefactors.
Moreover, in an effort to prevent an investment company from being daminated
and perhaps operated in the interests ;E individuals who have a financial
interest in the company's operation (beyond that held by an ordinary
shareholder), section 10 of the Act requires that at least 40% of the
members of the board of directors of most investment companies be persons
who are not interested persons 29/ of the investment campany, its investment

adviser, or its principal underwriter.

29/ Investment Company Act § 2(a){19) defines the term "interested person.”
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(5) Advisory and Other Contracts

Section 15 of the Act provides investment campany investors with
certain protections designed to ensure that the investment company is
not overreached in connection with the negotiation of its underwriting
and advisory contracts. These provisions have proved to have been
especially important where essential investment management or adminis—
trative services are performed by persons employed by external entities,
as is the case with most registered investment campanies and many limited
pertnerships with corporate general partners. The advisory agreement
must be written, and approved initially by a majority of the investment
company's shareholders (and thereafter approved at least annually by
shareholders or the disinterested directors serving on the investment
campany's board), describe precisely the adviser's compensation, provide
for its termination without penalty on not more than sixty days' notice,
and provide for its autamatic termination upon assignment. Without these
protections, a venture capital company's contract for investment advice
could be entered into without shareholder approval, be extended indefinitely
without approval of the board of directors, be terminable only upon
payment of a penalty, and be transferred to a new advisory organization
without shareholder knowledge or approval.

(6) Inspections, Recordkeeping and Reports

Section 31 of the Act authorizes the Commission to require investment
companies to maintain certain books and records relating to their activi-
ties. It also authorizes the Cammission to inspect such records at any
time. Improper or carelessly maintained records may deprive shareholders

of their rights. These records also allow the Comnission, in administering
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its inspection program, to ascertain whether an investment company is com—
plying with the Act. In addition, the knowledge that the Commission will
be thoroughly inspecting a company's records probably acts as a substantial
deterrent to any person inclined to consider engaging in improper conduct.

A collateral effect of excluding venture capital companies from
section 31 would be that, if a venture capital company were generally
subject to Cammission inspections under section 31, such a company might
violate one or more of the few provisions of the federal securities
laws which would remain applicable to it without those violations necessarily
coming to the Camission's attention. Indeed, a venture capital company
might be subject to the Act by reason of its noncompliance with the
conditions required for it to be able to rely upon any exclusion provided
by legislation, yet without any inspections by the Cammission of that company
as provided by section 31 the Commission might not become aware of that
unregistered investment company. 30/ In addition, unlike the broad range
of flexible rs‘amedies that are usually available in instances in which
a registered investment company violates provisions of the Act, far
less flexibility would exist where a venture capital company, either

deliberately or inadvertently, failed to satisfy any condition required

30/ But see also Investment Company Act § 42(a):

The Camission may make such investigations as it
deems necessary to determine whether any person has
violated or is about to violate any provision of the
[Act] or of any rule, regulation, or order {t]}here-
under, or to determine whether any action in any
ocourt or any proceeding before the Commission shall
be instituted under this [Act] against a particular
person or persons, or with respect to a particular
transaction or transactions.

55-753 0 - 80 - 7
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by legislation for exclusion from the Act: unless some other exclusion or
exenption were available, prompt registration ordinarily would be required.
Prompt registration under the Act would carry with it the concamitant
duty of complete campliance with all of the Act's provisions, including
conditions which may require that the company operate or be structured
immediately in a manner differing greatly from its present form. 31/

Rule 304-1 under the Act provides for a detailed sémiannual
report to shareholders, incluéing information such as a balance sheet,
a list of the amounts and value of portfolio securities, and statements
of (i) income itemized as to categories of income or expense in excess
of 5% of the respective totals, (ii) surplus itemized as to charges and
credits in excess of 5% of the respective totals, (iii) aggregate remuneration
paid to specified insiders, and (iv) aggregate dollar amounts of purchases
and sales of securities by an investment company. Having such disclosures made
to shareholders lessens significantly the likelihood that the investnrent
company will be operated for the benefit of insiders without shareholder
knowledge.

In connection with the solicition of proxies, the rules under the
Securities Exchange Act of 1934 do not have a requirement comparable
to rule 20a-2 under the Act regarding information to be furnished to the
§olicited shareholder pertaining to a company's investment adviser and the
investment advisory contract.

Section 19 of the Act makes it unlawful to pay certain cash

distributions other than from certain sources without such payment being

31/ See, e.q., Investment Company Act § 18 (capital structure).
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accampanied by a written statement which adequately discloses the source
or sources of such payment. This thwarts the deception of investors as
to the source of their income.

(7) Voidable Contracts

Section 47(b) of the Act provides, in pertiner;t >;4>art, that contracts
made in violation of the Act shall be void as regards the rights of any
persons who, in violation of the Act, shall have made or engaged in the
performance of such contracts. Hence, those who participate in a wrong
may be unable to retain the benefit of the bargain.

(8) Other Provisions

Other sections of the Act provide further protections for venture
capital company and investment company investors. Control of venture
capital companies could be unduly concentrated through pyramiding
or inequitable methods of control, absent section 12 of the Act. In
addition, but for sections 16 and 32 of the Act, persons could serve
as venture capital campany directors without being elected by, or
serve as accountants with their selection beiny ratified by, shareholders.

C. _Relevant Civil Proceedings

while we are concerned with the need to aid the capital raising efforts
of small business, this goal should not be accomplished in a manner which
would cause substantial dilution of protections of members of the public
whose funds would be invested in venture capital companies. The Commission's
experience in enforcing the federal securities laws reinforces our conclusion

that investment companies should not be excluded from compliance with the
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Act solely because they engage in "venture capital” activities. 32/ In
particular, small business investment companies ("SBICs") have had a
number of enforcement actions brought against them. Same actions have
involved serious fraudulent misconduct, and in several cases the Commission
found it necessary to institute injunctive actions and seék the appointment
of receivers in order to salvage same of the assets for investors in
such companies. Same of those actions, representative of the abuses
that may be encountered — and permitted if venture capital companies
were excluded from the Investment Company Act — are discussed below.

In an action involving Puerto Rico Capital Corporation ("PRCC"), an
SBIC registered under the Investment Company Act, the Commission sought to
enjoin several of the company's officers and directors from further violations
of the Act, and to bar those individuals, pursuant to section 9 33/ of the Act,
fram serving PRCC or any other investment company as officers, directors, or
in any of several other capacities. 34/ Among other things, the Commission

alleged that the defendants breached their fiduciary duties to PRCC, 3%/

32/ Of course, venture capital companies, like other investent campanies,
may not be subject to the Act because some other exclusion or exemption
is available. For example, section 3(c)(l) excludes from the Act any
investment company whose securities are beneficially owned by not more
than one hundred persons and vhich is not making and does not presently
propose to make a public offering of its securities.

33/ See pp. 1516 supra.
34/ Litigation Release No. 3308 (Sept. 1, 1965).

35/ See Investment Company Act § 36.
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causing PRCC to invest in companies they owned or controlled, resulting
in substantial losses to PRCC. The defendants also caused their affiliated
companies to borrow money from, as well as sell securities to and purchase
.securities fram, PRCC.

In addiﬁion, they also effected transactions in connection with
a joint enterprise or joint arrangement in which PRCC was a participant,
without the prior Camission approval required by section 17(d) of the
Act. The Caomission subsequently entered into a settlement in which
the defendants agreed to pay PRCC $500,000 and were enjoined from various
conduct, including serving any investment campany in certain capacities,
including officer or director. 36/ The facts of this case illustrate
the dangers of eliminating the protections provided by the Investment
Company Act. .

In another action 37/ the Cammission filed a camplaint in federal
district court alleging violations of the Act by Illinois Capital
Investment Cokporation ("ICIC"), an SBIC registered under the
Act, and five affiliated persons of ICIC. ICIC's president, who was
also a director of the company and controlled 30% of its common stock,
was alleged to have borrowed money in.the form of salary and travel

advances from the company in violation of sections 17(a) and 21(b) of

36/ Litigation Release No. 4395 (Aug. 13, 1969).

37/ Litigation Release No. 4699 (July 27, 1970).
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the Act. 38/ The camplaint also alleged that ICIC's affiliates had
caused numerous transactions, involving the sale or purchase of securities
or other property, to be effected between themselves or their affiliates,
and ICIC or its affiliates, in violation of section 17(a) of the Act.
Certain other joint transactions were also allegedly entered into

in violation of section 17(d). Moreover, certain officers and directors
were alleged to have caused ICIC to conceal violations of the Act in
reports the company filed with the Commission and proxy solicitation -
materials sent to shareholders. An order was subsequently entered
permanently enjoining all defendants from further violations of the
Investment Company Act. 39/ Many of the transactions which were

found to have violated the Act in the ICIC case would be permissible

if venture capital companies were excluded from the relevant provisions
of the Investment Company Act.

In SEC v. Advance Growth Capital Corp. 40/ an action was brought against

Advance Growth, an SBIC registered under the Act, and the chairman of its
board of directors, as well as one other individual who served as the com

pany's president and as director. The Commission alleged violations of Act

38/ Section 21(b) makes it unlawful for any registered investment company
to lend money or property to any person if the company's policies do not
permit such a loan or the person controls or is under cammon control of
the company. Section 17(a) also generally prohibits loans not permitted
by section 21(b).

39/ Litigation Release No. 4777 (Oct. 9, 1970).

40/ 470 F.2d 40 (7th Cir. 1972).
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sections 17(a), 17(d), 34(b) (concerning untrue and misleading reports)
and 36 (for gross abuse of trust or gross misconduct by investment
campany officers and directors) as a result of certain transactions
between Advance Growth and various affiliated persons.- 41/ 1In one
series of transactions involving development of real estate lots,
the chaimman arranged for a portfolio campany of Advance Growth to
purchase all of the undesirable lots and pay for all of the development,
whereas a realty company in which the chairman had a 79% interest was
a joint participant in the venture but paid nothing for the developers'
services and did not have to purchase any of the undesirable land. 42/
In a different series of transactions, Advance Growth provided 100%
financing for four years at low interest rates for the purchase at cost
of highly profitable assets from its portfolio company, Intermediates,
Inc. ("Intermediates”), by G. L. Service Corp. ("GL")}, an affiliate of
Advance Growth which was 20% owned or controlled by members of the
chairman's fan;ily and 5% owned by two of Advance Growth's other directors.
GL purchased tax certificates from Intermediates at a price based on
their cost plus interest even though they were worth approximately
twice as much. Moreover, the interest rate was originally 4%, and
later increased to 7%, even though interest rates of 14 1/2% were being

quoted during the same period. Finally, GL failed to make payments

41/ Section 36 was amended in 1970 to change the applicable standard from
"gross abuse of trust® to breach of fiduciary duty involving personal
misconduct. See pp. 12-13, supra.

470 F.2d 40, at 45-6.

&
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when due on its notes to Advance Growth, which had financed the trans-
action, and paid it a total of only $90,000 of the principal during a
period when the certificates produced cash receipts of over $217,000;

during the same period that its note to Advance Growth was overdue, GL

loaned more than $150,000 to other companies controlled by the chairman. 43/

On the basis of these and numerous other transactions 44/ and prac—
tices 45/ harmful to Advance Growth, which "invariably came out second
best,” 46/ and "indicative of conduct that tends to be overreaching,” de-
fendants were permanently enjoined from violating any of the Act's provi-
sions.

One final case is particularly noteworthy as an example of
transactions which may be effected between venture capital companies

and their affiliates. The case of Wright v. Heizer Corporation 47/

arose out of a series of five transactions 48/ between Heizer

Corporation ("Heizer"), a venture capital company not registered under

43/ See id. at 47-48.
44/ Defendants were also found to have violated section 34(b) of the

Act by filing false and misleading annual reports. See id. at 51-52.
45/ See id. at 49-51.
46/ Id. at 51. .
47/ 560 F.2d 236 (7th Cir. 1977), cert. denied, 434 U.S. 1066 (1978).
48/ Those transactions are described in the Seventh Circuit's opinion

at 241-45, and in the lower court's opinion, 411 F. Supp. 23, 26-30
(N.D. Il11. 1975).
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the Investment Company Act, 49/ and International Digisonics Corporation
("IDC"), a campany in which Heizer had invested.

In its opinion, the Seventh Circuit Court of Appeals assumed
that Heizer was entitled to act solely in its own interest in dealing
with IDC's management in the first three of the five disputed transactions;
at those times Heizer was a lender to, and shareholder of, IDC, but
did not control the company and was not represented on its board. 50/
However, by the time of the fourth transaction, Heizer had gained voting
control of IDC and had placed two of its officers on IDC's board. As
the court pointed out, it therefore stood in a fiduciary position with
respect to IDC; when it chose to continue its participation in caommunications
to shareholders in connection with amendment of IDC's charter in order
to permit consumation of the fourth transaction, Heizer could no longer
act solely in its own interests. The court found that Heizer nevertheless
breached its duty to IDC's shareholders, "failing to disclose any of the

material facts concerning the transaction.” 51/

49/ At the time, Heizer apparently was relying upon the exclusion
provided by section 3(c)(l) of the Investment Company Act.
Section 3(c)(1) generally excludes from the definition of
investment campany any issuer whose securities are beneficially
owned by not more than one hundred persons and which is not
making a public offering of its securities.

560 F.2d at 248.

50/

51/ Id. Plaintiffs based their action upon the antifraud provisions of
rule 10b-5, 17 CFR § 240.10b-5 (1978), under the Securities Exchange
Act of 1934. Inasmuch as Heizer was not a registered investment
company at the time, the Investment Company Act's protections were,
of course, unavailable; had Heizer been subject to the Act at the

(foaotnote continued)
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The fifth transaction centered upon a pledge of IDC's well—
established and profitable subsidiary. Heizer controlled three of
the four members of IDC's board for purposes of the pledge transaction.
Under the circumstances, the court concluded that Heizer was obligated to
disclose the material facts concerning the transaction to the independent
shareholders, but did not fulfill this obligation: "shareholders were
first informed of the general terms of the pledge and"the reasons
therefor two months after the transaction.” 52/ In its discussion of this
transaction the court highlighted saome of the conflicts in which

Heizer became enmeshed — thereby illustrating why the Commission's

51/ (footnote continued)

time of the transactions, it appears that the abusive transactions
could not have been effected unless approved pursuant to an
application for an exemptive Commission order, after a thorough
review of all relevant facts and circumstancés. See pp. 10-12 supra.
However, in general we do not believe that the antifraud provisions
of the Exchange Act, nor the limited remedies that might be available
under the Securities Act, can be realistically viewed as adequate
substitutes for the much more extensive protections available

under the Investment Company Act. See generally Securities Act

§§ 12(2), 17(a), 15 U.S.C. §§ 771(2), 77q(a) (1976); Exchange

Act § 10(b), 15 U.S.C. § 78j(b)(1976}; rule 10b-5, supra. For example,
a private plaintiff seeking relief under rule 10b-5 may be required
to show that: he is either a purchaser or seller of the securities

in question, Blue Chip Stamps v. Manor Drug Stores, 421 U.S. 723
(1975); the defendant acted with scienter in perpetrating the fraud,
Ernst & Ernst v. Hochfelder, 425 U.S. 185 (1976); and there is

some element of deception and not simply corporate mismanagement

or unfairness, Santa Fe Indus., Inc. v. Green, 430 U.S. 462 (1977).
Perhaps most importantly, section 17 of the Investment Company

Act provides for Camission review of proposed transactions in
situations where, because of conflicts of interest, there may be
overreaching. The Securities Act and Exchange Act provide bases

for relief after the fact, entailing possibly expensive and protracted
litigation, as the Heizer litigation illustrates.

52/ 560 F.2d at 249.
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impartial review of certain transactions 53/ between venture capital
companies and their affiliates is so important:

Heizer forgets that, in view of its conflict of interest,
once it chose to deal with IDC, it had an obligation

under state law to structure the transaction in a manner
consistent with its duty to "protect and preserve the cor-
poration. . . . maintain[ing] a high standard of loyalty

to {it].” In light of this obligation, its attempt to divorce
its role as a creditor from its role as a fiduciary, in

a transaction that required its consent in both capacities,
cannot succeed. Allowing such a sleight of hand would render
a fiduciary's duty of fair dealing meaningless whenever

the corporation he served was in financial straits, because
he could defend his conduct, as Edgar Heizer did on the
witness stand in this case, by arguing that in his role

as a fiduciary he was powerless to resist the demands he
himself had made in his role as a creditor. 54/

[Edgar] Heizer stated: "Well, it's very hard, as you know,
to separate your hats, but the way I had to look at it fram
Heizer Corporation's standpoint first, it was totally justi-
fied that we have security.

"Then, wearing my IDC hat as a director, I don't have
very nuch choice. . . . I knew what Heizer Corporation would
do if I didn’t agree to give the security to Heizer Corp." 55/

53/ As noted earlier, see note 23 supra, the Act does not provide for
review of all transactions between investment companies and affiliated
persons, but only of those transactions which present opportunities
for abuse because of the conflicting interests of the parties involved.
Thus, rule 17a~-6 under the Act was recently expanded to permit all
investment companies — and not just SBICs and venture capital
companies, as previously had been permitted — to effect transactions
with companies whose securities they owned without filing applications
requesting preapproval from the Cammission if no other affiliated
person was a party to or had a financial interest in the transaction.
Investment Company Act Release No. 10828 (Aug. 13, 1979).

54/ 560 F.2d at 250-51 (footnote and citations cmitted).

55/ Id. at 251 n.14 (citation omitted).
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As the circuit court observed: "The District Court in the case
at bar, while characterizing Heizer's conduct in the fourth and fifth
transactions as 'rapacious,’ made no other findings concerning defendant's
mental state in failing to disclose. The record, however, indicates
that defendant's amissions were at least reckless." 56/
The district court's relief 57/ with respect to the f;)urth
transaction consisted of returning the parties to the status quo ante.

The pledge obtained in the fifth transaction was voided. 58/ Heizer °

56/ Xd. at 251. The court of appeals continued:

Heizer's conduct in the fifth transaction also bespeaks

a reckless disregard of its duty to disclose. Heizer must
have been aware that the pledge was for its own benefit

and thus would arouse a great deal of opposition on the
part of IDC's common shareholders. Yet it consciously
decided, through Heizer counsel, not to take the proposal to
the shareholders. The effect of this decision was to insure
that at least [one of the plaintiffs], who no longer had

a representative on IDC's board of directors, would not
learn of a transaction admittedly designed, in part at
least, to discourage its suit until after its consummation.
We think this is a case for the application of the reasoning
of the district court, adopted by this court in [a prior casel:

"'[Bllinded by a conflict of interest, [defendant]
wantonly ignore(d] evidence of the unfairness of
[the] securities transaction to the corporation and
therefore failled] to disclose this evidence to those
shareholders whose interests lie with the corporation.'”

Id. at 252, citing Bailey v. Meister Brau, Inc., 535 F.2d 982, 993
(7th Cir. 1972).

57/ In determining the fate of certain loans by Heizer to IDC in connection
with the fourth and fifth transactions the court characterized the series
of transactions as a "heads-I-win-tails-you-lose" proposition. Id. at 254.

We note in this connection that under Investment Company Act
section 47 agreements made in violation of the Act may be voided.

&
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appealed as too vague that portion of the district court's decree
permanently enjoining it "frr:m entering, directly or indirectly, into
any transaction with IDC except for such terms and conditions as shall

be fair and equitable.” 59/ The court of appeals amended the decree

so as to enjoin Heizer from failing to disclose material facts concerning
future transactions, and from entering into any transactions with IDC
unless approval was obtained from a majority of shareholde_rs other

than Heizer, or the transaction "has been found to be fair and equitable®
by a court having jurisdiction. 60/ Had Heizer been subject to the

Act, the litigated transactions would have required a Commission finding
that, among other things, the terms of the transactions "are reasonable
and fair and do not involve overreaching on the part of any person

concerned” 61/ — virtually the same standard as imposed by the court

59/ 560 F.2d at 255. Campare Investment Company Act § 17(b)
(standards of Camnission's review of proposed transactions
between investment companies and their affiliates include
whether "reasonable and fair and do not involve overreaching”).

560 F.2d at 255-56.

2 &

Investment Campany Act § 17(b). At the time of the litigated
transactions, exemptive rule 17a-6 permitted certain venture
capital campanies (and SBICs) to enter into transactions

with their portfolio companies which would otherwise require
the filing of an application, but only if certain persons,
such as officers and employees, had no financial interest in
the transaction. It is our understanding, however, that at
the time of the Heizer transactions certain employees, pursuant
to management incentive compensation agreements, had financial
interests such that an application would have been required.
Rule 17a-6 has recently been expanded to permit any investment
campany to enter into transactions with portfolio affiliates
without filing an application, providing certain conditions
are satisfied. Investment Co. Act Release No. 18828 (Aug. 13,
1979).
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after lengthy litigation. 62/

We believe the foregoing demonstrates that the investor protections
of the Act are significant and material, and should not be dismissed
lightly as unnecessary, unduly complex, or burdensome. It is in large
part because of these significant protections that the Camission has
opposed, and Congress has been persuaded not to enact, provisions in
numerous bills previously introduced in the Congress that would have
exempted from the Act small business investment companies licensed by
the Small Business Administration ("SBA"), notwithstanding their dual
regulation by the SBA. 63/ For the same reasons, we do not believe that

small, unsophisticated investors should be denied the Act's protection in

62/ The fourth transaction between Heizer and IDC took place in 1971.
In 1972, a camplaint, subsequently amended twice, was filed. A
year later, while the case was pending, the fifth transaction was
effected. Although in 1978, seven years after the fourth transaction,
the United States Supreme Court finally denied certiorari in the
case, thus putting an end to the central controversy described
in the text, related litigation continued afterwards, and quite
possibly will linger on for some time. See Heizer Corp. v. Ross,
[Current] Fed. Sec. L. Rep. (CCH) ¢ 96,926 (7th Cir., July 10, 1979)
(litigating right of contribution for damages resulting from primary
case).

63/ See, e.g., Report of Comm. on Banking and Currency on S. 3651,
Small Business Investment Act of 1958, S. Rep. No. 1652, 85th
Cong., 2d Sess. 13 (1958):

The comittee is convinced that it would not be wise to
exempt (small business investment] companies outright

from the securities laws. . . . [S. 3651] provides that,
with one exception [dealing with capital structure), the
Investment Company Act of 1940 shall apply to small-business
investment companies just as it does at present to other
investment companies. The committee was impressed by the
testimony offered by the Chairman of the SEC that, in

order to give adequate protection to investors, the Investment
Company Act of 1940 should be applicable to small business
investment companies.
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this instance, 64/ where investors would not even have the limited

benefits 65/ of SBA regulation.

64/

It has been suggested that the Act adopts a paternalistic approach
based upon the theory that the companies for which the act

was designed ~ mutual funds and closed-end investment-companies —
consist of large pools of cash and highly liquid assets and

their shareholders should therefore have special protections,

but that venture capital companies are distinguishable because

of their supposedly illiquid investments. However, the majority
of abuses that Congress sought to prevent by enacting the Invest-
ment Company Act were not necessarily related to the liquidity

of investment companies' security holdings. See generally section
1(b) of the Act. Similarly, it has been suggested that inappropriate
reqgulatory provisions of the Act are applicable to venture capital
companies because the definition of 'investment company in the

act is so broad that it includes venture capital companies even
though these companies do not operate like mutual funds or
traditional closed-end investment companies in many respects.
However, we believe that inclusion of venture capital

companies within the Act's provisions was not the result of

any oversight or unintended overinclusiveness of the definition

of "investment company.” Rather, it reflected a carefully considered
— and, we believe, patently correct — decision by the Congress,
following an exhaustive study of investment campanies, that not
only were the Act's protections viewed as particularly important

to small,” unsophisticated investors who might purchase interests
in relatively risky "venture capital" companies, but also that
requlation under the Act would in fact prove beneficial to those
companies, enhancing public confidence in them. See Investment
Trusts and Investment Companies: Hearings on S. 3580 Before

a Subcomm. of the Senate on Banking and Currency, 76th Cong.,

3d Sess. 286, 287, 562-63 (1940) ("Senate Hearings"). To the
extent that the provisions of the Act might be inappropriate

as applied to certain venture capital campanies or other companies,
Congress contenplated that the difficulties would be dealt with

by use of the Cammission's exemptive authority under section

6(c) of the Act. That authority would be the basis for the
anticipated rulemaking described earlier.

It is our understanding that the primary concern of the SBA is
with the stimulation of small businesses through additional
financing, and that the protection of investors is, at best,

a secondary concern.
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That a legislative action is not only inappropriate but also generally
unnecessary is borne out by the staff's recent experience with Heizer Cor-
poration. That campany, which describes itself as a venture capital com—
pany, and has over $200 million in assets, 66/ recently has been explor—
ing with the Cmmis&ion's staff the possibility of registering under the
Act and filing an application for exemptive relief from certain of its
provisions. 67/ As a result of those discussions, we believe that Heizer
is considering requesting partial exemptions from limited provisions of
the Act, with appropriate conditions. Those provisions concern: (i) section
18, dealing with the issuance of senior securities (of which Heizer has
several different classes; Heizer also plans to recapitalize in some as
yet undecided manner); (ii) section 23(b), which generally prohibits closed-
end investment companies from selling their common stock at a price below
the current net asset value unless: pursuant to an offering to a class of

its stockholders; with the consent of a majority of its common stockholders;

66/ Heizer Corporation's assets currently are composed primarily
of exchange-listed securities of relatively mature issuers.
Heizer's considerable size is samewhat at odds with the con-
tention that the Act has prevented venture capital firms from
growing to a size where they can provide capital to struggling
young enterprises.

67/ Heizer has previously made public the existence of, and many
details concerning, the discussions with the Cammission's staff
described in the text. It should be noted that Heizer's
descriptions of those matters do not necessarily accurately
reflect the staff's views of what transpired, nor has this
matter yet officially been brought before the Comission for
its consideration.
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Or pursuant to a Commission rule or order;

17(d),

and (iii) sections 17{a) and
from which only very limited specific exemptions were regarded by
the company as necessary, beyond the exemptive relief affordeg by rules

already adopted pursuant to sections 17(a) and 17(d), to deal with poten-

tial problems involving transactions with non-controlling "upstream®
affiliates. r
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Commissioner Philip A. Loomis
Securities and Exchange Commission
500 N. Capitol Street

Washington, D.C. 20549

Dear Commissioner Loomis:

It was a pleasure to hear you testify on the Small Business Invest-
ment Incentive Act (H.R. 3991) during the hearings held November 7, 1979.
Your helpful comments and constructive criticism are always welcome. As
you know, the hearing record has been left open until a later date for the
purpose of follow-up questions on certain issues raised at the hearings.
Included herewith are several questions for the purpose of clarifying some
of the issues that have been raised. Would you kindly reply at your earli-
est convenience.

Sincerely,

e

m

Jam¢f T. Broyhill
MemEer of Congress
Enclosure

cc: Congressman James Scheuer

Chairman Harold Williams
Franz Opper
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In the Federal Register promulgation on Rule 242, you indicate that
the authority for the rule is contained in Section 3(b) of the 1933
Act. 1Is this the sole basis on which you could promulgate Rule 242
or is there other authority in statutes administered by the SEC that

could also be used to promulgate Rule 242?

What is your comment on the proposal to 1ift restrictions on the
resale of restricted securities provided the SEC is given rulemaking

authority for investor protection purposes?

During the November 7 hearings of our Subcommittee, you stated that
you felt "...venture capital companies should have different treat-
ment under the Investment Company Act...". Does the SEC currently

agree with your views and, if so, in what respects?

In the same session, Mr. Mendelsohn stated that he felt that the
average SEC response time for affiliated transaction approval requests
had been greatly decreased recently. Please advise as to exactly

what the approval time has been for such requests over the past year.

During our hearing, there was concern that the definition of a venture
capital company in H.R. 3991 had some deficiencies, and language along
the lines of two Senate bills, S. 1533 and S. 1940, was recommended.
Please inform us as to your position on the definitions.in those bills
and whether those definitions, coupled with the additional ventufe
capital company restrictions in the bills, would still leave areas open

for potential abuse.
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The Honorable James T. Broyhill
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce
Washington, D. C. 20515
Dear Congressman Broyhill: ’

Please find enclosed my responses to the
questions raised in your letter of November 27,
1979 concerning certain issues related to B.R., 3991.
Also enclosed are copies of several relevant Com-
mission releases. Please let me know if yoa have
any questions or if you would like me to provide you
or the Committee with any additional information.

Sincerely yours,

DY Lo

Philjip A. Loomis, Jr.
/ ommissioner

Enclosures
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(1) Most of the testimony taken at the Commission's hearings on Small
Business in 1978 concerned the problems encountered by small businesses
in using the present exemptive rules under the Securitis Act of 1933
(the “"Act") to raise needed capital. In particular, Rule 146,

the "safe-harbor" rule promulgated under Section 4(2) of the 1933 Act
was often cited as causing substantial problems for smaller issuers,
because of the provisions of the Rule which require an issuver to make

a determination as to the financial sophistication and wealth of the
offerees and purchasers; e.g. do all of the purchasers have such
knowledge and experience in financial and business matters that they are
capable of evaluating the risks of the investment ("sophistication”) and
are they able to bear the economic risk of the investment ("wealth®).
That rule defines certain transactions as not involving a public offering
within the meaning of Section 4(2) of the Act.

In an attempt to cure the problems raised at the hearings, the Commission
decided to proceed under Section 3(b) for two primary reasons:. First, the
Camission's lack of broad exemptive powers under the Act coupled with
judicial interpretations of Section 4(2) of that Act make it unclear as to
whether or not the Commission can dispense with the "sophistication" or
"wealth" tests embodied in Rule 146, even though the issue has never been
litigated. However, the legal authority to eliminate such requirements is
clear under Section 3(b) since if the Commission finds in effect that
registration of a class of securities is mot necessary in the public interest
and for the protection of investors, it may exempt such securities from

registration solely by reason of the size of the offering. Accordingly,
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Rule 242 promulgated under Section 3(b), which has _just recently

been adopted by the Commission, permits the unregistered sale of

securities to an unlimited number of institutional investors with

no mandated information requirements (relying on the ability of such

persons to ask for and receive material information from the issuer),

and to a limited number of individuals (thirty-five) without requiring

the issuer to make the subjective determination of sophistication,

but with an information requirement similar to that found in Form S-18.
Second, the Cammission, cognizant of its statutory responsibility

to protect investors and thereby insure the integrity of the investment

market, felt that any Rule designed to provide small businesses more

flexibility in raising c;pital without complying with the registration

provisions of the 1933 Act, should be in the nature of an experiment which

is carefully monitored for possible abuse. Consequently, the Commission
decided to proceed under Section 3(b), with the limited amounts prescribed
therein, as comporting better with the notion of an experimental rule.

I have enclosed a copy of Rule 242, as adopted by the Canmission,

for your information.
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(2) The Commission has on several occasions anended Rule 144, the rule
which sets forth guidelines for the resale of certain securities, in an
attenpt to alleviate some of the problems of secondary sales of small
business securities., Specifically, Securities Act Release No. 5979
(September 19, 1978)(43 FR 43709) amends Rule 144 to (1) relax the limita-
tions on the amount of securities that can be sold under the Rule;

(2) permit sales under the Rule directly to market makers; and (3) elimiI;— .
ate the brokerage or market maker transaction requirement with respect

to sales of securities by estates and beneficiaries thereof who are not
affiliates of the issuer of the securities. Securities Act Release No. 6032
(March 5, 1979)(44 FR 15610) further amended Rule 144 to permit non—
affiliates under certain circumstances to disregard the volume limitation
provisions of rule 144 after a period of (1) three years, if the securities
to be sold are those of a class which is either listed on an exchange or
quoted on NASDAQ, or (2) four years, if the securities to be sold are

those of an issuer which files periodic reports under Section 13 or 15(d)
of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934.

The Cammission has indicated that it will consider extending the no
volune limitation concept to non-reporting companies. In addition, the
Office of Small Business Policy is considering recommending to the Commission
further amendments to Rule 144 in light of the recent adoption of Rule
242. Therefore, the Camission believes that it has sufficient rulemaking
authority to alleviate the problems of secondary sales that H.R. 3991

is designed to provide.
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3. You have asked whether the Cammission concurs with my views
regarding whether venture capital campanies should have different
treatment under the Investment Campany Act. I believe the Cammission
has already demonstrated that under certain circumstances venture capital
companies should receive specific exemptive relief fram the registration
or regulatory provisions of the Investment Company Act. Indeed, as part
of the Division of Investment Management's investment company reexamina—
tion of the pattern of regulation, it recently recammended and the
Camision published for comment four rules (or amendments to rules)
affecting the status of certain issuers under the Investment Campany
Act. For your convenience, I am enclosing copies of Investment Campany
Act Release Nos. 10937 (Nov. 13, 1979), 10943 (Nov. 16, 1979), 10944
{Nov. 16, 1979), 10938 (Nov. 13, 1979) proposing Rules 3a-1, 3a-2, and
3a-3, and amendments to Rule 3c-2.

Section 3(c)(1l) of the Act excludes fram the definitiom of
investment company an issuer whose outstanding securities (other
than short-term paper) are beneficially owned by no more than 100
people and which is not making and does not propose to make a public

offering of its securities. This section is intended to exclude
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fram regulation under the Investment Campany Act those private holding
campanies and private investment companies which are not within the
Act's purview. See Hearings on H.R. 1065 before a Subcommittee of

the House Camittee on interstate and Foreign Commerce, 76th Cong.,

34 Sess., at 102 (1940) (testimony of David Schenker, Chief Counsel

of the Coammission's Investment Trust Study). For purposes of Sec—~

tion 3(c)(1l), beneficial ownership by a company is considered to be
beneficial ownership by one person; except that, if a company holds 10%
or more of the outstanding voting securities of the issuver, beneficial
ownership will be attributed to the holders of the owning company's
optstandirng securities (other than short-term paper). Nonetheless, the
Cammission has adopted. Rule 3c-2 under the Act to deem ownership by a
campany of 10% or more of the voting:securities of certain small busi-
ness investment companies to be, under specific circumstances, ownership
by one person. Most venture capital companies and small business
investment companies rely on Section 3(c)(l), as augmented by Rule 3c-2,
for exclusion from the registration requirements of the Investment
Campany Act. The proposed amendments to Rule 3c-2 would extend the
exemptive relief fram the attribution provisions in Section 3(c)(1)
currently available only to SBIC's also to venture capital and other

private investment campanies.
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The Commission also recently amended Rule l7a-6. Previously,
17a-6 exempted transactions between SBICs and their portfolio affiliates
fraom the traditional application process discussed more extensively in
the response to question 4. The amendment to Rule l7a-6 broadened
extensively the exemptive relief fram the prohibitions of Section 17(a)
for all registered investment campanies, including registered licensed
small business investment companies. Rule 17a-6 would now pemmit any
registered investment company to enter into transactions with controlled
or non—controlled portfolio affiliates without submitting an applica-
tion for Commission prior approval, so long as no person serving as an
employee, officer or director of the investment campany also partici-
pated in the transaction. In our view, the most significant passages
-in the legislative histo-y of Sections 17(a) and (d) involve the
interaction of the investment campany and its upstream affiliates.
See Investment Company Act Release No. 10698 (May 16, 1979) at 6-7
n.4. Moreover, economic logic suggests that the greatest opportunities
for abuse and overreaching lie in transactions between an investment
company and its upstream affiliates. Under Rule 17a-6, the full investor
protections of the Act would still prevail with respect to those
transactions. However, and even though Section 17(a) of the Act
expressly covers and prohibits all transactions with downstream
affiliates, the Cammission determined to adopt the amendments to

Rule 17a-6 because it believes the protections of the Act should not
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be applied to the shareholders of an industrial company merely because,
by happenstance, its securities were owned by a registered investment
company; and because it believed there was little likelihood that
an affiliate of an investment company could overreach it or a portfolio
affiliate of the investment company which neither the investment
company nor the affiliate could control.

These two examples, I believe, indicate that the Commission will
respond affirmatively to persuasive arguments for exemptive relief
fram the registration or regulatory provisions of the Investment Campany
Act, and already has done so in the instance of venture capital and

small business investment campanies.
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4. You have asked what the approval time has been for applica-
tions filed by investment campanies involving transactions between or
with registered investment companies and affiliated persons thereof.
Our records indicate that, during this past calendar year applications
filed under Sections 17(b) or Rule 173-1 under the Investment Company
Act of 1940 have been noticed for public comment, on average, 53 days
after they have been received, and the orders exempting such trans-
actions have been issued, on average, 26 days after the application
was published for public comment. As you know, all applications for
exemptive relief under the Investment Campany Act must be noticed -
fpr public comment by any interested person before the Cammission
can issue ‘the exemptive order. See Investment Campany Act Section 40(a),
15 U.S.C. §80a-39(a). Because we must give a reasonable time for
comment by interested persons, a notice period of several weeks is
usually unavoidable. And additional time is often required after
an initial filing for amendments needed to reflect .staff concermms.

Most applications filed under Sections 17(b) or Rule 174-1
do not raise new or unique questions which the full Commission must
discuss and decide. Rather, for those applications which do not raise

new or unique legal or policy questions the Commission has delegated
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administrative authority to issue orders granting exemptive relief to
the Director of the Division of Investment Management. About eighteen
months ago, the Division of Investment Management organized an Invest—
ment Company Act Study Group, responsible to an Associate Director and
the Director of the Divisic;n, to oonsider the regulatory scheme appli-
cable to investment companies. One of its two tasks was to identify
those' areas of the Division's work on applications which are routine
and repetitive, and could be treated satisfactorily by rulemaking.
Those rules would "codify" the existing patterns of exemptive relief
routinely granted by the Division through orders issued pursuant to
delegated authority; after the rules were adopted, any investment
campany which satisfied the conditions in the rules could initiate
and camplete transactions without having to seek ‘and obtain prior
approval fram the Camnission or its staff.

To discover which types of applications were routine and
repetitive, the Investment Company Act Study Group assigned an attorney
and a financial analyst to analyzing, categorizing and evaluating all
of the applications filed with the Camnission fram 1973 through August
1978. That time fréme was selected somewhat arbitrarily to: (a) reflect
current investment trends (emphasis on no-load incame-oriented funds);

capture a good-sized slice of administrative experience (five years):
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and utilize efficiently our own scarce manpower resources (a five-to-
sixth month project). Briefly, that review revealed that a large
proportion of Investment Camwpany Act applications involved: financial
and commercial transactions with affiliated persons subject to Sec-
tion 17.

Since Fall of 1978, the Commission has published for camment or
adopted a substantial number of rules which effect this part of the
Division's Investment Canbany Act Study Group's mission. Attached for
your convenience is a schedule prepared by the Division which lists
all the rules developed by its Study Group. As you will note, the
rples have addressed the principal areas of concern to applicants,
including six rules under Section 17. The amendments to Rule 17a-6
are especially important because they permit any investment company
to engage in transactions with any of its portfolio companies — trans-
actions which, in the past, could not have been effected without the
Cammission's prior approval in the form of an exemptive order. As a
consequence, most routine Section 17 transactions will not in the future
be subject to any Cammission pre-clearance or "processing® time. It
should be clearly emphasized, however, that those Section 17 trans-
actions which fall outside these new exemptive rules or amendments would

still be subject to Cammission pre-clearance., And it should be expected
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that those residual Section 17 transactions probably have the greatest ;”
potential for the types of abuses which Congress expected the Commission
to evalute closely before granting its approval. It follows, then, that
the average "processing" time for those residual Section 17 transactions
may well increase (and appropriately so) beyond the averages experienced

during this past year that were reported above.
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5. You have asked whether the definitions of "venture capital
company” in S.1533 and 5.1940, with the additional restrictions in
those bills, are improvements on the definition in H.R. 3991, and
whether those definitions, coupled with the additional restrictions
in those bills, would still leave areas open for potential abuse.

While the Cammission has been asked to comment on S.1533 and
S.1940, it has not yet respondeé to that request; it is not possible,
therefore, for me to provide you with the Commission's analysis of the
questions you ask. Moreover, I believe it would be inappropriate for
me, as an individual Commissioner, to camment personally on bills
pending in the Senate before the Commission has reached its definitive
conclusions with respect to those bills. Nonetheless, my own preliminary
-review of $.1533 and S.1940 suggests-that the definitions of venture
capital company in those bills do share many of the defects which were
pointed out in my testimony for the Commission on H.R. 3991. Also, my
own preliminary review of $.1533 and S.1940 suggests that the additional
restrictions in those bills would not be sufficient to address all
the regulatory problems and potential abuses which the Cammission
has experienced with small business investment campanies, which tend
to operate in a manner similar to venture capital campanies.

When the Cammission does comment on those bills, I will have

oop.ies of the comments sent pramptly to you.



124

Mr. BrovHILL. At this time I would like to ask Mr. Arthur D.
Little, president-elect of the National Association of Small Business
Investment Companies, if he would come forward.

I would like to ask Mr. Russell L. Carson to appear with him
jointly and we will ask Mr. Little to give his testimony, then Mr.
Carson, and then we will ask questions of both.

Gentlemen, we have taken more time than we anticipated this
morning. If you do want to summarize your statements, they will
appear in the record, and at this time I will recognize Mr. Little for
whatever comments he would like to give.

STATEMENTS OF ARTHUR D. LITTLE, PRESIDENT-ELECT, NA-
TIONAL ASSOCIATION OF SMALL BUSINESS INVESTMENT
COS., ACCOMPANIED BY JAMES L. WATTS, ASSOCIATE DIREC-
TOR; AND RUSSELL L. CARSON, ON BEHALF OF NATIONAL
VENTURE CAPITAL ASSOCIATION, ACCOMPANIED BY DANIEL
T. KINGSLEY, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, NVCA

Mr. LirtLe. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BroyHILL. If you would, both of you introduce your asso-
ciates.

Mr. Lirtie. I will get to that, sir.

Just a couple of comments on the SEC testimony.

First of all, as to the question Mr. McMahon asked, we last year
suggested to the SEC when they were in the process of releasing
rule 144 that people who are affiliates in our sense, such as a
venture capital investor who might, for instance, start off owning
40 percent of a company in which we had invested, have the
opportunity after a 5-year period to sell a higher limit of the stock
than what the SEC had proposed. .

The problem as we see it is, under their proposals, as long as we
remain an affiliate it could take us 12, 15 years to sell our interest
in the company through rule 144; and once we get down to below a
certain level of share holdings, if the management of the company
we're investing in does not want to sell or go public, then we are
simply in a position where the only thing that we have left to do, if
they don't feel like they want to buy us out, is just dribble the
stock out.

We find that to be quite a difficult thing to live with. We have
made a suggestion to the SEC on that matter,

In regard to the negotiations between the SBIC industry and the
SEC, I think again I would like to point out that those discussions
really were headed by Mr. Heizer and Ray Garrett and his group
and, of course, Mr. Heizer and the Heizer Corp. are in the SBIC
business, and they were really representing our industry in those
discussions.

I am Arthur D. Little, president and chief executive officer of
Narragansett Capital Corp., which is the largest of the publicly
held small business investment companies. I am also president-
elect of the National Association of Small Business Investment
Cos., which is the trade association for our industry, and I will
within a few days become president of the organization for the
upcoming year.

With me today from our association staff is James Watts, asso-
ciate director.
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I am pleased to be before this subcommittee and to give my
comments regarding H.R. 3991, the Small Business Investment
Incentive Act, which has the cosponsorship of the overwhelming
majority of subcommittee members.

Although I would like to comment in detail about all of the
sections of this bill, I will, for the sake of time, comment only
briefly about some sections of the bill and concentrate on section 6,
which relates to the Investment Company Act of 1940.

My detailed feelings and those of our trade association are out-
lined in the written comments which have been entered into the
record [see p. 134)].

Before getting into the legislation before us, however, I would
like to comment briefly on the place of smaller businesses in the
American economy as well as explaining a little bit about how the
SBIC program operates.

SBIC’s are privately formed, privately capitalized, and privately
managed venture capital firms. In return for agreeing to invest
only in small businesses and to abide by the regulations of the
Small Business Administration, SBIC’s are permitted to borrow
Treasury funds up to a maximum leverage rate of 4 to 1.

Since SBIC private capital is subordinated to the Government
leverage, the private investor loses 100 percent before the Govern-
ment loses a nickel. There is no pro rata sharing as in certain
other types of Government sponsored programs.

Also, the leverage funds which are provided through the Federal
Financing Bank carry a rate equal to the cost of money to the
Treasury plus one-eighth of 1 percent. Over the history of the SBIC
program, the direct loss to the Government from the SBIC program
h%s (li)een miniscule when compared to the dollars of funding pro-
vided. .

When assessing losses and gains, however, it is the superficial
analysis which looks only at direct impact. Our association has
always known that the real benefit of SBIC investments comes
from the growth and vigor we help produce in the companies in
which we invest. Until this year, however, a comprehensive study
of that growth had never been conducted. '

Various studies over the years have shown how small companies
can grow faster and generate greater economic activity than ma-
ture corporations. In my written testimony I have cited studies on
this subject done by the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, the
SBA, and the American Electronics Association.

All these studies are fine, but none comprehensively analyzes
what is happening within the SBIC’s portfolios. Recognizing the
need for such a comprehensive analysis, the executive committee of
our association last year authorized such a study.

The accounting firm of Deloitte, Haskins & Sells generously
volunteered to compile and keypunch data and to provide computer
programing services. We then conducted a nationwide search for a
known and respected economic analyst to oversee the study and
interpret the results. Our final choice for that task was the firm of
Arthur D. Little, Inc. .

Let me assure the subcommittee, however, that the similarity in
names is nothing more than coincidence. Arthur D. Little, Inc.

55-753 0 - 80 - 9
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clearly did provide us with the best proposal of any of the firms or
individuals we contacted.

Although the results of our comprehensive survey are still being
compiled, I am in the position to release for the first time today
some preliminary results. The full preliminary memorandum of
results from Arthur D. Little, Inc., is attached as an addendum to
this testimony [see p. 151].

You should refer to the table on page 4 of my written testimony,
this growth table showing SBIC financed companies far outstrip-
ping all small business in most categories.

Rather than going through that table, I would just let you exam-
ine that at your leisure.

Before getting into the specifics of H.R. 3991, I would like to
compliment the Securities and Exchange Commission on its efforts
over the last year in the area of small business financing.

During the last year the Commission liberalized rule 144 and
raised the regulation A offering ceiling to $1.5 million following
Congress action to raise the statutory ceiling of section 3(b) of the
Securities Act of 1933, under which regulation A is promulgated.

Since the hearings of last year the Commission has made other
efforts to ease the burdens of the securities laws on small compa-
nies. Primary among these innovations have been the adoption of
form S-18 for offerings of less than $5 million, and the new pro-
posed rule 242, which would incorporate some of the changes em-
bodied in H.R. 3991.

Also, the Commission has established the Office of Small Busi-
ness Policy. We are very pleased that the Commission has made
changes in the rules and regulations which affect smaller compa-
nies and we are tremendously gladdened by the fact that the SEC
has indicated a continuing interest in our problems.

We feel, however, that while the Commission has taken positive
steps in the proper direction, a couple of great leaps forward are
still necessary. Also, we are keenly aware that problems exist in
other areas which affect small business capital formation. Certain-
ly the tax laws are key, as evidenced by the reduction in the
‘capital gains tax of last year and the resulting increase in venture
capital financing.

We do not feel, however, that because there may be many ven-
ture capitalists wishing to make public offerings that such phenom-
enon will automatically create a demand for the securities of their
companies. We do strongly feel, however, that when the market
factors are correct, the securities laws should not present insur-
mountable obstacles, or even aggravating impediments.

At times the latter do exist; occasionally, the former. This is
strongly evidenced by the fact that, even though tax laws and
securities regulations have been improved, the recently concluded
White House Conference on Small Business. field hearings nonethe-
less listed capital formation overwhelmingly as the top priority—
and tax and securities provisions were listed as major impediments
in the capital formation area. .

Now getting specifically to the bill. Accredited investor sales—
sections 2 and 3 of H.R. 3991 would establish a new category of
investors known as accredited investors and affect purchases they
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make. Such investors would not be bound by the private offering
restrictions under section 4(2) of the Securities Act of 1933, or rule
146. The logic is that such investors are able to fend for themselves
and do not need the protections of the private placement rules
which currently exist.

Our association feels that there is great logic in this concept in
that excessive or duplicative protections merely waste time and
money. Accredited investors know what information they want
from a company when they are planning to purchase the compa-
ny’s securities. Such investors will conduct their own due diligence
so as to uncover problems which may exit. An expensive private
placement memorandum is in those cases completely unnecessary.

The Commission has recently proposed a new rule 242, which
would adopt the accredited investor concept put forth in H.R. 3991.
Our association compliments the Commission for taking this initia-
tive and supports, in concept, proposed rule 242. The rule, however,
is deficient in at least two respects.

First, the $2 million ceiling would limit the usefulness of the rule
very severely. Indeed, many of the larger deals which are currently
syndicated between and among accredited investors—that is, pre-
cisely those investments rule 242 should be directed toward—would
not be able to make use of the rule.

For example, the overnight package delivery service, Federal
Express—which has been phenomenally successful since it went
public in April of last year—required three rounds of venture
capital financing totaling close to $30 million before the company
was viable enough to go public. We believe the Federal Expresses
of the future should be able to avail themselves of the more simple
procedures which the accredited investor concept would introduce.

Although the Commission has criticized H.R. 3991 for being too
broad in its accredited investor application, in that it would allow
quite large offerings to be made, we feel that common sense eco-
nomics and not an artificial gap should dictate a ceiling. Some
offerings need more than $2 million, and in cases such as Federal
Express more than $10 million or $20 million. At some point,
however, common sense dictates a public offering since it is always
better to have freely tradable public market securities. Our associ-
ation feels that a market will be a much more efficient allocator
than will a $2 million, or any other size, ceiling.

The second deficiency in the proposed rule is that it does not
allow resales to be freely made to other accredited investors but
rather locks securities into the unattractive provisions of rule 144.
. Again we go back to this problem of letting people invest and put
the money into small business but restricting them from getting it
out. Our association feels that this is completely unnecessary since
if accredited investors are able to fend for themselves, they should
be allowed to trade limited-sale securities freely between and
among themselves.

Indeed, we hope that an active secondary market may be estab-
lished among accredited investors so as to provide a degree of
liquidity above that which restricted securities currently have.
Such a market would reduce the pressures on small companies to
make premature public offerings to provide their original investors
with some liquidity, and would more easily allow investors to diver-
sify and balance their portfolios.
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We understand that statutory changes may be necessary to cure
the deficiencies which we find in proposed rule 242 and we urge
the subcommittee to make such changes.

Finally, the Commission has criticized H.R. 3991 for allowing
persons not otherwise qualifying as accredited investors to be treat-
ed as such if they rely upon the advice of an otherwise qualified
accredited investor. We have no strong position on that provision
and would accept its deletion if the subcommittee feels that such
action is in the best interest of investor protection.

Resale of restricted securities—section 4 of H.R. 3991 would elim-
inate resale limitations on restricted securities if the holder of such
securities had been the beneficial owner for a period of not less
than 5 years prior to the date of sale or distribution. Our associ-
ation strongly supports that provision and feels that it would be
extremely helpful to our industry.

The changes in rule 144, which doubled, and in some cases more
than doubled, the amount of securities which may be sold under
rule 144, have been extremely helpful to our industry and we again
compliment the Commission for taking that action. Resale restric-
tions were also later removed completely after a 3- or 4-year hold-
ing period, depending upon how the securities are traded, for non-
affiliates of an issuer. The problem our industry still faces, howev-
er, is in the resale restrictions currently imposed on affiliates.

Venture capitalists invest for the long term and they clearly
have “investor” intent. They seek to maximize their return, so they
would certainly not dump securities on the market and drive the
price down. Therefore, lifting resale restrictions after a 5-year hold-
ing period for venture capital companies would not harm other
public shareholders.

There is some concern that affiliates, relying on their insider
information may indeed sell out their positions upon knowledge of
problems the investee company could be about to encounter but of
which the public does not yet have knowledge. There are other
provisions of the securities laws, however, to protect against such
actions and our association feels that it is unwise and economically
hurtful to impose restrictions upon all affiliated investors for an
indefinite period of time in order to provide an extra layer of
protection against some unscrupulous individual who may at some
time in the fututre perpetrate an unlawful act.

Since the SEC feels that the bill would unnecessarily remove all
safeguards on restricted stock and therefore is too broad, we might
suggest limiting the provision in some way to only venture capital
companies. One suggestion might be along the lines of S. 1940
introduced October 25 by Senator Gaylord Nelson and four mem-
bers of the Senate Banking Committee. S. 1940 lifts resale restric-
tions after a 5-year holding period for venture capital companies as
defined in the bill. We feel that such a compromise, if necessary,
would logically solve the problem that venture capital investors
have long been suffering under rule 144.

Liability in private offerings. Section 5 of H.R. 3991 would limit
the availability of a rescission action in private offerings to only
plaintiffs who had been denied protections under current law af-
fecting private placements unless there were evidence of fraud on
behalf of the person or persons offering the securities.



129

Our association feels that forcing an entire offering to fail if the
offeror of securities fails the test as to only one purchaser is a
dangerously high standard to impose. While we agree that the
current law does have a prophylactic effect, we feel that the conse-
quences are unjustly harsh.

The Commission has said, however, that it currently is working
on amendments to rule 146 which would include a ‘“substantial
compliance” or “good faith attempt” provision. Our association,
realizing that this is a complex and controversial area of the law, is
willing to wait for the Commission’s action in hope that the prob-
lem can thus be ultimately solved to the satisfaction of all parties.

I would like to deal now with section 6 of H.R. 3991. As a general
comment, the 1940 act is a monster. First, and perhaps most impor-
tantly, it is unintelligible. It isn’t that it is just complicated. It is
unintelligible. Even people who have spent their entire careers
dealing in securities legislation are unable to say clearly what
certain sections of that act say. By that I am specifically referring
to people such as Ray Garrett, a former SEC Commissioner.

Second, from a venture capital company point of view, the 1940
act simply does not fit. It was intended to regulate mutual funds,
which operate in a way extraordinarily different from venture
capital companies.

Section 6 of the bill would exempt venture capital companies
from the definition of investment company under section 3(cX3) of
the Investment Company Act of 1940. I cannot overstate the impor-
tance of relieving venture capital companies from this burden.

This month’s issue of Venture magazine in “Wall Street Takes
An Interest in SBIC’s” states:

The U.S. securities laws, some investors complain, seem bent on helping the rich
get richer. Enacted in the name of investor protection, they prevent most all but the
wealthiet and most sophisticated investors from enjoying the risks—and thus mak-

ing the killings—in purchasing private offerings of startups and other unseasoned
companies.

The article goes on to explain that about the only way small fry
can participate in new ventures is through ownership of shares of
one or more of the few publicly traded SBIC’s left in existence.

Mr. BroyvHiLL. Could I interrupt to ask a question? Are you
arguing here or let’s say encouraging unsophisticated investors to
make speculative investments?

Mr. LitrtLe. My next sentence was going to address that point.
We happen to agree with the SEC that the small investor should be
protected, but the effect of the 1940 act is to keep venture capital
companies, particularly those who have available to them well
seasoned and professional management, from going public. There is
no way for the small investor, or there is very little way for the
small investor to invest in the kinds of well-run professionally
managed venture capital companies, because there just aren’t very
many around, and there is a good reason there aren’t very many
around, and that is the 1940 act.

We do not feel that the small investor should directly make the
kinds of investments that we make, because they are risky. They
are something that takes a good deal of time.

A venture capital company as opposed to a mutual fund is not a
passive investor in most cases. It takes work to work for these
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portfolio companies, and we don’t feel that the small, unsophisti-
cated investor should have the burden of the kind of risk that
investing in some of these companies directly would suggest.

What I am suggesting is that if you take off some of the burdens
of the 1940 act, or get rid of the 1940 act altogether as far as
venture capital companies are concerned, that there would be more
vehicles for people, for the small fry, if you will, to share in some
of the gains that can be made from this kind of investing.

Last year this subcommittee heard.considerable evidence of the
problems that venture capital firms face under the 1940 act. I could
recite a variety of war stories on this subject, but that really might
take all day. Suffice it to say—and this answers a question, Mr.
Broyhill, that you brought up earlier dealing with advance appro-
vals for affiliated transactions—that we have had a matter pending
under section 17 of the 1940 act.

This is an application under section 17, for exemption by the
Commission. That application was put in in August of 1978. We
recently completed a section 17 application that was filed—let me
make sure I get my dates right now—on March 28 of this year, and
the SEC acted in what we thought to be a very prompt manner,
given our history of dealing with them, and that matter came out
of the Commission on June 29. That is a 3-month period.

I would have to seriously debate the SEC talking about 60 days. I
mean if we can get a section 17 application in, and get it processed
within 90 days, we regard ourselves and our lawyers and the SEC
as having done an extraordinarily quick job.

Our association feels that at this point most rational persons
agree that the problems are severe and something should be done
about them. The problem is that there is disagreement as to what
is the solution. In hearings last year, you and Congressman Eck-
hardt expressed concern about the problem, and since then the
industry representatives have worked with the SEC in an attempt
to devise a solution to the problem. Our association feels we have
made no headway. As my testimony will show, the industry has
exhausted its administrative remedies.

We realize that the SEC opposes any industry exemption, and we
firmly believe that their position is unreasonable. A large part of
the problem is that the SEC simply does not understand the ven-
ture capital industry. An example of the complete lack of under-
standing of the problem on behalf of the Commission is the defini-
tion of business development company—the SEC’s term for venture
capital company—which was used in the proposed rule under the
Investment Advisers Act which was recently proposed by the Com-
mission and was overwhelmingly opposed in comments to the Com-
mission from outside sources.

One of the comments that was made by the gentleman from the
SEC was that on this particular issue of the Investment Advisers
Act, they got a very virulent reaction against this particular sug-
gestion, and that they did not get any suggestions, positive sugges-
tions, and that that frustrated them. Well, I would suggest that
they also mention to you, sir, that you would be frustrated if you
got that same kind of reaction, too. I would suggest on another
piece of legislation if you got that kind of reaction, you just drop
the piece of legislation.
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The reason they got such a bad reaction on that, and the reason
they didn’t get any positive comments, was that from our indus-
try’s point of view, and I think many other people’s point of view,
it was just such a bad job that the best thing to do was just get that
out of the way, and then start over fresh.

We urge Congress at this time to take the independent initiative
to once and for all decide the question of Investment Company Act
regulation of venture capital companies. Unfortunately, due to the
repeated assurances of the Commission, the issue has not adequate-
ly been addressed by the Congress. This has been true throughout
the history of the small business investment company program. In
their comments on H.R. 3991, the SEC refers to the Banking Com-
mittee report on the 1958 SBIC legislation, indicating the commit-
tee was convinced that it would not be wise to exempt small
business investment companies outright from the securities laws.

However, that comment referred to the Securities Act of 1933,
and the Trust Indenture Act of 1939, not the 1940 act. That com-
mittee report added that the Investment Company Act of 1940
should apply to SBIC’s with one exception, obviously needed due to
the capital structure of leveraged small business investment com-
panies. The question of total exemption was not sufficiently ad-
dressed, however, since the Banking Committee was assured that
any problems which may arise, especially in areas where the juris-
diction of the SBA and the SEC overlap, could be taken care of by
the Commission using its exemptive powers under section 6(c) of
the Investment Company Act.

Now let’s keep score here. That is one.

Later, when SBIC’s made public offerings and ran into terrible
problems under the Investment Company Act, SEC Chairman Wil-
liam Cary again assured the Congress that the issue would be
taken care of by the SEC. Again the Commission failed to do so.
That is two.

Following that, in March of 1968, after several years during
which the SEC failed to take any action on the problem, our
association began its 3-year, 2-month journey through formal ad-
ministrative proceedings, a journey which was explained with docu-
mentation during this subcommittee’s hearings on September 27
and 28 of last year. Under that hearing we won a favorable deci-
sion from the hearing examiner, only to have it reversed 3 to 2 by
vote of the Commission. That is three.

We look to the testimony tomorrow of Mr. Heizer of the Heizer
Corp. as another indication that the Commission is once again
failing to address the problem squarely. That is four.

All indications our association has received point to the fact that
we will receive little if anything at all for our efforts. The Heizer
Corp. will report that it has spent enormous sums of money direct-
ly or indirectly on the Investment Company Act of 1940. And that
is just to be certain not to fall under that act, and not to comply
with it, since the Heizer Corp. is still privately held. A problem our
industry faces, however, is that SBIC’s and most other venture
capital companies are, due to the economics of the industry, rela-
tively small.
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Their investments are made in small companies, and the number
of portfolio companies tends to be small, because portfolio compa-
nies need individualized attention, and that type of attention is not
easily delegated. Therefore it is only in the case of a rare company
as large as the Heizer Corp. that the large amount of money has
been spent can be spent.

In addition, the trade groups have similar limitations since the
amounts spent by the Heizer Corp. already exceeds the entire
annual budgets of the National Venture Capital Association and
our association.

To add insult to injury, the SEC in its comments indicates that
1940 act regulation indeed may be beneficial to venture capital
firms due to the fact that public confidence is enhanced by such
regulation. First of all, we reject outright any representation that
the Investment Company Act of 1940 is needed to insure public
confidence in public venture capital firms.

Our association does want to maintain adequate investor protec-
tion, and obtain relief from the Investment Company Act. Our
suggested compromise is to exempt venture capital companies
while retaining certain protections which the 1940 act provides.
Specifically, we would suggest for an exempted venture capital
company:

One, registration and reporting under the Securities Exchange
Act of 1934, regardless of whether or not otherwise required.

Two, a majority of disinterested directors on the board of the
venture capital company.

Three, no ownership of portfolio company securities by officers,
directors and controlling persons of the venture capital company.

Four, treating securities held by the venture capital companies
as if they were purchased privately, even if those securities had
been purchased in the public markets.

The National Association of SBIC’s and others appearing before
you today feel that the time for Congress to act on our Investment
Company Act problem is long overdue. We have repeatedly come to
Congress for legislative relief and been shunted back to the SEC for
administrative relief which has been promised but never forthcom-
ing, on at least those four occasions that I mentioned.

Two things should be clear to this subcommittee from my testi-
mony: One, that impediments should be removed from companies
that finance smaller businesses, because these small businesses are
so important to our economy. Two, that more people should be
allowed the opportunity to invest in professionally managed public
venture capital companies. These things will not take place unless
this subcommittee addresses the issue legislatively and provides
the adequate relief that the venture capital industry so richly
needs and deserves.

Our final request deals with two minor provisions relating to an
Investment Company Act exemption. First, regulation E, the SBIC
counterpart to the regulation A offering, is currently still at the
$500,000 level. We ask that the subcommittee encourage the rais-
ing of the regulation E offering ceiling to the $2 million maximum
currently allowed under the Securities Act of 1933.

The answer that the SEC gave when we talked about that partic-
ular area was that never had regulation E been used much any-



133

way. If you have to face the 1940 act, it is really no great surprise
to me that people didn’t use regulation E. I think certainly if we
can dismiss some of the problems under the 1940 act or get rid of it
altogether, that increase in the regulation E limit should go
through.

Second, we request that in conjunction with the Investment Com-
pany Act of 1940 exemption, a provision be included to insure that
a company which needs to stay registered under the Investment
Company Act of 1940 for tax reasons be allowed to do so. It is the
intention of our association to seek a minor amendment to section
851 of the Internal Revenue Code which will allow venture capital
companies exempt from the Invesment Company Act of 1940 but
otherwise meeting the diversification requirements of subchapter
M of the tax code, to retain their subchapter M tax treatment.

In summary, the National Association of Small Business Invest-
ment Companies maintains that H.R. 3991 would provide a giant
step in the direction of venture capital formation. Qur association
knows that the additional freeing-up of private purchase and resale
provisions under the Securities Act of 1933 combined with the
major decision to exempt venture capital firms from the Invest-
ment Company Act of 1940 would allow many more dollars to be
channeled into small growth-oriented-type companies. That is cer-
tainly a worthwhile objective.

While we strongly support liberalization under the 1933 act and
the 1940 act, we do not want to do away with investor protection.
Indeed, such action would be against our interests in the long run.
We feel, however, that there is certainly a balancing test between
investor protection and venture capital formation. The priorities
are currently way out of balance. Our association stands willing
and eager to work with this subcommittee toward a solution to
these security problems which plague venture ¢apital.

Mr. Chairman, I thank you for the opportunity to appear here
{,loday. I would be happy to respond to any questions that you may

ave.

[Testimony resumes on p. 177.]

[Mr. Little’s prepared statement and attachment follows:]
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ARTHUR D. LITTLE, PRESIDENT-ELECT
Before the
CONSUMER PROTECTION AND FINANCE SUBCOMMITTEE
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
November 7, 1979

Good morning Mr. Chairman and Committee Members. 1
am Arthur D. Little, President and Chief Executive Officer
of Narragansett Capital Corporation, the largest of the
public small business investment companies. 1 am also
President-elect of the National Association of Small
Business Investment Companies, the trade association for
the SBIC industry, and I will within a few days become
President of the organization for the upcoming year. Our
Association represents the overwhelming majority of small
business investment companies both in terms of assets and
number. With me today from our Association staff is James
L. Watts, Associate Director.

I am pleased to be before this Subcommittee and to

give my comments regarding H.R. 3991, the Small Business

Investment Incentive Act, which has the cosponsorship of
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the overwhelming majority of Subcommittee members. Before getting
into the details of the legislation before us, however, I would like
to comment briefly on the Small Business Investment Company Program
and explain how it operates. .

SBICs are privately formed, privately capitalized and privately
managed venture capital firms. In return for agreeing to invest only
in small businesses and to abide by the regulations of the Small
Business Administration, SBICs are permitted to borrow Treasury funds
up to a maximum leverage rate of 4-to-1. All private capital is at
risk so that the discipline of the private sector is strictly imposed.
That means that since private capital is subordinated to the govern-
ment leverage, the private investor loses 100% before the government
loses a nickel. There is no pro rata sharing as in certain other
types of government sponsored programs. Also, the leverage funds
which are provided through the Federal Financing Bank, carry a rate
equal to the cost of money to the Treasury plus one-eigth of one
percent. Over the history of the SBIC program, the direct loss to
the government from the SBIC Program has been miniscule when compared
to the dollars of funding provided.

When assessing losses and gains, however, it is the superficial
analysis which looks only at direct impact. Our Association has
always known that the real benefit of SBIC investment comes from the
growth and vigor we help produce in the companies in which we invest.
Until this year, however, a comprehensive study of that growth had
never been conducted.

Various studies over the years have shown how small companies
can grow faster and generate greater economic activity than mature

corporations. One such study conducted by the Massachusetts Institute
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of Technology Development Foundation compared the performance of six
mature companies, five innovative companies and five young-high
technology companies. From 1969 to 1974, the average annual contri-

bution of those companies in terms of jobs and revenues was as follows:

Type of Company Sales Growth Job_Growth
Mature 11.4% 0.6%
Innovative 13.2% 4.3%
Young high-technology 42.5% 40.7%

Another survey, conducted by the SBA, sampled SBIC-financed small
businesses and found that those companies achieved annual growth rates
of 25% for employment, 27% for revenues, 27% for profits and 35% for
assets.

A more recent study which was conducted by the American Electronics
Association showed that among AEA members, which included young,
intermediate and mature corporations, the employment growth rate for
companies between five and ten years old was 55 times the rate in
mature companies. It also found that for every $100 of equity capital
invested in young companies founded between 1971 and 1975, those
companies generated, spent or paid in 1976 alone:

-~ $70 in exports,

- $33 on research and development,

- $15 in federal corporate income taxes,

- $15 of personal income tax revenues, and

- $5 in state and local taxes.

A1l these studies are fine, but none comprehensively analyzes
what is happening within the SBIC's portfolios. Recognizing the need

for such a comprehensive analysis, the Executive ‘Committee of our
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Association last year authorized such a study. The accounting firm
of Deloitte, Haskins and Sells generously volunteered to compile and
key punch data and to provide computer programming services. We then
conducted a nation-wide search for a known and respected economic
analyst to oversee the study and interpret th; results. Our final
choice for that task was the firm of Arthur D. Little, Inc. Let me
assure the Subcommittee, however, that the similarity in names is
nothing more than coincidence. Arthur D. Little, Inc. clearly did
provide us with the best proposal of any of the firms or individuals
we contacted.

- Although the results of our comprehensive survey are still being
compiled, I am in the position to release for the first time today
some preliminary results. The full preliminary memorandum of results
from Arthur D. Little, Inc. is attached as an adendum to this
testimony. For purposes of illustration at this time, however, I am
including the following growth table showing SBIC financed companies

for outstripping all small business in most categories:

A COMPARISON OF THE GROWTH OF SBIC PORTFOLIO COMPANIES
WITH THE GROWTH OF ALL SMALL COMPANIES*

PRE-1972 1972-1975 1976-1977

Year of SBIC SBIC SBIC
!nitiql PORTFOLIO ALL SMALL PORTFOLIO ALL SMALL  PORTFOLIO ALL SMALL
Financing: COMPANIES COMPANIES** COMPANIES COMPANIES** COMPANIES COMPANIES
Employment 296% 29% 99% 24% 48% 8%
Sales 596 76 207 43 81 16
Profits 899 144 565 61 52 53
Assets

462 48 137 30 92 13

Federal Cor-
porate Taxes 549 111 319 67 35 71

(Fuotnote

s on following page)
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*For SBIC's, growth rates are measured from the year prior to SBIC
financing to the most recent fiscal year. For small companies in
general, the comparison is from 1970, 1972 and 1976, to 1978.

**For financial measures, manufacturing corporations with less than
$5 million in assets. For employment, all corporations with less
than 100 employees.

Source: Federal Trade Commission, Quarterly Report of Manufacturing
Corporations and U.S. Bureau of the Census, County Business Patterns.

SECURITIES LAWS GENERALLY

Before getting into the specifics of H.R. 3991, I would like to
compliment the Securities and Exchange Commission on its efforts over
the last year in the area of small business financing. Shortly before
the hearings held during September of last year by this Subcommittee,
the Commission liberalized Rule 144 and raised the Regulation A
offering ceiling to $1.5 million following Congress' action to raise
the statutory ceiling of Section 3(b) of the Securities Act of 1933
under which Regulation A is promulgated. Since the hearings of last
year the Commission has made other efforts to ease the burdens of the
securities laws on small companies. Primary among these initiatives have
been the adoption of form S-18 for offerings of less than $5 million,
and the new proposed Rule 242 which would incorporate some of the
changes embodied in H.R. 3991. Also the Commission has established
the Office of Small Business Policy, a decision which was announced
for the first time by SEC Chairman Harold Williams in his address
before the White House Conference on Small Business Regional Conference
in New York City on April S5th of this year. We are very pleased that
the Commission has made changes in the rules and regulations which
affect smaller companies and we are tremendously gladdened by the fact

that the SEC has indicated a continuing interest in our problems.
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We feel, however, that while the Commission has taken positive
steps in the proper direction, a couple great leaps forward are stiil
necessary. Also, we are keenly aware that problems exist in other
areas which affect small business capital formation. Certainly the
tax laws are key, as evidenced by the reduction in the capital gains
tax of last year and the resulting increase in venture capital
financing. We also realize that in addition to incentives we need
investor interest. The classical economist J. B. Say hypothesized
that "supply creates its own demand". We do not feel, however, that
because there may be many venture capitalists wishing to make public
offerings that such phenomenon will automatically create a demand for
the securities of their companies. We do strongly feel, however, that
when the market factors are correct, the securities laws should not
present insurmountable obstacles, or even aggravating impediments.

At times, the latter do exist; occasionally, the former. This is
strongly evidenced by the fact that, even though tax laws and secu-
rities regulations have been improved, the recently concluded White
House Conference on Small Business field hearings nonetheless listed
capital formation overwhelmingly as the top priority. Tax and
securities provisions were listed as major impediments in the capital

formation area.

ACCREDITED INVESTOR SALES
Sections 2 and 3 of H.R. 3991 would establish a new category of
investors known as "accredited" investors and affect purchases they make.
Such investors would not be bound by the private offering restrictions
under Section 4(2) of the Securities Act of 1933, or Rule 146. The logic
is that such investors are able to "fend for themselves" and do not need

the protections of the private placement rules which currently exist.
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Our Association feels that there is great logic in this concept
in that excessive or duplicative protections merely waste time and
money. Accredited investors know what information they want from a
company when they are planning to purchase the company's securities.
Such investors will conduct their own "due diligence” so as to uncover
problems which may exist. - An expensive private placement memorandum
is in those cases completely unnecessary.

The Commission has recently proposed a new Rule 242 which would
adopt the accredited investor concept put forth in H.R. 3991. OQOur
Association compliments the Commission for taking this initiative and
supports, in concept, proposed Rule 242. The Rule, however, is deficient
in two respects.

First, the $2 million ceiling would 1imit the usefulness of the
Rule very severely. Indeed, many of the larger deals which are cur-
rently syndicated between and among accredited investors -- i.e.
precisely those investments Rule 242 should be directed towards --
would not be able to make use of the Rule. For example, the overnight
package delivery service, Federal Express, which has been phenomenally
successful siﬁce it went public in April of last year, required three
rounds of venture capital financing totaling close to $30 million
before the company was viable enough to go public. We believe the Federal
Expresses of the future should be able to avail themselves of the more
simple procedures which the accredited investor concept would introduce.

Although the Commission has criticized H.R. 3991 for being too
broad in its accredited investor application in that it would allow

quite large offerings to be made, we feel that common sense economics and

not an artifical cap should dictate a ceiling. Some offerings need
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more than $2 million, and in cases such as Federal Express more than
$10 or $20 million. At some point, however, common sense dictates a
public offering since it is always better to have frée]y tradeable
public market securities. Our Association feels that a market will
be a much more efficient allocator than will a $2 million, or any
other size, ceiling.

The second deficiency in the proposed Rule is that is does not
allow resales to be freely made to other accredited investors but
rather locks securities into the unattractive and i11iquid position
currently thrust upon restricted securities. Our Association feels
that this is completely unnecessary since if accredited investors are
able to fend for themselves, they should be allowed to trade "limited
sale securities" freely between and among themselves. Indeed, we
hope that an active secondary market may be established among accred-
ited investors so as to provide a degree of liquidity above that which
restricted securities currently have. Such a market would reduce
the pressures on small companies to make premature public offerings
to provide their original investors with some liquidity, and would
more easily allow investors to diversify and balance their portfolios.

We understand that statutory changes may be necessary to cure
the deficiencies which we find in proposed Rule 242 and we urge the
Subcommittee to make such changes.

Finally, the Commission has criticized H.R. 3991 for allowing
persons not otherwise qualifying as accredited investors to be treated
as such if they rely upon the advice of an otherwise qualified accredited
investor. We have no strong position on that provision and would accept
its deletion if the Subcommittee feels that such action is in the best

interest of investor protection.

55-753 0 - 80 - 10
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RESALE OF RESTRICTED SECURITIES

Section 4 of H.R. 3991 would eliminate resale limitations on
restricted securities if the holder of such securities had been the
beneficial owner for a period of not less than five years prior to
the date of sale or distribution. Our Association strongly supports
that provision and feels that it would be extremely helpful to our
industry.

The changes in Rule 144 which doubled, and in some cases more
than doubled, the amount of securities which may be sold under Rule
144 have been extremely helpful to our industry and we again compli-
ment the Commission for taking that action. Resale restrictions were
also later removed completely after a three or four-year holding
period, depending upon how the securities are traded, for non-affiliates
of an issuer. The problem our industry still faces, however, is in
the resale restrictions currently imposed on affiliates.

Venture capitalists invest for the Tong-term and they clearly
have "investor" intent. They seek to maximize their return, so they
would certainly not dump securities on the market and drive the price
down. Therefore, 1ifting resale restrictions after a five-year holding
- period for venture capital companies would not harm other public share-

holders.

There is some concern that affiliates, relying on their
insider information may indeed sell out their positions upon
knowledge of problems the investee company could be about to
encounter but of which the public does not yet have knowledge.
There are other provisions of the securities laws, however, to0

protect against such actions and our Association feels that it is
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unwise and economically hurtful to impose restrictions upon all affiliated
investors for an indefinite period of time in order to provide an extra
layer of protection against some unscrupulous individual who may at

some time in the future perpetrate an unlawful act.

Since the SEC feels that the bill would ynnecessarily remove all
safeguards on restricted stock and therefore is too broad, we might
suggest limiting the provision in some way to only venture capital
companies. One suggestion might be along the lines of S. 1940 intro-
duced October 25th by Senator Gaylord Nelson and four members of the
Senate Banking Conmittee. S. 1940 lists resale restrictions after a
five-year holding period for venture capital companies as defined in
the bili. We feel that such a compromise, if necessary, would logically
solve the problem that venture capital investors have long been suf-

fering under Rule 144.

LIABILITY AND PRIVATE OFFERINGS

Section 5 of H.R. 3991 would 1imit the availability of a rescision
action in private offerings to only plaintiffs who had been denied
protections under current law affecting private placements unless there
were evidence of fraud on behalf of the person or persons offering the
securities.

Our Association feels that forcing an entire offering to fail if
the offeror of securities fails the test as to only one offeree is a
dangerously high standard to impose. While we agree that the current
law does have a prophylactic effect, we feel that the consequences
are unjustly harsh.

The Commission has said, however, that it currently is working
on amendments to Rule 146 which would include a "substantial compliance"

or "good faith attempt" provision. Our Association, realizing that this
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is a complex and controversial area of the law, is willing to wait
for the Commission's action in hope that the problem can thus be

ultimately solved to the satisfaction of all parties.

INVESTMENT COMPANY ACT EXEMPTION
Section 6 of H.R. 3991 would exempt venture capital companies
from the definition of Investment Company under Section 3(c)(3) of
the Investment Company Act of 1940. I cannot overstate the importance
of that section of the bill.
This month's issue of Venture magazine in "Wall Street Takes An
Interest in SBICs" states:
"The U.S. securities laws, some investors complain,
seem bent on helping the rich get richer. Enacted
in the name of investor protection, they prevent most
all but the wealthiest and most sophisticated inves-
tors from enjoying the risks -- and thus making the
killings -- in purchasing private offerings of start-
ups and other unseasoned companies."
The article goes on to explain that about the only way "small
fry" can participate in new ventures is through ownership of shares
of one or more of the few publicly traded SBICs left in existence.
The problems venture capital firms suffer under the Investment
Company Act of 1940 are well ducumented.l Our Association feels that
at this point most rational persons agree that the problems are severe

and something should be done about them. Where the disagreement 1ies,

however, is in the solution.

]He refer primarily to the hearings of the Consumer Protection
and Finance Subcommittee on September 27 and 28 of last year and
documentation produced pursuant to those hearings.
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Many Small Business Investment Companies have struggled with-
the Investment Company Act of 1940 including my company, Narragansett
Capital Corporation, which was formed publicly in 1960. In hearings
of last year, Congressmen Broyhill and Eckhardt expressed concern about
the problem and since then industry representatives have worked with
the SEC in an attempt to devise a solution to the Investment Company
Act problem. Our Association feels that we have made no headway.

The industry has exhausted its administrative remedies.

We realize the SEC opposes any industry exemption, and we firmly
believe that their position is unreasonable. An example of the complete
lack of understandipg of the problem on behalf of the Commission is the
definition of business development company (the SEC's term for venture
capital company) which was used in the proposed Rule under the Invest-
ment Advisors Act which was recently proposed by the Commission and
was overwhelmingly opposed in comments to the Commission from outside
sources. The comments to the Commission from the National Venture
Capital Association and from our Association as well as other parties
proved that the Commission does not have a realistic vision of how to
even define a venture capital company, much less understand how they
work.

We urge Congress at this time to take the independent initiative
to once and for all decide the question of Investment Company Act
regulation of venture capital companies. Unfortunately, due to the
assurances of the Commission, the issue has not been adequately
addressed by Congress in the history of the Small Business Investment

Company program.
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The Comments of the SEC on H.R. 3991 indicate that the Congress
has squarely addressed the issue. On page 17 of its comments, the
SEC indicates that the Senate Banking Committee when writing the
original SBIC legislation concluded that it would not be wise to exempt
SBICs "outright from the securities 1aws“.2 If one reads the Banking
Committee report in context, however, it is clear that the Committee
was referring directly to the Securities Act of 1933 and the Trust
Indenture Act of 1939 when it stated that it would be unwise to

"exempt such investment companies outright from the securities laws".3

The Committee Report adds that the Investment Company Act of
1940 should apply to SBICs with one exception which was obviously
needed due to the capital structure of leveraged Small Business
Investment Companies. The question of total exemption was not
sufficiently addressed, however, since the Banking Committee was
assured that any problems which may arise, especially in areas where
the jurisdiction of the SBA and the SEC overlap, could be taken care
of by the Commission using its exemptive powers under Section 6(c)

of the Investment Company Act.?

2uMemorandum of the Securities and Exchange Commission to the
llouse Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce on H.R. 3991,"
page 17, footnote 23, August 20, 1979.

3R§port of the Committee on Banking and Currency on the Small
Business Investment Act, S. 3651, Senate Report No. 1652, 85th
Congress, 2d Sess. 13 (1958).

4nstatement of Edward N. Gadsby, Chairman, Securities and
txchange Commission", Hearings Before A Subcommittee of the Committee
on Banking and Currency, United States Senate, on S. 3651 (and related
hills), 85th Congress, 2d Sess. 239, April 28, 1958.
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Later, when SBICs made public offerings and ran into terribie
probiems under the Investment Company Act, SEC Chairman William Cary
again assured the Congress that the issue would be taken care of by
the SEC.S Again the Commission failed to do so.

In March of 1968, after several years during which the SEC failed
to take action on the problem, our Association began its three year,
two month journey through a formal administrative proceeding which was
explained, with documentation, during this Subcommittee's hearings on
September 27 and 28 of last year. We won favorable decision from the
Hearing Examiner only to have it reversed by a 3-to-2 vote of the
Cormission.

We look to the testimony today of Mr. Heizer of the Heizer
Corporation as evidence that the Commission is once again failing to
audress the problem squarely. All indications our Association has
received point to the fact that we will receive little if anything
at all for our efforts. The Heizer Corporation will report that it
has spent enormous sums of money directly or indirectly on the
Investment Company Act of 1940. And that is just to be certain to
avoid falling under that Act, and not to comply with it, since the
Heizer Corporation js still privately held!

Others connot do what Heizer has, however, since SBICs and most
other venture capital companies are, due to the economics of the
industry, relatively small. Investments are made in small companies

and the number of portfolio companies also tends to be small since

5Report of the Committee on Banking and Currency on the Small
Business Investment Act Amendments of 1961, Senate Report 22 No. 801,
87th Congress, 1st Sess. 3 (1961).
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those portfolio companies need individualized attention and that type
of attention is not easily delegated to staff. Therefore, it is only
in the case of a rare company as large as Heizer Corporation that the
large amount of money which has been spent, can be spent. In addition,
tne trade groups have similar limitations since the amount spent by

the Heizer Corporation already exceeds the entire annual budgets of
the National Venture Capital Association and our Association combined.

To add insult to injury, the SEC in its comments indicates that
1940 Act regulation indeed may be beneficial to venture capital firms
_ due to the fact that public confidence is enhanced by such regulation.
First of all, we reject outright any representation that the Invest-
ment Company Act of 1940 is needed to insure public confidence in
public venture capital firms. But even if it were, is regulating an
industry out of existence insuring confidence?

Qur Association wants to maintain adequate investof protection
and obtain relief from the Investment Company Act. Our suggested
compromise, if this Subcommittee feels a compromise is needed, is to
exempt venture capital firms while retaining certain protections which
the 1940 Act supposedly provides. Specifically, we would suggest for
an exempted venture capital company:

(1) registration and reporting under the Securities
Exchange Act of 1934 regardless of whether or not
otherwise required,

(2) a majority of disinterested directors on the
board of the venture capital company,

(3) no ownership of portfolio company securities
by officers, directors and controlling persons
of the venture capital company, and

(84) treating all securities held by the venture
capital company, regardless of how acquired, as
if purchased privately.
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The National Association of SBICs and others appearing before
you today feel that the time for Congress to act on our Investment
Company Act problem is long overdue. The Commission has not provided
and will not provide adequate relief and our case is more than "ripe"
for Congressional review and action. We ask in the strongest way
we know that the Subcommittee please address the issue legislatively
and provide the adequate relief that the venture capital

industry so much needs and deserves.

REGULATION E; ALTERNATIVE REGISTRATION

Our final request of the Subcommittee deals with two minor pro-
visions relating to an Investment Company Act exemption. First,
Regulation E, the SBIC counterpart to the Regulation A offering, is
currently still at the $500,000 level. We ask that the Subcommittee
encourage the raising of the Regulation E.offering ceiling to the $2
million maximum currently allowed under Section 3(b) of the Securities
Act of 1933.

Second, we request that in conjunction with the Investment Company
Act of 1940 exemption, a provision be included to insure that a company
which needs to stay registered under the Investment Company Act of 1940
for tax reasons be allowed to do so. It is the intention of our Associ-
ation to seek a minor amendment to Section 851 of the Internal Revenue
Code which will allow venture capital companies exempt from the Invest-
ment Company Act of 1940 but otherwise meeting the diversification
requirements of Subchapter M of the tax code, to retain their Subchapter
M tax treatment. Such action will ultimately cure the registration
problem. In the interimn, however, those companies have need to remain

registered.
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CONCLUSION

In summary, the National Association of Small Business Investment
Companies maintains that H.R. 3991 would provide a giant step in the
direction of venture capital formation. Our Association knows that
the additional "freeing-up" of private purchase and resale provisions
under the Securities Act of 1933 combined with the major decision to
exempt venture capital firms from the Investment Company Act of 1940
would allow many more dollars to be channeled into small growth-
oriented type companies. That is certainly a worthwhile objective.

While we strongly support liberalization under the 1933 Act and
the 1940 Act, we do not want to do away with investor-protection.
Indeed, such action would be against our interests in the long run.
We feel, however, that there is certainly a balancing test between
investor protection and venture capital formation. The priorities are
currently out of balance. We urge the Subcommittee to correct that

situation.

Finally, we realize that changing the securities laws will
not solve all the problems which plague venture capital. That all
the solutions do not lie in the realm of the securities law, how-
ever, is not justification for an abdication of our responsibility.
There are problems which need to be addressed and must be addressed.
Our Association stands willing and eager to work with this Subcom-
mittee toward a solution to those securities problems which plague
venture capital.

Mr. Chairman, Subcommittee members, I thank you for the opportunity
to appear before you today and I will be happy to respond to any

questions you may have at this time.
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MEMORANDUM D RAE E

A.G. Gols Case. Date  Qct. 24, 1979 Page: ]
Robert Allsop (NASBIC) Subject. Preliminary Results of SBIC Portfolio
James Watts  (NASBIC) Company Survey

This memorandum summarizes some preliminary conclusions drawn from NASBIC's
SBIC portfolio company survey. It will be the basis of Bob Allsop's pres-
entation of preliminary study results to the NASBIC convention in Phoenix on
November 10th. At our meeting with Bob Allsop and Jim Watts in Cambridge

on October 29th, we will discuss the memorandum and how it can be incorporated
into a presentation.

This memorandum should be considered preliminary in that it represents our
initial impressions from the data rather than a detailed analysis. The

late receipt of the data output from General Electric Time-Sharing (not

all the data has been received at the time this memo was written) pre-
cluded our analyzing the data in detail, and allowed us to comment only
tentatively on the representativeness of the data in the survey. Our final
memorandum to NASBIC will analyze the survey data in greater detail and will
comnent in more detail on the representativeness and reliability o1 tne data

There are five sections to this wemorandum. The first section briefly
summarizes the scope and objectives of the study. The second section sum-
marizes the major study conclusions. Section III describes the approach

used to obtain the data for the analysis, and Section IV contains a more
detailed discussion of the study's conclusions on economic impact. Section V
presents data on the number of companies receiving SBIC financing and the

amout of financing they received.

Ed"”a!"g D] Ott e e e e s Bldg ; Room 35/]77 Ext an

Arthur D atle Inc
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I. Scope and 0bjectivgs

The primary objective of the NASBIC data survey is to evaluate some major
contributions of the SBIC's to the national economy. There has

been a general lack of information on the accomplishments of the SBIC
program. Providing information on the economic impact of SBIC's can
fulfill two purposes:

(1) It can furnish information on the program which can
be useful in providing congressional and administrative
testimony in support of continued growth in the Govern-
ment's program of financing SBIC's activities. In
discussions of the SBIC program with Congressional and
_Executive staff, one of the recurring themes is
the lack of information on how well the program works.

-(2) 1t can provide the industry with knowledge of how well it
is doing and possibly identify areas where leyislative or
executive action may be called for.

The data for the analysis was obtained from questionnaires sent to the
SBIC's requesting data on certain financial/economic measures for their
portfolio comapnies.
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11. bonc]usions

Out of about 6,000 portfolio companies receiving SBIC funding, approximately
600 returned information requested in the questionnaire. These companies have
received approximately $280 million in SBIC funds since their first financing.
The contributions these portfolio companies have made to the U.S. economy

as measured by selected indicators for the time period from the year prior

to each company's initial SBIC financing to its most recent fiscal year
include the following:

Employment ) - 35,000 Jobs
Payroll - $344 million
Sales - $2.0 billion
Pre-Tax Profits - $146  million
Assets - $1.3  billion
Federal Corboration

Taxes - $47 million
State & Local Taxes - $12 million
R&D Expenditures - $39 million
Net Worth - $384 million

To illustrate the relative significance of the economic contributions of the
SBIC portfolio companies, we have calculated the percentage change in certain
key economic impact measures for portfolio companies and compared them to

the change in the same measures for the general population of all small business
companies. (See Table 1.) The comparison shows that for each of the

five measures, the growth rate for SBIC-portfolio companies far exceeded the
growth rate for all small companies. For example, SBIC portfolio companies
that received their initial SBIC financing prior to 1972, had a growth in
employment of 296%, as measured for the period from the year prior to the

initial financing to the most recent fiscal year for which information was
available, while employment for all small companies grew by only 29%. Similarly,

'
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TABLE 1

A COMPARISON OF THE GROWTH
OF SBIC PORTFOLIO COMPANIES WITH
. THE GROWTH OF ALL SMALL COMPANIES*

PRE-1972 1972-1975 < c1976-1977 1978-1979
T BI SBIC
ALL SMALL ALL SMALL ALL SMALL ALL SMALL
PORTFOL 10 «* PORTFOLIO *+ PORTFOLIO ** PORTFOLIO
COUPANTES _COMPANIES ™ companses COMPANIES™ coupnrps COMPANIES ™™ PORTFOLIO  caupmnres -
Employment 296% 29% 993 24% 48% 8% 413 NA
Sales 596 76 207 43 81 16 68 NA
Profits 899 144 565 61 52 53 63 NA
Assets 462 48 137 30 92 , 13 60 NA
Federal Cor- .
porate Taxes  g4g amn 319 67 35 7 101 A

* © ce e ms - -
For SBIC's growth rates are measured from the year prior to SBIC financing to the most recent fiscal year.
For small companies in general, . the comparison is from 1970, 1972 and 1976, to 1978.

*k
For financial measures, manufacturing corporations with less than $5 million in assets. For employment, all
corporations with less than 100 employees. : .

Source: Federal Trade Commission, Quarterly Report of Manufacturing Corporations and U.S. Bureau of the
Census, County Busipess Patterns.

2]
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SBIC portfolio companies that received their initial SBIC financing in 1976 _
or 1977 had a 92% increase in assets compared with a growth of only 13% for
all small companies. Figure 1 contains a graphic representation of the em-
ployment comparison. Table 2 shows the increase for all the impact measures.

II1. _Approach

The study evaluates the economic impact of SBIC's by examining the economic
performance of the companies in which SBIC's -have a loan or equity interest --
i.e. the so-called portfolio companies. Economic berfonnance is measured

by the percentage change in the following financial/economic impact measures.

Sales

Gross Payroll

Federal Corporation Income Taxes
State and Local Taxes

Research and Development Expenditures
Pre-Tax Profits

Total Assets

Long-Term Debt

Net Worth

These measures were selected as the basis for the analysis because:

e data for most of the measures were found
to be more readily available from portfolio
company financial statements than other data;

e the measures have generally accepted def-
initions, which help assure the compara-
bility of the data across portfolio com-
panies; and



Employment

Gross Payroll

Stles

Profits

Assets

Federal Corporate Taxes B
State & Local Taxes
Research & Development
Net Worth

Pre-1972 1972-1975
Percent Percent
Increase Increase Increase Increase
16,164 296% $ 11,186 99%
$149,018 485 . $104,768 144
$865,278 596 $642 612 207
$ 62,847 899 $ 68,340 565
$543,850 462 $418,325 137
$ 22,514 549 $ 12,7v7 319
$ 6,132 1,125 §S 4,670 316
$ 19,813 801 $ 10,697 100
$195,063 729 $131,802 251

TABLE 2

1976-1977

. Percent
Increase Increase

4,591
$ 57,882
$327,845
s 7,318
$217,197
S 6,694
$ 2,206
s 5.0n
$ 38,929

ast
69
8]
52
92

85
7% .

39
88

CHANGES IN ECONOMIC PERFORMANCE MEASURES FROM YEAR PRIOR TO INITIAL SBIC

“FIRANCING YO THE MOSY RECENT FISCAL YEAR FOR SBIC PORVIOLIO COMPARIES

Y YEAR OF INIVIAL SBIC FINANETRG
{Dollar Amounts in Thousands)

1978-1979 Total
Percent ~
Increase  Increase Increase

2,991
$ 32,854
$179,876
$ 8,277
$128,641
$ 4,994
$ (576)
s 3,122
$ 18,498

s 34,932
61 $344,522
68  $2,015,61
63 $146,382
60 $1,308,013
101 $ 46,919
(34)  $12,432
63 $ 38,703
36 $384,292

Percent
Increase

2132
142
179
667
410
224
187
124
986

961
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o The measures offer easily understandable
and generally acceptable indicators of economic
impact that can pe conveniently presented
to executive and legislative policy-makers
in support of NASBIC efforts to illustrate
the economic benefits of the SBIC program.

To provide better insight into the variety and significance of the changes
in the financial/economic impact measures, the data for each measure are
also organized along portfolio company groups of certain:

asset sizes

employment sizes

industries

regions

types of SBIC financing

ages of companies at time of financing

Thus, by using the above classifications of portfolio companies typical
questions which the study can answer might be: How much employment growth
occurred in portfolio companies in X region? In companies of a certain

age or size? In companies in certain industries? Section IV which

follows will illustrate how such questions can be answered from data in

the survey. B

A questionnaire requesting the data on financial/economic impact measures

and categories of bortfo]io companies was designed by Arthur D. Little, Inc.,
in conjunction with NASBIC staff and officers (Attached). The questionnaire
was pre-tested by the NASBIC Executive Conmittee to assure the availability
of data, to idéntify difficulties in obtaining it, and to assure the clarity
of the questions. Questionnaires were sent to all SBIC's with instructions to
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comp1éte one for each portfolio company by using data in their files, or by
obtaining the data from the portfolio companies. The completed questionnaire
data were received and processed by Deloitte Haskins and Sells, according to
the data aggregation and analysis format developed by Arthur D. Little, Inc.

During the initial study design, we had to decide whether to send the question-
naires directly to the portfolio companies or the SBIC's. Deloitte

Haskins and Sells (DHS) compiled a mailing list of the 6,000 SBIC portfolio
companies using data obtained from the Small Business Administration. However
after discussion with NASBIC staff and officers, it was decided that a

mailing directly to portfolio companies would produce a negligible response
because most companies would have 1ittle incentive to devote the time and
effort to complete the questionnaires. The SBIC's on the other hand had
greater incentives to complete the questionnaires by using data they can obtain
from the portfolio companies or have in their own files because of the
Associations interest in the sponsorship of this study.

The fact that we received only a 10% response using the SBIC's to obtain

the data reflects the fact that in many cases, considerable time and effort
was required to complete the questionnaires, especially for SBIC's with

many portfolio companies. The 10% return also indicates that the response
rate from a direct portfolio company mailing would 1ikely have been
unsatisfactory. However, in our opinion, the 10% return rate provides a
reasonable sample size to establish a fair degree of confidence in the rep-
resentativeness of the aggregate data for each financial/economic impact
measure. Nevertheless finmal conclusions about the representativeness of the

© . data disagéregated by portfolio company grouping must await further analysis

of specific statistical measures that were designed to help gauge the reli-
ability of the data, but which have not yet been received.
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Deloitte Haskins and Sells reviewed the questionnaires as received to
identify erroneous data, and précessed the individual questionnaires
so as to eliminate duplication in instances of multiplte SBIC funding
where more than one SBIC completed a questionnaire for the same port-
folio company.

IV. Detailed Conclusions

In the discussion of the study approach in Section IV, it was pointed out
that the organization of the data along certain portfolio company
groupings provides additional insight into the significance of the change
in the economic/financial impact measures. Tables 3-5 organize the

data on changes in employment for six groupings of portfolio companies.
Using the asset size breakdown of portfolio companies as an example,

Table 3 shows that 24 portfolio companies that received their initial

SBIC financing in 1976 or 1977 had assets of more than $2.5 million. These
24 companies had an increase of 873 employees (14%) for the period between
the year prior to their initial SBIC financing and the wost recent fiscal
year. The following major coﬁc]usions drawn from Tables 35 are:



TABLE 3

INCREASE IN-EMPLOYMENT FROM YEAR BEFORE INITIAL SOIC FINANCING TO THE
MOST RECENT FISCAL YEAR FOR PORTFOLJO COMPANIES BY CATEGORY

Initial Financing Initial Financing + Initial Financing Initia) Financing Initis) Financing
Pre-1972 1972-1978' 1976-1977 1974-1979 Total
Rumber Nunber N r N r Number
Employment Percent of Employment Percent  of Employment  Percent of EmpToyment  Percent of Employment  Percent of

Incresse  Incresse  Companies Increase Increase Companies Increase Increase Companfes  Increase Increase Companies  Increave Increase Companies

Asset Size $

0 Assets 3,587 PEes 4 37 202 et 4 3 2,524 [ 1 56 1,822 ey 43 9,654 -3 170
Less than 250,000 942 - 460 n ©oas 104 n 167 76 28 58 23 2 1,659 144 96
250,000-1 million ' 8,410 21 26 3,523 219 38 396 3l M as 52 53 12,664 269 12
1 million;l.s zillon 1,830 120 15 1,509 92 23 626 37 23 541 2] Lk} 4,506 78 74
2.5 nfition + L s 2 aw & om @ @ @ 2 om BME . 2

ToTaL® 16,164 2963 . 100 1,187 99 163 4,586 48y 186 2,992 4% 123 u,929 1043 552

Employment Size

0 Employees 3,530 .-y 35 -2,121 -3 3 2,521 et 7 1,425 Y a4 9,605 -3 170

_Less than 20 exployees 717 739 n 2,140 531 ] 300 76 as 256 43 3% 3,43 283 135
20-49 employees 3,004 680 15 1,432 148 32 427 51 27 T 28 15 5,002 185 89

50-99 employees 2,403 220 8 1,690 105 23 -20 -3 10 410 44 12 "4,983 103 63

100 or more employees 6,500 _IE 20 3,803 46 33 1,357 18 28 an 14 1 12,431 A9 %8

Tora” 16,164 296% 101 11,186 99% 163 459 asx 6 2,991 ay 2 . 34,932 1083 555

'Tonu may vary slightly across portfolio company groupings because some of the quesiiomwires used in the
analysis lacked data on employment énd assets.

“En-ple referrec to in the text.

191



TABLE 4

THCREASE It EMPLOYMENT £ROM YIAR BEFORT INITIAL SGIC FINANCING TO TH
= HOSY WLCENT FTSCAL” YEAR FOAPORTFOLIO COMPANIES &Y CATEGORY

Initial Finencing Initia) Financing
Inftial Financing lnltul_nnmclng lnmn_rimnﬂng 1978-1979
re-1972 — 1972-1975 - 1926 m{_w - ‘___m‘“_m}
Enployment Percent of tmployment ! Percent of Employment  Percent of Employment  Percent of Employment  Percent of
Increase Incresse fompanies  Increase lncrease Companfes  fncrease Increase Campanies Increase Incresse Cospanies Increase Incregse Compa.
Shastry
ir!:ulunre. Forestry ~
shing 0 0 - o0 [} [} 1 8 160% H o o 0 s . 3
Hintng 0 [} 4 902 205 ‘ 5 6 1 2 s 3 015 o 8
Contruction 3] 9% 1 90 27 z 45 0 3 54 6,35 6 “w 8 12
Transportation 638 293 55 258 51 9 184 73 68 . 0 - 1,080 ” 29
Wholesale Trade 488 0 8 92 3 10 108 [E] N 125 n ? 810 " 16
Retatl Trade 3762 1,306 5 1,146 ”m 9 521 158 8 255 109 . 5,684 378 2
El:‘?"?id’:‘i“""" ' m 103 6 689 741 28 38 " “ 2 9 35 940 161 m
Marufacturing 8,809 223 5 5,273 ” 1 3,194 4 5 1,850 38 1 19,126 8 v
Services 1,885 536 19 2,893 170 21 ) s 2 220 z 18 5.500 w 8
Other ’ 555 39 ] 2108 w2 4 0 3 ] us 21 ] 693 2 ]
Tora 16,402 297 102 1,235 993 164 4,591 483 167 2,991 sz 124 35,219 1022 557
Iype of Fimancing
Bebt 269 ng 9 906 593 35 404 49 4 65 100 . 1764 s 120
Debt with Equity 3,360 232 26 2,612 a7 37 1,827 55 n Lz » » . C e 22
Eculty 7,622 s 21 2,817 170 22 720 51 20 1o N " 11,850 170 7
Debt and Debt with Equity 90 0 2 4 7 9 s18 168 10 . 1”8 7 1088 m 28
Debt and Equity 2,132 305 ] 1,594 165 3 534 k) 8 o " 2 o883 120 103
E£quity and Debt with Equity 1,851 206 24 2,628 380 2 367 22 15 1o 2 " 0085 19 15
E;b:;’:quny and Debt with w0z s A s @ . n " & e s » Lsie 2 s
TCTAL 15,926 27 100 V.07 %8 162 4,591 a8z 167 2,991 a 124 .65 553
'Touls Rsy differ across portfolio company groupings because some of the questionnaires used in the .

snalysfs lacked data on industry, emloyment and type of financing.

a91



Initial Financing

EmpToyment ";;23\! Number of

Location M Incresse  Companies
Kortheast 9,092 3653 44
Southaast n s 12
Korth Central 5,929 444 7
South Centratl 302 126 25
West _Si4 39 JRES
TOTAL 16,164 296% 101

Age at Time of

0-2 8,906 1,2963% 44
c2-5 3,303 300 19
5-10 1,405 94 19
10+ 2,580  _7 3
16,164 2963 10

TOTAL

INCREASE I[N EMPLOYMENT FROM YLAR BEFORE INIT1f
=" MoSY RECENT_F15CAL_YEAR FOR PORTFOLTY COMP!

TABLE

5

AHIES BY CATEGORY

inftial Financing

lni:{al Financing

AL_SBIC_FINANCING TO THE

Inttia) Financing

1972-1975 976-1977 1978-1979

oyment ercent Wurber of Employment  Percent  Number of Employment Percent Number of
Incresse  lncrease Companfes Increase  Increjse Companies Increase  Increase Companies
3,739 146% 42 17239 953 46 540 20% 29
1,020 104 kL] 634 48 19 193 N 18
2,114 48 27 289 7 . 33 350 30 29
2,822 148 48 620 204 47 §72 128 17
L401 ) 2 Leos 19 28 1,322 S A
1,186 99% 163 4,591 g% 167 2,99 41% 124
2,859 504 $0 2,056 m 72 1,239 837z 52
4,083 ns 40 352 24 30 516 54 30
1,241 63 28 1,21 57 25 934 34 26
3,003 56 a5 972 2 a0 302 9 16
11,186 99% 163 4,591 483 167 2,991 412 124

lnipll Financing
Employment T%::tent Number of
Increase  Increase Companies
14,610 1613 155
2,170 72 73
8,700 18 96
4,316 149 137
506 0 )
3,932 104% 555
14,060 4621 218
8,254 Ny 19
4,791 58 98
6,827 46 120
34,932 1045 555

891
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As expected the largest percentage increase in employ-
ment occurred primarily in the portfolio companies
that were less than two years old at the time of their
initial SBIC financihg, (Table 3 and Table 5.)

Employment growth in absolute terms is fairly well distributed
among small and large companies. For example, of the 35,000
new jobs created, 11,313 (nearly one-third) was provided by
companies with assets below $250,000 and 10,955 by companies
with assets more than $1 million. (Table 3.)

15,000 of the 35,000 new jobs created (43%) were found to be in
companies that were less than two years old at the time of their
initial SBIC financing. These companies had the highest growth
rate in employment, averaging 462%. (Table 5.).

42% of the employment growth occurred in companies located
in the Northeast. (Table 5.)

More than half of the 35,000 new jobs were in manufacturing
@ompanies, with retail trade and services each accounting for

16% of the total (Tabled.). A comparison of industry categories
in terms of employment growth and amount of SBIC financing
received shows that manufacturing companies account for a smaller
percentage of employment growth than of total SBIC financing,
while for retail trade and services, the share of employment
grthh is greater than the share of total SBIC financing,

(See Figure 2.) This result would be expected since retail

sale and services tend to be labor intensive activities.
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o Most of the growth in employment in both percentage and
absolute terms was in companies that had received their initial
financing prior to 1972. The result was expected because
the change in employment is measured from the year
preceeding the initial SBIC financing to the most recent
fiscal year. Thus because pre-1972 companies have the
longest time period for measuring the change in employ-
ment, they have the largest growth.

In addition to the foregoing observations on the economic/financial impact
measures, the following conclusions can also be drawn from the survey data.

Foreign Sales

e Foreign sales are not significant for the companies
in the survey. Only 70 companies had foreign sales,
and foreign sales accounted for only 5.8% of total
sales (See Table 6). '

o Of the 70 companies having foreign sales, 63 were
engaged in manufacturing. The $166 million in
foreign sales by manufacturing companies accounted
for 90% of the total $184 million in foreign sales
for all companies in the survey.

o Foreign sales are increasing at a greater rate than
domestic sales.

o Companies in the Northeast account for much of the
foreign sales -- 31 of the 70 combanies and $112
million of the $184 million in foreign sales (61%).



TABLE 6

FOREIGM AND TOTAL SALES
OF SBIC PORTFOLIO COMPAMIES
BY YEAR OF INITIAL SBIC FINANCING

(Dollar Amounts in Millions)

Pre-1972 1972 - 1975 1976 - 1977 1978 - 1979 .
E3 £
Amount of* Amount of Amount of = Amount of
Companies Sales Companies Sales Companies Sales Companies Sales
Foreian Sales 21 $ 83 24 $ 48 16 $ 22 9 $ 30
Total Sales 106 1,010 173 953 173 333 122 445
Percent Foreion 54y 8% 14% 5% 9% 3% % 7%

of Total Sales

*
Most recent fiscal year

91
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Mergers and Acquisitions

o The questionnaire requested an estimate of the approximate
percentage of employment qrowth that resulted from meraers
and acquisitions. The data show that most of the employ-
ment growth in SBIC portfolio companies has been internally
generated. Mergers and acquisitions account for less than
10% of the total employment qrowth for companies in the
survey (see Table 7).

® Most of the gains from mergers and acquisitions occurred
in the larger size companies.

Leverage Buyouts

Leverage buyouts received special attention in the analysis. A leverage buyout
can be defined as a funding for which 50% or more of the dollars flow to a
third party (e.g. for the purchase of assets or stock) rather than to the
portfolio concern being financed. Since leverage buyout companies for the
most part did not exist prior to the year of initial SBIC financina, the
questionnaire requested data for the first fiscal year following the financina.
The data led us to conclude that:



Year of Initial

SBIC Financing

Prg-]972

1972-1975
1976-1977
1978-1979

Total

169

TABLE 7

EMPLOYMENT GROWTH DUE TO
MERGERS AND ACQUISITIONS

Employment
Growth :

16,164

11,186

4,591

2,99

34,932

Change

296%
99
48
41

104

% of Growth
Due to Mergers

and Acquisitions

10%
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o Lleverage buyouts account for only a small percentage of
the companies included in the survey (7%) and a small
percentage of the total SBIC financing received by SBIC
portfolio companies (9%). (See Table3.)

o Leverage buyouts companies account for less than 10%
of the growth of SBIC portfolio companies in terms
of employment, sales, assets and profits.

o Leverage buyout companies grew at a slower rate than
all portfolio companies.

V. Characteristics of Companies Receiving SBIC Financing

The organization of the survey data according to category of portfolio company
allows for generalizations about the types of companies receiving SBIC financing.
Table 9 sumnarizes the data by showing the number of companies and total amount
of SBIC financing by portfolio companies in specific category groupings. The
following conclusions can be drawn from the survey results show on Table 9.

Asset Size

e The largest number of companies receiving SBIC financing
was in the zero.asset size category -- i.e. startup.
companies (170 companies, 31% of the companies in the survey).

o The largest amount of SBIC financing, however, went to com-
panies in the largest asset size category -- i.e. more
than $2.5 million in assets. Companies in this category
accounted for $116.1 miilion in SBIC financing, which
is equal to about half of the SBIC financing received by
all companies in the survey; only 16% of the companies
in the survey fell in this asset si.e category. (See Figure 3.)
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TABLE 8

LEVERAGE BUYOUT CONPANIES .
AS A PERCENT OF ALL POPTFOLIO COMPANIES
{Dollar Amounts 1n Millions)

Number of Companies

Total Amount of SBIC Financing
Fmployment-Pre-Financing
Employment-Most Recent Fiscal Year
Increase

% Increase

Sales-Pre-Financing
Sales-Most Recent Fiscal Year
Increase

Percent Increase

Profits-Pre-Financing
Profits-Most Recent Fiscal Year
Increase

Percent Increase

Assets-PreFinancing
Assets-Most Recent Fiscal Year
Increase

Percent Increase

Total SBIC Leverage Buyout
Portfolio Portfolio
Companies __Companies
555 38
$283.3 $30.1
33,539 4,441
68,471 5,551
34,932 1,10
104% 25%
$1,127.2 $204.0
$3,142.8 $402.0
$2,015.6 $198.0
179% , 971
$22.0 $13.9
$168.3 $22.3
$146.3 $ 8.4
66.7% 617
$827.7 $137.2
$2,180.8 $230.0
$1,353.1 $92.8
150% 67%

% Leverage
Buyout of
__Total
7%
9%
13%
8%
i

18%
13%
9%

63%
132
6%

17%
11}
7%
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TABLE 9

CHARACTERISTICS OF COMPANIES

RECETVING SBIC FINAHCIHG .
(Dollar Amounts in Thousands)

+

PORTFOLIO COMPANY Nunber Of
CATEGORIES Companies
ASSETS

0 170 (31%)
Less than $250,000 96 (17)
$250,000-$1 million 127 (23)
$1 million-$2.5 million 74 (13)
More than I$2.5 mitiion 91 (16)
EMPLOYEES®

0 170 (31%)
Less than 20 135 (24)
20-49 89 (16)
50-99 63 (11)
More than 100 98 (18)
INDUSTRY *

Agriculture, forestry & fishing 3(1%)
Mining 8 (1)
Construction 12 (2)
Manufaéturi ng 249 (45)
" Transportation 36 (6)
Wholesale Trade 26 (5)
Retail Trade 113 (20)
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 17 (3)
 Services 83(14)

55-753 0 - 80 - 12

Total Amount
OF SBIC
Financing

$ 53,032 (19%)
16,035 (6)
47,777 (17)
50,536 (18)

116,143 (A1)

$ 52,858 (19%)
36,523 (13)
38,418 (13)
49,018 (38)
106,777 (38)

$ 1,326 (0%)
4,943 (2)
2,097 (1)

173,027 (6)

24,761 (9)
20,607 (7)
15,858 (6)
6,864 (2)

28,881 (1¢)
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TABLE 9 Continued

CHARACTERISTICS OF COMPANIES
RECEIVING SBIC FINANCING

Total Amount

©0-2

*Prior to the year of initial SBIC financing.

Number Of Of SBIC
Companies Financing
TYPE_OF FINANCING
Debt Only 120 (222) 322,776 (8%)
Debt/Equity 122 (22) 59,534 (21)
Equity Only 77 (14) 45,635 (16)
Debt & Debt/Equity 28 (5) 12,329 (4)
Debt & Equity 103 (3) 66,952 (9)
Equity & Debt/Equity 75 (18) 49,826 (18)
Debt, Equity, Debt/Equity 28 (5) 26,222 (9)
LOCATION
Northeast 155 (28%) 96,206 (34%)
Southeast 73 (13) 30,254 (11)
South Central 96 (17) 21,487 (7)
North Central 137 (25) 73,565 (26)
West 94 (17) 61,812 (22)
AGE_OF COMPANY AT TIME OF FINANCING
218 (39%) 81,228 (29%)
2-5 19 (21) 58,206 (20)
 5-10 98 (18) 62,119 (22)
10+ 120 (20) 81,711 (29)
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As was the case for asset size, the largest number
of companies receiving finanéing was in the zero
employment category -- i.e. startup companies --
170 companies, 31% of the total.

Portfolio companies in the largest employee size
category -- more than 100 -- accounted for $106.8
million, or more than 38% of the total SBIC financing
received by companies in the survey, although com-
prising only 18% of the companies in the survey.

Mandfactdring was the dominant industry cateyory
with manifacturing accounting for 45% of all the
portfolio companies receiving financing and 61% of
the total SBIC financing received by all portfolio,
companies in the Survey.

Retail trade was the next most significant category
in terms of number of companies, with 113 companies
(20% of the total), while companies in the "services"
category were the next most significant in terms of
amount of financing, receiving $28.9 million -- 10%
of the total financing. received by companies in the
survey.
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Year of Initial SBIC Financing

e The distribution of portfolio companies by year of initial financing
shows that most of the portfolio companies included in the Survey
received their financing in recent years. For example, although
the SBIC program has been in existence since 1959, only 111 (19%)
of the companies in the survey received their initial financing
prior to 1972, while 131 companies (22%) received their initial
financing since 1978. This distribution may indicate.that there
is a rapid turnover of companies included in SBIC portfolios, or
alternatively, that because of the difficulty in obtaining data
for older -portfnlio companies, the response rate was poorer for
the older companies than for the recently financed companies.
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Mr. BroyHILL. Thank you, Mr. Little.
I now recognize Mr. Russell L. Carson, a general partner with
Welsh, Carson, Anderson & Co.

STATEMENT OF RUSSELL L. CARSON

Mr. CarsoN. With me today is Mr. Daniel Kingsley, who is
executive director of the National Venture Capital Association. The
National Venture Capitol Association strongly supports the enact-
ment of HR. 3991. Passage of the bill would eliminate several
artificial impediments to the free flow of capital into the small
business sector and would benefit all concerned at minimal risk to
the public.

In the current era of concern about excessive costs, both direct,
and indirect of Government regulation, H.R. 3991, is very timely as
it addresses the elimination of regulation by the SEC of transac-
tions among parties who neither want nor need SEC protection.

Sections 2 and 3 of the bill which allow unlimited sales to accred-
ited investors will remove some of the uncertainty surrounding
what constitutes a private placement transaction and also elimi-
nate arbitrary constraints on the number of purchasers who may
participate in a placement. I do, however, have two suggestions on
this portion of the bill.

First of all, the definition of an accredited investor includes
banks, insurance companies, SBIC’s, pension funds or persons who
meet financial and experience criteria set forth in rules to be
prescribed by the SEC. Since the venture capital industry accounts
for a very important percentage of the private placement activity
that occurs in the small business sector of the economy, I think it
would be appropriate to specifically include professional venture
capital firms in the list of accredited investors. Of the 78 firms that
are presently members of the National Venture Capital Associ-
ation, 49 are entities other than those specifically described as
qualifying as accredited investors.

Second, a limited sale security is defined as one which bears a
legend to the effect that it may not be sold or otherwise tranferred
except to an accredited investor. I think it would be appropriate to
expand the legend to specifically include sales or transfers under
any provisions of the Securities Act of 1933 or any currently active
rules and regulations of the Securities and Exchange Commission.
While I assume that this is the intent of the bill, it would be
reassuring to see it spelled out specifically since a security which
could, in perpetuity, only be sold to an accredited investor would
have limited liquidity and thus be limited in its value.

Section 5 of the bill addresses a much needed reform in the
current law, limiting the right of recission in a transaction only to
the purchaser who improperly purchased securities. Under current
law all purchasers in a transaction have the right to rescind if any
one purchaser was improperly included in the transaction. From
personal experience I can state that the current law has been a
serious problem for smaller, less sophisticated issuers who have
inadvertently violated the SEC rules and then must either abandon
a placement or go through a costly and time-consuming rescission
offer to all purchasers.
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Finally, section 6 of the bill, which would remove venture capital
firms and SBIC’s from the restrictions of the Investment Company
Act of 1940, is an amendment which is long overdue. History has
proven that it is virtually impossible for a publicly owned firm
engaged in the business of making direct investments in smaller
businesses and participating in the direction of those businesses to
operate under a set of rules designed for a mutual fund. The
natural result is that no new publicly owned venture capital firms
have come into existence in the past 10 years and the number of
publicly owned firms that were created in prior years has been
diminishing due to liquidation or acquisition. If it is a valid nation-
al policy to encourage the flow of capital to smaller businesses,
then artificial barriers such as the 1940 act which eliminate the
public’s participation in the venture capital process must be either
modified or abolished.

In closing, I would like to thank the sponsors of H.R. 3991 for
their interest in the problems of small business financing. I have
noticed a direct correlation between your interest and a sudden
responsiveness on the part of the SEC to the problems of our
industry. If you accomplish nothing else, you have generated mean-
ingful debate on the issues and have created an awareness on the
part of the SEC that it must keep up with the times. Thank you.

[Mr. Carson’s prepared statement follows:]



179

STATEMENT OF
RUSSELL L. CARSON
GENERAL PARTNER
WELSH, CARSON, ANDERSON & COMPANY
BEFORE THE
SUBCOMMITTEE ON CONSUMER PROTECTION AND FINANCE
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
NOVEMBER 7, 1979

Good Morning Mr. Chairman. I am Russell L. Carson, a General
Partner of Welsh, Carson, Anderson & Co., which 1s a Limited
Partnership formed in March 1979 for the purpose of making venture
capital investments in small to medium sized businesses. The
Partnership has total capital i1n excess of $33 Million which was
contributed by four General Partners and fourteen sophisticated
Limited Partners. Prior to my present affiliation I was President
of Citicorp Venture Capital, a wholly owned subsidiary of Citicorp
and one of the largest institutional venture capital sources. I am
here today to express the views of the National Venture Capital
Association, a trade association which represents most of this coun-
try's professional venture capital firms. As a final bit of back-
ground, I should add that I had the opportunity to testify before
this Subcommittee in September 1978 on the merits of H.R. 10717, a
predecessor to the present bill.

The National Venture Capital Association strongly supports the
enactment of H.R. 3991. Passage of the bill would eliminate several
artificial impediments to the free flow of capital 1into the small
business sector and would benefit all concerned at minimal risk to

the public. It bears repeating that the companies which are financed
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by the venture capital industry tend to pursue technological
innovation, create new employment opportﬁnitles and generate
incremental federal tax revenues. The federal government is the
primary beneficiary of the venture capital process and should have

the greatest interest in enlarging its scope.

In the current era of concern about the excessive cost, both
direct and indirect, of government regulation, H.R. 3991 1s very
timely as 1t addresses the elimination of regulation by the SEC of
transactions among private parties who neither want nor need SEC

protection.

Sections 2 and 3 of the Bill which allow unlimited sales to
"accredited investors"” will remove some of the uncertainity surround-
1ng what constaitutes a private placement transaction and also climinate
arbitrary constraints on the number of purchasers who may partici-
pate i1n a placement. I do, however, have two suggestions on this

portion of the Bill.

First of all, the definition of an "accredited investor" includes
banks. 1nsurance companies, SBICs pension funds or persons who meet
financial and experience criteria set forth in rules to be prescribed
by the SEC. Since the venture capital industry accounts for a very
1mportant percentage of the private placement activity that occurs in
the small business sector of the economy, I think 1t would be appro-
priate to specifically include "Professional Venture Capital Firms"
1n the list of accredited investors. Of the 78 firms that are pre-
sently members of the National Venture Capital Associration, 49 are
entities other than those specifically described as qualifying as

accredited investors,
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Secondly, a "limited sale security" 1is defined as one which
"bears a legend to the effect that it may not be sold or other-
wise transferred except to an accredited investor." I think it
would be appropriate to expand the legend to specifically include
sales or transfers under any provisions of the Securities Act of
1933 or any currently active rules and regulations of the
Securities and Exchange Commission. While I assume that this is the
intent of the Bill, 1t would be reassuring to see it spelled out
specifically since a security which could, in perpetuity, only be
sold to an accredited investor would have limited liquidity and

thus be limited in its value.

Sections 2, 3 and 4 of the Bill would all reduce legal cost to
the issuer, expand the potential sources of capital for the 1issuer
and give greater liquidity to the purchaser of the issuer's securities.
While not major deviations from the current law, they should be help-
ful in making more capital available on better terms to smaller, more

innovative businesses.

Section 5 of the Bill addresses a much needed reform in the
current law, limiting the right of recission in a transaction only
to the purchaser who improperly purchésed securities. Under current
law all purchasers in a transaction have the right to rescind 1f any
one purchaser was improperly included in the transaction. From
personal experience I can state that the current law has been a serious
problem for smaller, less sophisticated issuers who have 1inadvertently
violated the SEC rules and then must either abandon a placement or go

through a costly and time consuming recission offer to all purchasers.

Finally, Section 6 of the Bill, which would remove venture capital
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firms and SBICs from the restrictions of the Investment Company Act
of 1940, is an amendment which 1s long overdue. History has proven
that it is virtually impossible for a publicly-owned firm engaged in
the business of making direct investments in smaller businesses and
participating in the direction of those businesses to operate under
a set of rules designed for a mutual fund. The natural result is
that no new publicly owned venture capital firms have come into
existence in the past ten years and the number of publicly-owned
firms that were created in prior years has been diminishing due to
liquidation or acquisition. If it is a valid national policy to
encourage the flow of capital to smaller businesses, than artificial
barriers such as the 40 Act which eliminates the public's participa-
tion 1n the venture capital process must be either modified or

abolished.

In closing, I would like to thank the sponsors of H.R. 3991 for
their interest in the problems of small business financing. I have
noticed a direct correlation between your interest and a sudden
résponsiveness on the part of the SEC to the problems of our industry.
If you accomplish nothing else, you have generated meaningful debate
on the issues and have created an awareness on the part of the SEC

that it must keep up with the times. Thank you.
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Mr. BroyHILL. Mr. Carson, what has been your experience with
respg?ct to seeking prior approval from the SEC in affiliate transac-
tions? :

Mr. CarsoN. We have had no experience at all, Mr. Broyhill. My
firm is a limited partnership which is exempt from regulation by
the SEC. Deliberately so, I might add.

Mr. BroyHILL. What about your association?

Mr. Carson. I think the general experience has been that firms
have found it to be very unresponsive. The SEC’s concept of what a
fair period of time is to make a decision is just totally different
from that of the normal businessman. I think most of us as busi-
nessmen are used to making decisions either on the spot or within
2 or 3 days. To try and deal with an agency whose definition of
doing a good job is making a decision in 60 days is just beyond our
comprehension. I think certainly most firms like mine don’t want
to get involved in that kind of problem.

Mr. BrovHiLL. Do you have any other comments on that ques-
tion, Mr. Little? You have had some comments before.

Mr. LitTii. I think the only other comment that I would make is
that from time to time, and this is really the hidden part of the
problem as far as section 17 of the 1940 act is concerned, there are
various things that we have considered doing with our portfolio
companies over a period of time that we have simply abandoned,
because our lawyers say to us, “No, that will require a section 17
application.” Given the length of time it takes for section 17, the
reasons for taking a particular action may have been passed by the
time that you would be allowed to do it.

The only other thing that I would say is that during the last 2
years section 17 applications have cost Narragansett Capital re-
spectively $78,000 and slightly more than $100,000 a year to proc-
ess. Just to point out to the Commission that if those things did not
have to be done in our case, that would be an additional 10 cents a
share dividend for all of our shareholders.

Mr. BroyHILL. Mr. Opper, do you have any questions?

Mr. OrpER. On the staff level we have had some difficulty, I
think as the private sector as well as the Commission has had, in
structuring an appropriate definition of a venture capital company.
The definition in section 6, the Commission suggestions, creates a
loophole big enough to drive a money market fund through, and
perhaps other kinds of companies. I don’t think that that was the
intention of the drafters.

The problem we might be having is defining a generally accepted
definitional structure of a venture capital company. Would either
of you gentlemen want to provide some input as to the kinds of
activities that a venture capital company is as a traditional matter
engaged in, so we can begin to understand the parameters of its
activities, and perhaps define the term more precisely?

Mr. LitTLE. Yes; I think the thing that we are reale trying to get
at here is really people who are in the business—let me go back.
One of the problems I think that the Commission has is the degree
of fineness of the net that they want to have to catch the bad guys.
I would propose to you, first of all, that you are never going to
catch all the bad guys, and I would also propose to you that there
are always going to be a few bad guys around, so the Commission
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wants to write a definition that precludes any possible wrongdoing,
and I think if you do indeed throw the money market kind of thing
in there, that is not what we have in mind either.

What we are talking about really is companies that habitually
provide capital, and not just on a one-time-a-year basis kind of
thing, but as a constantly ongoing business to companies where
they really are directly financing that company, and where par-
ticularly those are the kinds of companies that are not traded on
any of the national exchanges.

Now some of my other association members might have a little
problem with me throwing out the NASDAQ list, but really with
the money market fund, you are pretty much talking about people
who are pretty creditworthy, even though they really are buying
the securities directly from the issuer. That is really not what we
have in mind. We are really trying to get at companies that do not
have access to capital markets other than through people like
ourselves.

Mr. CarsoNn. I think—if I could just add two thoughts to that—
two principal characteristics of a venture capital firm are that its
investment is primarily in equity securities. I think maybe you
could include that term in the definition that is in the bill, equity
securities being common stock, preferred stock or subordinated
debt, but essentially risk securities. _

I think, second, a venture capital firm is oriented towards realiz-
ing capital gain returns. I don’t know whether that is an appropri-
ate addition to the definition or not, but it clearly is not a vehicle
that is seeking its return entirely through current income. Its
objective is in appreciation of the securities in which it invests and
it acquires those on a private basis primarily.

Mr. Opper. Should there be anything in the definition which
talks about involvement of the management of the venture capital
company in the affairs of the portfolio company?

Mr. CarsoN. I think you just cannot define it that way. The SEC
made a stab at this in their proposed revision of the Investment
Advisers Act. I think they basically just missed the boat in terms of
understanding what the industry is. You cannot define it as an
industry where you always own more than 10 percent of the com-
panies that you invest in or that you always sit on the board of
directors or you are always involved in the management. It is just
too broad a statement. It doesn’t apply to most operations.

Mr. OpPER. I guess the problem is even if we were to conclude
that the definition should include companies of the type that are
- not listed on exchanges, that we create an incentive merely to
establish a mutual fund with a portfolio of unlisted companies,
which fund then would find an exemption from the 1940 act even
though it wasn’t doing the kinds of things we generally accept as a
venture capital company.

Now I suppose that is the problem that we continually have to
wrestle with.

Mr. Carson. Isn't it worth taking a look at the question of what
is the worst thing that could possibly happen if that does happen?
You wind up with a mutual fund that may not be subject to the
1940 act. I think you can define it closely enough so that that is not
going to happen very much, but that fund is still subject to all of
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the other restrictions of the SEC. It is subject to all of the State
laws, all of our regulations, regarding insider transactions. It seems
to me that for lack of a semantic definition here, we are doing
considerable harm to an industry, trying to protect the public from
something that it doesn’t really need to be protected from.

Mr. OppeER. What I am suggesting is that in addition to venture
capital companies we would be creating an incentive to structure
companies solely for the purpose of avoiding the 1940 act, which
companies by their very nature would be highly speculative, where-
as other companies whose portfolios are made up of listed securi-
ties or more seasoned securities would fit neatly within the 1940
act and be regulated that way. I would just raise the question as to
whether or not that is a desirable result. It is clearly one that we
will have to continue to consider, and we certainly would welcome
comments along these lines continuously from the industry, to help
structure the appropriate kind of definition.

Mr. Carson, your company is not registered with the SEC, and is
indeed a venture capital company.

Mr. Cagrson. Right.

Mr. Opper. How many investors do you have, and what is the
nature of your investors?

Mr. CarsoN. We have 14 investors, 14 limited partners, who put
up between $1 million and $4 million each. The nature of those
investors is five are major corporations that would all be Fortune
500 corporations who made direct investments. We have three
corporate pension funds, two bank trust departments, two large
insurance companies, a large endowment fund, college endowment
fund, and a very wealthy family that has a substantial net worth,
but obviously from that list none of those are people that either
want or need the protection of the SEC in making a decision as to
whether we are a valid investment vehicle for them.

Mr. OppeRr. Will there come a time when you will have to make a
decision as to whether or not to liquidate the company or to fall
under the 1940 act umbrella?

Mr. Carson. Effectively we have already made that decision. The
partnership has a 10-year life to it, and that is done deliberately,
because we cannot expand the partnership. We cannot take any
more partners without running afoul of the Investment Advisers
Act, and our partners want liquidity, so the only alternative is to
provide a self-liquidating membership.

Mr. OppEr. Was that provided at the outset of the establishment
of the company?

Mr. CagrsoNn. Yes.

Mr. OppER. Are there any tax incentives for doing that?

Mr. CaArsoN. Yes, the tax incentives are substantial, in that as a
partnership there is only one level of taxation. When the partner-
ship realizes a gain the tax is paid by the partners, as opposed to if
we were in corporate form, the corporation would have a tax
liability and then the partners would each have a tax liability
when distributions were made.

Mr. OppER. Is it fair to say most venture capital companies are
structured that way, as limited partnerships, with a relatively well-
defined lifespan?
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Mr. Carson. I think probably the majority of the members of the
l\lllational Venture Capital Association would be limited partner-
ships.

Mr. OppEr. If you felt, particularly at the inception when your
company was being organized, that you would not be facing a 1940
act problem, would you have structured the company any different-
ly? Would there have been any incentive for your initial investors
to have so structured it?

Mr. Carson. I think the biggest difference would have been—I
think it relates in our case more to the Advisers Act than the 1940
act. We were very conscious of the fact that the Advisers Act
contains a prohibition against incentive compensation, and the
whole incentive for myself and my partners to leave the jobs that
we had and form the partnership was to get incentive compensa-
tion.

Therefore, under no circumstances would we put ourselves in a
position where at some point that could be taken away from us, so
our principal impediment was the Advisers Act and we did in fact
turn away a number of investors who wanted to invest, but would
have taken us over the limit or would have invested moneys that
were smaller than what we could afford to take.

Mr. Lirrie. Could I just throw in a comment based on bringing
up the subject of incentive compensation. We, last year at Narra-
gansett, formulated an incentive compensation plan that was based
on no incentive compensation being paid until after our sharehold-
ers had all received at least $1 a share of dividends, and then after
the dollar had been met, the dollar bogey, if you will, had been
met, as dividends went up from there, then there would be a
prorata although considerably smaller sharing in the form of in-
centive compensation by the management group.

We had planned to actually have this in the form of a formalized
plan, and what we found was that because of the 1940 act, we were
not able to have a plan, because that would be a profit-sharing
plan with affiliates of the company. So now instead of having our
people have the firm knowledge of knowing what goes on, we had
to abandon that completely, and just go on an ad hoc basis. It is
just another example of the kind of nonsense that goes on with this
act.

Mr. OppeR. Mr. Little, you in response to Mr. Broyhill’s question
about whether or not by lifting the 1940 act exemptions, and going
back to the quote from Venture magazine, “making the killings in
the market available to perhaps unsophisticated investors,” wheth-
er we might be jeopardizing some of their protections, you suggest-
ed that what we really ought not be doing is be depriving these
investors of well-seasoned and experienced management.

I guess the question that raises, how can we be certain that the
kind of management that these investors would be provided would
be well seasoned and experienced? What is there to insure that
these standards would be maintained, particularly if we removed
the 1940 act exemption?

Mr. Lrrree. Just a couple of general comments. First of all, I
think you have to rely—you can’t legislate out stupidity. If my son,
for instance, was going to go public with a venture capital compa-
ny, and raise $10 million, and a bunch of people wanted to back
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him to do that, I would not regard them as backing a 14-year-old as
being a very smart thing to do, because he has no background.
Under the 1933 act, you would find that any company going public
would of course have to disclose the backgrounds of the people who
are involved, and I think the public then ought to be able to make
a judgment as to whether those people are qualified.

There have been enough people in the industry, in the venture
capital industry now, and there are enough people who very well
might think that a public venture was something that would be
something that they would like to do, to be able to have kind of a
pool of people who would people these venture capital companies,
so I think you really have to rely on the disclosure parts of the
1933 act, and then I think you have to let people make their
judgment. That is basically what it is.

Mr. OppeR. I might just suggest that, although we cannot legis-
late out stupidity, what Congress seems to have been saying in
1940 was we might be able by legislation to eliminate some of the
downside risk, and the purpose of the question 'was to explore
whether or not we have increased the downside risk to the inves-
tor.

Let me ask just one more question related to your testimony. On
page 8, where you suggest that the limitations on the resale of
restricted securities ought to be eliminated after 5 years——

Mr. LirTLe. That was the section—are you referring to the sec-
tion where we are talking about rule 144, and the question of a
venture capital company that becomes an affiliate, and getting rid
of or reducing some of the restrictions of resale of securities; is that
the section?

Mr. Opper. Yes. You said that you felt, I guess in connection
with the discussion that emerged in connection with rule 242, 1
believe it was page 8——

Mr. LrttLE. I believe that section starts on page 9.

Mr. Orper. Yes, that is correct. The suggestion was that the
venture capitalists would seek to maximize their returns, so they
certainly would not dump securities on the market and drive the
price down, and therefore the public shareholders wouldn't be
harmed. I am just wondering, though, if there is no public market
for the securities, which is often the case with respect to these
restricted securities, what is to determine what the market price is,
and whether or not it will be driven down? Wouldn't there be
enormous incentive merely to dispose of the securities publicly?

Mr. LitTLE. Oh, I see what you are saying. You are saying if it is
a privately held company, and we are trying to induce that compa-
ny to have a public offering and sell al:l}l'u;f our securities at that
point in time?

Mr. OppER. Yes, I think that that is the principal objection that
at least the Commission has raised.

Mr. Lrrree. Ithink there are a couple of answers to that. One is a
ﬁractical matter. When companies that we have had stock in, we

ave invested in them when they were privately owned companies,
have gone public, we have been prevented, on a number of occa-
gions, by the underwriter from selling our stock in the initial
public offering, because the underwriters’ point of view is that if
we are selling, certainly if we were selling all of our stock, but
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even if we are selling a major portion of our stock, that that
indicates that there is a lack of confidence on our part in the
company, and therefore they don’t want to have anything to do
with underwriting it.

So your question is a good theoretical one, but I am not sure that
in real reality it is too practical, because we just have never been
able to—we, a portfolio company indeed at one point where we
wanted to sell about half of our stock, and the underwriter just
came back to us and said, “No, you can’t do it, you have got to hold
on for the second time.” We could have gotten $15 a share if we
could have sold the company under that underwriting. Eventually
a large German company came and bought it out at $3 a share.

Mr. CarsoN. If I understand your question correctly, it related to
a company that is privately owned, and what is to prevent a
shareholder from selling the stock?

Mr. OpPER. Yes, it is really the company that issued restricted
securities. I think it probably forms the basis for one of the princi-
pal objections to lifting the restrictions after 5 years. It is where
you have a company that has made private placements to persons
who would qualify as affiliated persons, who would then, after 5
years, distribute the securities publicly without restriction.

The concern is, there is not the kind of information available to
the public that you would have with a registered security, so the
efficient market theory may not be applicable here. There may not
even be a public market for any securities of the issuer. I am
trying to determine from Mr. Little's statement about driving the
price of the company down, how much of a concern this is, based
on the lack of information that is publicly available.

Mr. CagrsoN. Isn’t the simple answer to that, though, to have the
Commission provide that a company has to be a reporting company
before you can dispose of your securities? That certainly is very
acceptable to our industry.

Mr. OppER. That could be an alternative. I am not sure that that
has necessarily been widely suggested. Would that be an acceptable
kind of thing?

Mr. Lrtrie. I think it would be. There are two different kinds of
situations that you are talking about here. One is the situation in
which we have an investment in a privately held company. I would
suggest to you before we were able to sell any of that stock in that
company to the public, that of course there would have to be an
offering memorandum under the 1938 act, which certainly ought to
be an awful lot of disclosure; if I recall correctly.

Mr. Opper. Would there have to be an offering circular under
the 1933 act?

Mr. Lrrrie. If you are selling it to the public. Wouldn't there be?
I mean, this is what Mr. Carson is suggesting.

Mr. Opper. I am not aware of any provisions in this bill that
require dissemination of any specific information.

Mr Lirree. Now you get into this accredited investor kind of
concept. If we were to sell our position to somebody else who was
significantly in the business of making this kind of investment,
they ought to be in a position where they could make a determina-
tion of whether they, as Mr. Carson stated earlier, want or desire
the SEC protection.
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If you are going to sell that same block of stock to the public, I
would suggest that you need to have reregistration under the 1933
act. What we are talking about specifically in this, what my testi-
mony was directed at, is where you have a publicly owned compa-
ny, where you have got rule 144 that you are already under, and
that you now have the situation where, if you own say 40 percent
of the company it is going to take you 10 years to dribble it out.

Mr. Opper. Thank you very much.

Mr. BroyHILL. Mr. McMahon, do you have any questions?

Mr. McMa#HoN. No.

Mr. BrovHiLL. Thank you very much, gentlemen, for your testi-
mony. It has been most helpful.

Mr. LirtLe. Thank you, sir.

Mr. BroyHILL. The subcommittee will stand adjourned until 10
a.m., tomorrow morning, in room 2322.

[Whereupon, at 12:55 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned, to recon-
vene at 9:30 a.m., Thursday, November 8, 1979.]
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SMALL BUSINESS INVESTMENT INCENTIVE ACT

THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 8, 1979

HouskE oF REPRESENTATIVES,
SuBcoMMITTEE ON CONSUMER PROTECTION AND FINANCE,
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m., in room
2322, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. James T. Broyhill pre-
siding (Hon. James H. Scheur, chairman).

Mr. BroyHILL. The subcommittee will come to order.

Today we are continuing hearings on H.R. 3991, the Small Busi-
ness Investment Incentive Act.

This morning we are privileged to hear from Mr. Bruce Mann,
Pillsbury, Madison & Sutro. .

If he would come forward we have your testimony, Mr. Mann.

I understand that Mr. Wallison and Mr. Liftin will come and
appear this morning with Mr. Mann.

Mr. WaLrLisoN. We had a different room, and we are looking for
Mr. Liftin now.

Mr. BroyHILL. As soon as he comes in, we will hear him.

Mr. Mann, we have the testimony before the committee. If you
would like to have it inserted into the record, you may do that, and
you will have an opportunity to review it.

You are recognized.

STATEMENTS OF BRUCE ALAN MANN, PILLSBURY, MADISON &
SUTRO; AND PETER J. WALLISON, COUNSEL, ON BEHALF OF
THE AMERICAN COUNCIL FOR CAPITAL FORMATION, ACCOM-
PANIED BY JOHN M. LIFTIN, COUNSEL

Mr. ManN. Thank you, sir.

My name is Bruce Mann. I am a partner of the San Franciso law
firm of Pillsbury, Madison & Sutro.

I appreciate the opportunity to appear before the subcommittee
this morning to discuss H.R. 3991.

I have submitted a formal statement for the record [see p. 197). I
believe that that statement sets forth both my background and my
views on H.R. 3991 in some detail, and in the interest of making
the discussion this morning as fruitful as possible I would propose
not to repeat my formal presentation here this morning, but in-
stead to summarize briefly my views on the provisions of H.R. 3991
and to invite you to test the validity of my views by questioning
the positions that I express as I express them. )

By way of background, I have been a practicing securities lawyer
and speaker and writer on securities law matters for over 20 years
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with a heavy concentration in representing clients involved in
various phases of the capital formation process. The views I express
are the result of those experiences, and have come from being
somewhere close to the center of capital raising activities in the
technology area, at least during the past 20 years.

The provisions of H.R. 3991, are a response to a number of
concerns of the venture capital industry. These concerns are genu-
ine, and I believe that they may only be adequately addressed
through the legislative process.

First, the bill reflects a recognition that there is a critical need
for venture capital within the small business sector of our econo-
my, and that it is in our national interest for Congress to ease the
difficulties faced by small business in raising capital.

The dramatic decline in the availability of venture capital for
emerging businesses and the adverse impact of this decline on our
Nation's economy have been testified to in almost every study of
the capital formation process that has been done in recent years.

Second, these studies of the capital formation process have also
noted that the expense and time delay inherent in the compliance
process under the Securities Act of 1933, the Investment Advisers
Act of 1940 and the Investment Company Act of 1940 act as a
deterrent to entering the venture capital business and the financ-
ing of new enterprises.

Third, the principle of legislative interpretation that exemptions
from registration are to be narrowly construed has been applied by
the staff of the SEC and the courts without regard to whether a
more liberal approach designed to deregulate venture capital for-
mation is in the national interest.

In this regard, I note that yesterday Chairman Williams of the
SEC spoke on regulatory reform, and he expressed some views
which I would endorse wholeheartedly.

According to this morning’s Washington Post, Chairman Wil-
liams indicated that an assessment of regulatory policy prepared in
the context of broader national objectives is desirable. He said,
according to the Post article, that regulatory agencies fail to look
at their regulations in terms of larger societal questions and have
set inconsistent policies as a result.

If I read Chairman Williams correctly, what he is saying is that
any policy mandating the balancing of the regulatory purposes
which are set forth in the preamble of the 1933 and 1934 acts with
other broader national purposes must be estabished not by the
Commission, which receives the mandate, but by Congress, which
gives the mandate. This is a view I agree with wholeheartedly.
Even if it had not been so clearly stated yesterday by Chairman
Williams, the SEC, it seems to me, is not in a position to set these
griorities. It is Congress that must do it. It is Congress that must

alance the goals of capital formation and the goals of investment
protection under the Federal securities laws. Congress has demon-
strated in the past an ability to establish goals and thereby causing
the SEC to react in a way that recognizes its new mandate. For
example, Congress declared in the National Environmental Policy
Act that all agencies of the Federal Government had a responsibili-
ty to conduct their activities in a manner which promoted the
environmental goals of that act.
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The SEC reacted to the congressional mandate by requiring issu-
ers of securities to make additional disclosures of environmental
matters that were not called for by the traditional standards of
materiality to an investment decision.

Conversely, Congress could determine that the promotion of new
and emerging enterprises is in the national interest and provide
the Commission with a mandate to deregulate venture capital for-
mation. If it did, the Commission would presumably take steps to
facilitate the capital formation process, which it may be reluctant
to take at the present time because of the absence of any congres-
sional directive.

In this regard, I believe the steps taken and proposed to be taken
by the Commission to promote venture capital formation are sig-
nificant and praiseworthy. The announced agreement of the SEC
and Department of Commerce to study jointly the effects of SEC
regulation on the ability of small business to raise capital and the
establishment of an Office of Small Business Policy within the SEC
demonstrate a clear departure from the traditional view that its
sole mission is to promote investor protection.

Similarly, adoption of form S-18, the proposal of rule 242 and the
proposal to exempt certain registered investment advisers from the
prohibition against sharing in gains compensation under the In-
vestment Advisers Act of 1940 all reflect a desire by the Commis-
sion to take steps to facilitate capital formation.

Unfortunately, the ability of the Commission to free the financ-
ing of small business from the unavoidable delays and costs of
complying with the registration requirements of the Federal securi-
ties laws is severely limited.

For example, rule 242 has been proposed pursuant to the Com-
mission’s authority to grant exemptions under section 3(b) of the
1933 act. Its purposes are similar to those of sections 2 and 3 of
H.R. 3991, with two significant differences.

First, proposed rule 242 sets a limit of $2 million. The Intel
experience described in my formal submission illustrates that a $2
million limit on venture capital placements was not adequate for a
major technological startup in 1969 and today is wholly inadequate.
Yet it is Congress not the SEC which has proscribed the Commis-
sion’s ability to create a more meaningful exemption because the
SEC has no authority under section 3(b) to exceed that amount.

Second, rule 242 is proposed as a rule of the Commission which
can be modified to reflect experience in its operation. As such, it is
a far more flexible means of establishing a venture capital place-
%%?ﬁt exemption than the statutory approach contained in H.R.

I would, therefore, urge that so long as the Commission contin-
ues to pursue its current course of seeking means to free capital
formation from regulatory burdens, a more salutary approach
would be to increase the limits of section 3(b) to an amount which
would be meaningful to the capital formation process, to direct the
Commission to adopt rules under sections 3(b) and 4 of the 1933 act
to free the capital formation process from as much regulation as
practicable and to monitor the efforts of the Commission to utilize
its rulemaking power under that section to carry out its new
congressional mandate.
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This brings us to my second observation on the Commission’s
efforts to facilitate capital formation. The Commission not only
lacks an express mandate and authority to free venture capital
formation and investment from regulations generally applicable
under the Federal securities laws, but certain laws administered by
the Commission seriously impede and may even prevent the effec-
tive aggregation of funds for venture capital investment.

For example, venture capital limited partnerships which could
have been formed with more than 14 limited partners have been
restricted in size because of concern by the general partners that
they would have been exposing themselves to potential violation of
the Investment Advisers Act of 1940.

This is not a new problem. It is a problem that was first raised in
a case known as the Abrahamson case. The venture capital indus-
try has appeared before the Commission, and the Commission staff
on a number of occasions since that case decided, pointing out its
adverse impact on the capital formation process.

Yet nothing has been done by way of proposed exemptive rule
which would solve the problem raised by the Abrahamson case. To
a large extent, I believe this reflects the view by the Commission
staff that what we are dealing with is a statutory provision that
they are not in a position by rule to change.

Thus, the adoption of statutory exemptions from registration
under the Advisers Act and the Investment Company Act to facili-
tate the formation of venture capital limited partnerships and
corporations should not be viewed as reflecting adversely on the
efforts of the Commission to develop exemptive rules and regula-
tions.

Rather, they should be considered as the only viable means of
removing statutory impediments which the Commission itself is
not free to ignore.

Others will testify this morning, I know, on the difficulty, indeed,
the impossibility of a venture capital company operating under the
Investment Company Act of 1940. Rather than reiterate those diffi-
culties, which I believe have had the effect of limiting the size of
venture capital limited partnerships and therefore the amount of
capital available for investment in new enterprises, I would like to
make a few observations in support of the approach, although not
necessarily the details, of section 6 of H.R. 3991.

Venture capital investments are illiquid unless and until the
investment proves successful. Investors making them expect that
their investments must be held for years before significant appre-
ciation is likely to occur. Venture capital funds have a low turn-
over rate and are not invested in puts, calls, or other trading
vehicles. Thus venture capital pools are unlike traditional mutual
funds and the abuses sought to be curbed by Congress when it
adopted the Investment Company Act are far less likely to occur.

I believe an exemption from the 1940 act for venture capital
companies will permit individual investors, aided by professional
advice and sophisticated money management, to return to the
greater risk, greater potential reward segment of the securities
market they have been effectively barred from since the hot issue
market of the 1960’s.
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As a result of the decline of the new issue market, the increased
costs of financing initial public offerings and the institutional-
ization of venture capital investments, individual investors have
few opportunities today to participate in venture capital invest-
ments.

Permitting the creation of more broadly owned venture capital
companies which would be subject to the disclosure obligations and
antifraud rules of the Securities Act and the Securities Exchange
Act but would not be subject to the registration requirements and
prohibitions contained in the Advisers Act and the Investment
Company Act would, in my judgment, allow individual investors to
become a viable part of the capital formation process.

Most significantly, it would permit them to share in those ven-
ture investments which have the highest likelihood of success and
are offered only to large institutional investors, rather than rel-
egating the individual investor to the least likely to succeed left-
overs, such as the many high risk startups which were sold to the
public in the 1960’s because they were not of sufficient quality to
attract institutional investor interest.

Broad public participation in venture capital pools should not be
considered less desirable or more risky than public investment
directly in those companies eligible for form S-18. However, if it is
appropriate to restrict investment in venture capital pools, the SEC
could be given authority to designate accredited categories of inves-
tors.

Section 4 of H.R. 3991 addresses a resale problem which the
Commission has dealt with in the most recent amendments to rule
144. In light of the Commission’s action, I do not believe section 4
is necessary at the present time.

The only section of H.R. 3991 on which I have not thus far
commented, section 5, would eliminate what many consider the
draconian consequences of an innocent and immaterial transgres-
sion of the vague boundaries of section 4(2) of the 1933 act.

If the issuer can’t prove that offers were made only to sophisti-
cated prospective investors, a disgruntled purchaser whose own
acquisiton of securities met the letter and the spirit of the private
offering exemption can disaffirm his purchase. No fraud or inten-
tional wrongdoing need be demonstrated. This has the potential for
causing great financial harm to both the issuer and to other inves-
tors who have no desire to rescind the financing.

It is especially anomalous that the right to rescind exists even
though the offerers who taint the private offering exemption do not
v‘?'fsh e(tio complain and don’t even purchase the security that was
offered.

For example, in Henderson v. Hayden, Stone Incorporated, the
Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit permitted Mr. Henderson, a
retired professional investor who had an investment portfolio of
several million dollars, to rescind his purchase. There was no
fraud. Mr. Henderson thoroughly understood the nature of his
inve:tment and did not need the protection of a registration state-
ment.

However, because the defendants could not clearly establish that
offers were not made to nonpurchasers who were not sophisticated,
Mr. Henderson was permitted to get out of his investment. This
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strikes me as a gross misuse of the protective provisions Congress
thought it was enacting in 1933. Because it would rectify this
inequity, I heartily endorse the adoption of section 5 of H.R. 3991.

In summary, I believe that H.R. 3991 contains several sections
which are quite desirable because they address problems which the
Commission cannot deal with by rulemaking. Other sections of the
bill, however, deal with problems which may be handled more
effectively by the SEC under its present rulemaking authority if
the Commission is given an appropriate congressional mandate.

I would be pleased to respond to any questions you have and
wish to thank you again for the opportunity to present my views to
you today.

[Testimony resumes on p. 209.]

[Mr. Mann’s prepared statement follows:]
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Statement of
Bruce Alan Mann

Pillsbury, #Madison & Sutro

San Prancisco, Ca.

Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee oa
Consumer Protection and Finance. Thank you for the invita-
tion to appear before your Subcommittee today.

I am Bruce Mann, a partner of the San Francisco
law firm of Pillsbury, Madison & Sutro. I appear here today
at the 1ionvitation of the Subcommittee as an attorney who
specializes in dealing with the problems of capital forma-
tion. I have spent over 20 years writing, lecturing and
actively represanting clients in connection with federal
securities lav matters. One year ago 1 had tha pleasure and
honor of serving as a consultant to the Securities and
Exchange Commission, concentrating on those steps that could
be taken unler the existing statutory structure to simplify
the securitias registration process and facilitate capital
formation. I have also served as a member of the Task Force
on Capital Formation - and Retention for the White House
Conference on Small Business scheduled for January, 1980.

Yur clients involved in the capital formation
process include venture capital investors, investee compa-
nies, institutions providing debt financing té- emerginy
companies and undervriters who sell the securities of those
companies to the public. During the past four years we are
reported to have served as counsel either fur the issuer or

for the underwriters in more initial public offerings regis-
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teraed unler the federal securities laws than aany other law
firm,

The importance of venture capital to our econonmy
and the potential impact of the securities laws on capital
formation is well 1illustrated by our axperience as counsel
for Intel Corporation, a leader in semiconductor technology.
Intel!s initial financing was provided in 1968 by a $500,000
iuVé;tment by 1its founders followed by an additional
$2;500,COL venture capital private placeaent. Subsequent
venture capital private placements occurred in 1969 and.
1970, with the first public offering of its securities
occurring in 1971, Today Intel has over 20 million shares
outstanding with a market value of $1-1/4 billijon. It not
only provides employment for over 13,000 individuals but is
making a major contribution to our nation's leadership in
computer technology. Yet, Intel might never have been
formed or been able to obtain the venture capital required
for its growth if its counsel and counsel for its investors
had not baen willing to rely on exemptions from registration
under tihe Securities Act of 1933, Nor would funds have been
available from certain of the venture capital investors if
they had not raised investment funds in reliauce on opinions
of counsel that the registration requirements and proscrip-

tions of the Investment Advisers Act of 194C and the Invest-
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ment Company Act of 1940 were not applicable. At each stage
of Intel's financing, we and other counsel vere required to
opine that the Company's financiang did not violate the
federal securities laws.

Zach of these opinions wvas reandered with full
recoynition that the pecimeters of the exemptions on which
counsel were relying were less than certain and that reason-
able men ﬁight disagree as to their availability. Increas-
ingly narrowv interpretations of the private offering exemp-
tion by the courts and by the staff of the Commission during
the past teu years would make it more difficult today for
counsel to r=2nder sipilar securities law opinions. More-
over, even if counsel had not become unwilling to remnder
opinions on the private offering exempticn during the past
ten years, it would be difficult, if not impossible, to
finance a starct-up siwmilar to Intel as a private placement
today. ,
Stanley Pratt, publisher and editor of "Venture
Capital", the most authoritative journal of the venture
capital industry, has stated that the $3 million raised
initially to €und Intel would be wholly inadequate today.
Because of inflation, iancreased equipment costs and techno-
logical advances, thg satry costs today would probakbly

exceed 530 million. I know of few venture capitalists who
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would attempt a $30 million start-up today, and even fewer
citcumstances in which lawyers could coanclude that an amount
that larye could be raised in reliance on the private offer-
ing exemption.

H.R. 3991 is a response to 4 number of concerns of
the venture capital industry which I believe are genuine and
wvhich may only be adequately addressed through the legisla-
tive process.

First, the bill reflects a recognition that there
is a critical need for venture capital within the swmall
husiness sector of our economy and that it is in our
national 1nterest for Congress to ease the difficulties
faced by small business in its efforts to obtain adequate
capital. The dramatic decline in the availability of
venture capirtal for emerging businesses and the advecrse
impact of this decline on obr nation's economy have been
discussed 1 the report ot the SBA Task Force on Venture and
Equity Capital tor Small Business in 1977, the report of the
Joint Industry/Government Committee on Small Business
Financing of the National Association of Securities Cealers
in 1973 and in virtually every other study of the capital
formation process.

Second, these reports have also noted that the

expense and time delay inherent in <the registration and

‘



201

compliance processes under the Securities Act of 1933, the
Tnvestnent Advisers Act of 1940 and the Investment Company
Act of 1940 have acted as a deterreant to entering the
venture cépital business and the financing of new enter-
prises.

Thicd,'the principle of legislative interpretation
that exemptions from registration are to be narrowly
construed has been applied by the staff of the SEC and the
courts without regard to whether a wmore liberal approach
designed to deregulate venture capital formation is in the
nationa. interest.

Finally, it is the Congress and not the SEC which
has the responsibility for establishing ratiomal priorities
and balancing the goals of capital formation and the goals
of investor protection under the federal securities laws,
For example, Coryress declared in the National Environmental
Policy Act that all agencies of the federal government had a
responsibility to cgnduct their activities in a manner which
promoted the environmental goals of that Act. The SEC
reacted to the Congressional mandate by requiring issuers of
securities to make additional disclosures of environmental
matters not called for by the traditional standard of mate-
riality to an investment decision. Conversely, Congress

could determine that the promotion of nevw and emerging
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enterprises 15 in the national interest and provide the
Commnission with a wmandate to deregulate venture capital
formation. ' If it did, the Commission would presumably take
steps to facilitate the capital formation process, which it
may be reluctant to take at the present time hecause of the
absence of any Congressional directive,

[n this regard, I believe the steps taken and
proposed to ba taken by the Commission to promote venture
capital tormation are significant and praisevorthy. The
announced ayreement of the SEC and Department of Commerce to
study jointly the effects of SEC regulation on the ability
of small business to raise capital and the 2stablishment of
an Office of Small Business Policy within the SEC demon-
strate a clear departure from the traditional view that its
sole mission is to promote investor protection. Similarly,
adoption of Form S-18, the proposal of Rule 242 and the
proposal to exempt certain registered investment advisers
from the prohibiti&n against sharing and gains compensation
under the Advisers Act of 1940 all reflect a desire by tha
Commission to take steps to facilitate carital formation.

Unfortunately, the ability of the Compission to
free the findncing of small business from the unavoidable
delays and costs of complying with the registration require-

ments of the federal securities lavs is severely limited.
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For exanmple, Rule 242 has been proposed pursuant to the
Commission®'s authority to grant exemptions under
‘sectioﬁ 31(b) of the 1933 Act. Its purposes are similar to
those of Sections 2 and 3 of H.R. 3991, with two siynificant
differences. FPicrst, proposed Rule 242 sets a limit of 32
million. The Intel experience illustrates that a $2 million
limit on venture capital placements was not adequate for a
mdjor technological start-up in 1969 and today is wholly
inadequate. Yet it 1is Congress, not the SEC, which has
proscribed the Copmission's ability to create a wmore nmean-
inyful exemption because the SEC has no authority under
section 3 {b) to exceed that amount. Secondly, Rule 242 is
proposed as a rule of the Commission which can be modified
to reflect experience in its operation, As such, it is a
far more flexable means of establishing a vepnture capital
placemant exemption than the statutory approach contained in
HeR. 3991, LI would, therefore, urge that so long as the
Commission continués to pursue its current course of seeking
means to free capital formation from regulatory burdems, a
more salutatocy approach would be to increase the limits of
section 3(b) to an amount which would be meaningful to the
capital formation process, to direct the Commission to adopt
rules under sectios 3(b) and 4 of the 1933 Act to free the

capital formation process from as nmuch requlation as practi-
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cable and to monitor the efforts of the Commission to
utilize its rule-making powver under that section to carry
out Lts new Congressional mandate,

This brings us to my second obhservation on the
Comnmission's efforts to tacilitate capital formation. The
Counission not only lacks an express mandate and authority
to free veature capital formation and investment from regu-
lations generally applicable under the federal securities
laws, but certain laws administered by the Commission seri-
ously impede, and may even prevent, the effective aggrega-
tion of ftunds for venture capital investoent, For example,
venture capital limited partnerships which could have been
formed with more than 14 1limited partners and substantially
greater c¢apital have been arbitrarily limited in size
because nf tha general partner!s concerns as to the applica-
bility of the Advisers Act. Thus, the adoption of statutory
exemptlons‘frnm registration under the Advisers Act and the
Investment Compan} Act to facilitate the formation of
venture capital limited partmerships and corporations should
not be viewed as reflecting adversely on the efforts of the
Commission to develop exemptive rules and regulations.
Rather, they should be considered as the only viable means
of removing statutory impediments which the Compmission

itself is not free to ignore.
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Others scheduled to testify will, T ams sure, speak
to the ditficulty - indeed, the impossibility - of a venture
capital company operating under the Investnent Compaay Act
of 1940. Rather than reiterate those difficulties, whicn I
believe have had the effect of limiting the size of venture
capital limited partnerships and therefore the amount of
capital available for investment in nevw enterprises, I would
like to wmake a few observations in support of the approach,
although not necessarily the details, of se;tion 6 of
HeR., 3991,

Venture capital investments are illiguid wunless
and wuntil the investment proves successful. Investors
making them expect that their investwments must be held for
years before siunificant appreciation is likely to occur.
Venture capital funds have a low turnover rate aad are not
invested in puts, calls or other trading vehicles. Thus
venture capital pools are unlike traditional mutual funds
and the abuses s&ught to be curbed by Congress when it
adopted tie Tnvestment Company Act are far less 1likely to
occur.

I believe an exemption Erom the 1940 Act for
venture capital companies will permit individual investors,
aided by professional advice and sophisticated money manage-

ment, to return to the greater risk - greater potential

55-753 0 - 80 -~ 14
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revard segment of the securities mrarket they have been
effectively barred from since the hot issue market of the
60's. As a result of the decline of the new issue market,
the increased costs of financing initial public offerings
and the institutionalization of venture capitdl investments,
individual inveétors have few opportunities today to
participate in venture capital investments. Permitting the
creation orf more broadly owned venture capital conmpanies
which would ‘be subject to the disclosure obligations and
antifraud rules of the Securities Act and the Securities
Exchange Act but would not be subject to the registration
requiremeants and prohibitions contained in the Advisers Act
and the fnvestment Company Act would, in my judgment, allow
individual 1nvestors to become a viable part of the capital
formation process. Most significantly, it would permit then
to share in those venture investments wvhich have the highest
likelihood of snccess and are offered only to large institu-
tional investors, rather than relegating the individual
investor to the least likely to succeed leftovers, such as
the many nign risk start-ups which were sold to the public
in the €0's because they vere not of sufficient quality to
attract institutional investor interest. Broad public
participation in venture capital pools should not be consid-~

ered less dJdesirable or more risky than public investment
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directly 1in those companies eligible for Form S-18.
However, it it is appropriate to restrict investment in
venture capital pools, the SEC could be given authority to
designate accredited categories of iamvestors.

Section 4 of H.R., 3991 addresses a resale pgoblem
which the Commiésion has dealt with in the most recent
amendments to Rule 144, In 1light of the Comnission’s
action, I do not believe section U4 is necessary at the
present time.

The only section of H.R. 3991 on which I have not.
thus far commented, sectiom 5, would eliminate what many
consider the draconian consequences of an innoccent and imma-
terial transgression of the vague boundaries of section 4(2)
of the 1933 ict. Under existing lav a good faith effort to
satisfy the requirements of the private offering ezemption
is not enough. If the issuer can't prove that offers were
made only tp sophisticated prospective investors, a disgrun-
tled pucchaser whose own acquisition of securities met the
letter and the spirit of the private offering exemption can
disaffire his purchase. No fraud or intentional wrongdoing
need be demonstrated. This has the potential for causing
great financial harm to both the issuer and to other inves-
tors vho have no desire to rescind the financing. It is

especially anomalous that the right to rescind exists even
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though the otferers vho taint the private bffering exeaption
do not wish to complain and don't even purchase the security
that was cffered.

For example, in Hemderson v. Hayden, Stone Incor-

porated, the Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit pernmit~
ted Mr. Hendersoﬁ, a retired professional investor who had
an investment portfolio of several million dollars, to
rescind his purchase, No fraud existed. Mr. Hendersoa
thoroughly uanderstood the nature of bis investment and did
not need the protection of a registration statenment..
However, Decause the defendants could not clearly establish
that offers were not made to non-purchasers who were oot
sophisticated, Mr. Henderson wvas able to yet out of his
investment. This strikes me as a gross amisuse of the
pcotective provisions Congress thought it was enacting in
1933, Because it would rectify this inequity, I heartily
endorse the adoption of section 5 of H.R. 3991.

In summary, I believe that H.BR. 3991 contains
several sections which are quite desirable because they
address problens cwhich the Commission cannot deal with by
rule-making. Other sections of the bill, however, deal with
problems which wmay be handled more effectively by the SEC
under its present rule-making authority if the Commission is

given an appropriate Congressional mandate.

I vould be pleased to respond to any questions you
have and wish to thank you again for the cpportunity to

present my views to you today.
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Mr. BroYHILL. I regret, before we go on, the subcommittee must
stand in a recess for a few minutes and let me respond to the bells
that just rang.

[Brief recess.]

Mr. BroyHILL. The subcommittee will come to order.

Thank you, Mr. Mann, for your testimony.

I will now recognize Mr. Wallison of Rogers and Wells.

Mr. Wallison, we have had an opportunity to review your testi-
mony. If you want to have it inserted in the record it will be
inserted, and you will have an opportunity to review it.

STATEMENT OF PETER J. WALLISON

Mr. WaLLIsoN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I would like to attempt to shorten my prepared statement some-
what so we can proceed more quickly this morning.

With me today is my colleague, John Lifton, who is also a part-
ner in our firm, and both of us are securities lawyers. Mr. Liftin
practices in Washington. I practice in New York.

We are here, and grateful for the opportunity, to represent to the
committee the views of the American Council for Capital Forma-
tion on H.R. 3991.

We would like to confine our remarks, at least our prepared
remarks, to sections 2 and 3 of the bill, but would be pleased to
respond to questions on all the other sections of the bill afterward.

Sections 2 and 3 proceed on the theory that the Securities Act of
1933, at least insofar as its registration and disclosure require-
ments are concerned, was intended to balance the public interest in
disclosure with the interest of securities issuers in keeping down
the cost and time involved in raising capital.

The balance struck by Congress was a determination that the
registration provisions of the act would apply only to offerings
which were made to the public generally and not to offerings made
privately, so that section 4(2) of the act exempts from the act’s
registration requirements sales of securities which “do not involve
any public offering.”

Where the line is to be drawn between public and nonpublic
offerings is of course a difficult one, but in 1951, in the leading case
of SEC v. Ralston Purina, the Supreme Court chose what we think
is a logical and practical standard, quoting with approval the
House committee report on the act to the effect that an offering
would not be a public offering for which registration was required
“where there is no practical need for [the act’s] application.”

To the Court in Ralston, there was no practical need for the act’s
application where the offerees could, “fend for themselves”; that is,
in the Court’s words: “The applicability of section 4(2) should turn
on whether the particular class of persons affected need the protec-
tion of the act. An offering to those who are shown to be able to
fenq ,for themselves is a transaction ‘not involving a public offer-
ing.””

Thus, in 1951 the Supreme Court appeared to hold that whether
a securities offering was public or nonpublic turned on whether the
offerees of these securities were able to fend for themselves. The
focus, in other words, was on the character of the offerees, and
where an issuer could show that its offerees were sophisticated
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persons who could understand the risks involved and request and
analyze information about the issuer necessary for an informed
business judgment, it could offer and sell its securities without
registration with some assurance that the act would not be violat-

Since that time, however, with the encouragement of the SEC,
the lower Federal courts have shifted the focus of inquiry from the
character of the offerees to the character of the information fur-
nished to them, holding in many cases that in order to claim the
private offering exemption the issuer had to show that it had
furnished to its offerees the same information which aregistration
statement would have provided, or that the offerees otherwise had
access to such information through an insider relationship with the .
issuer. With this information it was contended, the offerees could
then ‘fend for themselves.”

This interpretation more or less stood the private offering ex-
emption on its head, since in its fullest flowering—in the SEC’s
rule 146—the issuer could only be sure that its offering was exempt
if it offered only to sophisticated investors and furnished all the
information a registration statement would provide. The exemp-
tion, in effect, had become more burdensome, although not neces-
sarily more time consuming, than the registration process itself.

H.R. 3991 sets out to restore the balance which we believe was
originally envisioned by Congress and explicated by the Supreme
Court in Ralston Purina. In section 2, it provides that any securi-
ties transaction with an “accredited investor’—that is, an institu-
tional investor or a sophisticated person—would be exempt from
the registration requirements of the act.

Several things should be noted about this provision:

First, it is not exclusive; other transactions may be exempt,
depending on facts and circumstances. In effect, section 2 provides
a safe harbor for issuers who propose to offer securities only to
institutional investors or sophisticated individuals.

Second, it does not prescribe that any particular information be
furnished by an issuer to an accredited investor; it presumes, in
other words, that a sophisticated investor knows what to look for
and will not risk his money unless he gets it.

Third, it contains no limit on the size of the offering and no limit
on the number of accredited investors to whom the issuer may sell.
In principle, there does not appear to be any need for limitations of
these kinds.

Fourth, the “safe harbor” provided by the bill extends only to an
exemption from the registration requirements of the act; any sale
of a security through use of false or misleading information would
still be covered by sections 12 and 17 of the Securities Act and
section 10 of the Securities Exchange Act.

Thus, under section 2 of the bill, an issuer could sell its securities
without registration, in unlimited amounts to an unlimited number
of investors, provided that these investors meet the standard for
“accredited investors” established in section 3(b) of the bill.

At this point, I believe it is appropriate to discuss briefly the
SEC’s new rule 242, which in some respects responds to the objec-
tives of section 2 of the bill. Rule 242 would provide an exemption
from registration under the act for sales of securities into an
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unlimited number of what the new rule calls “accredited persons”
and up to 35 other persons who do not fall into this category.
Under the rule, an “accredited person” is an institutional investor
or a person who invests $100,000 or more in the securities offered.

The rule would be available for sales of up to $2 million in any 6-
month period, and the SEC release which accompanied the pro-
posed rule notes that the issuer would not have to furnish any
particular information about itself to accredited persons because of,
and I am quoting the SEC here, “the ability of such persons to ask
for and obtain the information they feel is necessary to their
making an informed investment decision.”

The proposed rule, then, reflects an acceptance by the SEC of the
underlying premise of the bill: That sophisticated investors, be-
cause they have the ability to obtain the information about the
issuer which they need for an informed investment decision, do not
require the registration protections of the act. The SEC, in this
case, has taken the position that it is the character of the offerees,
rather than the character of the information furnished to them,
which determines whether the registration protections of the act
should apply.

In certain important respects, however, rule 242 goes only part of
the way toward the reform which H.R. 3991 would effect. The rule
would limit the aggregate amount of any offering under its terms
to $2 million in any 6-month period and would permit the resale of
securities only pursuant to rule 144, the rule which applies to the
resale of restricted securities purchased for investment and to re-
sales by affiliates.

The $2 million limitation, which arises out of the SEC’s use of
section 3(b) of the act as the statutory authority for its proposed
rule, will make the rule substantially less useful to issuers.

When proposed rule 242 deals with resales of securities, it at-
tempts to funnel all of them through rule 144, the current SEC
rule which permits investors to resell securities they have pur-
chased for investment. Rule 144 provides, in brief, that an investor
who has held his securities for 2 years or more may resell them in
unsolicited brokerage transactions in amounts which the SEC
deems will not disrupt orderly trading in the securities markets.
The rule assumes the existence of a public market for the issuer’s
securities.

It should be noted, however, that the rule is intended to define
the boundaries of the term “underwriter” as used in section 4(1) of
the act and thus to prevent issuers from evading the registration
requirements of the act by selling to persons who would effect a
distribution to the public at large without registration. It does not
contemplate the theory underlying proposed rule 242—that there is
a class of persons sophisticated enough to purchase securities with-
out the disclosure protections of the act.

As long as we assume, as rule 242 does assume, that the accredit-
-ed person can fend for himself, there is no need to restrict resales
made solely to accredited persons. Any such person, before making
a purchase of resold securities, will endeavor to acquire informa-
tion about the issuer which he considers satisfactory for an in-
formed decision. And if he does not, there is no reason the Govern-
ment should protect him against his own lack of prudence.
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Section 3 of H.R. 3991 proceeds on this theory. It is intended to
permit resales of securities to accredited investors, without any
gre?ger limitations on sale than were initially placed on the issuer
itself.

The effect of this, the Council hopes, will be the creation of a
new market for securities of developing companies, a market con-
sisting solely of the thousands of institutions and other sophisticat-
ed investors whose willingness and ability to take risks will provide
capital for new ventures.

The absence of such a market in the United States at the present
time is in substantial part, the Council believes, the result of
overregulation of the sale of securities—a pattern of regulation
which, in attempting to protect the general public. has raised the
;:_ost of capital and restricted the availability of capital to the small
irm.

In so doing, the securities laws have forced developing companies
to seek capital, frequently in the form of debt capital, from the
limited number of investors who are willing to accept the illiqui-
dity associated with holding securities over the long term, reduced
the ability of individuals with new ideas to establish new business-
es and new markets, and contributed significantly, we believe, to
the concentration of innovative developments in the hands of estab-
lished enterprises.

H.R. 3991 would make significant changes in this area. By per-
mitting unfettered resale to accredited investors of securities ini-
tially sold to other accredited investors, the bill would free up the
capital markets for developing companies. How this will happen".
may be illustrated by an example.

Let us assume that a small company has developed a device
which, if it proves out, could save substantial amounts of electric-
ity. To proceed with the development of its invention, the company
needs capital for the following purposes, in roughly the following
order: To prove that its theory is workable, to apply for and obtain
a patent, to develop a prototype model, to find a market and make
estimates of demand, to acquire plant and equipment, and ulti-
mately to expand its plant and refine its product if initial market-
ing has been successful.

At each of these steps, an investment in the company is slightly
less speculative than at each preceding step, and the risk-reward
calculus associated with each step would be slightly different. It
can be expected that the company’s initial investors will be taking
high risks for high returns, while those investing at the later
stages of its development will be taking lesser risks for lesser
rewards. . '

What is important to recognize is that the amount of risk capital
all the way along the line is limited, and if we pursue policies
which lock in this risk capital for long periods we are limiting its
availability still further.

However, returning to our example, if the company has success-
fully proved that its invention is workable, or has obtained a
patent, the investors who financed this stage of its development
should be able to sell out to investors who customarily take lesser
risks, thus making their capital and profits available for other
speculative ventures.
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On the other hand, if resale of these securities must await the
development of a public market for the securities of the company,
which would be the case if rule 144 were the only way out, the
investors’ venture capital funds might be tied up for years.

Not only does this reduce the total amount of risk capital availa-
ble to developing firms, but the prospect of having to carry an
illiquid investment for many years will make the investor more
reluctant to commit funds and more reluctant to make an equity
investment. This in turn will raise the cost of capital to those
developing firms lucky enough to have access to it.

Finally, the investor’s desire to assure himself of an opportunity
to liquidate his investment may lead him to demand and get a
commitment from the company to proceed with a public offering of
securities within a specified period of time. It is at this point that
the proposal for unrestricted resale of securities in H.R. 3991 may
be seen to have the effect of protecting the public against excessive-
ly speculative investments.

It must be remembered that the securities laws are disclosure
statutes, and that as long as disclosure of risks is made the general
public investor may purchase any security he pleases.

Although this policy is undoubtedly a sound one on balance, it is
questionable whether securities regulation ought to be structured
in such a way as to encourage the sale of speculative issues to the
general public through the registration process.

As Mr. Mann noted, there have been periods in the past when a
substantial number of companies which registered securities for an
initial public offering became bankrupt within a few years. For the
most part, the risks were disclosed, but the public was of a mind to
accept them. The question is whether the risks assumed were
appropriate to.the economic status of those who assumed them.

It is doubtful that all of the speculative issues which were offered
to the public during those periods, or for that matter today, would
have found their way into the hands of the public if there had been
available to issuers an alternative means of raising capital.

The costs imposed by the Securities Act on an initial offering of
securities and the continuing legal, administrative, and accounting
costs of reporting to public shareholders and complying with other
requirements of the Securities Exchange Act might have discour-
aged such offerings if other sources of risk capital had been readi-
liy available.

The enactment of H.R. 3991 in its present form would be a
substantial improvement over proposed rule 242, which continues
the SEC policy which would have the effect of encouraging the
registration and sale of speculative securities to the public.

H.R. 3991, in operation, would permit the risk-reward system of
the private capital market to allocate risk and venture capital to
developing companies. Those who understand and can afford the
risks involved will be taking those risks, and the badly managed or
poorly conceived ventures will be winnowed out before the general
public is asked to invest.

Most important from the standpoint of those concerned about
capital formation, Mr. Chairman, the total amount of venture capi-
tal available to small firms will be enlarged, not because dollar
amounts will necessarily grow, although they might once the bar-
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rier of illiquidity is removed, but because the velocity of risk and
venture capital moving through the system will increase.
Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
We will be pleased to answer any questions you may have.
[Testimony resumes on p. 230.]
[Mr. Wallison’s prepared statement follows:]

Statement of Peter J. Wallison
On Behalf of
The American Council for Capital Formation
before the
Subcommittee on Consumer Protection and Finance
of the ,
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce
November 8, 1979
Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, my name is
Peter J. Wallison. With me today is my colleague, John M. Liftin.
Mr. Liftin and I are lawyers, respectively, in Washington and

New York. We are grateful for this opportunity to present to
the Committee the views of the American Council for Capital
Formation on the Small Business Investment Incentive Act of 1979
(H.R. 3991).

The American Council for Capital Formation is a rapidly
growing association of individuals and businesses dedicated to
promoting productive investment that fosters stable growth,

limits inflation, and creates jobs for our expanding work force.

Established in the early 1970's, the Council has actively

supported legislation encouraging saving and productive invest~
ment. The Council believes that sound regulatory policies, as
well as sound tax policies, are essential to a strong economy.

With your permission, our remarks today will focus solely
on Sections 2 and 3 of the bill, although we would be happy to
respond to questions concerning the bill as a whole.

H.R. 3991 proceeds on the theory that the Securities Act
of 1933, at least insofar as its registration and disclosure
requirements are concerned, was intended to balance the public
interest in disclosure with the interest of securities issuers

in keeping down the cost and time involved in raising capital.
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The balance struck by Congress was a determination that the
registration provisions of the initial Act would apply only
to offerings which were made to the public generaliy and not
to offerings made privately--so that Section 4(2) of the
Act exempts from the Act's registration requirements sales
of securities which "do not involve any public offering."
Where the line is to be drawn between public and
non-public offerings is of course a difficult one, but in

1951, in the leading case of SEC vs. Ralston Purina, the

Supreme Court chose a logical and practical standard, quoting
with approval the House Committee Report on the.hct to the
effect that an offering would not be a public offering for
which registration was required "where there is no practical
need for the (Act's) application."

. To the Court in Ralston, there was no practical
need for the Act's application where the offerees could
"fend for themselves"--that is, in the Court's words, "The
applicability of /B 4(2)/ should turn on whether the
particular class of persons affected need the protection
of the Act. An offering to those who are shown to be able
to fend for themselves is a transaction 'not involving a
public offering.'"

Thus, in 1951 the Supreme Court appeared to hold
that whether a securities offering was public or non-public
turned on whether the offerees of these securities were able

to fend for themselves. The focus, in other words, was on
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the character of the offerees, and where an issuer could
show that its offerees were sophisticated persons who could
understand the risks involved and request and analfze
information about the issuer necessary for an informed
business judgment, it could offer and sell its securities
without registration with some assurance that the Act would
not be violated.

Since that time, however, with the encouragement of
the SEC, the lower federal courts have shifted the focus of
inquiry from the character of the offerees to the character
of the information furnished to them, holding iA many cases
that in order to claim the private offering exemption the
issuer had to show that it had furnished to its offerees the
same information which a registration statement would have
provided, or that the offerees otherwise had access to such
information through an insider relationship with the issuer.
With this information, it was contended, the offerees could
"fend for themselves.®

This interpretation more or less stood the private
offering exemption on its head, since in its fullest flowering--~
in the SEC's Rule l46--the issuer could only be sure that
its offering was exempt if it offered only to sophisticated
investors and furnished all the information a registration
statement would provide. The exemption, in effect, had become
more burdensome (although not necessarily more time-consuming)

than the registration process itself.
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H.R. 3991 sets out to restore the balance
originally envisioned by Congress and explicated by the

Supreme Court in Ralston Purina. In Section 2, it provides

that any securities transaction with an “"accredited investor”
-- that is, an institutional investor or a sophisticated
person -- would be exempt from the registration requirements
of the Act. Several things should be noted about this provision:
1. 1t is not qxclusive; other transactions may
be exempt, depending on facts and circumstances.
In effect, Section 2 provides A safe harbor
for issuers who propose to offer securities
only to institutional investors or sophisti-
cated individuals.
2. It does not prescribe that any particular
information be furnished by an issuer to
an accredited investor; it presumes, in other
words, that a sophisticated investor knows

what to look for and will not risk his money

unless he gets it.

3. It contains no limit on the size of the
offering and no limit on the number of
accredited investors to whom the issuer may
sell. In principle, there does not appear

to be any need for limitations of these kinds.
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4. The "safe harbor*® provided by the pill
extends only to an exemption from the
registration requirements. of the Act;
any sale of a security through use of false
or misleading information would still be
covered by Sections l2 an§ 17 of the
Securities Act and Section 10 of the

Securities Exchange Act.

Thus, under Section 2 of the bill An issuer
could sell its securities without registration, in
unlimited amounts to an unlimited number of investors -~
provided that these investors meet the standaxd for
“"accredited investors™ established in Section 3(b) of
the bill.

At this point, I believe it is appropriate to
discuss briefly the SEC's new Rule 242, which in some
respects responds to the objectives of Section 2 of the
bill. Rule 242 would provide an exemption from regis-
tration under the Act for sales of securities to an
unlimited number of "accredited persons®” and up to 35
other persons who do not fall into this category.

Under the Rule, an “accredited person® is an institutional

investor or a person who invests $100,000 or more in the
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securities oéfered. The Rule would be available.fo: sales
of up to '$2 million in any six month period, and the SEC
release which accompanied the proposed Rule notes that the
issuer would not have to furnish any particular information
about itself to accredited persons because of "the ability
of such persons to ask for and obtain the information they

feel is necessary to their making an informed investment

decision."

The proposed Rule, then, reflects an acceptance
by the SEC of the underlying premise of the Sill: that
sophisticated investors, because they have the ability to
obtain the information about the issuer which they need
for an informed investment decision, do not require the
registration and disclosure protections of the Act.

The SEC, in this case, has taken the position that it is
the character of the offerees, rather than the character
of the information furnished to them, which determines
whether the registration and disclosure protections of
the Act should apply.

In certain important respects, however,

Rule 242 goes only part of the way toward the reform

which the bill would effect. The Rule would limit the

aggregate amount of any offering under its terms to §2

million in any six month period, and would permit the
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resale of securities only pursuant to Rule 144 -- the rule
which applies to the resale of restricted securities purchased
for investment and to resales by affiliates.

The $2 million limitation arises out of the SEC's
use of Section 3(b) of the Act as the statutory authority
for its proposed Rule. Section 3(b) grants the SEC the
authority to exempt certain securities and offerings from
the Act, but limits any such exemption to $2 million.

The use of Section 3(b) and the $2 million limitation it
imposes both seem unnecessary. Rule 146, which purports
to provide a "safe harbor" for private offerings under
Section 4(2), does so simply by defining all transactions
which comply with its terms as transactions not involving
any public offering within the meaning of that Section.
The same approach could easily have been used for proposed
Rule 242, which with a few modifications could substitute
entirely for Rule 146.

In any event, there does not appear to be any
reason of policy for limiting offerings to sophisticated
persons to $2 million, and the limitation will make the

new Rule substantially less useful to issuers.
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When proposed Rule 242 deals with resales of
securities it attempts to funnel all of them th#ough
Rule 144, the current SEC Rule which perxmits investors
to resell securities they have purchased for investment.
Rule 144 provides, in brief, that an investor who has held
his securities for two years or more may resell them in
unsolicited brokerage transactions in amounts which the
SEC deems will not disrupt orderly trading in the securities
markets. It is important to note that xesales undex Rule 144
presuppose the existence of an active public ﬁarket for the
securities to be sold.

For this reason, among others, the sole use of

Rule 144 for resales of securities under Rule 242 is unsatis-
factory and needlessly restrictive. Although Rule 144 continues
to have viability for the resale of securities to the general
public, it should not be applied to resales to other accxredited
persons, and for the reasons discussed below its application in
this fashion raises the cost of capital to issuers and hinders

the free flow of venture capital financing.

To understand why Rule 144 should have no role

in resales to accredited persons it is necessary to discuss

briefly the background and purposes of Rule 144. In its
most important aspects, Rule 144 is a codification of
usages which were developed over the years by the SEC staff,
and the securities bar to deal with.the failure of the

Securities Act to provide any objective standard for

55-753 0 - 80 - 15
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determining when a person who had purchased securities
from an issuer could resell such securities without being
classified as an underwriter.

Section 4(1) of the Securities Act exempts from
the Act's registration provisions sales by any person other
than an issuer, underwriter or dealer. Thus, if a pexson
who is not a dealer in securities purchases securities
from an issuer and immediately resells them, his sale
might at first glance appear to be exempt from the Act and
to provide a way for an issuer to effect a diétribution of
its shares to the public at large without registration.
From the inception of the Act, however, it was held that
a person who purchased from an issuer and promptly resold
his securities was an underwriter within the meaning of
Section 2(11l) of the Act, which defines the term "underxrwriter"
to include any person who purchases from an issuer "with
a view to" reselling such securities. Thus, even though
'such a pexrson was not engaged as a business in underwriting
or dealing in securities, if he purchased securities from
an issuer and resold them to the public he would be a
statutory underwriter under the Act and the securities
he proposed to resell would have to be registered.

This raised a problem of interpretation. It was

obvious that at some time such a person would have held
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his securities long enough to demonstrate that he had
purchased his securities for investment and not with a
view to distribution, and the SEC and the securities bar
gradually settled on a holding period of 2 to 3 years as
indicative of what was called "investment intent®”.

With the promulgation of Rule 144 in 1974 the SEC
determined that two years would be an appropriate holding period,
provided that all other pgovisions of the Rule -- including
the public availability of information about the issuer
and limitations on the manner of sale and thé number of
securities sold in given periods of time -- were complied
with,

It should be noted, however, that the Rule is
intended to define the boundaries of the term "underwriter"®
as used in Section 4(1) of the Act and thus to prevent
issuers from evading the registration requirements of the
Act by selling to persons who would effect a distribution
to the public at large without registration. It does not
contemplate the theory underlying proposed Rule 242 --
that there is a class of persons sophisticated enough
to purchase securities without the disclosure protections
of the Act.

When this ‘is taken into account, it becomes clear
that, for resales to these persons, there is no necessity

for funneling resales through Rule l144. If an accredited
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person under Rule 242 does not require the protection of
the Act's disclosure provisions on his initial purchase

of a security, he should not require such protections when
he purchases the same security from another accredited
investor.

In terms of the Act, another way of saying this
is that if it is not a public offering to sell to an
unlimited number of accredited persans under proposed
Rule 242, no accredited person should be considered an
underwriter if he resells to another accredited. person.
Indeed, such an interpretation is fully in accord with
Section 2(1ll) of the Act which defines an underwriter
as one who purchases securities from an issuer with a view
to distribution. If the issuer has not made a distribution
in selliing to 100 accredited persons, no accredited person
should be classified as an underwriter for reselling to
other accredited persons.

As long as we assume -~ as Rule 242 does assume --
that the accredited person can fend for himself, there is no
need to restrict resales made solely to accredited persons.

Any such person, before making a purchase of resold securities,
will endeavor to acquire information about the issuer which he
considers satisfactory for an informed decision. And if he does
not, there is no reason the government should protect him against

his own lack of prudence.
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section 3 of H.R. 3991 proceeds on thi; theoxy.
It is intended to permit resales of securities to
accredited investors -- without any greater limitations
on sale than were initially placed on the issuer itself.
The effect of this, the Council hopes, will be the creation
of a new market for securities of developing companies —--
a market coasisting solely of the thousands of institutions
and other sophisticated investors whose willingness and
ability to take risks will provide capital for new ventures.

The absence of such a market in thé United States
at the present time is in substantial part, the Council
believes, the result of over-regulation of the sale of
securities -~ a pattern of regulation which, in attempting
to protect the general public has raised the cost of
capital and restricted the availability of capital to the
small firm. In so doing, the securities laws have forced
developing companies to seek capital, frequently in the
form of debt capital, from .the limited number of investors
who are willing to accept the illiquidity associated with
holding securities over the long term, reduced the ability
of individuals with new ideas to establish new businesses
and new markets, and contributed significantly to the

concentration of innovative developments in the hands of

escablished enterprises,
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H.R. 3991 would make significant chanqes in this
area. By permitting unfettered resale to accredited
investors of securities initially sold to other accredited
investors, the bill would free up the capital marxkets for
developing companies. How this will happen may be illus-
trated by an example. Let us assume that a small company
has developed a device which, if it proves out, could save
substantial amounts of electricity. To proceed with the
development of its invention, the Company needs capital
for the following purposes, in roughly the éollowinq order:
to prove that its theory is workable, to apply for and
obtain a patent, to develop a prototype model, to find a
market and make estimates of demand, to acquire plant and
equipment, and ultimately to expand its plant and refine
its product if initial marketing has been successful.

At each of these steps, an investment in the
company is slightly less speculative than at each preceding

step, and the risk-reward calculus associated with each

step would be slightly different. It can be expected that

the company's initial investors will be taking high risks
for high returns, while those investing at the later

stages of its development will be taking lesser risks for

lesser rewards. What is important to recognize is that

the amoﬁnt of risk capital available is limited, and that
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if we pursue policies which lock in this risk cagital for
long periods we are limiting its availability still furthex.
However, returning to our example, if the company
has successfully proved that its invention is workable, or
has obtained a patent, the investors who financed this
stage of its development should be able to sell out to
investors who take lesser risks, thus making their capital
and profits available for_other speculative ventures. On
other hand, if resale of these securities-must await
the development of a public maxket for the securities of
Lthe company -~ which would be the case if Rule 144 were.
only way out -~ the investors' venture capital funds
might be tied up for years. Not only does this reduce the
total amount of risk capital available to developing firms,
but the prospect of having to carry an illiquid investment
for many years will make the investor more reluctant to
commit funds, and more reluctant to make an equity invest-
ment. This in turn will raise the cost of capital to
those developing firms lucky enough to have access to it.
Finally, the investor's desire to assure himself
of an opportunity to liquidate his investment may lead him
to demand and get a commitment from the company to proceed
with a public offering of securities within a specified

period of time. It is at this point that the proposal
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for unrestricted resale of securities in H.R. 39?1 may bo
seen to have the effect of protecting the public against
excessively speculative investments. .

It must be remembered that the securities laws
are disclosure statutes, and that as long as disclosure of
risks is made the general public investor may purchase
any security he pleases. Although this policy is undoubtedly
a sound one on balance, i;‘is questionable whether securities
regulation ought to be structured in such a way- as to
encourage the sale of speculative issues to the general
public through the registration process. Theie have been
periods in the past -- "hot issues® markets -- when a
substantial number of companies which registered securities
for an initial public offering became bankrupts within a few
years. For the most part, the risks were disclosed, but the
public was of a mind to accept them. The gquestion is whether
the risks assumed were appropriate to the economic status of
these who assumed them.

It is doubtful that all of the speculative issues
which were offered to the public during those periods, or
for that matter today, would have found their way into the
hands of the public if there had been available to issuers
an alternative means of raising capital. The c¢osts imposed
by the Securities Act on an initial offering of securities
and the continuing legal, administrative and accounting costs

of reporting to public shareholders and complying with othex
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requirements of the Securities Exchange Act might have
discouraged such offerings if other sources of risk capital
had been readily available.

Yet, in effect, the requirement that all resales
take place through Rule 144 compels speculative companies to
become publicly held as quickly as possible, so that their
investors can liquidate their positions. H.R. 3991 would
reduce this pressure, permitting accredited investors to
liquidate their positions to other accredited investors.

. There would be no need for an accredited investor to require
that the company become publicly owned in the near future,
since he would have an opportunity to recycle his funds --
taking his profit or loss -- without a public market for the
company's securities. )

In this way, the enactment of H.R. 3991 in its
present form would be a substantial improvement over
proposed Rule 242, which continues the SEC policy which
would have the effect of encouraging the registration and
sale of speculative securities to the public. H.R. 3991, in
operation, would permit the risk-reward system of the private
capital market to allocate risk and venture capital to developing
companies. Those who understand and can afford the risks

involved will be taking those risks, and the badly-managed
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or poorly conceived ventures will be winnowed aut before
the general public is asked to invest.

Most important from the standpoint of those
concerned about capital formation, the total amount of
venture capital available to small firms will be enlarged =--
not because dollar amounts will necessarily grow, although
they might once the barrier of illiquidity is removed, but
because the "velocity" of risk and veanture capital moving

through the system will increase.

Thank you very much. We will be pleased to

answer any questions you may have.

Mr. BroyHILL. Thank you very much for your testimony.

Mr. Rinaldo, do you have any questions?

Mr. RinaLpo. I have one question.

First of all, I want to thank you for your testimony. I think it
was exceptionally good. The SEC has said that we shouldn’t lock
into a statute what they can do by rulemaking. With their pro-
posed rule 242 there is a $2 million ceiling in resale available
outside the restrictive terms of rule 144. Could the SEC cure these
ills by rulemaking, or do you think that there is real need for
legislation?

Mr. WALLISON. As a matter of fact, I believe the SEC could cure
these ills by rulemaking, but that is a slightly different question
from whether the SEC ought to be permitted to do this on its own
motion, or should, by legislation, be required to do it.

The $2 million limitation which is placed on sales of securities in
proposed rule 242 arises out of the fact that rule 242 was promul-
gated by the SEC under section 3(b) of the Securities Act. By law,
Congress has placed a $2 million limitation on the exemptions that
the SEC can provide under that section.

However, if we focus instead on section 4(2) the situation is
different. In rule 146, the SEC has defined the statutory term
“distribution” not to include the sale of securities in compliance
with that rule, with no limitation as to maximum amount. Using
the same theory, it would also be possible for the SEC to promul-
gate a rule under section 4(2) of the act which would not be subject
to the $2 million limitation that Congress has imposed through
section 3(b).

However, then you get back to the question of what would hap-
pen if you did leave the matter to the SEC. Would the SEC go
ahead and do it? On that I must confess I have certain doubts.

The SEC, like any other institution, has developed over a period
of time a bureaucratic attitude—not to cast any aspersions on it—
but an institutional approach to sales of securities without registra-
tion. It would be extremely difficult, without a strong congressional
command, it seems to me, to get the SEC to adopt a rule which
does not contain the $2 million limitation in rule 242 and also
permits the free resales which are part of H.R. 3991.
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Mr. BrovHILL. Would the gentleman yield at that point?

Mr. RinaLpo. I would be pleased to yield.

Mr. BrovHiLL. Mr. Mann testified earlier and it appears to me
that perhaps there is some difference of opinion here. I understood
Mr. Mann to say that perhaps the SEC could do the job, but it
lacks a mandate and that they be given a mandate—an “appropri-
ate mandate”, I think, is the term he used. I think that Mr.
Wallison is saying, in effect, that the Congress should pass legisla-
tion in these areas in order to correct these particular problems,
whereas you are saying that they be nudged a little and they can
do it by rulemaking.

Am | misinterpreting your remarks?

Mr. MaNN. No; that is correct, sir. I did also recommend that the
limit of 3(b) be increased so that they could create a viable venture
capital exemption under that section. I certainly agree that it is
unlikely today without legislation that the SEC will by rulemaking
solve the problem.

There are two problems that we are confronted with. One, with
respect to any rule under section 4(2) of the act, the Commission,
and I believe quite properly, takes the view that no rule of the
Commission can go beyond the statutory interpretation placed on
section 4(2) by the courts. Thus rule 146, which has rather limited
utility, was a reflection in large part of a feeling by the Commis-
sion that they couldn’t have gone any further under 4(2). That is
why rule 242 is proposed under 3(b) where you don’t have the
courts having limited what can be done the way they have done
under 4(2).

Mr. BroyniLL. What I am really getting at here is, with respect
to your testimony, if I may interrupt just a minute, what I am not
clear on is to what extent or how you would write a congressional
mandate.

How broad would it be? It would seem to me that it would be
better for the Congress to be more specific in these areas in giving
direction to the SEC rather than passing broad brush legislation
encouraging the SEC to administer the action in such a way as to
create more capital for small businesses in the country.

It would seem to me it would be far better to address each one of
these problem areas and to write legislation that would not only
give the SEC direction, but would not be subject to a great deal of
litigation in the courts.

Mr. MANN. On previous occasions when Congress has given the
SEC a mandate, as it did in the environmental area, the Commis-
sion has demonstrated that by rulemaking it will carry out the
congressional intent. One of the basic problems in not having a
mandate was illustrated yesterday by Commissioner Loomis’ testi-
mony, where he said the Commission is concerned that small busi-
nesses should have an appropriate market to raise capital, and in
the next paragraph of his statement he said, “At the same time,
the Commission is charged with the responsibility of insuring the
integrity of securities markets.”

There is a difference between being concerned and being charged
with the responsibility, and I believe what I am suggesting is if you
charge the Commission with both responsibilities you may very
well find rulemaking providing the solution.
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Mr. BroyHILL. Thank you. I just wanted to see what the differ-
ences were here in the testimony.

Mr. RinaLpo. I think you raised a good point, but I am a little
unsure of your position. I get the impression you definitely favor
legislation. Do you favor legislation or do you think there should be
rulemaking; should it be left up to the SEC? Perhaps there should
be pressure from Congress.

Mr. MANN. With respect to the private offering or venture capi-
tal creation sections of H.R. 3991, I would favor expanding the 3(b)
limit to a viable limit for capital formation and providing a man-
date to the Commission and then sitting back and watching what
they do by rulemaking.

I have a high degree of confidence in the present Commission’s
desire and ability by rulemaking to accomplish what these sections
of the bill are designed for.

Mr. RiNALDO. What limit would you suggest?

Mr. MANN. At a minimum, I would suggest a $5 million limit.
From my own experience in practice, I would think that a $10
million limit might be quite appropriate.

Mr. RinaLpo. Obviously you object to no limit at all, so why not
just remove the limit?

Mr. MANN. No, sir; I would not say that I objected to no limit at
all, and perhaps it is inappropriate for me to suggest a limit
because the suggestion of a limit is a suggestion that a no-limit
provision would not be acceptable to Congress.

If Congress would be willing to delegate the Commission authori-
ty to adopt exemptions without a dollar limit, then that might very
well be a desirable provision to add to the bill.

Mr. RinaLpo. How would you feel about indexing the limit to the
rate of inflation?

Mr. Mann. I think that is an excellent idea. My formal state-
ment refers to the experience in forming a company called Intel
Corp., which is one of the leaders in semiconductor technology in
the United States. And at the time Intel was formed in 1969, the
total venture capital that went into it was $500,000 from the three
founders and $2.5 million from venture capital investors.

By 1979, according to the estimates that I have seen, instead of
$3 million, it would take $30 million to form that company, and
indexing will in large part address itself to that problem.

Mr. RINALDO. Do you wish to comment?

Mr. LirmiN. I would like to comment, if I could, Congressman
Rinaldo. I have a slightly different opinion than Mr. Mann with
respect to the Commission’s willingness in all events to follow
through with rulemaking to support legislative intent.

I think some recent evidence of that is the performance of the
Commission in carrying out the congressional mandate established
under the Securities Act Amendments of 1975, in particular with
respect to the development of a national market system for securi-
ties.

I think the Commission will carry out congressional mandate if
it happens to be consistent with its policy at the time or that is
seen by the majority of the commissioners, and so, without wanting
to seem unduly skeptical about it, I think another point of view
would be to enact legislation such as that suggested in this bill and
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if there is concern about the size or about the policy of other
abuses, perhaps give the Commission authority on the making of
certain affirmative findings in a formal type of proceeding to then
impose restrictions but, in other words, to put the burden on the
Commission to cut back with rulemaking rather than giving them
the complete initiative and hoping that they will carry through.

Mr. RinaLpo. You say they are not carrying through with the
national market?

Mr. LiFTiN. It is, of course, a matter of opinion.

I drew the impression from the oversight hearings of several
weeks ago that that was the consensus of some members of the
subcommittee. .

Mr. RiNALDO. Just so the record shows, that may have been the
opinion of some members.

I think that the national market system is moving along as
rapidly as it can. Certainly I wouldn’t want to see it changed
overnight into a completely automated system, and I feel that the
Commission has to tread with caution, because we can’t just com-
pletely eliminate the human factor that is so necessary to the
proper functioning of that system.

My own personal opinion—and I know there are some members
of the committee who disagree with me—is that it is moving along
at an extremely satisfactory pace.

Mr. LiFTIN. Without disagreeing with that view, I just suggest
that that is an area where there is a good deal of difference of
opinion. I think here the issues are much clearer cut and easier to
deal with and that for that reason it would be a better example of
a case where you can spell out exactly what is to be done and then
provide for Commission flexibility, for administrative flexibility, by
letting the Commission cut back if they find that there are abuses.

Mr. RinaLpo. So you, in other words, favor the legislative ap-
proach?

Mr. LiFrin. I do think that is preferable. I think it can clearly be
done the other way.

Mr. RinaLpo. I have no further questions, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BroyHILL. Let me ask one or two other questions.

Did I understand, Mr. Wallison, that you feel that the definition
of }aalu}7 accredited investor that is included in H.R. 3991 is about
right?

Mr. WaLLisoN. Yes, I would be satisfied with that.

Mr. BroyHILL. It was said yesterday, I think, in testimony that it
was too broad. Would you want to respond to that criticism?

Mr. WaLLisoN. I respond, Mr. Chairman, only by saying that I
think the bill gives the right amount of authority to the Securities
and Exchange Commission in this area. In subsection (A) it defines
those investors who would clearly fall within anyone’s definition of
sophisticated. In subsection (B), it then permits the SEC, with its
specialized knowledge of the securities field, to create yet another
class of persons who would fall within the category of sophisticated
investors. And then, finally, in subsection (C), it opens up to every-
one who wishes to participate in taking risks—and certainly people
who are not wealthy should have that right—the possibility that
they can make high risk investments if they are advised by persons
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who can analyze financial and business information. So to me, as
drafted, that section of the bill is satisfactory.

Mr. BroyHILL. Do you have any comments as to the definition of
an accredited investor in H.R. 3991, as being too broad, or about
right, or as I understood you were testifying, that since the SEC
was addressing this, legislation is not necessary? Was that your
testimony?

Mr. MANN. With respect to this section, yes, sir. I think that the
definition is fine and I think that providing the SEC the authority
to exempt other classes of accredited investors is extremely desir-
able, but it seems to me that the purpose of the section can be
addressed under rule by the Commission without being locked into
the legislative pattern.

Mr. BroYHILL. Then moving on, of course, section 3 would permit
the limited resale of these securities and, as pointed out, it would
create a new market for developing companies. I felt that this was
an innovative idea that would be able to bring more capital into
these newer developing companies, and now this section, of course,
is being criticized as opening up huge loopholes.

Would you want to comment on that, Mr. Wallison, first?

Mr. WaLLISON. Yes.

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that what section 3(a) does is
apply to resales exactly the same standards as are applied to initial
sales. If an issuer is to be permitted to sell its securities, with
registration, to people who are able to fend for themselves—and we
think the SEC has adopted this theory in proposed rule 242—it is
very difficult for me to see why the people who purchase such
securities, accredited investors, should not be permitted to resell to
other accredited investors at any time. The benefits of permitting
them to resell, as outlined in my earlier testimony, are very sub-
stantial. Obviously, we are dealing here with a policy judgment of
the kind that Congress is most equipped to make, but if you permit
the sale initially to the accredited investor and then force the
accredited investor to hold those securities until he can sell under
rule 144, I think you have substantially reduced the value of this
legislation. As drafted, I believe the legislation would eliminate the
illiquidity which now impedes venture capital 1nvestment and I
think that is the heart of the bill.

Mr. BroyHILL. Do you have any further comments?

Mr. MANN. I am not certain that this isn't a solution in search of
a problem; that is to say, in my experience any situation that
would be covered by section 3(a) of the proposed bill would be a
situation today where I would probably be willing to write an
opinion to the client that the transaction is exempt already.

The resale to the accredited investor, it seems to me, is not likely
to be viewed as a distribution of securities. Since it is not likely to
be viewed as a distribution, as what some people would refer to as
a reprivate placement or section 4(1%) transaction, it would not
require registration because the seller, in this case the initial inves-
tor, would not be considered to be a statutory underwriter for
purposes of section 2(11).

There is obviously room for people to disagree, and I would not
oppose the adoption of section 3(a) because it does perhaps for some
people clarify the availability of the exemption, but I am not
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totally convinced that it would change what happens when venture
capital investors decide they want to resell to other sophisticated
investors.

Mr. WaLLisoN. There are two points I would like to make at this
juncture. The first is that obviously counsel can disagree substan-
tially about how far they would go in giving an opinion to a client.
The issue is certainty. When a client has offered the security
through a number of brokers, or someone representing him who
had made a number of calls to try to find a buyer for a security,
counsel may be reluctant to give an opinion with knowing the
number and identity of all the offerees. Second, and I think prob-
ably more important, the resale provisions of the bill would permit
the development of an infrastructure for this kind of sale. What
doesn’t exist now, I think, because of current regulation restric-
tions on resale, is an infrastructure in the securities industry for
Ehe resale of securities that have been purchased on a restricted

asis.

You may have Goldman Sachs, First Boston, or Merrill Lynch
search around for a purchaser for a bloc of stock, but the proposed
transaction would have to be very large. In general, these firms
don’t have personnel who are employed specifically for the purpose
of making markets in limited sale securities or restricted securities.

Mr. BroyHiLL. Mr. Opper?

Mr. OppER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Proposed rule 242 would do something which sections 2 and 3 do
not. It would permit, without restriction, the resale of restricted
securities to any person with $100,000 or more to invest. It does
seem to be a little more liberal than the provisions in 2 and 3 and I
was wondering whether you had any comment on that?

Mr. Mann?

Mr. MANN. I believe that illustrates the type of flexibility on the
part of the Commission which my comments on sections 1 and 3
gg&iorsed. A $100,000 limit may very well be an appropriate limit

ay.

The Commission, by experience, has modified rule 144 on several
occasions, and I would look forward to the day when that $100,000
limit might become a $50,000 limit if experience justified that
abuses were not present, and that is a flexibility that the Commis-
sion has that unfortunately Congress does not have when it is
creating exemptions.

Mr. Lirmin. Mr. Opper, I would suggest that under the terms of
the bill the SEC would have the authority to create an exemption
such as that under the definition of an accredited investor, section
15(b) of the act, and I believe the Commission could establish that
kind of a limit or any other limit it deemed appropriate, so I don’t
think that the notion of legislation, as opposed to rule 242, would
necessarily be inconsistent with that kind of a standard.

Mr. OppPER. Rule 242, as I understand it, contains reporting re-
quirements, whereas sections 2 and 3 of the bill do not. Are there
1z?._ny l?)eneﬁts to be derived from reporting these kinds of transac-

ions?

Mr. Mann. I think it is important to note the type of reporting
requirements that are contained in the rule 242 proposal. They are
not reporting requirements addressed to filing of offering circulars
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or detailed information about the issuer. Rather, they are statisti-
cal reporting requirements which the Commission has asked for in
order to assess the effectiveness of the rule, the degree to which it
is being utilized, and determine whether further amendments to
the rule are desirable.

So long as those reports are handled in a manner which is
designed to accomplish that purpose, rather than an enforcement
purpose, I would think that they would be very useful.

Mr. LiFriN. It is difficult to disagree with what Mr. Mann says.

I would point out that frequently, whenever an issuer is aware
that a transaction that is conducted pursuant to an exemption
from the act is to be reported to the Commission, there is a natural
reluctance to engaging in the transaction for just the reason that
Mr. Mann adverted to; that is, that it will immediately draw the
attention of the enforcement division, even if the issuer believes in
good faith that there is no reason why it should.

I think it is just perhaps human nature. Therefore, I would just
say that this might be a somewhat inhibiting factor. Perhaps it is
outweighed by the need to compile reliable information about utili-
zation of the rule, however.

Mr. Opper. Following up on Congressman Broyhill’'s question
about the term “accredited investor,” in section 3 of the bill, it
would also define as an accredited investor any person who would
otherwise not qualify but who is relying upon the advice of a
previously defined accredited investor.

The Commission has criticized that provision as really not pro-
viding any assurance that the person who would then qualify as an
accredited investor would be sophisticated, and I note that your
prepared testimony really does not dwell on that section.

May we assume from that this is not one of the most important
provisions of the accredited investor section?

Mr. WarLLison. I don’t think it would be warranted to draw that
conclusion from the fact that the testimony didn't deal with it
extensively.

Mr. OppER. Didn’t deal with it at all.

Mr. WaLLisoN. In response to what I understand to be your
question, it seems to me that the provision as drafted gives the
Securities and Exchange Commission the authority to regulate this
area in appropriate ways.

As to subsection (C), which permits a person to rely on the
investment advice of an accredited investor, strikes me as not
substantially different from the offeree representative concept con-
tained in rule 146.

Mr. OppeR. But in this case it could be someone who is relying on
the advice of a person who would not necessarily qualify as an
offeree representative. For instance, one could be relying upon the
advice of any entity registered under the Investment Company Act
of 1940, or a fund, or a trust, or an account of a bank or insurance
company. That seems to be a bit broader.

I really don’t want to belabor it, but if we follow through the
logic of subsection (C), a person who becomes an accredited investor
by relying on the advice of one of those entities can then presum-
agly advise someone else who would then become an accredited
investor and you can continue this string ad infinitum.
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Mr. WaLLisoN. I suppose that as you are reading it one might
take that position, but I don’t think that is the way it will be
interpreted.

Mr. OpPER. It is in the bill and that is one of the problems with
statutory inflexibility.

Let me suggest something else. If you make a fund, or a trust, or
a bank an accredited investor which could then advise others, who
may take these unrestricted securities, but do not so make persons
who would in a more normal process be the underwriters, such as
brokers and dealers and investment advisers, wouldn’t we be creat-
ing a situation where an issuer who has restricted securities to
place would be going to a bank or putting to an investment compa-
ny in order to place them, placing brokers and dealers and invest-
ment advisers at a decisive competitive disadvantage?

Mr. WaLLisON. I believe that a broker-dealer or an investment
adviser would probably be declared to be an accredited investor by
the SEC under subsection (B).

Mr. OpPER. Only if the Commission did so rule.

Mr. WaLLIsoN. That is right.

Mr. OppER. But there is nothing here to mandate that.

Mr. WaLLisoN. Of course, we are in a position where, on the one
hand, we are wondering what the Commission can be relied upon
to do by regulation if they have no legislative command, and then,
on the other hand, you are inquiring as to whether the legislation
can be so tightly drawn that the Commission will have no flexibil-
ity even on a matter which seems appropriate for rulemaking.

I think it is within the power of the committee and the Congress,
if the language of the bill does not sufficiently do it, to give the
Commission the authority to adjust these provisions in such a way
as to take account of the kinds of concerns you have expressed.

Mr. Opper. Well, that may be the case. It may be perfectly
conceivable for a number of reasons that the Commission may find
that an investment adviser, just because he is registered under the
Investment Advisers Act of 1940, does not qualify as an accredited
investor. Yet, as everyone knows, he is in competition with banks
and insurance companies who would qualify, and to the extent that
the Commission does not see fit to make an investment adviser an
accredited investor, the investment adviser is at a competitive dis-
advantage.

Mr. LiFriN. If T could respond to that, I think once again the
Commission clearly would have the flexibility to classify invest-
ment advisers, distinguish among different characteristics they
might have based upon experience, education requirements, the
amount of time that they have been in business, and so forth, the
amount of money they have in their management perhaps, and
this might be a way that they could solve the problem.

Mr. OppeR. I think the last time the Commission tried to classify
investment advisers it was——

Mr. LirriN. That was for the purpose of whether or not they
could be in business.

I think here though when it is for the purpose of whether or not
they could qualify someone for an exemption under this statute, it
would be far different and I think you seem to be worried about
creating an undue burden on competition.

55-753 0 - 80 - 16
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I think while there might be somewhat of a burden, if it were
felt by the Commission that it were justified from a regulatory
point of view, I think that is not inconsistent with the philosophy
of the securities laws.

Mr. OppER. Since the panelists are encouraging the Commission
to raise the section 242 ceiling, would you similarly increase the
raising of the ceiling under regulation A or should we subject that
to different standards?

Mr. MaNN. I think that the regulation A ceiling adopted by the
Commission has gone up, although not in tandem and not at the
same time with the increase in the limits adopted by Congress
under 3(b). My recollection is that there have been two increases
within the last few years. I am not sure that regulation A is
something which, with the adoption of form S-18, fulfills the same
role that it did at one time.

I know the Commission has under consideration a massive revi-
sion of regulation A.

I would encourage them, by giving them the mandate to promote
capital formation as part of the legislative package, to consider
increasing the limit of regulation A to the full limit of the 3(b)
amendment, and classifying types of offerings with differential dis-
closure from different types of issuers. These and other proposals
have been considered by the new Office of Small Business of the
Commission. I think that it may very well be possible to -use
regulation A in the capital formation process in a much more
constructive manner than it has been used in the past.

Mr. OprEr. Mr. Mann, there seems to be rather general agree-
ment that the provisions of rule 146 and section 4(2) are overly
rigid and, accordingly you endorse section 5 of the bill.

The Commission has testified that they are working on a propos-
al now which would provide some kind of good faith standard in
connection with private offerings.

Would that essentially alleviate or eliminate the problem, and
even if the Commission did so, would you see the need for some
kind of statutory provision?

Mr. ManN. What we are talking about, I am afraid, is, an anom-
aly in statutory language. The statement was made earlier this
morning that the definition of distribution may be considered by
many as synonymous with the definition of public offering. I would
have to dissent and point out that section 4(2) uses the term “offer
and sale,” while section 4(1) talks only about a transaction, and the
problem that the Commission is faced with, it seems to me, under
4(2) is that the word “‘offer” is in the statute.

That being the case, we have a problem where good faith may
not be enough. I have serious doubts that the Commission, har-
nessed with the legislative history and also with the court interpre-
tations of section 4(2) of the 1933 act, by rule can do what section 5
of H.R. 3991 would do.

Indeed, the statement by Commissioner Loomis yesterday sug-
gests perhaps a reluctance in some respects to go to the extent of
section 5 of the act because, as he said, those investors who could
not recover might well feel they were treated unfairly since the
company would not have the financing they expected. That is a
problem that exists under existing law when an investor finds that
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a bank line of credit is pulled back from a company has just
invested in.

In short, I would suggest that the antifraud rules are sufficient
to protect both the person referred to by Commissioner Loomis and
the investor today buys because of a misrepresentation as to the
issuer’s capital or the absence of a material contingent liability.
The right of a purchaser to rescind because of an inability to prove
a noiloffer to a nonpurchaser is a Draconian way to accomplish the
result.

Mr. OppER. Mr. Wallison, on page 15 of your testimony you
discuss the origins of the “hot issues” market. If I follow the thread
of what you are saying, you are suggesting that the small investor
or the general public need not have been so badly burned in that
market if at that time provisions similar to 2 and 3 of the bill had
existed.

The reason for that, you suggest, is because these kinds of unsea-
soned or highly speculative issues would have been absorbed by the
venture capitalists. Is that the correct interpretation?

Mr. WaLLIsoN. I think that is an accurate summary.

Mr. OppeR. One of the provisions of the bill essentially would
permit the general public to make the same kind of investments,
but through the vehicle of venture capital company.

I am wondering, if we follow the logic of what you are saying, it
may be no more advisable to allow the public to invest in these
kinds of securities? I am assuming the inapplicability of the Invest-
ment Company Act of 1940.

Mr. WarLison. If you are referring to section 6 of the bill—

Mr. OpPER. Yes.

Mr. WaLLisoN [continuing]. I see section 6 as of a piece with the
definitions of accredited investor in section 3. What is created by
section 6 is another form of intermediary for the public so that
someone can step in who is sophisticated enough to analyze the
risks associated with certain kinds of investments and make those
investments on behalf of individuals who by and large do not have
the opportunity, or in some cases the sophistication, to understand
the risks involved.

So I guess in response to your question I would merely say that I
think what section 6 proposes to do fits in well with the plan of
sections 2 and 3.

Mr. OppER. Are you suggesting then that the accredited investor
would be the person who manages the venture capital fund, or
would he be the salesman who is selling shares to the general
public, or would he be some other person upon whom the investor
has relied?

Mr. WaLLISON. You are referring again to section 6?

Mr. OppER. That is right.

Mr. WaLLiSoN. As I understand it, section 6 permits the creation
of an organization, which would not be considered an investment
company, and which could purchase the limited sales securities, or
restricted securities, as an accredited investor. I guess your concern
is not clear to me.

Mr. Opper. The interests in that pool of securities would be
purchased by whom?
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Mr. WaLLisoN. Those, of course, would be purchased by the gen-
eral public.

Mr. OpPER. Are they more protected through this vehicle than
they would have been in the hot issues market where you suggest
they probably should not have been at all? Is the reason you are
saying this because there would be responsible people or accredited
investors running this fund?

Mr. WarLisoN. That is right.

Mr. OppeR. But suppose the fund itself is no less risky than any
one of the securities? How does this relate to the accredited inves-
tor principle? The member of the public, in order to qualify to
invest in this fund presumably is relying upon the advice of an
accredited investor. Who is this accredited investor on whose ad-
vice he is relying?

Mr. WaLLisoN. I understand your question is how does the inves-
tor initially purchase securities in the fund created by section 6?

Mr. OppeR. Right.

Mr. WaLLisoN. Under those circumstances I think we are back to
either a public offering situation with a registration statement for
these funds, or these investors would have to rely upon one of the
other people who are listed as accredited investors in section 3 of
the bill or those who are, of course, defined as accredited investors
by the SEC under section 3(b).

Mr. Opper. But until SEC adopted rules they wouldn't qualify
merely because the salesman had recommended the purchase. Is
that right?

Mr. LirTiN. You seem to be getting at the point that it is trouble-
some that the accredited investor on whom a purchaser might rely
could be an affiliate of an issuer.

Mr. OppeR. No; I am not, really. What Mr. Wallison is saying is
that the public should really never have been in the hot issue
market. The venture capitalists should have been, and those are
the persons who should have absorbed those kinds of risks.

I am trying to distinguish that from a fund which section 6
might endorse where the general public could invest directly in
these kinds of securities once again.

The only difference seems to be that they would be receiving an
undivided interest in a pool of these high risk securities rather
than investing in a single security.

I think Mr. Mann has something.

Mr. MANN. Yes, Mr. Opper.

If I could suggest, there is a real difference between the hot issue
market and the type of venture pool you are contemplating under
section 6. During the hot issue market stock brokers who had been
in the business for weeks were selling securities to unsophisticated
investors. Although there was such a thing as the shingle theory
and there were suitability standards, many of those brokers were
out of the industry 1 year later. They were not a solvent, deep
pocket. Indeed many of the investment banking or broker-dealer
firms that they worked for were not deep pockets because they
have disappeared as well.

The contrast between that situation and the situation which
would exist under section 6, it seems to me, is that the investment
decisions in what companies the money of the public investor is
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being put would be made by people who know that because of the
very nature of venture capital investment they aren’t going to be
able to leave the business in 1 year This is because they aren’t
going to be getting any return themselves unless 3, 4, or 5 years
downstream as those investments are successful.

It seems to me that that awareness on their part, coupled with
the obvious fiduciary duty they have to the investors, makes the
venture capital fund far different from the situation of the individ-
ual putting his money in a hot issue through someone who is in the
industry today and may be out of it tomorrow.

Mr. LiFTIN. There is another point to be made there.

I think that Mr. Wallison probably would agree there were at
least a number of issuers who sold stock to the public in those days
that probably should never have done so and that no sophisticated
venture capital investor would ever have put funds into such in-
vestments.

I think that the one thing that this sort of providing would do is
create a screen so that those companies that were not only high
risks, but low potential reward investments would be eliminated.

Second, I think you can have different types of pools which
would appeal to investors with different abilities to accept risks
and perhaps the venture capitalist can distinguish between those
investments which have a high risk and a high rate of reward and
those which have, although they may be new ventures, a lower risk
and perhaps a concomitant lower potential reward and match
thoz&; risks with the types of investors who have invested in their
funds.

Mr. WaLLisoN. One more item we should mention is that diversi-
fication by the venture capital company would be of some protec-
tion to the purchaser.

One of the problems encountered during the hot issues market
was that people were making substantial investments in companies
that were highly unstable and disappeared. Here, we would have
professional management of the fund making these investments,
and this would reduce the risk and spread it through the diversifi-
cation.

Mr. OppErR. Mr. Mann, I think the discussions yesterday and
today have pointed out quite clearly there is a very real problem
under the 1940 act for venture capital companies.

One of the most pervasive problems is structuring a definition of
venture capital company. It is very difficult to do that without
incorporating other kinds of vehicles which really do not qualify as
capital venture companies. I was wondering whether or not you
have some suggestions for us as to the kind of characteristics that
ought to be included in that definition.

Mr. ManN. I think the question of what is a venture capital
company is probably the most difficult one faced in determining
what your exemption is going to be. It is one that the White House
Task Force on Capital Formation certainly wrestled with for a
period of time. It would seem to me that the characteristics would
include primarily investment in prepublic or nonpublic companies;
that is, assuming that the so-called turnaround venture capital
investment is not to be covered by the proposal.



242

If it is to be covered by it, then it would seem to me the nature of
the investment might well be the determining factor; that is, in-
vestments in private placements, whether they be made by prepub-
lic or by public companies would be the appropriate cornerstone of
the definition.

I certainly would not attempt to limit the definition to particular
segments of the American economy. I think that if you attempted,
for example, to limit venture capital investment to high technol-
ogy, you would not have found Federal Express qualifying as a
venture capital company.

Obviously venture capital can go into almost any type of indus-
try. So I would fall back on the nature of the investment as the
basis for the determination and it would seem to me that any
investment in basically restricted securities would probably be as
much of a definition as you might want.

Mr. OppeR. Could that open the door to eliminating the 1940 act
prggisions from so-called letter stock funds that prevailed in the
1960’s?

Mr. MANN. The problems that were faced with so-called letter
stock funds of the 1960’s were not really investment company act
problems. My recollection of what occurred during that era is that
the sales techniques used in connection with some of those funds,
the representations made to the investors, and the accounting prac-
tices followed by them, were ones which could equally well have
llaggz attacked under the antifraud provisions of the 1933 act or the

act.

Mr. Opper. I think what you refer to is the valuation problem. I
am wondering whether, as was suggested yesterday by the Commis-
sion, you would agree that one of the very powerful prophylactic
effects of the act, is the SEC inspection of funds at certain intervals
which may tend to limit the kinds of abuses in this area.

Mr. MANN. Your question is one of first impression to me. I don't
know that there have been any empirical studies that have demon-
strated that the inspection power of the Commission under the
1940 act has produced the results that you have suggested. There
may have been, but I am unaware of them.

Mr. OppeR. That is all I have, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you.

Mr. BroyHiLL. Mr. McMahon?

Mr. McMaAHON. In the interest of time, one quick question.

One of the current themes of the hearings this year and last year
was the resale of the perspective securities, the so-called lock-in
concept, and all of the other witnesses indicated there should be
somewhat of a different standard with respect to resales to affili-
ates.

Do you think there might be some sort of residual middle ground
development by the SEC's regulation which would permit a differ-
ent standard in the resale of securities among affiliates?

Mr. ManN. You mean by affiliates to the public at large without
regard to whether the purchaser of a restricted security is a quali-
fied investor?

Mr. McMaHON. After 5 years, yes, but I caution that with residu-
al legislation in that area to insure that it is done properly, not a
wholesale lifting of that exemption but with regulations designed
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for those people who have undertaken the risks to reap the re-
wards and not just sit on those securities forever.

Mr. MANN. With that qualification, I certainly would endorse it.

Mr. Brov#aiLL. Thank you very much, gentlemen. Your testimony
has been very valuable to the subcommittee.

Mr. ManN. Thank you, sir.

Mr. BrovHiLL. I would like to ask Mr. Heizer and Mr. Garrett if
they could come forward and Mr. Chambers, if you could join them
at the table?

Mr. Chambers, why don’t we hear you separately; OK? We will
hear those two gentlemen and then we will come back to you.

That was the understanding.

Mr. Heizer, we will hear you. If you want to summarize your
testimony we will include your statement in the record.

STATEMENTS OF E. F. HEIZER, JR., CHAIRMAN AND PRESI-
DENT, HEIZER CORP., AND RAY GARRETT, JR., SPECIAL
COUNSEL TO HEIZER CORP.

Mr. Heizer. Mr. Chairman, we want to thank you for not only
holding these hearings but for inviting us to testify again.

I am here as chairman of Heizer Corp., and Mr. Garrett is here
as our special counsel.

My testimony will tend to be that of an emotional businessman
for which I apologize, and Mr. Garrett’s will be that of a true
professional.

As you know, my emotionalism arises from having worked for 10
years to build what is one of the largest business development
firms in the country, the largest independent one, and we don’t
know of anything we have ever done that the 1940 act would say
we shouldn’t have done.

If we were under the 1940 act we would not have violated any
substantive provisions of that act, and yet the facts of life are that
we are faced with either having to liquidate or go to the 1940 act, if
we go under the 1940 act, we would from all our examinations of it
be so tied up in red tape it wouldn’t be worth trying to continue to
exist, as I say.

This is a bit of introduction that causes me to be somewhat
emotional about this. I am active, and have been for some years, in
the venture capital community, and have also been Chairman of
the White House Task Force on Capital Formation, and though I
am here today very selfishly and want to spend what time we have
giving you our perspective on this, the Heizer Corp., so if time
permits or you want me to come back some other time, I will be-
glad to give you our perspective on the other aspects of H.R. 3991
to the extent we are familiar.

I know we are pressured timewise so I will take out some of the
highlights of my testimony, as you say, and I will let the rest of it
be a part of the record.

I think our main message is that, and this message comes after a
year of extensive work with the SEC and the staff to seek an
exemption, first, we tried to seek one for the industry, and they
finally said that they were not going to consider any kind of
industry.
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Then we have worked with them, trying to seek a meaningful
exemption for the Heizer group, and Mr. Garrett can get into this
in a more professional way than I will; but I conclude from this
whole process that really the venture capital industry needs legis-
lative relief from the 1940 act, as your bill proposes to give it.

Administrative relief is just too uncertain and too costly in terms
of both management time and money, and very importantly that
the public can be adequately protected without the 1940 act applied
to venture capital firms,

The part of my emotional testimony, I think, that is relevant, is
that over the last 39 years, numerous venture capital firms, includ-
ing many of the best venture capital firms in the country, have
been put out of business by the 1940 act. The SEC does not think
they did that, but they did that by indirection, just like they may
do it to us by indirection, despite their sincere efforts.

The latest victim, Continental Capital, will testify this morning
in a few minutes, and you will hear their story, and the fact is that
today only a handful of public companies operate under the 1940
act, and Narragansett testified yesterday as one of those firms.

These firms that are trying to supply capital in any significant
way, particularly inequity capital, only can do so under the 1940
act after extraordinary effort and needless delays and unnecessary
expense. I want to emphasize equity capital, since it is more feasi-
ble to supply debt capital operating under the 1940 act than it is
equity capital, but supplying equity capital is the main purpose of
thci(;'enture capital community and it is what the country so sorely
needs.

There is a lot of confusion over that with the SEC, because the
firms that do operate under the 1940 act, the SBIC’s for the most
part that are public, have survived the SEC surveillance. Those
firms are supplying debt capital; and when you do that you don't
run into all of these problems that you have with equity capital
that become so difficult to handle.

Even more damaging to the country than the demise of those
firms which try to work under the act and give up in utter frustra-
tion is a very much longer list of firms that have gone out of
business rather than try to operate as registered investment com-
panies, because they believe they could not function under the 1940
act.

I have known hundreds of people, because I have been in my
business full time for 20 years and was in it part time for 10 years
before that, so I know iundreds of people who were very good
people who looked at that 1940 act and said it is impossible.

I am criticized by many for spending our firm’s money even
trying to straighten out this situation. Most people just don’t even
try, so at any rate, as a result of that, today the typical venture
capital firm is structured to self-liquidate within 10 years or at
least largely because of the 1940 act.

Mr. Opper was asking yesterday, wasn’t taxation an important
thing. Taxation is a very secondary issue, particularly if you are an
equity venture capital firm, you can structure the corporation or a
partnership to not pay taxes. We are a corporation, and we are
structured to not pay taxes. That means you have to spend some
money and figure that out, but that can be done so taxation is not
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really a key issue here, and we could spend some time on that if
you would like to.

As a result, the country is not building the permanent invest-
ment structure it needs to build our economy. The really good
venture capitalists get into the business, they make some money,
and then they disappear and retire too early most of the time
because they just don’t see a way to build a permanent way of
recouping.

In fact, that is one of the problems of the SEC because the SEC
tends to think that there is no one hurt by the 1940 act. They say
who is it that is hurt, because they don't see the people that are
hurt, because most of them don’t want to spend their time and
money going through what we have been going through. In the
alternative, the SEC says there is no one that really needs relief
from the 1940 act.

The net effect has been to seriously impair the flow of equity
capital to new business and to deny the public the right to invest
in new capital ventures.

The Heizer Corp. which is one of the larger independent venture
capital firms currently exempt from the 1940 act since it has less
than 100 shareholders, and we have spent a lot of money making
sure we have less than 100 shareholders which in itself has been a
big problem and, as I mentioned, we are going to have to join the
list of companies that have disappeared because of the 1940 act.

We are here this morning with a lot of emotion hoping your
committee will not only hold these hearings but get a bill through
the House and, hopefully, we are willing to work with you to try to
get it set up to follow through on the bills because it is so impor-
tant to us and we think to the industry.

In September we celebrated our 10th anniversary of our firm and
we promised when we were formed that we were going to get
liquidity for our investors by the end of 10 years. They wanted us
to be a partnership because they didn’t think we could solve the
1940 problem, and we said we would like the privilege of trying,
and so they invested and gave us that opportunity.

We are under pressure, and we have not been able to tell how
this is going to come out because when you are dealing with
whether bills will get through Congress or not or whether the SEC
is going to do something, that is very difficult.

We literally have to plan to liquidate ourselves. We feel our
common stock would be a good long-term investment for public
shareholders, and we think we would continue to do a number of
things that are important to the economy and more important
than us, though, I feel, is if we can get this law straightened out I
think there would be a lot of firms formed in a different way and a
lot of those that exist today would start looking at this and would
decide to try to convert their firms into permanent companies that
would exist and build over a period of years.

Now, you heard, and we have mentioned that we have been
working with the SEC seeking exemption, and you probably heard,
since the rumor has been around, that the SEC is going to give us
an exemption. Well, then, you can say, why is Heizer Corp. here
seeking legislation or why do we feel the venture capital industry
needs legislation?
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Well, it’s true that Heizer Corp. has been working closely with
the SEC; it is true that the staff has been fully cooperative and it is
true that SEC has shown it wants to help Heizer Corp., and it is
true the staff wants to help the venture capital industry.

All of this is true, and it is also true that the staff is considering
exemptive relief for Heizer Corp., but the point I want to make is
despite all of this Heizer Corp. has been plagued by the uncertain-
ties of the 1940 act for over 10 years, even though they are not
registered.

We have had this concerned life-or-death effort going on with the
SEC for 1 whole year. We have assistance of very able and experi-
enced legal counsel, and we spent over $300,000 of direct out-of-
pocket expenses on our outside legal counsel during this time.

On top of that, we have had additional expenses for myself and
our people which adds up to at least another couple of hundred
thousand dollars, so we have spent over $500,000 trying to save
ourselves from going under.

In addition to that, these are more subtle things, but the Heizer
Corp. has not been able to do new deals for 5 years largely due to
the uncertainties of the 1940 act.

The reason for that is we told our investors we would get them
liquidity. We can’t assure them of any liquidity if we are going to
continue to do new deals and have a lot of new, young illiquid
deals. That would be a real mess, so we said that we would put
that original money to work and mature those companies and then
we said we would try rather than liquidate the company, we would
try to get exemption from the 1940 act so that they could publicly
sell their securities without our having to be liquid.

We have been hung up for 5 years in this period of uncertainty,
and it has caused us to not do the job. In addition to that, this has
been very difficult to build our management team the way we
would like to, because our management people have no idea wheth-
er they are working for a company that is going to continue to
exist or is going to disappear.

When I get back in Chicago, they will all be saying, “How did the
hearing go? Are we really going to make it, or are we not?”’

That is a very difficult problem.

Mr. BroyHILL. Let me interrupt: Is it possible for you to liquidate
and the next day start over under another name?

Mr. He1zer. Well, we could do that.

Mr. BroyHiLL. Do you have tax problems there?

Mr. Heizer. Well, we can do that but you lose the ongoing entity
that has been created, and this is what we have to do.

That is what has been going on for 20 or 30 years, and everybody
liquidates. It appears as though they have one fund, and then they
go onto another fund. This puts great pressure on the investee
companies. As they approach the time for liquidation, the compa-
nies become obsessed due to their contracts with forcing the young
companies they have financed to merge with other companies.

Why? Because if they don’t do that and they don't force the
merger out and the sellouts to make themselves liquid, then when
it comes time to measure who gets what in their funds they don’t
do very well, and that is a very understandable self-motivation.
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In fact, their huge desire to sell out companies prematurely is
one reason we don't like to get involved with a lot of the partner-
ships, because there are very short-term fuses compared to what
we would like to have.

Mr. BroyHiLL. What you are saying is it would make you make
investment decisions that would be wise—that if you had an oppor-
tunity to make those decisions over a longer period of time, you
might do it differently rather than have to make those decisions
under some time restraints?

Mr. Heizer. Right; but the effect is most of the venture capital
corporations and partnerships do concentrate on financing at a
later stage so they can be sure of the life of the partnership.

There are very few firms that do startup like we do, and we need
to have a lot more companies that have enough longevity, so they
consider them with management, which is a good idea, and help
them get going and live with it 10 or 12 years.

It takes a long time to build a company from scratch. Intel is an
outstanding exception to the rule in terms of how quickly it went
from startup to public company, but that is an unusual company.

Mr. BroyHILL. Would you explain for the record the importance
of this liquidity factor that you keep referring to? Otherwise, the
investor would put his money into listed securities?

Mr. Heizer. Yes; there are a few wealthy families in the United
States, such as the Rockefellers, who for years have put money to
work on a long-term basis, and the people representing them are
not under those pressures, but there are very few wealthy families
that do that.

Most of the institutions you would think would not be under any
pressure, the life insurance companies and trust companies, and so
forth; but I imagine that they are. They feel 10 years is a long time
to be locked up in something, our investors.

The more successful you are the more valuable their investment
becomes, the bigger it becomes and the more unhappy they become
f-ver. dit being liquid, so success breeds an even greater desire to be
iquid.

The investors see what we are trying to do and are supporting us
in spending all this money so that they can sell their securities
without forcing it. ,

Mr. Garrerr. If I may interject a moment, I think it might be
well to make it clear that institutions in a situation like this might
be prepared to accept even up to 10 years of illiquidity, but they
have to see their way sometime to clear the investment, and they
can’t realize it on the growth of value as against the income
throwoff.

The real investment play is in the capital growth in the underly-
ing securities, unless they can do one of two things: That is to say,
sell the portfolio securities and distribute the proceeds or enable
the investors to sell their shares in Heizer Corp., and they can’t
unless there is an active market and a liquid market, so there is a
liquidity of the investee level to be able to liquidate if you have to
liquidate but also liquidate at the investor level and Heizer as an
alternative to liquidate.
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Mr. BrovHiLL. If we could achieve that liquidity of both levels,
you are arguing that there could be substantial capital formed to
help small business in developing business?

Mr. HEeizer. Yes; because the public markets, I think, would
supply many times the amount of money that is currently being
supplied the way the system works due to the law. It would open
up the institutions more, because one of the problems institutions
have is the one we are describing.

For instance, in our fifth year of business, one of our institutions
had a liquidity problem. The insurance commission that governed
them was saying, you must be more liquid in your investments, so
naturally their investment in us came under scrutiny. They called
me up and said, this is a real problem for us, could we find another
institution to buy that investment?

We said we think we could, and we found two institutions, and
they said, thank you. Now that the insurance commission knows
that they consolidated we have no more problem, so there is a
subtle tie involved in all of this with the institutions, that if we
were public the institutions could also invest in us with less con-
cern over this whole question.

Mr. BroyHILL. So what happens is that this capital, under the
present situation, the present regulations and laws, tends to flow to
those larger corporations which are listed on the major exchange?

Mr. Heizer. The venture capital community has to try very hard
to make sure whatever it invested in is something that can be
listed pretty quickly to be liquid, or they, have to plan on merging
it out.
d.Mr. BroyHILL. So the big get bigger and the small shrivel and

ie.

Mr. Heizer. It is certainly a lack of capital for them, so the point
is here and this point I don’t know how to make without maybe
offending someone, but in our discussions with the SEC where we
are today, if we get an exemption from them I would characterize
it, as a businessman, if you stood back from the whole thing we
would be free to do all of the things we have done in the past,
substantively or most of the things. This is hard to say, because we
haven't lived under it, but it looks like most of the substantive
things could be rebuilt.

You might say why would we object to being under the 1940 act?
The problem is, I will call it redtape, and Mr. Garrett can explain
this more professionally, but there are a number of parts to that
act that the SEC must operate under, and they are not substantive
things for the most part but there are things that interfere with
your business indirectly and chew up tremendous amounts of time
and money, which people that have been under the act will tell

you.

None of this is really the fault of the SEC or its staff. Everybody
we have worked with is very sincere and very interested in solving
this problem. They want to solve this problem with small business,
and the new front-end rules, as we call them, that they talked to
the committee about yesterday, will be very helpful in getting
funds going, and they are to be applauded for what they have done
in the front-end rules.
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We want to point out that there is nothing that they have
proposed under rulemaking so far that solves the problem we are
talking about; that is, how does the company continue? The front-
end rule helps more firms getting going maybe. We say the fault
lies in the 1940 act and must be remedied by Congress.

From a legislative standpoint, Congress should ask itself some
very basic questions, the first one being what are we fencing in and
what are we fencing out?

Is the 1940 act needed to protect the public investors who might
invest in a private venture like Heizer? We say no, the 1940 act is
not needed to protect the public. With the proper legislative ex-
emption the 1933 and 1934 acts as well as State laws would ade-
quately protect the public.

Can venture capital firms operate under the 1940 act? We say
no. The 39-year record speaks for itself. Is the 1940 act typical of
the kinds of legislation that our Constitution envisioned? We feel
sincere about it, that the 1933 and 1934 acts are good acts. They
assume you are innocent until proven guilty, and you are entitled
to a trial to determine if you have done anything wrong and if so
who was damaged, and if so in what amount. .

If you step back from the 1940 act, as a business person, that act
assumes you guilty until proven innocent, and the penalty is com-
pletely rescission of your transactions, should somebody technically
find you have done something wrong without proof of harm to
anyone, no statute of limitations and with no trial.

I am surprised over all of these years that someone somewhere
has not attacked the 1940 act just on those grounds but that hasn’t
happened. I am sort of amazed at that act in its basic format.

Should other venture capital—this is another key question—
firms be asked to go through what Heizer Corp. has been going
through, even if you assume Heizer Corp. eventually obtains mean-
ingful exemptive relief from the SEC?

We say again no. Very few firms can afford the costs of hiring
counsel for this purpose and the fear, uncertainties, and costs
would continue to discourage venture capital firms from even plan-
ning to be continuing companies.

Public investors would continue to be denied access to profession-
al management, and the flow of equity funds would continue to be
severely restricted and the future of America’s new and innovative
companies would continue to reside—and I don’t mean to make
this so emotional—in the hands of relatively few firms represent-
ing only the big institutions and a few extremely wealthy families.

Our industry is a noncompetitive industry. We have not lost one
deal we wanted in 20 years, and this is not said to brag. I say that
to complain. It's absolutely ridiculous that an industry so impor-
tant to the future of this country should have so few firms and so
little money compared to the need that someone like myself could
make that statement.

Anyway we compliment the committee for getting these hearings
underway, and we hope that you seek a compromise with those
companion bills in the Senate and have something come out of all
this good effort. In seeking that compromise, we urge you not to
belabor this point that was brought yesterday and again this morn-
ing of trying to define venture capital.
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My point, and Ray Garrett will look at it a little differently, I
think the public shareholders should be protected irrespective of
what business the company is in or, put another way, the public
shareholder should not be subjected to undue risk because SEC or a
Congress thinks that venture capital firms or small businesses are
a good idea.

In other words, we should in making this legislation still protect
the public and not get into the exemption game because we are
good people. The essence of the legislation should be to protect the
public while letting venture capital firms go public through remov-
ing the need for SEC supervision under the 1940 act, and in our
opinion this can be done by predicating the exemption on an out-
side board of directors and professional management, an outside
board of directors, coupled with maybe you couldn’t insist on it,
legislation but certainly by legislation allowing the board of direc-
tors and the management to buy stock in the venture capital firm
creating a continuity of interest between the board and the man-
agement with the public shareholder.

If you have that continuity of interest the board or management
is not going to do any of those things that the 1940 act was written
to prevent, and then have an absolute prohibition in the exemption
to be entitled to the exemption you have an absolute prohibition
that you cannot have any investments by the boards of directors of
these companies or their management in the investees, only allow
the investment in the venture capital firm and then you cannot get
the self-dealing and the doubledealing and everything else that
went on in the 1930’s that the 1940 act was intended to stop.

There would be no incentive. You might have someone still doing
it who is stupid but you wouldn’t have them doing it on purpose, so
given these conditions we say there is no reason to expect a recur-
rence of abuses that the 1940 act was passed to stop.

In fact, public shareholders of a venture capital firm would be
better protected than they are in the case of a normal industrial
company with those kinds of provisions.

The SEC staff would not have to waste time and taxpayers
money administering the action of the good people which they do
today under the 1940 act. They can spend their time on a manage-
ment by exception basis pursuing and prosecuting the bad people.

The public will be able to invest in the future of America to
manage venture capital firms and in time this will greatly expand
the infrastructure available to help small business and medium-
size businesses. It will also increase Government tax revenues obvi-
ously, and it will decrease Government redtape and expense.

How often does Congress have an opportunity to accomplish all
of those things in the same bill? It’s pretty unusual, so I would like
to finish on a light note. Listening to your questions yesterday, Mr.
Rroyhill, I scribbled out a little poem called, “The Ode to the 1940

ct.”

What are we fencing in? What are we fencing out?

The venture capitalists are fenced in; the conglomerates are fenced out;

The professional investor is fenced in; the free-wheeling operator is out;

The wealthy and institutions can invest; the public shareholder is out;

All without meaningful distinction;
And true protection in great doubt.

[Testimony resumes on p. 273.]
[Mr. Heizer’s prepared statement and attachments follow:]



