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DOCUMENTARY ARCHIVE — 2008
Federal Constitutional Court, Case AR 6429/08 — Constitutional Complaints, Judicial Decisions and Alleged Human Rights Violations
This archive contains four PDF documents comprising 25 pages of original complaints, objections, official correspondence, procedural guidance and registered postal evidence concerning Ismail Rustam’s attempts to obtain constitutional protection in Germany.
1. Constitutional Complaint — 25 September 2008
On 25 September 2008, Ismail Rustam submitted a complaint to the Federal Constitutional Court of Germany (Bundesverfassungsgericht).
He challenged the handling of his earlier proceedings by the Berlin Administrative Court, the Higher Administrative Court of Berlin-Brandenburg and the Federal Administrative Court.
The principal proceedings were:
· VG 15 A 281.07
· OVG 2 M 27.08
· OVG 2 L 28.08
· BVerwG 1 ER 128.08
He disputed the rejection of legal aid, the allocation of court costs and the handling of his complaints concerning immigration restrictions, serious medical conditions and alleged misconduct by public authorities.
He requested legal assistance, independent examination of the evidence and accountability for the alleged violations.
2. Federal Constitutional Court Response — 9 October 2008
The Federal Constitutional Court registered the matter under AR 6429/08.
In its letter dated 9 October 2008, the Court’s administrative office explained that the Federal Administrative Court’s letter of 14 August 2008 was not considered an independently challengeable act of public authority.
It also stated that the constitutional complaint concerning the Higher Administrative Court’s decisions of 7 July 2008 appeared to have been submitted outside the applicable one-month deadline.
The submission was therefore handled as a judicial administrative matter under Section 60 of the Court’s Rules of Procedure (GOBVerfG).
The correspondence does not establish that a judicial panel examined and rejected the substantive human-rights allegations.
3. First Objection — 20 October 2008
In his objection dated 20 October 2008, Ismail Rustam challenged the Court’s response and accused German authorities, courts and legal representatives of failing to address serious violations of his rights.
He described prolonged immigration restrictions, homelessness, lack of adequate medical care, severe health deterioration and the consequences of earlier judicial proceedings.
He referred to his serious medical conditions, the refusal of legal aid, the disputed actions of lawyer Jörn Wobbe and the administrative proceedings VG 15 A 281.07.
He also referred to earlier proceedings in which a criminal conviction had been overturned.
The objection contained serious allegations of institutional wrongdoing, suppression of complaints and failure to protect his life and health.
4. Second Objection — 24 December 2008
On 24 December 2008, Ismail Rustam prepared a second objection against the handling of his constitutional complaint.
He accused the responsible institutions of repeatedly disregarding his complaints and of causing severe physical and psychological harm through their actions and omissions.
The letter referred to previous communications with the European Court of Human Rights and the United Nations.
The archive also contains a registered postal receipt dated 29 December 2008, together with a return receipt bearing an incoming stamp from the Federal Constitutional Court dated 31 December 2008.
These documents provide evidence of the transmission and receipt of the correspondence.
5. Potential Violations of German Constitutional Law
The allegations raise questions under the following provisions of the German Basic Law:
· Article 1(1) GG: Protection of human dignity.
· Article 2(2) GG: Right to life and physical integrity.
· Article 3(1) GG: Equality before the law.
· Article 3(3) GG: Protection against discrimination, including disability discrimination.
· Article 19(4) GG: Effective judicial protection.
· Article 103(1) GG: Right to be heard in judicial proceedings.
Relevant procedural provisions include Sections 90, 92 and 93 of the Federal Constitutional Court Act (BVerfGG), concerning admissibility, substantiation and filing deadlines.
The central legal questions include whether the complaint was correctly classified, whether the relevant deadlines were calculated correctly, whether the applicant’s medical and procedural circumstances were adequately considered, and whether an effective legal remedy was available.
6. Potential Violations of International Human Rights Law
The applicant’s allegations raise issues potentially relevant under the European Convention on Human Rights:
· Article 2: Right to life.
· Article 3: Prohibition of inhuman or degrading treatment.
· Article 6: Right to a fair hearing, where applicable.
· Article 8: Respect for private life and personal integrity.
· Article 13: Right to an effective remedy.
· Article 14: Prohibition of discrimination in the enjoyment of Convention rights.
Further relevant standards include Articles 6, 7 and 26 of the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR) and Article 12 of the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR).
These provisions provide a framework for examining the applicant’s allegations; the documents alone do not establish that each provision was violated.
7. Historical and Legal Significance
The archive documents a series of constitutional complaints and objections concerning the applicant’s attempts to obtain protection against alleged unlawful immigration restrictions, inadequate medical assistance, procedural unfairness and failures of judicial protection.
It also preserves the official explanation given by the Federal Constitutional Court, the applicant’s objections to that explanation, and postal evidence of subsequent correspondence.
The central unresolved question is whether the applicant’s substantive constitutional and human-rights complaints received effective judicial consideration, and whether the procedural barriers applied in his case complied with the relevant legal safeguards.
The documents are preserved for historical documentation, independent legal examination and assessment of potential institutional responsibility.
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