HISTORICAL BACKGROUND OF THE CRIMINAL PROCEEDINGS AND RECORDED CONFRONTATION WITH MY LAWYER
Statement by Ismail Rustam
Important note concerning the audio transcription
The following material consists of my personal account of the events and a recorded conversation between me and a German lawyer.
The conversation was recorded during a heated dispute in which both participants sometimes interrupted or spoke over one another.
The German-language transcription was produced using ChatGPT’s automated speech transcription rather than a complete manual transcription by a human specialist. Consequently, some short words, sentence fragments and speaker transitions may be missing, incomplete or incorrectly recognised.
These transcription limitations do not mean that the recording itself is incomplete. The original audio recording remains the primary source for checking the exact spoken words.
The English translation is intended to preserve the original statements, disagreements, accusations and sequence of the conversation as closely as possible. Unclear passages should not be interpreted as words that were definitively spoken.
The designations “Lawyer” and “Rustam” identify the speakers where they can be determined from the transcript. Some speaker transitions remain uncertain.

PART I — MY EXPLANATION OF THE HISTORICAL BACKGROUND
In the same year, after I was discharged from hospital and was experiencing serious health problems, attacks against me immediately began, with the aim, as I allege, of preventing me from concentrating on my health and pursuing my rights.
Suddenly, a criminal judgment or penalty order was issued against me.
The complaining party was the public transport authority, and its allegation was treated as the basis for criminal proceedings.
Once a criminal penalty order is issued, the person is given two weeks to file an objection (Einspruch). If that deadline is missed, the order can become legally binding and enforceable.
For years, I had received similar public transport penalties, but these matters had not previously been pursued in this particular way.
I accuse the responsible authorities of having kept this issue available as a means of pressure, to be used when other methods of diverting me from my complaints had failed.
The essential issue was that I had been officially recognised as having a disability rating of 100 (Grad der Behinderung — GdB 100), the highest possible rating.
Yet I had not been granted the corresponding disability-related concessions or markings on my disability identification card.
I had a disability identification card showing GdB 100, not 99, but the maximum rating of 100.
Nevertheless, I was repeatedly penalised for travelling on public transport.
I had complained about this situation many times. According to my account, neither the responsible state authorities nor the Versorgungsamt provided an effective solution.
Only recently did I rediscover documents showing that I had already raised these issues many years earlier.
At the time, I was exhausted by the repeated proceedings and the difficulty of obtaining responses.
I believe the criminal proceedings were used to force me into an impossible choice.
Either I could concentrate on my health, demand medical treatment and pursue my complaints, while risking the expiry of criminal procedural deadlines and possible imprisonment;
or I could devote my limited strength and time to defending myself against criminal sanctions and enforcement proceedings, while my medical complaints and other legal matters remained unresolved.
I accuse the responsible authorities of using these proceedings to distract me from my efforts to protect my health and enforce my rights.
1. My search for a lawyer and the last day for filing an objection
I searched for lawyers who would represent me.
I approached several lawyers, including a lawyer whose name I recall as Ziegel and another whom I refer to as Rulan.
None initially agreed to take responsibility for the case.
I believe their reluctance was connected to their knowledge of my longstanding conflicts with German state authorities.
Rulan advised me to file an Einspruch, an objection against the criminal penalty order.
He told me that he had not initially realised that it was the final day of the objection period.
He explained that if I managed to submit the objection in time and it was accepted, he might become involved in the case.
I asked him to submit it for me.
He refused, saying that he did not believe the court would accept it.
He nevertheless helped me prepare the objection.
On the final day, I arrived at the court after the doors had already been closed.
I pleaded with the staff to open the door.
They initially told me to return the next day.
I explained that this was the final day of the legal deadline.
Eventually, they opened the door, accepted my document and stamped it.
The objection stated that I was filing an Einspruch and would provide the detailed reasons later.
The most important thing was to preserve the deadline.
Afterwards, I returned to Rulan, but he did not take over the case.
2. A court hearing allegedly held without my participation
After some time, I received a letter stating that a court hearing had taken place, that I had not appeared and that my objection had consequently been rejected.
I investigated the legal provision on which this decision was based.
I understood that, under the relevant procedure, if the person filing an objection does not attend the hearing, the court may dismiss the objection without examining the substance of the case.
I considered this extremely unjust.
I maintain that I had not been properly informed about the hearing.
I accuse the responsible authorities of arranging matters in such a way that the court could dismiss my objection without examining my disability and the circumstances surrounding my entitlement to public transport concessions.
If the court had examined the complete file, it would have encountered my disability identification card and the documentation concerning my severe health conditions.
Instead, the case was treated as though I had simply failed to attend a properly notified hearing.
I regard this as a serious procedural injustice.
3. How I found the lawyer heard in the recording
I continued searching for legal representation.
By chance, I visited an office associated with Haji Alamdar, where I knew that a lawyer had previously worked.
That lawyer was no longer there.
I was told that another lawyer was available and might be able to take the case.
I explained the entire situation.
I showed him the court decision and my disability identification card confirming GdB 100.
After examining these documents, the lawyer initially told me that he would take the case.
According to my recollection, he said that penalising a person with my disability status in these circumstances was unlawful.
I asked how much I would have to pay.
He asked how much money I had available.
I told him that I had €100 and could bring the remainder later.
He told me to pay the €100 and that no further payment would be necessary.
I paid the money and signed the relevant document.
The lawyer then submitted an appeal to the Landgericht.
4. The lawyer’s sudden change of position
Approximately one week later, the lawyer telephoned me and urgently asked me to come to his office.
He told me that the appeal should be withdrawn.
I asked why.
He insisted that I come to the office to discuss the matter.
When I arrived, he stated that the case could not proceed and that the appeal had to be withdrawn.
Before his contact with the court, his assessment had been completely different.
After that contact, he changed his position.
I believe that pressure or instructions may have influenced this change, although I cannot independently establish what communications took place.
I refused to agree to the withdrawal.
The lawyer then told me that he would no longer defend me.
He took an official document and wrote a statement in his own handwriting indicating that I was refusing his representation.
He demanded that I sign it.
I objected because, according to my account, he was the person who had decided to stop representing me.
He told me that if I signed, he would leave the matter alone and I could look for another lawyer.
I warned him that I would complain if he withdrew the appeal.
I eventually signed the handwritten statement because I needed time to obtain alternative legal representation.
The handwriting on that document was his, not mine.
I maintain that I was pressured into signing it.
5. My attempts to obtain another lawyer
I approached another lawyer.
He told me that he would not take responsibility for the case, but that he could temporarily enter the proceedings to help preserve time while I searched for someone else.
He was aware of my longstanding conflict with state authorities.
He submitted the necessary notification to the court for that limited purpose.
I then contacted Frau Heitmann, a lawyer whom I regarded as honest and helpful.
She explained that criminal proceedings were not her specialist field.
However, she knew a female lawyer who worked in the relevant area.
She contacted that lawyer, and we subsequently met and discussed the case.
The new female lawyer agreed to represent me and submitted the relevant documents to the court.
The lawyer who had temporarily entered the proceedings then withdrew.
However, the court subsequently maintained that the first lawyer remained responsible for my representation.
The new lawyer attempted to explain that the first lawyer had previously withdrawn or that I had ended the relationship.
Despite this, the situation was not resolved.
6. Why I recorded the confrontation
I returned to the first lawyer to demand a clear written confirmation that he was no longer representing me.
That is the confrontation heard in the audio recording.
During the conversation, he repeatedly insisted that I did not understand the situation.
He told me that I was responsible for the criminal proceedings and that I needed a Wertmarke, the supplementary document required for certain forms of free public transport.
I repeatedly explained that I had attempted to obtain the necessary concession but had not received it.
I also explained that I was severely disabled, seriously ill and living in poverty.
The lawyer repeatedly dismissed my explanations.
He struck the desk with his pen during the dispute, as I recall from the original recording.
I told him that he had previously refused to represent me and had required me to sign a document ending the representation.
I asked why he now insisted that he remained my lawyer.
I repeatedly demanded written confirmation that he was no longer representing me.
The lawyer refused to engage with the substance of my objections and repeatedly told me to leave the office.
I recorded the conversation because I wanted evidence of what was said and how I was treated.
7. The subsequent hearing at the Landgericht
A hearing was later scheduled before the Landgericht.
I received an official notification specifying a courtroom and a hearing time.
I attended the court, passed through the security and registration procedures and waited outside the courtroom indicated in the notification.
As the scheduled time approached, I noticed that my name was not displayed and that no one appeared to be entering or leaving the courtroom.
I became concerned.
I approached court staff and asked about my hearing.
After checking their computer system, they informed me that my case was already being heard in a completely different courtroom.
I went to that courtroom.
The proceedings had already begun.
My female lawyer was present, together with the judge, the prosecutor and another woman whose exact role I did not know.
I entered the hearing.
I believe the incorrect courtroom information placed me at risk of missing the proceedings again.
I regard this as another serious irregularity requiring clarification.
At the conclusion of the proceedings, the court set aside the financial penalty, and the costs were to be borne by the state treasury, according to my recollection.
I asked the judge to address the underlying issue.
I explained that I had been recognised as severely disabled for years, yet the responsible authorities had not granted me the disability-related public transport concessions I had repeatedly requested.
I asked why I continued to face criminal proceedings when this underlying administrative dispute remained unresolved.
The judge explained that the matter required a separate application and that my lawyer could assist me.
After the hearing, however, I lost contact with the female lawyer, and she did not provide the further assistance I had expected.
8. My application for disability-related transport concessions
I subsequently pursued the matter myself.
With assistance from a female employee working in the Berlin Senate administration in the area of immigration or social affairs, I prepared and submitted an application concerning the disability-related transport concessions.
I completed the necessary steps and submitted the documents.
Later, a court-appointed legal guardian was assigned to assist me.
Nevertheless, according to my account, I received no substantive decision or explanation concerning the application.
For years, I did not know what had happened to it.
Only recently did I rediscover older documents confirming that I had already challenged the failure to grant disability-related transport concessions.
These records are particularly important because they show that my objections were not invented after the criminal proceedings.
They had existed for many years.
9. Why this history is relevant to the proceedings of 2024–2026
The same fundamental problem arose again in the criminal proceedings connected with the judgment of 24 September 2024 and my formal objection to the Berlin Public Prosecutor dated 28 April 2026.
I had an officially recognised disability rating of GdB 100.
I had repeatedly sought disability-related transport concessions.
I had pursued objections, legal proceedings and administrative applications.
Yet I continued to face criminal sanctions and the threat of imprisonment.
I accuse the responsible authorities of repeatedly failing to examine the complete historical record before pursuing sanctions against me.
I also accuse them of creating a situation in which I was forced to spend my limited physical, psychological and financial resources defending myself against criminal proceedings instead of concentrating on my health and other unresolved legal matters.
I consider the recorded confrontation with the lawyer, the earlier court proceedings and the rediscovered administrative documents to be important evidence of this history.
I demand that the full chronology be examined, including the disability records, court decisions, applications, correspondence, legal representation documents and original audio recording.
Ismail Rustam

PART II — RECORDED CONVERSATION WITH THE LAWYER
Translation notice
The following is an English rendering of the German automated transcription. The original contains missing words, unclear expressions and overlapping speech. These are preserved where necessary using [unclear], [incomplete] or [speaker uncertain] rather than inventing complete statements.
The dialogue is reproduced in its original sequence as far as the transcription allows.
Lawyer:
I have now been called. I spoke with a female colleague; a lawyer contacted me.
I can only say what I have already said: There is no chance in these proceedings, and you must make the appropriate arrangements with the public transport operators.
I have nothing more to say about that.
You are not allowed to travel using public transport. Your disability is completely irrelevant. You must obtain the appropriate [incomplete].
Rustam:
Mr Lawyer, I understand. But the issue is completely different.
When I spoke to you last time, you said you would withdraw it.
I said no.
Lawyer:
I said withdraw it. I said, I said that you must obtain it, and the disability can [unclear].
Several lawyers have now contacted me in connection with the court.
One female lawyer, Ms Kaufmann, and I have also spoken on the telephone.
I have nothing more to add.
You have no chance here.
That is simply how it is, because the claim against the city was rejected because you were not there.
Everything else is completely irrelevant.
That is how it is. Basta.
I am not prepared to discuss this with you.
If it does not work, then it simply does not work.
Rustam:
Mr Lawyer, please, let me speak.
Some people have written from your [unclear] that you are not defending me.
I have just signed.
Lawyer:
I know, but I am not [unclear].
Rustam:
No, no, no. Please give me a chance to speak.
We discussed that you would no longer defend me.
I would defend myself alone, and you would no longer return to court.
Lawyer:
I said—you said that I should also obtain the right [unclear].
Rustam:
What do you mean by “finished speaking”?
Lawyer:
Yes, if I had accepted it that way, the proceedings would have been finished.
Yes, yes.
Please leave the office now.
I am no longer prepared to [incomplete].
Rustam:
No, I … Please listen.
I want … Please listen to me.
My female lawyer says, correctly, that the lawyer is still registered here.
And I told her that we had already finished.
She says that we have nothing in writing from your side.
There is no written confirmation that you no longer defend me.
Lawyer:
Exactly. I did not write that because he did not want it either.
Rustam:
What do you mean, did not want it?
Lawyer:
She did not want it.
If I had not done that, the proceedings would have been finished.
Man!
You do not understand anything at all.
And that is why I have to discuss things with you as though I were talking to a stubborn old horse.
Do you understand that now?
I have told you how things stand, and that is final.
And you are wasting my time.
You are wasting my time.
I have told you how it is.
I have also told you what you must do.
Every day, every time you use public transport without buying a ticket, you commit a criminal offence.
And if you cannot understand that, I cannot help you either.
I have told you that there is no “but”.
There is nothing to discuss.
You simply have to do it.
Basta. End of discussion.
There is nothing more to discuss.
Rustam:
How am I supposed to obtain a disability identification card?
Lawyer:
That is completely irrelevant.
The disability identification card alone is not sufficient.
Man, I have explained that to you countless times.
The disability identification card is not enough.
It is not enough.
You also need [incomplete].
Rustam:
I have no money for a ticket.
I am ill. I have illnesses.
I myself have [unclear] percent.
What do I have now?
What am I supposed to receive?
Which of my debts should be recognised?
They have paid me nothing.
I live in poverty, Mr Lawyer.
Lawyer:
Mr Ismail, you have been punished countless times for obtaining services without paying because you travel without a ticket.
You travel without a ticket.
Rustam:
I have no money.
I came here healthy, and I received a disability rating of 100 percent because of various illnesses.
That is now, at this moment, for my [incomplete].
Lawyer:
Mr Ismail, you do not understand.
You must obtain it from the [unclear].
You must go to the S-Bahn or U-Bahn and have it entered there.
Then you are allowed to travel free of charge.
And for that, you do not necessarily have to pay money.
Rustam:
What now?
Do I have to go to prison?
Do I have to go to prison now because I have no money?
I cannot buy [a
Rustam:
What now? Do I have to go to prison? Do I have to go to prison now because I have no money? I cannot buy a ticket.
Lawyer:
Yes, yes. But you have only yourself to blame.
Rustam:
Okay, it is my fault.
Ask him what you have to do.
You can go to Königstraße. You show your disability identification card there and obtain a pass from the S-Bahn. Then you can travel free of charge.
Rustam:
Amtsgericht, Amtsgericht.
Lawyer:
The Amtsgericht has nothing to do with that. The Amtsgericht has absolutely nothing to do with it.
Rustam:
No, no. I did not receive any letter about that.
The Landgericht stated in its decision that [unclear].
It says that I did not attend the court hearing, although that is not true.
And although I wrote enough to the Amtsgericht because I could not [unclear] my rights.
I filed an objection with the Amtsgericht because I was trying to defend my rights.
I submitted an objection.
Lawyer:
You are in the wrong. You are in the wrong.
Rustam:
And what happens then? My [unclear].
Lawyer:
You are in the wrong.
Rustam:
And I ask myself, why are you doing this, Mr Lawyer?
I want my health back.
I want my health back.
Which courts? The Amtsgericht?
In 2001, they did not provide me with therapy.
Lawyer:
That may all be true.
But it is completely irrelevant.
This is about the fact that you travel without a ticket, and you must obtain the appropriate [document].
You must [incomplete].
Rustam:
Mr Lawyer, can you write that you no longer defend me?
Lawyer:
I cannot do anything more about that now.
I ask you to leave the office.
Rustam:
Okay, but please [incomplete].
Lawyer:
You have already been to other lawyers.
I have spoken to other lawyers.
They tell me that this man simply does not understand.
This man simply does not understand.
He cannot be helped because he does not understand what he must do.
And now [incomplete].
No, you do not understand.
I personally spoke to lawyers who came to see me.
They told me that the man does not understand.
There is nothing anyone can do.
He does not understand what he must do.
You must obtain a Wertmarke for your disability identification card.
Rustam:
They did not give it to me.
I applied for it.
Lawyer:
Nobody gives it to you. I do not give it to you. I cannot [incomplete].
Rustam:
No, no. The Versorgungsamt did not give it to me.
The exemption.
Lawyer:
Yes, if you cannot get one, then you must buy tickets.
Rustam:
That cannot be right.
Lawyer:
If you cannot get one, if you have tried and you cannot get one, then you must [incomplete].
Rustam:
But something about this [unclear].
Lawyer:
That is not what this is about.
That is not what this is about.
I cannot do anything about that.
If you travel without a ticket, you travel without a ticket.
Rustam:
Mr Lawyer, you have expressed your opinion.
You said that you would no longer defend me, on 2 November.
Then I found other lawyers.
I want you simply to write that you are no longer my lawyer.
Lawyer:
I can gladly write that or do that.
I have already spoken to other lawyers who are also desperate because they do not understand [unclear].
Rustam:
I can find other lawyers, but [incomplete].
Lawyer:
They are lawyers.
You may have a hundred lawyers.
If you have a hundred lawyers, that is fine.
In any case, the hearing has been cancelled.
It is not [incomplete].
The hearing will not take place there, and I simply say [incomplete].
Rustam:
Did you withdraw it from the court?
Lawyer:
I did not say anything to the court about that.
I have already made so many notifications that we no longer know what to do here.
The court told the court [unclear].
And I am telling you once again: if you do not do this, and if you do not understand it, then I simply cannot change anything.
You must obtain a Wertmarke.
Rustam:
At the moment, I am facing prison.
I am going to prison.
At the moment, they want to put me in prison.
Is it the court that decides whether I go to prison or not?
That cannot be right.
What must I have?
This is now a criminal matter.
Lawyer:
Mr Ismail, you have only yourself to blame.
If you do not do what you must do, if you simply refuse to do it because you [incomplete].
Rustam:
Okay, then I have to go to prison, yes?
Lawyer:
That is your own fault.
Rustam:
Okay, then I have to go to prison with all my illnesses.
Is that what you mean, that I must go to prison with all my illnesses?
Lawyer:
No. I am telling you how you can prevent it, and you do not want to do it.
Then you have only yourself to blame.
I am only giving you advice about what you can do.
But you do not do it.
And then you even [incomplete].
Other people have genuinely tried to explain it to you as well.
You simply do not do it.
And then nobody can help you.
There is nothing anyone can do.
That is all I can say.
I saw him; I [unclear] the exchange.
I told him that the disability identification card alone is not sufficient and that he must obtain a Wertmarke.
And if he does not obtain the Wertmarke, then I simply cannot help him.
I am telling him what he has to do: obtain a Wertmarke.
He is impossible to deal with.
And therefore I now ask you to leave the office.
What else am I supposed to do?
My job is to help you.
I even tell you what you should do, and you do not want to do it.
It is like going to a doctor.
If the doctor says you must [incomplete], and the patient says, no, I must take the medicine [incomplete].
Rustam:
Mr [name unclear], do I have the right to end your representation of me, or do I not have that right?
Lawyer:
You have every right.
But you must only wait.
You have the right to travel free of charge on the S-Bahn.
But that depends on you.
If you do not obtain a Wertmarke, then [incomplete].
Rustam:
Mr [name unclear], I mean: Do I have the right to receive written confirmation that you are no longer representing me as my lawyer, or do I not have that right?
Lawyer:
This will continue until the end of your life.
It will continue for the rest of your life, that you will always receive criminal penalties if you are not prepared to [incomplete].
Rustam:
Mr [name unclear], that is up to you.
I do not want you.
Can you state in writing that you no longer defend me?
That is all.
Lawyer:
Okay, I can gladly do that.
Rustam:
Okay, I will wait for it.
I ask you to do that.
Okay, but I will wait for it in writing.
I have a court hearing tomorrow.
I have to go to this [incomplete].
Nevertheless, I have to go to the other lawyer and tell them that this lawyer is no longer my lawyer and that the other lawyer will continue.
Lawyer:
The hearing has also been cancelled.
Nothing has happened at all.
Now tell me what you have to do.
Do you understand?
Rustam:
Mr [name unclear], do I have the right?
[End of the supplied German transcription.]

Transcription integrity statement
This English text follows the supplied German automated transcript, including its incomplete passages and uncertain speaker changes. It is not a certified verbatim transcription of the original audio. The original recording should be retained alongside this document for verification.

Additional Statement by the Complainant Concerning the Audio Recording
I, Ismail Rustam, wish to draw particular attention to a significant deficiency in the automated transcription of my conversation with the lawyer.
Throughout the conversation, the lawyer repeatedly demanded that I leave his office, using expressions such as “Verlassen Sie mein Büro” (“Leave my office”), “Bitte verlassen Sie das Büro” (“Please leave the office”), and similar formulations.
According to my recollection of the original audio recording, these demands were repeated approximately every two minutes.
At the same time, I repeatedly explained that I was prepared to leave the office, but that I first required written confirmation that this lawyer was no longer representing or defending me in the court proceedings.
The lawyer agreed to provide such confirmation; however, the conversation continued, and he repeatedly demanded that I leave his office.
Thus, the central subject of the conflict was not merely the question of entitlement to free public transport, but also my repeated and specific request for written confirmation of the termination of legal representation.
The automated transcription does not adequately reflect the frequency of these repeated demands, the interruptions, or the sequence of requests to leave the office. This creates a risk of distorting the nature of the conversation and my position.
I demand that any assessment of this conversation take into account the original audio recording, my repeated requests for written confirmation, and the lawyer’s repeated demands that I leave his office.
I additionally draw attention to the repeated sound of a pen striking the desk, which, according to my account, is clearly audible in the original audio recording. Throughout the conversation, the lawyer repeatedly struck the surface of the desk with his pen, producing characteristic “chak-chak-chak” sounds. As I maintain, these sounds can be heard from the beginning to the end of the recording and make it possible to directly establish the nature of the lawyer’s behaviour during the confrontation. I perceived this behaviour as a manifestation of intense nervous tension and a desire to end the conversation as quickly as possible and make me leave his office. I request that this acoustic element be taken into account when listening to the original recording, since an ordinary written transcription does not reflect it.
This statement constitutes my additional explanation concerning the automated transcription and does not replace the original audio recording.


