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Minutes of actions taken by the Board of Governors of the

Federal Reserve System on Monday, January 17, 1949. The Board met

in the Board Room at 10:30 a.m.

PRESENT: Mr. McCabe, Chairman
Mr. Szymczak
Mr. Draper
Mr. Evans
Mr. Vardaman

Mr. Carpenter, Secretary
Mr. Sherman, Assistant Secretary

Mr. Morrill, Special Adviser

Mr. Thurston, Assistant to the Board

Mr. Riefler, Assistant to the Chairman

Mr. Vest, General Counsel
Mr. Leonard, Director of the Division

of Bank Operations
Mr. Smith, Special Counsel
Mr. Hodge, Technical and Legal Adviser

to Mr. Evans

On Friday, January 14, 1949, there was sent to the members

Of the Board present at this meeting a draft of a statement and

order 
prepared in accordance with the discussion at the meeting

°4 January 7, 1949, dismissing or denying the four motions filed

/4 Transamerica Corporation on which oral argument was heard be-

tore the Board on December 13, 1948.

Mr. Vest stated that the draft of statement and order had

bee„
44 Prepared by Mr. Smith and that the Legal Division recommended

4PProval of the draft, together with a letter to Transamerica

C°1'Poration notifying it that hearings would be resumed at 10:30 a.m.

14 the Board's offices on January 27, 1949.
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Following a discussion, upon motion
by Mr. Evans, the statement and order was
approved unanimously as follows:

"UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
BEFORE THE

BOARD OF GOVERNORS OF THE FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM

"IN THE MATTER OF
TRANSAMERICA CORPORATION

"STATEMENT AND ORDER
ON MOTIONS TO DISQUALIFY AND TO

DISMISS COMPLAINT 
"On December 1, i-9-48, respondent filed with the Board

a motion to disqualify Marriner S. Eccles and Lawrence

Clayton, members of this Board, and on December 7, 1948,
three motions to dismiss the complaint. The motions were
orally argued by counsel for respondent and the solicitor
for the Board on December 13, 1948. Supporting briefs
were filed by counsel for respondent on December 13 and
27, 1948, and letters in the nature of briefs on January
4 and January 13, 1949. A brief in opposition was filed
by the solicitor for the Board on January 5, 1949. Having
fully and carefully considered the motions, and the argu-
ments and briefs of counsel, the Board is of the opinion
that the motions must be dismissed in part and in all
Other respects denied, as hereafter stated.

"In so far as respondent objects to Governor Eccles

Participating in this proceeding, no consideration of
the merits of respondent's motion to disqualify is nec-

essary. On December 1, 1948, promptly after the motion
was filed, Governor Eccles publicly announced that he

had disqualified himself. Respondent's motion to dis-

qualify Governor Eccles is therefore moot, and is dis-

missed for that reason.
"Respondent s motion to disqualify Governor Clayton

assumes that the Board has authority to take the action

requested. We cannot agree with this assumption. Mem-
bers of the Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve
SYstem are 'appointed by the President, by and with the
advice and consent of the Senate, * * * for terms of
fourteen years' (12 U.S.C. sec. 241), and the powers of
the Board are set forth in detail in the Federal Reserve
Act (12 U.S.C. sec. 248), the Clayton Act (15 U.S.C.
sec. 21) and numerous other statutes. No statute
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"relating to the Board, however, either expressly or by

implication, authorizes or directs the Board to dis-

qualify itself or any member from participating in any

Board action or proceeding, and no statute provides

for the appointment of substitute members, or author-

izes any other Government agency to exercise the powers

of the Board, in the event that a member or a majority

of members disqualify. In addition to this, the Ad-

ministrative Procedure Act, designed as a comprehensive

regulation of procedure before administrative agencies,

is significantly silent with respect to disqualifying
any agency or any member of an agency from participating
in the agency's decision.

"In the circumstances, the Board is of the opinion

that it has no authority to disqualify Governor Clayton

from participating in this proceeding. See Federal Trade 

Commission v. Cement Institute, 333 U.S. 683, 700-703
31948); Marquette Cement Mfg. Co. v. Federal Trade Corn-

1 47 F. 2d 289, 591-593 (C.C.A. 7, 194)); Loughran
V. Federal Trade Commission, 143 F. 2d 431, 433 (C.C.A. 8,
194)4); Montana Power Co. v. Public Service Commission, 12 F.
SuPP. 946, 948-950 (D. Mont., 1935). See also concurring

opinion upon denial of petition for rehearing in Jewell 

Ridge Coal Corp. v. Local No. 6167, 325 U.S. 897 (1945).
"If the Board is mistaken in this, however, it is

further of the opinion, and therefore holds, that the af-

fidavits submitted by respondent in support of its motion
do not warrant Governor Clayton's disqualification.

"Affidavits of disqualification must set forth facts,
as distinguished from mere conclusions. Beland v. United

States, 117 F. 2d 958, 960 (C.C.A. 5, 1947), cert. denied
313 U.S. 585; State v. Chapman, 1 S. D. 414, 47 N.W. 411,
412-413 (1890). And such facts must be sufficient both
to overthrow the presumption in favor of the integrity of

the official sought to be disqualified and reasonably to

warrant a strong inference that he possesses personal bias

and prejudice of -1.1ch character as is calculated seriously
to impair his impartiality, sway his judgment and preclude
his dealing fairly with the parties. See Eisler v. United 

States, 170 F. 2d 273, 278 (App. D. C., 1948); Benedict v.

Seiberling, 17 F. 2d 831, 836 (N.D. Ohio, 1926); Ex Parte 

11. K. Fairbank Co., 194 F. 978, 990 (M. D. Ala., 1912);
State v. Chapman, supra; 48 C.J.S. Judges sec. 82 b. Ex-

amined in the light of these principles, it seems clear
that respondent's affidavits are wholly insufficient to

sustain its charge of personal bias and prejudice on the

Part of Governor Clayton.
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"Respondent makes two contentions in this connection.

"First, it asserts that Governor Clayton was formerly

associated in business with or employed by Governor Eccles,

and later served as assistant to Governor Eccles while the

latter was chairman of the Board. But this does not war-

rant respondent's conclusion that Governor Clayton is in-

capable of exercising, or will not exercise, his own in-

dependent and impartial judgment upon either the facts or

the law. Certainly, respondent has not pointed to any

action on the part of Governor Clayton which justifies

its assertion of subordination and subservience to the

views of Governor Eccles, and the Board believes that it

may be said of Governor Clayton and its other members,

as has been said of cabinet officers, that officials

'charged by Congress with adjudicatory functions * * *

are assumed to be men of conscience and intellectual

discipline, capable of judging a particular controversy

fairly on the basis of its own circumstances.' United 

States v. Morgan, 313 U.S. 409, 421 (1941).

"Respondent's second contention as to Governor

Clayton is that he has developed a 'feeling of bitter-

ness' against a member of respondent's board of direc-

tors and executive committee, Mr. L. M. Giannini, and

against the corporations with which Mr. Giannini is as-

sociated. This, it is said, resulted from the fact

that in 1940 and the early part of 1941, while Governor

Clayton was an employee of the Board, he sought, and

failed to obtain, a position with the Bank of America.

'Within one year thereafter,' i.e., February 1942, re-

spondent continues, the Board 'adopted a consistently

adverse and punitive attitude toward Transamerica,' as

evidenced by certain alleged 'unauthorized', 'unp
re-

cedented and discriminatory' acts and the advocacy b
y

Governor Eccles of certain alleged 'discriminatory

legislation.'
The 'attitude' and acts of which respondent com-

plains, however, were the 'attitude' and official acts

of the Board. They were not the 'attitude' or acts of

Governor Clayton. They occurred long prior to the date

on which he became a member of the Board, and they evi-

dence no bias or prejudice toward respondent on the part

of Governor Clayton, of any other member of the Board or

Of the Board itself. See Federal Trade Commission v.

Cement Institute, 333 U.S. 683, 700-702 (1948); Oregon

Shipbuildi • Corp. v. N.L.R.B., 49 F. Supp. 386, 388

TD. Ore., 19 3 •
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"As for Governor Clayton's negotiations for a posi-
tion with the Bank of America, respondent's evidence
shows that the negotiations were terminated in February
1942. It does not show that they were terminated on a
note of 'bitterness,' nor does it warrant respondent's
conclusion that Governor Clayton is biased or prejudiced.
On the contrary, as shown by respondent's evidence, af-
ter the acts of which respondent complains, Governor
Clayton, on February 2, 1943, replied to a communication
from respondent's board chairman, Mr. A. P. Giannini, in
a letter unmistakably friendly and cordial in tone.

'In its briefs filed December 27, 1948, and Janu-
ary 13, 1949, but not otherwise, respondent requests
that the Board, after disqualifying Governors Eccles
and Clayton, re-examine its files 'with a view to deter-
mining whether they substantiate a reasonable belief
that Transamerica has violated Section 7.' Such action,
respondent asserts, is 'essential to due process.' This
contention is without merit and the request is denied.

"The Board is satisfied that the evidence in its
files warranted the conclusion that it had 'reason to
believe' that respondent had violated section 7, and
that such conclusion is free of any taint of bias or
Prejudice. Moreover, due process does not require, nor
does the Clayton Act authorize, judicial review of the
Board's initial determination to issue a complaint. See
Ostler Candy Co. v. Federal Trade Commission, 106 F. 2d
2, 965 (C.C.A. 10, 1939), cert. denied 309 U. S. 675;

15 U.S.C. sec. 22. Such determination is administrative,

not judicial in character, and is in no sense a .prejudg-
ment of the facts. The Board's authority to issue an
order of divestment depends upon the evidence to be ad-
duced in support of the Board's complaint. Such author-

ity may not, and it will not, be exercised upon the basis
of the evidence on which the complaint was issued, ex-
cept in so far as such evidence becomes a part of the

record.
"Turning now to respondent's several motions to dis-

nliSS, respondent contends that if the Board is authorized
to institute this proceeding, section 11 of the Clayton
Act (15 U.S.C. sec. 21) is unconstitutional and void as
in contravention of the Fifth Amendment to the Constitu-
tion of the United States. The argument is that, since,
as respondent asserts, the Act does not authorize the
Board to issue subpoenas, it follows that the Act does
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"not provide for a fair hearing, and any order of divest-

ment entered under the complaint will deprive respondent

of its property without due process of law. This motion

must be dismissed for two reasons.
"First, it is premature. Assuming, as respondent

contends, that the Board has no subpoena power, it by

no means follows either that respondent will be unable

to obtain and offer all the evidence and testimony it

desires, or that a divestment order is certain to issue.

The Act under which the Board is proceeding provides a

plain, adequate and exclusive remedy for any prejudice

which respondent may suffer by reason of the Board's

asserted lack of the power to issue subpoenas, MacFadden

Publications v. Federal Trade Commission, 37 F. 2d 822
(App. D. C., 1930), and a mere supposed or threatened

injury does not warrant the dismissal of an administra-

tive proceeding. Anniston Manufacturing Co. v. Davis,

301 U. S. 337, 352-3)3 (1937); Myers v. Bethlehem Ship-
building Corp., 303 U. S. 41, 50-51 (1938).

"Secondly, as an administrative agency created by

Congress, the Board's duty is to enforce, not to nullify,
the acts committed to it to administer. Hence, it has
no authority to pass upon the constitutional question

raised by respondent. Engineers Public Service Co. v.

S. E. C., 138 F. 2d 936, 921-953 (App. D. C., 1943);
Panitz v. District of Columbia, 112 F. 2d 39, 41-42
TI-EiFT-D. C., 1940); Matter  of Rite-Form Corset Co., Pike

and Fischer, Administrative Law 33c.51-7 (N.L.R.B., 1947);

Simon Sie_gel Co. v. Heaton, Pike and Fischer, Administra-

tive Law 41b.1-28 (U.S. Dept. Agric., 1946); Matter of 

East Ohio Gas Co., Pike and Fischer, Administrative Law

48e.1-2 (F.P.C., 1939). See also Pike and Fischer, Ad-

ministrative Law, Decision Notes 18, 381, 431, 732, 813.

"Respondent's third motion asks dismissal of the

complaint on the ground of improper venue and insuf-

ficiency of the allegations of the complaint.

"As to venue, the contention is that this is a 'pro-

ceeding under the antitrust laws' within the meaning of

section 12 of the Clayton Act (15 U.S.C. sec. 22), and

it must therefore be brought, as that section requires,

within the 'judicial district' of which respondent is an

inhabitant or where it may be found or transacts business.

Since respondent is not a District of Columbia corporation

and does no business in the District, it follows, respond-
ent asserts, that no hearing may be lawfully convened in

the District and the notice of hearing appearing in the
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"Board's complaint is therefore null and void. The Board

does not agree with this contention.

"It has been held repeatedly that section 12 is a

liberalizing provision, intended materially to enlarge

the jurisdiction of Federal district courts, being 'de-

signed to aid plaintiffs by giving them a wider choice

of venues, and thereby to secure a more effective, * * *

enforcement of antitrust prohibitions.' United States v.

National City Lines, 334 U.S. 573, 586 (1948); United
States v. Scophony Corporation, 333 U. S. 795, 8o4-808
TIWEIT; Eastman Kodak Co. v. Southern Photo Materials Co.,

273 U.S. 359, 371-374 (1927). That being true, it would

be anomalous indeed if, at the same time, the section had

been intended to narrow and restrict the localities in

which hearings might be held by administrative agencies.

That such was not the purpose of the section seems ob-

vious; and the Board believes it clear that the word

'Proceeding,' as used in section 12, was employed in
the same sense as that in which it was used in sections

5, 13, 15, 16 and 25 (15 U.S.C. secs. 16, 23, 25, 26;
28 U.S.C. sec. 390), namely, to refer to court proceedings

"Administrative proceedings under the Act was governed

10Y section 11, which specifically fixes the venue of actions

brought by the Board to enforce, or by a respondent to set

aside, a Board order, but which contains no provision limit-

ing the venue of the Board's hearings. On the contrary,
the section provides in that connection only that the Board

Shall issue a complaint 'stating its charges * * * and con-

taining a notice of a hearing * * * at a place therein

fixed.' In the opinion of the Board, this means that in

the reasonable exercise of its discretion, the Board may

notice a complaint for hearing and take testimony thereon

at any place within the United States. If such had not

been the intention of Congress, it would have been a

simple matter indeed for it to have specified the venue

Of proceedings before the Board, as it specified the venue

Of court proceedings to enforce or set aside the Board's

orders.
"The Board's conclusion that section 12 has no ap-

Plication here is entirely consistent with section 5(a)
Of the Administrative Procedure Act, which imposes upon

administrative agencies in respect of venue the duty
only to fix 'places for hearings' with 'due regard * * *
for the convenience and necessity of the parties' (5 U.S.C.

sec. 1004 (a)). And the Board is further fortified in this
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"view by the fact that the Federal Trade Commission --
as the Board officially notices from the Commission's

public records -- has long exercised the power, in pro-

ceedings under the Clayton Act, to hold hearings at

Places other than those specified in section 12. No

court has ever held the Commission's practice improper.
Nor has Congress, in any of its numerous amendments of
the Act, ever indicated its disapproval of the practice.

"Respondent's objections to the sufficiency of the

Board's complaint are, in substance, a mere restatement

in motion form of the position taken by respondent in
its 'Demand for More Definite Statement of Matters of

Fact and Law Asserted', which, by reference, respondent

incorporates in its motion to dismiss for improper venue

and insufficiency of the complaint.
"The motion in this respect must be denied for the

reasons set forth in the Board's statement and order of

September 21, 1948, denying the demand referred to. We

also point out, however, that in considering the suf-

ficiency of a complaint in a proceeding such as this,
'it is necessary to bear in mind that the nature of the

Proceeding is not punitive but preventive and in the

Interest of the general public. * * * It does not re-

quire the particularity of pleading in an indictment,

declaration at law, or a bill in equity, for no security

against double jeopardy or principle of res judicata

commands the utmost of precision. Matters of evidence

need not be recited in the complaint and a detailed know-

ledge of the Board's case in advance "is of slight value

in a trial by hearings at intervals.'' Consumers Power

Co. V. N.L.R.B., 113 F. 2d 38, 42-43 (C.C.A. 6, 1940);
E. B. Muller & Co. v. Federal Trade Commission, 142 F.
2d 711, 519 (C.C.A. 6, 19)44); Locomotive Finished Ma-
I2E111C_p_. v. N.L.R.B., 142 F. 2d 802, 804 (C.C.A. 10,
1944);.A E. Staley Manufacturing Co. v. Federal Trade 

Commission 13) F. 2d 453, 454 (C.C.A. 7, 19431. See

also N.L.R.B. v. ExPress Publishing Co., 312 U. S. 426,

431-432 (1941). Nothing in section 5 (a) of the Admin-
istrative Procedure Act (5 U.S.C. sec. 1004 (a)) was
Intended to change this rule. See Attorney General's

Manual on the Administrative Procedure Act (1947) 46-47,
129,

"Respondent's final motion is based upon the con-

tention that the Board has no jurisdiction or authority
to enforce section 7 of the Clayton Act, and the complaint
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"should be dismissed for that reason. The argument has
been pressed earnestly and at length, but in the Board's
Opinion it finds a complete answer in the language of
the statute and cannot be sustained.

"It is said that jurisdiction is lacking because re-
spondent is not a bank, is not engaged in commerce and is
not in competition with any banks named in the complaint.
Even if these facts are true, they neither defeat the

Board's jurisdiction, nor constitute a defense to its
Charge. For the second paragraph of section 7, in lan-
guage which cannot be misunderstood, prohibits any corpo-
ration from acquiring the stock of two or more other
corporations engaged in commerce, where the effect may
be to lessen competition between the acquired corpora-
tions or to restrain commerce or tend to monopoly.
Nothing in the Act provides, or lends any support to
the contention, that if the acquired corporations are
banks the acquiring corporation must also be a bank,
or that the acquiring corporation must itself be en-
gaged in commerce or in competition with the corpora-
tions whose stock it acquires. See Fruit Growers' Ex-

V. Federal Trade Commission, 274 F. 205 (C.C.A.
7/ 1921). Such a construction of the paragraph would
make it merely repetitive of the first paragraph of
section 7 and deprive it of all independent force and
effect. That such was not the intent of Congress is
Obvious from the language of the paragraph, as well as
from its legislative history. 51 Cong. Rec. 9073, 14313/
14317, 15940; H. R. Rep. No. 627, 63rd Cong., 2nd Sess.
(1914) 17; H. R. Rep. No. 627 (Part 2), 63rd Cong., 2nd

Sess. (1914) 6 (minority report).
"Respondent also asserts that jurisdiction is lack-

because the complaint does not allege that any banks

mentioned in the complaint have violated any provision
c't the Clayton Act. But no such allegation is neces-

sarY. The Board's complaint is directed against Trans-
america Corporation,' and nothing in the Act provides or
implies that the legality of the acquisitions here in

question depends upon whether or not the acquired corpo-
rations have themselves violated the act.

"Respondent further argues that section 7 is not
applicable to banks. But here again the words of the
Act/ as well as its legislative history, furnish a com-
Plete answer. The language of section 7 is all in-
clusive -- 'No corporation shall acquire * * * the stock
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" * * * of two or more corporations engaged in commerce

* *." These words are not susceptible of a construc-
tion making them inapplicable to banks. Efforts to
exempt banks from the application of section 7 were re-
jected by Congress (51 Cong. Rec. 114.317 at seq., 111.573

et seq.), and section 11 of the Act specifically di-
rects the Board 'to enforce' the Act 'where applicable
to banks, banking associations and trust companies'
(15 U.S.C. sec. 21).

"There is no merit to respondent's contention that

banks are necessarily excluded from section 7 because
they are not engaged in interstate commerce and there-
fore are not subject to regulation by Congress under
the commerce clause of the Constitution. Since the

complaint alleges that the banks referred to are en-
gaged in commerce, we must, for the purpose of consider-
ing a motion to dismiss, accept the allegation as true.
Moore v. Chesapeake & Ohio Ry., 291 U.S. 205, 209-211

Hart v. B. F. Keith Vaudeville Exchange, 262 U.S.
271, 273-7.23); Swartz v. Forward Association, 41 F.
SuPP, 294, 295 (D. Mass., 1941). See also National Candy
Co. v. Federal Trade Commission, 104 F. 2d 999, 1003
rd.C.A. 7, 1939), cert. denied 308 U.S. 610. Further
than this, we are not prepared to say as a matter of
law that bsnks cannot be engaged in interstate commerce
and be regulated accordingly. To do so, we believe, would
re quire us not only to disregard recent court decisions
to the contrary, but also to ignore facts of which we
might well take official notice. See N.L.R.B. v. Northern

Trust Co., 148 F. 2d 24, 26, 28 (C.C.A. 7, 1945) cert.
denied 326 U. S. 731; Rosenberg v. Semeria, 137 F. 2d
742, 743 (C.C.A. 9, 1943), cert. denied 320 U.S. 770;
N.L.R.B. v. Bank of America, 130 F. 2d 624, 626 (C.C.A.

5-7—f), cert. denied 318 U.S. 791. See also United

States v South-Eastern Underwriters Association, 322
U.S, 533, 546-))3 (1944).

"Respondent's fInal contention is that the Board's

jurisdiction under section 11 is limited to the enforce-
ment of section 8. We believe this argument unsound.

"In so far as here pertinent, section 11 provides
'That authority to enforce compliance with sections two,
three, seven, and eight of this Act by the persons re-
ePectively subject thereto is hereby vested * * * in

the Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System
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"where applicable to banks, banking associations and

trust companies; and in the Federal Trade Commission
where applicable to all other character of commerce'
(15 u.s.c. sec. 21). Respondent lays great emphasis

Upon the words 'Persons respectively subject thereto,'
and argues that since banks are mentioned only in sec-

tion 8, they are 'subject' only to that section. But

this argument assumes -- and erroneously so -- that

banks are not subject to section 7, which, as hereto-
fore stated, applies without exception to all corpora-

tions
"In addition to this, we point out that the word

'Person,' as used in the Clayton Act, includes 'corpora-

tions and associations,' as well as individuals (15 U.S.C.

sec. 12), and that the enforcing agencies are directed by

section 11 to issue a complaint against 'any person * * *

violating * * * any of the provisions of sections two,

three, seven and eight.' But, while sections 2, 3 and 8
apply to all persons, section 7 is limited to corporations
Hence, it seems obvious that the words 'persons respec-
tively subject thereto,' as used in section 11, were em-

ployed merely for the sake of grammatical precision, and
they mean simply that compliance with sections 2, 3, 7
and 8 is to be required only of those 'persons' subject
respectively to those sections.

"Thus construed, the phrase 'persons respectively
subject thereto' is assigned its natural meaning and the

Hoard is vested with authority to enforce section 7 where
the 'character of commerce' concerned involves, or re-

lates to, the business of 'banks, banking associations

and trust companies.' See Fruit Growers' Express v. Fed-

Trade Commission, 274 F. 205, 207 (C.C.A. 7) 1921).

Under no other construction of the Act is it possible

to give effect to the intent of Congress to commit to

each of the several enforcement agencies mentioned in

section 11, the duty to enforce the Act in the particular

field in which it ha peculiar competence.

"Little need be said of respondent's argument that
the Board's own construction of the Clayton Act has been
to the effect that the Board has no jurisdiction to en-
force section 7. Considered in the light of its attend-
ant circumstances, the course of conduct to which re-

sPondent refers in this connection was not a construction
Of the Act by the Board and it neither warrants nor sup-
ports respondent's conclusion. Since section 7 contains
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"merely a limited and conditional rather than an abso-

lute prohibition, the Board's failure previously to pro-

ceed under section 7 cannot be regarded as a disclaimer
of its authority to proceed in a matter in which it has

concluded that it has 'reason to believe' it should pro-

ceed; nor did its failure to proceed previously cause

its authority to 'evaporate'. See Federal Trade Corn-

V. Bunte Brothers, 312 U.S. 349) 352 (1941)."

"ORDER 

"For the reasons set forth in the foregoing state-

ment, it is ORDERED that:
"1. Respondent's Motion to Disqualify Marriner S.

Eccles and Lawrence Clayton be, and it hereby is, dis-

missed in so far as it relates to Marriner S. Eccles,

and be, and it hereby is, in all other respects denied.

"2. Respondent's Motion to Dismiss for Lack of Due

Process of Law be, and it hereby is, dismissed.

"3. Respondent's Motion that Complaint Be Dismissed

and Notices of Hearing Quashed and Vacated for Improper

Venue, Insufficiency of Allegations and Failure to Comply

With Administrative Procedure Act be, and it hereby is,

denied.
"4. Respondent's Motion that Complaint Be Dismissed

for Lack of Jurisdiction be, and it hereby is, denied.

"This 17th day of January, 1949.

"By the Board.

(Signed) S. R. Carpenter
Secretary

"Governors Eccles and Clayton took no part in the con-

sideration or decision of the motions referred to in the

foregoing statement ilorcl order."

Unanimous approval was also given

to the following letter to Transamerica

Corporation:

"Enclosed herewith is a copy of a Statement and Order

issued today by the Board of Governors of the Federal Re-

serve System in the matter of the Transamerica Corporation.
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"In conformity with the Hearing Officer's state-

ment on December 7, 1948, the hearing will reconvene
on Thursday, January 27, 1949 at 10:30 a.m. in Room

1202 of the Board's offices in Washington, D. C."

At this point Mr. Townsend, Solicitor, entered the meeting.

Mr. Vest stated that in order that Mr. Smith might keep in

Close touch with developments in the proceeding against Transamerica,

it was planned that he would attend most of the hearings to be held

ill Washington and at least some of the hearings to be held on the

l'acific Coast, in accordance with the understanding at the time

Smith was retained as Special Counsel, and he suggested that a

1/11blic statement of Mr. Smith's connection with the case be issued

bY the Board.

Upon motion by Mr. Vardaman, it was

agreed unanimously that a statement should

be issued in a form satisfactory to Messrs.

Thurston and Vest.

Mr. Clayton entered the meeting at this time.

Mr. Draper recommended that, in view of the official char-

Of many of the activities that would take place during the

1111°gram for the inauguration of the President of the United States,

the Board authorize the udb of its cars during that period, Janu-

641:Y 20-24, for providing official transportation and the retention

or chauffeurs to operate the cars on such basis as seemed necessary.

Upon motion by Mr. Evans, it was

voted unanimously that the question

raised by Mr. Draper be referred to

him with power to act.
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At this point Messrs. Riefler, Vest, Leonard, Townsend,

Smith, and Bodge withdrew and the action stated with respect to

eaCh of the matters hereinafter referred to was taken by the

130ard.:

Minutes of actions taken by the Board of Governors of the

Pedaral Reserve System on January 14, 1949, were approved unanimously.

Letter to Mr. Hill, Vice President of the Federal Reserve

tank of Philadelphia, reading as follows:

"Reference is made to your letter of January 6,
1949, submitting a certified copy of a resolution
adopted by the Board of Directors of the Security
Bank and Trust Company of Philadelphia, Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania, signifying its intention to withdraw
from membership in the Federal Reserve System and re-
questing waiver of the six months' notice usually re-
quired.

"In view of your favorable recommendation the
Board of Governors waives the usual requirement of
six months' notice, as requested. Accordingly, upon
surrender of the Federal Reserve Bank stock issued to
Security Bank and Trust Company of Philadelphia,
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, the Federal Reserve Bank
is authorized to cancel such stock amd make appropriate

refund thereon.
"Please advise the Board of Governors when cancel-

lation is effective and refund is made. The Certifi-
cate of Membership issued to the bank, which apparently

has been delivered to you, should be forwarded to the

Board when withdrawal Is effected.

"It is understood that the withdrawal will be ef-

fected after the proposed purchase of assets and as-

sumption of deposit liabilities of the subject bank
by the Pennsylvania Company for Banking and Trusts,

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania."

Approved unanimously.
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Letter to Mr. Leach, President of the Federal Reserve Bank

of Richmond, reading as follows:

"Reference is made to your letter of December 30,
1948, in which you advised that it appears expenses
for 1948 at your head office and branches will exceed
budget estimates for the year as follows:

Head Baltimore Charlotte

Office Branch Branch 
General Overhead f77 55o $3,000
Provision of Personnel 13,500 $7,000
Postage and Expressage 15,000 14,000 1-2,.000
Stock of Supplies 2,000 4,000
securities 45o
Accounting 5,500
Leal 750
/3ank and Public Relations 1,000
Auditing 1,500 3,000
Federal Reserve Note Issues 40,000 3,000
Research and Statistical 300
Foreign 2,000

"The Board accepts the revised figures as submitted,
and appropriate notations are being made on the Board's

records."

Approved unanimously.

Letter to Mr. Harry C. Hausman, Secretary, Illinois Bankers

As8ociation, 105 West Monroe St., Chicago, Illinois, reading as

rollovs:

"Mr. Szymczak has advised the Board of the con-

templated visit to Washington during the week of

February 13 of officers of the Illinois Bankers As-

sociation and the members of the Board sincerely hope

that it will be possible for you to arrange to include

in Your program a visit with them.

"The members of the Board will be delighted if the

members of your group who will be in Washington at that
time will join them for luncheon at the Board's offices
on Wednesday, February 16, 1949, at one o'clock. Mt.
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"Szymczak has told us that he believes this will fit
in with your plans. It is hoped that all of the mem-
bers of the Board will be here at that time and they
are looking forward to your visit."

%roved:

Approved unanimously.

Chairman.
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