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Abstract

This research article examines how the general legal regime governing petitions of individuals and
legal entities should be coordinated with the special administrative-complaint procedure in public
service delivery. Using formal legal, comparative, systemic and functional methods, the study analyses
Uzbekistan’s legislation on petitions and administrative procedures, the experimental model of Appeal
Councils, and Kazakhstan’s Administrative Procedural and Process-Related Code. Three interrelated
shortcomings are identified in the general petitions regime: insufficient differentiation of procedural
time limits, the absence of detailed criteria for a proper response, and the predominantly internal nature
of monitoring. The article shows how these problems change when an ordinary complaint becomes an
administrative complaint challenging the outcome of a public service. Because a restorative purpose is
also inherent in an ordinary complaint, the proposed distinction relies on the object being challenged,
the connection with a specific administrative proceeding, the status of the interested person, the review
body’s competence and the legal effect of the decision. An asymmetry is identified between
Uzbekistan’s Law on Administrative Procedures, which covers administrative and procedural acts and
administrative actions, and the special Appeal Council model focused primarily on administrative acts.
The article proposes differentiated time limits for general petitions, a statutory quality standard for
responses, institutionalisation of Appeal Councils within the general administrative-review system, and
a two-level model of open monitoring combining petition-handling indicators with indicators of actual
restoration of rights in public service delivery.

Key words: petition, administrative complaint, public services, procedural time limits, response
quality, open monitoring, Appeal Council.
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'O36excman Pecnybnuxacol O0inem akademusicol
’O30excman Pecnyonuxacwt O0inem munucmpiiei sHcanvinoaesl 3aneepnepoi
Kauma 0aapnay J#came OiliKkminiein apmmaulpy UHCIUMYnbl

MEMJIEKETTIK KbIBMETTEP KOPCETY CAJIACBIHJATBI OTIHIII ITEH
OKIMIIJIIK ITATBIM: O3BEKCTAH MEH KASAKCTAHJAT'BI ITPOLECTIK
MEP3IMJEP, HIEINIM/IEP CAITACHI ’KOHE AILIBIK MOHUTOPUHTI

Anoamna

FoubiMu Makana jkeke jkoHe 3aHIbl TYJIFalapAblH OTIHIIITEepl KOHIHAET JKalllbl UHCTUTYT TEeH
MEMJICKETTIK KBI3METTEp KOPCETY CallaChIHIAFbl OKIMIIUTIK IIaFrbIM OOMBIHIIIA apHAWBI iC JKYpri3yi
yitnectipyre apHaiFad. @opMaib/Ibl-3aHIbIK, CATTBICTBIPMAIIBI-KYKBIKTHIK, )KYHEIIK koHe (DyHKIIMOHAI-
JIBIK oIicTep HeriziHme O30ekcTaH PecnyOnMKachIHBIH OTIHIIITED JKOHE OKIMIIUIIK PIciMAEp Typaibl
3aHHAMAaChl, ATICJULIIUSUIBIK KEHECTEPiH 3KCIEPUMEHTTIK Mozeni skoHe Kaszakcran PecnyOnmkachl-
HBIH OKIMIIIUTIK PACIMIIK-TIPOIECTIK KOAEKCI 3epTTeNi. OTIHIITEPAlI KapayablH Kbl PKAMIHIC
e3apa 0ailJIaHBICTBI YIII MACENIe aHBIKTAJJIbL: MPOIECTIK MEeP3IMAEPIiH KETKUTIKCI3 capaiaHybl, THICTI
JKayarl eJIIIeMICPIHIH erKeH-Ter keIl OeKiTUIMEyl jKOHE MOHHMTOPHHITIH HETI31HCH BEIOMCTBOJIBIK
cumnatbl. by mocenenepiiH MEMJIEKETTIK KbI3MET HOTHXKeCiHEe OepijieTiH OKIMIIUIIK MIaFbIMFa aybICy
Ke3iHJe Kajai KepiHeTiHi kepceTini. KYKbIKThI KajblHa KeNTipyre OaFbITTally *KajIlbl [IaFbIMFa 12
TOH OOJIFaH/IBIKTaH, aKBIPATY ©JIIEM/IEpl PETiHAE AayJay HbICAaHACHI, HAKTHI OKIMIILTIK iC )KYpTi3yMeH
OaiiaHpic, MyJUICN TYJIFaHBIH MOpTeOeci, KaiTa Kapaylibl OPraHHBIH KY3BIPETi JKOHE KYKBIKTBIK
HOTHIKE YCHIHBUTABL. «OKIMIIUTIK paciMaep Typaibh» 3aHHBIH KeH HbICAHACHI MEH OKIMIIIUTIK aKTiiepre
0acbIM Typze OaFbITTa/FaH ANCIUIIHUSIBIK KEHECTEPIIH apHalibl MOJIEI apachIHIaFrbl HOPMATHBTIK
aCHMMETpHS aHBIKTAIIbL. Makasa/ia »ajrbl OTIHIIITep YIIiH capajaHFaH Mep3iMaep, jkayar carachl-
HBIH HOPMAaTHBTIK CTaHAAPThI, ATICJUISAIMSIIBIK KEHECTEeP Il OKIMIIUIIK IIaFbIMIAHY/IbIH JKAIIbI JKYHe-
CiHE MHCTHUTYITMOHATM3AIHMSIIAY J)KOHE OTIHIIITEP CTATHCTHKACHIH KYKBIKTAP bl HAKTHI KAIITbIHA KENTIPY
KOpCETKIITepiMeH OailyIaHbICTHIPATHIH AIIBIK MOHUTOPHHITIH €Ki AEHT eIl MO YCHIHBUIA IbI.

Tyiiin ce3aep: OTiHILI, OKIMIIUTIK [IaFbIM, MEMJIEKETTIK KbI3METTEp, MPOLIECTIK Mep3imMIep, JKayarl
camachl, allbIKk MOHUTOPHHT, ATIEIUISIUSITBIK KEHEC.

JLU. Auunosa’, I11.Y. Canuesa’?
'Akademust npasocyoust Pecnybnuxu Y30exucman
2Unucmumym nepeno02omosKu 1 NOGbIULEeHUsL OPUOUHECKUX Kaopos npu Munucmepcmee ocmuyuu
Pecnyonuku ¥30exucman

OBPAINEHUE U AIMUHACTPATUBHAS )KAJIOBA B COEPE 'OCYIAPCTBEHHBIX
YCJIYT: IPOOECCYAJIBHBIE CPOKH, KAYECTBO PEHIEHUHU U OTKPBITBIN
MOHUTOPHUHI' B Y3BEKUCTAHE U KASAXCTAHE

Annomayust

Hayunas craTbs mOCBsIlEHa COTJIACOBAHMIO OOILEr0 WMHCTUTYTA OOpalleHUi (U3UUECKHX U
IOPUANYECKHX JIUI] ¥ CHEHATBHOIO MPOU3BOJICTBA 0 aJIMUHUCTPATUBHON *ano0e B chepe okazaHHs
rocy/lapcTBEHHbIX yciyr. Ha ocHoBe (hopMabHO-IOpUINYECKOT0, CPAaBHUTELHO-IIPABOBOTIO, CUCTEM-
HOTO ¥ (DYHKITMOHAIBHOTO METOOB HCCIICIOBAHBI 3aKOHOMATENLCTBO PecmyOmuku Y30ekucran o0
oOpaleHusIXx ¥ aJIMMHUCTPATUBHBIX IMPOLEAYpax, SKCIEPUMEHTATbHAs MOJENb AMNEUISIUOHHBIX
COBETOB M AJIMUHUCTPATUBHBIN MpoLEeIypHO-TIpolieccyanbHblii Kojekc Pecnyonmuku Kaszaxcran.
BbisiBiIeHB! TpU B3aMMOCBSI3aHHBIE MPOOJEMBL: HepocTarouyHas auddepeHInanus mpoleccyalbHbIX
CPOKOB OOIIEro pexxuma oOpallleHui, OTCYTCTBUE JETATM3UPOBAHHBIX KPUTEPUEB HAJUIEKAIIETO
OTBETa M TNPEMMYILECTBEHHO BEIOMCTBEHHBII XapaKTe€p MOHMTOPHMHIA; IOKA3aHO, KaK OHM IIpo-
ABJIAIOTCS TPU Tepexojie OT OOBIYHOM »ajoObl K aJMHHUCTPATHBHOW jKallobe Ha pe3yabTaT
rocyapctBeHHOM yciyru. OO0CHOBaHO, YTO MPAaBOBOCCTAHOBHUTENbHAS HANPABJICHHOCTh MPUCYIIA U
oburel xkasnobe, Mo3TOMY pasrpaHHYEHHE JOJDKHO CTPOUTHCS Ha IMpEAMEeTe OCHapHBaHM, CBSI3U C
KOHKPETHBIM aJMUHUCTPATUBHBIM IPOU3BOJICTBOM, CTaTyCce 3aMHTEPECOBAHHOI'O JIMIIA, KOMIIETCHIIUH
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opraHa IepecMOTpa U IOPUAWYECKOM pe3yibTare. Y CTaHOBJICHA HOPMAaTUBHAsS aCUMMETPHUSI MEXITY
3akoHOM «OO0 aAMHUHUCTPATUBHBIX MpOLENypax», OXBaTbIBAIOIIUM aJMUHHCTPAaTUBHBIE aKTBhI,
HpoLecCyallbHble aKThl M aJMUHUCTPATUBHbIEC JACHCTBUS, U CIELMAIBHON MOJENIbI0 ANEIUIAIIMOHHBIX
COBETOB, OPUEHTHPOBAHHOM IpPEXJE BCEro Ha aJMHHUCTpaTUBHBIE akThl. [Ipemnoxxens! muddepen-
[IMPOBAHHBIC CPOKH JJIsi OOIIEro pekuma OOpallleHWi, HOPMAaTHBHBIA CTaHIApPT KayecTBa OTBETA,
MHCTUTYLMOHAIN3AIMS ANEJUILMOHHBIX COBETOB B OOIIEH CHCTEME aMUHUCTPATUBHOIO 00KajoBa-
HUS U JIByXypOBHEBas MOJENIb OTKPBITOTO MOHHUTOPHHIA, COCAMHSIONIAs IOKa3aTelud paboThl ¢
o0palleHUsIMU € MTOKa3aTelsIMU (PaKTHYECKOr0 BOCCTAHOBJICHUS IIpaB HOJIydyaTesied rocyaapCTBEHHBIX
YCIYT.

KioueBble cioBa: oOpaiieHue, aJMHHUCTpAaTHBHAs >kano0a, TOCYIapCTBEHHBIE YCIYTH,
HpoLEecCyalIbHbIE CPOKHU, KAUECTBO OTBETA, OTKPBITHII MOHUTOPUHT, alleJJISILIUOHHbIA COBET.

Introduction

The right to submit petitions is one of the fundamental constitutional mechanisms of interaction
between individuals and public authorities and is enshrined in Article 40 of the Constitution of the
Republic of Uzbekistan'. The procedure for exercising this right is governed by the Law of the Republic
of Uzbekistan “On Appeals of Individuals and Legal Entities’. The Law distinguishes between an
application, a proposal, and a complaint. Under the general legal framework, a complaint is defined as a
request aimed at restoring violated rights and freedoms and protecting legitimate interests. Therefore,
the remedial nature of a complaint, in itself, does not provide a sufficient criterion for distinguishing a
general complaint from an administrative complaint.

At the same time, Uzbekistan has the Law “On Administrative Procedures”, under which
administrative proceedings include the consideration of an administrative case, the adoption of an
administrative act, its review following an administrative complaint, and its enforcement. Thus, the
same term “complaint” operates within two distinct legal regimes: the general framework governing
appeals and the special regime of administrative proceedings. In practice, distinguishing between them
is of fundamental importance, since the legal classification of a complaint determines the competent
authority, the scope of review, procedural time limits, the extent of the interested party’s procedural
rights, the limits of reconsideration, and the resulting legal consequences.

The initial problem of the general institution of appeals is not limited to terminology. The existing
model simultaneously raises issues concerning time limits, the quality of responses, and oversight
mechanisms. The Law applies uniform time limits to appeals of varying degrees of complexity; the
requirements governing the substance and quality of responses are formulated in general terms; and
monitoring remains largely departmental in nature. These issues acquire particular significance in the
sphere of public services, where an appeal may concern not merely an organizational deficiency, but the
outcome of a specific administrative procedure.

Modern digitalization further intensifies this contradiction. In the Address of the President of the
Republic of Uzbekistan to the Oliy Majlis and the people of Uzbekistan dated 26 December 2025, the
objectives were set to carry out a profound modernization of e-government, integrate services,
functions, and information systems into a unified digital platform, and use digital mechanisms for the
allocation of appeals and monitoring compliance with time limits*. However, the technological

" The Constitution of the Republic of Uzbekistan (new version, adopted by a national referendum on 30 April 2023). Article
40 // National Database of Legislation of the Republic of Uzbekistan. URL: https:/lex.uz/acts/-6445145 (accessed
11 August 2026).

* Law of the Republic of Uzbekistan ‘On Appeals by Natural and Legal Persons’ No. ZRU-445 of 11 September 2017 (as
currently in force) // National Database of Legislation of the Republic of Uzbekistan. URL: https://lex.uz/docs/3336169
(accessed 11 August 2026).

? Law of the Republic of Uzbekistan “On Administrative Procedures” dated 8 January 2018, No. ZRU-457 // National
Database of Legislation of the Republic of Uzbekistan. URL: https://lex.uz/docs/3492199 (accessed 11 August 2026).

* Address of the President of the Republic of Uzbekistan to the Oliy Majlis and the People of Uzbekistan dated 26 December
2025 // Official Website of the President of the Republic of Uzbekistan. URL: https://president.uz/oz/lists/view/8834 (accessed 11
August 2026).
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acceleration of the processing of appeals does not resolve the question of which legal rules should
govern their consideration or what legal decision should ultimately be adopted.

In 2025, a legal experiment was introduced for the pre-trial settlement of disputes concerning
administrative acts related to certain public services through Appeal Councils'. This model is
particularly important for comparing two lines of inquiry: the general institution of appeals and the
special mechanism of administrative review in the field of public services. The experiment was
established for the period ending on 1 July 2026. Therefore, Presidential Resolution No. PP-188 is
examined in this article as an experimental regulatory model and as a basis for subsequent
institutionalization, without asserting that all of its provisions automatically apply to the entire system of
public services.

In the academic literature, the right to lodge a complaint in the provision of state and municipal
services is regarded as an independent guarantee of legality and an accessible means of legal protection
[1, pp. 3-26]. The development of administrative legislation in Uzbekistan is associated with the need
for further proceduralization of administrative activity and harmonization of procedural guarantees
[2, pp. 21-26]. Kazakhstan’s codification, in turn, demonstrates the institutional integration of
administrative procedure, pre-trial administrative review, and judicial protection [3, pp. 69-79].

The purpose of this study is to develop a coherent model in which the general regime governing
appeals and the special procedure for administrative complaints do not compete with each other but
perform distinct yet interrelated functions. To achieve this purpose, the study addresses four objectives:
to identify the criteria for distinguishing a general complaint from an administrative complaint; to
compare the procedural time limits applicable under the different regimes; to differentiate between the
standard of an adequate response and the standard of a reasoned administrative decision; and to develop
a model of open monitoring that links statistics on appeals with indicators of public service quality and
the actual restoration of violated rights.

Materials and methods

The regulatory framework of the study comprises the Constitution of the Republic of Uzbekistan,
the Law “On Appeals of Individuals and Legal Entities,” the Law “On Administrative Procedures,”
Resolution of the President of the Republic of Uzbekistan No. PP-188 dated 19 May 2025 and the
Interim Regulation approved thereby, as well as the Administrative Procedural and Process-Related
Code of the Republic of Kazakhstan®. Information on Kazakhstan’s e-Otinish system’ and the Republic
of Korea’s e-People platform® was used as comparative material on digital mechanisms for handling
appeals.

The narrative framework of the study is based on contemporary scholarship on the right to lodge
complaints, administrative procedures, digital and proactive public services, the service state, and public
administration reforms. In particular, a 2025 collective monograph by Kazakhstani researchers describes
e-Otinish as a unified channel for submitting appeals that ensures transparency and traceability, and
links the service-oriented model of the civil service with responsiveness to citizens’ needs [4, pp. 6-9].
The works of B. Bokayev and A. Amirova make it possible to examine administrative review within the
broader context of accountable and citizen-oriented public administration [5, pp. 1-19], while the studies

! Resolution of the President of the Republic of Uzbekistan dated 19 May 2025 No. PP-188 “On the Introduction, as a Legal
Experiment, of a New Procedure for the Pre-Trial Consideration of Disputes Concerning Administrative Acts Related to the
Provision of Public Services” // National Database of Legislation of the Republic of Uzbekistan. URL:
https:/lex.uz/docs/7532802 (accessed 11 August 2026).

? Administrative Procedural and Process-Related Code of the Republic of Kazakhstan dated 29 June 2020, No. 350-VI ZRK
(as currently amended) // “Adilet” Legal Information System. URL: https://adilet.zan.kz/rus/docs/K2000000350 (accessed 11
August 2026).

3 Unified Platform for Receiving and Reviewing Appeals of the Republic of Kazakhstan “e-Otinish.” URL:
https://eotinish.kz (accessed 11 August 2026).

* Unified Government Platform for Appeals of the Republic of Korea “e-People” (= %14l1&-17). URL:
https://www.epeople.go.kr/petition/pps/pps.npaid (accessed 11 August 2026).
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of E.V. Talapina and D.Yu. Kozyar allow the impact of algorithmization and proactivity on the legal
construction of public services to be taken into account [6, pp. 7-32; 7, pp. 64-84].

The study employs formal legal, comparative legal, system-structural, and functional methods. The
formal legal method was used to analyze the subject matter and legal consequences of general and
administrative complaints. The comparative legal method was applied to compare Uzbekistan and
Kazakhstan in terms of procedural time limits, the object of appeal, the powers of the reviewing
authority, and digital oversight mechanisms. The system-structural method made it possible to
determine the place of the specialized Appeal Councils within the general framework of administrative
complaint proceedings. The functional method was used to distinguish the communicative, remedial,
supervisory, and analytical functions of appeals.

Additional empirical material was drawn from previously published research by one of the co-
authors, which included an analysis of the initial practice of the Appeal Councils and a survey of 808
employees of public service centers [8, pp. 23-30]. These data are used as supplementary material rather
than as a new empirical sample. The fact that 24 out of 26 complaints were upheld reflects the outcome
of a small initial dataset and is not interpreted as sufficient evidence of the overall effectiveness of the
mstitution.

Results and discussion

1. General complaints and administrative complaints: criteria for distinguishing between legal
regimes

The starting point is the conclusion that a general complaint and an administrative complaint cannot
be distinguished solely on the basis of their remedial purpose. The Law on Appeals also links a
complaint with the restoration of violated rights. The distinction lies instead in their procedural structure.

A general complaint may concern deficiencies in the organization of work, the conduct of an
official, the quality of communication, non-compliance with procedures for receiving citizens, and other
matters that do not require reconsideration of an administrative case. An administrative complaint, by
contrast, forms part of a specific administrative proceeding. Article 62 of the Law “On Administrative
Procedures” identifies as objects of appeal administrative acts, procedural acts in the cases provided for
by law, and administrative actions, including refusal to adopt an administrative act or failure to adopt it
within the prescribed time limit. Article 63 provides for consideration of the complaint by a superior or
other authorized administrative authority, while Article 69 empowers the reviewing authority to uphold
the act, amend it, revoke it and, where necessary, adopt a new act, or require the administrative authority
to adopt a specific act or perform a specific action.

Accordingly, an administrative complaint differs from a general complaint by a combination of five
features: the object being challenged; the existence of a specific administrative proceeding; the
procedural status of the interested person; the special competence of the reviewing authority; and a
legally binding outcome capable of altering the applicant’s administrative-law status. Where these
features are present, the special administrative-procedural regime should take precedence, since the Law
on Appeals excludes from its scope those appeals whose consideration is governed by special
procedural legislation.

It is proposed to define an administrative complaint in the field of public services as an appeal
submitted by an interested person in connection with a specific administrative proceeding and
containing a request for review of an administrative or procedural act, or an administrative action, that
directly affects the person’s rights and legitimate interests, where the authorized authority is
empowered, following such review, to adopt a binding decision capable of altering the applicant’s
administrative-law status.

2. Procedural Time Limits as an Element Distinguishing the General and Special Legal Regimes
The first set of problems identified in the analysis of the general institution of appeals concerns
procedural time limits. Article 28 of the Law “On Appeals of Individuals and Legal Entities” establishes
a fifteen-day period for considering applications and complaints that do not require additional
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examination or verification, and a period of up to one month where additional examination, verification,
or the obtaining of documents is necessary; in the cases provided for by law, this period may be
extended by no more than one additional month. The problem lies not in the possibility of extension as
such, but in the combination of broadly evaluative grounds for extension with the same initial time-limit
framework being applied to appeals of differing levels of complexity'.

A simple request for the provision of official information, a complaint concerning the organization
of reception procedures, and an appeal requiring an on-site inspection or an expert opinion objectively
impose different procedural burdens. Therefore, within the general regime, differentiation of time limits
appears justified: appeals that do not require additional examination, verification, the obtaining of
documents, or expert opinions, including requests for information and clarification of legislation, should
be considered within seven days; a fifteen-day period should be retained for other applications and
complaints; and extensions should be permitted for no more than one month and only on the basis of an
exhaustive list of objective grounds, namely the need to conduct an on-site inspection, obtain documents
or information from other entities, commission an expert examination, or obtain a specialist opinion.
Where the time limit is extended, the applicant should receive a reasoned notification specifying the
particular ground for the extension and the expected date of completion of the review.

The differentiation of time limits within the general regime should not be conflated with the time
limits applicable to administrative complaints. The Law “On Administrative Procedures™ establishes a
general period of thirty working days for the consideration of an administrative complaint. Presidential
Resolution No. PP-188 provides for an expedited period of fifteen days, with a possible extension of no
more than an additional fifteen days. Following the 2025 amendments, Kazakhstan’s Administrative
Procedural and Process-Related Code* establishes a twenty-working-day period for the consideration of
a complaint and, as a general rule, does not allow its extension. Thus, the applicable time limit becomes
one of the markers of the special regime: the more closely a complaint is connected with a specific
administrative act and the need for prompt restoration of a right, the less justified prolonged legal
uncertainty for the applicant becomes.

For clarity, the distinction between the applicable time limits may be presented as follows.

Table 1 - Comparison of Procedural Time Limits for the Consideration of Complaints and Appeals

Regime Standard Time Limit Extension Functional Purpose
15 days: where Universal regime
General Law on Appeals additional examination is In exceptional cases -up | applicable to a broad

(current model) required - up to 1 month to an additional 1 month | range of appeals

Ensuring proportionality

. . 7 days for simple Up to 1 month on the between the time limit
Proposed differentiation . . .
. appeals; 15 days for basis of an exhaustive and the complexity of the
of the general regime .
other appeals list of grounds appeal

' Law of the Republic of Uzbekistan “On Appeals of Individuals and Legal Entities” dated 11 September 2017, No. ZRU-
445, Art. 28 // National Database of Legislation of the Republic of Uzbekistan. URL: https://lex.uz/docs/3336169 (accessed
12 August 2026).

2 Law of the Republic of Uzbekistan “On Administrative Procedures” dated 8 January 2018, No. ZRU-457, Art. 67 //
National Database of Legislation of the Republic of Uzbekistan. URL: https:/lex.uz/docs/3492199 (accessed
12 August 2026).

? Resolution of the President of the Republic of Uzbekistan dated 19 May 2025 No. PP-188 “On the Introduction, as a Legal
Experiment, of a New Procedure for the Pre-Trial Consideration of Disputes Concerning Administrative Acts Related to the
Provision of Public Services” // National Database of Legislation of the Republic of Uzbekistan. URL:
https:/lex.uz/docs/7532802 (accessed 12 August 2026).

* Administrative Procedural and Process-Related Code of the Republic of Kazakhstan dated 29 June 2020, No. 350-VI
ZRK, Art. 99 // “Adilet” Legal Information System. URL: https://adilet.zan.kz/rus/docs/K2000000350 (accessed
12 August 2026).
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Law of Uzbekistan . General special regime
“ . . . Unless otherwise S .
On Administrative 30 working days . for administrative
» provided by law .
Procedures complaints
Presidential ~ Resolution Expedited review of
No more than an - .
No. PP-188, | 15 days additional 15 davs administrative acts
Appeal Councils Y related to public services
Administrative
Procedural and Process- 20 workine davs As a general rule, no | Codified expedited
Related & cay extension is permitted pre-trial review
Code of Kazakhstan

Source: Compiled by the authors based on an analysis of the legislation.

Such a system makes it possible to preserve the author’s proposal for differentiating time limits
within the general legislation on appeals while clearly separating it from the time limits applicable to
administrative complaint proceedings. In other words, the distinction should not be drawn between
“fast” and “slow” appeals, but between a general procedure of communication with public authorities
and a special procedure for the legal review of an administrative decision.

3. Quality of the Response and a Reasoned Decision: Two Levels of the Standard
of Legal Protection

The second set of problems concerns the quality of the outcome of consideration. Part four of
Article 27 of the Law on Appeals links the completion of consideration to the resolution of the issues
raised and the provision of a response, while part five requires the response to specify the concrete
grounds confirming or refuting the applicant’s arguments. However, the legislation does not establish
detailed criteria for assessing the completeness and reasoned nature of such a response, nor does it
provide specific legal consequences for failure to comply with these requirements’.

This uncertainty has practical significance, since Article 43 of the Code of the Republic of
Uzbekistan on Administrative Responsibility already provides for the liability of officials for unlawfully
refusing to accept or consider appeals, violating the prescribed time limits without valid reasons, failing
to provide a response, adopting a decision contrary to the legislation governing appeals, as well as
failing to ensure the restoration of violated rights”. In the absence of a more clearly defined statutory
standard, such provisions partly acquire a blanket character: the law establishes liability but does not, in
every case, provide sufficiently precise criteria for determining when a response should be regarded as
substantively inadequate.

In this connection, the proposal to supplement the Law with Article 27', entitled “Requirements for
the Quality of a Response to an Appeal,” remains relevant. A response should contain a reasoned
conclusion on each material issue raised, a statement of the circumstances established, and references to
the applicable legal provisions. In the event of a full or partial refusal, the authority should be required to
set out the legal grounds for such refusal and explain the procedure for appeal’.

Responses should not be regarded as constituting proper consideration where they merely reproduce
legislative provisions without assessing the applicant’s arguments, fail to contain a substantive
conclusion, or rely on unverified information where the authority is under a duty to conduct verification.

' Law of the Republic of Uzbekistan “On Appeals of Individuals and Legal Entities” dated 11 September 2017, No.

ZRU-445, Art. 27 // National Database of Legislation of the Republic of Uzbekistan. URL: https://lex.uz/docs/3336169
(accessed 12 August 2026).

* Code of the Republic of Uzbekistan on Administrative Responsibility dated 22 September 1994, Art. 43 // National
Database of Legislation of the Republic of Uzbekistan. URL: https:/lex.uz/acts/-97664 (accessed 11 August 2026).

3 Law of the Republic of Uzbekistan “On Administrative Procedures” dated 8 January 2018, No. ZRU-457, Art. 69 //
National Database of Legislation of the Republic of Uzbekistan. URL: https:/lex.uz/docs/3492199 (accessed
12 August 2026).
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Where such deficiencies are identified by a superior authority, they should entail reconsideration of the
appeal and consideration of the issue of liability of the responsible official.

It is precisely at this point that the two lines of inquiry intersect. For a general appeal, the quality
standard addresses the question: “Has the applicant received a substantive and verifiable response?”” For
an administrative complaint, the standard is higher: “Has the decision altered the applicant’s legal
position and restored the violated right within the competence of the reviewing authority?”” Therefore,
the use of the single term “complaint” should not lead to the application of a single standard of outcome.

Where the authority exercises bound competence and, once the relevant facts have been established,
only one lawful outcome is possible, the administrative review body should, wherever possible, ensure a
direct remedial result. Where, however, the law leaves the original administrative authority a margin of
administrative discretion, the unlawful decision may be annulled and the case remitted for
reconsideration with a mandatory indication of the legal violations identified, without substituting the
reviewing authority’s own assessment for the lawful discretion vested in the original authority.

4. Appeal Councils as a Special Element of the General System of Administrative Review

Presidential Resolution No. PP-188 is significant not because it creates the institution of
administrative complaint itself, since that institution is already provided for by the Law
“On Administrative Procedures.” The novelty of the experimental model lies in the establishment of a
specialized collegial review body in relation to certain public services.

The Interim Regulation establishes the voluntary nature of recourse to an Appeal Council while
preserving the right to apply directly to a court; an expedited review period; collegial decision-making;
the obligation to adopt reasoned decisions; the power to amend or partially or fully annul an
administrative act; the binding nature of Appeal Council decisions for authorized bodies; and the
publication of such decisions in the “E-qgaror” system. Following the amendment or annulment of an
administrative act, the application is automatically returned for reconsideration without requiring the
applicant to resubmit it’.

At the same time, a normative asymmetry exists between the general Law “On Administrative
Procedures” and Presidential Resolution No. PP-188. Article 62 of the general Law covers
administrative acts, procedural acts, and administrative actions, including failure to adopt an act within
the prescribed time limit. The special Interim Regulation, by contrast, defines a complaint primarily in
relation to an administrative act concerning the relevant public service. Article 69 of the general Law
also provides for a broader range of remedial decisions, including the adoption of a new administrative
act and the imposition of an obligation to perform a specific action.

In the subsequent institutionalization of this model, it would be appropriate to treat the Appeal
Councils as an “other authorized administrative authority” within the meaning of Article 63 of the Law
“On Administrative Procedures.” This approach would make it possible to avoid creating a parallel
system and instead integrate the specialized councils into a unified procedural framework while
preserving their advantages-collegiality, organizational independence, expedited review, and digital
accessibility.

The scope of special administrative review in the field of public services should be aligned with
Article 62 so as to encompass not only administrative acts, but also administrative actions and failures to
adopt a decision within the prescribed time limit, where they directly affect the applicant’s rights.

! Resolution of the President of the Republic of Uzbekistan dated 19 May 2025 No. PP-188; Interim Regulation on the
Procedure for Pre-Trial Review of the Compliance with Legislation of Administrative Acts Related to the Provision of Public
Services // National Database of Legislation of the Republic of Uzbekistan. URL: https://lex.uz/docs/7532802 (accessed 12
August 2026).

? Interim Regulation approved by Resolution of the President of the Republic of Uzbekistan dated 19 May 2025 No. PP-188
// National Database of Legislation of the Republic of Uzbekistan. URL: https://lex.uz/docs/7532802 (accessed 12 August
2026).
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The types of decisions available to the reviewing body should, in turn, be harmonized with Article
69 so that, in cases of bound competence, the Appeal Council can provide the most direct restoration of
the violated right rather than invariably remitting the application for reconsideration.

The initial practice of the Appeal Councils demonstrates the potential of the mechanism, but it
requires cautious assessment. In the previously published dataset, 24 out of 26 complaints were upheld
(92.3%); however, the small number of observations does not allow this proportion to be equated with
the overall effectiveness of the institution [8, pp. 25-26]. More indicative are the results of a survey of
808 employees of public service centers: 51.2% reported difficulties caused by the high dynamism of
regulatory changes, while 43.4% pointed to the impact of fear of liability on the speed and confidence of
decision-making [8, pp. 27-29]. Accordingly, the development of administrative review should be
accompanied not only by an expansion of the Appeal Councils’ competence, but also by the formation
of accessible and reasoned administrative practice capable of reducing legal uncertainty for
implementing officials.

5. Open Monitoring of Appeals and Administrative Complaints as a Mechanism for Quality Control
in Public Service Delivery

The third set of problems in the existing model of appeals concerns monitoring. Article 34 of the
Law on Appeals assigns responsibility for monitoring the consideration of appeals to the head of the
relevant authority, while Article 35 provides for their consolidation and analysis. A subordinate
regulatory framework for evaluation also exists: Resolution of the Cabinet of Ministers of the Republic
of Uzbekistan No. 341 dated 7 May 2018 approved regulatory acts governing the handling of appeals
and the assessment of the activities of state bodies in this area'. At the same time, the results of such
assessments do not form a unified public system of comparable indicators”.

For the general institution of appeals, the proposal to supplement the Law with Article 34' on open
monitoring and public accountability remains relevant. A unified electronic system should enable
applicants to track the stages of consideration, while the authorized body should publish comparable
indicators for each authority, including the total number of appeals, the proportion of cases in which
time limits were violated, the number and proportion of extensions, and the proportion of satistied and
repeated appeals. A high proportion of repeated appeals concerning the same issue should be treated as
an indicator of a possible systemic deficiency and as grounds for additional analysis of administrative
discipline and corruption risks.

Foreign experience demonstrates that data generated by appeals can perform not only an individual
rights-protection function but also an analytical one. In the Republic of Korea, the unified e-People
system is used both as a channel for receiving appeals and as an information base enabling the Anti-
Corruption and Civil Rights Commission to identify recurring problems in public administration®. In
Kazakhstan, e-Otinish provides a unified digital channel for appeals, ensuring transparency and
traceability of the process [4, p. 9].

Foreign experience demonstrates that the body of data generated through appeals can perform not
only an individual rights-protection function but also an analytical one. In the Republic of Korea, the
unified e-People system is used both as a channel for receiving appeals and as an information base

! Mocranosnenne Kaburera Mumuctpos Pecriybimmkn V36exuctan ot 7 mMast 2018 1. Ne 341 «O6 yTBepsKICHHN OT/IEBHBIX
HOPMATHBHO-TIPABOBBIX aKTOB B cepe pabOTHI ¢ oOpameHMsIMHI (U3HIECKUX W IOPUANYECKHUX JIMI] B TOCYIapCTBEHHBIX
OpraHax, TOCy/IapCTBEHHBIX YUPEXKICHUSIX M OPraHM3alMsIX C FOCyIapCTBEHHBIM y4acTHeM» (HaNMEHOBAaHHE B PelaKIid
nocraHoBnienuss Kabunera Munnctpos ot 30 staBapst 2026 r. Ne 40) // URL: https:/lex.uz/acts/3730228 (nara oOpameHus:
11.08.2026).

? 3axon PecrryGmixu V30exuctan «O6 0OpamieHusx (pU3MUeCKIX U OPHIHYeCKHX i oT 11 centsiops 2017 r. Ne 3PY-
445. Cr. 34-35 // HammonampHas 06a3a JaHHBIX 3aKoHozaTesnbcTBa  PecnyOmmkm — V30ekucran.  URL:
https://lex.uz/docs/3336169 (nara obpamenus: 12.08.2026).

3 Anti-Corruption and Civil Rights Commission of the Republic of Korea; e-People petition system. Official resources:
https://www.acre.go.kr; https://www.epeople.go.kr/petition/pps/pps.npaid (accessed 11 August 2026).
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enabling the Anti-Corruption and Civil Rights Commission to identify recurring problems in public
administration'. In Kazakhstan, e-Otinish serves as a unified digital channel for appeals, ensuring
transparency and traceability of the process [4, p. 9].

In the field of public services, general monitoring of appeals should be supplemented by a second,
specialized level of indicators relating specifically to administrative review. In addition to the number of
complaints, such monitoring should take into account the proportion of administrative acts annulled or
amended; the proportion of complaints resulting in performance of the requested action; the actual time
elapsed from submission of the complaint to restoration of the right; the frequency with which decisions
are re-adopted on the same grounds; the number of repeated complaints following execution of the
review decision; and the typical reasons for annulment or amendment of administrative acts.

This approach fundamentally changes the object of oversight. Effectiveness is no longer measured
solely by the number of appeals processed and formal compliance with procedural time limits, but also
by the quality of administrative decision-making and the actual remedial outcome. For authorities
providing public services, this creates an opportunity to use complaints as a source of “legal feedback”
for revising administrative regulations, training staff, and identifying systemic deficiencies.

The publication of Appeal Council decisions in the E-qaror system should be integrated into the
same monitoring framework. Its purpose should not be reduced merely to ensuring transparency.
Anonymized and reasoned decisions can perform both a guiding and a harmonizing function:
administrative authorities gain access to typical legal positions, applicants are better able to anticipate
the applicable standard of review, and the Ministry of Justice obtains a body of data for identifying
recurring errors. This does not imply granting such decisions precedential force; rather, their systematic
publication is consistent with the objective of promoting uniform administrative practice’.

The 2025 Kazakhstan’s monograph rightly warns that digitalization without a corresponding
revision of internal administrative regulations risks becoming merely “digitized bureaucracy”
[4, p. 31]. Accordingly, digital monitoring must follow legal classification: the information system
should distinguish between a general appeal and an administrative complaint, record different
procedural time limits, and differentiate among the respective types of final outcomes. Otherwise, a
unified platform would merely automate the conflation of distinct legal regimes.

6. The Kazakhstani Model as a Reference Point for Systemic Harmonization

The Kazakhstani experience is valuable for the present study not as a ready-made model for direct
transplantation, but as an example of the systemic integration of several elements. The Administrative
Procedural and Process-Related Code covers administrative acts, administrative actions, and
administrative inaction; establishes a special procedure for filing and considering complaints; sets a
twenty-day time limit; and provides for a mandatory reasoned decision capable of annulling an act,
adopting a new act, requiring the performance of a specific action, or remitting the case for renewed
administrative proceedings. These elements are consolidated within a single codified framework.

Of particular significance is the mechanism of preliminary self-correction: a complaint is filed
through the administrative authority whose decision is being challenged, and, where sufficient grounds
exist, that authority may fully satisfy the applicant’s claims before forwarding the complaint to the
superior reviewing body. In the context of high-volume public services, such a mechanism may reduce
transaction costs, provided that safeguards are simultaneously in place to prevent procedural delay.
Kazakhstan’s administrative reform is developing within the broader context of a service-oriented and
“hearing state” model. Contemporary studies associate the sustainability of this model with the
coherence of institutions, competences, digital channels, and accountability mechanisms [5, pp. 1-19; 9,

1 .

Ibid
? Resolution of the President of the Republic of Uzbekistan dated 19 May 2025 No. PP-188; Interim Regulation (provisions
concerning the publication of Appeal Council decisions in the E-qaror system) // National Database of Legislation of the
Republic of Uzbekistan. URL: https://lex.uz/docs/7532802 (accessed 12 August 2026).
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pp. 419-439]. In the theory of digital government, this approach corresponds to a transition from
fragmented digitalization to process reintegration [10, pp. 467-494]. For Uzbekistan, therefore, the
principal comparative conclusion lies not in reproducing Kazakhstan’s Code, but in ensuring internal
consistency across three levels: the general law governing appeals, the general procedure for
administrative complaints, and special review mechanisms in the field of public services.

Conclusion

The study made it possible to integrate the issues associated with the general institution of appeals
with those of administrative review in the field of public services and to formulate the following
conclusions.

First, a general complaint and an administrative complaint cannot be distinguished solely on the
basis of their common objective of restoring violated rights. The decisive distinction lies in a
combination of procedural criteria: the existence of a specific object of challenge, an administrative
proceeding, the procedural status of the interested person, the special competence of the reviewing
authority, and a binding law-enforcement outcome.

Second, differentiation of time limits is appropriate within the general regime governing appeals:
seven days for appeals that do not require additional examination and fifteen days for other appeals,
with an extension of up to one month permitted only on the basis of an exhaustive list of objective
grounds. These time limits should not apply to administrative complaints, which are considered under a
special procedural regime.

Third, the Law on Appeals should be supplemented with a statutory standard governing the quality
of responses. Merely reproducing legislative provisions without assessing the applicant’s arguments
should not be regarded as proper consideration of an appeal. In administrative complaint proceedings,
this standard should be transformed into a requirement for a reasoned law-enforcement decision capable
of altering the applicant’s administrative-law status.

Fourth, the Appeal Councils should be institutionalized not as a parallel institution, but as
specialized collegial authorized bodies within the general system of administrative review. The scope of
their review should be aligned with Article 62 of the Law “On Administrative Procedures,” while their
remedial powers should be harmonized with Article 69, with expedited time limits and organizational
independence being preserved.

Fifth, the limits of intervention by the reviewing authority should depend on the nature of the
administrative competence involved. In cases of bound competence, direct restoration of the violated
right should be preferred; where administrative discretion exists, the appropriate remedy should be
annulment of the unlawful decision and reconsideration of the case, accompanied by a binding legal
assessment of the violations identified, without substituting the reviewing authority’s own assessment
for lawful administrative discretion.

Sixth, open monitoring of appeals should be supplemented by special indicators relating to
administrative review. The public monitoring system should reflect not only time limits and the number
of appeals, but also the annulment and amendment of administrative acts, the actual time required to
restore violated rights, repeated violations, and typical causes of administrative errors.

Seventh, the publication of anonymized and reasoned decisions of the Appeal Councils should be
regarded both as a transparency mechanism and as an instrument for promoting uniform administrative
practice. Taken together, the proposed measures make it possible to link the constitutional right to
submit appeals with the administrative-procedural guarantees afforded to recipients of public services
and to transform the complaint from a mere element of administrative paperwork into a fully fledged
mechanism for controlling the quality of public administration.
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KA3AKCTAHJAT'bI EHBEKIII-MUT'PAHTTAP/IBIH EHBEK YTKbBIPJIbIT bIHBIH
KOHCTUTYHUSAJIBIK KENNJIIKTEPI

Anoamna

Makanana Kazakcran PecnyOmmkackibiH 2026 kbUFbl KOHCTUTYIMSICHI asChIHIA €HOEKIITi-
MUTPAHTTAP/IBIH €HOEK KYKBIKTAPBhIH KAMTaMachl3 eTY/IIH KOHCTUTYIMSUTBIK-KYKBIKTBIK HETi3/1epi 3epT-
teneni. Herisri Ha3ap Kelli-KOH calachIHIaFbl MEMJIEKETTIK OaKblIay MEH opKiMHIH €HOEK €Ty KYKbI-
FBIHBIH apaKaThIHACBIHA aynapbuiabl. Ka3zakcTaHmarsl KYKBIKTBIK peTTey Eypasusuiblk S5KOHOMHKAIBIK
onak, Eyponansik Onak, Kanana »xone ABcTpanusiia KOJNIaHbUIATHIH JKeKelereH KYKBIKTBIK TETIKTep-
MeH (opMalbIbl-3aH/IbIK, JKYMENIK, CaJbICTHIPMAIIBI-KYKBIKTBIK JKOHE (DYHKIMOHAIIBIK OJIICTEp
HETI31H/I€ CAJIBICTBIPBUIIbL. 3€pTTeY HOTHIKECIHIE KOpFajJFaH €HOEK YTKBIPJIBbIFbIH CHUIATTaWTBhIH Oec
ANIEMEHT alKbIHIA/IbL: HETi3r1 eHOeK KYKBIKTAphIHBIH OMOEOANThIFbI, JKYMBIC OEPYILIiHI aybICTBIPY/IbIH
HAKThl MYMKIHIT, OCaJl €HOEKIIi-MUTPAHTTapbl KYIISUTLIreH KOpFay, OYphIH TYBIHAAaFaH E€HOEK
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