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DOCUMENTARY ARCHIVE — 2008
Court Proceedings, Lawyers’ Conduct, Disability, Medical Evidence and Alleged Human Rights Violations
This archive contains 14 original PDF documents comprising 65 pages of judicial decisions, correspondence with lawyers, formal objections, medical certificates, payment receipts and documents concerning Ismail Rustam’s disputes with German immigration, social welfare and judicial authorities.
1. Immigration proceedings and court decisions
The central case, VG 15 A 281.07, concerned legal proceedings against the State of Berlin, represented by the Immigration Authority. The dispute involved residence restrictions, employment rights and administrative decisions concerning the applicant’s immigration status.
2. Disputed actions of lawyers
The documents concern lawyers Holger Lampert and Jörn Wobbe.
Correspondence addressed to Holger Lampert in February and March 2008 repeatedly requested information about his legal activities and copies of submissions concerning several court proceedings.
On 8 April 2008, lawyer Jörn Wobbe declared the main immigration proceedings concluded, one day before the scheduled court hearing of 9 April 2008.
The applicant subsequently challenged the circumstances of this declaration and questioned the lawyer’s conduct and the cancellation of the hearing.
The archive includes documented payments of €230 and €321.30 in connection with legal representation.
3. Rejection of legal aid and judicial appeals
In March 2008, the Berlin Administrative Court rejected the applicant’s request for legal aid.
On 5 May 2008, the court ordered him to bear the procedural costs and fixed the value of the dispute at €5,000. This was the assessed value of the legal dispute, not a direct €5,000 payment order.
On 7 July 2008, the Higher Administrative Court of Berlin-Brandenburg rejected the appeals concerning legal aid and the assessed value of the dispute.
4. Disability, medical evidence and access to justice
Medical documents from Charité, treating physicians and the Federal Employment Agency documented serious health conditions, substantial functional limitations and a need for continuing medical treatment.
A medical assessment dated 25/27 September 2006 concluded that the applicant was likely to remain unable to undertake employment of at least 15 hours per week.
On 1 April 2008, the applicant formally requested an Azerbaijani–German interpreter for the scheduled court hearing because of insufficient German-language proficiency.
The archive also documents repeated requests for legal assistance and the appointment of a court-appointed guardian or legal support person.
5. Social welfare and guardianship proceedings
The documents refer to disputes over social assistance, basic income support, health insurance arrangements and the refusal or failure to provide requested legal support.
These matters were raised alongside the immigration proceedings because the applicant maintained that they directly affected his ability to protect his rights and health.
6. Alleged violations of German law
The applicant’s complaints raise questions under the following provisions:
· Article 1(1) of the German Basic Law (GG): human dignity.
· Article 2(2) GG: life and physical integrity.
· Article 3 GG: equality and protection against discrimination.
· Article 19(4) GG: effective judicial protection.
· Article 103(1) GG: the right to be heard.
· Sections 161 and 166 of the Administrative Court Procedure Code (VwGO): procedural costs and legal aid.
· Section 42 of the Federal Lawyers’ Act (BRAO) is not relied upon here as a general professional-duty provision; the lawyer’s conduct instead requires examination under the applicable mandate, professional and civil-law duties.
· The applicable provisions of SGB IX and SGB XII concerning disability and social assistance.
Particular attention is required to determine whether the lawyer’s declaration of termination was consistent with the client’s instructions, whether relevant medical evidence was properly considered, and whether effective access to judicial protection was ensured.
7. Alleged violations of international human rights
The applicant’s allegations also 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: fair hearing, where applicable to the particular proceedings.
· Article 8: respect for private life.
· Article 13: effective remedy.
· Article 14: prohibition of discrimination in the enjoyment of Convention rights.
The International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, particularly Articles 6, 7 and 26, and Article 12 of the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights are also relevant to the wider allegations concerning health, personal security and equality.
Principal case references
· VG 15 A 281.07 — Administrative Court Berlin
· OVG 2 M 27.08 — Higher Administrative Court
· OVG 2 L 28.08 — Higher Administrative Court
· S 88 AY 135/07 — Social Court proceedings
· S 49 AY 127/07 and S 49 SO 3809/05 — Social Court proceedings
· 87 T 25/08 — Guardianship proceedings
· L 1 SF 244/07 and L 1 SF 241/07 — Related judicial proceedings
· ECHR Application No. 6859/08 — Referenced in the applicant’s correspondence; its procedural status is not independently established by this archive.
Historical and legal significance
These documents preserve evidence of the applicant’s efforts to obtain legal representation, challenge immigration decisions, secure social and medical protection, and contest adverse judicial decisions.
They document the applicant’s serious accusations of institutional failures, inadequate legal representation, unfair proceedings and violations of constitutional and international human rights.
The archive calls for an independent examination of these allegations, the complete judicial records, the lawyers’ instructions and actions, and the treatment of the applicant’s medical evidence. The existence of the allegations does not, by itself, establish that each alleged violation was legally proven.

