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1. Introduction 

Legislatures facing uncertainty about a proposed rule's effects have 

traditionally chosen between two imperfect options: enacting it on the strength of a 

forecast and correcting it later, or delaying legislation until the evidence is in. The 

first risks regulating an imagined reality rather than the real one; the second leaves 

a vacuum that private practice fills on its own terms, often in ways later hard to 

reverse. A legal experiment  the temporary, deliberately bounded application of a 

rule to a defined territory or circle of persons, coupled with an obligation to evaluate 

the result offers a third path: it builds the correction into the rule itself rather than 

asking the legislator to be right the first time. 

Uzbekistan is an unusually clear case of this device evolving from a one-off 

administrative measure into a general legal institution within a period short enough 

to observe directly. Since 2017 its reform programme has repeatedly used temporary 

special regimes in tax administration, digital assets, foreign trade, and local 

governance to test policy before generalising it. What changed between 2018 and 

2026 is not the practice of experimenting, which predates every act discussed below, 

but the degree to which that practice acquired a name, a defined procedure, and 

eventually its own statute, the progression this article traces. 

2. The legal experiment as a doctrinal category 

A legal experiment differs from three institutions it is often confused with. It 

is not delegated legislation, since its defining feature is not the level of the issuing 

body but the deliberate limitation of scope in space, in the circle of bound persons, 

or in time. It is not an ordinary sunset clause, which merely terminates a rule of 

general application on a fixed date without confining where or to whom it applies 

beforehand; a legal experiment is narrow in scope and temporary by design at once, 

because the narrow scope is precisely what makes an otherwise costly-to-reverse 

failure politically tolerable to try. Nor is it a regulatory sandbox in the sense used by 

financial regulators – a supervisory arrangement letting selected firms test a product 

under individually negotiated conditions without amending the general law. A legal 
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experiment is itself an act of lawmaking: a binding rule addressed to a defined set 

of subjects, adopted precisely to establish whether it deserves to become general 

law. 

Sofia Ranchordás's comparative work on constitutional sunset clauses supplies 

the clearest theoretical basis for treating this as a distinct category: time- and scope-

limited rules are instruments of regulatory learning, not merely of caution. The 

decisive feature is not that a narrow rule is easier to correct, any rule can be amended, 

but that a rule framed as provisional inverts the ordinary burden of justification: 

ordinary legislation is presumed to continue until repealed, an experimental rule 

presumed to expire unless renewed on demonstrated results. That inversion is exactly 

what most sandbox practice, operating outside statute, tends to lack. 

3. Three stages of institutionalisation in Uzbek law 

3.1 The Tashkent decree of 2018 

The clearest early instance is Presidential Decree No. UP-5515 of 17 August 

2018, "On the Legal Experiment on Introducing a Special Procedure for Governance 

in the City of Tashkent," issued years before any general statutory definition existed. 

It diagnoses concrete governance failures – fragmented coordination between the 

city hokim and territorial subdivisions, interagency councils that diffused rather than 

fixed responsibility, the absence of an approved master plan, weak deputy oversight  

and responds by restructuring the hokimiyat's apparatus, subordinating territorial 

departments directly to the hokim, cutting interagency commissions, and creating 

new departments to absorb their functions. The experiment began on 1 September 

2018 under the joint responsibility of the Tashkent hokimiyats, the Cabinet of 

Ministers, and the Ministry of Justice. The decree does not amend the general law 

of local self-government; it suspends part of it for one city, under the label "legal 

experiment," implicitly committing the responsible bodies to assess the result – a 

legal experiment in substance, well before the term received a statutory definition. 

3.2 Codification within the Law on Normative Legal Acts (2021) 

The first general definition arrived with Article 34 of the Law "On Normative 

Legal Acts" (No. ЗРУ-682, 20 April 2021), placed in the chapter on the effect of 

normative acts. That placement matters: the legislature treated the experiment not 

as a special administrative procedure but as a mode of validity, alongside the 

ordinary categories of territorial, temporal, and personal scope, converting an ad hoc 

executive technique into a category available, in principle, to anybody with 

normative competence, not only the President. Article 34 remained a framework 

provision, however, silent on maximum duration, a public register, or a mandatory 

post-experiment decision. 
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3.3 The standalone Law on the Legal Experiment (2026) 

The Law "On the Legal Experiment" (No. ЗРУ-1127), signed 27 March 2026 

and in force from 29 June 2026, elevates the institution into a dedicated statute and 

adds three features Article 34 lacked. First, duration is now bounded by law — no 

less than six months, no more than three years — foreclosing the familiar risk of a 

"temporary" regime becoming permanent through inertia. Second, a Unified 

Register of Legal Experiments must record the organisation, conduct, and results of 

every experiment, converting scattered practice into comparable data. Third, within 

thirty working days of an experiment's conclusion the responsible body must adopt 

one of three published decisions: to enact the norm generally, to reject it, or to extend 

the experiment within the three-year ceiling. This closes precisely the gap most 

sandbox regimes leave open — an experiment can no longer simply lapse into 

silence. 

4. Constitutional tensions and their safeguards 

None of this removes the tension between a legal experiment and two rule-of-

law principles: equality before the law and legal certainty. A rule applying in 

Tashkent alone, or to IT-park residents alone, departs by definition from treating 

like cases alike; and a rule known in advance to be temporary gives its addressees a 

weaker planning horizon than one presumed permanent. The Uzbek framework 

answers the first tension by conditioning the departure rather than denying it: 

differentiation is tolerated only for the declared purpose of testing a rule before 

general adoption, only for a bounded period, and only subject to a published 

outcome that either generalises the rule (curing the inequality) or withdraws it 

(ending the exception). An experiment that leads to neither outcome, but instead 

persists as a permanent exception under the guise of a temporary pilot – is precisely 

the situation the 2026 law seeks to prevent. The second tension, concerning legal 

certainty, is reduced, although not entirely resolved, by the introduction of a unified 

register and statutory limits on the duration of experiments. Together, these 

measures provide participants with greater certainty by making clear from the outset 

when a final decision on the experiment must be taken. 

One important issue, however, remains unresolved: the treatment of reliance 

interests that arise during an experiment. If individuals or organisations have 

adjusted their conduct in reliance on an experimental rule, it is unclear whether they 

will continue to benefit from the protection of legitimate expectations if the 

experiment ultimately results in a decision not to adopt the rule more generally. This 

question is likely to become one of the first significant legal challenges as the new 

framework begins to operate in practice. 
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5. A comparative note 

Experimental and sunset legislation is not itself new, the Netherlands and South 

Korea have long used it, and OECD financial regulators have run fintech sandboxes 

since the UK Financial Conduct Authority's 2015 model. What distinguishes 

Uzbekistan's 2026 law is generalisation: rather than confining the device to one 

sector, as the FCA's supervisory, non-legislative sandbox does, or leaving it to 

isolated decrees, as the crypto-asset sandbox organised since 2018 around the 

National Agency of Prospective Projects did, the law makes legal experimentation 

available on uniform statutory terms to anybody with normative competence, while 

attaching the one feature most sandbox regimes omit a mandatory, public reckoning 

with the result. Whether that generalisation is an advantage depends on which risk 

a jurisdiction fears more: a sandbox without statute risks becoming ad hoc and 

underspecified, while a general statute risk encouraging experiments where the 

responsible body lacks the technical capacity to design or evaluate them. The 2026 

law's answer is competence resting with each experimenting body rather than a 

central regulator is itself worth watching in practice. 

6. Implications for oversight practice 

Three points follow for the ministries, agencies, and reform-coordination 

bodies that will select, monitor, and evaluate experiments. Selection criteria should 

be explicit and public before an experiment begins, not reconstructed afterward to 

justify a result already reached. The thirty-day decision window will only yield a 

defensible decision if monitoring throughout the experiment, not only at its close, 

generates data capable of supporting one of the three statutory outcomes. And 

because the register is new, comparability across experiments run by different 

bodies will depend on a methodological consistency the statute itself does not 

prescribe — without coordinating guidance, ministries are likely to measure success 

and failure differently, blunting the cumulative learning a unified register is meant 

to provide. 

7. Conclusion 

The path from a single 2018 decree governing one city, through a definitional 

article in the 2021 Law on Normative Legal Acts, to a dedicated 2026 statute with 

a public register and a closed decision procedure, traces legal experimentation in 

Uzbekistan from an improvised executive device into a structured instrument of 

lawmaking. The 2026 law's central achievement, read against the comparative 

literature, is not the idea of experimentation itself, which is old and widely used 

elsewhere, but the closing of the loop most experimental regimes leave open: a 

binding obligation to decide, publicly and on a fixed timetable, whether an 
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experiment has earned a permanent place in the general law. Whether that obligation 

delivers the regulatory learning it is designed to produce will depend less on the 

statute's text than on the quality of monitoring the responsible bodies build into 

experiments while they are still running. 
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