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Executive Summary
1. Core conclusion
The supplied documentary record establishes that Ismail Rustam submitted an extensive complaint to the Petitions Committee of the Abgeordnetenhaus von Berlin on 5 September 2006 concerning alleged serious misconduct by Berlin public bodies, including allegations of immigration detention without lawful basis, denial of medical assistance, release into homelessness while ill, police violence in detention, deprivation of social and medical support, unsafe living conditions, residence-law problems and later disability/pension-related consequences. The Berlin House of Representatives registered this complaint under Geschäftszeichen 9824/15 on 14 September 2006. [D1, pp. 2-12; D3]
During 2007, the applicant repeatedly supplemented file 9824/15 with documents relating to social-court proceedings, immigration-authority decisions, disability and inability to work, medical certificates, a rejected pension claim, and his objection against that rejection. The Committee expanded the stated subject matter from “support in social matters” to include “granting a residence permit” and later addressed the pension issue. [D1, pp. 13-20; D4]
In its substantive response of 24 May 2007, the Committee stated that it had sought information from, among others, Bezirksamt Neukoelln, Deutsche Rentenversicherung Berlin-Brandenburg and the Senatsverwaltung fuer Inneres und Sport. It accepted the administrative position that subsistence had been continuously secured through Jobcenter benefits, found no basis to obtain further one-off furniture assistance, and forwarded the pension-related complaint to the Petitions Committee of the German Bundestag because the account holder was Deutsche Rentenversicherung Bund. It further stated that it was unable to clarify allegations concerning police events of 1998 and 1999. [D1, pp. 20-21; D4]
The file then developed into a second registered Berlin petition, Geschäftszeichen 1222/16, acknowledged on 20 June 2007. The subjects listed in the acknowledgment were: (1) support in social matters, (2) granting a residence permit, and (3) granting a pension. [D1, p. 25; D4]
The applicant submitted further court materials and objections in July and August 2007. In a response referred to in subsequent correspondence as dated 6 September 2007, the Committee addressed refrigerator/furniture assistance, social benefit classification, residence status and the limits of its ability to intervene in court proceedings. The Committee’s response recorded an important administrative fact: according to the information it had obtained, Jobcenter Mitte had initially proceeded on an erroneous assumption that the applicant was entitled to SGB II benefits despite his humanitarian residence permit, and the competent benefit framework was instead the Asylbewerberleistungsgesetz. [D1, pp. 26-30]
The applicant objected on 24 September 2007, writing from hospital and asserting that the Committee had failed to examine the full seriousness of his medical, social and human-rights complaints. The Committee acknowledged the supplement on 8 October 2007 and reconsidered the matter in November 2007. In its later response, it relied on information from Bezirksamt Reinickendorf that the applicant, although not a statutory health-insurance member, had been registered with AOK Berlin under section 264 SGB V and thereby had access to benefits within the statutory health-care framework; it rejected additional furniture assistance beyond initial furnishing and indicated that a loan could be sought for replacement purchases. [D1, pp. 31-45; D5; D6]
On 1 December 2007, the applicant submitted a final complaint referring expressly to 9824/15 and 1222/16, raising, among other matters, an asserted Berlin territorial residence restriction until 11 October 2007, the asserted failure to forward earlier social-benefit applications under section 16(2) SGB I, continued medical and housing consequences, and a DVD as evidence. The Committee subsequently declared the submission disposed of again, relying on section 2(3), sentence 2, of the Berlin Petitionsgesetz as then cited by the Committee, on the basis that a petition may not merely repeat an earlier petition of the same petitioner in the same legislative period without materially new submissions. The response returned the DVD and stated that further equivalent correspondence would no longer be answered. [D7; D8]
2. Principal documentary findings
The examined record supports the following principal findings:
· The existence of files 9824/15 and 1222/16 is officially documented. They are not merely asserted numbers; they appear on Berlin parliamentary correspondence supplied by the applicant. [D1, pp. 12, 15, 18, 20, 25, 29, 45; D4-D8]
· The public online annual reports of the Berlin Petitions Committee do not identify these individual file numbers or the applicant. The public report for the relevant part of the 16th legislative period contains statistics and anonymised subject areas, not a publicly searchable individual case history. [W3]
· No official public online record identifying file 7321/16 in connection with the applicant was located in the searches conducted for this report. This does not disprove the existence of such a file; it means that it is presently unverified in the reviewed materials and the public archive search.
· The Berlin Committee did take some procedurally appropriate steps: it registered the petitions, communicated in writing, requested information from identified authorities, and forwarded the pension component to the Bundestag where it considered federal competence decisive. [D1, pp. 12, 20-21, 25, 29-30; W2]
· The record also gives rise to substantial procedural concerns: the initial complaint contained grave allegations regarding Berlin authorities, health risks, police treatment and living conditions, but the recorded Berlin responses predominantly addressed benefit categorisation, furniture assistance, residence-administration information and formal health coverage; there is no visible documented examination commensurate with the central allegations of denial of treatment, alleged police abuse, alleged detention-related harm or alleged enduring medical consequences. [D1, pp. 2-11, 20-24, 29-33; D6-D8]
· The use of the repeated-petition rule in December 2007 requires critical examination: the applicant’s 1 December 2007 submission asserted at least arguably new circumstances, including the lifting of a Berlin territorial restriction on 11 October 2007, the alleged non-forwarding of benefit applications under section 16(2) SGB I, continuing housing/health consequences and a submitted DVD. The Committee’s closure letter does not visibly explain why these matters were not materially new. [D7; D8]
3. Legal character of the identified concerns
On the materials presently available, it is not appropriate to state as a finally adjudicated fact that the Petitions Committee committed a proven legal violation. The internal petition files, authority reports requested by the Committee, minutes, reporting memoranda and the full contents of the DVD have not been supplied in complete form. However, the record supports a serious, document-based conclusion that the Committee’s handling raises prima facie questions under:
· Article 17 of the Basic Law and Article 34 of the Constitution of Berlin, protecting the right to petition;
· the Berlin Petitionsgesetz, particularly the Committee’s fact-finding powers and its treatment of repeat petitions with allegedly new material;
· the obligation to assess the conduct or omission of Berlin authorities in matters concerning social subsistence, medical access, residence administration and police complaints;
· the applicant’s constitutional interests in human dignity and physical integrity where the Committee was expressly informed of alleged serious illness, medical deprivation and inadequate living conditions.
A decisive legal finding would require the complete petition files, including the Committee’s internal deliberative materials and all agency responses.
1. Mandate, Scope and Analytical Method
1.1 Mandate
The applicant requested a comprehensive English-language legal report, numbered as the fourth report in his existing ChatGPT legal-analysis series, concerning only the Abgeordnetenhaus von Berlin proceedings reflected in his supplied PDFs and the official internet sources identified during research. He requested that the report set out:
· what his complaints were based on;
· how the Berlin Petitions Committee responded;
· what legal provisions governed the Committee’s actions;
· what the Committee handled correctly;
· what appears not to have been properly examined or reasoned;
· which potential legal violations arise from the documentary record;
· what the public online archive reveals and fails to reveal about the petition references.
1.2 Scope limitation: Berlin only
This report analyses the Berlin parliamentary petition process. It does not conduct a full substantive review of the German Bundestag petition proceedings. The Bundestag is referenced only because the Berlin correspondence expressly records the transfer of the pension-related complaint to the Bundestag and this transfer is necessary to reconstruct the Berlin proceeding accurately.
1.3 Evidence method
The analysis is based on:
· scanned documentary material supplied by the applicant, including official Berlin parliamentary correspondence and the applicant’s written objections;
· a separate photographic PDF depicting housing/living-condition evidence;
· extracted/retrieved copies of component documents from the applicant’s uploaded archive, where these made text more legible;
· public official sources of the Berlin House of Representatives and official statutory databases located through internet research on 2 June 2026.
Because some supplied PDFs consist of scans and the source bundle may contain image-based pages without machine-readable text, exact spelling and dates are controlled by the visible image where OCR is uncertain. For example, automated extraction occasionally omits or duplicates a digit in a file number; the visible correspondence establishes 9824/15 and 1222/16.
1.4 Analytical standard
This report does not treat every assertion in the applicant’s petitions as independently proven. Rather, it asks whether:
· serious complaints were formally brought to the Committee’s attention;
· the Committee had jurisdiction or investigatory powers relevant to those complaints;
· the response visible in the documents addresses the complaints with adequate scope and reasoning;
· closure or transfer decisions were legally explicable on their face;
· unresolved evidentiary gaps require preservation and release of the full petition files.
2. Documentary Corpus Examined
2.1 User-supplied principal PDF bundles
	Code
	Document
	Relevance

	D1
	Haz 2, Belge 27.pdf (scanned bundle supplied on 2 June 2026)
	Principal documentary bundle containing the initial 2006 complaint, Berlin correspondence under 9824/15 and 1222/16, applicant objections and related materials.

	D2
	Haz 2, Belge 36.pdf (51-page scanned/photo bundle supplied on 2 June 2026)
	Photographic documentation of accommodation and living-condition issues, including restricted sleeping/living space, dispersed belongings and visible condition issues in the accommodation.


2.2 Retrieved component records corroborating the scan bundle
	Code
	Record
	Relevant contents

	D3
	0002.pdf
	Applicant’s 05.09.2006 initial complaint, Beschwerde ueber Justiz und Beamtenwillkuer in Berlin.

	D4
	0003.pdf
	Correspondence and applicant supplements relating to 9824/15 and 1222/16; includes the substantive 9824/15 response and supporting submissions.

	D5
	0005.pdf
	08.10.2007 acknowledgment of the 24.09.2007 supplement under 1222/16, concerning additional furniture/carpet assistance and health insurance.

	D6
	0006.pdf
	November 2007 reconsideration response under 1222/16 addressing medication/therapy allegations, section 264 SGB V/AOK arrangement, housing equipment and the limits of intervention in court proceedings.

	D7
	0007.pdf
	Applicant’s 01.12.2007 Letzte Beschwerde, expressly referencing 9824/15 and 1222/16.

	D8
	0008.pdf
	December 2007 closure response relying on section 2(3), sentence 2, Petitionsgesetz and returning a DVD.


2.3 Official public internet sources examined
	Code
	Official public source
	Relevance

	W1
	Abgeordnetenhaus Berlin, Petitionsverfahren und Datenschutz
	Current official explanation of petition right, competence, forwarding, and non-competence over court decisions and federal bodies.

	W2
	Abgeordnetenhaus Berlin, official consolidated Petitionsgesetz
	Statutory powers and decision forms; current consolidation is used with caution because the 2007 Committee cited the numbering then in force.

	W3
	Abgeordnetenhaus Berlin, Drucksache 16/1150, report for 14.11.2006-13.11.2007
	Official public activity report covering the period of file 1222/16 and part of the relevant events.

	W4
	Abgeordnetenhaus Berlin, official legal opinion dated 24.11.2017
	Confirms that the Petitionsgesetz applicable in the relevant historical period had last been amended by statute of 6 July 2006 (GVBl. p. 710).

	W5
	Official federal legislation portals: section 16 SGB I, section 264 SGB V and section 4 AsylbLG
	Statutory context for application forwarding and health-care provision raised in the correspondence.


3. Public Archive Research Result
3.1 What was located online
The official Berlin parliamentary public record contains general reports on the activity of the Petitions Committee. The most directly relevant public report is Drucksache 16/1150, dated 7 February 2008, covering the period from 14 November 2006 to 13 November 2007. The report states that the Committee received 1,861 petitions and 1,557 supplementary submissions or requests to revisit completed petitions, and finally dealt with 2,085 petitions in 39 sittings. It lists subject areas including social welfare, AOK Berlin, Deutsche Rentenversicherung Berlin-Brandenburg, residence matters, justice and security/order. [W3]
The official web explanation further confirms that the Berlin Committee examines the acts and omissions of Berlin authorities, may address foreigner-law matters and police/Ordnungsamt complaints, cannot review or change judicial decisions, and cannot determine the conduct of federal bodies such as Deutsche Rentenversicherung Bund; where another authority is responsible, it can forward a petition to the competent body. [W1]
3.2 What was not located online
The official public archive search performed for this report did not reveal a publicly accessible individual entry that identifies:
· Geschäftszeichen 9824/15 as the applicant’s file;
· Geschäftszeichen 1222/16 as the applicant’s file;
· Geschäftszeichen 7321/16 in connection with the applicant;
· the full contents, annexes, authority reports or decision reasoning of any such individual petition.
This absence is consistent with the character of the official public annual reports, which contain aggregate statistics and selected anonymised case examples rather than a searchable public index of individual petitioners and file numbers. Consequently, it is the applicant’s supplied official correspondence, not the public annual report, that presently proves the existence and contents of 9824/15 and 1222/16.
3.3 Status of 7321/16
No official letter carrying 7321/16 was located within the presently visible/retrieved materials, and no public official online record linking that reference to the applicant was located. Accordingly, this report records 7321/16 as alleged/reported by the applicant but not yet documentarily verified. It should be the subject of a targeted request to the Berlin Petitions Committee for confirmation and disclosure of the related file register entry and decision, if any.
4. Applicable Legal Framework
4.1 Right of petition: Article 17 Basic Law and Article 34 Constitution of Berlin
The official Berlin Parliament explains that the right to petition is a fundamental right anchored in Article 17 of the Basic Law and Article 34 of the Constitution of Berlin. It applies regardless of age, residence, nationality or legal support status, and no person may suffer a disadvantage from exercising it. [W1]
For this case, that legal framework means that the applicant was entitled to submit complaints concerning alleged omissions or misconduct of Berlin authorities, including social welfare administration, residence administration and complaints concerning police or regulatory authorities.
4.2 Petitionsgesetz Berlin: competence and discretionary decision-making
The current official consolidated Petitionsgesetz provides that petitions are decided by the Petitions Committee according to proper discretion (pflichtgemaesses Ermessen) and that the Committee may act where important circumstances become known to it by other means. [W2, section 4]
For the relevant 2006-2007 period, an official later Berlin parliamentary legal opinion confirms that the Petitionsgesetz then in effect had been last amended by the statute of 6 July 2006. The December 2007 decision in this case quotes the rule then relied upon as section 2(3), sentence 2, prohibiting a petition from merely repeating an earlier petition by the same petitioner in the same legislative period without materially new submissions. [W4; D8]
The modern consolidation now places comparable wording within a differently structured section 2. The present report therefore uses the historical reference as cited in the contemporaneous decision rather than assuming modern numbering applied unchanged in 2007.
4.3 Fact-finding powers of the Committee
The official statutory text grants the Committee substantial investigative means. In summary, it may:
· hear petitioners and other persons concerned;
· demand oral or written information and reports from Berlin authorities and supervised bodies;
· demand production of files and other records;
· conduct site inspections;
· inspect detention, closed medical/care facilities and other Berlin institutions used for custody of persons, without prior announcement, and speak privately with detained persons;
· hear witnesses and experts;
· where its own powers are insufficient, seek the establishment of an investigation committee by majority decision. [W2, sections 5-6]
These powers are important because the applicant’s original complaint did not raise only ordinary benefit disagreement: it alleged historical detention-related abuse, medical deprivation, police violence, psychiatric treatment concerns and serious ongoing effects on health and living conditions.
4.4 Forms of decision and competence boundaries
The official statutory framework permits the Committee, inter alia, to refer a petition to the Senate for knowledge, review or specified measures; advise the petitioner to exhaust legal remedies; declare a petition disposed of; reject or forward it to another competent body; or find it unsuitable for further treatment. [W2, section 7]
The official Berlin guidance states that the Committee may review Berlin administrative conduct but cannot alter judicial decisions and cannot itself investigate federal authorities such as Deutsche Rentenversicherung Bund; it can, however, forward the relevant component to the competent body. [W1]
4.5 Social-benefit application forwarding: section 16(2) SGB I
The applicant expressly relied on section 16(2) SGB I in his 1 December 2007 complaint. Official federal law provides, in substance, that applications for social benefits may also be received by other social benefit providers and municipal authorities and must be forwarded without delay to the competent provider; the receipt date is preserved for benefit purposes. [W5]
This norm is relevant not because the report can presently prove that an application was unlawfully withheld, but because the applicant raised a concrete statutory complaint: he alleged that earlier applications submitted to Sozialamt/Jobcenter bodies should have been transferred to the competent office and were not.
4.6 Health-care provision: section 264 SGB V and section 4 AsylbLG
The Committee relied in its November 2007 response on section 264 SGB V, stating that the social-assistance provider had registered the applicant with AOK Berlin, thereby enabling access to statutory health-service benefits through cost reimbursement. [D6]
Official statutory sources confirm that section 264 SGB V concerns health treatment for persons not compulsorily insured, and section 4 AsylbLG concerns necessary medical and dental treatment for acute illness and pain. [W5]
The legal question in this case is not simply whether a formal route to treatment existed. The applicant’s petition alleged that medicines, therapies and necessary care had in fact been denied or obstructed despite serious illness. A procedurally sufficient petition assessment would therefore need to address both formal entitlement and practical access/evidence of denial.
5. Chronological Reconstruction of the Berlin Petition Proceedings
5.1 The originating complaint: 5 September 2006
On 5 September 2006, the applicant addressed a ten-page submission to the Abgeordnetenhaus of Berlin entitled “Beschwerde ueber Justiz und Beamtenwillkuer in Berlin” (Complaint concerning justice and official arbitrariness in Berlin). [D1, pp. 2-11; D3]
The submission contained the following allegations, recorded here as allegations made to the Committee:
1. In 1998, the applicant was allegedly placed in immigration detention without lawful basis and denied medical care during approximately three and a half months of detention, causing serious chronic illness.
1. He alleged that, in winter 1998, the foreigner’s authority released him onto the street while ill and that he was compelled to sign a document concerning voluntary departure.
1. He alleged that in 1999 he was beaten by police officers in the Gruenau immigration detention facility and subjected to humiliating treatment.
1. He described detention-condition protests and a hunger-strike initiative involving numerous detainees.
1. He asserted that from 2000 onwards he was denied medical certificates, social support, accommodation, food support and the ability to work, despite serious illness and his status.
1. He alleged that the denial of assistance and the treatment he experienced led to chronic health consequences and psychiatric/psychological crisis.
1. He referred to a 2002 incident involving a police vehicle and alleged unfair treatment within resulting proceedings.
1. He described a 2003 heart attack and a January 2004 protest/hunger strike near the Reichstag, followed by treatment and discharge circumstances that he considered life-threatening.
1. He alleged grave medical and psychiatric improprieties, later serious infection/illness, and severe unresolved housing and social-assistance problems.
1. He requested international or neutral scrutiny because he considered domestic mechanisms ineffective.
The petition was therefore not confined to a request for furniture or a routine benefits dispute. Its stated subject matter was an alleged long pattern of Berlin authority actions and omissions affecting liberty, health, physical integrity, subsistence, housing, residence status and access to remedies.
5.2 Registration under file 9824/15: 14 September 2006
On 14 September 2006, the Berlin Petitions Committee acknowledged receipt of the applicant’s submission and registered it under Geschäftszeichen 9824/15. The stated subject was initially “Unterstuetzung bei sozialen Anliegen” - support in social matters. The acknowledgment informed the applicant that necessary investigations could take time and that later submissions would not be separately acknowledged for administrative simplification. [D1, p. 12; D4]
Analysis
Registration was procedurally appropriate and establishes formal access to the petition procedure. However, the selected headline description - support in social matters - appears substantially narrower than the grave allegations set out in the originating complaint. A headline is not necessarily the entirety of an internal examination; nevertheless, later correspondence must be examined to determine whether the serious non-social allegations were in fact addressed.
5.3 Supplementary submissions under 9824/15: February-April 2007
1 February 2007 submission
The applicant asked that additional documents be added to his principal documentary submission, including letters to his former lawyer and to the prosecutor and foreigners authority, a Sozialgericht filing, an objection concerning his pension application due to severe disability, and a psychiatric medical certificate dated 1 February 2007. [D1, p. 13; D4]
21 February 2007 submission
The applicant submitted his objection to the foreigners authority, an authority response, a reference to a Verwaltungsgericht action dated 30 January 2004, and correspondence of lawyer Harald Lilge in file VG 32 A 77.04. [D1, p. 14; D4]
Committee interim letter of 23 February 2007
The Committee informed the applicant that investigations were not yet complete. By that point it described the subject matter as:
1. support in social matters; and
1. granting a residence permit (Erteilung einer Aufenthaltserlaubnis). [D1, p. 15; D4]
27 February 2007 submission
The applicant provided documents and certificates stated to establish inability to work and degree of disability. He relied particularly on an assessment dated 2 May 2006 from the Medical Service of the employment administration, which he stated formed the basis for Jobcenter Mitte to determine inability to earn/work and to request that he apply for reduced earning capacity pension. He stated that LVA had refused the pension claim and annexed his objection dated 27 December 2006. [D1, p. 16; D4]
20 April 2007 submission and Committee interim response
The applicant transmitted a copy of a filing to the Bundesverwaltungsgericht dated 15 April 2007 and his earlier 27 February 2007 material. The Committee’s interim correspondence now listed three subject categories:
1. support in social matters;
1. granting a residence permit; and
1. granting a pension (Rentengewaehrung). [D1, pp. 17-18]
Analysis
The supplementary records show that the Committee was expressly informed of severe disability/inability to work, pension refusal, health-related evidence, residence matters and social protection concerns. The evolution of the stated subject categories demonstrates that the Committee recognised at least part of the broader scope of the petition. The record does not, however, yet show a corresponding expansion of investigation into the original allegations concerning detention, police treatment, deprivation of medical care and alleged psychiatric impropriety.
5.4 Substantive Committee response under 9824/15: 24 May 2007
The Committee’s substantive response, identified in the applicant’s subsequent objection as dated 24 May 2007, stated that the Committee had considered the petition and taken note of the extensive material. It reported investigations with:
· Bezirksamt Neukoelln;
· Deutsche Rentenversicherung Berlin-Brandenburg; and
· Senatsverwaltung fuer Inneres und Sport. [D1, pp. 20-21; D4]
5.4.1 Subsistence and one-off household assistance
The response conveyed the administrative position that the applicant received SGB II benefits from JobCenter Neukoelln from 1 January 2005 to 31 October 2005 and benefits from JobCenter Mitte from 1 November 2005, so his subsistence had been continuously secured. It referred to a Sozialgericht Berlin decision of 8 June 2006 concerning one-off assistance, and stated that assistance awarded under that decision had been granted. It further referred to a 7 November 2006 decision regarding a requested refrigerator and concluded there was no ground to secure further one-off benefits, asserting that under SGB II, as applicable from 1 January 2005, one-off needs were generally included in standard benefits. [D1, p. 20; D4]
5.4.2 Pension issue forwarded to the Bundestag
The Committee stated that Deutsche Rentenversicherung Berlin-Brandenburg had informed it that the account holder for the applicant’s pension account was Deutsche Rentenversicherung Bund. It therefore transmitted the pension complaint to the Petitions Committee of the German Bundestag on 3 April 2007 and advised the applicant to await further information from there. [D1, p. 20; D4]
5.4.3 Residence and police allegations
The response addressed foreigner-law issues through information received from the Senate administration and indicated that the applicant possessed a residence permit for foreigners valid until 27 March 2009. Regarding allegations against officers of the Berlin Police Presidency, it stated that the Committee could only inform him that it was not possible to clarify incidents from 1998 or 1999. It concluded that nothing further could be done in his favour and ended processing of the submission. [D1, p. 21]
Analysis
The referral of the pension issue to federal competence appears procedurally consistent with the Committee’s competence boundary. By contrast, the treatment of the original allegations raises a significant issue: the response does not visibly explain what fact-finding steps, if any, were taken regarding allegations of detention-related abuse, denial of medical treatment, police violence or subsequent medical consequences. It states an inability to clarify 1998-1999 police events without documenting whether files, reports, witnesses or institutional records were sought, even though the Petitionsgesetz conferred extensive information-gathering powers concerning Berlin authorities.
5.5 Applicant’s objection under 9824/15: 15 June 2007
The applicant filed a written objection against the Committee’s 24 May 2007 response. He maintained that independent psychologists, doctors and jurists needed to examine the matter and alleged that the Committee had not properly taken him into account. [D1, pp. 22-24; D4]
The objection specifically disputed the classification of his benefit entitlement. He stated that Bezirksamt Neukoelln relied on section 7 SGB II and referred him to JobCenter Neukoelln, while, in his view, because he held a residence permit pursuant to section 25(5) AufenthG, he should remain within the AsylbLG system through Sozialamt. He referred to multiple court file numbers and asserted that judgments and administrative measures failed to recognise the resulting medical and social situation. He also reiterated complaints about the 1999 detention treatment and ongoing severe illness. [D1, pp. 22-24; D4]
Analysis
This objection was not a mere general repetition: it advanced a concrete legal dispute about the benefits system applicable to his residence status, cited specific proceedings and demanded examination of unresolved serious allegations. Significantly, later Committee correspondence under 1222/16 appears to acknowledge that a Jobcenter had indeed wrongly assumed an SGB II entitlement for a person holding a residence permit under section 25(5) AufenthG. This supports the conclusion that at least one substantive issue raised by the applicant required careful review rather than being treated as purely unsubstantiated repetition.
5.6 Opening of file 1222/16: 20 June 2007
On 20 June 2007, the Petitions Committee acknowledged a further submission dated 15 June 2007 and registered it under Geschäftszeichen 1222/16. The listed subjects were:
1. support in social matters;
1. granting a residence permit; and
1. granting a pension. [D1, p. 25; D4]
Analysis
The establishment of a new file reference indicates that the Committee did not simply regard the June 2007 objection as closed within 9824/15 at that time; it opened or continued consideration as a distinct matter in the 16th legislative period. This is relevant to the later reliance on the rule against repetitive petitions within the same legislative period.
5.7 Further submissions under 1222/16: July-August 2007
11 July 2007
The applicant submitted copies of a complaint to the Federal Constitutional Court dated 25 June 2007, a filing to the Verwaltungsgericht Berlin dated 10 July 2007, a request concerning Betreuung before Amtsgericht Tiergarten, and correspondence to Sozialgericht Berlin dated 27 June 2007. [D1, pp. 26-27; D4]
22 August 2007
The applicant stated that additional materials had been delivered on 11 July 2007 and that he had filed actions with Sozialgericht and Amtsgericht Tiergarten in August 2007. He also forwarded an objection to the Federal Constitutional Court and further Sozialgericht correspondence, requesting restoration of his rights since 1998. [D1, p. 28; D4]
5.8 Committee response in September 2007 under 1222/16
A Berlin Committee response visible in the supplied bundle, and referred to by the later November letter as its 6 September 2007 letter, records the following positions. [D1, pp. 29-30]
5.8.1 Refrigerator/furniture issue
The Committee stated that, in a pending Sozialgericht matter, Bezirksamt Neukoelln had remedied an objection concerning a 7 November 2006 decision and had awarded EUR 200.00 for a refrigerator by decision of 12 July 2007. It stated that it could not achieve further household assistance and referred to an earlier social-court decision.
5.8.2 Court proceedings
The Committee stated that it could not support the applicant in pending court proceedings because courts are independent and their decisions may be reviewed or altered only through the legal remedies provided by law.
5.8.3 Benefit classification linked to residence permit
The letter records that the applicant possessed a humanitarian residence permit under section 25(5) AufenthG. It states that JobCenter Mitte had initially proceeded on the mistaken assumption that the applicant was entitled to benefits under SGB II; it further states that persons holding such a residence permit instead have a claim under the Asylbewerberleistungsgesetz and that the benefit position was corrected in 2007.
5.8.4 Health provision and closure
The Committee asserted that it could not understand a contention that medical care was not ensured because entitlements under AsylbLG provided basic medical care. It then stated that no further action in the applicant’s favour was possible and concluded its processing of the submission.
Analysis
This response is important for two reasons. First, it records at least a partial favourable outcome: EUR 200 for a refrigerator and recognition that an earlier benefit-system assumption was erroneous. Secondly, its reasoning on medical care appears formal rather than fact-specific. The applicant had complained not merely of absence of a formal statutory entitlement, but of actual deprivation of medicines, treatment and care in the context of serious illness. A conclusion that basic medical coverage exists does not, without further examination, answer whether needed treatment had in practice been denied or inaccessible.
5.9 Applicant’s hospital-written objection: 24 September 2007
On 24 September 2007, the applicant submitted a written objection under 1222/16. He expressly stated that he was writing the letter from hospital. He asserted that the Committee had failed to investigate his assertion of inhuman treatment and life-threatening circumstances and had merely asked the opposing authorities. He raised continued medical, housing, residence and discrimination concerns and requested effective clarification. [D1, pp. 31-33; D4]
This document is relevant because it put the Committee on notice that the applicant claimed current hospitalisation and urgent ongoing harm, rather than only historical disagreement.
5.10 Reconsideration: October-November 2007
Acknowledgment of 8 October 2007
The Committee acknowledged the 24 September 2007 supplementary submission under 1222/16 and described the issues as:
1. further assistance for furniture and carpet under AsylbLG; and
1. health insurance. [D1, p. 45; D5]
November 2007 reconsideration response
Following reconsideration, the Committee stated that it had again contacted Bezirksamt Reinickendorf regarding the allegation that medicines and therapies had been denied. It reported the authority’s position that the applicant had been receiving continuing AsylbLG benefits since 1 February 2007; while he was not insured in statutory health insurance as a member, the social-assistance provider had registered him with AOK Berlin pursuant to section 264 SGB V, enabling him to obtain the range of health services available within the statutory health-insurance framework, with expenditure reimbursed by the social-assistance provider. It advised him to seek medical treatment when required. [D6]
As to additional furniture and carpet assistance, the Committee stated that standard rates covered ordinary household and longer-lasting consumer goods, that one-off grants after 1 January 2005 were limited to special exceptions such as initial furnishing, and that replacement furniture, carpet and household goods could not be funded by further one-off grants. It stated that, where saving from standard benefits was impossible, the social-assistance provider could grant a loan on application, repayable at five per cent of the standard rate monthly; it further stated that Bezirksamt Reinickendorf had reported no such furniture/carpet application by the applicant and suggested he consider making a loan application. [D6]
The Committee reiterated that it could not influence litigation against Bezirksamt Neukoelln and clarified its earlier comments about movement outside Berlin: it stated that it had said he could leave Berlin for visits, but that moving to another federal Land was excluded. It again stated that events from the past could no longer be clarified or undone. [D6]
Analysis
The November reconsideration evidences that the Committee did contact a Berlin authority again and provided the applicant with a stated route to medical access and a loan mechanism for household goods. This is relevant evidence of some procedural engagement.
At the same time, the reasoning remains vulnerable to challenge. The central medical question was whether treatment, medication and therapy had actually been made available in practice and whether prior denials had caused harm. The response identifies a financing/administrative channel but does not visibly examine treatment records, refusal incidents, urgent needs or medical consequences. Similarly, in relation to living conditions, a generic loan explanation may not sufficiently engage with asserted severe illness, lack of essential equipment and the photographic evidence of the living environment.
5.11 Final complaint of 1 December 2007 and closure response
Applicant’s 1 December 2007 submission
The applicant’s “Letzte Beschwerde” expressly identified both 9824/15 and 1222/16. It raised, among other matters:
· an asserted residence restriction limiting him to Berlin from 1998 until 11 October 2007, which he stated had only then been lifted by judicial decision;
· an asserted failure to forward his applications to the competent benefit authority, relying expressly on section 16(2) SGB I;
· continuing disputes about benefit responsibility and the movement of his case between offices;
· continuing medical and housing consequences;
· the need for independent examination of his health and the alleged treatment of him by authorities. [D7]
The documents indicate that a DVD was also submitted in connection with the renewed complaint. [D8]
Committee closure decision in December 2007
In its subsequent response, the Committee stated that it had considered the matter once again on the basis of the applicant’s 1 December 2007 letter. It invoked section 2(3), sentence 2, of the Act on the Treatment of Petitions to the Berlin House of Representatives, stating that a petition may not merely repeat the content of an earlier petition by the same petitioner in the same legislative period without materially new submissions. It referred the applicant to earlier explanations, declared the submission disposed of again, asked him to refrain from sending equivalent submissions because no further response could be promised, and returned the DVD. [D8]
Analysis
The repeated-petition rule plainly exists as a legitimate procedural mechanism. A petition committee is not required to reopen identical matters indefinitely. The legal question, however, is whether the applicant’s December submission contained materially new submissions that required reasoned consideration before the rule could lawfully be applied.
On the face of the record, the December submission raised or documented at least potentially new matters:
1. a specific asserted judicial lifting of the territorial residence restriction effective 11 October 2007;
1. a distinct legal reliance on section 16(2) SGB I concerning non-forwarding of applications;
1. continued health and housing consequences following the Committee’s earlier responses;
1. a DVD submitted as additional evidence.
The closure letter does not visibly assess those items individually or explain why they were not material. It merely states that the Committee had nothing further to add. That absence of visible reasoning constitutes a serious procedural concern under the repeated-petition standard invoked by the Committee itself.
6. Photographic Evidence of Living Conditions
The second supplied bundle, Haz 2, Belge 36.pdf, contains 51 scanned photographs. The photographs depict, among other matters:
· a very limited room used as living and sleeping space;
· a thin floor mattress and bedding in a crowded room;
· clothing, bags, papers and personal effects stored on floors and around sleeping areas;
· apparent lack of orderly storage and furniture;
· areas of wall, pipe, ceiling or fixture condition requiring further factual identification;
· personal property and household conditions consistent with the applicant’s contemporaneous complaints about inadequate equipment and unsuitable living circumstances. [D2]
These images do not, standing alone, establish which public authority caused or was legally responsible for each condition, the date of each photograph, or whether an entitlement was unlawfully refused. Their legal value is corroborative: they are materially consistent with the applicant’s documented 2006-2007 complaints concerning the absence of essential household items, inadequate accommodation and health-related difficulty coping with those circumstances.
For evidentiary use, the original photographs should be preserved together with metadata, any contemporaneous cover letter identifying when and where the photographs were taken, and the record showing whether and when they were submitted to the Committee.
7. Assessment of What the Abgeordnetenhaus Handled Correctly
A balanced legal analysis must record procedural actions that appear proper on the evidence available.
7.1 Registration and written acknowledgment
The Committee registered the initial submission as 9824/15 and the later submission as 1222/16, provided file references and acknowledged that investigation would take time. This is consistent with the petition right and written-procedure requirements. [D1, pp. 12, 25; W1-W2]
7.2 Identification of competence limits concerning courts
The Committee informed the applicant that it could not alter or intervene in independent court proceedings. That position is consistent with the division of powers and the official Berlin explanation that the Committee cannot review or change judicial decisions. [D6; W1]
This does not mean that all complaints connected with a court dispute were outside its competence: it remained entitled to scrutinise administrative conduct by Berlin agencies, including whether those agencies complied with legal obligations outside the adjudicative function of courts.
7.3 Forwarding of the federal pension component
The Committee forwarded the pension component once it was informed that Deutsche Rentenversicherung Bund was the responsible pension account holder. The official Berlin guidance identifies conduct of federal bodies as outside the Berlin Committee’s competence and states that petitions may be forwarded to the competent institution. The forwarding therefore appears procedurally lawful and appropriate as to the pension-administration issue. [D1, p. 20; W1]
7.4 Recorded inquiry with several Berlin/federal-facing bodies
The Committee stated that it made inquiries with Bezirksamt Neukoelln, Senatsverwaltung fuer Inneres und Sport, Deutsche Rentenversicherung Berlin-Brandenburg and later Bezirksamt Reinickendorf. It further documented a correction or remedy regarding refrigerator assistance and reported the health-care arrangement relied upon by Reinickendorf. These steps demonstrate that the Committee did not remain entirely inactive. [D1, pp. 20, 29-30; D6]
8. Apparent Procedural Deficiencies and Potential Legal Failures
The following findings are expressed as document-supported concerns or prima facie potential failures, not as final adjudicated violations.
8.1 Apparent narrowing of an exceptionally grave complaint
Evidence
The initial complaint alleged detention without legal basis, denial of medical treatment, release into homelessness while ill, police violence in detention, deprivation of subsistence and accommodation, psychiatric-treatment concerns and grave long-term health consequences. [D3]
The initial administrative heading used by the Committee was only “support in social matters”, later supplemented by residence permit and pension. The substantive response concentrated primarily on benefits, household assistance, pension competence and residence-administration information. It gave only a short statement that events involving police officers in 1998/1999 could not be clarified. [D1, pp. 12, 15, 18, 20-21]
Legal assessment
The Committee was empowered to examine acts and omissions of Berlin authorities and possessed information-gathering powers, including file production, hearings and, within its competence, witnesses and expert evidence. [W1-W2]
Where a petition explicitly alleges severe harm to health and physical integrity arising from Berlin authority conduct, a response limited largely to social-benefit categorisation may fail to demonstrate that the petition was considered in its essential substance. The record does not show a documented issue-by-issue assessment of the severe allegations. This creates a prima facie concern under the petition right and the statutory duty to exercise discretion properly.
8.2 Lack of visible fact-finding regarding detention/police and medical allegations
Evidence
The applicant complained of serious misconduct by Berlin police/detention authorities in 1998 and 1999 and later denial of medical care. The Committee stated only that events from 1998 or 1999 could not be clarified and, in later correspondence, that past events could not now be undone. [D3; D1, p. 21; D6]
Legal assessment
The inability to remedy past harm is not the same as the inability to investigate it. Under the statutory powers described in official sources, the Committee could request files and reports from Berlin authorities, hear relevant persons and, where necessary, consider witnesses or experts. [W2]
No visible document in the supplied record shows:
· a request for detention or police records relating to the specified events;
· a reasoned conclusion that such records no longer existed;
· a hearing of the applicant about the detailed allegations;
· a request for medical records relevant to claimed treatment deprivation;
· referral of possible criminal misconduct to the competent investigatory body;
· use or consideration of an independent expert where medical consequences were central.
Absent the internal petition file, one cannot conclusively prove that none of these steps occurred. However, the response communicated to the applicant does not demonstrate such investigation. This is a major documentary gap and a possible procedural deficiency.
8.3 Formal health-coverage reasoning did not visibly answer practical denial-of-treatment allegations
Evidence
The applicant alleged that medicines and therapies had been withheld and that his health was endangered. The Committee’s November 2007 response reported that he was registered through AOK Berlin under section 264 SGB V and therefore could obtain services available within statutory health provision, advising him to seek medical treatment when needed. [D6]
Legal assessment
A statement that a financing mechanism or treatment card arrangement exists is relevant, but it does not by itself determine whether:
· specific medication or therapy was refused;
· the applicant was practically able to access treatment;
· acute pain or life-threatening conditions were addressed;
· prior treatment denial caused ongoing damage;
· the registering/benefit agency correctly performed its obligations in the applicant’s concrete case.
Because the complaint alleged actual deprivation rather than merely uncertainty about legal entitlement, an adequate inquiry would ordinarily need to compare the alleged refusals, medical evidence and agency records. The visible response does not do so. This raises a potential failure to investigate a central petition claim within Berlin administrative responsibility.
8.4 Housing and essential household support assessed without visible vulnerability analysis
Evidence
The applicant repeatedly complained that he lacked essential household items, including a refrigerator, carpet/floor covering, washing machine and furniture, while seriously ill and living in inadequate conditions. The photographic evidence is consistent with materially restricted and inadequately equipped living circumstances. [D1, pp. 7-8, 22-24; D2]
The Committee recorded a EUR 200 refrigerator benefit and later stated that additional furniture/carpet assistance could not be obtained beyond initial furnishing, although a loan might be sought for replacement purchases. [D1, pp. 29-30; D6]
Legal assessment
The Committee was entitled to apply the statutory benefits structure and to record that further grants were not generally available. Nonetheless, where the petition alleged serious illness and living conditions affecting health and human dignity, a purely category-based response without visible consideration of individual medical vulnerability, emergency need or exceptional-case relief gives rise to a concern that relevant circumstances were not fully evaluated.
This report cannot determine entitlement to each requested item without complete benefit decisions and medical records. It can conclude that the response visible in the petition file does not demonstrate an individualised assessment of the alleged health-related severity of the living conditions.
8.5 Failure to give visible effect to the admitted or identified benefits-classification issue
Evidence
The applicant argued in June 2007 that his residence status meant he belonged within the AsylbLG system and had been wrongly referred to the SGB II/Jobcenter system. The Committee’s September 2007 reasoning records that JobCenter Mitte had initially proceeded on an erroneous SGB II assumption and that the proper benefit regime was AsylbLG. [D1, pp. 22-24, 29-30]
Legal assessment
If an authority acknowledged that the applicant had been dealt with under the wrong benefit framework, a complete petition response should address:
· the period affected by the error;
· whether benefits or health entitlements were lost or delayed;
· whether corrective payment or other remedial action was required;
· whether the error contributed to other issues raised in the petition.
The visible response appears to state the correction but does not document an examination of consequences. This is a potential deficiency in the remedial handling of an issue that the Committee itself appears to have accepted as involving administrative error.
8.6 Treatment of the December 2007 submission as repetitive without visible material-newness assessment
Evidence
The applicant’s 1 December 2007 letter invoked both file references, alleged a newly relevant lifting of his territorial restriction effective 11 October 2007, relied expressly on section 16(2) SGB I in relation to forwarding of benefit applications, maintained ongoing health/housing consequences and transmitted a DVD. [D7]
The Committee rejected the renewed submission by citing section 2(3), sentence 2, Petitionsgesetz, stating only that it had already explained the legal and factual position and had nothing more to add. It returned the DVD and declared that equivalent correspondence would no longer be answered. [D8]
Legal assessment
The repeated-petition rule applies only where a submission merely repeats prior content without materially new submissions. On the face of D7, the applicant asserted new events and new legal grounds. The Committee’s response does not visibly explain whether it inspected the DVD, evaluated the new asserted court-lifted restriction, considered section 16(2) SGB I, or assessed continuing medical/housing effects.
This is the clearest procedural issue disclosed by the present documents. The Committee may ultimately have had lawful reasons for concluding that none of these matters was material or within its competence; however, that conclusion is not reasoned in the communication supplied. A request for the complete file and internal assessment is required to determine whether the statutory condition for dismissal as repetitive was properly applied.
8.7 Transparency and record-access concern relating to file 7321/16
Evidence
The applicant identifies an additional Berlin file number, 7321/16. It was not located in the official correspondence pages currently identified, and a public official web search yielded no case-identifying information for it.
Legal assessment
A missing public trace is not itself unlawful because individual petition records may not be published publicly. The appropriate legal step is to request confirmation of registration, subject matter, status and disclosure of the petition file directly from the Committee. The absence should be documented as an evidentiary gap, not interpreted as proof that a file was deleted or concealed.
9. Issue Matrix: Allegation, Authority Response and Legal Assessment
	Issue raised before the Committee
	Documentary evidence of notice
	Visible Committee response
	Assessment in this report

	Alleged unlawful detention and denial of treatment in 1998
	Initial complaint, 05.09.2006 [D3]
	No detailed response visible; later general inability to clarify past events
	Serious allegation within potential Berlin-authority scrutiny; fact-finding not demonstrated in response.

	Alleged police violence in Gruenau detention in 1999
	Initial complaint and supplements [D3]
	Committee said 1998/1999 events could not be clarified [D1, p. 21]
	Closure without visible explanation of investigative steps is a procedural concern.

	Medical deprivation and severe health consequences
	Initial complaint; 2007 medical/disability submissions; hospital-written objection [D3-D6]
	Section 264 SGB V/AOK route stated; seek treatment when needed [D6]
	Formal entitlement does not resolve alleged practical denial or past harm; insufficient inquiry may be indicated.

	Inability to work/disability pension
	27.02.2007 supplement [D4]
	Forwarded to Bundestag due to federal pension competence [D1, p. 20]
	Forwarding appears procedurally proper; substantive federal handling excluded from this report.

	Residence permit and benefit-regime classification
	9824/15 and 1222/16 submissions [D4]
	Committee recorded SGB II assumption was erroneous and AsylbLG framework applicable [D1, pp. 29-30]
	Corrective recognition is significant; visible record does not analyse consequences/remedy for the error.

	Essential household goods and inadequate living conditions
	Repeated submissions and photographs [D1, D2]
	Refrigerator assistance; further grants denied; loan suggested [D6]
	Legal benefit rule may apply, but response does not show individualised health/vulnerability analysis.

	Judicial proceedings
	Applicant asked for support in court proceedings [D4]
	Committee declined intervention due to judicial independence [D6]
	Correct competence boundary, while administrative conduct remained reviewable.

	New December 2007 evidence and legal grounds
	01.12.2007 complaint and DVD [D7-D8]
	Declared disposed of as repetitive under PetG; DVD returned [D8]
	Possible misapplication or insufficient reasoning under the “materially new submissions” condition.

	File 7321/16
	Applicant’s present identification
	No located official correspondence or public hit
	Must be verified by file-disclosure/registration request; no conclusion possible now.


10. Potential Rights and Legal Standards Engaged
10.1 Petition rights and procedural legality
The most direct legal issue is the right to have a petition received and handled according to the governing parliamentary procedure. On the documents, the applicant obtained formal access and written decisions, but the quality and scope of the investigation are open to serious question where allegations concerned physical integrity, medical deprivation and serious official misconduct.
Potentially engaged standards:
· Article 17 Basic Law;
· Article 34 Constitution of Berlin;
· Petitionsgesetz Berlin as applicable in 2006-2007, including proper discretionary treatment, fact-finding powers and the condition governing repeated petitions.
10.2 Human dignity and physical integrity
The petitions expressly placed Berlin authorities on notice of claimed severe illness, alleged deprivation of medical care and allegedly unfit living conditions. Insofar as Berlin authorities knew of an immediate or serious risk to health and failed to investigate or ensure legally available essential assistance, the underlying administrative conduct may engage:
· Article 1(1) Basic Law - protection of human dignity;
· Article 2(2) Basic Law - life and physical integrity;
· under international human-rights analysis, potentially Articles 2 and 3 of the European Convention on Human Rights, depending on proof of risk, knowledge and failure to act.
The present documents establish notice of the allegations to the Committee, but do not alone establish all elements of a substantive constitutional or Convention violation.
10.3 Social-law legality and effective access to health care
The Committee’s responses show that the applicant’s benefit classification and health-care administration were material issues. Potentially relevant statutory questions include:
· whether applications were transmitted to the competent social authority pursuant to section 16(2) SGB I;
· whether the applicant’s classification under AsylbLG was correct and timely implemented;
· whether the section 264 SGB V arrangement produced practical access to the treatment claimed to be necessary;
· whether section 4 AsylbLG health care for acute illness and pain was actually made available.
The Committee’s visible responses do not finally resolve those issues, because the full administrative decisions and medical-access records are not before this analysis.
11. Findings and Conclusions
11.1 Established documentary facts
1. The applicant submitted an extensive written complaint to the Abgeordnetenhaus of Berlin dated 5 September 2006.
1. The Berlin Petitions Committee officially registered the matter as 9824/15 on 14 September 2006.
1. The applicant supplemented the matter in 2007 with materials concerning residence, social support, disability/inability to work, pension refusal and medical documentation.
1. The Committee considered the petition and obtained information from named authorities.
1. The Committee forwarded the pension-related element to the German Bundestag on 3 April 2007 because it regarded Deutsche Rentenversicherung Bund as responsible.
1. The applicant objected to the response and a further Berlin proceeding was registered under 1222/16 on 20 June 2007.
1. In the 1222/16 correspondence, the Committee addressed household assistance, residence/benefit classification, health-care administration and its inability to intervene in courts.
1. The Committee correspondence records that an erroneous SGB II assumption had existed in connection with the applicant’s residence status and that AsylbLG was applicable.
1. The applicant lodged a hospital-written objection on 24 September 2007 and a further/final complaint on 1 December 2007.
1. In December 2007, the Committee invoked the repeat-petition rule under the then-cited section 2(3), sentence 2, Petitionsgesetz, declared the matter disposed of again, returned the applicant’s DVD and indicated that comparable further submissions would not receive responses.
1. The supplied photographs depict materially restricted living conditions consistent with the applicant’s claims regarding inadequate accommodation/equipment.
1. No official public online file-identifying information was located for 9824/15, 1222/16 or 7321/16; the supplied official correspondence establishes the first two, whereas 7321/16 remains unverified in the materials presently identified.
11.2 Apparent lawful or defensible procedural acts
1. Receipt and registration of 9824/15 and 1222/16.
1. Written correspondence with the applicant.
1. Requesting information from Berlin agencies in relation to at least some issues.
1. Refusing to alter or intervene in judicial decisions.
1. Forwarding the federal pension component to the Bundestag.
11.3 Serious prima facie procedural deficiencies requiring further examination
1. The apparent reduction of a grave multi-issue complaint to a narrower benefits/residence framework without visible investigation of its central detention, police, medical-deprivation and health-harm allegations.
1. The absence of visible use or explanation of the Committee’s substantial fact-finding powers in relation to allegations against Berlin authorities.
1. A formal response on health coverage that did not visibly examine whether required medical care and therapy were actually denied in practice.
1. A response on housing/equipment that did not visibly consider individualised medical vulnerability and the alleged impact on health and dignity.
1. Failure visibly to examine the consequences of the acknowledged benefit-classification error.
1. Reliance on the repeated-petition exclusion in December 2007 without visible reasoning as to why asserted new developments, legal grounds and the DVD were not materially new submissions.
1. Absence of any presently located documentary clarification of file reference 7321/16.
11.4 Overall legal conclusion
The documentary record supports the conclusion that the applicant exercised his constitutional right of petition and brought exceptionally serious allegations concerning Berlin authorities to the attention of the Berlin House of Representatives. The Committee dealt with selected administrative components and took some steps consistent with its competence. Nevertheless, the responses supplied do not visibly demonstrate a level of fact-finding or reasoning proportionate to the gravity and breadth of the allegations, especially regarding alleged denial of medical care, alleged detention and police misconduct, continuing serious health impact, and the alleged new material submitted before final closure.
Accordingly, the handling of files 9824/15 and 1222/16 raises credible, document-based questions as to whether the applicant’s petition rights and the statutory standards governing investigation and repeat-petition closure were properly respected. These concerns warrant disclosure and review of the complete petition files and their associated authority reports.
12. Recommended Next Procedural Requests Limited to Abgeordnetenhaus Berlin
To allow definitive evaluation of the Berlin proceedings, the applicant may request certified or complete copies of the following from the Petitions Committee or the relevant archival office:
1. The complete petition file for Geschäftszeichen 9824/15, including all annexes, registration record, internal allocation, reporter/co-reporter materials, agency requests and responses, committee decision record and closure record.
1. The complete petition file for Geschäftszeichen 1222/16, including the submissions of 15 June, 11 July, 22 August, 24 September and 1 December 2007; all agency statements; committee minutes/decision material; and the record of return or consideration of the DVD.
1. Confirmation whether Geschäftszeichen 7321/16 exists in relation to Ismail Rustam/Ruestem Ismail, and, if so, its subject, dates, status, final decision and complete file copy.
1. Any record identifying whether the Committee sought files or reports concerning the alleged events in immigration detention or Berlin police conduct in 1998-1999.
1. Any record identifying whether the Committee reviewed medical documents or requested medical/administrative material concerning the alleged denial of medicines, therapy or treatment.
1. Any record showing how the Committee evaluated “wesentlich neues Vorbringen” before applying the December 2007 repeat-petition rule.
1. Any record of the Committee’s forwarding of the pension issue to the Bundestag, only as a Berlin-file annex confirming competence transfer.
13. Source Register
13.1 Documentary material supplied by the applicant
D1. Haz 2, Belge 27.pdf, scanned documentary compilation uploaded by the applicant on 2 June 2026. Relevant visible material includes: initial complaint dated 05.09.2006 (pp. 2-11); acknowledgment of 9824/15 dated 14.09.2006 (p. 12); applicant supplements and interim letters (pp. 13-19); substantive response under 9824/15 (pp. 20-21); applicant’s objection of 15.06.2007 (pp. 22-24); acknowledgment of 1222/16 dated 20.06.2007 (p. 25); further submissions and committee correspondence in 2007 (following pages).
D2. Haz 2, Belge 36.pdf, 51-page photographic bundle uploaded by the applicant on 2 June 2026, depicting accommodation and living-condition issues.
D3. 0002.pdf, applicant’s complaint dated 05.09.2006, retrieved from applicant’s uploaded archive as a legible component document.
D4. 0003.pdf, correspondence and submissions relating to 9824/15 and 1222/16, retrieved from applicant’s uploaded archive.
D5. 0005.pdf, acknowledgment under 1222/16 dated 08.10.2007, retrieved from applicant’s uploaded archive.
D6. 0006.pdf, reconsideration response under 1222/16, November 2007, retrieved from applicant’s uploaded archive.
D7. 0007.pdf, applicant’s Letzte Beschwerde, dated 01.12.2007, retrieved from applicant’s uploaded archive.
D8. 0008.pdf, Committee closure response under 1222/16, December 2007, retrieved from applicant’s uploaded archive.
13.2 Official public legal and parliamentary sources consulted online on 2 June 2026
W1. Abgeordnetenhaus von Berlin, Petitionsverfahren und Datenschutz, official public guidance on the petition right, competence, forwarding and limits of the Committee.
W2. Abgeordnetenhaus von Berlin, Rechtsgrundlagen - Petitionsgesetz, official publication route to the consolidated statute; consulted for statutory functions and investigative powers, with historical numbering treated according to the contemporaneous 2007 decision.
W3. Abgeordnetenhaus von Berlin, Drucksache 16/1150, Bericht des Petitionsausschusses gemaess section 12 des Petitionsgesetzes fuer die Zeit vom 14. November 2006 bis 13. November 2007, dated 07.02.2008; publicly recorded in the 25th plenary sitting documentation.
W4. Abgeordnetenhaus von Berlin, official legal opinion dated 24.11.2017, confirming that the Petitionsgesetz relevant to the historical period had last been amended by statute of 06.07.2006 (GVBl. p. 710).
W5. Federal official statutory sources, gesetze-im-internet.de: section 16 SGB I; section 264 SGB V; section 4 AsylbLG; Article 17 Basic Law.
Appendix A - Document Chronology Table
	Date
	Sender / Author
	Recipient
	File reference
	Documented subject / effect

	05.09.2006
	Ismail Rustam
	Abgeordnetenhaus Berlin
	not yet assigned
	Ten-page complaint concerning alleged justice/official arbitrariness, detention, medical denial, police treatment, social and housing harm.

	14.09.2006
	Petitions Committee
	Ismail Rustam
	9824/15
	Acknowledgment; subject: support in social matters.

	01.02.2007
	Ismail Rustam
	Petitions Committee
	9824/15
	Additional evidence: prior letters, Sozialgericht filing, pension objection, psychiatric certificate.

	21.02.2007
	Ismail Rustam
	Petitions Committee
	9824/15
	Additional immigration/court/lawyer documents.

	23.02.2007
	Petitions Committee
	Ismail Rustam
	9824/15
	Investigations ongoing; subjects: social support and residence permit.

	27.02.2007
	Ismail Rustam
	Petitions Committee
	9824/15
	Disability/inability-to-work evidence; Medical Service assessment; pension rejection and objection.

	03.04.2007
	Petitions Committee
	Bundestag Petitions Committee
	9824/15 -> federal component
	Pension-related complaint forwarded to federal competence.

	20.04.2007
	Ismail Rustam / Committee
	Petitions Committee / applicant
	9824/15
	Further court material; Committee lists social support, residence permit and pension.

	24.05.2007
	Petitions Committee
	Ismail Rustam
	9824/15
	Substantive response; selected investigations; pension forwarded; processing closed.

	15.06.2007
	Ismail Rustam
	Petitions Committee
	9824/15
	Objection to 24.05.2007 response; benefit-regime and investigation objections.

	20.06.2007
	Petitions Committee
	Ismail Rustam
	1222/16
	New/continued petition acknowledged; social support, residence permit, pension.

	11.07.2007
	Ismail Rustam
	Petitions Committee
	1222/16
	Constitutional/administrative/social-court and Betreuung materials submitted.

	22.08.2007
	Ismail Rustam
	Petitions Committee
	1222/16
	Further filings; request for restoration of rights since 1998.

	06.09.2007
	Petitions Committee
	Ismail Rustam
	1222/16
	Response addressing EUR 200 refrigerator assistance, benefit classification, residence and closure.

	24.09.2007
	Ismail Rustam
	Petitions Committee
	1222/16
	Objection written from hospital; alleges inadequate investigation and ongoing severe harm.

	08.10.2007
	Petitions Committee
	Ismail Rustam
	1222/16
	Supplement acknowledged; subjects: furniture/carpet assistance and health insurance.

	Nov. 2007
	Petitions Committee
	Ismail Rustam
	1222/16
	Reconsideration; AOK/section 264 SGB V; household loan possibility; court non-intervention.

	01.12.2007
	Ismail Rustam
	Petitions Committee
	9824/15; 1222/16
	Final complaint; restriction lifted 11.10.2007 alleged; section 16(2) SGB I; DVD evidence.

	Dec. 2007
	Petitions Committee
	Ismail Rustam
	1222/16
	Matter again disposed of under repeated-petition provision; DVD returned.


Appendix B - Requested Records Checklist
	Requested record
	Purpose of request
	Relevance to legal assessment

	Complete 9824/15 file
	Establish full investigation and decision history
	Determines whether grave original allegations were examined.

	Complete 1222/16 file
	Establish reconsideration and closure basis
	Determines whether new material was assessed.

	Register confirmation for 7321/16
	Verify unidentified petition reference
	Resolves current evidentiary gap.

	All Berlin authority Stellungnahmen
	Compare authority accounts with applicant evidence
	Determines depth and balance of investigation.

	Committee minutes/reporter memoranda
	Verify exercise of discretion
	Determines whether essential issues were considered.

	DVD receipt/review/return record
	Determine whether evidence was assessed
	Central to repeated-petition closure question.

	Any fact-finding request on 1998/1999 police/detention claims
	Test stated inability to clarify
	Determines whether statutory powers were used.
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