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Abstract: This article examines violations of procedural deadlines in civil proceedings and their impact on the
effectiveness of judicial activity, stability of court decisions, and the realization of the principles of fairness and
legal certainty. The relevance of the research is obycnosneHa persistent problems in judicial practice related to
delays in case consideration, inconsistent restoration of missed deadlines, and uneven application of procedural
rules. The study aims to identify the main causes of procedural deadline violations and to develop scientifically
grounded proposals for improving procedural discipline. The research employs normative-legal analysis,
comparative legal methods, examination of judicial practice, and doctrinal analysis. The article analyzes
organizational, subjective, and legal factors contributing to deadline violations, with particular attention to judicial
workload, participant behavior, and regulatory ambiguity. Comparative analysis of foreign legal systems, including
Germany and the Netherlands, demonstrates effective mechanisms for ensuring procedural time discipline. Based
on the findings, the article proposes measures such as digital monitoring of procedural deadlines, clarification of
legal criteria for deadline restoration, optimization of judicial workload, and enhancement of responsibility for
procedural abuses. The conclusions may be used to improve judicial practice and procedural legislation in civil
justice systems.
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Introduction: The institution of procedural deadlinesin  ©PPOrtunity to protect their rights and legitimate
civil proceedings is considered one of the most interests. Conversely, the violation of deadlines may

important and integral components of judicial case lead to procedural advantages for certain parties while
management. These deadlines ensure the consistent, depriving others of the ability to fully exercise their
orderly, and efficient organization of court proceedings rights. Such situations run counter to the principles of
and serve to prevent the unjustified prolongation of Justice and result in an imbalance in the judicial
cases. Through procedural deadlines, clear time limits ~ PrOC€ss.

are established for the actions that must be performed Analysis of judicial practice shows that non-
by the court and the participants in the proceedings, compliance with procedural deadlines leads to
thereby creating the possibility to consider cases within  numerous negative consequences. In particular, the
reasonable timeframes. failure to consider cases within the prescribed time

Strict compliance with procedural deadlines plays a limits results in the prolongation of court proceedings,

crucial role in ensuring the legality and soundness of which in turn restricts citizens’ right to timely judicial
judicial decisions. This is because the timely protection. As a result, the stability of judicial decisions

performance of procedural actions enables the is undermined, and in some cases, decisions are subject

effective realization of the principle of equality of the t© reconsideration or annulment by higher-instance
parties, providing them with a full and efficient COUrts.
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Moreover, violations of procedural deadlines
contribute to a decline in public trust in the judicial
system. When citizens observe unjustified delays in
court proceedings, late issuance of decisions, or
inconsistent approaches to procedural time limits, they
begin to question the effectiveness and fairness of the
judiciary. Therefore, the consequences of non-
compliance with procedural deadlines affect not only
the rights and legitimate interests of individual
participants in the proceedings, but also directly impact
the authority, reputation, and credibility of the judicial
system as a whole.

From this perspective, ensuring the effective
functioning of the institution of procedural deadlines in
civil proceedings, identifying and eliminating the causes
leading to their violation, as well as introducing
effective mechanisms for monitoring compliance with
deadlines, constitute one of the key priorities of
contemporary judicial and legal reforms.

METHODOLOGY

In conducting this study, a komnnekc set of scientific
methods was employed to comprehensively and
thoroughly examine violations of procedural deadlines
in civil proceedings and their impact on judicial
decisions. The research methodology is based on a
systematic, logical, and comparative analysis of legal
phenomena and was carried out through the
integration of theoretical conclusions with practical
materials.

First, the method of normative legal analysis was
applied. Using this method, the provisions of the Civil
Procedural Code of the Republic of Uzbekistan relating
to procedural deadlines were examined, including their
content, mechanisms of application, and the problems
arising in judicial practice. In addition, international
legal norms and international standards concerning the
principle of a reasonable time in the administration of
justice were analyzed and compared with national
legislation.

The comparative legal analysis method occupied an
important place in the study. Through this method, the
regulation of procedural deadlines, compliance
mechanisms, and the legal consequences of missed
deadlines in the civil procedure systems of Germany,
Russia, and France were examined. An analysis of the
experience of these countries made it possible to
identify effective mechanisms for ensuring procedural
discipline and to assess the possibilities of applying
them within the national judicial system.

Furthermore, the method of judicial practice analysis
was used to examine decisions of Uzbek courts related
to violations of procedural deadlines. By analyzing
court decisions, the main factors leading to deadline
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violations, the courts’ approaches to such situations,
and the impact on the stability of judicial decisions
were identified. This method contributed to enhancing
the practical significance of the research.

In addition, the study employed the doctrinal analysis
method. Scholarly views, conceptual approaches, and
conclusions of leading national and foreign scholars in
the field of civil procedural law were systematized and
generalized. Through doctrinal analysis, the theoretical
foundations of the institution of procedural deadlines
were deepened, and existing academic approaches
were subjected to critical evaluation.

The comprehensive application of the above-
mentioned methods ensured the scientific validity of
the research and made it possible to examine the issue
in a holistic manner from both theoretical and practical
perspectives.

RESULTS

The results of the conducted study demonstrate that
non-compliance with procedural deadlines in civil
proceedings constitutes a systemic problem. An
analysis of judicial practice confirms that violations of
deadlines often lead to the unjustified prolongation of
cases, the incomplete realization of procedural rights,
and the reconsideration of judicial decisions.

It was established that violations of procedural
deadlines have a direct impact on the stability of
judicial decisions. In particular, a significant proportion
of cases in which decisions are annulled or modified by
appellate and cassation courts are directly related to
failures to comply with procedural time limits. This
indicates that the principles of legal certainty and
consistency are not being sufficiently ensured in judicial
practice.

During the research, three main groups of factors
contributing to violations of procedural deadlines were
identified—organizational, subjective, and legal
factors. Each of these was scientifically substantiated as
having a different degree of impact on the
effectiveness of judicial activity. Specifically, a high
workload of judges and delays in expert examinations
were identified as organizational factors of primary
significance.

In addition, deliberate actions aimed at prolonging
court proceedings and the lack of normative and legal
clarity were noted among the key factors undermining
procedural time discipline. The findings indicate that
without eliminating these factors, it is difficult to
ensure the stability and reliability of judicial decisions.

DISCUSSION
Non-compliance with procedural deadlines in civil
proceedings has a direct and significant negative
19
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impact on the overall effectiveness of the judicial
process. In particular, the failure to perform procedural
actions within the prescribed time limits complicates
the timely consideration of cases, leads to unjustified
delays in court proceedings, and reduces the stability of
judicial decisions. As a result, citizens’ opportunities to
protect their rights and legitimate interests through the
courts in a timely manner are restricted, which
contradicts the fundamental principles of fair justice.

An analysis of judicial practice in Uzbekistan shows that
violations of procedural deadlines cannot be explained
by isolated or accidental circumstances. On the
contrary, this problem is systemic in nature and is
driven by a set of interrelated factors. The examination
of court decisions, case files, and practical statistical
data demonstrates that deadline violations often arise
from the simultaneous manifestation of several factors.

Based on academic research and judicial practice, these
factors can be classified into three main groups:
organizational, subjective, and legal factors. This
classification makes it possible to analyze the problem
systematically, identify its underlying causes, and
develop effective solutions.

Organizational factors are related to the internal
functioning of the judicial system and include a high
workload of judges, insufficiently effective case
distribution mechanisms, incomplete digitalization of
court administration, as well as inefficiencies in the
operation of expert and other auxiliary institutions. In
many cases, these factors lead to delays in court
proceedings and violations of procedural deadlines.

One of the primary reasons for non-compliance with
procedural deadlines is linked to organizational
problems within the judicial system. Above all, the
excessively high workload of judges poses a serious
obstacle to the timely consideration of cases. Practice
shows that, in Uzbekistan, the number of cases
assigned simultaneously to a single judge is significantly
higher than in many developed countries. As a result,
judges are unable to examine cases thoroughly and
within the prescribed time limits, which leads to
prolonged proceedings.

At the same time, the insufficient provision of digital
technologies in court administration constitutes
another important factor. The lack of full integration of
information systems, the continued reliance on
traditional, manual procedures for certain procedural
actions, and the absence of automatic notification
mechanisms to alert judges and parties about
approaching deadlines limit the ability to detect and
prevent missed deadlines in a timely manner.

In addition, a number of problems exist in the
operation of the expert examination system, which

International Journal of Law And Criminology

plays a crucial role in court proceedings. In many civil
cases, expert opinions serve as decisive evidence.
However, limited material and technical resources of
expert institutions, excessive workloads of specialists,
and, in some cases, insufficient qualifications result in
expert conclusions being prepared later than the
prescribed deadlines. This leads to prolonged court
proceedings and, in certain instances, to cases
remaining unresolved for years.

Subjective factors are related to the behavior of the
participants in the proceedings and manifest
themselves through deliberate attempts by parties to
delay the process, inadequate performance of
procedural obligations by lawyers or representatives,
and the failure to submit evidence in a timely manner.
Such conduct disrupts the balance of the judicial
process and hinders the court’s ability to deliver
prompt and fair decisions.

Violations of procedural deadlines are thus not only
connected with the organizational state of the judicial
system but are also directly linked to the actions of
individuals participating in the proceedings. Among
these factors, deliberate actions aimed at slowing
down court proceedings deserve particular attention.
In some cases, parties intentionally seek to prolong
proceedings in order to gain time, delay the
enforcement of decisions, or obtain procedural
advantages.

Furthermore, insufficient responsibility on the part of
representatives and lawyers in fulfilling their
procedural obligations also contributes to deadline
violations. Failures to submit evidence on time,
unjustified absences from court hearings, or
inadequate legal assistance lead to delays in case
consideration. Such conduct not only reduces the
efficiency of the judicial process but also limits the
court’s ability to render objective and fair decisions.

Legal factors are associated with a lack of normative
clarity in the existing legislation. In particular, the
absence of clearly defined criteria for the restoration of
procedural deadlines and the ambiguous
interpretation of certain legal norms result in
inconsistent judicial practice. This negatively affects the
principles of legal certainty and consistency of judicial
decisions.

Another significant factor contributing to procedural
deadline violations is the lack of clarity in the current
regulatory framework. Specifically, the general nature
of the rules governing the restoration of deadlines
allows courts to interpret them differently. Although
the Civil Procedural Code establishes the basic rules for
restoring deadlines, the absence of clear legal criteria
for the concept of “valid reasons” prevents the
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formation of a uniform judicial approach.

Moreover, the interpretative openness of certain
procedural norms leads to differing decisions by courts
in identical legal situations. This undermines the
consistency of judicial decisions and the principle of
legal certainty, and may weaken public confidence in
the judicial system.

For these reasons, violations of procedural deadlines
should be regarded not merely as isolated procedural
shortcomings, but as a complex problem directly linked
to the efficiency of the judicial system and the provision
of fair justice.

An analysis of foreign judicial practice shows that strict
compliance with procedural deadlines is one of the key
indicators of judicial system efficiency. In particular,
European countries place strong emphasis on
concluding court proceedings within reasonable
timeframes. In countries such as Germany and the
Netherlands, civil cases are generally resolved within a
relatively short period—on average, within several
months. These results are achieved through a high level
of digitalization of court administration, uninterrupted
operation of information systems, efficient functioning
of expert institutions, and a balanced distribution of
judges’ workloads.

In these countries, procedural deadlines are subject to
continuous monitoring, and violations are treated as
exceptional cases. Each stage of the judicial process is
governed by clearly defined time limits, and
compliance with these limits is taken into account
when evaluating the performance of judges and other
responsible officials. As a result, a high level of stability
of judicial decisions and legal certainty is ensured.

In contrast, in Uzbek judicial practice, the consideration
of civil cases often takes considerably longer. In
practice, cases lasting six months or more are not
uncommon, and proceedings in complex cases may be
prolonged even further. Such situations cannot be
explained by a single factor but rather by the combined
impact of organizational shortcomings, subjective
behavior of procedural participants, and problems in
normative legal regulation.

Therefore, the results of comparative analysis with
international experience demonstrate that
strengthening procedural deadline discipline is a key
condition for enhancing the reliability and effectiveness
of the judicial system. Concluding court proceedings
within reasonable timeframes not only reinforces
citizens’ trust in judicial protection but also contributes
to strengthening the authority of the judiciary and
ensuring the full realization of the principles of fair
justice.
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CONCLUSION

The results of the conducted research confirm that
non-compliance with procedural deadlines in civil
proceedings has a serious impact on the effectiveness
of judicial activity, the stability and legal certainty of
court decisions, as well as on the ability of parties to
fully exercise their procedural rights. Violations of
procedural deadlines lead to the unjustified
prolongation of cases, the reconsideration of decisions,
and a decline in public trust in the judicial system.
Therefore, addressing this problem requires a
comprehensive and systematic approach.

First of all, it is necessary to introduce effective digital
monitoring mechanisms to ensure control over
procedural deadlines. Although digitalization processes
are being consistently implemented within the judicial
system, existing electronic platforms do not fully
provide for the automatic monitoring of deadlines. In
this regard, the introduction of an automatic deadline
calculation tool within the “E-Court” (E-SUD) system
would be appropriate. Such a tool would timely notify
judges, court clerks, and participants in the proceedings
of approaching deadlines, automatically record
instances of deadline violations, and create
opportunities to assess procedural discipline in judges’
activities. This mechanism would reduce errors caused
by the human factor and contribute to the
consideration of cases within established time limits.

The second important direction concerns the need to
clearly define the criteria for restoring procedural
deadlines at the legislative level. Although the current
Civil Procedural Code contains general provisions on
the restoration of deadlines, the absence of a clear
legal interpretation of the concept of “valid reasons”
leads to inconsistent assessments of similar situations
in judicial practice. Therefore, the circumstances under
which deadlines may be restored should be explicitly
3akpenseHsbl in the law in the form of a clear list, and
subjective reasons—such as negligence, inaction, or
improper conduct by a representative—should be
expressly excluded as grounds for restoring deadlines.
This would ensure a uniform judicial approach and
enhance legal certainty.

The third direction is related to optimizing judges’
workloads. The research shows that assigning an
excessive number of cases to judges simultaneously is
one of the main factors causing violations of procedural
deadlines. To address this problem, it is advisable to
improve mechanisms for the automatic and fair
distribution of cases, introduce separate time
standards for complex cases, and increase the number
of judges or expand the institution of judicial assistants.
Reducing workload would enable judges to examine
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cases more thoroughly and within the prescribed time
limits.

The fourth important measure is to strengthen the
responsibility of participants in the proceedings. In
practice, cases are observed where certain parties and
their representatives deliberately attempt to delay
proceedings, submit evidence late, or fail to appear at
court hearings. Such conduct seriously obstructs the
effective administration of justice. Therefore, it is
necessary to strengthen liability for actions aimed at
artificially prolonging proceedings, increase the
amount of fines, and improve disciplinary mechanisms
for lawyers who fail to fulfill their procedural
obligations. These measures would contribute to
strengthening  procedural discipline in court
proceedings.

The fifth direction is related to enhancing the efficiency
of the expert examination institution. Although expert
opinions play a decisive role in many civil cases, delays
in their submission often lead to prolonged
proceedings. In this regard, it is advisable to establish
strict normative time limits for conducting expert
examinations, strengthen liability for unjustified
delays, improve the material and technical base of
expert institutions, and introduce mechanisms for
involving additional specialists in complex cases. These
measures would accelerate expert procedures and
positively affect the overall duration of case
consideration.

In general, ensuring compliance with procedural
deadlines is a key condition for strengthening the
efficiency of the judicial system, fair justice, and legal
stability. The consistent implementation of the
proposed measures will reinforce procedural discipline
in civil proceedings and contribute to improving the
quality and stability of judicial decisions.
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