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The Legeal Oommittee of tlb Alll Ilunuwndaturu, in its mectzng
of 2L November 1345, v comaended that ‘this matter be referred to the
Allied‘COntrﬁl_COuﬁcilrwifhoat ?pprayal, inésmuch as the Contrel Council
alone has ‘the le éis ative authorit y Lo rrowu]gatc a law effective
throughouﬂ Germeny.

By.létﬁer of & Duccmb@w 1945 the ﬁl]lcd Be fetari&t fcrwéraed the
mattervfo~the Chaivman Of'the ,cgul blrmctcr@tu for btddj and rngw1~‘j
‘mendation by the Legal Dixécﬁorateito the - CoL}ulr“tlnc Oidﬂlttbu

2. The decision of the

v

istrat of tho CLtV of B crlin is designed té
change the local lew in the City of~B@rlin, as 1t has been in exis thce
since the passing of the SU=C ']]cd Hecess of the Ele téerogchimFI of
27 Decenber 1508, Lo ,;f' | |
TM3WQ1tmx;NMdﬁﬁstM$ébﬁﬁnbyPMﬁﬁmgom:ﬂ@ttm:mmMﬂm
involved has always entailled unné§e$safy work and led to muéh litigation
and that the time had come to establish a new rule oﬂ heirlesg brOpﬁrty
. . -~ - .
. the City of Berlin in view of the &;th.dteﬂ rwllng of 1508,
fB. The local law on the sﬁb ct, 1gglu01ng th@ lmx of t&u various
- German comwunltle N was‘nbt aholished by the'German Civil Code of 

1 January 1900,  On the centrary, such local law remained in effect
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~1,  In its meeting of 17 r*pta.wow. 1‘3324._,: the ng °trat of, thc Clt‘

C o Alliea ‘Con’cmi‘ Council without approval, inasmuch as the Control Council

‘mendati on by the

‘chang&, the 100&1 1fw in the City of Be“lln, as it has beg:n in existence

. lnvolwd has always ‘entailed- unnecessuy work and led to mc11 htlgatlon

and that the time had come to eotabllsh ‘a new rule on heirless proPerty »

bf Berlin 6ealt Wwith the Ixrobl»m of the utll;za’clm of’ h@lI‘]CoS prppertj
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"ihe decision of
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The City of
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Thu I.egk 1 Corm*:.btﬁc of the Allied Fcnnwn&atura, in .LtS 1Aeet:|.ng

of 21 November 1945, 'rccimmandcd that this matter be referred to the

alone has the legislative authofity‘fo rramlgate a law effective -

throughout Germeny,

" By letter of 4 Decerber 1945 the Allied Secretariat forwarded the

matter to the Ghairmﬁ:m of the Legal Directorafe for s‘tu&y and reccx;i-." :

2e The deCLol(:n of Lhﬂ I ;uswat of the Clty oi’ Bprhn is 5.0<1g;1¢3ﬁ to

since the pas.a:um of tha, so-ca 121 ed Recess 01 the

27 December 1508

V The Iviagistrat justifies this a;étion by pointins out that the problem
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»1n the Clty of Berlin in view of the anth ted ruling ‘of‘ 1508, -

3 Thb 10c 2l law on the subject, :anluc..:z.ng the law of the var:\.ous
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ThisES'th inal ban footnote
in Bendix'ldrafts taht Bob S.
helped me to solve.

Do you recognize this and was
it stmaped?

If not stamp and make one copy-
for me andone for Helen.

g Thank you!
Abby




7/21/00, Chapter V
Treasury also simplified the certification process so as to lessen the burden for small

_property owners. By July of 1947 FFC unblocked entire eategories of ‘assets where there was no

hkehhood of any substannal enemy interest. They mcluded accounts under $10,000, interests in
estates and trusts that were created by non- blocked persons in the US.ora generally hcensed
trade area and property dtstnbuted from a trust or estate pursuant to a Treasury license. % On -
February 27 1948, General License No 97 unblocked all accounts whtch on February 1, 1948,
were $5,000 or less, and though they represented ha,lf' ofuthe accounts fromAMarshall Plan
countries, they constituted onl)t 5 percent of the blocked assets;"f ,

. ¢)  Certification Problems, Options and Policy-Making

e e e

their assets, and also required the cooperanontof forengn govemrnents. Bydanuayy*of*l%? FFC' R

/

. ofﬁcxals acknowledged that ‘!substantxal amounts" of property were still l(l/l'lfOél‘tlﬁed . Delays in

' L M»..r,m
reaching agreements thh Sw1tzerland and other countries may have accounted for some of the
problem. but FFC ofﬁcxals realized that many property OWNErs were not avmhng themselves of

“the cemﬁcauon procedure They were sufficiently concerned to dtscuss altemanves that would

erther encourage greater complianc’e with the certification program or would allow for the

1% History of FFC, Chap. 6, 37 [331758). Exceptions included Germans or Japanese subject to General Ruling
No. 11a, citizens of Bulgaria, Hungary or Romania living in these countries, and corporauons wnh their pnncnpal
place of business in Hungary, Bulgaria or Romania. ,

195 Isadone Ak and !rvmg Moskowttz “Removal of United States Controls over Forergn-—owned Property.
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JEWISH RESTITUTION SUCCESSOR ORGANIZATION
| Preface

- The attached report summarizes the principal activitics and financial results
of the operation of the Jewish Restitution Successor Organization during its first
25 years of existence. This report is not intended s a substitute for the history of
the JRSO which will entail major research and a full analysis of the moral, legal,
diplomatic, political and Jewish communal problems confronting the JRSO
since its inception in 1947.

The achievenients of the JRSO could not have been possible without the
closc cooperation of the major Jewish organizations which have been its
founders and whose representatives guided the policics of its Board. The
impressive results described in this report could not have been achicved without
.the ingenuity, extraordinary devotion and high profcssxonal cxecllence of the
JRSO staff in Germany and New York.

A scnse of profound moral satisfaction in establishing the pnnc:plc that the
perpetrators should not enjoy the spoils of their criminal acts and the knowledge
that more than DM 200,000,000 recovercd by the JRSO aided in the relicf,
rchabilitation and resettlement of Jewish victims of Nazi persecution are the
_ truc rewards for all who were and continuc to be associated with the work of
this unique organization. ‘

Maurice M. Boukstein’

President
‘ "Saul Kagan
Excentive Secretary

Monroe Goldwater
Chairman, Executive Conumittee
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L. Introduétion

This report covers JRSO's activitics over the twcnbty-_-ﬁvc year span between
August 1947 and December 1972. A long look back on activitics and accomn-
plishments would be timely indeed after a quarter of a century of service.

The idca that a nation may not retain property that it gained by the mass
spoliation of minoritics whom it persccuted on racial or religious grounds, led to
the formation of the Jewish Restitution Successor Organization (JRSO).
Twelve Jewish organizations united to form an organization that would serve

- as successors to those who had perished without heirs. The JRSO was incor-
porated in the State of New York on May 12, 1947,

Even before the Nazi surrender, the ‘US. Government announced the
intention to takc appropriate steps that would safeguard the properties which
the Nazi Government had scized under duress from their former owners.

' Acting on that policy, the U S. Military Government, on November 10, 1947,

enacted Military Government (M.G.) Law #59, on the Restitution of Iden- .

tifiable Property. Potential heirs were authorized to submit claims, and the
JRSO was appointed in Junc of 1948 to recover the unclaimed portion which
presumably represented heirless property. In August 1948, opcrations began at
the headquarters the JRSO- opencd at Nuremberg in the US. Zone of
Germany. A parallel British law providing for a successor organization in the
British Zonc of Germany was promulgated on May 28, 1949, and the Jewish
Trust Corporation for Germany, Ltd. (JTC), with hcadquarters in Hamburg,

was subscquently designated. Finally, on March 18, 1952, the Jewish Trust -

Corporation, French branch, with headquarters in Mainz, was appomtcd as the
successor organization in the French Zone of Occupation.

In Berlin, matters took a different turn. The city was governed by the four
Occupation Powers through the medium of the Berlin Kommandatura, until
the three Western Powers split with the Soviets in Junc 1948. Eventually, the
three successor organizations were appointcd as Trust Corporations in the three
Scctors of Greater Berlin, under the terms of the Berlin Reestitution order of July

26, 1949. On May 7, 1951, the JTC and the JTC-French Branch designated the

JRSO as thenr sole general agent for all western scctors ochrlm

IL Recovery and Ut:lzzatzon of Heirless Property

1) Individual sales and settlements

M.G. Law #59 thrust a tremendous burden on the JRSO. The delay in the
official designation of the JRSO by Military Government left the JRSO a mere
five months for the filing by December 31, 1948 of claims for the restitution of
Jewish properties from Germans who had held them in the Nazi years and who

were now required by law to report the fact to the U.S. Military Government.
Over 163,000 claims were submitted by the filing dcadline. A great many were
duplications of claims already filed by the original owner or his heirs. During
the filing period, the main concern of the JRSO was to omit nothing that would
prevent the recovery of Jewish properties confiscated in the U.S. Zone since
1933.

In the ycars that followed the expiration of the deadline, thejRSO recovered
thousands of picces of property or clsc attempted to reach amicable settlements
of claims with German aryanizers. The properties recovered had to be managed
and sold. This task was besct with a great number of legal problems. Significant
savings in labor and other costs would have arisen had the JRSO been able to
cffect scttlements in cash with restitutors. In many instances, restitutors
preferred to transfer the property claimed to the JRSO, the more so if it had
suffcred war damage in whole or in part. It should be noted that the War
Damage Claims Law (Kriegsfolgengesetz) providing war damage compensa- -
tion was enacted only in November 1957. In many instances, the JRSO did
rcach amicable settlements for the transfer of real property. But in the greatcst
numbser, suits against incumbent owners became necessary on the ground that
the wrongful acquisition of confiscated properties nullified any sales contracts
that pertained to them, and had to be restored to the original owner, even if the
purchaser was in ignorance of the wrongful taking, Purchasers in good faith of

. such propertics were protected under U.S. M.G. Law #59, in a few cxccpnonal

instanccs.

A prodigious task confronted the JRSO in asscmblmg a staff of lawyers
qualificd to conduct the legal proceedings required. Morcover, the anti-Jewish
artitudes fostered by the Third Reich continued to hover over segments of the
German population.

Legal complications arosc on cvery hand. For example, in the case of
encumbrances on restituted property, the question arose: to what degree and for

~ how long a time were holders or former holders of such properties required to -

compensate claimants or their successors for profits derived therefrom. Profits
which restitutors had willfully diminished or neglected also had to be restored
to claimants. On the other hand, the incumbent owners were entitled to
compensation for essential expenditures they had incurred over the period of
their tenure. And above all, in exchange for the restitution of confiscated
propertics, claimants were requlrcd to refund to restitutors the consideration
they had received.

This cxample was but one of many legal problcms the JRSO was called upon ~

to grapple with over the course of its existence. In many instances, the JRSO had
to pursue claims through the courts, moving from the Restitution Agency to
the Restitution Chambers of the lower court, and then through the Appellate
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" Courts. It descrves mention that the U.S. Court of Restitution Appeals was
notably helpful in recognizing the rights of the JRSO under M.G. Law #59.
These difficultics notwithstanding, in the 25-ycar span between 1948-1972, the

- JRSO obtained DM 17,625,000 from the sale of restituted propertics, while

refunds of considerations received by claimants reached DM 1,127,000, all told.

Installment collections from purchasers have proceeded at a satsifactory pacc

and but a small number of doubtful accounts have cropped up.

Prior to the time of sale, the JRSO was compcelled to maintain a large

~ department for the administration of propertics, and that included among its
duties the maintenance, the collection of rests, the making of repairs, and the
finding of buyers. In somc regions, the JRSO officc managed the properties,
while in others, principally in Berlin, the management was delegated to real

estate firms. The property management proved profitable; on the wholc, and

net income from it reached DM 1,200,000. In Berlin, the JRSO also adminis-
tered propertics in the British and French sectors of thecity, on behalfof the JTC
and the JTC-French Branch respectively. The financial results over the 25- -year
span from 1948 through 1972 werc as follows:

Income from individual sales of recovered

property : _ DM 17,625,000
Income from amicable scttlements with .
rqtitutors 25,400,000

. DM 43,025,000
Less - Management Expenses: o
Administration of recovered propcmcs DM 3000000
Minus-rental income 1,800,000 1,200,000

DM 41,825,000

2) Bulk settlements

The JRSO recognized very swiftly that the continuation of the procedure it

was followmg would prove exccsswcly costly and time-consuming, notwith- -

standing the substantial sums arising from individual sales of recovered
propertics and from individual amicable settlements. The JRSO realized that its
important task was to turn propertics and claims into rcady cash within the
bricfest possible stretch, and to make available the proceeds for the relicf,
rchabilitation, resettlement and cultural rehabilitation of surviving victims of
. Nazi persccution. To achicve this goal, the JRSO assigned all of its remaining
claims and unsold propertics to the four German Statc Governments { Lacnder),
within the U.S. Zonc of Occupation, for a reasonable lump sum payment.
Negotiations began in 1950 with the four Laender in the U.S. Zone: Hessc,

Bremen, Bavaria, Badcn—Wucrt;cchrg, and subscqucntly with B_cr]i-n. To

accept the assignment of the JRSO claims against privatc persons was initially
© politically unpalatable to the Lacnder. Following extensive ncgotlanons the
JRSO succceded in arriving at the following scttlements: '

(1) Hosse, February 13, 1951 DM 25,000,000
Less—reductions for counter-claims and sundry
credits , 7,816,550
. . . ) DM 17,183450
(2) Bremen, June 28,1951 . DM 1,500,000
Less—adjustments 242,460
‘ N V DM 1257540
(3) -Baden-Wuerttemberg, November 6, 1951 DM 10,000,000 S
Less-sundry credits and adjustments : 280,000
, S . DM 9,720,000
(4) Bavaria, July 29, 1952 DM 20,000,000
lm-coumcf-claims and adjustmcms . 4,680,000 ‘
DM 15,320,000
(5) Berlin, Deccmber 22, 1955, as amended URSO
share) DM 4,900,000
Less-sundry deductions 4,700 .
' DM 4,895,300

DM 48376,290 -

The negotiations with Land Berlin which can best be described as laborious,
painstaking and difficult call for a more detailed description. The successor
organizations, led by the JRSO, rcached an agreement with Land Berlin,
following prolonged ncgotiations that stretched from January 1953 to
November 1959. First, a settlement was reached on December 22, 1955 whereby
the City of Berlin was to pay DM 13,500,000 in return for the assignment to it of
all restitutipn claims held by the successor organizations at that date and the
transfer to it of all real property and mortgages held by the successor organiza-
tions on April 1, 1955, and of all assets recovered after Apnl 1,1955.

. The distribution of the DM 13,500,000 was as follows: DM 1,000,000 was
paid directly to the Berlin Jewish Community for assets it had assigned or
transferred in the Nazi era; DM 9,000,000 was placed at the disposal of the Isracl
Purchasing Mission in Germany (Shilumim Corporation) for the placement
of orders with West Berlin industries, under the terms of the Rcparations
Agreement between West Germany and Isracl, and rcpayablc to the successor
organizations in four semi-annual installments; the remaining DM 3,500,000
was retained by the city as sccurity against pending equity claims and other
matters that the Agrecment of 1955 had declared to be subject to settlement
only in general terms. Scarccly was the agreement reached than differences
cropped up between the parties on the implementation of a number of clauses.
To a clim for payment, in the sum of DM 3,500,000, the City of Berlin
presented counter-claims amounting to DM 4,700,000 which the successor
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organizations refused to accept. Ina supplementary agrecment, dated May 1956,
" the successor organizations waived their claims for payment to the DM
. 3,500,000, while the City of Berlin waived its counter-claims of DM 4,700,000
Even after this compromiise was reached, new controversics developed, until at
last, in November 1959, the partics concluded a final agreement, whereby they
waived all claims arisiug out of the carlier agreement, subject to a payment of
DM 50,000 by the City of Berlin.

The sharc of the JRSO in the new Agreement was fixed at 49%, by the terms
of an understanding among the successor organizations. That was the percent-
age of heirless property located in the U.S. Sector of Berlin, estimates indicated.

The JTC share was fixed at 43% and that oftthTL French Branch at 7%.

I11. Monetary Clazms Against The Reich—
Re:ch Claims Settlement

The Reich Claims Settlement dealt with monctary claims against the Reich.
They werc linked to the so-called “Dritte Masse” claims that arose from the
confiscation by the Nazi regime of savings, bank accounts, sccuritics, jewelry

- and other valuables - propertics that were identifiable at the time of confiscation
but which were no longer in existence at the time the claims were filed. By the
termis of the Convention between the Western Powers and the German Federal
Republic, signed at Bonn on May 26, 1952, the latter shouldered responsibility,
up to the sum of DM 1,500,000,000, for confiscations carried out by the Third
Reich. Additional legislation was needed to implement that commitment.
Meanwhile, the successor orgatizations chose to file law suits against the Reich

‘in the tens of thousands, under the Restitution Laws enacted in the western
zones of occupation. In fact, restitution orders issued by the courts possessed only
declaratory value. The successor organizations, as well as the German Federal
Government agreed to resoive this matter through a bulk settlement.. An
aggrement was signed on March 16, 1956. It called for payment of DM
75,000,000, in three installments, to the three successor organizations as an
unconditional payment, within approximatcly onc ycar from the date of
signature. After payment of the third installment, on April 1, 1957, the successor
organizations were required to withdraw all the claims filed carlicr by them
against the Reich.

thrcvcr. by the terms of -the various global agreements between the
successor orgamzatxous and the Lacnder, transfers were made in seetlement of
“Dritte Mass¢” claims, the German Federal Government undertook to refund
to the Lacnder the sum of those payments.
The signing of the bulk settlement agreement of March 16, 1956 cleared the
way for the German Federal Government to accept “Dritte Massc” claims from
individuals. To that end, it cnacted the Federal Restitution Law (Bundes-
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rucckerstattungsgesetz - BRUEG), in 1956, which fixed a payments ceiling of -
DM 1,500,000,000. The agreement with the successor organizations provided
that claims in excess of DM 75,000,000 should become payable only if total
disbursements under the BRUEG fell below the ceiling of DM 1,500,000,000.
That unknown figure gained the name “shadow quota™ (Schattenquote) and
was destined to play a significant role in future negotiations with the German
Federal Government. o

The following ratios werc used in the distribution to the successor organ-

' izations, of the DM 75,000,000:

JRSO C O SLI7% {DM 138,377,500)

JjTc 42.28% {DM 31,710,000}
JTC-French Branch 6.55% {DM  4,912,500)

The chances for the receipt of additional payments, “shadow quotas”, under
the terms of the Reich Claims Settlement appeared remote at the time, But then
cvents took an unexpected turn,

The bulk settlement of March 16, 1956 restricted the maximum commit-
ment to the successor organizations by the German Federal Government to 10% -
of all payments going to individual claimants or their successors under the
BRUEG. However, the successor organizations had limited their claims to the

" payment of DM 75,000,000 by the Federal Government and to DM 15,000,000

the JRSO had received from the Lacnder in the U.S. Zonie under the terms of

" the various global agreements. Conscqucm]y, the Reich Claims Settlement

provided that, after receipt of DM 75,000,000, the successor organizations
waived the right to additional payments, if the overall sum of DM
1,500,000,000 under the BRUEG was insufficient to mcet payments to in-
dividuals claimants or their successors in title, It was the purposc of the waiver to
sccure for individual claimantsa greater share in the fund of DM 1,500,000,000.
Only in the cvent individual claimants failed to absorb fully the DM

1,500,000 000, would the successor organizations be entitled to “shadow quota

payments. :

In 1964, thc German Parliament enacted an amended Federal Restitution
Law (BRUEG) which enlarged the volume of payments, and expanded the
scope of cligibility. Thercupon, th¢ Federal Government lifted the ceiling of
DM 1,500,000,000 and agreed to settle in full all adjudicated claims. Payments
under the BRUEG soon ranged beyond the earlier ceiling by many millions of
Deutsche Marks. ‘

The new situation changed fundamentally the condttlons under which the
successor organizations had accepted the terms of the bulk scttlement of March
16, 1956, most notably in respect to the signing of the waiver described above.
But the German Federal Government rcfused to grant redress to the successor
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organizations. When negotiations for an amicable scrtlement broke down, the
successor orgaitizations invoked arbitration proceedings under the terms of

Article 13 of the scttlement of 1956. An Arbitration Board was formed, and

after several hearings, it proposed a compromise which both partics accepted,
with somc modifications, on July 27, 1966. By its terms, the successor organ-
izations received DM 43,120,000 and the Zentralrat dcr]udén i Deutschiand
DM 3,250,000. The sums were all payable in three installments, and the last fell
duc on February 1, 1968. The following ratios were used in the distribution of
the DM 43:120,000 to the sucecssor organizations:

JRSO _ 49.76% (M 21.456,512)
JTc h 41.12% (I)M 17,730,944)
" JTC-French Brand\ -9.12% (DM 3932,544)

The increase in thc quota of the JTC-French Branch from 6.55% undcr the
1956 Agrccmcnt to 9.12% was mct by corrcspondmg decercases in the ratios of

the other two successor organizations.

. Moncmry Claiws for Existing Securities-and Bauk Accounts
I udividual confiscations

The JRSO claims. for the restitution of identifiable securitics and bank -

accounts in the U.S. Zone of Germany encountered no special difficultics. But in

Berlin the position was different. The recovery of sceuritics and bank accounts

became the major component among the responsibilitics shouldered by the
Berlin office. The results were significant. In the Third Reich, corifiscated
Jewish propertics were registered in the records of various institutions with a
precision and orderliness that bordered on the grotesque, and enabled the JRSO
to trace individual as well as miass acts of confiscation that were perpetrated
under the Eleventh Decree pursuant to the Reich Citizenship Law. At this
point, it is unnccessary to cnter into any detailed description of the machinery
installéd by the Third Rcich for dealing with individual or with mass confis-
cation orders. Suffice it to mention that the files of the Oberfinanzpraesidenten
~ it the German provinces, the German Reichsbank and the Prussian State Bank
(Scchandlung) were the main sources of information. Thosc files disclosed

which sccuritics were sold and hence could no longer be traced, so that they
became monetary claims against the Reich under the terms of the settlement of:
March 16, 1955, and which bank accounts and sccuritics remained on deposit on
May 8, 1945. In the latter cascs, the claims had to be filed under the Berlin
Restitution Order (REAO), issued by the Bu’hn Kommandatura on July 26,
1949 :
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Special information on confiscations also came from the lists of Jews subject

‘to mass deportations. In those instances, deportees were required to furnish the

Oberfinanzpracsidenten with a detailed list of their propertics, including bank
accounts, securitics, jewelry, houschold goods, and the like. Other information |
was gleaned from the lists submitted to the Oberfinanzpracsidenten by the
debtors of Jewish creditors.

To collect and to analyze the wealth of information abouudmg in the ofﬁccs
of the Oberfinanzpracsidenten, which also were in charge of the deportation
cards index, called for painstaking and laborious investigations on the part of the
JRSO staff in Berlin. The difficultics of rescarch were moderated when the
so-called Sondervermocgensverwaltung (representative of the former Reich in
restitution cases) in Berlin, acting on behalf of the Federal Finance Ministry, was
cquipped with a staff large enough to administer the files and to deal with the
great volumc of inquirics pouring in from individuals, successor organizations
and government departments.

The German General Law on the Consequences of the War, Allgemeines
Kricgsfolgengesetz (AKG), dated November 1957, and the Validation of
Securitics Law (Wertpapicrbereinigungsgesetz) of Scptember 1949, sct up
cumbersome procedures aiming at revalidating secruitics and converting them
into monctary valucs at the rate of DM 10 per RM 100 of their nominal value.
To complete the task was the work of many years at the Berlin office. Special
problems arose from the provisions of the AKG governing the conversion of
Treasury bonds and of loans issucd by the Reich, the Reich-Railways, the
Rcichspost and the former Statc of Prussia into a debt of the German Federal
Republic. To safeguard their rights before the filing deadline of December 31,
1958, the successor organizations filed general or blanket claims, until they
could validate the individual claims that qualified for restitution or conversion
and ‘could overcome other legal obstacles of a serious character.

Another significant legal obstacle was the refusal by the German authorities

- to recognize that former Reichbonds, confiscated from Jews and subsequently.

cancelled by the Reich Debts Administration (Recichsschuldenverwaltung),

had to be treated in the validation and conversion proccedings as if they were
still in existence. The validation of all claims was prepared in the course of the
years 1959-1963. At first, the German authorities (Sondervermoegensverwal-
tung) refused to accept the filing of proceedings based on general claims, but the
Supreme Restitution Court in Berlin (ORG) overruled the position and held
the proceedings to be valid. In the years that followed, gencral claims of this
character could be validated with the names of their former owners, their
validation and conversion privileges, and then transformed into individual
claims. Settlements werc reached before the Berlin Restitution Courts at the
rate of 30-40 cases at a stroke. The JRSO Berlin, acting for all the successor
organizations, became the owner of a sizable portfolio of securities, the admin-
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istration of which called for the collection of interest and of cash and stock

dividends, and deinanded a familiarity with investment pelicy and a wndc range

of ﬁmncml skills.

2) Mass confiscations (hulk setrlements)
a) General Claim #7 (Reichsvercinigung)

Gencral Claim #7 ranked high among the gencral claims filed by the JRSO.
They pertained to obligations of the Reich Debts Administration (Rcichs-
schuldbuchtordcrungen) and comprised essentially sccuritics, real ostate and
so-called Heimeinkaufs-accounts scized from the Reichsvercinigung der Juden
in Deutschland. These accounts were created as a picce of Gestapo deceit. On the
pretext that they would be admitted to homes for the aged in Theresienstadt,
deportees were ‘persuaded to transfer their sccuritics, mortgages and bank

accounts, by “Exchange Agreement,” to the Reichsvercinigung, an agency |

created and controlled by the Nazi authoritics. To the Reichsvercinigung, the
Nazis transferred asscts scized from the dissolved Jewish communities and
- charitable agencies and from individuals prior to their deportation to. the
concentration camp at Theresienstadt (Terczin). The balance sheet of the
Reichsvercinigung alone disclosed securities valued at RM 67,000,000 and in
the records of the Reich Debts Administration they were entcrcd as a re-
placement for confiscated government sccuritics.

In what degree was the JRSO able to identify this concentration of asscts
through the names of the former owners or their heirs? The investigations
sccking to tracc the origin of these asscts faced exceptional difficultics. To begin
with, the Federal Government objected that it would be called upon to pay two
indemnitics for the same assct. It maintained that assets in the Reichsvercin=
igung-accounts may not nccessarily be heirless in fact, but may belong in part, at

least, to individuals or their heirs to whom it owed liability under the Federal
Restitution Law (BRUEG). Morcover, the Federal ‘Government sought to
prove that the obligations of the Reich Debts Administration were derived, in
substantial part, from confiscations levied as taxes on emigration (Auswander-

"ungsabgaben) for which it was liable undcr the Federal Indemnification Law
(BEG). :

"The JRSO mustcred its cflorts to rcach an amicable settlement with thc
German Federal Government. It was clear to all that attempts to identify each
and every asset would stretch into the indefinite future. In consequence, the
successor organizations and the German Federal Government and Land Berlin,
reached agreement on General Claim #7 (mainly Reichsvercinigungs asscts),
on April 12, 1963. Land Berlin had entered the controversy via Berlin Kom-

mandatura Dircctive #50 of 1949, which had granted jurisdiction over com-
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- mercial and organizational property first to a Berlin Commission and later to

the City of Berlin itself. By agrecment with the German Federal Government,
the successor organizations received the sum of DM 7,000,000: the JRSO
50.85%, DM 3,559,500, the JTC 41.65%, DM 2,915,500, and the French Branch
7.5%, DM 525,000. The General Trust Corporation (Allgemcine Treuhand
Organization (ATO) in Berlin, which was empowered to deal with the rights
and interests of Nazi victims persecuted for reasons of race rather than religion,
received DM.200,000 out of thc DM 7,000,000 as its share in the agreement. The
JRSO’s sharc of this payment amounted to DM 101,700. ‘

b) Ministerial Accourits

The Ministerial Accounts were held at the Prussian State Bank (Scchand-
lung) and were listed in the names of individual ministrics. In these accounts,
sccuritics confiscated from Jewish owners, in Czechoslovakia and Austria
predominantly, were deposited and exchanged into liabilities of the Reich
Debts Register (Schuldbuchforderungen). Moreover, these accounts included
sccurities scized as enforced payments of anti-Jewish levies and Jewish assets
forfeited under the terms of the Eleventh Decree to the Reich Citizenship Law.

The JRSO in Berlin filed restitution claims for these accounts, on its own
behalfand for the other successor organizations as well. Oncce again, it wascalled
upon to verify the identitics of former owners of deposits in the ministerial
accounts, for otherwise the German Federal Government would have treated
the DM 75,000,000 earmarked for transfer to the successor organizations under
the Reich Claims Scttlement, as satisfaction in full of all the latter’s claims. In
fact, the Federal Government contested the technical validity of those claims on

~ the ground that the successor organizations were unable to identify the original

owners of the assets, in every instance. The possibility of a double indemnity

loomed large in the minds of the German Federal authoritics.

On January 21, 1959, the Supreme Restitution Court in Berlin (ORG)
found in favor of the successor organizations, holding they were entitled to
claim heirless property if they could prove that the assets in question stemmed
from spoliations inflicted upon Nazi victims. The decision led to the opening of
negotiations aimed at reaching an amicable settlement. First, the parties agreed
to authorize the Official Trustee (Haupttreuhaender) of the Sonderver-
moegensverwaltung (representative of the former Reich in restitution cases) to

‘sell the securities in the Ministerial Accounts at the Prussian State Bank. The sale

yiclded some DM 25,700,000, -including interest. In May 1960, the Federal
Government approved an advance payment of DM 12,000,000 to the successor
organizations, and in a final agreement, dated October 11, 1960, the Fedcral
Government undertook to pay DM 6,000,000 more. The Federal Government
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retained the remaining DM 8,000,000, by consent of the successor organizations,

50 as to meet whatever claims individuals might subsequently file to sccurities

held in the Ministerial Accounts.
In the payments of DM 18,000,000, 50.85%, 1M 9,153,000, went to the
- JRSO, 41.65%, DM 7,497,000, to the jTC and 7.5%, DM 1,350,000, to the
JTC-French Branch. o
The agreement of October 11, 1960 imposed an obligation upon the successor
organizations to indemnify the General Trust Corporation (ATO) for claims
to heirless property that were traceable to Nazi victims who were persecuted
on grounds of racc rather than religion. Following prolonged negotiations, the
ATO accepted in settlement the sum of DM 1,500,000 or 8.33% of the aggregate

payments accruing to the successor organizations from the Ministerial Ac-

counts. The JRSO sharc in these payments came to 50.85%, DM 877,500.

) Hauptrreuhandstelle Ost Settlement (H TO)

An September 1940, the Nazi Government issued the so-called Poland Decree,

* by which the Haupttreuhandstclle Ost (HTO) was authorized to confiscate the

. property of Polish citizens located within Greater Germany. These propertics

belonged to Jews or to persons of Jewish descent who were not of the Jewish

faith, and to non-Jewish Polish nationals. Since the General Trust Corporation

(ATO) bore the responsibility of protecting the interests of persecutees for
rcasons of racc but not of religion, the JRSO had to enlist its cooperation.

JRSO Berlin, acting for all four successor organizations, filed claims for the

restitution of sccurities and bank accounts administered for the HTO by two
Berlin baitks. From 1964 onward, the JRSO sought to rcach a bulk scttlement of
“these claims with the Federal Finance Ministry. Here again the German
authoritics were reluctant to proceed on the grounds of a possible double
liability, under the BRUEG and the BEG as well, both covering the same asscts.
Thercupon, the JRSO proceeded to analyze about 600 HTO files to establish
whether assets claimed by individuals were identical with securitics or bank
accounts held in the banks for the HTO. Three years of preparation by the
JRSO preceded the submission to the German authorities of a thoroughly

substantiated statement of account covering the securities claimed, together

with a detailed analysis of the validation and conversion of the old sharcs into
the new ones expressed in Deutsche Marks plus interest, along with dividends,
and, wherever justificd, compensation for the loss of old savings (Altsparer-
entschacdigung). The JRSO established the value of the HTO asscts at DM
5,145,000, ) :
Following protracted ncgotiations, an agreement was reached with the
Federal Finance Ministry, on July 22, 1969, for the scttlement of all claims to the
asscts of the HTO in the sum of DM 4,000,000. Morcover, the successor

© organizations were released from the responsibilitics imposed upon them by the

scttlements of the General Claim #7, the Ministerial Accounts and individual
claims (Einzclfaclle) which required them to indemnify the German authori-
ties against the possibility of double compensation. For this purpose, it was
provided that the Finance Ministry should withhold from the settlement of DM
4,000,000 the sum of DM 300,000 for-a three-year span, and that the ATO

should also reccive the sum of DM 300,000 minus DM 100,000 that it owed the

successor organizations from the scttlement of the so-called “Dresdner Bank
Accounts,” * '

These deductions reduced the net sum to 1M 3,400,000, OF that amount, the
JRSO received 49.76% (1M 1,691,840), the JTC 41.12% (DM 1,398,080), and
the JTC-French Branch 9.12% (DM 310,080). o

In August 1972, the Federal Finance Ministry remitted to the JRSO for
account of all Jewish successor organizations the sum of DM 262,920, the unused
balance of the IDM 300,000 withheld by it in the settlement of 1969.

The JRSO has now been relieved of the obligation to indemmify the German
authorities for individual claims for asscts restituted to them under the terms of
the various global scttlements. After August 1972, the German authoritics had
to bear the responsibility for mecting any claims individuals may file sub-
scquently that would cxpose the Finance Ministry to double liability.

V. Compensation For The Loss Of
Old Savings Accounts (Altsparerentschaedigung)

The German currency reform that entered into force on Junc 20, 1948 created.
scvere hardships on persons who owned savings accounts, mortgages, govern-
ment bonds of the Reich, dcbts registered in the Reich Debts Book (R.cichs-
schuldverschreibungen) and a variety of other accounts deposited with com-
mercial and savings banks. Indeed, Reichsmarks were made convertible into the -

~ new Deutsche Marks i the ratio of RM 100 : DM 6.5 for savings accounts, in

contrast with RM 100 : DM 10, in the casc of other debts and mortgages. The
Law for the Alleviation of Hardships Arising from the Currency Reform
(Gesetz zur Milderung der Wachrungsreform-Altsparergestz) of July 1953,
provided for compensation in some form for losses individuals had suffered
from the effects of the currency reform. : . ‘

By the terms of the 1953 law and its amendment of 1959, old savings,
predominantly funds deposited in banks and savings institutions or invested in

* The chaiming period for the three Jewish successor organizations under the Berlin Restitution Order had
expired on December 31, 1950. The claiming period for the ATO cxpired in 1953 In the intervening period,
the ATO filed a claim on behalf of all successor organizations for Jewish accounts seized at the Dresdner Bank
which resulted in a favorable setelement. It was agreed that the vatue of Jewish asscts in the scttlement was DM
100,000, '
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bonds issued by the Reich and the German Laender, as well as debts registered in
the Reich Debts Book, must have bicen i existence on January 1, 1940 in order
to qualify for compensation. Morcover, clainiants were required to be holders of
the old savings on both January 1, 1940 aud_]unc 20, 1948. The Law.granted 10%
in compensation for investment losses arising from Reich debts, bonds and
mortgages, and 13%% for savings 3 account losses.

The 1953 law granted compensation to individuals but not to corporations

for losscs arising from the currency reform. The successor organizations were:

- non-cxistent on January 1, 1940 and had to battle for recognition as old savers
with respect to the various asscts rostituted to them. The argume ‘nt they
advanced that they had succeeded the original owners retroactive to the date of
the original holdings (ex-tunc), and hence must be considered the holders of the
asscts on both January 1, 1940 and Junc 20, 1948, was accepted by the German
Federal Equalization Authority (Bundesausgleichsamit) in Bad Homburg.

Thc}RSO and the German authoritics both agreed to settle compensation
claims for old savings via global agrecements. The first scttlement was signed i
August 1969 and covered mortgages, securitics and bank accounts restituted to

the JRSO in the U.S. Zone. The Federal Equalization Authority recognized
JRSO claims amounting to DM 3,607,839, and producad compensation for the
Joss of old savings coming to 1M 575,658, including 4% intcrest from January 1,
1953 to August 31, 1966. In Junc 1964, the Jewish Trust Corporation reached a
scttlement with the Federal Equalization Authority, in the sum of DM 184,000,
for mortgages and sccuritics restituted to the successor organization in the
British Zone. '

The compensation claims for securitics confiscated and held by the Reichs-
bank and the Prussian State Bank in Berlin presented a more difficult problem.
Thesc claims were collected by the JRSO Berlin, acting on behalf of all the
successor organizations. On claims for restituted mortgages and securitics other
than Reich bonds, a scttlement of DM 580,013 was reached in 1966, of which

© 52.50% (IDM 304,507) represented the JRSO's share. Compensation: claims for

Recich bonds had to be submitted to the Equalization Office (Ausgleichsamt) in

Berlin-Wilmersdorf. In 1968, that offic¢ paid on account to the successor

organizations the sum of DM-41,500 in cash, and I)M 67,000 in Federal German

Bonds.

~ With respect to the assets of the Rmchwarc:mgun{,, which were mam]y in
the form of sccuritics, Dircctive #50 had awarded them to the successor
organizations, It became a task of many years for the JRSO Berlin to probe the
“origin of those sccuritics and to show that they qualified for compensation
under the Law for the Loss of Old Savings. Morcover, that Law granted
compcns'ltlon to rcligious and welfare organizations only for claims concerning
asscts of their social funds. To cstablish which portions of the assets of the former
Jewish, Communitics and of the charitable and welfare organizations were
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carmarked for social scrvice purposes and which for operating funds, construc-
tion funds and the like, proved immenscly difficult. Finally, a special regulation -
to permit the successor organizations to file claims for old savings (only

_ individuals were entitled to do so under the cxisting law), was issucd on

October 25, 1968.

The. special regulation, dated Dcccmber 9, 1968, opened the way to a
compromise scttlement of compensation claims for mortgages and ‘securities
other than Reich debts. The Federal Equalization Office recognized claims in
the sum of RM 3,928,088, which produced compensation payments of DM
392,800 plus DM 251,392 (4% i mtcrcst from January 1, 1953 to December 31,
1968) coming to DM 644,192, in all. The JRSO share amountcd to DM
328,538,

Among the claims filed by the JRSO were also clalms for restitution of
sccuritics confiscated front the Paris branch of the Rothschild family. The JRSO
assigned the claim subsequently to the law firm that represcnted the Roth-
schilds. The successor organizations received. a participation of 20% in the
proceeds arising from the sale of the Rothschild sccuritics as well as from the
compensation stemming from the Law for the Loss of Old Savings. The latter
claims were scttled in part in January 1972. The share of the successor organ-
izations came to DM 411,802, while the JRSO sharc amounted to DM 216,196.
Additional claims for the loss of old savings are still pending, .

Pending also are claims on Reich bonds and Reich debts submitted under the
Law for the Loss of Old Savings to the Equalization Officc in Berlin-Wil-
mersdorf. Claims that remain open on account of special problems pertaining to
the evidence needed to qualify them for compcnsatton, may yicld DM 100,000

in all, cstimates indicate.

VI Levy On Mor(qage Profits
(Hypothekengewinnabgabe, HGA)

[ 1952, the German Federal Government chacted the Equalization of
Burdens Law (Lastenausgleichsgesctz, LAG) to alleviate financial losses suffercd
as an outcome of the war. Funds to finance the law were obtaincd in part by
syphoning off profits that real estate owners had gained by clearing their
propertics of encumbrances following the currency conversion in 1948, when
Reichsmark mortgages shrank to a merc one-tenth of their former value when
expressed in Deutsche Marks. The LAG introduced a special levy on mortgage
profits (Hypothckengewinnabgabe, HGA), to tax the incquitable enrichment
of real estate owners who became beneficiarics of the currency conversion. The

" levy was computed on the basis of the encumbrances that had burdened the

propertics on June 21, 1948. The HGA levy amounted to ninc-tenths. of the
valuc of the nominal mortgage on that datc and represented an encumbrance on
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the property (Grundschuld) held by tlu Federal Government and entered in
the Land Registry.

Provisionally,-the Gerinan authoritics exempted the successor orgwmzatnom
from that portion of the HGA levy which fell duc within the period of their
ownership. On the other hand, the German authoritics maintained that upon
thesale of propcrncs by the successor organizations, it fell to the lot of the buyers
to pay the tax in the installments preseribed by hw from the time they
‘purchased the property.

The suceessor organizations immediatcly protested the taxation of properties
that were restituted to them, whether still held in their hands or previously sold.

The uncertainty. of the lcml position impelled the JRSO to introduce thé

following procedures:
1. For buyers who wished to acquire property free of encumbranee, t mJRSO
paid the HGA with the right to claim a refund, should it become clear that
the successor organizations were not liable for payment of the tax,
2. For buyers who acquired property encumbered by the levy on mortgage
_ profits, the purchase price was reduced in relation to the possible tax liability
that might arisc during their ownership.
3. The purchaser undertook to repay to the JRSO a reduced purchase pncc in
the event payment of the levy hecame unneeessary.
Many ycars were required to clarify the legal position. The Jewish Trust
Corporation had filed a test casc in the Finance Court at Cologne which was
won in October 1960. The suit was grounded on the argument that heirless

Jewish properties were exempt from special taxation under the Contractual -

Agreement concluded between the German Federal Government and the Allied
Occupation Powers (Ucberleitungsvertrag), Article 5, Scction 111, and henee,
the special levy could not be imposed on propertics restituted to the successor
“organizatiot's. The German. Finance Ministry appealed the decision to the
Federal Finance Court. On j'muary 18, 1963, the Court held the successor
organizations to be cxempt from the payment of the Levy of Mortgage Porfits.
~Accordingly, the JRSO proceeded to claim a refund of the taxes it had
Ircady paid, or set out to recover from buyers of its propertics the sums by
which purchase prices were reduced in relation to the contingent tax liability.
The task was a wn&c-mngmg onc that has yet to reach completion to datc,
because many buyers were granted the right of repayment by installments.

In Berlin, a special situation arose in the case of propertics transferred to the
City under the Global Settlement concluded in December 1955. The propertics
transferred to the City of Berlin by the JRSO were all exempted finally from the
HGA. Hence the City of Berlin was called upon to indemnify the JRSO for the
considerable savings from the reduction in the purchase pricc ¢ that arosc under
the terms of the Global Agreement. A solution was reached, in August 1964, in
the formi of a bulk settleinent agreement calling for the payment of DM 800,000
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to the JRSO on behalf of the three successor organizations. The JRSO share
came to DM 471,680, the JTC reccived DM 292,720 and the JTC-French
Branch DM 35,600. Morcover, through the year 1972, the JRSO reccived
refunds in the former U.S. Zone and in Berlin for propertics it had not
transferred to the City in the sum of DM 725,460, in all.

VII. Restituition Of Foruer Jewish Commimnal Property

In 1933, 600 OOOjuws lived in Germany. By the closc of World War I, the
number had all but reached the vanishing point. A mere 10,000 - 12,000 Jews
remained in the U.S. Zonc and in Berlin, The majority were survivors of
concentration camps and many were cast European in origin. They chose to
remain in Germany for rcasons of illness or of age predominantly. They
reestablished Jewish communitics in a number of cities and towns in post-war
Germany, and most were small and weak. In the U.S. Zone, Frankfurt and
Munich were the largest, while Berlin with its 7,000 jcws was the most

important.

In keeping with Military Government Law #59, the property of all Jewish
communitics and organizations which were dissolved in the Nazi era under the
Tenth Decree to the Reichsbucrgergesctz, was entrusted to the JRSO for

distribution. From the very inception, the JRSO procceded to aid the new

communitics in rcbm]dmg Jewish communal life. Over the years, the JRSO
transferred to them picces of property for the establishment of new synagogucs,

~old-age homes or new community centers. However, the new Jewish com-
‘munitics protested. They refused to accept the fact that the JRSO, like the

successor organizations in the British and French Zones of Germany, would have
a decisive voice on the distribution and utilization of the former communal or
organizational propcrty The JRSO supported by the Allied authorities was
unable to accept the claim that the newly formed Jewish communitics were
identical with their predecessors and hence entitled to receive the communal
propertics of the latter, in their entirety.

The impasse led to a series of vexatious law suits, and the case of the Augsburg
community, with a membership of under 50, became potable, The new
community laid claim to restituted property, in the valuc of DM 800,000, that
had once belonged to the old community, the membership of w ‘hich had ranged
beyond 1,000. Ultimatcly, the U.S. Court of Restitution Appm s rejected the
claim. In that instance, and subscquently in similar ones, the JRSO view
prevailed that the wide-ranging disparitics between the new membership and
the old should not be lost to view. Morcover, the JRSO owed a responsibility
not merely to the small number of Jews who now resided in Germany, but also
to the greater numbers who had migrated to other countries and rated con-
sideration, in their vast majority, as beneficiaries of JRSO funds. The decision of
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the US. Court of Restitution impelled most of the communities to reach
agreements with the JRSO for the division of conimunal propertics. All told,
theJRSO transferred to the communitics property valued at DM 3,500,000
($833,350 at the exchange rate prevailing at that date) and retained communal
- propertics valued at some DM 5,000,000 ($1,190,500).

VIIL Indemnification Claims For Destroyed Synagogues,
Commumal and Organizational Property, and Cultural Objects
1) Berlin . | '

In Berlin, by way of contrast, the recovery and the division of former
" communal propertics proceeded with less friction. It should be noted, however,
that only rubble and ruins were available for restitution in Berlin, in light of the

utter destruction of synagogucs and community center buildings that occurred -

on the Kristallnacht, November 10, 1938. Hence the JRSO claims for com-

pensation against Land Berlin pertained to damage to property inflicted by the

Nazi regime. Negotiations with the Berlin Senate on the size of the compensa-
tion, and simultancously with the Jewish community on the division of it,

encountered numerous hurdles. Finally, on March 3, 1955, Land Berlin agreed

to pay DM 10,300,000, before deducting DM 700,000 previously advanced to
th¢ Jewish community (DM 9,600,000 nct). OF that sum, the Jewish com-
munity received 1IM 3,000,000,-and the successor organizations DM 6,600,000.

At the same time, Land Berlin waived its claims for the refund of advances made .

to the new Jewish community in the sums of DM 1,452,()00 and RM
1,792,174.81. Of the DM 6,600,000, thCJRSO reccived DM 1,507,144, thchC
DM 4,000,000, and the JTC-French Branch DM 1,092,856.

in May 1960, the successor organizations approved a supplementary paymcnt '

of DM 550,000 to the Berlin Jewish Community, in scttlement of indem-
nification claims for the déstruction of communal property. The shares of the

JRSO in-this payment came to 1DM 134,500, of the JTC to DM 393,000, and of .
the JTC-French Branch to DM 22,500. The supplementary payment placed the

" Berlin Jewish Community on an equal footing with thosc in the Western Zones,
which had reccived 50% in settlement of claims for communal propertics that
suffered destruction or damagc :

2) U.S. Zone'

Onits claims for damage to commumal propertics in the U.S. Zon, the JRSO
had attempted for years to reach agreements with the Laender and with the
Jewish communitics, in an cffort to provide funds for futurc needs of the

- reconstituted Jewish communitics. The JRSO and the Jewish communitics
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agreed that the share that would accrue to the Jewish communities from the
global scttlement with the Laender should not be inst'mtly distributed. Instead,
a trust fund should be cstablished under the provisions of German Law (regis-
tered association) to be used for the communal and welfare needs of the Jewish

“communitics in the U.S. Zone. Thes¢ communities were united in Fedcrations
- (Landesverbaende) in their respective Lacnder: Bavaria, Hesse, Baden-

Wucrttemberg and Bremen. Eventually, the Federations became members of
the Trust Fund, together with the Zentralrat der Juden in Deutschland (Cen-
tral Board of Jews in Germany). The Zentralrat acted as a moderator in the

“negotiations betwéen the JRSO and the Landesverbaende. It also aided in

reconciling conflicting claims among the partics and conflicted opinions among
the Landesverbaende.
The Federal Indemnification Law (BEG) that was enacted in 1953 author-

- i1zed the successor orgamzatlons to claim compensation for damage to syn-
agogucs and other communal propertics. The preparation of these claims called

for painstaking rescarch on the blueprints of destroyed buildings - their plans,
measurcments, furnishings and cquipment. Eyewitness accounts given by sur-

- vivors or by non-Jews provcd of value in the preparation oFglobal scttlements

with the Laender.
_1n 1956, an amended BEG was cnactcd and it cxerted a widc-ranging effect

“on the preparatory work the JRSO was called upon to perform. The right to

compensation on the part of the succcssor organizations was limited to a
maximum of DM 75,000 per object for destruction or damage. The new Jewish
communitics, however, were cmpowcrcd to submit indemnification claims in
their own right for payments in cxcess of DM 75,000, upon proof that the
damage suffered exceeded the c<:1lmg of DM 75,000 and it was required for their
communal purposcs. This provision for payment of the “surplus™ ( the so-called

. Ucberhang) of Scction 148-3 of the BEG, called for a new calculation of the
}RSO claims. Simultancously, it stirred ncw conflicts with the Landesverbaende

which were authorized to file compcnsatlon ‘claims concurrently with the
JRSO.

in December 1957, the JRSO, the Landcsw.rbamdc and the Zentralrat
reached a final agrcement. It provndcd that the proceeds of claims for the
destruction of synagogues and other cultural, communal and orgamzatmnal
propertics should be shared cqually by the JRSO and thcjux Aish communities in

the former US. Zone. The sharc of the latter was reduced by whatever

payments the JRSO had already madc to communities with whom it had
rcached scttlement i carlier years. The rest was carmarked for payment to a
Trust Fund (Treuhandvercin) that would cope with requests for mecting the
needs of the Jewish communities in the former US. Zone. The membership of
the Trust Fund included three JRSO representatives. The agrecmment al'ao stated
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http:1,792,174.81

that the Trust Fund would have at its disposal no less than M 4,000,000, of

which the JRSO was to provide an advance payment of DM 1,000,000. o

Morcover, the JRSO agreed to pay DM 500,000 out of the proceeds of the Reich
Claims Settlement with the German Federal Government. OF that sum, DM
75,000 was carmarked for the Zentralrat der Juden in Deutschland. And finally,
the Jewish communities in the former U.S. Zone agreed to shoulder respon-
* sibility for the maintenance of'cunctcrm that remained in active usc. Inactive

_cemeteries were to be transferred to the Landesverband of Jumdlctmn which

would bear responsibility for maintenance.

This Trust Fund, the Juedischer Treuhandfonds Sucddeutschland, was es-

tablished in 1960. It paved the way for implementing the Overall Agreement,
and for rcaching settlements with the Laender of Bavaria and Hesse
The scttlenient with Land Bavaria, dated October 24, 1960, recognized

- claims amounting to DM 38,000,000. Of that sum, l)M 26,000,000 was payable -

to the JRSO, and DM 12,000,000 as “Ucberhang™ to tlu Trust Fund, the
Landesverband, and to various jgwmh communitics in Bavaria. The DM
26,000,000 was to be divided in cqual shares between the jI{SO and thchwnh
communitics inn Bavaria.

The settlement with Land Hesse, dated November 29, 1961, recognized

claimis amounting to DM 62,153,873. Of that sum, DM 29,695,000 was payablc

to the JRSO, DM 13,824,000 to the Trust Fund, and DM 18,634,873 to the
Landesverband, and to various Jewish communitics in Hesse, notably Frank-
furt/Main, which had ranked among the wealthicst in pre-Nazi (vc.nmny
Claims reaching DM 13,153,376 were recognized as “Ucberhang,”

I the casc of Land Baden- Wuerttemberg, the JRSO had alrcady settled its. -

claims for damage to synagogucs, cemeterics and other conumunal or organ-
. izational propertics on November 6, 1951 A scttlement payment to the JRSO,
in the sum of DM 10,000,000, included 13M 1,500,000 for the assignment of
pending restitution claims and the sale of restituted, but unsold property. In
1956, the Israclitische Kultusvereinigung Wuerttemberg-Hohenzollern (for

Land Wucrttemberg) and the Oberrat der Isracliten Badens (for Land Baden),.

the ccntraljcwmh communal organizations, demanded payment of the JRSO of
~ one-half the sum of the DM 1,500,000 which Land Baden-Wuerttemberg had
undertaken to pay in discharge of all indemnification claims for the destruction
or damagc (}F Synagogucs, CC“]CtCrlCS, alld Othcr rca] propcrty Protractcd
-~ negotiations produced an agreement in August 1957, whercby the JRSO paid

- DM 284,179 to the Israclitischc Kultusvercinigung Wuerttemberg-Hohenzol -

lern and DM 283,983 to the Oberrat der Isracliten Badens.

In Land Bremen, the smallest land in the U.S. Zone, the JRSO, in March

1955, had filed claims for damage to conimunal and organizational property of
the Jewish communitics in Bremen and Bremerhaven, In September 1959, the
jRSO assigned thcsc claims to thcjcwmh (‘ommumty of Lmd Bremen, against
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- payment of DM 100,000, and the latter scttled them directly with the
- Government of Land: Bremen. On December 1, 1959, the Bremen Scnate paid

1DM 1,500,000 for the construction of a new synagoguc and a home for the aged.

©3) British and French Zones.

In the Britjsh Zone, the Jewish Trust Corporation and the Laender
Governments reached the global settlements outlined below, that covered
indemnification claims for daniage to synagogues and for the destruction of
communal and organizational propertics.

1. Land Hamburg, DM 5,000,000. The JTC reccived DM 2, 400,000, whu.h it -

._shared with the jcwnh Communal Fund for North-West Germany, and

M 2,600,000, as Uchcrhang went to the Jewish Community of‘ .

Hamburg,
2. Lower Saxony, DM 9,450,000. The JTC rcccwcd DM 5,700,000 whtch it
shared with' the Jewish Communal Fund, and DM 3,750,000 went to the -
Jewish communitics of Lower Saxony. ’
3. North-Rhine Westphalia, DM 21,000,000, to be shared with thcjcwnsh
~Communal Fund.
4. Schleswig-Holstcin, DM 1,133,047. TthTC reccived 1DM 600,071 wluch '
it shared with the Jewish Communal Fund, and DM 532,976 as “Ucberhang”
went to the Jewish Communal Fund in trust for the Jewish commumtlcs of
Sch]cswng—Holstcm : )
In the French Zone, the JTC-French Branch and the Lacnder Governments
reached the g]obal scttlements outlined below that covered indemnification
claims for damage to synagogues and for the destruction of connnunal and

or (mmzmoml propertics.

1. Mainz, 1M 1,740,950.

2. Worms, DM 435,000.

3. Trier, DM 1,080,000,

4, South-Badcen, DM 2,400,000.

5. Bad Kreuznach, DM 750,000,

6. South Wucrttemberg and Hohenzollern, DM 1 ,250,000.
7. Koblmz, DM 3 350 ,000.

) B'nai B nth-

Among the organizations that considered themselves to be suceessors in
interest of communal organizations dissolved under the Tenth Decree to the
Reichsbuergergesetz (Reich Citizenship Law), was the Supreine Lodge of the
Order of B'nar B'rith, Washington, D.C. The B’nai B’rith asscrted a claim to
the restitution of propertics scized by the Nazi regime from its Lodges in the
former U.S. and British Zones. The B’nai B'rith maintained that their claims for
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restitution took precedence over those ﬁlcd by tthRSO for the properties of its
former Lodges.

The B'nai B'rith asserted its claim on the gromad that its former Lodges in
Germany had hcld their assets as trustees of the Order. When the Lodges were
dissolved by Nazi administrative action, their assets passed automatically to the
Supreme Lodge in Washington, D.C. The JRSO and the JTC rejected the
argument, on the ground that several court decisions had held that the Lodges in
Germany were formed as separate legal bodies. Hence, the successor organiza-
tions maintained, they alonc must be considered the sole legitimate claimants,
while the claim of the Supreme Lodge to act as the legal successor of the former
Lodges in Germany lacked foundation in law.

The JRSO expressed the wish to facilitate the recovery of the properties in
question, but without yiclding ground on the legal aspects. Finally, agreement

was reached .on March 30, 1951, whereby the JRSO agreed to assign to the

Supreme Lodge all of its claims to former Lodge properties in Germany, while
the Supreme Lodge agreed to usc all the assets recovered under the wrms ot the
Agreement for the relicf, rchabilitation and resettlement of Jewish victims of
Nazi persccution, and predominantly for thosc in Isracl. Thereafter, the JRSO
segregated ina scparate trust: account, for the benefit of the Supreme Lodge, the
income and asscts that accrued from those propertics. In its turn, the JRSO was
compensated for the cxpcndtturcs it had incurred in those cases.

Net recoverics in the formier U'S. Zone that were credited to the B'nai B'rith
ranged bcyond DM 450,000. The greater part went into the purchase and
maintenance of a unit in the Hillel Foundation of the B'nai B'rith in Israel.

IX. Pensions For Former Community Oﬁitials‘

Former Jewish community officials in Germany, among them rabbis,

teachers, cantors, librarians, social workers, or their widows, who would have -

been eligible for pensions had the Nazis not destroyed their communitics,
petitioned the JRSO to sct aside a portion of its asscts to mecet those pension
claims. The petitions were grounded on the argument that the JRSO, as the
successor to the former Jewish communitics in Germany, was liable for the
pension obligations. The JRSO maintained that whatever obligations the
former communitics might have had to these pensioners, the obligations did not
accrue to it as the successor organization.

At the same timie, in light of the importance and the pressing urgency of these
pension claims, the JRSO referred claimants to indemnification legislation in
Germany that was scheduled for enactment. The JRSO joined hands with the
Conference on Jewish Matcrial Claims Against Germany (Claims Conference)
to devise procedures with the German Federal Government for the payment of
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pension claims of officials and employecs of the former Jewish communitics in
Germany. In fact, by Protocol # 1, signed on September 10, 1952, between the
German Federal Republic and the Claims Conference, the former undertook to
pay compcensation to persons who had suffered losses as officials or eniployees of
Jewish communities or of public institutions within the territorics of the
German Reich as of December 31, 1937. On April 9, 1953, the Federal Intcrior
Ministry issued guidelines for the implementation of that obligation. To sct the
program in motion with the greatest possible speed, a fund was created for the

making of pension payments, and the Claims Conference was authorized to -

appoint a Pensions Advisory Board: Acting in a strictly advisory capacity, the
Board weighed the claims submitted and presented its views of them to the

- German authorities. Over the years, the Pensions Advisory Board has evaluated

over 3,500 claims, and pension payments to bencficiaries exceeded $23,000,000,
all told.

' X. Maintenance Of Abandoned Jewish Cemeteries

By the closc of World War 11, some 1,700 abandoned Jewish cemeteries in the
Western Zones of Germany were in disrepair and without care. All were
confiscated by the Reich, and had been vandalized in the absence of the former

" owners, the jcwmh communities. The Mlhtary Governments in Gcrmany

enforced the restoration of the desecrated burial grounds, but the carc of them
lay beyond the capabilitics of the newly formed Jewish communitics scattered

" throughout the Western Zones.

The three successor orqamzﬁtmns and the ch:sh communities formed a
committee to ncgotnatc with the German Federal Government on the matter. In

- 1953, ascttlement was reached whereby the latter agreed to pay DM 200,000 for

the restoration of cemcterics which had gone without maintenance after 1945,
Subscquently, on' Rosh Hashanah Evc, 5717 (1956), the German Federal
Government and the Lacnder agreed to provide care and maintcnance. In June
1957, a Protocol agrcement was signed between the Federal and the Lacnder
Governments on the one hand and the three successor organizations, the
Landesverbacnde and the Zentralrat der Juden in Deutschland on the other.
The Protocol called for the grant of permancnt care to abandoned Jewish
cemcteries in- the German Federal Republic, upkeep in harmony with the
surrounding landscape, maintenance of a surrounding wall cquipped with a
gate and lock, and grass cutting at regular intervals. The care of individual -
graves and tombstones was left to the next of kin. The agreement did not cover
West Berlin since no Jewish cemeteries were located in that city.

On Fcbruary 20, 1958, implementation of the Protocol was assured by an
agreement between the German Federal Government and the Laender to share
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cqually in the costs of upkeep, which would reach DM 0.25 per squarc meter,
estimatces indicated.
Under the overall agreement between the JRSO, the Landesverbaende, and
the chnsh communitics in the U.S. Zone, title to abandoned cemeterics was
transferred to the particular Landesverband charged with jurisdiction. Where
maintcnance costs ranged beyond those shouldered by the Federal and Lacnder
Governments, the excess was to be covered by a special fund that the
Treuhandfonds in the U.S. Zone were scheduled to cstablish.
- Open cemeterics, those in active usc as burial grounds, are currently under
maintenance by the Jewish communitics in the territorics in question.

XI. The Legal Aid Department

“US. Military Government Law #59, promulgated in 1947, authorized
former owners and their heirs to claim the restitution of identifiable property.
Similar laws werc enacted for the British Zonce in 1949, for the French Zonc in
1952, and for the three western sectors of Berlin in 1949

The restitution laws were very complex. Private claimants nceded the aid of
lawyers, but many lacked the means to pay for the cost of their services. The
nced strengthened the notion of forming a legal aid socicty, ¢ composed of former
German lawyers, in the main, - who werc ready to represent private claimants
scattered the world over, and led to the founding of the United Restitution
Organization (U.R.O. ) in 1948. It was formed in London as an English

_ company and opened offices in Israel, the U.S., France, Great Britain, in the

British and French Zones of Germany and in the corresponding scctors of
Berlin. But in the U.S. Zonc and in the US. Sector of Berlin, it ran into
difficultics. The U.S. Military Government was unwilling to authorize an
unknown legal aid society to submit the claims of clients based on M.G. Law

#59, the Berlin Restitution Law of July 1949, and the General Claims Law for

the U.S. Zone of August 1949. The US. Military Government, in ignorance of

the notable caliber of the personalities who supported the URO, voiced the fcar .

that claimants of small mcans might fall into the hands of irresponsible persons
who would hold back for their own pockets a great share of the sums recovered.
The U.S. authoritics belicved that the JRSO was in a position to carry out the
legal aid program singlchanded. Accordingly, the JRSO opened Legal Aid
Departments, by the end of 1948, to collaborate with the URO in providing
claimants of small mcans with services they needed. Such departments were
opened in Nuremberg, Frankfurt, Munich and Berlin. 'Although'subjcct to
administrative supervision by the JRSO, those departments functioned auton-
omously, acting morc as branch offices of the URO than as departments of the
JRSO. Great stress was laid upon avoiding conflicts of intcrest between the
claims handled by the Legal Aid Departments and those of the JRSO itsclf.

XII. Board Of Equity Procedures And Equity Hardship Fund

In all, the JRSO paid individual claimants of properties that the organization
had already recovered a sum bordering on DM 12,500,000. Predominantly, the
claimants were heirs to propertics who had forfeited their legal rights to
restitution by the failure to file their claims by December 31, 1948, the filing

- deadline set forth in M.G. Law #59.
The JRSO had withdrawn its claims to private propertics wherever former -

owners or their hcirs had submitted claims before the filing deadline had
expired. But now, claimants who had failed to submit timely claims, challenged
the validity of the JRSO claims to the propertics in question, and demanded the
transfer to them of the claims or the proceeds. Their protests were never
weakencd by any realization that the swift action taken by the JRSO had made
recoveries possible to begin with, .and hence that the JSRO alone was legally
entitled to the proceeds. By April 1950, some 300 persons had petitioned the
JRSO for the assignment of such claims or the procecds of them, and appear-
ances suggested that these petitions werce but the first forerunners of many.
The moral predicament underlying the JRSO position was clear: should it
proceed with the recovery of properties to which it was legally cntitled or
should it reduce the funds available for the relicf and rchabilitation of Nazi
victims by accepting the claims of heirs who retained at least equitable rights? It
also was truc that negligence in meeting the filing deadline was not the only
ground for the forfciture of claims. In many instances, claimants had never
lcarncd of the existerice of the filing deadlinc or of the existence of the very
property they were now claiming, or they werc informed, incorrectly, that the
filing of a claim. was unncecssary to protect their rights. The nced for an

cquitable procedure to handle the petitions of claimants impressed itself upon

all.

Accordingly, the JRSO obtained amendments and special licenses under the
terms of M.G. Law #59, so as to legalize the assignment of its rights to late
claimants in equity cascs. An Equity Board was created to deal with these claims
and they swiftly gained the label “cquity claims.” The JRSO, by public
announcements, invited latc claimants to submit petitions to it before
Dceember 31, 1950, and expressed its readiness to assign its legal rights to all

heirs, however remote the relationship, who could prove their rights to the title,

subject to a service charge to be paid by them. The service charge varied in size in
keeping with the value of the property and the claimant’s relationship to the
original owner. In hardship cases, only a nominal service charge was levied.
Some 2,500 cquity claims werc submitted by December 31, 1950, the expir-
ation date of the filing dcadlinc, and considerably more camc in afterwards. A
sccond filing deadline was publicly announced for December 31, 1951, and it
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called for a slightly higher scrvice charge for late petitioners. A third one was -

dated December 31, 1952, more than five years beyond the enactment of M.G.
Law #59. By the end of July 1955, over 4,800 cquity claims were submitted to
- the JRSO.

The same pattern was followed in thc British Zonc at the Jewish Trust
Corporation and at its branch for the French Zone. Finally, the three successor
organizations agrced that the cquity procedures should be closed by December

.31, 1955, and that claims should not be accepted thereafter. Payments on these
equity claims reached nearly DM 12,500,000. At the same time, to deal with the

claims of ncedy persons who might file at a still later date, a trust fund, the
Equity Hardship Fund, was created in London in July 1956.

The three successor organizations endowed the Fund with a capital of DM
2,000,000 and with a management cxpense account of DM 250,000. The
contributions ranged as follows:

- : Management

. Trust Fund Expensés
JRSO : , DM925000 DM 115625
jrc ' DM 925,000 DM 115,625
JTC-French Branch - . DM 150,000 DM 18,750

The filing deadlinc for the Equity Hardship Fund cxpired on June 30, 1957,
but the successor organizations agreed to transfer to it all claims that had
reached them after January 1, 1956. The Fund stated inits by-laws that only the
original owner or his heirs who qualified as ncar relatives, and who were in
need, were cligible to file claims. Claims adjudicated by the Fund werc paid at a
reduced rate - 70% of the award or DM 50,000, whichever was less.

Once again, claimants in considerable numbers filed petitions after June 30,

" 1957, and once again, the successor organizations extended the deadling, this
time to December 31, 1958. It is notable that the latter date fell a full ten years
after the original deadline fixed by M.G. Law #59. In all, 490 cascs were
adjudicated and payments reached some DM 1,250,000. The surplus was repaid
to the successor organizations in kccpmg with the size of their share in the

original capital. The JRSO share camie to 46.25% (DM 235,000).

XIII. The Recovery Of Cultural Property

In its claims to heirless property, the JRSO did not restrict itsclf to the
recovery of real estate, bank accounts, sccuritics and the like. From the incep-
tion, its Cultural Property Division sought to tracc and to rccover Jewish
cultural, artistic and religious objects the Nazis had plundered within Germany,
or had transported to German territory from occupicd eastern countries. The
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U.S. Military Government had taken custody of these objects and had listed
them specifically in inventorics.

In 1947, the Jewish Cultural Reconstruction Corporation (JCR) was cs-
tablished by Jewish scholars and Jewish cultural organizations, and linked to the
JRSO for tracing, restituting and allocating Jewish books and ceremonial
objects that the Nazis had plundered. The JCR came to act.as a virtual arm of ™

“the JRSO for the recovery of such objects. In February 1949, it won official

rccognition as the trustee of all cultural Jewish objects that were stored at the
Offenbach depot in Germany. Over 10,000 ceremonial objects were recovered
and distributed to synagogucs and museums in Israel, Western Europe, South
Africa and the United States. Many cases of objects containing, in all, over 1,000
Torah scrolls that werc burnt, torn, or reduced to fragments, were shipped to
the JDC offices in Paris for examination and repair at the hands of scribes, and
for subsequent distribution in Israel and Europe. Some scrolls were 200 years old
and morc. Over 250,000 books, pamphlets and other writings were also dis-
tributed in Israel, Western Europe and the United States. Entire libraries and
collections, e.g. the Hermann Cohen Library, were transferred in toto to the
Hebrew University in Jerusalem. Other volumes, 6ver 2,500 in all, many of .
them rare and centuries old, went to the Jewish Theological Seminary, the

- Institute of Jewish Religion and the Yiddish Scientific Institute (YIVO) l]

New York.

Scarccly 2 major Jewish community in the world failed to benefit from the
redistribution of these treasures. A substantial sharc went to Jewish communi-
ties in Western Europe and aided in their struggle for cultural and spiritual
reconstruction. Similarly, the Hebrew University Library, and the Bezalel
Muscum in Jerusalem, along with other libraries, yeshivot and religious insti-
tutions in Isracl, reccived allotments in cooperation with the Isracli Ministry for
Religious Affairs. In making the distributions, an advisory committee of leading
Jewish librarians, art curators and other experts assisted the JCR. In cases where
the original Jewish owners could be traced, recovered objects were returned to
them.

In addition to Jewish cultural and religious objects, the JCR acting as an
agent of the JRSO probed for art objects that were secular in character, notably
paintings from Jewish' museums or Jewish private homes that the Nazis had
scized. In greatest part, these objects were cached near Munich, in the U.S. Zone.
In February 1949, the Munich Collecting Point of the U.S. Military Govern-
ment transferred to the JRSO cleven crates containing nearly 700 art objects.
These were shipped to New York, in November 1949, and were transferred to
the storage rooms of the Jewish Museum in that city for examination and.
appraisal by experts and art dealers. Thirty-five old paintings that had under-
gone restoration were shipped to the Bezalel Museum in Israel, as representative
examples.
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The remaining objects, among them some 100 paintings, 150 drawings and
prints, 200 miniatures, a number of carved angels in wood, and a large figure of
St. Ambrosius valued at some $4,500, were offered at public sale. The existence
of the collection was publicly advertiscd so as to enable individual owners or
their heirs to come forward. As a result, several paintings were claimed at this
point and werc withdrawn from the sale. In a few instances, paintings were
repurchascd from art dealers at a later point.

In 1952, the JRSO uncovered a collection of nearly 400 pictures in the Office
of the Administration of Propcmcs of the City of Bcrlm that originally were

plundered by the Nazis from the Reeichsvercinigung der Juden in Deutschland.

: Most of the paintings had been the property of the Berlin Jewish Muscum. The

distribution of this collection was agreed upon as follows, after discussions held
with the JTC and the JTC-French Branch: fiftcen paintings to the Jewish
Museum of the Hebrew Union College at Cincinnati, Ohio; five paintings to

the United Kingdom, for display in London primarily, at homes for the aged

for refugees from Central Europe; three or four paintings were carmarked for
the same purpose to the JTC, French Branch. The rest were scheduled to go to
the Bezalel Muscum, Jerusalem, with the proviso that 25-30 paintings should be
hung in homes for the aged conducted by the Irgun Olcj Merkaz Europa, the
Isracl branch of the Council of Jews from Germany. Paintings were also
returned to individual claimants or their heirs who werc able to prove previous
“ownership.

XIV. Heirless Property In The United States
(U.S. Public Law #626)

When World War 11 began, title to asscts in the United States belonging to .

enemy countrics and their nationals, was vested in the Alien Property Cus-
todian, pursuant to Exccutive Order #9095 of March 11, 1942. German owned
asscts, running to some $541,000,000 in value, were subsequently scized. The

Trading with the Encmy Act prov:ﬁcd that after the war cndcd those proper-

tics should be disposcd of ““as Congress shall dircct.”

The JRSO as the American successor organization for heirless and unclaimed
property of Jewish victims of Nazi persecution sought recognition of its role by
the Office of Alien Property. After many ycars of intensive cfforts with the
cxecutive and legislative branches President Eisenhower designated, on January
13, 1955, the JRSO as the successor organization, under U.S. Public Law #626.
As the successor in intercest, it was authorized to reccive unclaimed propertics of
dcceased persons that were scized in 1942, under the terms of an Exccutive
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Order issucd under the Trading w;th the Enemy Act, having a ceiling of
$3,000,000.

Under the Exccutive Order, the JRSO filed claims at the Office of Alien
Property (OAP), although in many instances it lacked specific information in
support of thosc claims. The JRSO probed for information in the records of the
OAP. In cvery instance, the JRSO had to establish whether an individual claim

was filed and, if not, to submit evidence that the former owner had been a Nazi

victim. The task was tremendous in scope, stretching over a span of ten years,
and was beset with many difficultics. After thousands of claims were filed at the
OAP, it became clear to all that a bulk settlement and not an adjudication ona
case-by-case basis was in the mutual interest of all partics. The U.S. Govern-
ment would otherwise be confronted with enormous administrative costs in
proportion to the size of the claims.

In 1960, Scnator Keating, together with Scnators Javits and Kefauver, in-
troduced in the 86th Congress an Ameadment to Section 32(h) of the Trading
with the Enemy Act that called for a bulk scttlement in the amount of $500,000
of all the claims submitted by the JRSO. Payments were to stem from the fund
sct aside for unclaimed properties of deceased persons. The House of Repre-
sentatives passed the bill, while the Senate Judiciary Committee reported it
favorably to the Senate. Unhappily, the Senate adjourncd before the measure

- could reach the floor. In the next Congress, Senator Keating offered an identical
bill, co-sponsored this time by Senators Hart of Michigan and Scott of Penn- |

sylvania. The bill, Public Law 87-%2. gasscd both houses and was enacted on

é%nﬁbruary 26, 1963, President Kennedy issued Executive Order 11,086 that

amended the Exccutive Order Prosident Eisenhower had issued in 1955. 1t
invited the filing of applications for the designation of successor in.interest, and
also dclegated to the Forcign Claims Settlement Commission all the powers
conferred upon the President by Section 32(h) of the Trading with the Enemy

Act as amended by Public Law 87-846. The JRSO was then designated as the
_ sule successor organization, and on Junc 18, 1963, it requested the Forcign

Claims Settlement Commission in Washington, D.C. for the full payment of

- $500,000, The JRSO certificd that the entire sum would be used in the United

States for the rchabilitation and rescttlement of persons in nced who had
suffered the loss of liberty at Nazi hands. No portion of the funds were to be
used for the payment of legal fecs, salarics, or other administrative expenscs
connccted with the filing of claims or the recovery of property under Section 32
of the Trading with the Encmy Act. The JRSO agreed to submit a full report o
the usc of the funds to the President of the Forcign Claims Settlement
Conmimission.

On Junc 28, 1963, the Forcign Claams Settlement Commission awarded the
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$500,000 to the JRSO. To put the funds to the most effective use, the JRSO
granted the first prioritics to organizations that aided the handicapped and the
aged and the cconomic rehabilitation of the young,

The funds were allocated as follows:

Agndath Isracl World Organizarion, New York . $50,000

To aid in establishing a housing project in New York City for aged Nazi
victims. The Agudath Israel shouldered responsibility for completing the
project and maintaining it. -

‘Catholi( Relicf Service - National Catholic
Welfare Conference, New York : $50,000
To provide handicapped Nazi victims in need with onc-time rchabilitation
grants ranging in sizc up to $1,500 per family '

Nehemial Robinson Memorial Scholarship Find $100,000

To establish a scholarshlp fund in mcmory of Dr. Nchemiah Robinson,
administcred by the United Help, Inc. in New York. Nazi victims who had
completed their sccondary education were cligible to apply for scholarships
‘providing vocational and professional training. The JRSO did not scck to
administer the program separately, since the United Help has conductcd a
sd)olarshtp program of its own for a number of ycars.

United Hias Service, New York . $100,000
To rescttle problem familics in communitics outside of New York City, with
. the aid of onc-time integration grants, in coopcration with the local jewish

rescttlement agencics. These agencies had to shoulder responsibility for

~ providing beneficiaries with continuing carc. Individual grants ranged in size up
to $1,500 per family.

United Help, Inc., New York $200,000

To aid in establishing a housing project for Nazi victims in the vicinity of
New, York City (Flushing). The United Help was required to provide the
funds riceded to complete the project and to maintain it.

XV. Allocations

From its carly beginnings, the JRSO channclled the funds that arosc form the -

_restitution of heirless property to the aid of Nazi victims in nced. Bencficiarics
were many, but the funds were limited. Allocations were granted virtually from
the start because JRSO administrative costs were low in the first scven years of

 its existence. Office space at JRSO headquarters in Nuvemberg, and at its cleven
regional offices were provided by the U.S. Army. Salarics for the large staff,
which numbered 330 persons at the peak, were met out of occupation costs

advanced by the US. Military Government. Subscquently, ‘the advance of
occupation costs was cancclled by the U.S. High Commissioner.

The question arose whether the JRSO should conduct a program of rclicf,'
rchabilitation and reconstruction with an apparatus of its own or should
channel welfare funds via organizations with experience in conducting aid
programs for Nazi victims in nced. From the outsct, all hands agrecd that the
two major constitucnt bodies of the JRSO~the Jewish Agency for Isracl and the
JDC—should conduct the relicf activities of thc]RSO as its opcratmg agents.

Jewish Agency for Isracl (JAFI1)

Up to December 31, 1972, JRSO grants to thc]cwtsh Agency amounted to
DM 114,044,273, in all. The Jewish Agency used the first DM 13,000,000 in
JRSO funds for the purchasc of pre-fabricated homes for new immigrantsin the
Ma'abaroth, the transit camps. Additional funds went for the purchase of
agricultural machinery, construction cquipment, tools, irrigation pipes and
other materials for the use of new scttlements inhabited by Nazi victims. In the
past fiftcen years, JRSO funds aided the Jewish Agency in meeting its respon-

sibilities in the ficlds of immigration and absorption, agricultural scttlements

and youth aliyah. In immigration and absorption, aid to new immigrants
consisted predominantly in providing housing, health services, and education in
Ulpanim and in institutions of higher learning. In the ficld of agricultural
scttlements, JRSO funds were channelled to existing scttlements as well as to
new oncs, and also helped to provide water for farm usc. The funds also aided in
the maintcnance and care of children and teenagers in Youth Aliyah
institutions.

Awmerican Jewish Joint Drsmbmwn Committee (JDC)

In the 25-ycar span between 1947-1972, payments to thc]DC came to DM
56,171,060, in all. In the first.ycar, the funds helped to mect general relicf nceds
of displaced persons at Camp Fochrenwald, the last of thc DP camps in
Germany to close its gates. The JDC bore responsibility for the maintenance
costs, which were large, but the JRSO contribution helped to meet them in part.
After Camp Fochrenwald closed, the JRSO allocations aided mainly in the
operation of Malben, a JDC network in Israel for the aid of aged and han-
dicapped immigrants. They were Nazi victims, in the greatest part. JRSO funds
helped to provide needy persons with institutional carc in hospitals and homes
for the aged, and aided programs for handicapped children, sheltered workhops,
and those aimed at completing the integration of immigrants into the State of
Israel.

Council of Jews from Gennany
From the very start, the Council of Jews from Gcmlany, a co-founder of the )
JRSO, requested a share of the recoveries from heirless properties for the aid of

. German-Jewish emigrees in need who were scattered the world over. Those




cmlgr(.cs the Council contended, had a legitimate claim to a share of the funds
which had accrued from propertics that had once belonged to German Jews,
almost in their entircty. In 1953, the JRSO granted an allocation of $200,000 to
“Help and Reconstruction”, an affiliate of the Council, that aided German-
Jewish refugees in the United States. The funds were used for the construction

and maintenance of a home for the aged in New York City for Jewish Nazi

victims in neced. .
On November 3, 1954 an agreement was reached in Paris between the

Council and the JRSO. 1t provided that 1% of all future sums available for

distribution by the JRSO should be channelled to thc Council of Jews from

Germany.
JRSO allocations to the Council from November 3, 1954 to December 31,
1972 reached DM 14,910,219, and the distribution took the following pattern:

United Hclp. TC, e e DM 7,131,350
Leo Bacck Institutes ............ e 5,518,130
Irgun Olej Merkaz Buropa ... ... oues el PN . 2,018,739
Our Parcuts Home, Johannesburg ..o o.o0vooi 110,000
Amcrican Federation of Jews from Central Eurépc ........ 132,000

The Council designated United Help, Inc. as its operating agent for the funds
from the JRSO available to it for distribution in the United States. United
Help, Inc. is the coordinator of the activitics of Help'and Recconstruction, Inc.,
The Blue Card, Inc., and Sclfhelp of Emigrees from Central Europe, Inc., three

~agencics created in the United States by Jewish Nazi victims from Germany to
copc with the social needs of refugees who stemmed from Central Europe.

Allocations to the Leo Bacck Institutes in New York, London and Jerusalem
cnabled the Council to promote cultural projects and programs which it is
hoped will preserve for the coming generations the spiritual heritage of German
speaking Jewry.

The Irgun Olcj Merkaz Europa, Tel-Aviv, attends to the interests of Jewish
Nazi victims in nced who are dwelling in Isracl. Thc]RSO allocations went

mainly for cash relicf, to complement social wclfarc aid provxdcd by the State of

Isracl.,

Smaller Organizations in Israel

In 1951, the Congregation K’hall Adath Jeshurun, New York, requested the
JRSO to return nine restituted properties in Frankfurt/Main (Germany).
which had formerly belonged to the Franfurter Israclitische Religionsgesell-
schaft, an Orthodox body. Agrccmcnt was reached in May 1954, following three
years of negotiations. By its terms, the Jewish Agency and the JDC agreed to
yield a part of their sharcs in the JRSO recoverics, to permit the grant of DM
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200,000 towards the construction costs of a convalescent home in Israel for
Torah students who attended religious schools affiliated with the Vaad Haye-
shivoth in that country. The home would bear the name of the Frankfurter
Israclitische Religionsgesellschaft. The arrangement met the wishes of the

- representatives of the former Religionsgesellschaft, that a part of the proceeds of
- its former properties in Frankfurt should memorialize in Israel the name and

spirit of its community, and they waived all further claims on the JRSO. The
agrcement paved the way for a shift in policy in the distribution of JRSO funds.
It was decided that a certain percentage of the funds accumulated for distribu-
tion would be made available for specific projects submitted by claimant
agencies other than the JDC, the Jewish Agency and the Council of Jews from
Germany. Proposals for the use in Israel of funds in aid of schools, synagogues
and for other religious purposes were submitted by the Vaad Hayeshivot and
the Chicf Rabbi of Israel. Grants were also requested for a special Building Loan
Fund in [sracl to assist in the improvement and cxpanslon of Yeshiva premises,
and for the building of a convalescent home to service the teaching staff and
seminary students of the Beth Jacob School system in Israel. The Ministry of
Religion in Isracl proposed a special fund for the construction and repair of
synagogues in Israel, focusing especially on those serving Nazi victims primarily.

Allocations were granted in the following sums initially: Building Loan Fund,
DM 231,000, Beth Jacob School system; DM 150,000, and towards the special
fund for synagogue construction in Israel, DM 219,000.

On Junc 27, 1956, the JRSO Exccutive Committee formulated a definitive
key for the distribution of its funds among the Jewish Agency, the JDC, the
Council of Jews from Germany and for religious projects in Isracl, in the
following percentages:

Jewish Agency forfsrael ... oo 56.95%
American Joint Distribution Committee ... ...l 28.05%
Council of Jews fromi Germany .. ........coeuivieeeeiinnn.., 11.00%
Religious Projects in Israel . ..., .. O e 4.00%

Over the years, JRSO allocations for Israel fell into four main categories:

yeshivoth, religious teachers’ seminaries, synagogucs and religious rescarch

projects.
Allocations to Israel were granted in aid of the organizations and programs
listed in the table below: -
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1.

Yeshivoth v

Building LoanFund . ...
Medical Aid Fund (Mifal Hatorah) ......... e
Vaad Hayeshivoth .
Convalescent Home, Natanya ........ e

‘Funds to provide Gemaroth ... ivivieiiinnnn

Loan Fund for Educational Furnishings ..............

Teachers' Seminaries and

Religious Youth Edvication

Beth Pinchas Teachers’ Seminary .....o.oovenvns -

Central Beth Jacob Teachers’ Seminary ... e

Central Committee for Rest Centers for Religious Youth,
Sde Chemed ..o vviire i

Meon Yeladim .......... e

Mifal “Or Hachaim™ o ieni i in i

Council of the Sepharadic Community in Jerusalem .....

. Specinl Synagogue Fund ... ..o
. Religious Rescarch Projects ’

Ernest Marton Cultural Centre and Archives ..........
Institute for Publication of Religious Books for
CNeweomers Lo viean e IR
Lithuanian Jewry Archives ... oviiiaitn ey
MegilatPolen ... ...oooviieiiin e
Moreshet Sofrim ... .. e i
Mosad Harav Kook ... .oovniiininininrseeaas,
Netzah, B'nei Brak . .o.oviiiiiniiiinicninnnn.
NevaHayeled ..........c..vitnn e
Otzar Haposkim  ..........convnnn s,
Supreme Religious Centre “Hechal Shlomo™ ..........
Institute for the Talmudic Encyclopedia ..............
Torah Shelemah Research Institute, Jerusalem .........
Offset  Printing School and Plant in Kfar Chabad
(Lubavitch) ........... e

Yeshurun Library . ..ocvvvieinniiiiin
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140,000
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55,000
10,000
50,000
75,000
30,000
100,000
0,000

65,000
50,000
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XVI. Summary And Conclusions

The foregoing chapters should amply demonstrate that the JRSO has sat-
isficd the aspirations of its sponsors. It has met the restitution objectives against
formidable difficulties and has used 82.5% of its receipts for the social work
carricd on by its sponsoring agents, the Jewish Agency for Isracl, the American
Jewish Joint Distribution Committee and the Council of Jews from Germany.
The JRSO has discovered and claimed heirless Jewish property wherever it
could dig it out, to quote only restitution claims against individuals, restitution

claims against the German States, monetary claims against the former Reich,
claims for securities and bank accounts and claims for Jewish communal
property. Moreover, plundered Jewish books, paintings and ritual objects have
been salvaged, and care and maintenance of Jewish cemeteries has been assured.

The following is a summary of JRSO's achievements:

Bulk settlements with the German States DM 48,377,290

Individual settlements with restitutors of confiscated properties 41,825,000
Monctary claims against the former Reich , 59,834,012
Reichsvereinigung settlement ) 3,559,500
Ministerial account scttlement 9,153,000
HTO settlement (assets owned by Polish citizens) 1,691,840
Individual sctticments regarding confiscated securities 1,940,500
Jewish Communal Property settlements 54,202,144
Settlements regarding claims for losses from currency reform 1,737,346

Total DM 222,320,632

Out of this total the JRSO granted DM 189,330,349 or 82.5% to its spon-
soring agents and for synagogues and religious research projects in Israel:
Another DM 13,200,000 went as equity payments to late claimants. Adminis-
tration of recovered property and payments in consideration of restituted
property required an outlay of DM 4,125,000 and payments covering the
administration expenses of the German offices and of the JRSO headquartersin -
New York came to approximately DM 14,000,000 (6.4% of the total receipts)
over the 25 year period from 1947 to 1972.

The JRSO is grateful to the U.S. Government which enacted the laws that

" recognized the JRSO and to the U.S. Military Governor Gen. Lucius D. Clay

and US. High Commissioner John J. McCloy whose understanding and
support were vital to JRSO's operations in Germany.

Deep appreciation is due to the officers and the staff of the Jewish Trust
Corporation and its French Branch. The results detailed in this report could not
have been achieved without the close cooperation of the managements of the
three sister organizations. Special thanks go to those who directed the JRSO
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policies, especially in its carly stages - Monroc Goldwater, Joscph J. Schwartz,
Moses A. Leavitt, Moscs Beckclinann, Charles Jordan and Jeronic §. Jacobson of
the American Joint Distribution Committee, and Maurice M. Boukstcin,
George Landauer, Max Kreutzberger and Eran Laor of the Jewish Agency for
Isracl, to Benjamin B. Ferencz and Ernst Katzenstein, Dircctors General, and to
Eli Rock and Saul Kagan, the Corporation sceretarics. Sincerc expression of
appreciation also gocs to George Weis, Dircctor, Plans and Operations Board, to
Hans Tuch, Regional Office Dircctor in Berlin, to Ernest’ H. Weismann,
Comptroller of the JRSO in New York and to all colleagues of the JRSO
without whosc devotion to duty, loyalty and professional skill and perspicacity
JRSO's achicvements would not have been possible.

The officers and dircctors of the JRSO representing major Jewish organiza-
tions can take justificd pride in their collective achicvement.
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adequate frlel system was ‘deyrsedl

is. typical;‘6f’ many 4p051 1on‘ of
damaged plants in Western Berlm under property'control

in grant day and' mght aer1al attadcs durmg the ‘war,
In some areas destructlon was greater than nmety -

\1ndustr1al plants,
Sovrets Their. machrnery, rarw materrals :
products had. been -shipped.to: Ri as
and reparations. Numerous ‘co cern Wwhich: were
sub]ect to “Allied control. Were strugghng o} carry"‘-
on operatrons on' a. greatly reduced scale
“Under the' c1rcumstances the’ most immed task
was to find suitable- custodrans and admmrstrators :
capable -of handling and 1mprov1ng the propertres
. subject to control. Real estate custodrans wete "
-encouraged. to use available’ surplus funds (from
rentals) for the rehabwrlrtatlon and repalr of bulldlngs.
Custodrans appornted for operat1 g. propertres were -
given’ authorrty to carry on normal busrness trans-
‘actions. - o R
Much: of the property control offrcers l1me ‘was . |
devoted to helprng and’ adwsrng custodrans- in .
- solving their- prob]ems handrcapped ‘as’ they were’-.
by inadéquate machinery and. matena_ ack of. trans-'- .
portation and- other means of wcommumcatron ‘and,’
- above all, shortage- of funds. It w111 be recalled that:
-the financial. 1nst1tut10ns operatl in. Berlln before
: closed (seeA:

‘Lorenz, an
ance, plan

the ‘collapse’” of- Germany had: been-
page' ‘81). land all’ . credit.. balances of.- deposrtors‘,-‘
blocked ever since. . AP e

1'On une 25 1947 ]ust after thel.. :
restoratron of‘t‘ransa tronal' commumcatrons 1t was Ty

some of “the :larger conceinis’ were approved To cope‘
wrth the - 1ncreasrng detarl ‘of the actrvrtres ‘an-




ropertl,es )
- who were permanent residents - of Germany and R ,
) Yo% " of the IG Farben C
Coi

gory (former Rezch or state property] weré not. taken‘ ol
under contml because many of them--the. Rezchs—;
bahn, Re:chspost and’ Inla!nd Waterways, properhes #
used to house or facmtate functlons of the c1ty gov: -
ernment; ‘or’ propertxes under requlsltlon by ‘the
Military ~ Govemment-—were under supervlslon
. of. eltherf the: Maglstrat interested br nches of the -
U:S. or other Allied @ccupation Forces..:| .
On April 20 1949., MG Law 19 was promulgated‘
‘ca
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L Sone undred mthon RM whrch amount 1s mcluded B. Comparlson Of Occupatloﬂ COStS bY Sectors for the
: VRPN penod endmg 31 May 46 .

that suffrcrent matenal and labor wrll not Be .l - R (1000 RM)
a able to expend such ‘an ‘amount. Inladdition . Amencan Sector’ 94361 .-
a certam portron of 4 the British . -, . -'49,083".

ipititus tax whtch at- present goes to the Russran S 0T . Russiantt.oC, -0 034,349
i : “ - ., .French i, 214,408 e
w'&')“rh 'g year Such an: accomphshment wrll beneflt R B '.192"201:;"-

ty»by an estrmated 70 mrlhon RM Ft"ls TABLE9

J REPARATI NS :V’A!D SOVIET SECTOR BERLIN
nbe April 30, 1946

. . Amount
s 1nd1cated m followrng tables, revenues col- ! 89?7 526, RM
ed continue to exceed - the ‘budget, estimates. oS i Zég gg(‘} ST
Treasu h ven. the Comm t’r e as- . e rrgera 018 ! - T
ty eas 1ET..Nas: g1 € e * circularsaws . 1,169,925 “ .

. iInstalIatron for compressed as . 900,000, . ;-
""mrsc LT Y0 1,867,340
B : ‘ o 16,125/452 RM

[

“City of Berlin. "_, - ,,.PROPERTYACONTROL T
' ~'EXPENDIT}URE-'.:‘-', - The second six months perrod was. one of de~

REVENUE ’
: s velopment d ‘extension of the program establrsh- )
. ‘Budget Actual' " Budget - Actual €d .in’ the initial period—a- program | ‘which ‘had.
: (ID mllhon of: Relc‘hsmarks) ’ vlacked quadrupartrte support.. Law -No. 52 has been
82, 370 105 095 B 92 26? _ ‘10? 694 gﬁirsssgely apphed m tltlhe U SdSectord;ft Berimf
‘ 82, 3?0 “. 95984 . 92,267, 120,377 g the past six mon S per;o an additional o

95, 550 . 93426 - - 90,656 ¢ 1‘2‘?;304- '-1251 properties- were. brought irito. control “which
e s o r.-mcreased the' .income of all . properties to. more'
S 294'69§ = 2—’,'5"'199_“', .351 375 ~‘thah.’500; 000 RM monthly 'The ‘scope and. -activities .
hc,t lst qua,ter el s 557-;0 ".tof the: Property -Control Sectron were, broadened'
115608 1 49 846 " 148878, . ‘60, A5, to. more. adequately ‘take care ‘of these addrtlonal
1155034’.' 14;: 224 148,878 - *',‘11;‘995 jpropertres and’ ‘the .functions  of protectmg . Adlied
BT . S . ... % " and Neufral: mterests locatmg -and’ blockmg loGted
'~‘property, taking - custody of the- holdings -of - Nazrs
"an' black listed- _persons and e former German,
. jSta ey "breakmg up of cartels, and hqmdatmg un-
wanted mdustrres o )
of partlcular mterest ‘was* the actrvrttes of the
M:Property Control Sectron wrth regard to former
efman agenc1es and -economic’ groups A custo-
',idran ‘was" appomted to. keep mtact the- records ‘and
S ‘;.14 152 333 59 . '5-‘.to limit ;the ‘activities of these :large . org&nrzatrons
ey T .) 94 361 546 98 RM whrch had Béen', the backbone of German economy

N

Laterlals and Supphes .
lian’ Labor

'12 565 11148 RM«
. 6%, 643, 546 83 _,:, .

'Thus far: 31 such groups Have been taken into
o "; T custody, and thexr assets are’ far in’ excess of = -
| Production- - ;»‘"'f " .141,000;000 RM,. mcludmg blocked accounts Many

. Mate¥ials .. Civilian' . or “tharige

& Supplies.. - J:‘a',i)jo'r, +ofathing N Total .- documents therefrorn Have been tumed over to.the
R .. & others PO Q_‘;Berhn Documents Center. e

SUA consrderable number o propertres were con-
frscated by the former. German Reich. from Jews and
’_Poles, some - of « which ' were sold to . third parties.

S (m thousands of Rerchsmarks} '
,cntraioccupatlon o

562";, 9307 - 296 10145

- Cost Office” . -
. 2.091., DR g, 110~ 38,325 . Those; held by the Rerch or transferred ‘to- the City
. 16107 - 14869 2,239 " ‘18718 - of: Berlii liave béen’ taken into custody A large
1,689 7,316 . 582 ' 9587 - number which had been sold to-third. parties have -
1526 7,548 ¢ -967 10,041 . been: mvestrga‘ced and are now..in custody. ‘Further .
£ 3833 ° . 8537 21 14,507 *‘mvestrgatron is being carried:on. to ‘locate. such. -
1410 - Cos6k - 955 | 2929 ¢ property:. To facilitate the admmrstratron of Reich -
P 44 B2 37 i 109 confiscated ‘properties, a custodran was appomted‘ )
Total: - 112565+~ 67,643. 14,153 " 94361 by the Kommandatura.- - :
_— I R .-. . L G.Farbén properties, destmed for. drssolutron
) Breakedown by districts o 0 0 under the decartehzatlon program have been taken‘
CRES TR CT ED oo 107
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s mmm.@

mto custody Each company in AWthh I G Farben’., in ge
_-holds an’ mterest ‘has’ been ated -ds - a separate-;”

" entity. All old, contracts and’ agreements' ave: been,j‘r?

* declared- 1nval1d -Each. company. over 50 per ceni.
f owned ~by 1. G, Farben is- requlred :to ;stamp' .
"Dissolution'’ -all. papers: and documents- i, whlch

‘the® ‘name’ ‘of the company. appéars.-" e T

Among the propert:es taken 'nto custody AtoA pro‘ )

control

Investlgatmn zs “iinder

mans, more’ respon31b111ty ha
custodlans The bulk of the

been adopted by OMGUS f
UL S Zone.. a

German Re1 i
Nam
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