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A. Pooled Plan Providers and MEP
Sponsors
1. What types of entities are likely to
act as pooled plan providers? For
example, there are a variety of service
providers to single employer plans that
may have the ability and expertise to act
as a pooled plan provider, such as
banks, insurance companies, brokerdealers, and similar financial services
firms (including pension recordkeepers
and third-party administrators). Are
these types of entities likely to act as a
pooled plan provider? Are some of these
entities more likely to take on the role
of the pooled plan provider than others?
Why or why not? How many entities are
likely to act as pooled plan providers?
Will a single entity establish multiple
PEPs with different features?
2. What business models will pooled
plan providers adopt in making a PEP
available to employers? For example,
will pooled plan providers rely on
affiliates as service providers, and will
they offer proprietary investment
products?
3. What conflicts of interest, if any,
would a pooled plan provider (along
with its affiliates and related parties)
likely have with respect to the PEP and
its participants? Are there conflicts that
some entities might have that others
will not?
4. To what extent will a pooled plan
provider be able to unilaterally affect its
own compensation or the compensation
of its affiliates or related parties through
its actions establishing a PEP or acting
as a fiduciary or service provider to the
PEP? What categories of fees and
compensation, direct or indirect, will
pooled plan providers and their
affiliates and related parties be likely to
receive as a result of operating a PEP,
including through the offering of
proprietary investment products? Are
there likely to be any differences in
types of fees and compensation
associated with operation of a PEP as
compared to a single employer plan?
5. Do respondents anticipate that the
Department’s existing prohibited
transaction exemptions will be relied on
by pooled plan providers, and if so,
which exemptions are most relevant?
Are any amendments needed to the
Department’s existing exemptions to
address unique issues with respect to
PEPs? Do respondents believe that there
is a need for additional prohibited
transaction exemptions? If so, please
describe the specific transactions and
the prohibited transactions provisions
that would be violated in connection
with the transactions.
6. If additional prohibited transaction
relief is necessary, should the
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Department consider developing
distinct exemptions for different
categories of pooled plan providers (e.g.,
to specifically address the unique
prohibited transactions involved for
certain entities) or should the
Department address pooled plan
provider conflicts more generally, in a
single exemption? What are advantages
and disadvantages of either approach?
7. To the extent respondents do not
believe additional prohibited
transaction relief is necessary, why?
How would the conflicts of interest be
appropriately addressed to avoid
prohibited transactions? Are different
mitigating provisions appropriate for
different entities? Why or why not?
8. Do employer groups, associations,
and PEOs described in the Department’s
MEP Final Rule face similar prohibited
transactions to those of pooled plan
providers, and do they have similar
need for additional prohibited
transaction relief? Are there prohibited
transaction issues unique to employer
groups or associations, or PEOs?
B. Plan Investments
1. What plan investment options do
respondents anticipate will be offered in
PEPs and MEPs? Are the investment
options likely to be as varied as those
offered by large single employer plans?
Are the options likely to be more varied
than those offered by small single
employer plans?
2. What role will the entities serving
as pooled plan providers or MEP
sponsors, or their affiliates or related
entities, serve with respect to the
investment options offered in PEPs and
MEPs?
C. Employers in the PEP or MEP
1. How many employers are likely to
join a PEP or MEP? Will joining a PEP
or MEP be more appealing to employers
of a particular size? Are there any
estimates of the total number of
employers and participants likely to be
covered by newly formed PEPs and
MEPs? Are there any estimates of the
number of employers and participants
that will migrate from a single employer
plan to a newly formed PEP or MEP?
2. Will larger employers also seek to
join PEPs or MEPs in order to take
advantage of additional economies of
scale? Will any additional prohibited
transactions exist as a result of
substantial size differences between
employers in the PEP or MEP (e.g.,
because a large employer has greater
ability to influence decisions of a
pooled plan provider or MEP sponsor as
compared to a small employer)?
3. Will the existence of multiple
employers in a PEP or MEP cause
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greater exposure to prohibited
transactions in connection with
investments in employer securities or
employer real property? In what form
will PEPs and MEPs hold employer
securities or employer real property?
4. Do respondents anticipate that
prohibited transactions will occur in
connection with a decision to move
assets from a PEP or MEP to another
plan or IRA, in the case of a
noncompliant employer? Do
respondents anticipate that any other
prohibited transactions will occur in
connection with the execution of that
decision?
Signed at Washington, DC, this 15th day of
June, 2020.
Jeanne Wilson,
Acting Assistant Secretary, Employee Benefits
Security Administration, U.S. Department of
Labor.
[FR Doc. 2020–13142 Filed 6–17–20; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4510–29–P

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR
Office of the Secretary
Agency Information Collection
Activities; Submission for OMB
Review; Comment Request; Presence
Sensing Device Initiation (PSDI)
Standard
Notice of availability; request
for comments.

ACTION:

The Department of Labor
(DOL) is submitting this Occupational
Safety and Health Administration
(OSHA)-sponsored information
collection request (ICR) to the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB) for
review and approval in accordance with
the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995
(PRA). Public comments on the ICR are
invited.
DATES: The OMB will consider all
written comments that agency receives
on or before July 20, 2020.
ADDRESSES: Written comments and
recommendations for the proposed
information collection should be sent
within 30 days of publication of this
notice to www.reginfo.gov/public/do/
PRAMain. Find this particular
information collection by selecting
‘‘Currently under 30-day Review—Open
for Public Comments’’ or by using the
search function.
Comments are invited on: (1) Whether
the collection of information is
necessary for the proper performance of
the functions of the Department,
including whether the information will
have practical utility; (2) if the
information will be processed and used
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in a timely manner; (3) the accuracy of
the agency’s estimates of the burden and
cost of the collection of information,
including the validity of the
methodology and assumptions used; (4)
ways to enhance the quality, utility and
clarity of the information collection; and
(5) ways to minimize the burden of the
collection of information on those who
are to respond, including the use of
automated collection techniques or
other forms of information technology.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Crystal Rennie by telephone at 202–
693–0456, or by email at DOL_PRA_
PUBLIC@dol.gov.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Regulation
29 CFR 1910.217(h) regulates the use of
Presence Sensing Devices (PSDs) in
mechanical power-press safety systems.
A PSD (e.g., a photoelectric field or
curtain) automatically stops the stroke
of a mechanical power press when the
device detects an operator entering a
danger zone near the press. The PSD
initiation standard contains a number of
information collection requirements,
including: Certifying brake monitor
adjustments, alternatives to
photoelectric PSDs, safety system design
and installation, and worker training;
annual recertification of safety systems;
establishing and maintaining the
original certification and validation
records, as well as the most recent
recertification and revalidation records;
affixing labels to test rods and to
certified and recertified presses; and
notifying an OSHA-recognized thirdparty validation organization when a
safety system component fails, the
employer modifies the safety system, or
a point-of-operation injury occurs. For
additional substantive information
about this ICR, see the related notice
published in the Federal Register on
April 9, 2020 (85 FR 19961).
This information collection is subject
to the PRA. A Federal agency generally
cannot conduct or sponsor a collection
of information, and the public is
generally not required to respond to an
information collection, unless the OMB
approves it and displays a currently
valid OMB Control Number. In addition,
notwithstanding any other provisions of
law, no person shall generally be subject
to penalty for failing to comply with a
collection of information that does not
display a valid OMB Control Number.
See 5 CFR 1320.5(a) and 1320.6.
DOL seeks PRA authorization for this
information collection for three (3)
years. OMB authorization for an ICR
cannot be for more than three (3) years
without renewal. The DOL notes that
information collection requirements
submitted to the OMB for existing ICRs
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receive a month-to-month extension
while they undergo review.
Agency: DOL–OSHA.
Title of Collection: Presence Sensing
Device Initiation (PSDI) Standard.
OMB Control Number: 1218–0143.
Affected Public: Private Sector—
Business or other for-profit.
Total Estimated Number of
Respondents: 10.
Total Estimated Number of
Responses: 10.
Total Estimated Annual Time Burden:
1 hour.
Total Estimated Annual Other Costs
Burden: $0.
Authority: 44 U.S.C. 3507(a)(1)(D).
Crystal Rennie,
Acting Departmental Clearance Officer.
[FR Doc. 2020–13173 Filed 6–17–20; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4510–26–P

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR
Occupational Safety and Health
Administration
[Docket No. OSHA–2010–0048]

Standard on Powered Platforms for
Building Maintenance; Extension of
the Office of Management and
Budget’s (OMB) Approval of
Information Collection (Paperwork)
Requirements
Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (OSHA), Labor.
ACTION: Request for public comments.
AGENCY:

OSHA solicits public
comments concerning the proposal to
extend OMB approval of the
information collection requirements
specified in the Standard on Powered
Platforms for Building Maintenance.
DATES: Comments must be submitted
(postmarked, sent, or received) by
August 17, 2020.
ADDRESSES:
Electronically: You may submit
comments and attachments
electronically at http://
www.regulations.gov, which is the
Federal eRulemaking Portal. Follow the
instructions online for submitting
comments.
Facsimile: If your comments,
including attachments, are not longer
than 10 pages, you may fax them to the
OSHA Docket Office at (202) 693–1648.
Mail, hand delivery, express mail,
messenger, or courier service: When
using this method, you must submit a
copy of your comments and attachments
to the OSHA Docket Office, OSHA
Docket No. OSHA–2010–0048, U.S.
Department of Labor, Occupational
SUMMARY:
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Safety and Health Administration,
Room N–3653, 200 Constitution Avenue
NW, Washington, DC 20210. Deliveries
(hand, express mail, messenger, and
courier service) are accepted during the
Docket Office’s normal business hours,
10:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m., ET.
Instructions: All submissions must
include the agency name and OSHA
docket number for the Information
Collection Request (ICR) (OSHA–2010–
0048). All comments, including any
personal information you provide, such
as social security numbers and dates of
birth, are placed in the public docket
without change, and may be made
available online at http://
www.regulations.gov. For further
information on submitting comments
see the ‘‘Public Participation’’ heading
in the section of this notice titled
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION.
Docket: To read or download
comments or other material in the
docket, go to http://www.regulations.gov
or the OSHA Docket Office at the above
address. All documents in the docket
(including this Federal Register notice)
are listed in the http://
www.regulations.gov index; however,
some information (e.g., copyrighted
material) is not publicly available to
read or download through the website.
All submissions, including copyrighted
material, are available for inspection
and copying at the OSHA Docket Office.
You may also contact Theda Kenney at
the below phone number to obtain a
copy of the ICR.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Theda Kenney or Seleda Perryman,
Directorate of Standards and Guidance,
OSHA, U.S. Department of Labor;
telephone (202) 693–2222.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
I. Background
The Department of Labor, as part of
the continuing effort to reduce
paperwork and respondent (i.e.,
employer) burden, conducts a
preclearance consultation program to
provide the public with an opportunity
to comment on proposed and
continuing information collection
requirements in accordance with the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 (44
U.S.C. 3506(c)(2)(A)). This program
ensures that information is in the
desired format, reporting burden (time
and costs) is minimal, collection
instruments are clearly understood, and
OSHA’s estimate of the information
collection burden is accurate. The
Occupational Safety and Health Act of
1970 (the OSH Act) (29 U.S.C. 651 et
seq.) authorizes information collection
by employers as necessary or
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