
To: GhPlimsn Kennedy 
F m :  MF, 4jl~yni3 

Re:  iknnonr~mous L e t t e r  on 0 3  
Spec ia l i s t s  and O&d-lot 
Houses of New b r k  Stock -change, 

Some days ago you received an anonmous c i ea t ion  
a l leg ing  eolluslon between s p a c i a l l s t s  and odd-1st dealers  on 
the f l o o r  of t h e  N e w  York Stack &change by meaner of which 
s h o r t  posit ions were aaatntalned by the odd-lot hsasss f o r  the 
benefit of the s p e c i a l i s t s ,  

T.;iro s-tudlies ha7j.e been made - one t h a t  of the shop% 
pos i t ion  En the stocks mmtionsd by the complalnmt, and second- 
l y ,  t h a t  of shor t  pos i t ions  In those stocks held by odd-lot 
houses. No unusual iaelsease i n  shor t  pos i t ion  was f o m d  in 
any stock among those mentioned by your correspondent except 
those of' New York Central  and we feud t h ~ t  a 12,000 share 
increase %as acca~lntad f o r  by positions taken by t h i r t y  houses 
~ s p r e s e n t i n g  45 a c e o u t s ,  Z do not belleve t h n t  t h i s  indi-  
ca tes  concentrated pos2tions slrggesting collusive o?erations, 

'bVith respec t  Lo the odd-lot houses, i n  no instance 
was the  b shor t  pos i t ion  la rger  t h m  457 slzares, the posit ion 
held by one odd-lot house in ConsolldaGed ass  and var ied from 
52 Sfpwes, the position held  by another oda-lot house in 
ivnericeur Foreign Power, 

As of February 28 "co of t2ls three oad-lot houses 
mentioned by yous c o~respondent ,  had no short post tion 
whatever an& one had an aggregate short pos i t ion  of 152 shares, 

The conclusion seems Jus t l f l e d ,  the re f  ore, tha t  there 
i s  no basis  f o r  the  suspicion of col lusion between odd-lot 
houses and s p e e i a l l s t s  i n  the cases c i t ed  by your eoprespon- 
dent, 


