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A meeting of the Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve

SYstem was held in Washington on Monday, January 24, 1944, at 10:00

the
Mr.

meeting

PRESENT: Mr. Eccles, Chairman
Mr. Ransom, Vice Chairman
Mr. Szymczak
Mr. McKee
Mr. Draper
Mr. Evans

Mr. Morrill, Secretary
Mr. Bethea, Assistant Secretary
Mr. Carpenter, Assistant Secretary
Mr. Clayton, Assistant to the Chairman
Mr. Thurston, Special Assistant to the

Chairman
Mr. Smead, Chief of the Division of Bank

Operations
Mr. Dreibelbis, General Attorney
Mr. Horbett, Assistant Chief of the

Division of Bank Operations
Mr. Wyatt, General Counsel
Mr. Cherry, Attorney

Ransom stated that in accordance with the action taken at

of the Board on January 19, 1944, he and Mr. McKee had ap-
Proved the 

final draft of the reply to be made in response to the re-

received from the Senate and House Banking and Currency Commit-

tees for reports on H.R. 3956 and S. 1642 which would provide that the

abs°113tion of exchano'e and collection charges shall not be deemed to

be the Payment of interest on deposits, that the originals of the re-

Would be delivered to the Chairmen of the Senate and House Bank-

ing exid 
Currency Committees today, that copies of the report dated

j4tillarY 24, 1944, addressed to Chairman Wagner (the report to Chairman
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8Pence being similar) were being sent to the Chairmen of the Federal

Reserve Banks, the Federal Advisory Council, and the chairman of the

executive committee of the National Association of Supervisors of State

Banks, and to the Presidents of all the Federal Reserve Banks for dis-

tribution to the banks in their respective districts, and that an ar-

r4ngement had been made with the Chairman of the House Committee to

have the report read into the record today at the beginning of the

hearings being held by the Committee on the absorption of exchange and

C011ection

charges.

Thereupon, upon motion by Itir. Ransom,
the report was approved unanimously as fol-
lows. (The report as set forth is the text
of the report to the House Banking and Cur-
rency Committee. The report to the Senate
Banking and Currency Committee was in the
same form except for appropriate changes
in the references to the respective House
and Senate bills.):

"This is in response to the request for the opinion
of the Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System
as to the merits of H.R. 3956, 'A Bill to amend the Fed-

Reserve Act, as amended, to provide that the absorp-
tion of exchange and collection charges shall not be
deemed the payment of interest on deposits.'

"The pertinent part of section 19 of the Federal
Reserve Act, as amended, which the proposed bill would
further amend, now reads as follows:

'No member bank shall, directly or indirectly,
by any device whatsoever, pay any interest on
any deposit which is payable on demand: * * *t

"The foregoing prohibition was enacted by the Con-
as a part of the Banking Act of 1933. Prior to 1933

.'s_nere was no such prohibition. Widespread abuses had de-
,710ped in the practice of paying interest on deposits.
nnY banks, in order to attract accounts from other banks,
'Ifered and paid excessive rates of interest on demand
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"deposits. Accounts of others, particularly national
concerns, were likewise sought and obtained. The result,
as concerned correspondent bank relationships, was, in
many cases, an unnatural and unhealthy concentration in
the larger centers of funds from the smaller communities
Without regard either to geographical or business affil-
iation between the two points. Moreover, these balances
Proved to be the most volatile deposits such banks had.
When, during the depression, deposits declined, the im-
pact of the demand made by the real owners of the deposits
was felt by two and sometimes more banks, rather than one.
The depositor in the smaller community demanded his bal-
ance, and his banker, in order to meet the demand, had to
Withdraw or to try to withdraw his balance from his cor-
respondent bank in the larger center. Meanwhile the
banks in the larger centers were also receiving like de-
mands from their individual customers. National and
other accounts, obtained by the inducement of high rates
of interest, were being brought closer home and 'smart
money! was the first to go. One has only to remember
the experiences in Detroit, Cleveland, Baltimore, New
Orleans, and many other large centers to recall whathapp ened to many of the smaller banks and would have
haPpened to more but for the intervention of the Bank-
ing Holiday and the measures which followed. These are
tLie reasons, as understood by the Board, for the enact-
ment of the legislation and the Board believes any relax-
”'ion of the statute would be a step backward and not in
he public interest.

"The proposal in H.R. 3956 and in the companion bill
in the Senate, S. 1642, would relax the existing statutory
Prohibition to the extent that exchange or collection
charges might be absorbed by a member bank as an induce-
ment to a depositor, bank or otherwise, to maintain an

induce-
a t

with it. Senator Maybank, in introducing the com-

t nion bill in the Senate, stated: 'The substance of the
11 is to prohibit the Federal Reserve from interpreting

7 law to the effect that small banks are unable to charge
roxohange and larger banks are unable to absorb the country's
i!rlking exchange.' The Board hastens again to state that
A.:,_has not interpreted section 19 of the Federal Reserve

(which is the statute in question) to the effect that
'Tall banks are unable to charge exchange. At the request

thor e Comptroller of the Currency it has interpreted
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"Section 19 in its application to the facts of a specific
case and, under such facts, expressed the view that the
bank in question was violating the statute and the Board's

Regulation Q. This ruling was published in the September
1943 issue of the Federal Reserve Bulletin. The Board un-
derstands that the bank in question amended its practices
in respect to the subject matter of the ruling. It also
understands that other banks, reviewing their practices
in the light of the ruling, have likewise amended their
practices, and this no doubt accounts for the proposal
that the statute be amended to legalize the practice.

"The September 1943 ruling has been discussed in in-
formal hearings before the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency in the House of Representatives. It is appropriate,
however, to acquaint all of the members of the Committee
With the background of the ruling and the principles in-
volved. In 1935, section 19 of the Federal Reserve Act
was further amended to authorize the Board 'to determine
What shall be deemed to be a payment of interest.' But
the Board in its Regulation Q has not availed itself of
the power to define as thus authorized. On the contrary,
the Board has rested the meaning of the term 'interest'

squarely upon its meaning as a matter of general law.
"The Board's reasons for not exercising the author-

ity given it in 1935 are as follows. The general question
whether the absorption of exchange charges by a bank for
a depositor maintaining a compensating balance constituted
the payment of interest has been a controversial one from
the beginning. In 1935, the Board amended its Regulation
Q to include a definition of interest under which the ab-
?orption of exchange and collection charges by a member
pank as compensation for the maintenance of a deposit would
have been expressly defined as a payment of interest on
such deposit; but the effective date of this amendment
was deferred from time to time and the amendment never be-
came effective. This was largely because the Federal De-

Insurance Corporation would not take the same posi-
1°11 with respect to the banks it supervised. The Federal
u.sePosit Insurance Corporation contended first that the ab-
.rrPtion of exchange did not constitute the payment of in-
,erest and secondly that it did not have authority, cor-
lesPonding to that of the Board, to define the term 'interest'

Tild thus, by definition, to extend its ordinary meaning.
-1-l'aY5, however, the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation
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"has emphasized, more than the question whether the prac-
tice should be construed as constituting the payment of
interest, the question of the effect such a construction
would have on some 2,500 banks which were charging the
exchange being absorbed. Finally, in 1937, in order par-
tially to solve the dilemma, the Board proposed and the
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation agreed to the
adoption of uniform language in their respective regula-
tions. Thereupon both regulations were amended to pro-
vide that for the purposes of the regulations the term
'interest' should mean 'any payment to or for the account
of any depositor as compensation for the use of funds
constituting a deposit.' By joint announcement it was
made clear that the purpose of the action was merely to
restate principles of law as decided by the Courts and
to Provide for dealing with each case upon the facts of
that specific case. The action also had the effect of
eliminating the question of any difference in the respec-
tive powers of the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation
and the Board because it was also made clear that theintention was not to use any rule-making power to extendthe definition of the term 'interest' beyond its meaningas already declared by the Courts. Since then the Boardhas adhered to the nosition thus agreed upon and made no
ruling upon the question, either general or specific,
Until it was requested to do so by the Office of theComptroller of the Currency.
, "On December 6, 1943, the Federal Deposit Insurance
.:orporation adopted a ruling of general application to
-,!,-nsured nonmember banks on the subject of 'Absorption of
-0=change Charges as Payment or Interest'. This general
ruling expressed the view 'that the absorption of exchange
; arges by an insured nonmember bank in connection with

L'4:1Is routine collection for its depositors of checks drawn
.,.other banks cannot be considered a payment of interest,hj the terms of the interest regulations of the Fed-
7a1 Deposit Insurance Corporation, in the absence of
2°ts or circumstances establishing that the practice isresorted to as a device for the payment of interest.'
• In the specific case with which this Board dealt111 its sha, , eptember 1943 ruling the facts were that the bank
ca,absorbed exchange charges for customers keeping so-
1-led compensating balances; that in 1942 it had absorbed
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"for such customers :1',18,000 out of ,?25,000 exchange charges
Paid; that in the first three months of 1943 it had ab-
sorbed for such customers '''4,600 out of 5,600 exchange
charges paid; that in some instances the amount absorbed
for some customers amounted to as much as 2 or 3 per cent
of their balances; that its total correspondent bank de-
posits had increased from less than :7,000,poo at the
end of 1941 to nearly $18,000,000 in 1943, a ratio far
greater than the increase in its total demand deposits
or of the corresponding increases of other banks in the
same area; that exchange charges were not absorbed but
were charged back when, because of a lack of a compensat-
ing balance, the bank had 'no way of making it back'; that,
on occasion, the bank had written to its correspondent
banks suggesting that they par items sent to such banks
in return for the parring by the subject bank of items
received from such banks; and finally that, in at least
one instance, accounts had been shifted from a competing
bank to the subject bank because of its willingness to
absorb such charges. In these circumstances, the Board
expressed the view that the bank in question was violating
the prohibition against the payment of interest on demand
deposits. The Board believes that it would be difficult

conceive of clearer 'facts or circumstances establish-
ing that the practice is resorted to as a device for the
Payment of interest'.

"The bill before the Committee would legalize a prac-
tice such as described in the Board's September 1943 rul-
?rig and would permit a member bank to reward or compensate
its customers for the use of their demand funds so long
and only so long as the reward or compensation consistedof 

absorbing exchange charges.
"Exchange' is the name applied to charges exacted

by some banks for paying checks drawn upon them by their
customers when presented through the mails for payment.

meant 
has been so much misunderstanding as to what is

of Congress 
by 'exchange charges', particularly by some Members

t Congress from sections or communities where the prac-
tice H-oes not exist, that it may be worth while to de-
Scribe the practice in some detail. Let us assume thata 
l,Dank in Forest, Mississippi, charges exchange on itse 

Tecks presented through the mails. A customer of thebank,
'
T John Jones, wishes to settle a transaction in
L'ulsville, Kentucky, and to do so he sends his check
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"drawn on the Forest bank for !,1,000 to Smith Mail Or-
der Corporation in Louisville. Smith Mail Order Corpora-
tion deposits the check in its bank in Louisville. The
Louisville bank sends the check to the Forest bank for
payment but the Forest bank remits only 999. The dollar
which the Forest bank has retained is the 'exchange charge'.
The use of the one dollar figure is not to be construed
as meaning that the charge made is at the rate of tl.00
Per n.,000. Such charges are fixed by exchange-charging
banks individually and vary. The Board's September 1943
ruling does not prohibit the Forest bank from making the
charge; but it does deal with the question whether a mem-
ber bank may pay the charge as a means to compensate a
depositor for the use of his funds. This latter question
can arise in a number of different ways. In the first
Place it may be that Smith Mail Order Corporation main-
tains a balance with the Louisville bank deemed to be suf-
ficiently large to justify an arrangement whereby the
Louisville bank is willing to absorb all or a part of
the exchange charges. This case probably would arise
Only in the event Smith Mail Order Corporation did enough
busin ess at points where there are exchange-charging
banks to cause the amount of exchange charged to be a
factor. Secondly, it may be that the Louisville bank
has an account with a New Orleans bank with an arrange-
Tent under which the Louisville bank will send the checks
it receives on exchange-charging banks in the New Orleans
a;rea to the New Orleans bank, maintaining with the New
urleans bank a compensating balance deemed sufficient by
the New Orleans bank to justify it in absorbing all or a

rrt of the exchange charges exacted by the Forest bank.
.n this case Smith Mail Order Corporation would deposit
the check with the Louisville bank; the Louisville bank
ould send it to the New Orleans bank; and the New Orleans

Tu,ank would send it to the Forest bank for payment. The
r,orest bank would pay only 8999 but the New Orleans bank
1:0up credit the Louisville bank with $1,000 and the
,°111svi1le bank in turn would credit Smith Mail Order
,rrporation with ,(1,000. Thirdly, it may be that the
',7w Orleans bank and the Forest bank will have an ar-

Tngement whereby the Forest bank will maintain a compen-
,'"tang balance with the New Orleans bank and the New
'Tleans bank will absorb all or a part of the exchange
cnurges which the Forest bank has exacted on checks sent
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"it by the New Orleans bank. Here again, the Forest
bank would remit only =',999 on the 1.,000 check drawn
by John Jones, its customer, in favor of Smith Mail Or-
der Corporation. The New Orleans bank would absorb the
4.00 exchange charge; and the Louisville bank and, in
turn, Smith Mail Order Corporation would receive the
full amount, ft1,000.

"Since the transaction which the 4!1,000 check was
to settle was between John Jones and Smith Mail Order
Corporation, one would think that the '1..00 charge should
be paid either by John Jones for services rendered by
the Forest bank or at least by Smith Mail Order Corpora-
tion as a charge for transferring the funds from Forest
to Louisville. By no stretch of the imagination could
the obligation to pay such charges be that of either the
New Orleans or Louisville banks, and this Committee can
be sure that they are not so paid gratis. The absorbing
bank pays the charge only because it is getting the use
Of someone's funds and it would not pay them otherwise.
Considering that there is a statute prohibiting the pay-
ment of interest on demand deposits it is plain to see
What could be done competitively by the use of the device
Which the bill before the Committee would sanction.

"It is small wonder, therefore, that already one out-
-4Ying suburban bank by using this device to reward cor-
respondent banks spread its business even into surround-irig States and ran its deposits from $800,000 to over
3,000,000 in less than a year. Of this over $6,800,000
or 82 per cent was represented by correspondent bank ac-
counts and, mind you, this is a small outlying suburbanbank. 

Another bank, hailed as a $150,000,000 countrybank, the largest individual or unit bank in any city
71ith a Population of 110,000 or less, has t90,000,000
correspondent bank balances as against .4 38,000,000 in-
,(vidual deposits. Obviously, demand bank balances
,a-

;Tad not be concentrated in such amounts at such points
there were not some corresponding reward or compensa-tion for their use. That this is the fact is further

Zstantiated by the current fear that the balances will
be maintained as they now are unless the absorptionofl. 

B
exchange is continued. It is inconceivable to the

,'", EIrd that the Congress would continue the statutory
1c3Ireohibition against the payment of interest on demand

Partakes of 
at the same time legalize a practice which

Pctrtakes of the characteristics of the old secret rebates
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"by railroads railroads and which would accomplish for a limited
few and by indirection the same result as though interest
were being openly and directly paid.

"It is appropriate also to analyze the proposal un-
der consideration to ascertain to whom it would apply and
the favors it would grant. There are some 2,500 exchange-
charging banks. These are known as non-par,banks because
they do not remit at par. Other banks which remit at par
are known as par banks and total in number about 11,500,
Of which about 4,800 are not members of the Federal Re-
serve System. From the charts attached to this report
the Committee will note that there are 20 States and the
District of Columbia in which no banks charge exchange
and in which all of the 4,763 banks remit at par. These
States are Arizona, California, Colorado, Connecticut,
Delaware, Idaho, Iowa, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts,
Nevada, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New Mexico, New York,
Ohio, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Utah and Vermont. Inaddition, it is noteworthy that in Illinois only 12 outof 828 banks are non-par banks; in Indiana 3 out of 496;
11:1 Kansas 2 out of 627; in Kentucky 10 out of 389; in
Mlchigan 1 out of 443; in Oklahoma 12 out of 384; in
Oregon 1 out of 69; in Vest Virginia 6 out of 180; and
ln Vqoming 1 out of 56. Iowa has required its banks to
remit at par.
, "The proposed legislation would permit a practice
:Lintamount to the payment of interest on demand depositsbut its application would be limited to those having
Checks on exchange-charging banks and to the amount ofthe exchange charged on such checks. In practice it
nuld be limited still further because banks would notbe Willing to absorb the exchange except for depositors
!lialrltaining compensating balances, and only depositors
'laying enough checks on non-par banks to justify the
Tsantenance of compensating balances would keep such

exceptions 
The practical result would be that, with few
the amendment would be applicable only to,

'-orrespondent banks and large national accounts.
. "The Board has a further objection to the proposed

-Irgislation. In the hearings before the Banking and Cur-
,!11?Y Committee in the House the Board's September 1943,

Ing 
 

has been characterized as an attempt to enforcepar 
clearance. This charge is not in accordance withthe facts. The Board has repeatedly stated that it favorsPar 
clearance and it is, of course, a fact that the ques-

''n of absorption of exchanje is inextricably involved
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in the question of par clearance, as it is also with
Other questions. On the other hand, to charge that the
ruling was directed at the 2,500 non-par banks disregards
the fact that the ruling applied to a member bank which
was absorbing the exchange, not charging it, as well as
the fact that the ruling could result in causing member
banks desirous of resorting to the practice to decide to
Withdraw from the Federal Reserve System. The Board recog-
nizes that the final determination of the question of par
clearance is one for appropriate legislative bodies. Con-
gress has already enacted legislation which requires remis-
sion at par of all checks collected by Federal Reserve
Banks. The legislation to which the Board refers is known
as the 'Hardwick Amendment' to section 13 of the Federal
Reserve Act. It was enacted in 1917 and reads as fol-
lows:

-10-

Zzayided, furthez, That nothing in this or any
other section of this act shall be construed as
prohibiting a member or nonmember bank from mak-
ing reasonable charges, to be determined and
regulated by the Board of Governors of the Fed-
eral Reserve System, but in no case to exceed
10 cents per :tn_00 or fraction thereof, based
on the total of checks and drafts presented at
any one time, for collection or payment of
checks and drafts and remission therefor by
exchange or otherwise; but no such charges shall
bem___zd.g_A,.a_jaatu•a•a_e_j_fs'iQrQj,„_r_tnka-srba . '
(Underscoring supplied)It will be noted that, by virtue of this provision of law,

about 6,700 member banks are prohibited from charging ex-
change on checks presented by Federal Reserve Banks. Checks
2n some 4,800 nonmember banks are collected through the
Yederal Reserve collection facilities which, under this
amendment, involves remission at par. Since a fair esti-mate would be that 90 per cent or more of the amount of all
°4t-of-town checks are collected through the Federal Reserve
cli.°11ection system, the practical effect of the Hardwick
2endmont is to prohibit all member banks from charging ex-
tinlange and to require all nonmember banks wishing to avail
„eraselves of Federal Reserve collection facilities to fore-

making any such charges.
In the current discussion of the Board's September

1943 ruling at the hearing it has been stated that many of
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"the non-par banks will be forced to close if member banks
are not permitted to absorb the exchange charges which they
make. This is on the theory that if member banks do not
absorb the charges but pass them back to their customers,
the pressure from these customers will result finally in
the abandonment of exchange charges. The Board makes no
lich prediction. It does aver, however, that there are
in the same States, in the same counties, and often in
the same towns equally small national or State member
banks which, for all practical purposes, cannot charge
exchange and which are living and competing with non-par
banks which do. Now it is proposed that member banks be
authorized to absorb the exchange the non-par banks charge.
Here again it is inconceivable to the Board that the Con-
gress would authorize member banks to absorb exchange
charges for small non-par banks when equally small member
banks are prohibited from making such charges.

"For the reasons stated the Board is opposed to the
enactment of H.R. 3956 and the companion bill, S. 1642.
Since the Board has also received a request for a report
T1 this legislation from the Banking and Currency Commit-
tee in the Senate, a similar report is being sent to it."

At this point Messrs. Thurston, Smead, Dreibelbis, Horbett, Wyatt,

and Cherry withdrew from the meeting, and the action stated with respect
to each of the matters hereinafter referred to was then taken by the

board:

Feder

The minutes of the meeting of the Board of Governors of the

al Reserve System held on January 22, 1944, were approved unani-
rnoilaiy.

Memorandum dated January 13, 1944, from Yr. Leonard, Director

thei•
Divsion of Personnel Administration, reading as follows:

. "Paragraph (9) of the Board of Governors Plan re-
,,t1rig to death benefits includes the following provi-
°ns regarding employees' contributions for such bene--Lits:
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"The Board will deduct from the salary of
such employee for each payroll period an amount
sufficient to cover the additional contribution
required for such payroll period. *** If an em-
ployee who has accepted the provisions of this
paragraph as above provided should subsequently
be in a nonpay status, the provisions of this
paragraph for the payment of a death benefit
shall not be applicable to such employee during
his nonpay status unless with the consent of
the Board he continues during such period to
make the additional contribution required by
this paragraph, but shall again be applicable
to such an employee following his return to
duty.'
"The Retirement Committee proposes to include the

cost of the death benefit in fixing the rate of the Board's
contribution which is based on the payroll. Under this pro-
cedure, the employees' contributions for the death benefits
are retained by the Board and credited against the Board's
contributions to the Retirement System.

"Some procedure must be authorized with respect to the
c_?llection of employees' contributions for the death bene-
fts provided under the Board of Governors Plan and par-
lacularly with respect to the status of employees on a non-
Pa Y status. Accordingly, it is recommended, effective Jan-
uary 1, 

1944,
1. That such additional contributions

be collected for only full payroll periods.
. This question arises only in connection
With resignations of employees, periods of leave
Of absence without pay, with employees going on
military leave and in case of death in active
service. The recommendation would mean, in ef-
fect, that no collection would be made for serv-
ice during part of a payroll period except where
contributions are continued during a period of
leave of absence without pay. Of course, the
rights of the employee under paragraph (9) of
the Board of Governors Plan liould not be af-
fected by reason of the fact that contributions
are not collected by the Board for part of a
payroll period.

4. That the Board give a general consent
to the continuation of such contributions, by
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"or for the account of an employee, as are re-
quired to maintain the death benefits up to the
end of the semi-monthly payroll period following
the one in which leave of absence without pay be-
gins.

This is similar to the provision which has
been in force for several years and is proposed
for the same purpose - to maintain death benefits
in force during short periods of leave without
pay without requiring specific approval of the
Board in each case, provided, of course, the
necessary contributions are made.

3. That the Board give a general consent
to the continuation of such contributions, by or
for the account of an employee, absent without
pay while on maternity leave as are required to

. maintain the death benefits during a period of
maternity leave extending six full semi-monthly
pay periods following confinement.

This is similar to the provisions contained
in paragraph 5 of the statement of policy with
respect to maternity leave (Z-1138). The purpose
is the same - to permit employees absent on ma-
ternity leave to maintain the death benefits
for a reasonable period.

4. That specific consent of the Board be
obtained for the continuation of death benefits
during periods of leave without pay other than
those covered in the recommendations 2 and 3."

131

Approved unanimously.

Memorandum dated January 15, 1944, from Mr. Vest, Assistant
General Attorney, referring to the decisions reached by the Board in

e°11necti°n with the last three examinations of the Federal Reserve

114111( Of New York, that confirmations should not be requested of certain
4ec°Unts maintained with that Bank by foreign banks and governments,
4". stat4-__

-Lug that the examiner in charge of the current examination of

the New York Bank had discussed the matter again with Mr. Logan, Vice

Pl'esiletlt and General Counsel of the Bank, who had submitted a memorandum

Digitized for FRASER 
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/ 
Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis



1/24/44 -14-

1.32

dated January 4, 1944, setting forth reasons why it was felt confirma-

tions of certain accounts referred to in the memorandum should not be

requested in connection with the current examination. Mr. Vest's memo-

randura stated that he concurred in the position taken in Mr. Logan's

memorandum and in the opinion that the recent agreement between the

New York Bank and the Bureau of Customs with reference to the trans-

of mail through diplomatic pouch after inspection, while not

sPecifically coverim;- requests for confirmation transmitted by the

8csardis examiners, might properly be followed in connection with con-

firmations of accounts of the Sveriges Riksbank, the Banque Nationale

Suisse, and the Vatican, and that, in the absence of objection on the

Part of the Board, its examiner in charge would make no effort to ob-

tain the usual confirmation in the particular cases described in Mr.

c)gant-u memorandum and the procedure recently agreed upon between the
New York Bank and the Bureau of Customs would be followed in obtaining

e°nrirmation of the accounts of the Banque Nationale Suisse and possibly

the 
Vatican.

Noted without objection.

Thereupon the meeting adjourned.

---(6Relli:Laj212)-2Secr tary.
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