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Abstract. This article examines the methods of resolving tax disputes in the Republic 

of Uzbekistan within a broad comparative legal framework encompassing Germany, the 

United States, Russia, and China. The study proceeds from the constitutional premise that 

the state bears primary responsibility for the protection of individual rights and freedoms, 

including in the domain of tax relations. Drawing on the legislative frameworks and 

administrative practices of the jurisdictions under review, the article analyses the two 

principal categories of dispute resolution -- pre-trial (administrative) and judicial -- and 

identifies the procedural architecture of each. Special attention is devoted to Uzbekistan's 

institutional mechanism for pre-trial settlement, including the Department for Pre-trial 

Settlement of Tax Disputes established under Presidential Decree No. PP-3802 of 2018, 

the procedural requirements for filing complaints, the grounds for dismissal, and the 

powers of the reviewing authority. The comparative analysis reveals that while the 

jurisdictions under review share a common commitment to providing taxpayers with 

effective administrative remedies before judicial recourse, they differ significantly in the 

procedural formality of their systems and their use of alternative dispute resolution 

mechanisms such as mediation. The article concludes that international experience 

supports the further development of Uzbekistan's pre-trial settlement framework as a 

means of reducing the burden on courts, improving taxpayer compliance, and 

strengthening the rule of law in the fiscal domain. 

Keywords: tax dispute resolution; pre-trial settlement; administrative appeal; 

judicial review; Uzbekistan; Germany; United States; Russia; China; mediation; tax 

authority; comparative tax law; taxpayer rights. 

 

1. INTRODUCTION 

The state bears a fundamental 

responsibility towards the individual in 

respect of all its activities. In accordance 

with the basic provisions of the 

Constitution of the Republic of 

Uzbekistan, protecting the freedoms and 

human rights guaranteed by law 

constitutes the primary obligation of the 

state. State authorities therefore play a 
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decisive role in ensuring the institution of 

human rights -- not merely by creating 

the conditions necessary for the 

protection of those rights, but also by 

ensuring their precise and uniform 

application in all domains of public law, 

including fiscal law. 

Tax law presents no exception to 

this principle. Ensuring compliance with 

the procedural and substantive norms of 

tax legislation is one of the primary tasks 

facing the state and executive authorities 

of Uzbekistan. Tax legal relations arise, 

in the first instance, between tax 

authorities acting on behalf of the state 

and taxpayers subject to its jurisdiction. 

Where disagreements emerge between 

taxpayers and persons charged with tax 

obligations -- disagreements regarding the 

content of tax legislation or the 

requirements of the tax authorities -- and 

where those disagreements are pursued in 

the manner prescribed by law, the 

resulting legal situations are characterised 

as tax disputes. 

The resolution of tax disputes may 

be pursued through two principal 

procedural channels: judicial resolution 

and pre-trial (administrative) resolution. 

The present article examines both 

channels in detail, with particular 

attention to the pre-trial settlement 

framework operative in Uzbekistan, and 

situates the Uzbek system within a 

comparative analysis of analogous 

mechanisms in Germany, the United 

States, Russia, and China. The study 

employs doctrinal, comparative, and 

institutional methodologies. 

2. The Two Principal Methods of 

Tax Dispute Resolution 

Global and national experience 

consistently demonstrates that the 

resolution of tax disputes is pursued 

through two broad categories of 

mechanism. The first is pre-trial or 

administrative resolution, in which the 

dispute is examined and decided within 

the administrative hierarchy of the tax 

authority system without recourse to the 

courts. The second is judicial resolution, 

in which the dispute is submitted to a 

court of competent jurisdiction for 

authoritative determination. 

These two methods are not mutually 

exclusive and in most jurisdictions -- 

including Uzbekistan -- are sequentially 

linked: administrative pre-trial resolution 

constitutes a mandatory preliminary stage 

which must be exhausted before judicial 

proceedings may be initiated. The 

rationale for this structure is well-

established: administrative procedures are 

faster, less costly, and allow the tax 

authority an opportunity to correct its 

own errors; judicial proceedings provide 

independent oversight and legally binding 

resolution in cases where administrative 

remedies have not produced a satisfactory 

outcome. 

In addition to these two principal 

methods, a growing number of 

jurisdictions recognise alternative dispute 

resolution mechanisms -- most notably 

mediation -- as a complement to 

administrative and judicial procedures. 

The role of such mechanisms is examined 

in the comparative section of this article. 
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3. Pre-Trial Settlement of Tax 

Disputes in Uzbekistan 

3.1. Constitutional and Legislative 

Framework 

Every person has the right to appeal 

non-normative acts of tax authorities and 

the actions or inaction of their officials if, 

in that person's opinion, such acts, 

actions, or inaction violate their rights. 

Normative legal acts of tax authorities 

may be appealed in the manner prescribed 

by law. An appeal by a person -- whether 

directed to a tax authority or a court -- 

against acts of a tax authority and the 

actions or inaction of its officials is 

recognised as a complaint where, in that 

person's opinion, these acts, actions, or 

inaction violate their rights. 

The institutional framework for pre-

trial settlement in Uzbekistan was 

substantially reformed following 

Presidential Decree No. PP-3802 of 26 

June 2018, 'On Measures for the 

Fundamental Improvement of the 

Activities of State Tax Service Bodies.' 

This Decree established the Department 

for Pre-trial Settlement of Tax Disputes 

within the State Tax Committee, with 

corresponding subdivisions in the 

territorial state tax departments. The 

Department considers disputes arising 

between taxpayers and state tax service 

bodies in relation to the application and 

alleged violation of tax legislation, and 

conducts its work on the basis of fairness, 

impartiality, and equal treatment of the 

parties. 

3.2. The Complaint Procedure: 

Formal Requirements 

A complaint and the documents 

attached thereto may be submitted to the 

tax authority in writing or electronically 

through the taxpayer's personal account 

on the official portal at www.soliq.uz. 

The complaint must contain the following 

mandatory particulars: 

1) The surname, first name, 

and patronymic of the individual and their 

place of residence, or the name and 

registered address of the legal entity filing 

the complaint; 

2) The specific non-normative 

act of the tax authority, or the actions or 

inaction of an official, that is being 

challenged; 

3) The name of the tax 

authority and the identification of the act, 

actions, or inaction being appealed; 

4) The grounds on which the 

person filing the complaint considers 

their rights to have been violated; 

5) The specific relief sought by 

the person filing the complaint. 

A complaint against decisions of tax 

authorities adopted on the basis of the 

results of on-site tax audits and tax 

inspections must be filed with a higher 

tax authority through the tax authority 

whose decisions are being appealed. 

Within three days of receiving such an 

application, the tax authority whose 

decisions are being appealed is obliged to 

transmit it, together with all relevant 

materials, to the higher tax authority. The 

period for filing such a complaint is one 

month from the date on which the person 
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learned or should have learned of the 

violation of their rights. Where this 

period is missed for a valid reason, it may 

be reinstated by the higher tax authority 

upon application. 

3.3. Powers of the Higher Tax 

Authority and Outcomes 

Upon completing its review of a 

complaint, the higher tax authority is 

empowered to make one of the following 

decisions: 

a) Leave the complaint 

unsatisfied; 

b) Cancel the non-normative 

act of the tax authority; 

c) Cancel the decision of the 

tax authority in whole or in part; 

d) Completely cancel the 

decision of the tax authority and issue a 

new decision on the matter; 

e) Recognise the actions or 

inaction of tax officials as unlawful and 

issue a decision on the merits of the case. 

3.4. Grounds for Dismissal Without 

Consideration 

A higher tax authority shall dismiss 

a complaint without consideration, in 

whole or in part, where it establishes any 

of the following grounds: 

f) The complaint is not signed 

by the person who filed it or their 

authorised representative, or documents 

confirming the representative's authority, 

executed in the prescribed form, have not 

been submitted; 

g) The complaint has been 

filed after the expiry of the statutory 

deadline and does not contain a request 

for reinstatement of that deadline, or such 

reinstatement has been refused; 

h) Before a decision on the 

complaint is rendered, an application for 

the withdrawal of the complaint in whole 

or in part has been received from the 

person who filed it; 

i) A complaint on the same 

grounds has previously been filed; 

j) The complaint has been 

filed against a decision of the tax 

authority that has already been the subject 

of a previous appeal; 

k) The complaint procedure 

has been violated; 

l) The complaint has not been 

formalised in accordance with the 

established procedure; 

m) The complaint has been 

filed in the context of an initiated 

criminal case or after the taxpayer has 

applied to the court regarding the same 

matter. 

3.5. Time Limits for Consideration 

The Tax Code of the Republic of 

Uzbekistan prescribes the following time 

limits for the consideration of complaints 

by higher tax authorities. A complaint 

against a decision made on the basis of 

the results of on-site tax audits and tax 

inspections must be considered within 

one month, with a possible extension of 

up to fifteen days where necessary. All 

other complaints must be considered 

within fifteen days, likewise subject to a 

possible extension of up to fifteen days. 

The outcome of the review must be 

communicated to the complainant within 

three days of the decision being made. 
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The procedural architecture of 

Uzbekistan's complaint system reflects a 

tiered approach to pre-trial resolution. A 

taxpayer may first direct their complaint 

to the relevant regional or city tax 

authority department. If the dispute is not 

resolved at that level, the taxpayer may 

escalate the matter directly to the State 

Tax Committee in writing or 

electronically. Where the taxpayer 

remains dissatisfied following review by 

the State Tax Committee, recourse is 

available either to the courts or to the 

Council for Pre-trial Settlement of Tax 

Disputes between Taxpayers and State 

Tax Service Bodies under the Ministry of 

Finance. In cases involving disputable or 

contentious matters with systemic 

significance, the Council may submit an 

appeal to the Cabinet of Ministers for 

amendments to tax legislation. 

4. Comparative Analysis: Pre-Trial 

Settlement in Germany, the United States, 

Russia, and China 

4.1. Germany 

In Germany, the pre-trial settlement 

of tax disputes is governed by the Fiscal 

Court Act (Finanzgerichtsordnung) and is 

known as the Vorverfahren (preliminary 

proceedings). Before a taxpayer may 

bring an action before the fiscal courts, 

they are generally required to have first 

lodged an objection (Einspruch) with the 

tax authority that issued the contested 

assessment. The tax authority examines 

the objection, may conduct further 

investigations, and may request additional 

information from the taxpayer. If the 

objection is upheld, the assessment is 

amended accordingly and the proceeding 

is concluded. If the objection is rejected, 

the taxpayer is issued a formal rejection 

notice (Einspruchsentscheidung) and may 

then proceed to litigation before the 

competent fiscal court. 

Germany's system is characterised 

by a high degree of procedural formality 

and by the comprehensiveness of the 

objection stage, which functions as a 

genuine substantive review of the 

contested decision rather than merely a 

formal filter. This approach has proven 

effective in resolving a significant 

proportion of disputes at the 

administrative level, thereby reducing the 

burden on the fiscal courts. 

4.2. The United States 

In the United States, taxpayers who 

disagree with a determination of the 

Internal Revenue Service (IRS) have 

access to a multi-tiered system of 

administrative and judicial remedies. At 

the administrative level, taxpayers may 

file an appeal with the IRS Office of 

Appeals, which is an independent 

function within the IRS that conducts 

impartial reviews of disputed tax matters. 

The Office of Appeals operates on the 

basis of a 'hazards of litigation' standard, 

seeking settlements that reflect the 

probable outcome of litigation rather than 

simply upholding the original IRS 

position. This standard provides a 

realistic and efficient basis for the 

resolution of the majority of cases. 

Where administrative resolution is 

not achieved, taxpayers may litigate their 

disputes before the United States Tax 
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Court, the United States District Courts, 

or the United States Court of Federal 

Claims, each of which has distinct 

jurisdictional and procedural 

characteristics. The multiplicity of 

judicial forums available to taxpayers has 

given rise, as noted by LoPucki and 

others, to strategic behaviour in forum 

selection -- a phenomenon with 

implications for the uniformity of tax law 

enforcement. 

4.3. Russia 

In the Russian Federation, the pre-

trial settlement of tax disputes is 

regulated by the Tax Code of the Russian 

Federation. Taxpayers have the right to 

challenge tax assessments, decisions, and 

actions of tax authorities through a 

mandatory administrative complaint 

procedure before proceeding to court. The 

process typically commences with the 

taxpayer lodging an objection with the tax 

authority that issued the contested 

decision. If that objection is rejected, the 

taxpayer may appeal to a higher tax 

authority. Judicial proceedings are 

available only after this administrative 

appeal has been exhausted. 

A notable feature of the Russian 

system is its recognition of alternative 

dispute resolution mechanisms, including 

mediation. Mediation is a voluntary 

process in which a neutral third party -- 

the mediator -- assists the disputing 

parties in reaching a mutually acceptable 

resolution. The use of mediation in tax 

disputes provides a flexible and 

expeditious alternative to formal 

administrative and judicial proceedings, 

and is particularly valuable in complex 

commercial disputes where the parties 

have an interest in preserving their 

ongoing relationship. 

4.4. China 

In China, the pre-trial resolution of 

tax disputes is regulated by the Law on 

Tax Collection and Administration and 

the Administrative Procedure Law. 

Taxpayers may request an administrative 

review (xingzheng fuyi) of a tax decision, 

initially before the tax authority that 

issued the decision and subsequently, if 

necessary, before a higher-level tax 

authority. If the taxpayer is dissatisfied 

with the outcome of the administrative 

review process, they may bring an 

administrative claim before the People's 

Court. 

A distinctive feature of the Chinese 

system is the use of expert opinions in 

complex tax disputes. Where the 

technical aspects of a dispute require 

specialised knowledge, either the tax 

authority or the taxpayer may 

commission an expert opinion to assist in 

the resolution of the matter. This 

mechanism adds a dimension of technical 

rigour to the pre-trial process and can be 

instrumental in resolving disputes that 

turn on questions of accounting, 

valuation, or specialised industry practice. 

Unlike Russia, China does not 

maintain a formalised mediation process 

for tax disputes at the administrative 

level, although informal mediated 

resolution may occur in practice. The 

Chinese system is thus more reliant on 

structured administrative review 
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procedures than on flexible ADR 

mechanisms. 

4.5. Comparative Assessment 

The foregoing comparative analysis 

reveals several important commonalities 

and divergences across the five 

jurisdictions under review. 

All five jurisdictions share a 

foundational commitment to providing 

taxpayers with effective administrative 

remedies before judicial recourse is 

required. In each system, pre-trial or 

administrative resolution is presented as 

the primary channel for the resolution of 

tax disputes, with judicial proceedings 

reserved for cases in which administrative 

remedies have been exhausted or have 

produced an unsatisfactory outcome. This 

structure reflects a shared recognition that 

administrative procedures are more 

efficient, less costly, and less adversarial 

than litigation, and that they enable the 

tax authority to correct its own errors 

without the reputational and institutional 

costs of judicial defeat. 

Significant differences exist, 

however, in the procedural formality of 

the systems and in their openness to 

alternative dispute resolution. Germany 

and the United States operate highly 

institutionalised systems with formal 

procedural rules, independent reviewing 

bodies, and well-developed appellate 

hierarchies. Russia permits the use of 

mediation, thereby offering a degree of 

flexibility not available in China's more 

structured administrative review system. 

Uzbekistan's system, whilst procedurally 

comprehensive, is at a comparatively 

early stage of institutional development 

and would benefit from the introduction 

of more structured ADR mechanisms and 

the strengthening of the institutional 

independence of its reviewing bodies. 

5. Judicial Resolution of Tax 

Disputes 

Where pre-trial resolution fails to 

produce a satisfactory outcome, judicial 

resolution constitutes the final and 

authoritative method of tax dispute 

settlement. In all of the jurisdictions 

examined in this article, the courts 

function as the ultimate arbiter of tax 

disputes, and their decisions carry binding 

legal force upon both the tax authority 

and the taxpayer. 

In Uzbekistan, tax disputes 

involving legal entities are resolved by 

the economic courts, whilst disputes 

involving natural persons fall within the 

jurisdiction of the civil courts of general 

jurisdiction. The right of access to the 

courts is constitutionally guaranteed and 

cannot be restricted by the administrative 

pre-trial requirements, which serve as a 

preliminary rather than a final barrier to 

judicial recourse. 

Judicial resolution offers several 

advantages over administrative 

proceedings: independence from the 

executive branch, procedural 

transparency, the availability of legal 

representation, and the enforceability of 

judgments. Its principal disadvantages -- 

cost, duration, and the adversarial nature 

of the process -- are well-documented and 

constitute the principal rationale for the 

prioritisation of pre-trial mechanisms. 
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The optimal dispute resolution system, as 

international experience demonstrates, is 

one that combines accessible and 

effective administrative remedies with an 

independent and efficient judiciary, 

thereby providing taxpayers with a 

coherent and graduated set of procedural 

options. 

6. Conclusion 

The analysis presented in this article 

supports the following principal 

conclusions. 

First, the resolution of tax disputes 

in Uzbekistan rests on a two-tiered 

framework of administrative pre-trial 

proceedings and judicial adjudication, 

supplemented by the possibility of 

escalation to the Council for Pre-trial 

Settlement of Tax Disputes under the 

Ministry of Finance. This framework 

reflects an internationally recognised best 

practice of requiring the exhaustion of 

administrative remedies before judicial 

recourse. 

Second, the comparative analysis of 

Germany, the United States, Russia, and 

China demonstrates that effective pre-trial 

settlement systems are characterised by 

procedural clarity, institutional 

independence of the reviewing body, 

well-defined time limits, and accessible 

filing mechanisms. Uzbekistan's system 

incorporates many of these elements, and 

the establishment of the Department for 

Pre-trial Settlement of Tax Disputes in 

2018 represents a significant institutional 

advance. 

Third, the comparative review 

identifies alternative dispute resolution -- 

particularly mediation -- as an important 

complementary mechanism that is 

available in Russia and is gaining 

recognition in other jurisdictions. The 

further development of ADR mechanisms 

within Uzbekistan's tax dispute resolution 

framework would reduce the burden on 

administrative and judicial bodies, 

improve the quality of outcomes for 

taxpayers, and contribute to a broader 

culture of cooperative compliance. 

Fourth, global and national 

experience confirms that where pre-trial 

resolution does not produce a satisfactory 

outcome, recourse to the courts 

constitutes the indispensable final stage. 

Strengthening both the administrative and 

judicial dimensions of Uzbekistan's 

dispute resolution framework -- in light of 

the international experience analysed in 

this article -- is a priority for the 

continued development of a fair, 

effective, and rule-of-law-compliant tax 

administration system. 
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