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Good afternoon; first I want to thank the organisers for the opportunity to speak. To give a context, why could the Latvian experience be of interest not only to Latvians? Latvia has suffered one of the greatest losses of gross domestic product in 2009 among the European Union member states: 18 %. Unsurprisingly, crisis-connected cases before the Constitutional Court are numerous. Up to now, most of the cases are in some way connected with three themes relevant to many countries, which I’ll touch:

· cuts in the social sphere (demand for its support is high – unemployment rate is still stable over 13 %
)
· regulation of lending and banking sphere, which did enlarge the real estate bubble in the first years of this century, when Latvia was called a „Baltic Tiger”, and in 2008, deprived the budget of stability, when the second-largest bank has received bailout and was nationalized to prevent bankrupcy. 
· negotiations with EU and IMF on the loans to cover the deficit.

Turning to specific case-law, most judgments I’ll speak about are already translated in English and published on the Court’s website www.satv.tiesa.gov.lv, where one can find the Constitution
 of Latvia, too. Most of the cases discussed were brought before the court by individuals affected.
The earlier approach of the Constitutional Court was, that, in order to respect the legitimate expectations, the amendments decreasing entitlements of people had to have a transition period foreseen, or to provide for a compensation
. One should note that Latvian Constitution, while proclaiming right to social insurance, does not expressly foresee a principle of social state, but the earlier practice of the Constitutional Court has derived from the Constitution a principle of a „socially responsible state”
.
The changes began with pensions: originally not even cut. There was a provision in the law „On State Funded Pensions”, foreseeing recalculating age and disability pensions according to inflation once a year (by-laws set April, 1, as the date of recalculation). In March, 2009, the parliament has decided not to apply the provision in 2009. The Court has decided that the legitimate expectations have existed, bet were less weighty, since the recalculation of 2009 has not taken place until March, and the necessity to keep the social security system stable was held superior to legitimate expectations. It has stressed the difference between expectation of benefits already given or eventual, as well as the necessity to evaluate the proportionality of interference with expectations and the need to protect public interests: the public interests could justify cutting entitlements even without transition period or compensation
. 
The most significant, both financially and legally, case connected with the current economical downturn before the Constitutional Court of Latvia was that of cutting the age pensions by 10 %, and pensions for those retired people who remain employed by 70 % through the so-called Disbursement law of June, 2009, (coming into force only two weeks after its adoption, without a transition period). The government justified the cuts, inter alia, with the terms of its agreement with the EU and International Monetary Fund.

The Court has found
 the contested provisions to be prescribed by law and having a legitimate aim, but not necessary for its achievement (the single most convincing argument seems to be that the Parliament has not, in fact, debated and did not provide reasons to reject other ways of reaching the same amount of limiting state’s expenses), and thus unconstitutional. 
Regarding the reference to the agreement with the EU and IMF, the Court has decided that
· the specific cuts were not demanded by the EU and IMF, albeit pledged by the government in its unilateral documents, and (while the first seems to be sufficient), 
· „the international commitments assumed by the Cabinet of Ministers cannot by themselves serve as an argument for the restriction of the fundamental rights”, as the conceptual decision on a loan „significantly affecting the budget” had to be adopted by the Parliament (Constitution: „68. All international agreements, which settle matters that may be decided by the legislative process, shall require ratification by the Saeima”), referring to the practice established before 1940 as well as to some cases of laws adopted on specific loans from modern history of Latvia (without discussing the fact that in the contemporary Latvia there were considerable loans taken by the government, too).
This approach seems to ignore the supremacy of the international law; possibly a better (and well-founded) way would be to consider the agreement to be a political obligation instead of a legal one.

Several judgments were adopted consequently concerning the deductions from other pensions (long service pensions for military persons
, prosecutors
 and policemen
) similar to those from age pensions and introduced in the same wave of amendments in June, 2009, and also finding them unconstitutional. The Court did also define time-limits for the unlawful deductions to be reimbursed. The fact that new proceedings were needed confirms the reluctance of the government to correct its wrong approach already pointed to by the Court.
To end with the pensions, one should note two more cases, both decided in February, 2011. One of them concerns the possibility to retire two years earlier if having period of insurance of at least 30 years (normal age of retirement in Latvia is 62 and is planned to reach 65 in some ten years). Before the downturn, this meant that one initially received 80 % of the pension. The amendments of June, 2009, provided for this share to fall until 50 % for those retiring starting from July, 2009. The Court has decided
 that the amount of pension in case of early retirement, unlike the possibility of obtaining it, was not in the scope of legitimate expectations, and the amendments were thus held to be constitutional.
The last pensions case to mention concerns rights of Latvian ‘non-citizens’ (approximately 14 % of the population now, down from some 30 % at the beginning of independence). These are former citizens of Latvian SSR ,who came to Latvia from the other republics of the former USSR, and their descendants, who were not recognized as citizens of any country after 1991. Unlike the citizens of Latvia, they do not receive pensions for the time worked in the former USSR outside Latvia, unless provided by a special bilateral treaty. This differing approach was found to be discriminatory by the European Court of Human Rights in a Grand Chamber case led by our committee since 2000, Andrejeva v. Latvia, in 2009.
 However, the pensions law was not (and still is not) amended, so we were forced to go to the Constitutional Court with other applicants (Ms. Andrejeva has died in 2010
, having received just satisfaction as ordered by ECtHR, but her pension was not recalculated, and she submitted an application to administrative court to recalculate it
). 
The new applicants had worked not only in Russia, whose treaty with Latvia, foreseeing mutual non-retroactive taking into account of insurance periods, came into force during the trial before the Constitutional Court, but also in the Soviet republics of South Caucasus and Central Asia. The Court has not found the relevant provisions of the law „On State Funded Pensions” to be discriminatory, distinguishing the case from Andrejeva by stressing the coming into force of the treaty with Russia (?!) and the special circumstances of Andrejeva, who did not receive pension for the time actually worked in the territory of Latvia, but considered to be worked in Ukraine and Russia due to subordination of a then-federal enterprise (although ECtHR did not refer to these circumstances in its reasoning). Besides, the Court has referred to the only dissenter in ECtHR case, the judge from Latvia
. So, now we’ll have to go to ECtHR again, with some hope to faster process thanks to Andrejeva.
Other cases where cuts were found to comply with the Constitution include a case on a provision of the earlier-mentioned Disbursement law, cutting the parental benefit for the employed parents,
 where cuts were an expression of the transition period to abolishing the benefit for the employed parents at all; besides, unemployed parents in an even worse situation. Still, one of the six judges sitting (the President of the Court) has dissented, putting more accent on the rights of a child.

In two more cases another cuts, which the Court has accepted without dissents, were made to other social insurance benefits: child maintenance disbursement and accidents and occupational diseases insurance. Conclusion that „In certain cases, when balancing the amount of the restriction of legal security and the necessity and urgency of amendments to legal regulation, deviation from the rights guaranteed to a person is permissible without providing a transitional period” from the earlier judgment on pensions had served as a ground for this, together with the fact that the benefits were not fully abolished. In the first case, the pimary responsibility of parents and the fact that disbursement wasn’t given from people’s own contributions but from the general budget, were of significance, too
. In the second case, a transition period and low standards of other countries were relied on to justify the cuts
.
Notably, in all three benefits cases mentioned the Court has taken a position contrary to that of the Ombudsman (who was summoned by the Court to give his evaluation; Ombudsman has right to bring constitutional complaint before the court, too, but he rarely uses it).
There is reason to argue that the principle of legitimate expectations (also called ‘legitimate trust’ in translations of the case-law) seems to be much more convincing for the Constitutional Court when combined with some reasoning on the separation of powers, like in the judgment on the Disbursement law mentioned above and in cases, where the independence of the judiciary was involved, as were two cases connected with the salaries of judges
 
 and one – with that of land registry offices judges
. The Court has invoked legitimate expectations, but the essence of its conclusion was the violation of separation of powers by disproportionate decreasing the remuneration of judges.
Finally, there is a recent case
 on the Law on Lending Institutions. The parliamentary opposition has questioned the constituonality of several provisions regarding the possibility to forcefully divide a bank or to merge it into another bank in case of latter’s insolvency or a significant threat to Latvia’s economy. 
The Court upheld all the relevant provisions, including:
· impossibility to annul a merger in certain cases (paras. 20-23; the Court has stressed, that one can demand compensation through administrative courts), 
· lack of a transition period (since no bank was merged in the first months after the amendment – para. 12.4)

· references to transfer of property of the merged bank abroad (para. 14).

· lack of state’s responsibility for possible losses of shareholders and creditors (para. 17 – deemed to be consequences of bank’s hardships, not state actions)

· lack of criteria for choosing a model for handling with a bank in danger (para. 16 – possibility of discrimination was evaluated as lying in applying the law, not in the law itself; a dangerous logics allowing for laws foreseeing arbitrary actions).
P.S. To make more specific the international law framework: Latvia is a member state of ICESCR, European Social Charter (1961 version) and the Protocol No. 1 to ECHR, but not of Protocol No. 12 to ECHR or European Code of Social Security.
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