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Responses to Supplemental Questions for the Record 
 

United States Senate Committee on the Judiciary 
The Truth Revealed: Hidden Facts Regarding Nazis and Swiss Banks (Feb. 3, 2026) 

 
May 21, 2026 

 

UBS Group AG (“UBS” or the “Bank”) is pleased to submit its responses to Chairman 
Grassley’s latest round of Questions for the Record (“QFRs”) and to have the opportunity to 
address certain statements made by the Ombudsperson in his March 31, 2026, updated 
supplemental responses to the Chairman’s QFRs and his subsequent update on May 1, 2026. Given 
the nature of the questions, all responses should be attributed to UBS. 

General Objection 

UBS respects the Senate Judiciary Committee’s (the “Committee”) oversight role and 
acknowledges Congress’s broad authority to “investigate matters and conditions relating to 
contemplated legislation.” Quinn v. United States, 349 U.S. 155, 160 (1955). That authority, 
however, is tied to the Committee’s legislative authority and can only be used in service of the 
same. The Supreme Court has made clear that Congressional investigative power must be “related 
to and in furtherance of a legitimate task of the Congress.” Eastland v. United States Servicemen’s 
Fund, 421 U.S. 491, 505 (1975). 

Indeed, “Congress has no general power to inquire into private affairs and compel 
disclosures,” and “investigations conducted solely . . . to punish those investigated are 
indefensible.” Trump v. Mazars USA, LLP, 591 U.S. 848, 862–63 (2020). 

UBS objects to the Supplemental QFRs (“SQFRs”) to the extent they lack a discernible 
legislative purpose. A number of the SQFRs—particularly those requesting granular details about 
the internal communications, meeting schedules, and travel itineraries of UBS executives—do not 
appear to further any legitimate legislative interest. Without waiving this objection, and in the spirit 
of continued cooperation with the Committee, UBS provides the below responses. 

Overarching Responses 

UBS has reproduced below the requests to which we are responding. On February 11, 2026, 
the Committee sent UBS QFRs to which UBS responded on March 3, 2026. UBS stands by and 
reaffirms its prior testimony and QFR responses. The Committee followed up on April 13, 2026, 
with nearly 150 additional questions, to which UBS now responds.  

Because many of the SQFRs overlap in subject matter, UBS has organized its responses by 
first addressing six overarching themes that recur across a large number of the Committee’s 
questions, followed by individualized responses to specific questions.  

* * * 
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Overarching Response No. 1: UBS has not brought an action or claim against the SWC. 
In response to Supplemental Questions 1, 3, and 8. 

UBS has great respect for the tireless work of the late Simon Wiesenthal and for the mission 
of the organization that bears his name. UBS also respects the Settlement Agreement that we 
entered into in the late 1990s, which seventeen Jewish organizations—including the SWC—
endorsed. In re Holocaust Victim Assets Litig., No. 96-cv-4849, ECF No. 665 (E.D.N.Y. Aug. 9, 
2000) (“WHEREAS, this Settlement Agreement is fully supported by the Organizational 
Endorsers that have endorsed it . . . .”) [hereinafter Holocaust Victim Assets Litig. or the “Holocaust 
Litigation”]. 

The Committee appears to be under the misimpression that UBS has brought legal claims 
against the SWC. That is not the case—as Judge Korman found, “UBS is not doing so.” Holocaust 
Victim Assets Litig., ECF No. 5098 at 6 (Apr. 7, 2026).  

In March 2023, Credit Suisse sent a letter to Judge Korman requesting a status conference 
“to discuss certain issues that have arisen concerning the settlement agreement [] approved by this 
Court on August 2, 2000, and the organizational endorsement [] signed by the Simon Wiesenthal 
Center [] in connection with the Settlement.” March 16, 2023, Letter from Credit Suisse to Judge 
Korman. In that letter, Credit Suisse raised a concern “that recent actions the Wiesenthal Center 
has taken and appears to be contemplating . . . are inconsistent with its obligations under the 
Settlement, and have negatively affected and threaten to further impair Credit Suisse’s rights under 
the Settlement.” Id. After additional correspondence from the parties to the court, on May 22, 2023, 
Credit Suisse sent another letter to Judge Korman asking the court to appoint Former Under 
Secretary of State and Ambassador Stuart Eizenstat as a neutral mediator “to assist the parties in 
resolving the matter.” Holocaust Victim Assets Litig., ECF No. 5082 at 1 (May 22, 2023). After 
considering further correspondence from the parties, on June 16, 2023, Judge Korman issued an 
order stating that the court was willing to appoint Ambassador Eizenstat as a mediator “as a 
productive way to address the current situation in a cooperative manner.” Holocaust Victim Assets 
Litig., ECF No. 5083 (June 16, 2023) (quoting id., ECF No. 5082). In that same order, Judge 
Korman stated, “I treat the letter of May 22, 2023, on behalf of Credit Suisse as a motion to enforce 
the Settlement Agreement.” Id.  

On August 11, 2023, after receiving additional briefings from the parties, the court rejected 
the SWC’s argument that the present dispute is not governed by the 1999 Class Action Settlement 
Agreement. Judge Korman found: 

This claim calls to mind the saying that “no good deed goes unpunished.” Passing 
over the fact that there were transparent and thorough investigations by the Volcker 
Commission and the Bergier Commission, Credit Suisse’s apparent good faith 
effort to respond to the SWC’s desire for a “forensic investigation into the full scope 
of Nazi assets at Credit Suisse” did not create a new agreement. 

Holocaust Victim Assets Litig., Order of Aug. 11, 2023. The court also formally appointed 
Ambassador Eizenstat to serve as mediator. Id.  
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Subsequently, beginning in late 2023, UBS and the SWC were engaged in an extended 
period of mediation in an effort to resolve their dispute. When those efforts did not result in a 
resolution, on January 27, 2026, Judge Korman issued an order offering to consider a request from 
either party for the court to decide what he described as a then-pending motion to enforce the 
settlement agreement. Holocaust Victim Assets Litig., Order of Jan. 27, 2026. 

On January 28, 2026, UBS responded to Judge Korman’s offer and filed a letter brief asking 
the court to “enter an order clarifying the scope of the Settlement and the obligations of the parties.” 
Holocaust Victim Assets Litig., ECF No. 5086 at 2 (Jan. 28, 2026). Critically, UBS’s filing 
expressly stated: “UBS does not seek enforcement of the Settlement Agreement against any party.” 
Id. An important purpose of UBS’s motion for an order to clarify was to remove the threat of 
litigation by the SWC and others who entered into or endorsed the January 26, 1999, Class Action 
Settlement Agreement and reduce the potential legal risk to UBS from sharing privileged materials 
from the 1990s Holocaust Litigation with the Ombudsperson. During a hearing before Judge 
Korman on March 10, 2026, on UBS’s motion, when asked whether the SWC was prepared to say 
that it will not sue UBS, the SWC responded, “until [the Ombudsperson’s] investigation is 
completed, no one can say that the settlement covers everything that he addresses in his 
investigation”; “I can’t sit here and say forever into the future there will never be an occasion 
where we have to commence a litigation.” Holocaust Victim Assets Litig., ECF No. 5097 at 61–62 
(Mar. 10, 2026).  

On April 7, 2026, Judge Korman issued a decision finding that the court lacked subject 
matter jurisdiction precisely because UBS had not brought any action against the SWC. See 
Holocaust Victim Assets Litig., ECF No. 5098 at 5–6 (Apr. 7, 2026). Specifically, Judge Korman 
found that the “SWC’s alleged threats of litigation would be relevant to the question of 
justiciability if UBS were bringing an action or claim against SWC, but UBS is not doing so.” 
Id. (emphasis added).  

Had the court issued the clarifying order UBS requested, its practical effect would have 
been to facilitate UBS providing the Ombudsperson with any relevant, privileged Holocaust 
Litigation-related documents. In the absence of such order, the SWC’s threats of litigation continue 
to prevent that result.  

The proposed clarifying order would not have prohibited the SWC from pursuing its 
mission, providing information to Congress, or cooperating with the investigation or with the 
Ombudsperson; instead, the proposed order concerned the scope of the Settlement’s release 
provisions and the SWC’s obligations under the agreement. And UBS’s counsel made clear on the 
record that UBS viewed it as “perfectly permissible” under the Settlement Agreement for the SWC 
to “purs[ue] the mission of the Simon Wiesenthal Center, conduct[] research, [and] publish[] 
results.” Holocaust Victim Assets Litig., ECF No. 5097 at 50 (Mar. 10, 2026). UBS similarly 
emphasized in an earlier February 27, 2026, letter to the court that under the proposed order “the 
SWC is free to pursue its organizational mission and investigations” and “UBS is not asking this 
Court to enjoin SWC’s speech, only to clarify the Settlement Agreement.” Holocaust Victim Assets 
Litig., ECF No. 5093 at 2, 13 (Feb. 27, 2026).  
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Overarching Response No. 2: UBS’s Engagement Letter with the Ombudsperson does not 
require access to privileged documents. 

In response to Supplemental Questions 1, 5, 6, 13, and 30. 

UBS has made extraordinary efforts to cooperate with the Ombudsperson. To date, UBS 
has made available to the Ombudsperson approximately 19.4 million documents, consisting of 
more than 48 million pages and 4.4 terabytes of data. 1  UBS is not withholding from the 
Ombudsperson any privileged materials from prior to the 1990s, nor is UBS withholding 
privileged materials from the 1990s and onwards that do not relate to the Holocaust Litigation. 
UBS has only withheld a limited set of files and communications, protected by the attorney-client 
privilege and attorney work product doctrine, that relate to the 1990s Holocaust Litigation.2 
Consistent with this approach and UBS’s commitment to transparency in this matter, UBS is not 
withholding documents from prior to the 1990s for privilege reasons, even if they were included 
in the 1990s class action litigation files. For example, if World War II-era documents are attached 
to a privileged document, UBS is not withholding those historical documents and is instead 
providing them to the Ombudsperson. Additionally, AlixPartners will review all privileged 
documents to confirm whether they are relevant to the Ombudsperson’s stated purpose, which is 
to determine whether a Nazi had an account at Credit Suisse.  

 The Ombudsperson’s interpretation of the Engagement Letter overlooks the fundamental 
nature of his engagement. As a threshold matter, this is a voluntary review. Under the Engagement 
Letter, UBS and the Ombudsperson agreed that UBS can decide whether to continue or conclude 
the investigation and oversight, as well as determine the scope of the investigation, including to 
narrow it, which necessarily limits the universe of documents to which the Ombudsperson has 
access. Beyond that, the Engagement Letter requires only that UBS take “reasonable steps” to 
cooperate and provide “reasonable access”—not unlimited access. It permits the Bank to withhold 
information, provided the Bank explains its basis for doing so. And most tellingly, where the 
Engagement Letter addresses privileged materials directly, it treats disclosure as discretionary, not 
mandatory. A close reading of the relevant provisions confirms each of these points. 

Engagement Letter Section V: Cooperation 

In the Engagement Letter the parties agreed to “reasonable” cooperation between the Bank 
and the Ombudsperson. Under Section V, the parties agreed that the Bank “shall take all reasonable 
steps to cooperate fully with the Ombudsperson.” Engagement Letter, § V (emphasis added). That 
cooperation includes providing the Ombudsperson with his prior work product and giving him 
“reasonable access” to relevant personnel, documents, reports, and other information. Id. 
(emphasis added). 

 
1  These metrics regarding the overall volume of materials provided (used here and elsewhere in UBS’s SQFR 
responses) are based on the data contained in Relativity databases used by AlixPartners, which also are made available 
to the Ombudsperson. The “document” figures refer to a distinct document within Relativity defined by a unique 
Document ID. 
2 UBS has also recently withheld on a preliminary basis and is evaluating a small number of communications with the 
Swiss financial regulator that are potentially covered by Swiss supervisory privilege under Article 42c (5) of the Swiss 
Financial Market Supervision Act. 
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By expressly limiting the “steps” that the Bank would take and the “access” it would 
provide to what is “reasonable,” the Engagement Letter recognizes that the Bank is not obligated 
to provide the Ombudsperson with everything he asks for. Here, it is “reasonable” to withhold 
access in an entirely voluntary investigation to sensitive attorney-client communications relating 
to Holocaust Litigation in the 1990s some 50 years after the World War II-era conduct at issue—
particularly when there remains an ongoing threat of litigation by the SWC and others.  

The Committee’s QFRs, and the Ombudsperson, point to other language in the same 
provision of the Engagement Letter, which states: 

This cooperation further includes imposing no restrictions other than those 
required by law on the Ombudsperson’s ability to access documents, including 
making reasonable accommodations to copy relevant documents and making 
available documents, records, and information from all [Credit Suisse (“CSAG”)] 
predecessor or successor entities. 

Id. (emphasis added). The Ombudsperson has argued that this is “unambiguous” and “makes clear 
that the Bank’s cooperation includes access to all documents, privileged or not.” Neil Barofsky, 
Response to Senate Questions for the Record (Feb. 25, 2026) [hereinafter Barofsky Responses to 
Senate QFRs] at 7. This reading of the Engagement Letter necessarily requires casting aside the 
very language it purports to interpret.  

This language does not demonstrate that the Bank is obligated to provide all documents, 
even if privileged. After all, this would read the “reasonable” limit on “access” out of the 
Engagement Letter. Instead, the text of the cooperation provision makes it clear that the “no 
restrictions other than those required by law” language is not absolute. The Engagement Letter 
only obligates UBS to take “reasonable steps” to cooperate, provide “reasonable access” to 
relevant personnel and documents, and make “reasonable accommodations” to copy relevant 
documents. Engagement Letter, § V. Hence, under any plausible interpretation of the engagement, 
if, for example, the Ombudsperson requested that UBS fly hard copy documents to him on vacation 
in the Caribbean or that UBS make the archives available to him only at 2 A.M. each morning, 
UBS could deny those requests as unreasonable. Under the terms of the Engagement Letter, the 
Ombudsperson could not insist on an unreasonable accommodation such as this—or to provide 
access to documents that would unreasonably prejudice the interests of UBS. Yet that is what the 
Ombudsperson is arguing here: that UBS must do anything conceivable to make documents 
available to him, no matter how unreasonable, as long as the requested access does not violate the 
law. 3  The terms of the Engagement Letter—not to mention basic logic—do not support his 
interpretation.  

The remainder of the cooperation provision also goes on to detail the Bank’s required 
assistance, for example, in making travel arrangements, compliance with COVID-19 requirements 
and quarantine, and paying for expenses incurred for professional advice on immigration, labor, 

 
3 In recent interactions, the Ombudsperson has indicated that he also is entitled to current privileged communications 
between UBS and its counsel relating to this investigation. UBS disagrees and views the Ombudsperson’s recent 
requests probing the Bank’s cooperation (and communications with its counsel) in this matter as inappropriate and 
outside the scope of the Engagement Letter. UBS will not respond to the Ombudsperson’s requests or provide him 
documents relating to its privileged decisions, communications, or work product in this ongoing matter. 
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data protection, and tax laws. Id. Conspicuously absent from the long, otherwise detailed list of 
specific cooperation requirements is the mandatory production of privileged material. 

Second, the Engagement Letter explicitly addresses privileged material elsewhere. The 
cooperation provision excludes privileged material from the documents and information to which 
the Ombudsperson is entitled access:  

Except as protected by applicable privileges, CSAG and its executives, directors 
and officers, as the case may be, will take all reasonable steps to ensure that all of 
their relevant vendors, consultants, agents, auditors, and other third parties, 
cooperate fully, to the extent permitted by law, with the Ombudsperson and provide 
the Ombudsperson with access to all relevant personnel, records, documents, 
reports, systems, software and hardware, or other information that the 
Ombudsperson may seek in the performance of its duties hereunder. 

Id. (emphasis added). The Ombudsperson emphasizes that this language “applies not to the Bank 
itself, or to its employees, but to the Bank’s third-party vendors.” Barofsky Responses to Senate 
QFRs at 7. That is beside the point—particularly where, as here, UBS is providing documents to 
the Ombudsperson both directly from the Bank and indirectly through AlixPartners (a third party). 
It would be nonsensical for privileged material in the possession of a third-party agent, such as a 
law firm or consulting firm, to be excluded from production if, as the Ombudsperson contends, 
that very same privileged material in the possession of the Bank cannot be withheld. Indeed, there 
is no logical reason to differentiate between Bank-related privileged information in the possession 
of an agent and privileged information possessed directly by the Bank. The only rational 
interpretation of this language is that it is clear that the Bank’s cooperation does not require the 
production of privileged material—even if it is in the possession of others. 

Engagement Letter Section XIV: Confidentiality 

The Engagement Letter’s separate confidentiality provision (§ XIV) further underscores 
UBS’s position on privilege. In particular, this provision states: 

To the extent the Ombudsperson is granted access to information over which 
CSAG and/or the CSAG Affiliates assert privilege, the Ombudsperson shall not 
assert that access to such privileged information in any way constitutes a waiver of 
any claim of privilege.  

Engagement Letter § XIV (emphasis added). Notwithstanding the clear language and provision’s 
plain implication that UBS retains discretion over whether to “grant” the Ombudsperson “access” 
to privileged material, the Ombudsperson argues that this provision only applies “to documents 
and information that have already been ‘provided’ to the Ombudsperson” and “does not 
contemplate the restriction of [his] access to privileged documents in the first place.” Barofsky 
Responses to Senate QFRs at 7–8. He also contends that this language does not modify the 
cooperation provision earlier in the Engagement Letter. Id. at 8. But the plain language in the 
Engagement Letter does not support these interpretative gymnastics. The provision is phrased 
conditionally—“to the extent the Ombudsperson is granted access”—and not in the past tense. See 
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Engagement Letter § XIV. The Bank is explicitly given the discretion to grant or deny access to 
privileged documents.  

It is telling that where the Engagement Letter explicitly addresses privilege issues, it does 
not require UBS to produce privileged materials—it leaves such disclosure to the Bank’s 
“reasonable” discretion. The Ombudsperson proclaims that he was “not willing to return to this 
engagement unless [he] had unfettered access to the archives and all materials.” Barofsky 
Responses to Senate QFRs at 8. Yet, he concedes that in negotiating his return in 2023, “we did 
not specifically discuss privileged documents,” and he does not explain why, if this right of access 
was such an important point for him, he was not explicitly granted that right in the Engagement 
Letter. Id. The reason is clear: the parties did not agree that the Bank would be mandated to turn 
over sensitive, privileged attorney-client communications and attorney files to the 
Ombudsperson—particularly privileged material related to litigation that occurred 50 years after 
World War II. If they had, such a critically important agreement would have been explicitly 
accounted for by the parties in the Engagement Letter. It was not. Instead, the parties left the 
disclosure of privileged materials to the Bank’s “reasonable” discretion. 

Engagement Letter Section VII: Withholding Information 

Further, and importantly, the Engagement Letter expressly permits the Bank to withhold 
information requested by the Ombudsperson for any reason, as long as the Bank provides an 
explanation for the withholding. 

To the extent CSAG maintains that any information requested cannot or will not 
be provided, CSAG must state, in writing, the particular reasons therefor and 
provide any relevant support for the position(s) taken with respect thereto. 

Engagement Letter, § VII (emphasis added). This language acknowledges the Bank’s right under 
the agreement to make the determination, for privilege or other reasonable grounds, that there are 
materials the Bank will not agree to provide. The only requirement in so doing is to present the 
Ombudsperson with the “particular reasons” for the withholding and “any support for the 
position(s).” The provision cited by the Ombudsperson for the proposition that UBS cannot restrict 
access to documents unless required by law is not carried over to this provision, which permits the 
Bank to determine information that “will not be provided.” 

UBS clearly meets the provision’s requirement that we state reasons for not providing 
certain information. We have repeatedly communicated to the Ombudsperson that we will not grant 
access to privileged documents from the 1990s Holocaust Litigation given the ongoing litigation 
risk facing the Bank by third parties. In addition, although UBS has provided the Ombudsperson 
with an enormous volume of materials in our extraordinary effort to cooperate with him, UBS’s 
voluntary sharing of certain privileged materials does not relinquish UBS’s contractual right to 
assert privilege when warranted. UBS initiated the privilege review, which is ongoing, only after 
the Ombudsperson requested access to a large volume of Credit Suisse’s 1990s Holocaust 
Litigation files; those files necessarily implicate privileged legal communications between Credit 
Suisse and its attorneys and other protected attorney files. UBS’s decision to withhold or redact 
this category of materials was driven by the nature of those documents and by the real risk that 
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disclosure would prejudice UBS in an active dispute and threatened litigation by the SWC or any 
other party.  

Overarching Response No. 3: The scope of the ongoing investigation and the 
Ombudsperson’s oversight. 

In response to Supplemental Questions 5, 7, 14, 26, 27, 28, 29, and 50. 

UBS appreciates the opportunity to explain the current scope of its voluntary investigation 
and the Ombudsperson’s oversight.  

The investigation was established to focus on Credit Suisse’s World War II-era conduct. 
Thus, the investigation’s scope is focused on Credit Suisse’s banking activities during and 
proximate to World War II. The Engagement Letter makes clear that the role of the Ombudsperson 
is to provide independent oversight over the Bank’s voluntary historical investigation. However, 
it vests UBS with control over the scope and subject matter of its investigation. If the 
Ombudsperson makes recommendations, “including recommendations to expand the scope of the 
review,” UBS shall “consider” the recommendations and “provide to the Ombudsperson a written 
response . . . including any corrective measures, improvements or enhancements undertaken or 
intended to be undertaken . . . or explanations why specific recommendations will not be 
implemented.” Engagement Letter § IX. But UBS is not obligated to accept or adopt the 
Ombudsperson’s suggestions on the scope. Although the Engagement Letter contemplates that the 
scope of the investigation may change, and UBS has regularly considered and agreed to many of 
the Ombudsperson’s recommendations to expand the investigation’s scope, it expressly provides 
that expansion or narrowing may occur only “[i]f [UBS] determines” to do so. Engagement Letter 
§ II (emphasis added). 

UBS’s Engagement Letter with the Ombudsperson defines specific, discrete topics for 
investigation, none of which includes or contemplates investigating Credit Suisse’s corporate or 
litigation-related activities in the 1990s. The Engagement Letter also provides: 

The Parties intend for the initial and primary focus of the Ombudsperson to be 
oversight of the work performed by CSAG and the CSAG Agents since June 2022 
and assessment of the extent to which CSAG and the CSAG Agents have addressed 
the aspects of the Ombudsperson’s oversight pursuant to his June 3, 2021 
Engagement Letter left incomplete or unanswered as identified by the 
Ombudsperson as of the preparation of the February 15 Report.  

Engagement Letter § I (emphasis added). 

The Engagement Letter’s general reference to assessing topics left incomplete or 
unanswered did not expand the scope of the investigation into Credit Suisse’s activities during the 
1990s. The Ombudsperson asserts that because he mentioned a topic in his February 2023 Report, 
it is now within scope of the Bank’s investigation. See Barofsky Responses to Senate QFRs at 5. 
Those assertions are inconsistent with the plain language of the Engagement Letter. The 
Engagement Letter expressly prioritizes the Ombudsperson’s oversight of the work conducted by 
the Bank and our agents since June 2022 and assessment of the “extent to which” the Bank had 
addressed points raised in the 2021 engagement letter and the February 2023 report. It did not 
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expand the scope of the investigation to include every issue or question raised in that report. Nor 
could it have. As agreed to in the Engagement Letter, the Ombudsperson’s oversight was scheduled 
to end on February 1, 2024, which would not have provided sufficient time to investigate every 
potential line of inquiry the Ombudsperson raised in his February 2023 report. Engagement Letter 
at 3. Rather, as the plain text in the Engagement Letter makes clear, the Ombudsperson was to 
perform an “assessment of the extent to which” the Bank and its agents had addressed aspects of 
the Ombudsperson’s oversight that were “incomplete or unanswered” as of the preparation of the 
February 2023 report. This language, at most, would empower the Ombudsperson to identify the 
topics that were addressed and not addressed by the Bank and our agents; it did not expand the 
scope of the investigation to those topics not addressed. 

However, UBS recognizes that the investigation’s purpose is to augment the historical 
record. Consistent with that objective, and with UBS’s broader commitment to the pursuit of 
historical truth, UBS has been providing the Ombudsperson materials from the 1990s, with the 
exception of privileged material related to the Holocaust Litigation, to facilitate the identification 
of relevant Nazi-related accounts from the World War II period.  

Further, as UBS has explained in prior submissions, UBS agreed to expansions of our 
investigation and the Ombudsperson’s oversight to encompass the already-investigated 
Kurzmeyer/DWB and Bank Hofmann findings.  

UBS also appreciates that it is important to understand whether an account relationship that 
is being investigated today was previously identified or reported by historians, historical 
commissions (including the Bergier Commission), the media, or otherwise, in order to determine 
whether the account relationship is new or was previously reported. In that vein, during this review 
UBS has identified prior reporting (including from the 1990s and onward) and publicly available 
materials to make the point that certain account relationships are not new. That is not an 
investigation of the 1990s. UBS also acknowledges the importance of leveraging findings from 
historical research conducted in the 1990s or onwards concerning World War II-era conduct for 
efficiency purposes and to confirm or add to the current investigation. 

However, other topics relating to the 1990s—including investigating Credit Suisse’s 
activities and its legal defense during and in relation to the 1990s Holocaust Litigation and 
unfounded claims of concealment—are not within the investigation’s scope, which remains 
focused on Credit Suisse’s World War II-era conduct.4 See, e.g., Barofsky Responses to Senate 
QFRs at 5–6; Neil Barofsky, Response to Supplemental Senate Questions for the Record (Mar. 31, 
2026) at 7–8 (describing additional topics related to the 1990s that UBS disagrees fall within the 
scope of the investigation and oversight).  

 
4 The Ombudsperson has cited to examples that he asserts illustrate that Credit Suisse’s activities in the 1990s were in 
scope in the investigation “since before [he] was re-engaged.” Barofsky Letter at 4. These include AlixPartners’ prior 
work, as reflected in its 2023 report, to assess the accuracy and completeness of certain of the Bank’s historical 
research in the 1990s. As reflected above, understanding whether an account relationship being investigated today was 
previously identified is important to determine whether the account relationship is new or was previously reported. 
That is considerably different from investigating unfounded allegations of “concealment” or “obfuscation” in the 
1990s or later or the Bank’s activities and legal defenses connected to the Holocaust litigation—which is affirmatively 
not in scope for the investigation.  
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UBS understands the Ombudsperson’s position to be that because Credit Suisse and UBS 
did not object to reviewing limited topics involving the 1990s and because UBS did “not object” 
to his inclusion of additional 1990s topics in a December 2024 letter to the Senate, the Bank opened 
the door to the Ombudsperson’s reviewing the 1990s more broadly. However, there is no language 
in the Engagement Letter that contemplates the expansion of the investigation merely because the 
Bank does not object to a topic or question raised in the Ombudsperson’s reporting. See Barofsky 
Responses to Senate QFRs at 5–6.  

The Engagement Letter also permits UBS to decide to narrow the scope of the investigation. 
Engagement Letter § II. Although it has been UBS’s position that Credit Suisse’s activities during 
the 1990s, beyond the already-investigated Kurzmeyer/DWB and Bank Hofmann findings, do not 
fall within the investigation’s scope, on April 10, 2026, for the avoidance of doubt, UBS informed 
the Ombudsperson that it was exercising its rights pursuant to Section II of the Engagement Letter 
“to narrow the scope of the Investigation” to not include the 1990s (beyond the already-
investigated Kurzmeyer/DWB and Bank Hofmann findings). None of this, however, has prevented 
UBS from voluntarily providing the Ombudsperson with materials from the 1990s—and it intends 
to continue to do so—with the exception of privileged material related to the Holocaust Litigation, 
to facilitate the identification of relevant Nazi-related accounts from the World War II period. 

Overarching Response No. 4: The investigation and the Ombudsperson’s oversight must 
conclude in 2026. 

In response to Supplemental Questions 1, 4, 5, 6, 13, 26, and 50. 
 

UBS has demonstrated extraordinary commitment to investigating and uncovering 
historical truth. Credit Suisse’s voluntary investigation into its World War II-era conduct, for which 
UBS took responsibility after we acquired Credit Suisse in 2023, has lasted approximately six 
years, as illustrated in the timeline below. To date, UBS has produced approximately 19.4 million 
documents consisting of more than 48 million pages and 4.4 terabytes of data. UBS has dedicated 
dozens of professionals and thousands of hours to support this voluntary investigation. And, to 
date, UBS has spent more than $250 million in external costs (not including its counsel) on this 
effort. 

The current investigation must conclude so that the Bank’s findings may be shared with 
the public. However, UBS remains committed to conducting its own review of materials and 
undertaking appropriate additional investigative work as warranted by new, credible leads.  

When UBS reengaged the Ombudsperson in November 2023, he agreed that “absent 
further agreement by the parties, the Engagement shall terminate on February 1, 2024.” 
Engagement Letter § III. UBS also subsequently acceded to his request to extend that deadline to 
a target date for completion of August 2024, which was not met. It is now more than two years 
past that initial agreed-upon end date, and it is time for this investigation, and the Ombudsperson’s 
oversight of it, to come to an appropriate conclusion so that the investigation’s findings can be 
added to the historical record. The Ombudsperson acknowledged as much at the hearing when he 
previewed that he plans to complete his final report by the end of this year—nearly three years 
later than originally planned. It now stands that what was envisioned as a three-month re-
engagement is on its twenty-ninth month, as shown in the timeline below.  
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In order to facilitate the Ombudsperson’s review and testing of UBS’s investigation 
findings and preparation of a final report by the end of 2026, UBS has set the date of July 31, 2026, 
for the conclusion of AlixPartners’ substantive review work. Following July 31, 2026, AlixPartners 
will complete certain outstanding tasks, including compilations of investigation case binders, 
mostly relating to search persons for whom no account was identified, and perform quality control 
and wrap up efforts and procedures to bring this investigation to an orderly end. 5  After the 
completion of the investigation, UBS plans to continue to preserve the relevant archival materials 
into the future. 

The July 31 date is a date that reflects AlixPartners’ long-term planning target for the 
completion of its substantive review—a date that has been discussed with and, to the Bank’s 
understanding, was acknowledged by the Ombudsperson before his Senate testimony in February. 
It also reflects the Bank’s judgment that the investigation has reached a stage of maturity at which 
AlixPartners can responsibly complete its investigative work and provide the Ombudsperson with 
the materials he needs to wrap up his oversight and prepare his final report. It allows time for the 
Ombudsperson to review and test AlixPartners’ findings and for AlixPartners to support the 
Ombudsperson in preparing a final report by the end of the year. And it ensures that the historic 
record can be accurately and fairly supplemented with the findings from this review on a 
responsible timeline. It is time to conclude this investigation and bring additional historical facts 
discovered as part of the Bank’s investigation to the public light.  

UBS disagrees with the Ombudsperson using Committee activities as an excuse to fail to 
meet the investigation’s timeline. For instance, in an April 15, 2026, meeting with UBS, the 

 
5  See Barofsky Letter at 1–2, (identifying AlixPartners workstreams). The Bank appreciates the Ombudsperson’s 
commitment to “continue to work collaboratively with UBS and AlixPartners to complete the investigation and [his] 
oversight in a timely and thorough manner” and “to complete [his] report and provide it to UBS by the end of the 
year.” Id at 3, 7–8, n 8.  
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Ombudsperson indicated that if the Committee were to hold another hearing about the 
investigation and continued its engagement, it would not be possible to meet the investigation and 
oversight deadlines, with the hearing in particular “suck[ing] out all the resources in the summer 
to prepare for that.”  

Of course, UBS agrees with the sentiment the Ombudsperson expressed at the hearing that 
there is no such thing as an expiration date for accountability. The conclusion of the present 
investigation and the Ombudsperson’s oversight of it does not end UBS’s commitment to the 
historical record. UBS remains committed to conducting follow-up as appropriate based on new, 
credible leads.  

With respect to the additional names that the Ombudsperson proposed adding to the 
investigation in late February 2026, UBS does not know what an investigation into these names 
would yield, and UBS’s decision not to add these names at this stage was not based on investigation 
scope objections—it was a judgment about investigative priorities in light of the remaining 
timeline. After six years, the investigation is in its final months, with work remaining on existing 
investigative workstreams, quality-control processes, and preparation for the Ombudsperson’s 
final report. As UBS noted at the time, we appreciated that for these names, and potentially other 
items, the Ombudsperson in his oversight capacity may note the topics that were not reviewed in 
his final report. UBS is committed to evaluating whether further investigative work by the Bank 
on these names is warranted following the issuance of the Ombudsperson’s final report.  

We know that Chairman Grassley is concerned that the historical source documents be 
preserved for history. To that end, UBS plans to continue to preserve the relevant archival materials 
to be in a position in the future to pursue credible leads and to maintain the documents for history.  

In addition, the Ombudsperson has raised concerns to the Committee about work to 
examine additional instances of potential forced transfers of Jewish assets. As the Ombudsperson 
acknowledges in his May 1, 2026 letter to the Committee, UBS identified, collected, and produced 
113 transferor depot cards (out of 127) requested by the Ombudsperson, and informed the 
Ombudsperson of this on April 9, 2026. Letter from Neil Barofsky, Ombudsperson to Charles E. 
Grassley, Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary (May 1, 2026), at 6 [hereinafter Barofsky Letter]. 
At that time, UBS also explained that, based on the expansive investigative work already 
undertaken and reported by the Bank and the Bergier Commission previously plus the 
Ombudsperson’s previous work on this issue, UBS did not believe it was necessary to conduct 
additional investigative work relating to these specific transfers to identify additional examples of 
problematic activity that is already well-documented and is not the focus of the investigation. 
Nevertheless, UBS did inform the Ombudsperson that it had previously made these materials 
available to him. 

Overarching Response No. 5: UBS’s production of records and handling of privileged 
materials 

In response to Supplemental Questions 2, 5, 6, 15, 26, 31, 32, 40, 48, and 49. 
 

The Ombudsperson has accused UBS of providing misleading information to the 
Committee and has indicated that, in his view, the Committee is considering taking action as a 
result. UBS did no such thing, and the Ombudsperson’s threats are inappropriate and baseless. 
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The herculean task of reviewing and producing tens of millions of pages of archival 
documents from more than 80 years ago presents unique logistical challenges. It has required close 
coordination among UBS, the Ombudsperson, AlixPartners, and additional outside vendors. UBS 
welcomes this opportunity to explain how “documents” are referenced in the context of this 
investigation.  

After UBS reengaged the Ombudsperson, UBS coordinated with AlixPartners on—and the 
Ombudsperson acknowledged—UBS’s process for scanning the voluminous paper records that 
might contain information relevant to the investigation and making those materials available both 
to AlixPartners and the Ombudsperson. The Ombudsperson has full visibility into that process, 
which has been in place for several years. UBS has not changed or departed from this established 
process in connection with the privilege review that we launched in fall 2025. 

The withheld and redacted documents correspond to PDF files, which are archival units 
that have been digitized (i.e., scanned) as they were stored in Credit Suisse’s archives—each 
assigned a single identifier in the Bank’s investigation document review platform. The documents 
were scanned and processed, loaded onto UBS’s document review platform, reviewed, tracked, 
and produced to AlixPartners as single, non-unitized, PDF documents. And indeed, AlixPartners 
used the same categorization when presenting materials to the Ombudsperson’s team. See Barofsky 
Responses to Senate QFRs at 9 (describing a February 11 meeting at which “AlixPartners 
presented my team with an ‘initial assessment of redacted pages and corresponding review’” 
organized by these same “documents”).  

The reason for this is that Credit Suisse and UBS did not and do not break up a file when 
scanning paper records, so that the investigation (and the Ombudsperson) may assess the contents 
as they were historically preserved. In addition, determining where and how to divide a file 
requires judgment calls that a scanning provider operator cannot make without involvement from 
specialized personnel (e.g., archivists, historians, attorneys) and would have delayed the 
digitization and production process.  

Consistent with that established process, one investigative PDF document corresponds to 
one archival unit as identified in the Bank’s investigation document review platform. An archival 
unit may consist of one to many manila folders, or a binder, or a box, any of which might vary in 
dimension. The electronic, scanned PDF documents range from a few pages to thousands of pages. 
UBS or its document management vendor processed each document—whether redacted, withheld, 
or produced—as a single, non-unitized, PDF document.  

This process is not new to the Ombudsperson, and he cannot feign surprise at how 
“documents” are referenced in this investigation. The Ombudsperson’s own testimony reveals that 
he has referred to “documents’ similarly during his tenure as Ombudsperson. He testified that 
“‘documents’ are actually collections of many documents, often hundreds or even over a thousand 
pages long,” Barofsky Written Testimony at A-13, and reported that the Bank has “acknowledged” 
that each document “could contain binders and collections of memoranda, reports, and notes.” 
Barofsky Responses to Senate QFRs at 9). This background does not change UBS’s position: At 
the time of the hearing in February, UBS was withholding fully or partially redacting contents in 



14 

142 documents, totaling 13,364 pages.6 As UBS made clear at the time, its privilege review and 
production of materials to the Ombudsperson was ongoing.  

Due to the ongoing nature of the privilege review, and UBS’s continued processing and 
production of documents, the number of documents that UBS has withheld or redacted for 
privilege has fluctuated over time and will continue to evolve—as it would in any ongoing 
review—as UBS digitizes, reviews, and produces materials to address requests from AlixPartners 
and the Ombudsperson. As of May 11, 2026, UBS was withholding in full or applying redactions 
in 314 documents, totaling 27,197 pages. Under any metric, this represents less than 0.1% of the 
materials provided to the Ombudsperson. 

UBS is not withholding any documents on the basis of subject matter, relevance, or date.7 
UBS is withholding only a limited set of privileged files, including attorney communications that 
relate to the 1990s Holocaust class action litigation.8 These materials include memoranda from 
both internal and external counsel on litigation developments and strategy, memoranda from 
external counsel summarizing settlement negotiations and other interactions with plaintiffs’ 
counsel, and joint defense privileged communications among counsel for the defendants—to name 
only a few examples. UBS is not withholding privileged materials from before 1990, nor is UBS 
withholding privileged materials from after 1990 if the contents relate to some other litigation or 
subject matter. Notably, UBS is not withholding documents from prior to the 1990s even if those 
documents were included in the 1990s class action litigation files. For example, if World War II-
era documents are attached to a privileged document, UBS is not withholding those historical 
documents. 

Overarching Response No. 6: Mr. Karofsky’s involvement in the investigation. 
In response to Supplemental Questions 51, 52, 53, 54, 55, 56, 57, 58, 59, 60, 61, 62, 63, 64, 65, 

66, 67, 68, 69, 70, 71, and 72. 
 

Mr. Karofsky appeared voluntarily before the Committee and showed his competency as a 
witness when he testified under oath and answered the questions posed to him at the February 
hearing. UBS did not represent that Mr. Karofsky would be a subject matter expert in the 
investigation but instead made clear that as the most senior executive in the U.S. and co-president 
of UBS’s Global Wealth Management business globally, he would be an appropriate witness and 
that with Mr. Karofsky and Ms. Levi present, the Committee would have the benefit of both 
business and legal expertise and perspectives at the highest levels of UBS. To the extent the 

 
6  The metrics regarding materials withheld or redacted for privilege are based on the digitized PDF documents 
contained in the Relativity database used by UBS for its privilege document review.  
7 In March 2026, UBS informed the Ombudsperson that it would not be providing the documents the Ombudsperson 
requested relating to additional search names. UBS explained: “in the interest of ensuring that the Bank’s investigation 
continues on the current projected timeline, the Bank is not expanding the names that it is reviewing at this late stage 
in the investigation. In addition, under the Engagement Letter, the Ombudsperson’s role is to provide independent 
oversight over the Bank’s voluntary historical investigation, not to separately engage in investigative activities.” UBS 
made clear, however, “that for these names, and potentially other items, the Ombudsperson in his oversight capacity 
may note the topics that were not reviewed in his final report” and UBS would then “determine whether any additional 
review is needed and, if so, undertake such a review.” 
8 UBS has also recently withheld on a preliminary basis and is evaluating a small number of communications with the 
Swiss financial regulator that are potentially covered by Swiss supervisory privilege under Article 42c (5) of the Swiss 
Financial Market Supervision Act. 
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Committee’s follow-up questions are designed to challenge Mr. Karofsky’s fitness as a witness, 
that premise is unsupported by the record. 

UBS previously provided the Committee with substantive details about Mr. Karofsky’s role. 
The Committee’s SQFRs now request granular logs of meetings, phone calls, and travel over a 
multi-year period. For the reasons set forth in UBS’s General Objection, these requests do not 
appear to serve a discernible legislative purpose. Rather, they appear designed to “inquire into [the] 
private affairs” of UBS and Mr. Karofsky—precisely the type of inquiry the Supreme Court has 
held lies beyond Congress’s investigative authority. Mazars, 591 U.S. at 863. 

* * * 

Follow-Up Questions from Chairman Charles E. Grassley to Mr. Karofsky and Ms. Levi 

[Supplemental Question 1] Initial Question: 1. This investigation has focused on uncovering 
Credit Suisse’s past servicing of Nazi-linked accounts and clients. Gibson Dunn’s January 
28, 2026 letter to Judge Korman states, in part, UBS’s commitment to pursue historical truth. 
How can that be true with UBS pursuing legal actions against SWC and implementing access 
restrictions for Neil Barofsky?  

Initial answer: UBS’s commitment to pursuing historical truth is demonstrated by the 
breadth and depth of its investigation, which went well beyond the original request from 
the Simon Wiesenthal Center, and its significant cooperation with Mr. Barofsky’s oversight 
since UBS’s acquisition of Credit Suisse in 2023. Assertions to the contrary are not 
supported by the facts or by the extraordinary level of cooperation provided to date. UBS 
has produced more than 16.5 million documents, approximately 44 million pages, and four 
terabytes of data; UBS also has supported and facilitated access to 18 archives across seven 
countries. Mr. Barofsky is asking to review attorney files and communications from the 
1990s Holocaust Litigation that are protected by the attorney-client privilege. We are still 
discussing how to provide Mr. Barofsky with what he says he needs—privileged 
documents that demonstrate the existence of an account relevant to the investigation—
without harming UBS, due to the threat of litigation by the Simon Wiesenthal Center and 
others. Mr. Barofsky has had and will continue to have broad access to information he 
seeks through the completion of his oversight of the investigation and the issuance of the 
final report by the end of 2026. 

UBS is not pursuing legal action against the Simon Wiesenthal Center. Judge Korman, who 
oversaw and approved the Settlement in 1999, issued an order on January 27, 2026, 
offering to consider a motion for an order clarifying the scope of the Settlement and UBS 
accepted. This follows a long period of time during which UBS and the Simon Wiesenthal 
Center sought to reach an agreement through mediation. An order reaffirming the scope of 
the Settlement could have the added benefit of permitting UBS to provide Mr. Barofsky 
with any relevant litigation-related documents. 

Follow-up from Committee: With respect to your assertion that “UBS is not pursuing legal action” 
against SWC, please explain why SWC has been required to attend hearings with Judge Korman 
and attend mediation. Who caused that to happen? Moreover, the referenced Judge Korman order 
points to an offer to decide on a then-pending motion to enforce the settlement agreement on behalf 
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of Credit Suisse against SWC. Who filed the motion to enforce the settlement agreement? And 
finally, define “legal action.” 

With respect to the investigation, Mr. Barofsky has stated that UBS “continues to block my access 
to other relevant archival documents based on its assertion that it is entitled to shield privileged 
documents from my oversight. As detailed in my original QFR responses, UBS has no contractual 
right to do so; to the contrary, my engagement letter requires UBS to provide me unfettered access, 
with the sole exception of documents prohibited by law from being shared.”9 Do you disagree with 
all assertions made by Mr. Barofsky? If so, please explain and provide all records supporting the 
basis. 

According to Mr. Barofsky, UBS has refused to investigate certain individuals and entities because 
doing so “might cause the Bank to extend its investigation beyond an entirely self-imposed 
deadline of July 31, 2026.”10  According to Mr. Barofsky, UBS also won’t allow him archival 
access to review documents related to individuals and entities who are within the scope of the 
investigation.11 Mr. Barofsky explained that “[i]n doing so, UBS is effectively withholding this 
potential evidence and denying me the ability to fully test the Bank’s investigation regarding these 
topics and report on the results.”12 Further, UBS has taken the position that it we “will decide on 
its own... whether to investigate these account relationships” following the issuance of Mr. 
Barofsky’s final report and the conclusion of his engagement. 13  Do you disagree with the 
assessment provided by Mr. Barofsky? If so, please explain by addressing each allegation. 

With respect to the July 31, 2026, date (1) describe how it was determined; (2) when it was 
determined; (3) all stakeholders who weighed in; (4) and discuss all planning that was used to 
guide decision-making in scope and methodology. Is July 31, 2026 a flexible deadline? If so, please 
explain and who makes that determination? If not, why not? 

 Response: UBS respectfully refers the Committee to Overarching Response Nos. 1 (UBS 
has not brought an action or claim against the SWC), 2 (UBS’s Engagement Letter with the 
Ombudsperson does not require access to privileged documents), and 4 (the investigation and the 
Ombudsperson’s oversight must conclude in 2026).  

[Supplemental Question 2] Initial Question: 2. To what extent did learning of SJC’s potential 
hearing impact UBS’ decision to withhold documents from the Independent Ombudsperson? 

Initial answer: UBS began a privilege review of attorney files and attorney 
communications only after Mr. Barofsky requested access to a large volume of Credit 
Suisse’s 1990s Holocaust Litigation files. These litigation files necessarily implicate 
privileged legal communications between Credit Suisse and its attorneys and are beyond 
the scope of the investigation. More critically, disclosure of the documents would prejudice 
UBS in an active dispute and threatened litigation by the Simon Wiesenthal Center and 

 
9 See pg. 9 of Mr. Barofsky’s Supplemental responses dated March 31, 2026. 
10 See pg. 2 of Mr. Barofsky’s Supplemental responses dated March 31, 2026. 
11 See pg. 2 of Mr. Barofsky’s Supplemental responses dated March 31, 2026. 
12 See pg. 3 of Mr. Barofsky’s Supplemental responses dated March 31, 2026. 
13 See pg. 2 of Mr. Barofsky’s Supplemental responses dated March 31, 2026. 
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others. UBS has only withheld a limited number of attorney files and attorney 
communications related to the 1990s Holocaust Litigation and made all other requested 
files from the 1990s (and before), including privileged ones, available to Mr. Barofsky. 

Follow-up from Committee: Mr. Barofsky’s written testimony to the Committee stated, in part, 

“[t]o further ensure my independence when I was rehired, my contract was 
strengthened to make clear that I would have unfettered access to all relevant 
documents (other than those I am prohibited by law from seeing) and to ensure my 
oversight would extend to all areas of the investigation. Up until November 2025, 
UBS lived up to these provisions, providing me and my team with full access to 
Credit Suisse’s archives. But that has changed. Shortly after I told UBS that this 
Committee was considering holding this hearing, UBS informed me that it would, 
for the first time, conduct a privilege review and withhold certain relevant, 
privileged materials from me and my team.”14 

On what date in November did UBS begin to “conduct a privilege review and withhold certain 
relevant, privileged materials”? On what date were you informed that this Committee was 
considering holding a hearing? With respect to those files you’ve claimed are beyond the scope of 
the investigation, have you (1) discussed with Mr. Barofsky why you consider them to be outside 
the scope and (2) provided him a review of examples of the types of records to support your 
position? 

Mr. Barofsky also informed the Committee, 

“as to the question regarding the volume, number of pages, and types of documents 
that are being withheld or redacted, I am still unable to provide a definitive answer 
because UBS has not provided me with the information necessary to answer those 
questions... I have repeatedly raised my concerns with UBS about the need for clarity 
and transparency regarding the number of documents being withheld or redacted 
given the varying descriptions it has provided.”15 

Mr. Barofsky also informed the Committee that “AlixPartners reported that, as of March 11, 2026, 
approximately 23,000 pages of materials have so far been redacted or withheld from my oversight, 
that this figure reflects the privilege determination of about one-third of the documents subject to 
the privilege review, and that an additional 1 million pages of documents were still undergoing 
review.”16  Do you stand by your testimony that “UBS has only withheld a limited number of 
attorney files and attorney communications related to the 1990s Holocaust Litigation”?17 Do you 

 
14 Testimony of Neil M. Barofsky Independent Ombudsperson for Credit Suisse AG Partner, Jenner & Block LLP 
Hearing Before the United States Senate Committee on the Judiciary, Entitled “The Truth Revealed: Hidden Facts 
Regarding Nazis and Swiss Banks” (February 3, 2026), https://www.iudiciarv.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/95317009-
9c96-3e8f-f63d-04b7f29ef02f/2026-02-03 Testimony Barofsky.pdf (see pgs. 5 and 6). 
15 See pg. 9 of Mr. Barofsky’s Supplemental responses dated March 31, 2026. 
16 See pg. 11 of Mr. Barofsky’s Supplemental responses dated March 31, 2026. 
17  See pg. 1, question 1, https://www.iudiciarv.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/95317009-9c96-3e8f-f63d-
04b7f29ef02f/2026-02-03 OFR- Responses Karofsky Levi.pdf. 

https://www.iudiciarv.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/95317009-9c96-3e8f-f63d-04b7f29ef02f/2026-02-03_Testimony_Barofsky.pdf
https://www.iudiciarv.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/95317009-9c96-3e8f-f63d-04b7f29ef02f/2026-02-03_Testimony_Barofsky.pdf
https://www.iudiciarv.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/95317009-9c96-3e8f-f63d-04b7f29ef02f/2026-02-03_OFR-Responses_Karofsky_Levi.pdf
https://www.iudiciarv.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/95317009-9c96-3e8f-f63d-04b7f29ef02f/2026-02-03_OFR-Responses_Karofsky_Levi.pdf
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stand by your testimony that UBS “made all other requested files from the 1990s (and before), 
including privileged ones, available to Mr. Barofsky”?18 

Why is the total number of pages and types of documents that are being withheld or redacted 
unclear? Why has UBS not provided this critical information to Mr. Barofsky? 

 Response: UBS respectfully refers the Committee to Overarching Response No. 5 (UBS’s 
production of records and handling of privileged materials). 

[Supplemental Question 3] Initial Question: 3. Why did UBS seek the proposed order from 
Judge Korman just a few days before the hearing? 

Initial answer: Judge Korman, who oversaw and approved the Settlement back in 1999, 
issued an order offering to consider a motion for an order clarifying the scope of the 
Settlement and UBS accepted. 

Follow-up from Committee: The order issued by Judge Korman states: 

ORDER. The Court is aware that the Senate Judiciary Committee is scheduled to 
hold a hearing on 02/03/2026 with respect to “The Truth Revealed: Hidden Facts 
Regarding Nazis and Swiss Banks.” There is pending before me a motion to enforce 
the settlement agreement on behalf of Credit Suisse against the Simon Wiesenthal 
Center (ECF No.5082). If either party requests or thinks it would be helpful for me 
to decide that motion in advance of the Senate Judiciary Committee hearing, I 
would consider doing so. That party would be directed to make such a request on 
the docket as soon as possible. Ordered by Judge Edward R. Korman on 1/27/2026. 
(LM)19 

UBS answered, in part to an earlier question, that “UBS is not pursuing legal action against the 
Simon Wiesenthal Center. Judge Korman, who oversaw and approved the Settlement in 1999, 
issued an order on January 27, 2026, offering to consider a motion for an order clarifying the scope 
of the Settlement and UBS accepted.”20 

As referenced above, did UBS initiate, file, or otherwise play a role in commencing the most recent 
proceedings in the Eastern District of New York before Judge Korman? Specifically, did UBS file 
a motion for an order clarifying the scope of the settlement?21 

 
18  See pg. 1, question 1, https://www.iudiciarv.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/95317009-9c96-3e8f-f63d-
04b7f29ef02f/2026-02-03 OFR- Responses Karofsky Levi.pdf. 
19 Jacob Friedman, Estelle Sapir and Miriam Stern, on Behalf of Themselves and All Others Similarly Situated v. 
Union Bank of Switzerland, et al., No. l:96-cv-04849 (E.D.N.Y. Jan. 27, 2026). 
20  See Pg. 1 question 2 within this document, also see pg. 1, question 1, 
https://www.iudiciarv.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/95317009-9c96-3e8f- f63d-04b7f29ef02f/2026-02-03 OFR-
Responses Karofsky Levi.pdf. 
21 The use of “UBS” includes Credit Suisse. 

https://www.iudiciarv.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/95317009-9c96-3e8f-f63d-04b7f29ef02f/2026-02-03_OFR-Responses_Karofsky_Levi.pdf
https://www.iudiciarv.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/95317009-9c96-3e8f-f63d-04b7f29ef02f/2026-02-03_OFR-Responses_Karofsky_Levi.pdf
https://www.iudiciarv.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/95317009-9c96-3e8f-f63d-04b7f29ef02f/2026-02-03_OFR-Responses_Karofsky_Levi.pdf
https://www.iudiciarv.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/95317009-9c96-3e8f-f63d-04b7f29ef02f/2026-02-03_OFR-Responses_Karofsky_Levi.pdf
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 Response: UBS respectfully refers the Committee to Overarching Response No. 1 (UBS 
has not brought an action or claim against the SWC).  

[Supplemental Question 4] Initial Question: 4. Please provide a detailed timeline of the 
remaining work schedule for the investigation. 

Initial answer: UBS expects to complete remaining investigative work by July 31, 2026, 
and for Mr. Barofsky to complete a final report by the end of the year. 

Follow-up from Committee: This is not a detailed timeline of the remaining work schedule for 
the investigation. The Committee reiterates its request for a timeline. 

 Response: UBS respectfully refers the Committee to Overarching Response No. 4 (the 
investigation and the Ombudsperson’s oversight must conclude in 2026). 

[Supplemental Question 5] Initial Question 5. Has UBS restored Mr. Barofsky’s unfettered 
access to documents as part of this investigation, if not, why not? 

a. Please provide estimates for how these access restrictions may affect timelines for 
completing the investigation. 

b. Does UBS have plans to mitigate the impact that its access issues pose to meeting 
current timelines for completing the investigation? If so, please discuss. If not, why 
not? 

Initial answer: To date, UBS has produced to Mr. Barofsky more than 16.5 million 
documents, totaling approximately 44 million pages and four terabytes of data. Mr. 
Barofsky and his team have had unfettered access, without any screening for relevance, to 
whatever information they have requested from Credit Suisse’s electronic and physical 
archives, including privileged information from before the 1990s. 

Mr. Barofsky only recently asked to review attorney files and communications from the 
1990s Holocaust Litigation that are protected by the attorney-client privilege. We are still 
discussing how to provide Mr. Barofsky with what he needs without harming UBS, due to 
the threat of litigation by the Simon Wiesenthal Center and others. Mr. Barofsky has had 
and will continue to have broad access to information he seeks through the completion of 
his oversight of the investigation and the issuance of a report by the end of 2026. 

Judge Korman, who oversaw and approved the Settlement in 1999, issued an order offering 
to consider a motion for an order clarifying the scope of the settlement and UBS accepted. 
This follows a long period of time during which UBS and the Simon Wiesenthal Center 
sought to reach an agreement through mediation. An order reaffirming the scope of the 
Settlement could have the added benefit of permitting UBS to provide Mr. Barofsky with 
any relevant litigation-related documents. 

Follow-up from Committee: This answer did not respond to the questions and subquestions. 
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Mr. Barofsky informed the Committee that “UBS presented to my team on its privilege review 
process. As part of that presentation, UBS explained that it will not allow my team unfettered 
access to test the Credit Suisse archives.”22 In addition to UBS’s privilege assertions, Mr. Barofsky 
has explained that UBS is now claiming “timing objections” to his oversight requests, as a reason 
to not investigate topics within the scope of the investigation.23 Does Mr. Barofsky have unfettered 
access to documents as part of his work? 

Mr. Barofsky also informed the Committee that UBS has recently imposed a July 31, 2026, 
deadline as a reason for UBS refusing to investigate items within the scope of the investigation, 
citing that while the names are in scope “it would not investigate them due to timing concerns.”24 
This includes seven individuals and “127 instances of Credit Suisse executing the transfers of 
securities from individual account holders to certain large Nazi-affiliated German bank clients, all 
of which have indicia of being instances of forced transfers of Jewish assets.”25  Mr. Barofsky 
further told the Committee that “UBS personnel have told me there may be other limitations on 
the investigation or my oversight as the Bank determines components of the investigation it may 
not be able to complete by its July 31, 2026 deadline. I have urged UBS to complete its 
investigation thoroughly, add resources if necessary in order to complete the investigation by 
whatever time it chooses without limiting its completeness, and to honor the terms of my 
engagement letter requiring it not to restrict my access to the Credit Suisse archives.”26 

Mr. Barofsky communicated to the Committee that “[o]n February 11, 2026, UBS and AlixPartners 
indicated that they were open to investigating a modest number of additional names as part of the 
investigation, assuring us that doing so would not pose an issue.27 Based on representations by Mr. 
Barofsky and AlixPartners, and without more information from you, the imposition of the July 31, 
2026, deadline appears arbitrary. In addition, why have you decided not to investigate all 
aforementioned instances of Nazi crimes while at the same time admitting they’re in scope? How 
does your approach leave no stone unturned and serve the interests of history? 

As far as UBS stating that “we are still discussing how to provide Mr. Barofsky with what he needs” 
with regards to privileged information, Mr. Barofsky has stated that “[m]y engagement agreement 
is unambiguous. The ‘Cooperation’ section, which appears on page 5 of the agreement, discusses 
the Bank’s obligation to produce documents and it makes clear that the Bank’s cooperation 
includes access to all documents, privileged or not.”28  He goes on to state that “[t]he Bank’s 
contractual obligation to provide me with relevant privileged materials is supported by UBS’s 
conduct since my re-engagement in late 2023. For nearly two years, UBS routinely and without 
objection provided my team with relevant privileged materials, including documents related to the 

 
22 See pg. 9 of Mr. Barofsky’s Supplemental responses dated March 31, 2026. 
23 See pgs. 8, 9, and 14 of Mr. Barofsky’s Supplemental responses dated March 31, 2026. 
24 See pg. 14 of Mr. Barofsky’s Supplemental responses dated March 31, 2026. 
25 See pg. 3 of Mr. Barofsky’s Supplemental responses dated March 31, 2026. 
26 See pg. 3 of Mr. Barofsky’s Supplemental responses dated March 31, 2026. 
27 See pg. 3 of Mr. Barofsky’s Supplemental responses dated March 31, 2026. 
28 The Honorable Neil Barofsky, Responses to Questions for the Record, https://www.iudiciarv.senate.gov/committee-
activitv/hearings/the-truth- revealed-hidden-facts-regarding-nazis-and-swiss-banks. 
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1990s Holocaust victim litigation.”29 Did you make the decision to withhold documents from Mr. 
Barofsky? If not, who did? If so, why did you change the approach and begin withholding 
documents from Mr. Barofsky? Lastly, did Colm Kelleher have any involvement in the decision 
to withhold documents? 

 Response: UBS respectfully refers the Committee to Overarching Response Nos. 2 (UBS’s 
Engagement Letter with the Ombudsperson does not require access to privileged documents), 
3 (the scope of the ongoing investigation and the Ombudsperson’s oversight), 4 (the investigation 
and the Ombudsperson’s oversight must conclude in 2026), and 5 (UBS’s production of records 
and handling of privileged materials).  

 Further, decisions to withhold or redact documents, as permitted under the Engagement 
Letter, were reached by a group of senior UBS employees, in consultation with UBS’s external 
counsel.    

[Supplemental Question 6] Initial Question: 7. Describe each objection UBS currently has to 
the scope of the investigation or to the Independent Ombudsperson’s oversight, as that scope 
and oversight is described in the Independent Ombudsperson’s written testimony. For each 
objection, please state UBS’s basis for the objection and any response to the arguments to 
the contrary made by the Independent Ombudsperson. 

Initial answer: The investigation focuses on Credit Suisse’s banking activities during and 
proximate to World War II. However, UBS appreciates the new facts Mr. Barofsky’s 
oversight of the investigation has brought to light—including facts relating to DWB, which 
implicate the 1990s and which UBS has covered in its investigation. UBS continues to 
support the pursuit of historical truth, including by ensuring that significant leads are 
reviewed. We note that no documents have been kept from Mr. Barofsky based on 
differences in views as to scope. 

Follow-up from Committee: According to Mr. Barofsky, UBS has refused to investigate certain 
individuals and entities because doing so “might cause the Bank to extend its investigation beyond 
an entirely self-imposed deadline of July 31, 2026.”30 According to Mr. Barofsky, “UBS will not 
allow me the archival access that is guaranteed by my engagement letter so that I can review the 
documents likely sitting in the Bank’s archives related to these individuals and entities.”31 Mr. 
Barofsky explained that “[i]n doing so, UBS is effectively withholding this potential evidence and 
denying me the ability to fully test the Bank’s investigation regarding these topics and report on 

 
29 The Honorable Neil Barofsky, Responses to Questions for the Record, https://www.iudiciarv.senate.gov/committee-
activitv/hearings/the-truth- revealed-hidden-facts-regarding-nazis-and-swiss-banks. 
30 See pg. 2 of Mr. Barofsky’s Supplemental responses dated March 31, 2026. 
31 Mr. Barofsky’s response also notes that “despite confirming that the topics listed above [see pgs. 1 and 2 of document 
and sentence that follows] are within the scope of UBS’ investigation and my oversight, UBS has begun to curtain its 
investigation and my access to archival documents relevant to several of these same topics. Specifically, the 
investigation by AlixPartners and my historians identified credible leads regarding potential relationships between 
Credit Suisse and seven individuals and entities that are highly relevant to in-scope topics pertaining to criminal 
activity by the Nazis and their facilitators—including potential relationships with the SS, facilitation of the 
aryanization or looting of Jewish assets, and facilitation of the ratlines.” See pg. 2 of Mr. Barofsky’s Supplemental 
responses dated March 31, 2026. 
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the results.”32 Further, UBS has taken the position that it “will decide on its own... whether to 
investigate these account relationships” following the issuance of Mr. Barofsky’s final report and 
the conclusion of his engagement.33 

UBS’s response did not answer the question. Provide the basis, to include objections, to 
withholding from Mr. Barofsky documents and access, including privilege, timing, and scope. 

Moreover, your answer to Question for the Record 2 stated, in part, “[t]hese litigation files 
necessarily implicate privileged legal communications between Credit Suisse and its attorneys and 
are beyond the scope of the investigation.”34 However, you answered here that “no documents 
have been kept from Mr. Barofsky based on differences in views as to scope.” Your answers appear 
to contradict each other. Moreover, Mr. Barofsky has asserted “[t]he Bank’s contractual obligation 
to provide me with relevant privileged materials is supported by UBS’s conduct since my re-
engagement in late 2023. For nearly two years, UBS routinely and without objection provided my 
team with relevant privileged materials, including documents related to the 1990s Holocaust victim 
litigation.”35 

Have any documents been kept from Mr. Barofsky based on differences in views as to scope? If 
so, which documents, when was the request for access made, when was the request for access 
denied, and who made the decision to deny? How do you reconcile your assertion to the Committee 
that UBS is not withholding documents due to scope restrictions when it appears the Bank is doing 
exactly that? Please explain. 

 Response: UBS respectfully refers the Committee to Overarching Response Nos. 2 (UBS’s 
Engagement Letter with the Ombudsperson does not require access to privileged documents), 3 
(the scope of the ongoing investigation and the Ombudsperson’s oversight), 4 (the investigation 
and the Ombudsperson’s oversight must conclude in 2026), and 5 (UBS’s production of records 
and handling of privileged materials).  

[Supplemental Question 7] Initial Question: 8. In your joint written testimony, you wrote 
“materials from the 1990’s are not within the scope of the Ombudsperson’s oversight.” Does 
UBS maintain that objection? If so, please describe the basis for that objection. Please explain 
the following in detail: 

a. Which topics discussed in the Independent Ombudsperson’s testimony are out of 
scope (E.G., DWB, Bank Hoffman)? 

b. What materials are being withheld from the Independent Ombudsperson from 
the 1990s because UBS contends they are out of scope? 

 
32 See pg. 3 of Mr. Barofsky’s Supplemental responses dated March 31, 2026. 
33 See pg. 2 of Mr. Barofsky’s Supplemental responses dated March 31, 2026. 
34  See pg. 2, question 2, https://www.iudiciarv.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/95317009-9c96-3e8f-f63d-
04b7f29ef02f/2026-02-03 OFR- Responses Karofsky Levi.pdf. 
35 See pg. 2 of Mr. Barofsky’s Supplemental responses dated March 31, 2026. 
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c. Are the files of Credit Suisse’s investigative team during the 1990s out of scope? 

Initial answer: The investigation focuses on Credit Suisse’s banking activities during and 
proximate to World War II. However, UBS appreciates the new facts Mr. Barofsky’s 
oversight of the investigation has brought to light—including facts relating to DWB, which 
implicate the 1990s and which UBS has covered in its investigation. UBS continues to 
support the pursuit of historical truth, including by ensuring that significant leads are 
reviewed. We note that no documents have been kept from Mr. Barofsky based on 
differences in views as to scope. 

Follow-up from Committee: In contrast with your answers to these questions, Mr. Barofsky has 
stated that 

“The Bank’s current position on the 1990s and what ‘this investigation is about’ is 
inaccurate and contradicted by the terms of my engagement letter. As explained in 
my February 2023 Report, December 17, 2024 letter to the Senate Budget 
Committee, my testimony before the Committee, and in my original QFR responses, 
one area of focus for my oversight is the candor that Credit Suisse exhibited with 
the Bergier Commission and other public commissions and investigations in the 
1990s and early 2000s. That area was expressly incorporated into my engagement 
letter when I was rehired. As I have stated consistently—in my February 2023 
Report, in my December 17, 2024 letter to the Senate Budget Committee, and in 
my written testimony before this Committee— the purpose of this investigation is 
to report on Credit Suisse’s previously unreported relationships with the Nazis, 
including by examining whether Credit Suisse disclosed or concealed relevant 
information during the 1990s investigations. UBS agrees; for example, in its March 
11, 2026 public statement, the Bank described the purpose of the investigation as 
welcoming ‘any new findings of Nazi accounts and improper activity.’ But I cannot 
determine what is new without first understanding what was already publicly 
reported or identified by prior investigators, including Credit Suisse’s own 
researchers.”36 

Mr. Barofsky also shared with the Committee: 

“[A]s previously reported, the investigation uncovered a manuscript on Bank 
Hofmann that examined Credit Suisse’s ties to IG Farben and its role in selling 
looted securities during World War II. Although the manuscript was ready for 
publication, Credit Suisse chose not to publish it out of concern that disclosure 
could, among other things, give rise to “damages claims by former concentration 
camp prisoners.” The manuscript, as well as records documenting the Bank’s 
decision not to publish it, were located within Credit Suisse’s 1990s investigative 
files. Similarly, the registry card for SS officer and DWB official Leo Volk that I 
discussed in my testimony was also found in the 1990s investigative files, 
disproving denials made by Credit Suisse’s investigators that such documentation 
did not exist. And more recently, and which will be described in my final report, 

 
36 See pg. 8 of Mr. Barofsky’s Supplemental responses dated March 31, 2026. 
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the investigation found previously unreported account relationships involving 
Credit Suisse storing artwork looted by the Nazis, and documents confirming those 
relationships were found in Credit Suisse’s 1990s investigative files.”37 

Do you agree that relevant information has emerged from reviewing 1990’s files? If not, 
please explain why not. 

 Response: UBS respectfully refers the Committee to Overarching Response Nos. 1 (UBS 
has not brought an action or claim against the SWC) and 3 (the scope of the ongoing investigation 
and the Ombudsperson’s oversight). 

[Supplemental Question 8] Initial Question: 9. Does UBS commit to taking no action that 
would prevent SWC, or any other person or organization, from continuing to cooperate fully 
with the investigation and/or the Independent Ombudsperson’s oversight? 

a. Does UBS also commit to making sure the order it is seeking will explicitly 
impose no restriction or limitation on SWC’s, or any other person or 
organization’s, ability to communicate with the Independent Ombudsperson 
or otherwise contribute to the ongoing investigation? 

Initial answer: UBS fully supports the Simon Wiesenthal Center’s efforts to 
uncover historical truth and values its continued cooperation with Mr. Barofsky. 
Consistent with that position, UBS does not intend to interfere with the Simon 
Wiesenthal Center’s, or any other person or organization’s, ability to cooperate fully 
with the ongoing investigation or to communicate freely with UBS or Mr. Barofsky, 
consistent with its obligations under the Settlement Agreement of 1999. 

Follow-up from Committee: If Judge Korman had issued the requested order, describe in 
detail the effect it would have had on SWC’s ability to speak freely and provide information 
to Congress. 

 Response: UBS respectfully refers the Committee to Overarching Response No. 1 (UBS 
has not brought an action or claim against the SWC).  

Additional Questions from Chairman Charles E. Grassley to Mr. Karofsky and Ms. Levi 

[Supplemental Question 13] Your response to Question 2 of the February 3 Question for the 
Record asserts as a basis for your withholding or redacting documents that the “litigation 
files... are beyond the scope of the investigation.” Please produce all agreements between Mr. 
Barofsky and the Bank identifying the scope of the investigation and his oversight, and state 
with specificity how the documents you are withholding exceed the scope. 

 Response: UBS respectfully refers the Committee to Overarching Response Nos. 2 (UBS’s 
Engagement Letter with the Ombudsperson does not require access to privileged documents) and 
4 (the investigation and the Ombudsperson’s oversight must conclude in 2026).  

 
37 See pg. 8 of Mr. Barofsky’s Supplemental responses dated March 31, 2026. 
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[Supplemental Question 14] Is it your position that the account records of Credit Suisse 
created prior to 1999 relating to Nazis are out of scope? 

 Response: UBS respectfully refers the Committee to Overarching Response No. 3 (the 
scope of the ongoing investigation and the Ombudsperson’s oversight). 

 No, it is not UBS’s position that Credit Suisse account records created prior to 1999 are 
categorically out of scope. 

[Supplemental Question 15] Is it your position that the account records of Credit Suisse 
created prior to 1999 relating to Nazis are privileged if the records are commingled with 
“litigation files” from the 1990s and the documents were not designated privileged when 
created? 

 Response: UBS respectfully refers the Committee to Overarching Response Nos. 2 (UBS’s 
Engagement Letter with the Ombudsperson does not require access to privileged documents) and 
5 (UBS’s production of records and handling of privileged materials). 

No, that is not UBS’s position. UBS is not withholding documents from prior to the 1990s, 
even if those documents were included in—or commingled with—the 1990s Holocaust Litigation 
files. For example, if World War II-era documents are attached to a privileged document relating 
to the Holocaust Litigation, UBS is not withholding those historical documents. 

[Supplemental Question 18] Did Credit Suisse, directly or indirectly, make any payment or 
return any assets to the Nazis identified in documents publicly released by President Milei of 
Argentina, including heirs and entities controlled by them? 

Response: UBS understands this question to refer to the files that the Government of 
Argentina declassified and released in April 2025 and that the Ombudsperson has received some 
of these materials. At this point in time, any additional questions should be directed to the 
Ombudsperson. 

[Supplemental Question 20] Did UBS or Credit Suisse ever have any Nazi-linked assets, 
looted art, or any other thing of value, such as gold, in its possession, custody, or control? If 
so, produce a spreadsheet listing a description of each item. In the spreadsheet, provide the 
following: the year possession was obtained and from whom; the year the item was sold, the 
sale price, and to whom it was sold. 

Response: History shows, unfortunately, that Credit Suisse held Nazi-linked assets. Given 
the passage of time and the incomplete records from the World War II era, UBS understands that 
creating a comprehensive index of all Nazi-linked property that Credit Suisse may have touched 
is not realistic. As the Special Masters’ Final Report on the Swiss Bank Holocaust Settlement 
Distribution Process explained, there is an “unfillable gap” in account records which can “never 
be known or analyzed for their relationship to victims of Nazi persecution.” In Re Holocaust Victim 
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Assets Litig., ECF No. 5040 at 16 (Mar. 28, 2019) (quoting In re Holocaust Victim Assets Litig., 
105 F. Supp. 2d 139, 155 (E.D.N.Y. 2004)).  

[Supplemental Question 24] UBS has a history of discarding documents related to the 
Holocaust.38 In Mr. Barofsky’s supplemental responses he notes that UBS stated that in order 
to meet its current projected timelines “the Bank will not be expanding the names it is 
reviewing at this time. We appreciate that for these names, and potentially other items, the 
Ombudsperson in his oversight capacity may note the topics that were not reviewed in his 
final report. The Bank will then determine whether a review is necessary. If so, it will conduct 
such a review itself as the Bank is confident in its ability to conduct such a review.”39 

How can the public trust that any additional work that UBS produces will be complete, 
accurate, or ever see the light of day given the Bank’s past and current conduct and its recent 
decision to impose a new deadline? 

Response: UBS has demonstrated an unwavering commitment to transparency, 
accountability, and pursuing historical truth through its voluntary investigation into Credit Suisse’s 
World War II-era conduct. While the conduct of Swiss banks, including Credit Suisse, during and 
immediately following World War II was deplorable, UBS is proud of the work we have done on 
this investigation. 

UBS proactively assumed responsibility for this matter in 2023 when, in response to the 
request of Swiss authorities and with the cooperation of regulators around the globe, including U.S. 
regulators, we acquired Credit Suisse to help prevent a systemic financial crisis. Although UBS 
could have continued the voluntary investigation on its current trajectory at the time, UBS instead 
made the conscious decision to reengage the Ombudsperson to oversee the investigation—
reflecting UBS’s serious commitment to pursuing historic truth and to addressing the concerns 
raised by the Committee and others about the investigation. Since that time, UBS has invested 
substantial human capital and financial resources to support this voluntary review; supported the 
expansion of the review to examine areas that go well beyond the original scope of the SWC’s 
inquiry; and cooperated extensively with the Ombudsperson. This cooperation has included, for 
example, producing approximately 19.4 million documents, consisting of more than 48 million 
pages and 4.4 terabytes of data; responding to more than 1,700 requests for archives visits, 
documents, and meetings; and hiring and retaining historians and archivists to cull through 
decades-old material. In addition, since UBS assumed responsibility for this investigation, we have 
funded the issuance of two public reports by the Ombudsperson—in December 2024 and in written 
testimony to the Committee in February 2026.  

These actions speak for themselves in illustrating UBS’s willingness to thoroughly and 
accurately conduct any additional investigative work that may be warranted after the conclusion 
of substantive review by July 31, 2026, and issuance of a final report by the Ombudsperson by the 
end of 2026. That UBS has decided to bring the current investigation and oversight engagement 
to an end this year—nearly three years after the Ombudsperson initially agreed and more than six 

 
38 Edmund L. Andrews, New York Times, Bank's Discarded Files Saved by Night Watchman (January 17, 1997). Copy 
on file with Committee staff. 
39 See pg. 4 of Mr. Barofsky’s Supplemental responses dated March 31, 2026. 
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years after the investigation began—does not alter UBS’s track record in this matter. That decision 
was made after discussions with AlixPartners and the Ombudsperson, who confirmed his intent to 
issue his final report by the end of the year in his responses to the Committee’s Questions for the 
Record. See Barofsky Responses to Senate QFRs at 17. UBS is committed to pursuing historical 
truth both now and after the investigation and the Ombudsperson’s oversight concludes this year. 
UBS will evaluate additional investigative avenues and conduct further review where warranted. 

[Supplemental Question 25] Now that Judge Korman has denied UBS’s request for a ruling 
clarifying the scope of the Settlement Agreement and its release of claims and denied as moot 
UBS’s pending motion to enforce the Settlement Agreement, will UBS provide the requested 
documents to Mr. Barofsky?40  If not, why not? Please explain how the order will affect 
interactions with Mr. Barofsky and the Simon Wiesenthal Center, if in any way. 

Response: UBS respectfully refers the Committee to Overarching Response No. 1 (UBS 
has not brought an action or claim against the SWC). 

At this time, UBS does not anticipate that Judge Korman’s April 2026 order will have any 
effect on interactions with the Ombudsperson or the SWC. Had the order to clarify been issued as 
requested by UBS, its practical effect would have been to facilitate UBS providing the 
Ombudsperson with any relevant, privileged Holocaust Litigation-related documents. However, 
Judge Korman denied UBS’s motion to clarify. In addition, during the March 10, 2026 hearing 
before Judge Korman on UBS’s motion to clarify, when asked whether the SWC was prepared to 
say that it will not sue UBS, the SWC responded, “I can’t sit here and say forever into the future 
there will never be an occasion where we have to commence a litigation.” Holocaust Victim Assets 
Litig., ECF No. 5097 at 62 (Mar. 10, 2026). Nevertheless, UBS remains committed to supporting 
the Ombudsperson as he completes his oversight of the Bank’s investigation, and its interactions 
with the Ombudsperson will continue to advance that objective. 

Questions from Chairman Charles E. Grassley to Ms. Levi 

[Supplemental Question 26] Initial Question: 3. Does UBS intend to withhold any documents 
on the basis of any objections to the scope of the investigation or the Independent 
Ombudsperson’s oversight? If so, please describe each document you intend to withhold on 
such a basis. 

Initial answer: Mr. Barofsky and his team have had unfettered access, without any 
screening for relevance, to information they have requested from Credit Suisse’s electronic 
and physical archives, and no documents have been kept from Mr. Barofsky based on 
differences in views as to scope. 

Follow-up from Committee: You continue to state that Mr. Barofsky has unfettered access to 
information he and his team have requested. However, Mr. Barofsky has informed the Committee 

 
40  See April 7, 2026, Memorandum and Order. Jacob Friedman, Estelle Sapir and Miriam Stern, on Behalf of 
Themselves and All Others Similarly Situated v. Union Bank of Switzerland, et al., No. 1:96-cv-04849 (E.D.N.Y. Jan. 
27, 2026). 
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that UBS “continues to block my access to other relevant archival documents based on its assertion 
that it is entitled to shield privileged information from my oversight.”41 

He further stated that, 

“UBS explained that it will not allow my team unfettered access to test the Credit 
Suisse archives. Instead, any archival units my team identifies as potentially 
relevant are now sent directly for scanning and then subjected to the same privilege 
review process as all other documents, with the Bank’s outside law firm—Gibson 
Dunn & Crutcher LLP—determining which documents to withhold or redact before 
they are made available to my team... [u]nder the current process, all documents 
pass through Gibson Dunn before my team sees them, and my team has no ability 
to verify what, if anything, has been withheld at that stage.”42 

Mr. Barofsky has also informed the Committee that in late February, his “team submitted seven 
names of individuals and entities that were either Nazi-linked or the subject of Nazi persecution, 
some of them with a documented connection to Credit Suisse, for inclusion in the Bank’s 
investigation.”43 These included entities tied to a SS money-laundering network, an alleged war 
criminal, and a ratlines facilitator, among others.44 In March, “UBS personnel acknowledged that 
these seven names are all within the scope of the investigation but reiterated that the Bank would 
not include them due to its concern about meeting the self-imposed July 31, 2026 deadline.” 

According to Mr. Barofsky, UBS also won’t allow archival access to review documents related to 
these individuals and entities who are within the scope of the investigation. 45  Mr. Barofsky 
explained that “[i]n doing so, UBS is effectively withholding this potential evidence and denying 
me the ability to fully test the Bank’s investigation regarding these topics and report on the 
results.” 46  Mr. Barofsky has also noted that he’s normally had access to privileged material 
throughout the investigation pursuant to his engagement letter. 47  Further UBS has taken the 
position that it “will decide on its own... whether to investigate these account relationships” 
following the issuance of Mr. Barofsky’s final report and the conclusion of his engagement.48 

Does Mr. Barofsky have unfettered access to documents and information he requires to perform 
his oversight? Please explain how withholding documents or subjecting them to a “privilege 
review” does not constitute a violation of UBS’s engagement letter with Mr. Barofsky.49 

 
41 See pg. 9 of Mr. Barofsky’s Supplemental responses dated March 31, 2026. 
42 See pg. 9 of Mr. Barofsky’s Supplemental responses dated March 31, 2026. 
43 See pg. 3 of Mr. Barofsky’s Supplemental responses dated March 31, 2026. 
44 See pg. 4 of Mr. Barofsky’s Supplemental responses dated March 31, 2026. 
45 See pg. 2 of Mr. Barofsky’s Supplemental responses dated March 31, 2026. 
46 See pg. 2 of Mr. Barofsky’s Supplemental responses dated March 31, 2026. 
47 See pg. 2, 5, and 11 of Mr. Barofsky’s Supplemental responses dated March 31, 2026. 
48 See pg. 2 of Mr. Barofsky’s Supplemental responses dated March 31, 2026. 
49 See pg. 9 of Mr. Barofsky’s Supplemental responses dated March 31, 2026. 
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Has UBS withheld any documents from Mr. Barofsky on the basis of scope at any point? If so, 
how many pages? 

 Response: UBS respectfully refers the Committee to Overarching Response Nos. 3 (the 
scope of the ongoing investigation and the Ombudsperson’s oversight), 4 (the investigation and 
the Ombudsperson’s oversight must conclude in 2026), and 5 (UBS’s production of records and 
handling of privileged materials).  

[Supplemental Question 27] Initial Question: 4. Are disclosures, or lack of disclosures, made 
by Credit Suisse to the U.S. Senate, Volcker Commission, Bergier Commission, to other 
regulators, as well as otherwise publicly available regarding Credit Suisse’s history related 
to World War II within the scope or out of scope of the investigation and the Independent 
Ombudsperson’s oversight? 

a. Provide a detailed rationale for any assertion that such disclosures or lack of 
disclosures are out of scope. 

Initial answer: The investigation focuses on Credit Suisse’s banking activities during and 
proximate to World War II. However, UBS appreciates the new facts Mr. Barofsky’s 
oversight of the investigation has brought to light—including facts relating to DWB, which 
implicate the 1990s and which UBS has covered in its investigation. UBS continues to 
support the pursuit of historical truth, including by ensuring that significant leads are 
reviewed. We note that no documents have been kept from Mr. Barofsky based on 
differences in views as to scope. 

Follow-up from Committee: You failed to answer the question. The Committee poses it again 
with reference to #6 below. 

 Response: UBS respectfully refers the Committee to Overarching Response No. 3 (the 
scope of the ongoing investigation and the Ombudsperson’s oversight). 

[Supplemental Question 28] Initial Question: 5. UBS’s engagement letter with the 
Independent Ombudsperson states the following: 

“The Parties intend for the initial and primary focus of the Ombudsperson to be 
oversight of the work performed by CSAG and the CSAG Agents since June 2022 and 
assessment of the extent to which CSAG and the CSAG agents have addressed the 
aspects of the Ombudsperson’s oversight pursuant to his June 3, 2021 Engagement 
Letter left incomplete or unanswered as identified by the Ombudsperson as of the 
preparation of the February 15 Report.” 

The February 15 Report lists numerous unanswered questions. For example, on pg. 123 there 
is a subsection concerning Credit Suisse’s failure to disclose the DWB-linked account to the 
Bergier Commission and related matters. 

Please confirm whether UBS agrees that the scope of the Independent Ombudsperson’s 
engagement includes investigation of each of the areas listed in the February Report. 
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Initial answer: The investigation focuses on Credit Suisse’s banking activities during and 
proximate to World War II. However, UBS appreciates the new facts Mr. Barofsky’s 
oversight of the investigation has brought to light—including facts relating to DWB, which 
implicate the 1990s and which UBS has covered in its investigation. UBS continues to 
support the pursuit of historical truth, including by ensuring that significant leads are 
reviewed. We note that no documents have been kept from Mr. Barofsky based on 
differences in views as to scope. 

Follow-up from Committee: You failed to answer the question. The Committee poses it again. 

 Response: UBS respectfully refers the Committee to Overarching Response No. 3 (the 
scope of the ongoing investigation and the Ombudsperson’s oversight). 

[Supplemental Question 29] Initial Question: 6. In his written testimony, the Independent 
Ombudsperson cites the provision of his engagement agreement that requires that the scope 
of his oversight “shall extend to the entirety of the scope of the [investigation,” and he further 
states that, if the Bank “determines to expand the scope of the [investigation, the [o]versight 
shall include the expanded scope.” 

Please list and describe all instances in which AlixPartners or UBS expanded the scope of the 
investigation by taking investigative steps on a particular topic, but UBS is now claiming that 
the topic is outside of the Independent Ombudsperson’s oversight. 

If there are no such topics, please confirm that the topics UBS or AlixPartners has taken 
steps to investigate are subject to the Independent Ombudsperson’s oversight. 

Initial Answer: The investigation focuses on Credit Suisse’s banking activities during and 
proximate to World War II. However, UBS appreciates the new facts Mr. Barofsky’s 
oversight of the investigation has brought to light—including facts relating to DWB, which 
implicate the 1990s and which UBS has covered in its investigation. UBS continues to 
support the pursuit of historical truth, including by ensuring that significant leads are 
reviewed. We note that no documents have been kept from Mr. Barofsky based on 
differences in views as to scope. 

Follow-up from Committee: You failed to answer the questions. The Committee poses them 
again. In addition, I seek an explanation between what Mr. Barofsky has informed the Committee 
and what you have said. Mr. Barofsky stated, 

“The Bank’s current position on the 1990s and what ‘this investigation is about’ is 
inaccurate and contradicted by the terms of my engagement letter. As explained in 
my February 2023 Report, December 17, 2024 letter to the Senate Budget 
Committee, my testimony before the Committee, and in my original QFR responses, 
one area of focus for my oversight is the candor that Credit Suisse exhibited with 
the Bergier Commission and other public commissions and investigations in the 
1990s and early 2000s. That area was expressly incorporated into my engagement 
letter when I was rehired. As I have stated consistently—in my February 2023 
Report, in my December 17, 2024 letter to the Senate Budget Committee, and in 
my written testimony before this Committee— the purpose of this investigation is 
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to report on Credit Suisse’s previously unreported relationships with the Nazis, 
including by examining whether Credit Suisse disclosed or concealed relevant 
information during the 1990s investigations. UBS agrees; for example, in its March 
11, 2026 public statement, the Bank described the purpose of the investigation as 
welcoming ‘any new findings of Nazi accounts and improper activity.’ But I cannot 
determine what is new without first understanding what was already publicly 
reported or identified by prior investigators, including Credit Suisse’s own 
researchers.”50 

Does UBS dispute that this area was incorporated into the engagement letter? If so, explain. Further, 
how is Mr. Barofsky supposed to determine what is new if he cannot determine what was already 
publicly reported or identified by prior investigators, including Credit Suisse’s own researchers? 

 Response: UBS respectfully refers the Committee to Overarching Response No. 3 (the 
scope of the ongoing investigation and the Ombudsperson’s oversight). 

[Supplemental Question 30] Initial Question: 7. In your joint testimony, you stated that UBS 
has a difference of opinion regarding the interpretation of the bank’s engagement agreement 
with the Independent Ombudsperson and stated there is language allowing UBS to withhold 
privileged information. Please explain UBS’s position regarding its ability to withhold 
documents from the Independent Ombudsperson for privilege, including: 

a. Pointing the Committee to the provision of the Independent Ombudsperson’s 
engagement letter that you allege allows UBS to withhold privileged information. 

b. If UBS intended to preserve its ability to withhold privilege documents from the 
investigation, including from the Independent Ombudsperson, why does the 
engagement letter state that UBS’s “cooperation...includes imposing no restrictions 
other than those required by law on the Ombudsperson’s ability to access documents” 
without any reference to privilege documents? The engagement letter notes an explicit 
exception for privileged materials held by third party vendors, but not for Credit 
Suisse itself. Explain why this exception was drafted as such. 

Initial answer: UBS’s engagement letter with Mr. Barofsky does not require UBS to share 
privileged materials. In fact, there is a provision in the engagement letter that makes it clear 
that access to such materials must be “granted” by UBS. There is also a provision requiring 
that UBS take reasonable steps to ensure all of its vendors, agents, and other third parties 
cooperate fully with the Ombudsperson, including by providing access to documents, 
“[e]xcept as protected by applicable privileges[.]” Despite these provisions, UBS has 
voluntarily provided all pre-1990s materials for which it could have claimed privilege and 
gave the Ombudsperson full access to those documents. 

Follow-up from Committee: Mr. Barofsky informed the Committee, 

 
50 See pgs. 7 and 8 of Mr. Barofsky’s Supplemental responses dated March 31, 2026. (emphasis provided in original). 
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“[o]n February 11, 2026, I asked UBS to point to any specific language in the 
agreement that it believes authorizes it to withhold privileged documents. The Bank 
identified no such provision in the agreement at that time, and to date, the Bank has 
not responded. If documents continue to be withheld, the consequences for the 
completeness and integrity of my oversight are potentially 
significant.. .withholding even a small number of relevant materials can therefore 
meaningfully impact the investigation’s completeness... completing this 
investigation with integrity—and being able to tell the Committee and the public 
that no stone has been left unturned—requires access to all relevant materials. 
Access to all relevant materials is what UBS agreed to provide, and I urge it to 
honor that commitment.”51 

How do you reconcile the provision in the engagement letter that states UBS’s “cooperation... 
includes imposing no restrictions other than those required by law on the Ombudsperson’s ability 
to access documents” without any reference to privilege documents with your answer? Has UBS 
since responded to Mr. Barofsky? Have you assessed how withholding of any documents can 
interfere with the investigation’s findings? Further, I am §reiterating my question on why the 
engagement letter with Mr. Barofsky notes an explicit exception for privileged materials held by 
third party vendors, but not for Credit Suisse itself. Explain why this exception was drafted as such. 

 Response: UBS respectfully refers the Committee to Overarching Response No. 2 (UBS’s 
Engagement Letter with the Ombudsperson does not require access to privileged documents).  

[Supplemental Question 31] Initial Question: 9. Explain which documents are being 
reviewed or otherwise screened for privilege before they are being provided to the 
Independent Ombudsperson. In answering this question, please specify whether UBS’s 
privilege review includes reviewing, and/or withholding or redacting any documents, or 
portions of documents, prior to the 1990s. If so, please describe and list the dates of the 
documents reviewed for privilege. 

Initial answer: UBS is only asserting privilege from the 1990s onward over attorney-client 
communications and attorney files relating to the 1990s Holocaust Litigation. 

Follow-up from Committee: Please answer with respect to redactions. In addition, define 
“attorney files” and describe and list the dates of the documents reviewed for privilege as 
initially requested. 

Response: UBS respectfully refers the Committee to Overarching Response No. 5 (UBS’s 
production of records and handling of privileged materials). 

[Supplemental Question 32] Initial Question: 10. Provide a list of the documents and total 
number of pages currently either being withheld from the Independent Ombudsperson or 
being provided to them with redactions. For each document, please describe what type of 
information is behind the decision to withhold the information or redactions. 

 
51 The Honorable Neil Barofsky, Responses to Questions for the Record, https://www.iudiciarv.senate.gov/committee-
activitv/hearings/the-truth- revealed-hidden-facts-regarding-nazis-and-swiss-banks. 
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Initial answer: At the time of the hearing, UBS testified that approximately 150 
documents, out of more than 16.5 million documents (totaling approximately 44 million 
pages) produced, had been redacted or not provided to Mr. Barofsky because they are 
protected by the attorney-client privilege. As of February 26, 2026, fewer than 300 
documents have been redacted or withheld because they are protected by the attorney-client 
privilege. UBS continues to actively review materials and make privilege determinations. 

Follow-up from Committee: At the February 3, 2026, hearing, you testified to the Committee 
that a set of communications had not been provided to Mr. Barofsky and that those “documents 
amount to fewer than 150 documents.”52 Yet, you testified, in response to a question from Ranking 
Member Durbin that “[t]hese are privileged documents... this is a small set of documents. We are 
talking about less than 300 documents.” 53  In each of these instances, you are referring to 
withholding documents less than 150 or 300 documents. Which one is it - 150 or 300? Who verified 
the truthfulness of these statements, and when was it verified? 

Mr. Barofsky notified our office through his Questions for the Record that in a January 21, 2026, 
email UBS stated that it “was treating large binders of multiple documents as a single ‘document.’ 
It stated: ‘Consistent with prior practice, larger files, such as scanned records, have not been 
unitized into smaller individual documents, so if redactions are applied anywhere in a PDF, right 
now it counts as one redacted document.’”54 Mr. Barofsky further told our office that his team 
responded, also in an email on the same day, “expressing concern that using the word ‘document’ 
was misleading: ‘290 documents [the number of documents in question at that point in time] isn’t 
really ‘documents’ but rather a collection of many documents that have been collected into one 
non-unitized whole, it’s not how people understand the word document. I’m told in many cases a 
‘document’ is actually hundreds or even over a thousand pages of many different documents 
together. Would it be possible to get the number of pages redacted or withheld? That might be a 
more objective measurement.’”55 

In Mr. Barofsky’s written testimony he stated that the Bank “acknowledged, these withheld or 
redacted documents are actually collections of many documents, often hundreds or even over a 
thousand pages long.. .for redacted documents [his] team has identified more than three thousand 
pages of redactions to date.”56 

At the hearing Mr. Barofsky further discussed this point when he was asked by Ranking Member 
Durbin why the withheld documents are so critically important and he responded that “[w]hat we 

 
52 Note that Mr. Karofsky and Ms. Levi provided a joint written statement. Pages 5-6 of Testimony of Robert Karofsky, 
President of UBS Americas, Before the Senate Judiciary Committee, “The Truth Revealed: Hidden Facts Regarding 
Nazis and Swiss Banks”, February 3, 2026, https://www.iudiciarv.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/95317009-9c96-3e8f-
f63d-04b7f29ef02f/2026-02-03 Testimony Karofsky Levil.pdf. 
53 Senate Judiciary Committee, Committee Activity, Hearings, Full Committee Hearing: The Truth Revealed: Hidden 
Facts Regarding Nazis and Swiss Banks, https://www.iudiciary.senate.gov/committee-activity/hearings/the-truth-
revealed-hidden-facts-regarding-nazis-and-swiss-banks. 
54 See pg. 10 of Mr. Barofsky’s Supplemental responses dated March 31, 2026. 
55 See pg. 10 of Mr. Barofsky’s Supplemental responses dated March 31, 2026. 
56 See pg. A-13, https://www.iudiciarv.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/95317009-9c96-3e8f-f63d-04b7f29ef02f/2026-02-
Q3 Testimony Barofskv.pdf. 
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are talking about are documents that are relevant to the question of whether a Nazi had an account 
or didn’t have an account at Credit Suisse. That’s all I am concerned about. And while 150 doesn’t 
sound like a lot, you have to understand, these are not just one- or two- page documents. These 
could be documents that are binders, 500 to 1,000 pages each. And what it comes down to, what 
our investigation is, we’re looking for needles in one of the most enormous haystacks you can 
imagine.”57 

As an example, this is illustrated when Mr. Barofsky later informed the Committee that at a 
February 11, 2026, meeting when discussing 15 “documents” with redactions, UBS 
“acknowledged that these were not actually 15 discrete documents, but instead that each 
‘document’ could contain binders and collections of memoranda, reports, and notes. Moreover, 
AlixPartners explained that the 15 files were on average 1,054 pages long and ranged from 254 
pages to 1,923 pages in length. In total these 15 ‘documents’ amounted to 13,841 total pages, of 
which 1,967 were redacted.”58  Further, “[f]or this small sample of files containing redactions, 
AlixPartners conducted searches of the underlying pages across those documents for the last names 
of individuals and names of entities subject to the investigation’s search lists. They identified a 
total of 6,044 hits across the redacted pages of these 15 ‘documents’.”59 

Mr. Barofsky noted in his Questions for the Record that he “further encouraged UBS to provide to 
the Committee a complete and accurate account of the redacted and withheld documents, including 
a page count, and to correct any misimpression it may have made upon the Committee when it 
referenced the number of withheld and redacted documents as being only 150.”60 Mr. Barofsky 
also noted that “[o]n February 11, 2026, during a meeting with UBS, I expressed concern regarding 
UBS’s various descriptions of the withheld and redacted documents, noting our confusion 
regarding the basis for the Bank’s February 3, 2026 written testimony to the Committee that it had 
withheld or redacted ‘fewer than 150 documents.’”61 Based on the information provided to the 
Committee, Mr. Barofsky flagged for UBS that referring to the number of withheld and redacted 
documents as being only 150 wasn’t the full picture. Why didn’t UBS testify to these details similar 
to how Mr. Barofsky presented them to the Committee? 

Mr. Barofsky also informed the Committee on March 31, 2026 that at a “March 12, 2026 meeting, 
AlixPartners reported that, as of March 11, 2026, approximately 23,000 pages of materials have 
so far been redacted or withheld from my oversight, that this figure reflects the privilege 
determination of about one-third of the documents subject to the privilege review, and that an 
additional 1 million pages of documents were still undergoing review.”62 

 
57 The Honorable Neil Barofsky, Responses to Questions for the Record, https://www.iudiciarv.senate.gov/committee-
activitv/hearings/the-truth- revealed-hidden-facts-regarding-nazis-and-swiss-banks. 
58 The Honorable Neil Barofsky, Responses to Questions for the Record, https://www.iudiciarv.senate.gov/committee-
activitv/hearings/the-truth- revealed-hidden-facts-regarding-nazis-and-swiss-banks. 
59 The Honorable Neil Barofsky, Responses to Questions for the Record, https://www.iudiciarv.senate.gov/committee-
activitv/hearings/the-truth- revealed-hidden-facts-regarding-nazis-and-swiss-banks. 
60 The Honorable Neil Barofsky, Responses to Questions for the Record, https://www.iudiciarv.senate.gov/committee-
activitv/hearings/the-truth- revealed-hidden-facts-regarding-nazis-and-swiss-banks. 
61 See pg. 10 of Mr. Barofsky’s Supplemental responses dated March 31, 2026. 
62 See pg. 11 of Mr. Barofsky’s Supplemental responses dated March 31, 2026. 
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a. When did you become aware of Mr. Barofsky’s January 21, 2026, email? 

b. In reference to the January 21, 2026, email, in Mr. Barofsky’s written testimony he 
stated that the Bank “acknowledged, these withheld or redacted documents are actually 
collections of many documents, often hundreds or even over a thousand pages 
long.. .for redacted documents [his] team has identified more than three thousand pages 
of redactions to date.”63 

i. This written testimony was submitted after the January 21, 2026, email from 
Mr. Barofsky to UBS notifying the bank of concerns that using the word 
“document” was misleading.64 Why, then, did you submit written testimony to 
the Committee saying that it had withheld “fewer than 150” documents” instead 
of providing additional details known at that time? 

c. Did you attend the February 11, 2026, meeting? If not, when did you learn of the 
substance of the meeting? 

d. On what date were you first made aware of Mr. Barofsky’s concerns about UBS 
misleading the Committee by referring to “documents” without providing context that 
a single “document” could consist of hundreds or thousands of pages? Have you taken 
any steps to correct the Committee record? If so, what steps? If not, why not? 

e. On what date were you first made aware of Mr. Barofsky’s concerns about UBS 
misleading the Committee by referring to the universe of withheld or redacted material 
with a known inaccurate number value? Have you taken any steps to correct the 
Committee record? If so, what steps? If not, why not? 

f. On what date did you become aware of the 23,000 pages of documents that were either 
redacted or withheld from Mr. Barofsky’s oversight? Upon learning of this matter, what 
steps did you take to solve it? What steps have been taken to provide Mr. Barofsky 
access? 

g. On what date did you become aware that an additional 1 million pages of documents 
were still undergoing review and could possibly lead to additional redactions or 
withholding of documents? Upon learning of this matter, what steps did you take to 
solve it? What steps have been taken to provide Mr. Barofsky access? 

h. Out of the total number of pages that UBS has reviewed to date, what percentage of 
pages have been withheld for privilege? What percentage of pages have been redacted? 
What percentage of pages have been ultimately released and provided to Mr. Barofsky 
without redactions? 

 
63 See pg. A-13, https://www.iudiciarv.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/95317009-9c96-3e8f-f63d-04b7f29ef02f/2026-02-
Q3 Testimony Barofskv.pdf. 
64 See pg. 10 of Mr. Barofsky’s Supplemental responses dated March 31, 2026. 
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i. Did AlixPartners provide you with a more detailed breakdown of the 23,000 pages of 
materials that were redacted or withheld? If so, when and provide this information to 
the Committee. 

j. Have you been part of the decision to continue to combine redacted and withheld 
“documents” into one data point for presentation to the Committee? Who else was part 
of this decision and why was this decision made? 

k. Will you commit to providing separate counts for redacted and withheld documents 
going forward? As part of this commitment, will you provide a count of withheld and 
redacted pages as opposed to documents? If not, why not? 

Response: UBS respectfully refers the Committee to Overarching Response No. 5 
(UBS’s production of records and handling of privileged materials). UBS has also 
committed to providing the Ombudsperson with a log describing the materials that UBS 
has redacted or withheld for privilege.  

Additional Questions from Chairman Charles E. Grassley to Ms. Levi65 

[Supplemental Question 40] Mr. Barofsky informed the Committee that “[t]he time it takes 
to complete that review already has impacted the timing of when I receive information from 
the Bank. For example, archive testing was paused for approximately five months, and the 
privilege review has caused material delays in conveyance of information to my team. 
AlixPartners has cited the privilege review to explain a recent delay in its rolling production 
of case binders to my team.”66 

a. Are you aware of how privilege reviews are affecting the timing and 
substance of the investigation’s integrity? If so, when did you become 
aware? 

b. What steps are you taking to limit the impact that privilege reviews have 
on fully completing the investigation? 

Response: UBS respectfully refers the Committee to Overarching Response No. 5 (UBS’s 
production of records and handling of privileged materials). 

It is UBS’s position that the privilege review is not affecting “the timing and substance of 
the investigation’s integrity.”  

When the Ombudsperson has sought to oversee or perform archive testing, UBS has timely 
facilitated such testing. In advance of his testimony before this Committee in February 2026, the 
Ombudsperson asked that UBS and AlixPartners shift workstreams and areas of investigation to 
prioritize supporting his preparation for the hearing. In the interest of supporting the 
Ombudsperson and this Committee, UBS accommodated the Ombudsperson’s request, and archive 

 
65 Some of these questions were the same questions, or similar, to what my staff asked you in February. 
66 See pg. 15 of Mr. Barofsky’s Supplemental responses dated March 31, 2026. 
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testing was paused so that resources could shift to supporting the Ombudsperson’s preparation of 
his testimony.  

With respect to case binders, AlixPartners continues to provide to the Ombudsperson 
approximately 50 preliminary case binders every two weeks, with privilege review built into that 
cadence.  

Process-wise, UBS has invested substantial resources to support the privilege review 
process and is continuously working toward specific investigative timelines and milestones in 
consultation with AlixPartners and the Ombudsperson. With regard to the narrow universe of 
records that are withheld or redacted, AlixPartners has full access to all materials, and the privilege 
review will not impact UBS’s completion of the investigation. UBS will continue to explore ways 
to provide the Ombudsperson with access to substantive information concerning any relevant 
account relationships with Nazis from the privileged documents while ensuring appropriate 
safeguards given threats of litigation related to the Settlement Agreement. 

[Supplemental Question 41] Is AlixPartners able to conduct or lead its investigative work, or 
must all of its work be done at UBS’s direction? 

a. Does UBS review the updates that AlixPartners provides to Mr. Barofsky 
prior to presentations? If so, who reviews the updates and when? 

b. Does UBS provide feedback or notes on proposed updates that 
AlixPartners provides to Mr. Barofsky prior to presentations? If so, who 
provides feedback? 

c. Does UBS approve the final presentations that AlixPartners provides to 
Mr. Barofsky prior to the presentations? If so, how many days before a 
presentation is approval sought and what, if any, categories of information 
have been removed? 

Response: AlixPartners conducts its investigative work with professional independence. 
As is standard in engagements of this nature, UBS coordinates with AlixPartners, which includes 
aligning on updates and presentations that AlixPartners prepares for the Ombudsperson prior to 
their delivery. AlixPartners has freedom over choosing and designing its approach and 
methodology for the reviews, including quality and consistency checking according to their 
professional standards. UBS’s review is directed at ensuring factual accuracy and completeness 
and reviewing for privileged content related to the 1990s Holocaust Litigation, not at restricting 
the flow of information to the Ombudsperson.  

Recently, UBS has provided specific parameters to AlixPartners for the scope of the client 
business volume review. In addition, UBS provided direction to AlixPartners with respect to search 
requests relating to certain systemic German banks. AlixPartners has the ability to raise concerns 
regarding any decisions that it believes could affect the integrity of the investigation. AlixPartners 
professionals are experienced investigators who exercise independent judgment in conducting 
their work. 



38 

[Supplemental Question 42] Are there any mechanisms in place for AlixPartners to raise 
concerns should any Bank decisions affect the integrity of the investigation? Please explain. 

Response: AlixPartners conducts its investigative work with professional independence. 
As is standard in engagements of this nature, UBS maintains oversight, which includes aligning 
on updates and presentations that AlixPartners prepares for the Ombudsperson. AlixPartners has 
freedom over choosing and designing its approach and methodology for the reviews, including 
quality and consistency checking according to their professional standards. UBS’s review is 
directed at ensuring factual accuracy and completeness and reviewing for privileged content 
related to the 1990s Holocaust Litigation, not at restricting the flow of information to the 
Ombudsperson.  

AlixPartners has the ability to raise concerns regarding any decisions that it believes could 
affect the integrity of the investigation. AlixPartners professionals are experienced investigators 
who exercise independent judgment in conducting their work. 

[Supplemental Question 43] In a response to a Question for the Record you stated that 
“[b]ased on UBS’s work with counsel in six different countries, UBS has started clearing 
names that Mr. Barofsky is interested in disclosing. This work is ongoing and UBS will 
continue to make substantial efforts to disclose as much as legally permissible.” Please 
provide the number of names that UBS has cleared to date for disclosure as well as the names 
themselves. Also, list how many names UBS is in the process of reviewing for disclosure.67 

Response: To date, UBS has identified more than 70 former Credit Suisse clients whose 
client-identifying information may be disclosed unilaterally, as there are no living parties or 
surviving entities with a privacy interest in those accounts (e.g., a deceased individual client who 
lacks an heir). In addition, UBS has identified approximately 100 clients for whom some relevant 
information (e.g., relationship with Credit Suisse) is already in the public domain. Among these, 
there are some matches with the SWC list, Nuremberg list, or list of names of problematic 
companies that had accounts that were active during the period of 1933 to 1950. Beyond these 
cleared names, UBS continues to engage with counsel across multiple jurisdictions to review the 
names that the Ombudsperson has requested be disclosed.  

[Supplemental Question 44] Has the Simon Wiesenthal Center (“SWC”) ever been a plaintiff 
in any lawsuit against Credit Suisse or UBS? If so, identify each such action by court and 
filing date. 

Response: Not to UBS’s knowledge. However, the SWC was involved in the Holocaust 
Litigation. As a condition precedent to the effectiveness of the Settlement Agreement, a “Related 
Agreement” required the settling plaintiffs to obtain the written endorsements of 17 Jewish 
organizations (the “Organizational Endorsers”), including the SWC, and the SWC ultimately 
signed the required organizational endorsement relating to the Settlement Agreement. Further, 
during the more recent March 10, 2026 hearing before Judge Korman, on UBS’s motion to clarify 
the scope of the Settlement Agreement, when asked whether the SWC was prepared to say that it 

 
67  Question 12, pg. 6, See: https://www.iudiciarv.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/95317009-9c96-3e8f-f63d-
04b7f29ef02f/2026-02-Q3 OFR- Responses Karofskv Levi.pdf. 
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will not sue UBS, the SWC declined to do so. Holocaust Victim Assets Litig., ECF No. 5097 at 61–
62 (Mar. 10, 2026). 

[Supplemental Question 45] Was SWC a plaintiff or class representative in any class action 
filed against Credit Suisse and/or UBS during the 1990s that was resolved as part of the 1999 
settlement in In re Holocaust Victim Assets Litigation? If so, identify each such action by court 
and filing date. 

Response: Not to UBS’s knowledge. However, the SWC was involved in the Holocaust 
Litigation. As a condition precedent to the effectiveness of the Settlement Agreement, a “Related 
Agreement” required the settling plaintiffs to obtain the written endorsements of 17 Jewish 
organizations (the “Organizational Endorsers”), including the SWC, and the SWC ultimately 
signed the required organizational endorsement relating to the Settlement Agreement. 

[Supplemental Question 46] At any time after January 1, 2020, has SWC provided UBS 
and/or Credit Suisse with a draft and/or filed complaint in any U.S. federal or state court 
naming Credit Suisse as a defendant in connection with allegations relating to Nazi-linked 
assets? If so, produce copies of all such draft and/or filed complaints. 

Response: Not to UBS’s knowledge. However, during the March 10, 2026 hearing before 
Judge Korman, on UBS’s motion to clarify the scope of the Settlement Agreement, when asked 
whether the SWC was prepared to say that it will not sue UBS, the SWC declined to do so. 
Holocaust Victim Assets Litig., ECF No. 5097 at 61–62 (Mar. 10, 2026). 

[Supplemental Question 48] During the March 10, 2026, hearing before Judge Edward R. 
Korman, counsel for UBS represented that the bank was withholding “a very narrow set. . . 
in the range of around 150 or so documents.” At the time, this wasn’t a fully accurate 
representation, as UBS had been told and was aware that reference to a “document” “is 
actually hundreds or even over a thousand pages of many different documents together.”32 
On February 11, 2026, according to Mr. Barofsky he “raised the issue that some of the 
redacted ‘documents’ were actually collections of multiple documents that ran over 1,000 
pages each.”33 Do you stand by this statement made by UBS counsel in open court? Identify 
all UBS personnel who authorized, approved, or were consulted regarding this 
representation. 

Response: UBS respectfully refers the Committee to Overarching Response No. 5 (UBS’s 
production of records and handling of privileged materials). 

[Supplemental Question 49] In UBS’s public statement/press release titled “UBS Statement 
on Voluntary Review of Credit Suisse’s World War II Activities,” issued on February 2, 2026, 
UBS stated that “Credit Suisse has not withheld any privileged documents from prior to the 
1990s or in the 1990s that do not relate to the 1990s class action litigation.” 

a. State the number of documents currently being withheld that are dated (a) 
prior to January 1, 1990, and (b) during the 1990s. 

b. For such documents, describe how each relates to the 1990s class action 
litigation, and identify any that do not. 
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Response: UBS respectfully refers the Committee to Overarching Response No. 5 (UBS’s 
production of records and handling of privileged materials). 

[Supplemental Question 50] Please list and describe all instances in which UBS expanded the 
scope of the investigation and is now claiming privilege or timing restrictions as a rationale 
for not finalizing the work or providing information and documents to Mr. Barofsky. 

 Response: UBS respectfully refers the Committee to Overarching Response Nos. 3 (the 
scope of the ongoing investigation and the Ombudsperson’s oversight) and 4 (the investigation and 
the Ombudsperson’s oversight must conclude in 2026). 

Questions from Chairman Charles E. Grassley to Mr. Karofsky 

[Supplemental Question 51] Initial Question: 1. Please describe when and how you became 
involved in the Credit Suisse Nazi-linked accounts investigation. 

The answer: Since UBS acquired Credit Suisse in 2023, Mr. Karofsky has been made 
aware of, and kept apprised of, the status of the ongoing investigation. As President of 
UBS, Americas and a member of UBS’s Group Executive Board, Mr. Karofsky also has 
been involved in key decision making around the investigation. 

Follow-up from Committee: Your answer is non-responsive and the Committee poses it again. 
When in 2023 did you become aware of the status of the ongoing investigation? How and when 
have you been kept apprised of the ongoing investigation? What key decisions have you been 
involved in? 

 Response: UBS respectfully refers the Committee to Overarching Response No. 6 (Mr. 
Karofsky’s involvement in the investigation). 

[Supplemental Question 52] Initial Question: 2. Describe your role and extent of involvement 
in the ongoing Credit Suisse Nazi-linked accounts investigation. In your response, please 
provide the following: 

a. A description of the extent to which you or any of your direct reports are 
involved in any decision-making related to this investigation. 

b. A description of the extent to which, if any, you interact with CBS AG 
(Switzerland team) as it relates to this investigation. 

The answer: Mr. Karofsky has remained informed through leadership updates and 
participated, as appropriate, in senior-level discussions concerning the investigation. As a 
member of UBS’s Group Executive Board, Mr. Karofsky also has been involved in key 
decision making around the investigation. As President UBS Americas, Mr. Karofsky is 
responsible for the bank’s relationship and interactions with the U.S. Government. He also 
interacts regularly with UBS AG employees relating to the investigation. 

Follow-up from Committee: Your answer is non-responsive and the Committee poses it again. 
Which personnel consist of “leadership” in your answer and what “updates” have they provided 
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you? What “key decision making” have you been involved in? Provide a description of the extent 
to which, if any, you interact with UBS AG (Switzerland team) as it relates to this investigation. 
Have you ever discussed this matter with Colm Kelleher, Chairman of the Board of Directors? If 
so, when? Describe your “interactions with the U.S. Government.” 

 Response: UBS respectfully refers the Committee to Overarching Response No. 6 (Mr. 
Karofsky’s involvement in the investigation). 

[Supplemental Question 53] Initial Question: 3. Please describe the frequency and extent to 
which you interact with parties and individuals who support or are a part c f the Nazi-linked 
accounts investigation, including but not limited to: 

a. Independent Ombudsperson Neil Barofsky, or anyone who supports his 
independent oversight over the investigation including Jenner & Block 
LLP personnel. 

b. Personnel and representatives for the Simon Wiesenthal Center. 

c. AlixPartners personnel working on the investigation. 

d. Independent historians and experts that have been retained to support the 
investigation. 

The answer: Mr. Karofsky interacts with and receives updates from others who work 
directly with Mr. Barofsky and others involved in the investigation. Accordingly, Mr. 
Karofsky remains informed of material developments and participates in key decisions. 

Follow-up from Committee: Your answer is non-responsive and the Committee poses it again. 
Your answer failed to address the extent you interact with Mr. Barofsky, personnel and 
representatives for the Simon Wiesenthal Center, AlixPartners, and independent historians and 
other experts, all of which are key stakeholders to the investigation. Your vague response that you 
“receive[] updates from others who work directly with Mr. Barofsky and others involved in the 
investigation” isn’t remotely sufficient to inform the Committee in its ongoing oversight. For 
example, which employees are you referring to in your answer “who work directly with Mr. 
Barofsky and others in the investigation”? What kind of “material developments” and “key 
decisions” are you referring to? 

 Response: UBS respectfully refers the Committee to Overarching Response No. 6 (Mr. 
Karofsky’s involvement in the investigation). 

[Supplemental Question 54] Initial Question: 4. What is the role that UBS Americas plays in 
the ongoing Credit Suisse Nazi-accounts investigation? 

The answer: As noted, Mr. Karofsky is responsible for the bank’s relationship and 
interactions with the U.S. Government, including the U.S. Congress. UBS Americas’ role 
is fully aligned with UBS Group’s role with respect to the importance of this investigation 
and the commitment to ensuring it is handled appropriately. 
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Follow-up from Committee: Your answer is non-responsive and the Committee poses it again. It 
discusses what appears to be your role within UBS Americas but does not speak to its role in the 
ongoing investigation. The response is also inconsistent with the Committee’s experience handling 
the investigation to date, with the exception of you appearing as a witness, the Committee has not 
interacted with you at all. The Committee has generally interacted with UBS AG (Switzerland). 

 Response: UBS respectfully refers the Committee to Overarching Response No. 6 (Mr. 
Karofsky’s involvement in the investigation). 

[Supplemental Question 55] Initial Question: 5. What restrictions, if any, do you or your 
U.S.-based staff and non-Swiss staff face in accessing records or in formation, including Swiss 
in formation, pertaining to the ongoing investigation? Secondly, have you reviewed any 
Switzerland-based records as part of this investigation? Please describe. 

The answer: Mr. Karofsky is able to access the records and information necessary to 
remain appropriately informed about the investigation and related reviews, including 
Switzerland based records, consistent with applicable legal requirements. Mr. Karofsky has 
reviewed Switzerland-based records as part of staying informed and fulfilling his 
responsibilities in connection with this matter. 

Follow-up from Committee: Your answer is non-responsive and the Committee poses it again. It 
does not list restrictions, if any, that you or your U.S.-based staff and non-Swiss staff face in 
accessing records or information, including Swiss information, pertaining to the ongoing 
investigation. Further, you failed to provide a description of any Switzerland-based records you 
reviewed as part of the investigation. Your answer also noted “applicable legal requirements.” 
What are they? On what date did you first access records or information pertaining to the 
investigation? 

 Response: UBS respectfully refers the Committee to Overarching Response No. 6 (Mr. 
Karofsky’s involvement in the investigation). 

[Supplemental Question 56] Initial Question: 6. Describe the aspects of the investigation in 
which you would consider yourself a subject matter expert and would be able to provide 
substantive responses to questions from Senate Judiciary Committee members. 

The answer: Ms. Levi and Mr. Karofsky are responsible for a broad range of issues at 
UBS and are prepared to answer those questions that we expect could be posed by 
Committee members. Weeks ago, UBS’s counsel offered to meet with Committee staff to 
discuss the topics and questions that the Chairman and other Members intended to raise, 
specifically so that Mr. Karofsky and Ms. Levi could be as responsive and prepared as 
possible to address the Committee’s areas of focus. That offer still stands. 

Follow-up from Committee: Your answer is non-responsive and the Committee poses it again. 
Committee staff have interacted with Ms. Levi for years. Mr. Barofsky’s periodic investigative 
updates routinely acknowledge his interactions with Ms. Levi. The same could not be said of you, 
which is why this question was posed. This response did not answer what areas of the investigation 
you would consider yourself to be a subject matter expert. The emailed questions were meant to 
inform your potential contributions as a witness, considering you never interacted with the 
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Committee until the hearing. 

Moreover, the topic set for the hearing was clear to anyone with rudimentary knowledge which 
should’ve made the offered pre-hearing meeting unnecessary. 

 Response: UBS respectfully refers the Committee to Overarching Response No. 6 (Mr. 
Karofsky’s involvement in the investigation). 

[Supplemental Question 57] Initial Question: 7. Are you, as a Member of the Group 
Executive Board of UBS Group AG, authorized to make decisions or commitments regarding 
the ongoing investigation as part of the Senate Judiciary Committee’s hearing? 

The answer: Significant decisions at UBS are made by the Group Executive Board, of 
which Mr. Karofsky and Ms. Levi are both members. 

Follow-up from Committee: Your answer is non-responsive and the Committee poses it again. 
The Committee is already aware that executive boards are supposed to make significant decisions. 
Are you authorized to make decisions or commitments regarding the ongoing investigation or not? 
If so, have you exercised that authority? Please explain how, if so. 

 Response: UBS respectfully refers the Committee to Overarching Response No. 6 (Mr. 
Karofsky’s involvement in the investigation). 

[Supplemental Question 58] Initial Question: 8. Please describe limitations, if any, to what 
you are able to discuss pertaining to the Nazi-linked accounts investigation as part of the 
hearing 

The answer: Mr. Karofsky is prepared to address the topics we anticipate are likely to be 
raised at the hearing. If there are particular issues you would like Ms. Levi and Mr. 
Karofsky to be prepared to address, we would be happy to discuss those with you in 
advance of the hearing. 

Follow-up from Committee: Your answer is non-responsive and the Committee poses it again. 
You have neither answered Question 6 above (areas of expertise) nor this question regarding 
limitations. This question was meant to help the Committee determine what questions would be 
best posed to you or another witness and your failure to respond frustrates the Committee’s 
investigative efforts. 

 Response: UBS respectfully refers the Committee to Overarching Response No. 6 (Mr. 
Karofsky’s involvement in the investigation). 

Additional Questions from Chairman Charles E. Grassley to Mr. Karofsky 

[Supplemental Question 59] Since the start of the investigation, how many times have you 
communicated with Ms. Levi about it? List each date and whether it was a phone call, email, 
or in-person meeting. 

 Response: UBS respectfully refers the Committee to Overarching Response No. 6 (Mr. 
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Karofsky’s involvement in the investigation) and its General Objection (no discernible legislative 
purpose). 

[Supplemental Question 60] Since the start of the investigation, how many times have you 
communicated with Sergio Ermotti about it? List each date and whether it was a phone call, 
email, or in-person meeting. 

 Response: UBS respectfully refers the Committee to Overarching Response No. 6 (Mr. 
Karofsky’s involvement in the investigation) and its General Objection (no discernible legislative 
purpose). 

[Supplemental Question 61] Since the start of the investigation, how many times have you 
communicated with Colm Kelleher, about it? List each date and whether it was a phone call, 
email, or in-person meeting. 

 Response: UBS respectfully refers the Committee to Overarching Response No. 6 (Mr. 
Karofsky’s involvement in the investigation) and its General Objection (no discernible legislative 
purpose). 

[Supplemental Question 62] Since the start of the investigation, how many times have you 
communicated with other members of the Executive Board about it? List each date and 
whether it was a phone call, email, or in-person meeting. 

 Response: UBS respectfully refers the Committee to Overarching Response No. 6 (Mr. 
Karofsky’s involvement in the investigation) and its General Objection (no discernible legislative 
purpose). 

[Supplemental Question 63] List the date of each meeting you participated in relating to the 
investigation. List each attendee and the topic discussed. 

 Response: UBS respectfully refers the Committee to Overarching Response No. 6 (Mr. 
Karofsky’s involvement in the investigation) and its General Objection (no discernible legislative 
purpose). 

[Supplemental Question 64] What types of key decisions have you been involved in making 
for the investigation? Provide all examples. 

 Response: UBS respectfully refers the Committee to Overarching Response No. 6 (Mr. 
Karofsky’s involvement in the investigation) and its General Objection (no discernible legislative 
purpose). 

[Supplemental Question 65] Do your decisions include legal action taken against SWC in 
New York? Please explain your role in this action, if any. 

 Response: UBS respectfully refers the Committee to Overarching Response No. 6 (Mr. 
Karofsky’s involvement in the investigation) and its General Objection (no discernible legislative 
purpose). 
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[Supplemental Question 66] Provide specific examples of your “role with respect to the 
importance of this investigation” and ensuring that the investigation “is handled 
appropriately.” 

 Response: UBS respectfully refers the Committee to Overarching Response No. 6 (Mr. 
Karofsky’s involvement in the investigation) and its General Objection (no discernible legislative 
purpose). 

[Supplemental Question 67] Provide a clear delineation of how roles and responsibilities are 
split between you and UBS AG for purposes of the investigation. 

 Response: UBS respectfully refers the Committee to Overarching Response No. 6 (Mr. 
Karofsky’s involvement in the investigation) and its General Objection (no discernible legislative 
purpose). 

[Supplemental Question 68] You have never communicated with my staff about this 
investigation. How is your answer above accurate?68 

 Response: UBS respectfully refers the Committee to Overarching Response No. 6 (Mr. 
Karofsky’s involvement in the investigation) and its General Objection (no discernible legislative 
purpose). 

[Supplemental Question 69] When did you first (1) obtain access and (2) review Switzerland-
based records? Provide the date of each and all access and reviews thereafter. 

 Response: UBS respectfully refers the Committee to Overarching Response No. 6 (Mr. 
Karofsky’s involvement in the investigation) and its General Objection (no discernible legislative 
purpose). 

[Supplemental Question 70] How many times have you traveled to Switzerland to review 
records involved in the investigation? List each date. 

 Response: UBS respectfully refers the Committee to Overarching Response No. 6 (Mr. 
Karofsky’s involvement in the investigation) and its General Objection (no discernible legislative 
purpose). 

[Supplemental Question 71] How many times have you traveled to Switzerland to meet with 
relevant personnel involved in the investigation? List each date. 

 Response: UBS respectfully refers the Committee to Overarching Response No. 6 (Mr. 
Karofsky’s involvement in the investigation) and its General Objection (no discernible legislative 
purpose). 

 
68 See response to question #4, listed on pg. 3: “As noted, Mr. Karofsky is responsible for the bank’s relationship and 
interactions with the U.S. Government, including the U.S. Congress. UBS Americas’ role is folly aligned with UBS 
Group’s role with respect to the importance of this investigation and the commitment to ensuring it is handled 
appropriately.” (emphasis added) 
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[Supplemental Question 72] Please explain the restrictions that you and or your U.S. based 
staff and non-Swiss staff face in accessing records for purposes of this investigation. In your 
response, provide specific examples. 

 Response: UBS respectfully refers the Committee to Overarching Response No. 6 (Mr. 
Karofsky’s involvement in the investigation) and its General Objection (no discernible legislative 
purpose). 
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