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DISCRETION OF INSTITUTIONS

The article considers discretion enjoyed by institutions. Discretion enjoyed by institutions
implies that law grants a right to choose between various legal implications for the person
who applies the law. Discretion is a legislative tool which helps achieve a high level
of fairness in an individual case. Discretion of institutions provided by lawmakers enables
an institution to consider the specific circumstances of a specific situation and reach a fairer
result. However, even such “freedom” imposes an obligation on the institution to apply it in
a responsible and correct manner. Discretion does not mean that the institution is granted
absolute “‘freedom” or arbitrariness. The scope of control of discretion in a higher institution
and a court differs. A higher institution independently carries out all feasibility assessments
for a second time based on merit, ultimately reaching a similar or different result. The courts
can verify the validity of the activities undertaken by the public administration: a) failure to
use discretion, b) abuse of discretion; c) misuse of discretion. The courts do not have the right
to take a decision on the most appropriate result since it leads to violation of the principle
of separation of powers.

Key words: administrative proceedings, discretion of institution, discretionary powers, types
of discretion of institution.
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1. Introduction

It is believed to be a rule that a sanction for a criminal act is
determined by the criminal law in some frameworks providing
an enforcer with an opportunity to individualize a criminal
penalty. Whereas, according to civil law, parties to the contract
are entities which create the own model of actions within law,
for example, the determination of place, time and method
of contract performance, including the number of funds to
strengthen the obligations (e. g. the amount of the penalty).

Administrative law also should stipulate a method for
the establishment of legal relations between an institution
andanindividual comparingthelegal effects and circumstances
of a single case, that is, the method of how the institution
can act more elastically in executing orders of public
administration. Thus, when issuing a law, the legislator
usually evaluates whether it should provide an institution with
the discretion of the definition of legal effects in the process
of resolving some issues and what discretion limits should be.
The legislator can deny granting discretion to the institution
as well if it believes that some situations should be solved in
the way prescribed by law. Such concerns may be based on
the political stance of the legislator, the way of how public
administration tasks should be carried out and what specific
output the institution has to achieve.

Discretion of the institution granted by the legislator
is a task for the very institution because to use discretion
adequately, it is important: 1) to identify it; 2) to define its
limits correctly; 3) to specify legal effects in a single case in
the right manner.

2. Definition of discretion

Applying the right in the institution or the court, one should
clarify whether the right grants the institution’s discretion.
For this reason, law executor should find out or interpret
the content of a relevant legal rule. Namely, whether the legal
rule uses a standard form of obligatory effects — the present
tense verb in the indicative mood in the third person — as
arule, this is evidenced by the wording of the legal rule, e. g.
it “supersedes”, “issues”, “concludes”. Thus, the discretion
granted to the institution is identified if the text involves
a permissible verb, e. g. “can issue”, “be entitled”, “can”, “be
permissible” etc.

Law doesn’t always use that sort of terminology which
directly makes it clear whether the institution enjoys discretion.
Consequently, the determination of discretion based on the legal
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terminology may be erroneous because the conclusion on discretion is made relying on
the scope of a legal rule, 1. e. discretion is found out not only textually but also through the use
of other arguments for law interpretation — history, system or goal.

For example, Article 20 of the Law on the Penitentiary Department includes two
legal rules whose wordings differ contextually. The first part stipulates the discretion
of the institution directly within the text:

(1) An official can be in office until the age of fifty. The term of office may be
extended at the will of the official under authority of written consent of the direct superior
and decision of a personnel review commission of the relevant institution:

1) for Head of the Department and his deputies, Chief of the institution and his
deputies — upon a decision of the Minister of Justice;

2) for other junior and senior officers — upon a decision of Head of the Department;

3) for non-management employees — upon a decision of Chief of the institution.

The second part of the text doesn t directly specify whether the legislator has granted
the institution discretion. For example, sub-item “j” of the provision of law marks as
follows:

(2) Official relations are terminated:

1) ifan official is relieved from office:

<...>

j) the official hasn’t been exercising professional duties for more than four months
(120 days) in a row due to the temporary disability.

The administrative court heard a dispute towards the application of sub-item “j”
because the institution believed that this provision stipulates the issuance of obligatory
decision (without discretion of the institution). The Supreme Court held that the institution
was provided with discretion.

The court indicated that despite the use of a standard form of obligatory effects
“official relations are terminated” in the legal provision, it is out of the case creating
the effects — a decision on relief of the official. The verb “to relieve” is formulated in
such a way that law executor can’t make a direct pronouncement on the authority to
issue obligatory administrative act. According to the results of a study of the external
system of legal provisions and aim of the law, one can note the legislator independently
assesses that temporary disability within three months is quite long for the statement
of violation of stable and effective activity of public administration and concludes about
the expediency. In each particular case, the legislator leaves the assessment of whether
and when the long-time temporary incapacity for work of a certain official hinders a stable
and efficient activity of the public administration to the discretion of the institution. When
interpreting the law, one can reach different results — all of which meets the legal system —
and the court favors the interpretation results which assist to the achievement of the most
reasonable and fair outcome for every individual case. In deciding which result will be
more efficient, the court takes into account the reality of public life, i.e. the Penitentiary
Department has a lack of human recourses as well as the influence of employees’
ageing on the fulfillment of the functions of public administration. It is also taken into
consideration the fact that state regularly trains officials and invests public funds in their
professional development. Consequently, the court considers the interpretation result
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which allows the institution to decide independently on the individual need, effectiveness
and commensuration due to the influence of long-term incapacity to work on the stable
and efficient fulfillment of the official duties as the most expedient.

3. Separation of discretion from the freedom of assessment

The discretion granted to the institution is always stipulated in the context of the legal
effects of the legal provision. The above permits separating it from the freedom of assessment,
which is stipulated in the part of legal composition (preconditions) of the legal provision.

For example, the law establishes that an official may be transferred to another post
due to the lack of the respective office holder or another vacant post, taking into account
requirements for the relevant post, for work-related interests for a certain time to secure
an effective exercise of professional duties.

“For work-related interests” provides the institution with the freedom of assessment
that is the right to assess whether they exist and how best to achieve them. Indeed, “can
be transferred for a certain time” gives the institution discretion.

Such a differentiation is necessary because the scope of control differs. Thus, the court
can’t be against the assessment of the institution while the use of discretion may be
partially controlled by the court. The Supreme Court was due to reverse a judgment
of the court of inferior jurisdiction in which it fundamentally verified whether “work-
related interests” were defined correctly.

4. Types of discretion

Law has two types of discretion, which are differentiated between each other when
there are the questions:

1) shall one take actions?

2) how to act?

The first case refers to the discretion of the institution towards deciding on
the participation in the actual situation through its decision, and the second — the choice
of legal effects. In the first case, it calls an administrative act of the choice of issuing
and in the second — administrative act of content choice.

For example, the law establishes that an official can be employed until the age of fifteen.
Taking into account the work-related need, physical and professional capacities, as well
as the health condition of the officer, head of the institution, is empowered to extend
the term of tenure of employment no more than until the age of sixty.

It follows that law gives discretion for making a choice:

a) to take actions — “to extend the term of tenure of employment”;

b) the way of actions — “to extend the term of tenure of employment no more than
until the age of sixty”.

There may be also a situation in which the legislator empowers the institution to
make a free choice, whether it is necessary to take actions and how to act, or empowers
the institution to issue free administrative act.

5. The most common mistakes of the institutions when using discretion

Considering judicature of the Supreme Court in the framework of the issue concerned,
one states that usually, institutions make mistakes when using discretion if:

1) they are not familiar with discretion described in the legal provision by the legislator,
and they don’t use it believing that provision needs issuing of an obligatory decision in
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the specific case whose content is directly specified in the law. For example, the Law “On
Taxes and Dues” fixes that “taxpayers, except individuals, declare all dealings for cash on
a reciprocal basis during a month as provided by the Cabinet of Ministers (despite the fact
whether the deal was in the context of one operation or several operations) and the amount
of which exceeds 1000 lat. Ifthe deals for cash, the amount of which exceeds 1000 lat, are not
declared, one shall pay fine in the amount of 5 per cent of the total amount of the undeclared
dealings. The State Revenue Service has imposed a fine in the amount prescribed by the law,
but the general provision mentioned in the same law is not observed. The provision states
that when assessing the essence and nature of the violation of a taxpayer, the frequency
of violation, damage suffered, fidelity of taxpayer, tax administration is entitled to reduce
a fine imposed in the result of the control measures (tax audit and revision) by 70% if
the taxpayer challenges a decision of tax administration ;

2) in the framework of discretion, it is concluded inappropriately about a reasonable
nature of the decision: necessity and applicability in the case of an unfavourable decision —
need and correspondence. It refers to the cases when the institution uses the conclusions,
which are inadequate for the facts of the case (outside the case context) or when it
takes disproportionate actions. For example, the law establishes that an official can be
fired due to the post retrenchment if the institution doesn’t have another post which
could be proposed to the official. The institution has dissolved the post of spokesperson
and officially proposed the official the post of custodial supervisor. The court declared
that sort of discretion use disproportionate as it was not taken into account that the official
is not qualified for the performance of such a work.

It should be pointed out that court is not entitled to make decisions about the most
effective result as in such a way, the principle of division of powers is violated. For this
very reason, the court gives up indicating the specific result.

Nevertheless, the court recognizes the fact that a private individual has the right to
require the institution uses its discretion accurately. The court can verify the eligibility
of action of the public administration when using discretion. Discretion of the public
administration is not used legally if it is invalid. Consequently, the court should revise
the possible mistakes in using discretion: non-use of discretion, abuse of discretion,
misuse of discretion. Discretion of public administration is misused if its use contravenes
the rules regulating a proper use of discretion — if a decision-maker doesn’t give a general
assessment methodically correct and doesn’t adhere to the specific legal provisions,
the principle of prohibition or the principle of procedural honesty.

For example, the court admits the institution has put discretion to good use within
permitted limits and revoked the gun license of a private individual threatening to murder
his wife. Evaluating expedience, including interests of public safety, there is a risk that
private individual may maliciously use the weapon.

6. Reduction of discretion to the only option

As it was mentioned above, the discretion of the institutions indicates that legal provisions
provide the institution with the freedom of action choice. In a separate case, the choice can
be reduced to the only option, or as German literature defines — the reduction of discretion
to zero. It is expressed in such a way that one-and-only decision is an error-free decision,
and the choice of other choices is wrong.
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For example, the court states that according to the legal provisions, a head
of the municipal kindergarten is authorized to decide that a child is registered for entering
the establishment out of turn. In practice, the head used the rights in such a way that if
a sibling already visits the kindergarten, it is accepted his/her sibling. In the specific case,
the head of the kindergarten refused to accept the child out of turn. The court marked,
based on the principle of legal equality, this principle should be applied to all children,
and discretion is reduced to zero in this case untill the institution doesn’t change its
practice generally .

7. Conclusions

Latvian Administrative Procedural Law has been applying in the modern sense since
2004. During that period, an administrative court completely joined dogmatics of German
law in terms of administrative procedural law, including the discretion of institutions.
Over 10 years, the national judicature also formed.

Discretion of the institutions granted by the legislator permits the institution to take
into account the circumstances of an individual situation and come to the most reasonable
result. Nevertheless, even such “freedom” binds the institution to use it responsibly
and error-free. Discretion doesn’t mean the institution has an absolute “freedom” or
abuse of discretion.

Typically, the institution doesn’t consider the fact that it is provided with discretion
through legal provisions, or it misuses discretion by making an inadequate conclusion or
ignoring the balance when defining the legal effects.

CBOBO/JIA I YCTAHOBHU

fAHic Henmanic,

JOLEHT I0puanYHoro gakynsrety
J1aTBiicbKOro yHiBEPCUTETY,
cyans BepxosHoro cyny Jlatsii

Y emammi posenaoaemuvcs ceobooa it yemarosu. Ceobooa il yCmaHosu 03HAUAE, WO 3aKOH HA0AE
0CO0I, SIKA 11020 3ACMOCOBYE, NPABO BUOOPY Pi3HUX NPasosux HActioKie. Ce0600a Oiil € 3aKOHOOAGHUUM
3aco000M, 3a60AKU 3ACMOCYBAHHIO SIKO20 00CA2AEMbCS Dibld GUCOKULL Pi6eHb CNpAGeOnUeoCcmi 6
inousioyanvromy sunaoky. Ceo600a it yemanoeu, sika HA0AEMbCsl 3AKOHOOABYEM, OAE MONCIUBICIbL
VCMAHO8I 8paxo8ysamu. 0OCMABUHU IHOUBIOYATbHOT cumyayii ma 0ocsieamu HatoLbUL CHPaseoIu8o20
pesyibmamy. [Ipome Hasims maxa «c60000a» HAKAAOAE HA YCMAHO8Y 0008 130K GIONOBIOAIBHO Ul
besnomunkoso ii suxopucmosysamu. Ce00600a Oill He MA€ HA Y8a3i, WO YCMAHOBE HAOAHO AOCOTIOMHY
80600y uu ceasinis. OOcsie KOHmpomo c60600u Oitl y uWoMy 3aK1adi ma 6 cyoi € pizHum. Buwa
VCMAHO8A CAMOCMITIHO BUKOHYE 6CT OYIHKU OOYLIbHOCMI NO CYMi NOBMOPHO, y NIOCYMKY 00CA2at0uU
auanociunoeo abo iHuwoeo pesyiomamy. Cy0 Mmoogice nepesipumu  NPAsOMIPHICMb  OisUlbHOCHI
0€paHCcasrO20 YNpaesiiHHs, 30Kpema: a) HeUKOPUCMAHHS c60000u Oill, 6) nepesuuyerHs c6oboou Oitl;
6) Henpasuwibhe GUKOpUCMarHs c60600u Oiti. Cy0 He Mae npasa npuiumamu PileHHst npo Hauoitbu
O0YLbHULL pe3yibman, addice Makum 4uHom Oyoe nopyuleHull RPUHYUN noOiy 61aouU.

KurouoBi ciioBa: ajMiHICTpaTHBHHIN MpoLiec, CBOOOA ifl YCTAaHOBH, AUCKPELiHHI TTOBHOBAKCHHS,
BUJIY CBOOO/IM JTili YCTaHOBH.
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