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This Certified Denial upon Appeal and Request for Reconsideration is based upon the claim of 
[REDACTED] (the Claimant ) to accounts potentially held by Sally Friedheim, Emmy Dippel, 
née Friedrich, and the Dresden bank Bassenge & Fritzsche at the Zurich branch of the 
[REDACTED] (the Bank ).  The Claimant also claimed assets based upon his grandfather s 
ownership interest in various companies, including Bassenge & Fritzsche, the company 
Sächsische Serumwerk A.G., also located in Dresden, which had a subsidiary located in Basel, 
Switzerland, that was subsequently converted into an independent Swiss corporation named S. 
Serumwerk A.G., Basel, and the firm Aktiengesellschaft für Industriebeteiligungen (the 
Industrial Investment Company ), located in Schaffhausen, Switzerland.  The Claimant also 

identified by name two other Swiss banks at which his grandfather or his grandfather s business 
interests may have held assets, but he did not provide any documentation to support his assertion 
that the assets were held at these specific Swiss banks.    

All denials are published, but where a claimant has requested confidentiality, as in this case, the 
names of the claimant, any relatives of the claimant other than the account owner, and the bank 
have been redacted.     

Procedural History  

The Claimant s claim to accounts potentially owned by Sally Friedheim, Emmy Dippel and 
Bassenge & Fritzsche was previously treated in a decision approved by the Court on 10 February 
2008 (the February 2008 decision ).  In that decision, the Claimant was informed that the CRT 
was unable to locate an account belonging to Sally Friedheim, Emmy Dippel, or Bassenge & 
                                                          

 

1 [REDACTED] (the Claimant ) did not submit a Claim Form to the Claims Resolution Tribunal.  However, in 
1999 he submitted an Initial Questionnaire ( IQ ), numbered GER 0014-196, to the Court in the United States.  
Although this IQ was not a Claim Form, the Court, in an Order signed on 30 July 2001, ordered that those IQs which 
can be processed as claim forms be treated as timely claims.  Order Concerning Use of Initial Questionnaire 
Responses as Claim Forms in the Claims Resolution Process for Deposited Assets (July 30, 2001).  The IQ was 
forwarded to the CRT and has been assigned claim number 708875. 
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Fritzsche in the Account History Database ( AHD ) prepared pursuant to the investigation of the 
Independent Committee of Eminent Persons ( ICEP or ICEP Investigation ), which identified 
accounts probably or possibly belonging to Victims of Nazi Persecution, as defined in the Rules 
Governing the Claims Resolution Process, as amended (the Rules ).    

In a letter dated 28 April 2008, the Claimant appealed the February 2008 decision and requested 
its reconsideration.  Specifically, the Claimant noted that his mother s maiden name was Emmy 
Martha Friedrich, and that she may have held an account under that name.  The Claimant also 
asserted that the company Deutsche Presscartonagen Industrie GmbH, which was located in 
Dresden and solely owned by his grandfather Dr. Sally Friedheim, may have owned a Swiss 
bank account.  In support of his appeal, the Claimant submitted documents, including a decision 
of the German Federal Office for Central Services and Open Questions regarding Assets 
(Bundesamt für zentrale Dienste und offene Vermögensfragen), dated 11 June 2007, which is 
described in detail below.     

In his letter dated 28 April 2008, the Claimant also requested reconsideration of the February 
2008 decision based upon documents he submitted pertaining to his grandfather s business 
interests.  This decision addresses the Claimant s appeal, as well as the documents he submitted 
with his request for reconsideration.     

Information Provided by the Claimant in the Claim Form and on Appeal and Request for 
Reconsideration  

The Claimant submitted a Claim Form stating that his maternal grandfather, Dr. Sally Friedheim, 
was born on 29 September 1876 in Dresden, Germany, and that his mother, Emmy Martha 
Dippel, was born on 10 January 1907 in Dresden.  The Claimant stated that his grandfather was 
part-owner of a bank named Bassenge & Fritzsche, which was located at Gewandhausstrasse 5 
in Dresden.  The Claimant stated that his grandfather, who was Jewish, was a lawyer, and that 
his daughter (the Claimant s mother), was conceived out of wedlock.  The Claimant explained 
that his grandfather, who had no other children, supported his daughter financially during his 
lifetime.  The Claimant stated that his grandfather was arrested by the Gestapo on 29 May 1942 
in Dresden and shot on 12 June 1942.  The Claimant stated that his own parents, Emmy and 
[REDACTED], were prevented from marrying because of the Nuremberg laws forbidding 
marriage between non-Jews and Jews, and that they were not able to marry until the end of the 
War.  The Claimant indicated that Emmy Dippel died on 20 April 1993 in Aachen, Germany.    

In support of his claim, the Claimant submitted documents, including:   

(1) a probate certificate issued by a Dresden probate court (Nachlassgericht), indicating that 
Frau (Mrs.) Emmy Martha Dippel, née Friedrich, was the sole heir of Dr. Sally 
Friedheim, who died on 12 June 1942 in Dresden;  

(2) a probate certificate issued by an Aachen court (Amtsgericht), indicating that Frank 
[REDACTED] was the sole heir of Emmy Martha Dippel, née Friedrich, who died on 20 
April 1993 in Aachen; 
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(3) a confirmation issued by the Jewish Community of Dresden (Jüdische Gemeinde zu 
Dresden), indicating that Dr. jur. Sally Israel Friedheim was murdered by the Gestapo  

(4) a decision issued by a restitution authority in Opland, Germany, dated 18 May 1953, 
indicating that Emmy Dippel, née Friedrich, who was born on 10 January 1907 in 
Dresden, was the illegitimate child of Dr. Sally Friedheim; that he had acknowledged his 
paternity and provided financial support for her until his death; that she had been 
engaged to [REDACTED], and that in 1935 she and [REDACTED] had applied for a 
marriage license, but were denied because Emmy Dippel was partly Jewish ( jüdische 
Mischlinge ); and that Emmy Dippel qualified as a victim of Nazi persecution; and 

(5) an affidavit signed by the Claimant s mother, dated 5 August 1990, indicating that 
Emmy Dippel was the daughter of Dr. Sally Friedheim, who was the sole owner of 
Bassenge & Fritzsche in Dresden and who never married.     

The Claimant indicated that he was born on 17 March 1946 in Aachen, Germany.  

The Claimant bases his claim essentially on his grandfather s ownership interest in various 
companies, including the bank Bassenge & Fritzsche in Dresden, the company Sächsische 
Serumwerk A.G., which had a subsidiary located in Basel, Switzerland, that was subsequently 
converted into an independent Swiss corporation named S. Serumwerk A.G., Basel, and the firm 
Aktiengesellschaft für Industriebeteiligungen (the Industrial Investment Company ), located in 
Schaffhausen, Switzerland.  The Claimant asserted that his grandfather s property, including his 
interests in Bassenge & Fritzsche, Sächsische Serumwerk A.G. and S. Serumwerk A.G., Basel 
were confiscated by the Nazis.  The Claimant s specific claims regarding these business interests 
are detailed below.   

Information Available in the Banks Records  

As noted in the February 2008 decision, the auditors who carried out the investigation of these 
banks to identify accounts of Victims of Nazi Persecution pursuant to the ICEP Investigation did 
not report accounts belonging to Sally Friedheim, Emmy Dippel and Bassenge & Fritzsche 
during their investigation.  As noted above, the Claimant bases his claim essentially on his 
grandfather s ownership interest in various companies.  The Claimant asserted that his 
grandfather s property, including his interests in Bassenge & Fritzsche, Sächsische Serumwerk 
A.G. and S. Serumwerk A.G., Basel were confiscated by the Nazis.  The documents submitted by 
the Claimant regarding these specific claims are detailed below.  

Bassenge & Fritzsche

  

The Claimant submitted an excerpt from a 1926 registry of German banks (Deutsches Bankier-
Buch), which shows that Bassenge & Fritzsche was owned by Dr. jur. S. Friedheim and Alfred 
Reichelt.  The excerpt lists contacts with over 13 foreign banks (Ausländische 
Bankverbindungen), including the Bank in Zurich.  

The CRT conducted research regarding the bank Bassenge & Fritzsche.  According to an entry 
available on the website of the Main Archive of Dresden (Hauptstaatsarchive Dresden), this 
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bank was founded in 1871.  According to the reference to the archival documents available on 
the website, the bank was wholly owned by Alfred Reichelt since 1924.  After his death, in 1938 
the firm was aryanized through the Allgemeinen Deutschen Credit-Anstalt.2  According to a 
non-referenced Wikipedia entry regarding Jewish persons in Dresden, Dr. Sally Friedheim was 
co-owner of the bank since 1920.3  

Sächsische Serumwerk A.G. and S. Serumwerk A.G., Basel

  

With regard to his claim regarding the German company Serumwerk A.G. and its subsidiary S. 
Serumwerk A.G., Basel, the Claimant stated that his grandfather owned 40 percent of the 
company Sächsische Serumwerk A.G.  The Claimant stated that in order to continue to sell 
products in Switzerland, in September 1934 the Basel subsidiary was converted into an 
independent Swiss corporation, S. Serumwerk A.G., Basel.  The Claimant stated that S. 
Serumwerk A.G., Basel was initially capitalized in registered shares with restricted transferability 
(Namensaktien) with a nominal value of 40,000.00 Swiss Francs ( SF ), of which SF 30,000.00 
were held by the former parent company Sächsische Serumwerk A.G. and SF 10,000.00 was held 
by a Swiss citizen, P. Cardinaux, the director of the Swiss Serum and Vaccine Institute 
(Schweizer Serum- und Impfinstitut) in Bern.  The Claimant stated that on 17 December 1937, 
the capital of S. Serumwerk A.G., Basel was increased to SF 60,000.00, of which SF 21,000.00 
was held by Sächsische Serumwerk A.G.; SF 19,000.00 was held by Frau (Mrs.) M. Hahn, a 
German national and the director of S. Serumwerk A.G., Basel; SF 19,000.00 was held by P. 
Cardinaux; and SF 1,000.00 was held by Dr. Napp, the company s president of its board of 
directors.  The Claimant stated that because his grandfather owned 40 percent of Sächsische 
Serumwerk A.G., he indirectly held a 40 percent ownership interest in the Dresden firm s share 
of S. Serumwerk A.G., Basel.  

With regard to Serumwerk A.G. and its subsidiary S. Serumwerk A.G., Basel, the Claimant 
submitted several documents.  These documents include a statement signed and dated on 3 
January 1935 in Dresden by Alfred Reichelt, the director of Sächsische Serumwerk A.G. (and, 
the CRT notes, the owner or co-owner of Bassenge & Fritzsche) that was made to supplement a 
protocol of a board meeting held on 20 December 1934.  The original protocol was not made 
available to the CRT.  Because the CRT has only the supplementary statement, the context in 
which this statement was made is not fully clear.  It appears that Mr. Reichelt made the statement 
to respond to questions posed by authorities of the German Reich and/or Reichsbank regarding 
the transformation of the Basel subsidiary of Sächsische Serumwerk A.G. into an independent 
Swiss corporation, which may have had tax and other financial implications for the parent 
company.  Thus, at one point Mr. Reichelt refers to the firm s lawyer, and asks:  If our 
lawyer, Dr. Popper, came to the conclusion in his analysis that the process [of transformation 
into an independent Swiss corporation] did not need official approval, how much less was I, as a 
layperson, to be expected to conclude that it did [require official approval]? 4    

                                                          

 

2 See http://www.archiv.sachsen.de/archive/dresden/4480_3133313231.htm.   
3 See http://de.wikipedia.org/wiki/J%C3%BCdische_Pers%C3%B6nlichkeiten_(Dresden).  
4 The German original reads:  Wenn unser Anwalt, Herr Oberjustizrat Dr. Popper, in seinem Gutachten zu der 
festen Ansicht kommt, dass der Vorgang für uns nicht genehmigungspflichtig sei, um wieviel weniger konnte ich als 
Laie auf die Idee kommen, dass er es doch ist.

 

http://www.archiv.sachsen.de/archive/dresden/4480_3133313231.htm
http://de.wikipedia.org/wiki/J%C3%BCdische_Pers%C3%B6nlichkeiten_
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In his statement, Mr. Reichelt recounted the events that led to the transformation.  He stated that 
an alarming report from the Swiss Serum and Vaccine Institute, the largest purchaser of products 
from the Sächsische Serumwerk A.G. s Basel subsidiary, and reports from the firm s 
representatives visits to doctors showed that this entity and the Swiss doctors would reject 
German-made products, and that the Balkan countries also refused to accept German-made 
products, and that this news forced him to act.  He stated that he had learned that several of the 
firm s products were in danger of being taken off the list of medicines approved by the Swiss 
Health Insurance Commission (Krankenkassekommission) within five days, and that a corporate 
transformation was needed without delay, and that he therefore worked night and day to ensure 
the necessary change in corporate structure.  He noted that he was aware that, if he were not able 
to report to the Health Insurance Commission that the subsidiary was a Swiss entity, the parent 
company would lose its entire Swiss and Balkan business, and that it would therefore eventually 
lose all the assets it had invested in the Swiss subsidiary.  He wrote that he had no idea that he 
was doing anything illegal, especially because he transformed the subsidiary s assets into shares 
through a capital investment of an additional one-third of the company s worth, and that the 
assets therefore became more valuable than the subsidiary had been previously.  He noted that it 
was clear that it is easier to turn over shares from which interest is derived than it is to turn over 
an entire company.  He then gave a hypothetical example to support this statement, and noted 
that if the Reichsbank were to insist that the Dresden parent company sell its shares in the Swiss 
subsidiary and repatriate the assets of the sale, this would be much easier than if the parent 
company were forced to auction off or liquidate the entire subsidiary.  He noted that in the first 
case, the parent company would not lose the exports it sends to the Swiss subsidiary; however, in 
the second case, it would lose them entirely.5  

Mr. Reichelt continued by asking:  What did I do wrong?  ( Was habe ich Böses getan? )  He 
answered this rhetorical question by stating that he transformed assets in a foreign country in 
such a way that they were now more valuable and that enabled Germany to keep its export 
market.  He stated that he increased the value of the assets in Basel and made them easier to be 
sold.  He wrote that he saved life-saving exports not only for the firm, but also for the country, 
and that he reported the sale of the shares to the Reichsbank.  He noted that neither he nor his 
firm made any profit from the transaction that was not reported.  He argued that such 
businesspersons as himself, who have ensured and enhanced the exports of the country, should 
be praised.  He concluded his statement by stating that, even if the literal meaning of individual 
paragraphs [of the law] were not followed exactly, he was entitled to amnesty by the tax 
conformity law, of which he then cites paragraph one:  The tax laws are to be interpreted 
according to national socialist world view.  The view of the people, the purpose, and the 
economic meaning of the tax laws and the development of relationships are to be considered. 6  

                                                          

 

5 The German original reads:  Wenn uns beispielsweise die Reichsbank zwingen würde die schweizer Filial-Aktien 
zu verkaufen und den Erlös ins Inland zu bringen, so ist dies vielfach leichter, als wenn wir gezwungen worden 
wären, unsere Filiale in Basel zu veräussern, oder zu liquidieren.  Im ersteren Falle würden wir nicht den Export an 
S. Serumserk A.G., Basel verlieren, im letztereren Falle jedoch vollständig.

 

6 The German original reads:  Auch wenn der Wortlaut einzelne Paragraphen nicht genauestens befolgt sein sollte, 
so steht  mir meines Erachtens volle Amnestie durch das Steueranpassungsgesetz zu.  Denn in diesem heisst es in 
§1:  Die Steuergesetze sind nach nationalsozialistischer Weltanschauung auszulegen.  Dabei sind die 
Volksanschauung, der Zweck und die wirtschaftliche Bedeutung der Steuergesetze und die Entwicklung der 
Verhältnisse zu berücksichtigen.
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The Claimant also submitted a one page excerpt from a notice of share registration regarding an 
increase of capital (Kapitalerhöhung) in the Swiss corporation S. Serumwerk A.G., Basel, 
indicating that of its total shares worth SF 60,000.00, SF 21,000.00 were held by Sächsische 
Serumwerk A.G.; SF 19,000.00 were held by Mrs. M. Hahn, who was the director of S. 
Serumwerk A.G., Basel and a German citizen; SF 1,000.00 were held by the Swiss notary Dr. 
Napp of Basel, who was the president of the board of directors; and SF 19,00.00 were held by P. 
Cardinaux, a Swiss national who was the director of the Swiss Serum and Vaccine Institute in 
Bern.  The excerpt specifically refers to the two Swiss shareholders, noting that Dr. Napp was 
not German friendly, while Mr. Cardinaux practiced neutrality.  ( Von den beiden Schweizern 
ist Dr. Napp verantworlicher Präsident des Verwaltungsrates, der durchaus nicht 
deutschfreundlich sein soll, während Herr Cardinaux wohlwollende Neutralität übt. )  

The Claimant also submitted a copy of a letter dated 22 June 1942 from the Foreign Exchange 
Bureau of the central Reichsbank in Berlin (Devisenabteilung der Reichshauptbank Berlin) to the 
central Reichsbank in Dresden (Reichsbankhauptstelle Dresden).  In its letter, the Foreign 
Exchange Bureau noted that in its opinion, despite its conversion to an independent Swiss 
corporation, S. Serumwerk A.G., Basel was still controlled by Sächsische Serumwerk A.G.  It 
wrote that alone the means and circumstances surrounding the subsidiary s transformation to a 
Swiss corporation suggested that, internally, the controlling position of the Dresden firm was 
preserved.  This letter refers to several other documents, none of which were made available to 
the CRT.  The letter states that it would not be possible to prove these suspicions, as it would not 
be possible to prove who provided the money to buy the SF 19,000.00 shares owned by Mrs. 
Hahn.  The Foreign Exchange Bureau noted that it suspected that Mrs. Hahn was only a straw 
man put forward by the Dresden firm, and that if this was the case, the Dresden firm would also 
hold a controlling portion of the Basel firm s capital.  The letter concludes by noting that the 
Foreign Exchange Bureau agreed that no further steps should be taken, even if they were 
convinced that their suspicions were true, because determinations regarding controlling interests 
must not be based on suspicion, but upon irrefutable proof brought before the foreign exchange 
authorities.7     

The Claimant also submitted an excerpt from a decision of the Restitution Authority of the state 
of Saxony (Sächsisches Landesamt zur Regelung Offener Vermögensfragen) (the Restitution 
Authority ), dated 22 September 1993, regarding the restitution proceedings for the firm 
Sächsische Serumwerke KG i. L. [in liquidation].  The decision addresses the claim of the 
Claimant and four other individuals for the return of the company.  The decision notes that the 
claimants before the Restitution Authority suffered a loss through an East German court-ordered 
transfer of Sächsische Serumwerk KG to the German Democratic Republic that occurred on 9 
April 1972.    

                                                          

 

7 The German original reads:  Wenn wir auch nach allem, wie bereits eingangs erwähnt, der festen Ueberzeugung 
sind, dass in vorliegenden Falle die Voraussetzungen für die Anwendung des RE 152/36 DSt. gegeben sind, haben 
wir jedoch keine Bedenken, wenn, sofern die Dresdner Firm sich der Anwendung des vorgennanten Runderlasses 
widersetzt, von weiteren Schritten Abstand genommen wird.  Wir gehen hierbei, wie bereits vorstehend erwähnt, von 
der Erwägung aus, dass man bei der Feststellung einer Beherrschung sich nicht auf Vermutungen stützen kann, 
sondern diese Beherrschung, falls sie bestritten wird, von den Devisenbehörden unwiderlegbar nachgewiesen 
werden muss.
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In its decision, the Restitution Authority noted that the claimants before it had reached a 
settlement regarding their respective shares in the company, according to which the Claimant 
was entitled to 40 percent of the company shares.  The Restitution Authority determined that 
outright restitution was not possible, because the company had already been legally auctioned off 
pursuant to a law regarding the elimination of impediments to the privatization of companies and 
for the advancement of investments ( [das Gesetz] zur Beseitigung von Hemmnissen bei der 
Privatisierung von Unternehmen und zur Förderung von Investitionen ) of 22 March 1991.  The 
Restitution Authority noted, however, that the claimants before it had a claim to the proceeds of 
the auction.  It further noted that its decision did not address the future determination of the 
distribution of the proceeds of that auction.  

As a basis for its decision, the Restitution Authority noted that, on 7 November 1921, the two 
Dresden entities of Sächsische Serumwerk and the Institut für Bakteriotherapie were 
transformed, through the assistance of Bassenge & Fritzsche, into a corporation 
(Akteingesellschaft).  The decision refers to publications in the commercial register, newspapers, 
and archival sources to note that Dr. Sally Friedheim served as the head of its board of directors 
(Aufsichtsratvorsitzender) from its incorporation until 1934.  From 1934 until his dismissal on 7 
August 1936, he simply served on its board of directors.  The decision noted that the grounds for 
Dr. Friedheim s dismissal were not named in the documents.  It noted that until 1936, the articles 
of incorporation ( Gesellschaftervertrag ) had been changed numerous times, and that with the 
new edition of the commercial register of 20 May 1938, these previous changes from 1921 until 
1936 were no longer included.  According to the decision, the firm was capitalized at 
1,000,000.00 German Reichsmark ( RM ), and that at its General Assembly on 14 May 1937, 
Dr. Friedheim was not longer represented as shareholder.  According to decision, at this General 
Assembly, 70 percent of the shares were represented as follows:  RM 300,000.00 in shares held 
by director Willy Bethke, RM 300,000.00 in shares held by director Alfred Reichelt, and RM 
100,000.00 in shares held by Bassenge & Fritzsche.    

The Restitution Authority noted that the claimants before it indicated that before 1937, Bethke 
held RM 300,000.00 in shares; Dr. Sally Friedheim held RM 300,000.00 in shares; Reichelt held 
RM 300,000.00 in shares; and Bassenge & Fritzsche held RM 100,000.00 in shares which, when 
combined, were equal to the corporation s total capitalization of RM 1,000,000.00.  The decision 
further notes that, by the time of Reichelt s death on 21 March 1938, Reichelt owned RM 
666,000.00 in shares and Bethke owned RM 334,000.00.  In 1941 the corporation s capital was 
increased to RM 1,400,000.00, which was accomplished by dissolving the firm s funds held in 
reserve and adding them to the balance sheets ( durch Auflösung von Reservefonds und 
Zuschreibung dieser zu den Bilanzwerten ), not through additional capital infusion.    

The Restitution Authority noted that Sächsische Serumwerk A.G. had been converted into a 
limited partnership (Kommanditgesellschaft) in 1963, and was later converted into a partly state-
owned partnership before being wholly expropriated on 9 April 1972 by the East German 
government and converted into V.E.B. (Volkseigener Betrieb or People-Owned Enterprise ) 
Sächsisches Serumwerk.  The Restitution Authority noted that the present Sächsische Serumwerk 
GmbH arose from the implementation of the Regulation Concerning the Transformation of State-
Owned Enterprises and Combines into Profit-Corporations (Verordnung zur Umwandlung von 
volkseigenen Kombination, Betrieben und Einrichtungen in Kapitalgesellschaften).   
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Aktiengesellschaft für Industriebeteiligungen (the Industrial Investment Company )

  
The Claimant stated that the Industrial Investment Company was located in Schaffhausen, 
Switzerland, and that it was registered in the Schaffhausen commercial register.  The Claimant 
explained that this company was founded in 1931; and that by 1937 it was capitalized at SF 
125,000.00.  The Claimant stated that in 1938, the company s capital was reduced to SF 
35,000.00, and that the company was liquidated on 16 February 1939.  The Claimant indicated 
that the proceeds from the liquidation of the Industrial Investment Company were retained by 
Curt Labhart, a Swiss lawyer who was the sole director of the firm and who also served as its 
court-appointed trustee when the company was sold.    

The Claimant submitted an excerpt from the mortgages and property liens section (Hypotheken, 
Grundschulden, Rentenschulden) of the Dresden Title Registry (Grundbuch).  The excerpt, 
which is itself dated 4 November 1992, contains entries dated from 1935 to 1937.  The entries 
are written in old German script, some of which are stricken through, and are almost fully 
illegible.  The Claimant stated that the excerpts were submitted to show the former existence of 
this company in Schaffhausen, and that an example (entry number 1, though the pages submitted 
by the Claimant have multiple entries labeled 1 ) from this excerpt shows that the bank 
Bassenge & Fritzsche transferred a mortgage in Goldmark to the Industrial Investment Company 
on an unspecified date.  The CRT notes that it is unable to confirm the Claimant s understanding 
of this entry due to the fragmentary and illegible nature of the document he submitted.  In his 
Initial Questionnaire, the Claimant stated that his grandfather held an ownership interest in this 
company, but he did not provide any documents to support this assertion.  

Deutsche Presscartonagen Industriegesellschaft mbH

  

As noted above, in support of his appeal, the Claimant submitted documents, including a 
decision of the German Federal Office for Central Services and Open Questions regarding Assets 
(Bundesamt für zentrale Dienste und offene Vermögensfragen), dated 11 June 2007.  In this 
decision, the Federal Office rejected the claims of the Claimant and other individuals for the 
return of the company Deutsche Presscartonagen Industriegesellschaft mbH and of other objects 
belonging to this company.  The decision noted, however, that the Claimant was entitled to file a 
claim to this company under the law governing assets (Vermögensgesetz), and that the Claimant 
was entitled to compensation because of damages suffered by the company through Nazi 
persecution.  The decision stated that the original owner of the company was Dr. Sally 
Friedheim, who was Jewish, and that the firm was aryanized in 1938.  The decision noted that 
the company s buildings, machines, and other objects were destroyed during the Second World 
War, and that they were never rebuilt.  After the War, the company s property was transformed 
into a People s Owned Enterprise, with the city of Dresden as the owner of record 
( Rechtsträger ).  The property was subsequently divided into two separate parcels.  The Federal 
Office found that the Claimant was entitled to the return of the property, but that this was 
impossible because the company no longer existed after 1945, and noted that the Claimant 
nevertheless had a claim for compensation from a compensation fund.  The decision itself did not 
address the amount of compensation due the Claimant under the relevant laws.   



  

9/13 

Admissibility of the Appeal   

According to Article 30 of the Rules, an appeal must be based upon a plausible suggestion of 
error regarding the CRT s conclusions.  Any appeals which are submitted without a plausible 
suggestion of error shall be summarily denied.  A request for reconsideration must be based on 
new documentary evidence not previously presented to the CRT that, if considered, would have 
led to a different outcome of the claim.  

As to the Claimant s appeal regarding the CRT s search for accounts held in his mother s maiden 
name, Emmy Friedrich, the CRT concludes that the Claimant has not plausibly established that 
the CRT erred in the February 2008 decision.  In many appeals to No Match decisions 
received by the CRT to date, claimants have stated that their relatives names were spelled 
slightly differently than the way they were spelled in the original No Match decision, or that 
their relatives maiden names were not listed in the original decision.  In this case, although it 
was not specifically listed, the Claimant s mother s maiden name Emmy Martha Friedrich was 
considered, but no matching accounts were located.  As noted above and in the original decision, 
the CRT uses advanced name matching systems and computer programs.  The CRT considers 
variations of names as well as maiden names or other name variations provided in claim forms 
and name variations provided by Yad Vashem, The Holocaust Martyrs and Heroes 
Remembrance Authority, in Jerusalem, Israel, to ensure that all possible name matches are 
identified.    

In his appeal, the Claimant also requested that the CRT search for accounts possibly belonging to 
the firm Deutsche Presscartonagen Industrie GmbH.  The CRT notes that additional names 
cannot be added during the appeal process.  However, the CRT has nevertheless conducted a 
search for any accounts potentially held in this firm s name, but no accounts were located.    

Given the above considerations, and given that the Claimant did not provide a plausible 
suggestion of error regarding the CRT s conclusion, the Claimant s appeal is summarily denied.   

The CRT s Analysis of the Request for Reconsideration  

With regard to the documents submitted by the Claimant in his original claim and request for 
reconsideration, the CRT has reviewed these documents and has concluded that the information 
and documentation provided by the Claimant are not sufficient to justify an award.  According to 
Article 17 of the Rules, the CRT shall use records and files available from the Account History 
Database, the Account Dossiers, and the Total Accounts Database, the information submitted by 
the Claimants, and to the extent that the CRT deems relevant, other sources of information to 
determine whether an award is justified.  While the CRT has previously awarded accounts to 
Claimants when the ICEP Investigation failed to locate an account belonging to their relative (an 
account not included in the Account History Database, the Account Dossiers, and the Total 
Accounts Database), the evidence submitted by these Claimants falls into very limited 
categories.  Article 17 of the Rules lists certain categories of evidence that the CRT has used to 
justify an award when an account is not identified in the ICEP Investigation.  These categories 
include Austrian State Archives Records and other government records, records of the New York 
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State Holocaust Claims Processing Office, and any other historical and factual material available 
to the CRT.  Examples of facially reliable evidence submitted by Claimants include actual bank 
documents, documents submitted to an official governmental agency, and official letterhead 
indicating a connection to a Swiss bank.  While the CRT bears in mind the difficulties of proving 
the existence of an account after the destruction of the Second World War, it has determined in 
this case that the documents submitted by the Claimant do not show that an award is justified, as 
detailed below.    

Bassenge & Fritzsche

  

With regard to the Claimant s claim that his grandfather s bank Bassenge & Fritzsche held a 
Swiss bank account, the CRT notes that the excerpt from the 1926 registry of German banks 
(Deutsches Bankier-Buch) does not indicate that Bassenge & Fritzsche held an account at the 
Bank, but rather indicates that the Bank was one of the many foreign banks listed with which 
Bassenge & Fritzsche had contact (Ausländische Bankverbindungen).  The CRT further notes 
that, even if this document showed that Bassenge & Fritzsche held an account at the Bank 
(which it does not), the Claimant has not provided any evidence that shows that he would have 
been entitled to the assets in it.  In this regard, the CRT notes that according to an entry available 
on the website of the Main Archive of Dresden (Hauptstaatsarchive Dresden), this bank was 
wholly owned by Alfred Reichelt since 1924, though the excerpt from the 1926 registry of 
German banks (Deutsches Bankier-Buch) submitted by the Claimant shows that Bassenge & 
Fritzsche was owned by Dr. jur. S. Friedheim and Alfred Reichelt.  In any event, even if the 
Claimant s grandfather held an ownership interest in this bank, there is no evidence that this 
bank maintained an account at the Bank.  

Sächsische Serumwerk A.G. and S. Serumwerk A.G., Basel

  

The Claimant asserts that, because his grandfather owned a 40 percent stake in the Dresden firm 
of Sächsische Serumwerke A.G., he indirectly held a 40 percent stake in that firm s share of the 
Basel firm S. Serumwerk A.G., Basel.  The Claimant further asserts that his grandfather s share in 
the Basel firm was confiscated by the Nazis, and that this was achieved through the forced 
transformation ( erzwungene Umwandlung ) of the Basel subsidiary into an independent Swiss 
firm.  However, the Claimant has not provided any evidence regarding these assertions that 
would support an award.  

First, although the Claimant argues that the transformation of the Swiss subsidiary into an 
independent Swiss firm was forced, the statement made by Alfred Reichelt dated 3 January 1935 
shows that the transformation was effected in spite of the objections of Reich officials.  
According to Mr. Reichelt s statement, the transformation of the Dresden s firm Basel subsidiary 
into an independent Swiss company ensured the continued export market of the parent company.  
Moreover, as detailed in the letter from the Foreign Exchange Bureau to the Reichbank s Main 
Office in Dresden, dated 22 June 1942, although Reich officials suspected that the 
transformation was only cosmetic in nature, no further action was taken against the parent firm in 
Dresden.    
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Second, even if the transformation of the Swiss subsidiary into an independent Swiss firm was 
forced by Nazi authorities (which it was not), the Claimant would not be entitled to an award 
based merely on this transformation.  The CRT notes that the Claimant s grandfather was a 
shareholder in the Dresden firm, not in either the Basel subsidiary or, subsequently, the 
independent Swiss firm.  There is no evidence that the Claimant s grandfather s shares in the 
Dresden firm were deposited in a Swiss bank, or that he was forced to repatriate these shares 
from Switzerland.  Thus, although the Claimant s grandfather invested in a German firm that had 
a Swiss subsidiary / held an interest in an independent Swiss firm, he did not own this Swiss 
entity as an asset deposited in Switzerland, but rather only indirectly shared in the profits 
generated by this Swiss entity on behalf of its parent company / of the Dresden firm.  The CRT 
notes that the Claimant also submitted an excerpt from a decision of the Restitution Authority of 
the state of Saxony, dated 22 September 1993, regarding the restitution proceedings for the 
Dresden firm.  In its decision, the Restitution Authority noted that the claimants before it 
(including the Claimant) had reached a settlement regarding their respective shares in the 
company, according to which the Claimant was entitled to 40 percent of the company shares.  
The Restitution Authority determined that outright restitution was not possible, because the 
company had already been legally auctioned off.  The Restitution Authority noted, however, that 
the claimants before it (including the Claimant) had a claim to the proceeds of the auction, and 
that its decision did not address the future determination of the distribution of the proceeds of 
that auction.  Thus, any loss sustained by the Claimant s grandfather regarding the Dresden 
company (including his share of the Dresden s company share of the profits of the Swiss 
subsidiary / independent company) either has been addressed in or are subject to restitution 
proceedings in Germany.    

Third, even if the Claimant s grandfather had directly held shares in either the Swiss subsidiary 
or the independent Swiss company (rather than indirectly through his ownership of shares of the 
Dresden firm) (which he did not), there is no evidence that he deposited these shares in a Swiss 
bank, or that he was forced to repatriate them.    

Finally, none of the documents submitted by the Claimant show that either the Dresden firm or 
its Swiss subsidiary (later an independent firm) held an account at a Swiss bank.  The CRT notes 
that, even if these firms held such an account (which has not been proved), the Claimant has not 
established that he would be entitled to the proceeds, given the fact that any loss sustained by his 
grandfather associated with his shareholding interest in the Dresden firm was addressed in 
restitution proceedings in Germany.  

For these reasons, no award is appropriate based upon the Claimant s grandfather s business 
interests in Sächsische Serumwerke A.G., or S. Serumwerk A.G., Basel.    

Industrial Investment Company

  

The CRT notes that the Claimant stated that the Industrial Investment Company was located in 
Schaffhausen, Switzerland, and that it was liquidated on 16 February 1939.  As noted above, the 
Claimant stated that his grandfather held an ownership interest in this company, but he did not 
provide any documents to support this assertion.  The Claimant indicated that the proceeds from 
the liquidation of the Industrial Investment Company were retained by Curt Labhart, a Swiss 
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lawyer who was the sole director of the firm and who also served as its court-appointed trustee 
when the company was sold.  In support of his claim regarding this company, the Claimant 
submitted an excerpt from the mortgages and property liens section of the Dresden Title 
Registry, showing almost fully illegible entries dated from 1935 to 1937.  The Claimant stated 
that the excerpts were submitted to show the former existence of this company in Schaffhausen, 
and that one entry shows that the bank Bassenge & Fritzsche transferred a mortgage in 
Goldmark to the Industrial Investment Company on an unspecified date.  As noted above, the 
CRT notes that it is unable to confirm the Claimant s understanding of this entry due to the 
fragmentary and illegible nature of the document he submitted.  However, even if the Claimant s 
understanding of this entry is correct, this document does not provide sufficient evidence to 
justify an award.  According to the Claimant s interpretation of the document, the bank Bassenge 
& Fritzsche at one point held a mortgage for some property in Dresden (the excerpt is from the 
Title Registry of Dresden), and that this mortgage was later transferred to the Industrial 
Investment Company of Schaffhausen, Switzeland.  This document (as interpreted by the 
Claimant) does not show that the Industrial Investment Company forcibly caused this transfer, 
nor does it show that the Claimant s grandfather held an interest in the Industrial Investment 
Company.  Even if the Claimant s grandfather held an interest in this company (which has not 
been proved), there is no evidence (and the Claimant does not argue) that his interest in the 
company (in the form of shares) was deposited in a Swiss bank, or that he was forced by Nazi 
authorities to repatriate any shares of this company on deposit in Switzerland (for which there is 
no evidence) back to the Reich.  The CRT notes that even if the Industrial Investment Company 
held assets in a Swiss bank (for which no evidence exists), the Claimant has not provided any 
evidence to show that his grandfather or his heirs (including the Claimant) was entitled to those 
assets.  Finally, the CRT notes that the document itself is of such a fragmentary and illegible 
nature, that it is impossible to verify exactly what it says.    

Deutsche Presscartonagen Industriegesellschaft mbH

  

As noted above, in support of his appeal, the Claimant submitted a decision of the German 
Federal Office for Central Services and Open Questions regarding Assets dated 11 June 2007. 
The Federal Office found that the Claimant was entitled to the return of the property, but that this 
was impossible because the company no longer existed after 1945, and noted that the Claimant 
nevertheless had a claim for compensation from a compensation fund.  The decision itself did not 
address the amount of compensation due the Claimant under the relevant laws.  As noted above, 
the Claimant requested that the CRT conduct a search for accounts under this company s name.  
Although new names cannot be added during the appeals process, the CRT searched for any 
accounts belonging to this entity, but none were located.  The CRT notes that the 11 June 2007 
decision of the Federal Office also does not evidence the existence of a Swiss bank account held 
by this company.  

Given the above considerations, the CRT concludes that no award is appropriate in this case.  
The CRT notes that, despite the absence of records showing an awardable account in this case, 
the Claimant s claim was determined to contain sufficient information to warrant a Plausible 
Undocumented Award ( PUA ).  For this PUA, the Claimant received the amount of US 
$5,000.00 in September 2006 and a second payment of US $2,250.00 in December 2010, for a 
total payment of US $7,250.00.   
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Right of Appeal and Request for Reconsideration

  
Pursuant to Article 30 of the Rules, the Claimant may appeal this decision or submit a request for 
reconsideration regarding the part of this decision dealing with Sächsische Serumwerk A.G., S. 
Serumwerk A.G., Basel, or the Industrial Investment Company within ninety (90) days of the 
date of the letter accompanying this decision.     

An appeal must be based upon a plausible suggestion of error regarding the CRT s conclusions 
set out in this decision.  Any appeals which are submitted without a plausible suggestion of error 
shall be summarily denied.  A request for reconsideration must be based on new documentary 
evidence not previously presented to the CRT that, if considered, would have led to a different 
outcome of the claim.  Claimants should briefly explain the relevance of the newly submitted 
documents in view of the conclusions stated in the certified decision.    

The Claimant should send appeals and/or requests for reconsideration in writing to the following 
address:  Claims Resolution Tribunal, Attention: Appeals / Request for Reconsideration, P.O. 
Box 9564, 8036 Zurich, Switzerland.  If more than one account has been treated in this decision, 
the Claimant should identify the account, including, where available, the Account Identification 
Number, that forms the basis of the appeal and/or request for reconsideration.    

The Rules do not provide for appeals or requests for reconsideration of summary denials of 
appeals.  Thus, this decision constitutes the final decision with respect to the Claimant s appeal 
regarding the February 2008 Decision, specifically with regard to the inclusion of the person 
Emmy Martha Friedrich and the company Deutsche Presscartonagen Industrie GmbH for 
research as potential account owners.8     

Certification of the Denial  

The CRT certifies this Denial upon Appeal and Request for Reconsideration for approval by the 
Court.   

Claims Resolution Tribunal 
24 March 2011 

                                                          

 

8 As noted above, no accounts were located in the Account History Database belonging to this individual or this 
company. 


