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This study examines the legal issues surrounding the procedures and requirements for filing
lawsuits before the Indonesian State Administrative Court and analyzes their implications for
legal certainty. The research employs a normative juridical method using statutory and
conceptual approaches. Primary legal materials consist of legislation governing administrative
adjudication, government administration, and electronic court proceedings, while secondary
materials include administrative law scholarship and contemporary studies on procedural
Jjustice and legal certainty. The analysis reveals that procedural requirements serve an important
function in maintaining orderly adjudication and ensuring predictability within administrative
litigation. At the same time, several normative ambiguities continue to affect the admissibility of
claims, particularly regarding the expanded concept of administrative decisions, the obligation
to exhaust administrative remedies, and the application of dismissal mechanisms. These issues
often result in procedural barriers that prevent substantive judicial examination. The study
Sfurther finds that judicial digitalization has strengthened procedural efficiency and accessibility
but has also generated new challenges related to technological compliance, procedural fairness,
and digital legal certainty. The findings indicate that a coherent interpretative framework and
adaptive procedural reform are essential for balancing procedural discipline, effective judicial
protection, and substantive justice within the Indonesian administrative court system.
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INTRODUCTION

In contemporary administrative law scholarship, the increasing expansion of governmental
authority, the digital transformation of public administration, and the growing demand for judicial
accountability have elevated administrative courts into a central mechanism for safeguarding the rule
of law and ensuring legal certainty in democratic governance. Across numerous jurisdictions,
administrative adjudication is no longer confined to reviewing conventional administrative decisions
but has progressively extended to encompass broader forms of governmental conduct, discretionary
actions, and digitally mediated administrative processes. This development has generated renewed
scholarly attention toward procedural justice because the effectiveness of judicial review depends not
only on substantive legal norms but also on the accessibility, predictability, and coherence of procedural
requirements governing access to administrative courts. Foundational studies in administrative law
emphasize that legal certainty constitutes a core element of administrative justice because citizens must
possess a clear understanding of procedural pathways through which governmental decisions may be
challenged and reviewed (Cane, 2011). Contemporary analyses further demonstrate that procedural
complexity frequently determines whether judicial protection can be realized in practice, particularly
when administrative litigation is conditioned upon formal requirements that may unintentionally restrict
access to justice (Craig, 2021). Within this evolving global landscape, Indonesia presents a particularly
significant case because the institutional development of the State Administrative Court has been
accompanied by substantial legislative reforms that have altered the scope of administrative disputes
and transformed procedural frameworks governing judicial review (Republic of Indonesia, 1986;
Republic of Indonesia, 2009; Republic of Indonesia, 2014).
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Existing studies have consistently highlighted the relationship between procedural regulation and
the realization of legal certainty in dispute resolution mechanisms, although they approach the issue
from different legal sectors and analytical perspectives. Research on alternative dispute resolution
demonstrates that procedural clarity directly affects public confidence in legal institutions and
influences the effectiveness of dispute settlement processes (Tanati et al., 2023). Comparative
examinations of inheritance dispute resolution reveal that legal certainty emerges when procedural
standards are capable of reconciling multiple normative frameworks without generating jurisdictional
ambiguity (Wardi et al., 2024). Studies concerning restitution and victim protection similarly indicate
that substantive justice can only be achieved when procedural mechanisms operate in a manner that is
predictable, accessible, and institutionally coherent (Widodo et al., 2025). In the context of
administrative adjudication, classical and contemporary scholars have argued that procedural design
functions as a decisive determinant of bureaucratic accountability because judicial review mechanisms
derive their legitimacy from the capacity to balance administrative efficiency against the protection of
individual rights (Mashaw, 2018; Craig, 2021). Research on tax disputes in the digital era further
suggests that technological modernization, while enhancing efficiency, simultaneously introduces new
procedural challenges that may complicate legal certainty when regulatory adaptation fails to keep pace
with institutional transformation (Yusuf & Indriawati, 2024).

Despite these important contributions, the existing literature remains fragmented in its treatment
of procedural requirements governing access to administrative courts, particularly in jurisdictions
undergoing rapid legal and technological transformation. Much of the scholarship addresses legal
certainty as an outcome of substantive adjudication rather than as a consequence of procedural
architecture itself. Studies frequently examine administrative justice from the perspective of
governmental accountability, judicial review doctrines, or dispute resolution effectiveness, while
paying comparatively limited attention to the interaction between formal filing requirements,
admissibility standards, administrative remedies, and the expanding conception of administrative
decisions. This limitation has become increasingly evident following the enactment of Law Number 30
of 2014 concerning Government Administration, which broadened the understanding of administrative
acts subject to judicial scrutiny while simultaneously generating interpretative uncertainties regarding
procedural eligibility and litigation prerequisites (Republic of Indonesia, 2014). The persistence of cases
dismissed on procedural grounds before substantive examination suggests that the relationship between
procedural formalism and legal certainty remains insufficiently theorized within contemporary
administrative law discourse (Republic of Indonesia, 1986; Republic of Indonesia, 2009).

The unresolved nature of these issues possesses both scientific and practical significance because
procedural barriers in administrative litigation have direct implications for the effectiveness of judicial
protection and the legitimacy of public governance. Legal certainty cannot be reduced to the existence
of statutory norms alone since it also requires procedural mechanisms that enable citizens to exercise
their rights in a predictable and reasonable manner. The transition toward electronic judicial
administration has intensified this concern because digitalization introduces additional procedural
obligations that may improve efficiency while simultaneously creating new forms of exclusion for
litigants lacking sufficient legal or technological capacity (Supreme Court of the Republic of Indonesia,
2018). Similar concerns have emerged in broader discussions regarding digitally mediated dispute
resolution, where technological innovation often produces a tension between procedural modernization
and equitable access to justice (Yusuf & Indriawati, 2024). When litigants fail to satisfy procedural
requirements and their claims are declared inadmissible without substantive review, the resulting
outcome extends beyond individual disputes and raises broader questions regarding the capacity of
administrative courts to fulfill their constitutional function as guarantors of legal certainty and
governmental accountability.

Against this background, the present study positions itself at the intersection of administrative
procedural law, legal certainty theory, and contemporary debates concerning judicial accessibility in
administrative governance. Rather than examining administrative disputes primarily through the lens
of substantive legality, this research focuses on the procedural dimension of administrative litigation by
investigating how filing requirements, admissibility criteria, administrative remedies, and electronic
court mechanisms collectively shape the realization of legal certainty within the Indonesian State
Administrative Court system. This perspective responds to a significant gap in the literature because
existing studies have generally analyzed these procedural components in isolation, while limited
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attention has been devoted to understanding their cumulative impact on litigants' ability to obtain
substantive judicial review. By integrating insights from administrative law theory, bureaucratic justice
scholarship, and contemporary developments in public administration, this study advances a more
comprehensive analytical framework for evaluating procedural effectiveness within administrative
adjudication.

This research aims to analyze the issues surrounding the procedures and requirements for filing
lawsuits in the State Administrative Court and to examine their implications for legal certainty. The
study seeks to identify the principal procedural obstacles encountered by litigants, assess the extent to
which existing regulatory frameworks facilitate or hinder substantive access to justice, and evaluate the
broader consequences of procedural formalism for administrative adjudication. Theoretically, the
research contributes to the refinement of legal certainty discourse by demonstrating the inseparable
relationship between procedural accessibility and substantive judicial protection. Methodologically, it
offers a systematic normative analysis that connects statutory interpretation, institutional practice, and
procedural theory within a unified analytical framework, thereby providing a deeper understanding of
how administrative litigation procedures influence the effectiveness and legitimacy of contemporary
administrative justice.

RESEARCH METHODS

This study employs a normative juridical research design that focuses on the analysis of legal
norms governing the procedures and requirements for filing lawsuits before the State Administrative
Court and their implications for legal certainty. The research adopts both a statutory approach and a
conceptual approach to examine the coherence, consistency, and practical implications of the existing
legal framework. Primary legal materials consist of Law Number 5 of 1986 concerning the State
Administrative Court, Law Number 51 of 2009 concerning the Second Amendment to Law Number 5
of 1986, Law Number 30 of 2014 concerning Government Administration, and Supreme Court
Regulation Number 1 of 2019 concerning the Administration of Cases and Court Proceedings in
Electronic Form. These materials are complemented by secondary legal sources, including scholarly
works on administrative law, bureaucratic justice, procedural fairness, and legal certainty, particularly
those developed by Cane, Craig, and Mashaw. Legal materials were collected through systematic library
research and comprehensive document analysis to identify normative provisions, doctrinal
developments, and procedural issues related to administrative litigation.

The analytical framework is grounded in doctrinal legal analysis and interpretative legal
reasoning. The study examines the interaction between procedural requirements, admissibility
standards, administrative remedies, and electronic court mechanisms through grammatical, systematic,
and teleological interpretation of statutory provisions. Particular attention is directed toward assessing
whether existing procedural regulations adequately support the realization of legal certainty while
preserving effective access to judicial protection. The analysis further draws upon administrative law
theory and the concept of bureaucratic justice to evaluate the extent to which procedural formalism
contributes to or undermines substantive justice in administrative adjudication. Consistency and
reliability of interpretation are strengthened through the triangulation of statutory provisions, legal
doctrines, and scholarly arguments, enabling a comprehensive assessment of the normative tensions
that emerge between procedural compliance, access to justice, and legal certainty within the Indonesian
administrative court system.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Normative Construction of Lawsuit Filing Requirements in the Indonesian Administrative Court
System

The procedural architecture governing lawsuit submission before the State Administrative Court
constitutes a fundamental mechanism for maintaining the balance between administrative authority and
judicial control. Administrative law theory recognizes that procedural requirements are not merely
technical instruments but normative safeguards designed to ensure predictability, equality, and legal
certainty within adjudicative processes (Cane, 2011). The Indonesian administrative court framework
derives its legitimacy from statutory provisions that define who may sue, what may be challenged, and
under what conditions judicial review may be initiated. These requirements reflect the broader
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commitment of the rule of law to restrain administrative power through structured legal procedures
(Craig, 2021).

The normative examination of Law Number 5 of 1986 and its subsequent amendments reveals
that access to administrative justice is conditioned upon compliance with several cumulative procedural
elements (Republic of Indonesia, 1986). A claimant must demonstrate legal standing, identify a valid
administrative object, satisfy statutory filing periods, and comply with procedural formalities prescribed
by procedural law. Such requirements seek to prevent frivolous litigation and preserve institutional
efficiency within administrative adjudication. Judicial efficiency nevertheless remains inseparable from
the broader objective of guaranteeing effective legal protection for citizens affected by governmental
action (Mashaw, 2018).

Legal certainty emerges when procedural norms provide sufficient clarity for individuals seeking
judicial remedies against administrative decisions. The doctrinal analysis demonstrates that certainty
depends not only on the existence of rules but also on their coherence and interpretive consistency
across institutions (Pujayanti et al., 2024). Administrative litigation becomes vulnerable to uncertainty
when procedural prerequisites are formulated in a manner that permits divergent legal interpretations.
Similar concerns have been identified in constitutional procedural debates where procedural ambiguity
frequently affects the effectiveness of legal enforcement mechanisms (Riyadi et al., 2023).

The incorporation of Law Number 30 of 2014 concerning Government Administration
introduced a significant expansion in the scope of administrative actions subject to judicial review
(Republic of Indonesia, 2014). Traditional understandings of administrative decisions were
supplemented by broader conceptions of governmental conduct that possess legal consequences. This
legislative development strengthened judicial oversight of public administration while simultaneously
generating new interpretive challenges regarding litigation admissibility. The expansion created a
normative tension between broader legal protection and procedural certainty because the boundaries of
reviewable administrative conduct became less precise (Craig, 2021).

The doctrinal assessment further indicates that legal standing requirements perform a dual
function within administrative adjudication. They operate as a filter against speculative claims while
ensuring that affected individuals possess access to judicial review when their rights are impaired
(Ndaomanu, 2023). The challenge arises when procedural formalism transforms from a legitimate
regulatory instrument into a barrier that restricts substantive access to justice. Administrative law
scholarship consistently warns against excessive procedural rigidity because legal certainty should
facilitate rather than obstruct judicial protection (Cane, 2011).

Table 1. Normative Requirements for Filing Lawsuits Before the State Administrative Court

Proc.edural Legal Basis Primary Objective Potential Legal Issue
Requirement
Legal Standing Law No. 5 of 1986 EStab};St}elrc;;lmant Restrictive interpretation
Adl.nl'nlstrat%ve Law No. 30 of 2014 Define reviewable acts Exp andefi meaning
Decision Object ambiguity
o . . .. Law No. 5 of 1986 and . N .
Filing Time Limit Law No. 51 of 2009 Procedural certainty Limitation disputes
Administrative Administrative . o
Remedics Law No. 30 of 2014 efficiency Obligation ambiguity

Supreme Court
Regulation No. 1 of  Judicial modernization
2019
Source: Constructed by the author based on Republic of Indonesia (1986), Republic of Indonesia
(2009), Republic of Indonesia (2014), and Supreme Court of the Republic of Indonesia (2018).

Electronic
Registration

Technical accessibility
issues

The normative mapping presented in Table 1 demonstrates that procedural requirements are
designed to support legal certainty through clearly structured litigation pathways. Each requirement
performs a distinct regulatory function within the broader framework of administrative justice. The
analysis nevertheless indicates that legal disputes frequently arise not because procedural norms are
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absent but because their application generates competing interpretations. This finding corresponds with
broader discussions concerning legal compliance and institutional responses to evolving legal
frameworks in Indonesia (Butt & Murharjanti, 2022).

Administrative remedies represent one of the most contested procedural requirements within
contemporary administrative litigation. Law Number 30 of 2014 strengthened the role of administrative
review mechanisms before judicial intervention may occur (Republic of Indonesia, 2014). The doctrinal
challenge concerns determining whether administrative remedies constitute an absolute prerequisite or
whether exceptions may arise under particular circumstances. Scholarly analysis identifies this
uncertainty as a recurring source of procedural disputes that directly affects access to justice and legal
certainty (Raya, 2024).

The conceptual relationship between procedural requirements and legal certainty must be
understood within a broader governance context. Administrative procedures function as instruments
through which citizens interact with state institutions and seek protection against unlawful
governmental conduct (Mashaw, 2018). When procedural standards become excessively complex,
citizens face increased difficulties in navigating legal processes and enforcing their rights. Comparable
concerns have emerged in discussions of consumer protection and institutional accountability where
procedural accessibility significantly influences legal effectiveness (Kerti, 2023).

Normative analysis also reveals that procedural certainty cannot be detached from substantive
justice considerations. Legal systems that prioritize procedural compliance without sufficient regard for
practical accessibility risk producing outcomes that satisfy formal legality while undermining
meaningful protection of rights (Gunawan & Fathoni, 2023). The challenge is particularly visible in
administrative adjudication because governmental decisions often have immediate consequences for
individuals and legal entities. Judicial review mechanisms therefore require procedural standards that
maintain legal order while preserving effective opportunities for substantive examination of claims
(Craig, 2021).

The examination of statutory provisions, doctrinal scholarship, and conceptual frameworks
confirms that the Indonesian administrative court system possesses a comprehensive procedural
structure capable of supporting legal certainty. Persistent interpretive ambiguities regarding
administrative decision objects, administrative remedies, and procedural admissibility indicate that
certainty remains contingent upon consistent legal interpretation rather than statutory formulation alone.
Administrative law theory suggests that legal certainty is strengthened when procedural norms are
applied in a manner that balances predictability with accessibility (Cane, 2011). The effectiveness of
lawsuit filing requirements consequently depends on the capacity of administrative courts to harmonize
procedural discipline with the broader objective of protecting citizens against unlawful administrative
action (Mashaw, 2018).

Procedural Ambiguities and Admissibility Challenges in Administrative Litigation

The doctrinal analysis reveals that legal certainty in administrative litigation is influenced not
only by the existence of procedural requirements but also by the clarity of their interpretation and
application. Administrative procedural law presupposes that litigants can reasonably predict whether a
claim satisfies admissibility standards before judicial examination begins. Such predictability becomes
problematic when statutory provisions contain open textured concepts that permit multiple
interpretations by judges and administrative institutions (Craig, 2021). Legal certainty consequently
depends upon interpretive coherence as much as upon legislative completeness (Cane, 2011).

One of the most significant developments affecting admissibility standards emerged through the
enactment of Law Number 30 of 2014 concerning Government Administration. The statute expanded
the understanding of administrative decisions beyond conventional written determinations and
introduced broader forms of governmental action into the sphere of legal review (Republic of Indonesia,
2014). This expansion strengthened mechanisms of administrative accountability by enlarging
opportunities for citizens to challenge state action. Interpretive uncertainty nevertheless emerged
because the boundaries separating reviewable and non reviewable governmental conduct became less
definitive (Mashaw, 2018).

The expansion of the administrative decision concept has generated doctrinal questions regarding
the identification of valid dispute objects. Courts may reach different conclusions when determining
whether a governmental act satisfies the legal characteristics necessary for judicial review. Such
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interpretive divergence creates uncertainty during the preliminary stages of litigation because
admissibility depends upon judicial characterization of the contested act (Republic of Indonesia, 1986).
Comparable interpretive tensions have been observed in other areas of legal development where
expanding legal concepts require courts to reconcile innovation with doctrinal stability (Kharisma &
Hunaifa, 2023).

The challenge becomes more pronounced because admissibility decisions often occur before
substantive examination of the dispute. A claim may fail despite the existence of a potentially unlawful
administrative action if the object of litigation is deemed procedurally defective. This condition shifts
legal debate from substantive rights toward technical classification issues. Administrative law theory
recognizes that excessive emphasis on procedural categorization may weaken the protective function
of judicial review (Cane, 2011).

The obligation to pursue administrative remedies before filing a lawsuit represents another
significant source of procedural ambiguity. Law Number 30 of 2014 elevated the role of administrative
remedies as an instrument for resolving disputes within the executive sphere before judicial intervention
occurs (Republic of Indonesia, 2014). Doctrinal disagreement persists regarding whether such remedies
should be interpreted as mandatory in all circumstances or whether exceptions may arise based on
particular legal contexts. Scholarly discussion identifies this uncertainty as a recurring obstacle
affecting access to administrative justice (Raya, 2024).

Table 2. Sources of Procedural Ambiguity Affecting Lawsuit Admissibility in Administrative

Courts
Procedural Issue Normative Source Interpretive Problem Impact on Legal
Certainty
Expanded . C
Administrative Law No. 30 of 2014 Unc.lear scope of Inconsistent admissibility
. . reviewable acts outcomes
Decision Concept
Admlmstr.atlve Law No. 30 of 2014 Uncertain mandatory Re.strl.ct.ed access to
Remedies character judicial review
Dismissal Process Law No. 5 of 1986 Bro.ad JufilClal Variability in procedural
discretion assessment
Standing Law No. 5 0of 1986 and  Different thresholds of =~ Unpredictable litigation
Interpretation Law No. 51 of 2009 legal interest access
Electronic Filing Supre.me Court Procedural Additional admissibility
. . Regulation No. 1 of compliance .
Verification . risks
2019 uncertainty

Source: Author's doctrinal synthesis based on Republic of Indonesia (1986), Republic of Indonesia
(2009), Republic of Indonesia (2014), Craig (2021), Cane (2011), and Mashaw (2018).

The doctrinal synthesis presented in Table 2 demonstrates that procedural ambiguity originates
from several interconnected legal sources rather than from a single statutory provision. The identified
issues affect admissibility because they operate during the preliminary stages of judicial review before
substantive examination occurs. Different interpretations may produce different procedural outcomes
even when factual circumstances are comparable. Such conditions challenge the predictability that legal
certainty seeks to establish within administrative adjudication (Craig, 2021).

Dismissal procedures further illustrate the tension between procedural efficiency and judicial
accessibility. The dismissal mechanism serves an important institutional function because it prevents
courts from devoting resources to claims that clearly fail to satisfy procedural requirements (Republic
of Indonesia, 1986). Difficulties emerge when the criteria guiding dismissal decisions are applied
inconsistently or interpreted too narrowly. Similar concerns have been raised in discussions regarding
procedural law reform where excessive procedural filtering may reduce the effectiveness of judicial
protection mechanisms (Riyadi et al., 2023).

The phenomenon of claims being declared inadmissible reflects the practical consequences of
procedural formalism within administrative litigation. Formal procedural compliance undoubtedly
contributes to orderly adjudication and institutional efficiency. Excessive formalism may nevertheless
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transform procedural requirements into barriers that prevent courts from examining potentially valid
grievances. Comparable debates appear in studies addressing legal certainty and procedural
effectiveness across various legal sectors where rigid procedural requirements occasionally conflict
with substantive justice objectives (Gunawan & Fathoni, 2023).

Doctrinal analysis also indicates that admissibility challenges have broader implications for
constitutional governance and the protection of rights. Judicial institutions function as mechanisms
through which citizens may contest the legality of governmental conduct and secure legal protection
against administrative excesses (Pujayanti et al., 2024). When procedural ambiguity prevents
substantive review, the legitimacy of administrative accountability mechanisms may be weakened.
Similar observations appear in studies concerning legal protection, dispute settlement, and rights based
adjudication where procedural accessibility remains a central condition for meaningful justice
(Ndaomanu, 2023; Widodo et al., 2025).

The interaction between procedural compliance and access to justice reveals a structural tension
within administrative adjudication. Procedural rules are necessary because they provide order,
consistency, and institutional discipline within judicial proceedings. Access to justice requires that such
rules remain proportionate and sufficiently clear to enable litigants to understand and exercise their
legal rights. Related discussions in family law, constitutional governance, and legal pluralism likewise
demonstrate that uncertainty often emerges when procedural requirements are interpreted without
adequate consideration of their broader protective purpose (Wardi et al., 2024; Budi et al., 2023;
Kurniawan et al., 2025).

The doctrinal findings indicate that admissibility challenges in the Indonesian administrative
court system stem primarily from interpretive ambiguity rather than regulatory absence. The expansion
of administrative decision concepts, uncertainty surrounding administrative remedies, and the operation
of dismissal procedures collectively influence whether claims proceed to substantive examination.
Legislative evolution frequently requires corresponding interpretive harmonization to maintain legal
certainty and institutional consistency (Butt & Murharjanti, 2022). Administrative courts consequently
occupy a critical position in ensuring that procedural requirements support legal certainty without
diminishing effective access to judicial protection (Mashaw, 2018).

Digital Judicial Administration and Its Implications for Legal Certainty

The modernization of administrative justice has transformed procedural requirements within the
Indonesian State Administrative Court through the adoption of electronic court administration. Supreme
Court Regulation Number 1 of 2019 introduced a comprehensive framework governing electronic
filing, electronic summons, electronic hearings, and digital case management within judicial
proceedings (Supreme Court of the Republic of Indonesia, 2018). This transformation reflects broader
developments in public sector digitalization that seek to improve efficiency, accessibility, and
procedural transparency in legal institutions (Amarini et al., 2023). Legal certainty increasingly depends
not only on statutory clarity but also on the reliability and predictability of digital procedural
infrastructures.

The introduction of electronic court systems has altered the meaning of procedural compliance
in administrative litigation. Traditional procedural requirements were largely associated with physical
documentation and direct courtroom interaction. Electronic filing mechanisms have expanded access to
judicial services by reducing geographical and administrative barriers that previously affected litigants
seeking legal remedies (Setiawan et al., 2024). Questions concerning document authentication, digital
verification, and technological competence have simultaneously generated new forms of procedural
complexity.

Normative examination of PERMA Number 1 of 2019 indicates that electronic administration
was designed to standardize procedural activities through digital platforms. Procedural standardization
contributes to legal certainty because litigants encounter uniform filing requirements and predictable
procedural timelines (Yusuf & Indriawati, 2024). Administrative efficiency also aligns with
contemporary conceptions of effective governance in public institutions. Legal certainty nevertheless
remains dependent upon the capacity of courts and litigants to navigate technological systems
consistently and accurately.

The relationship between digitalization and legal certainty extends beyond procedural
convenience. Administrative law theory emphasizes that legal certainty requires accessible procedures,
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foreseeable outcomes, and consistent application of legal norms (Craig, 2021). Digital platforms can
support these objectives by reducing administrative discretion in procedural management. Risks emerge
when technological limitations affect equal access to procedural rights and judicial protection (Carlsson,
2025).

Contemporary scholarship increasingly recognizes that electronic justice systems create both
opportunities and vulnerabilities within judicial administration. Digital platforms strengthen procedural
transparency through automated record keeping and continuous monitoring of procedural stages
(Criado et al., 2025). Electronic environments also introduce concerns regarding cybersecurity, data
integrity, and procedural accountability. These concerns become particularly significant in
administrative disputes where procedural validity directly influences admissibility and legal outcomes.

Table 3. Legal Certainty Dimensions in Electronic Administrative Court Proceedings

Digital Expected Benefit Potential Risk Impllcatlon.for Legal
Component Certainty
Electronic filing  Faster case registration Verification errors Uncertainty reggrdmg
procedural validity
Electronic Efficient notification . . Disputes concerning
Delivery failures .
summons process procedural notice
Electronic Improved document Authenticity Questions regarding
evidence accessibility challenges evidentiary reliability
Electronic Reduced procedural Connectivity Inconsistent participation
hearings delay disruption opportunities
Digital case Greater procedural . Unpredictability in case
System malfunction . .
management transparency administration
Al supported Eghgnceq . . Reduced transparency in
. . administrative Algorithmic opacity g
administration . procedural decisions
efficiency

Source: Author's synthesis based on Supreme Court Regulation Number 1 of 2019 concerning
Administration of Cases and Court Proceedings in Electronic Form and contemporary digital justice
literature including Amarini et al. (2023), Carlsson (2025), Criado et al. (2025), Rusakova (2023), and
Kumar et al. (2023).

The doctrinal synthesis presented in Table 3 demonstrates that every digital procedural
innovation produces a corresponding legal certainty challenge. Electronic systems increase procedural
efficiency while simultaneously creating new vulnerabilities that may affect litigants' procedural rights.
The relationship between technological innovation and legal certainty is therefore neither linear nor
automatic. Regulatory adaptation remains necessary to ensure that procedural modernization does not
weaken judicial safeguards.

One of the most significant challenges concerns digital accessibility and procedural equality.
Access to electronic litigation requires adequate technological infrastructure, digital literacy, and stable
internet connectivity. Variations in technological capacity among litigants may produce unequal
opportunities to comply with procedural requirements (Kerti, 2023). Legal certainty cannot be fully
realized when procedural participation depends heavily upon factors external to legal competence.

The emergence of artificial intelligence within public administration introduces additional
considerations for administrative adjudication. Automated administrative functions have the potential
to improve procedural efficiency through document classification, case management, and scheduling
mechanisms (Rusakova, 2023). Concerns remain regarding transparency, explainability, and
accountability in automated decision environments (Aloisi, 2024). Carlsson (2025) argues that legal
certainty in digitally mediated governance depends upon the ability of affected individuals to
understand and challenge technological processes that influence legal outcomes.

Future developments in digital justice may involve blockchain based verification systems and
advanced procedural automation. Blockchain technologies have been proposed as mechanisms capable
of enhancing document authenticity, procedural traceability, and institutional trust within judicial
administration (Kumar et al., 2023). Similar developments have emerged in broader regulatory sectors
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where digital governance seeks to strengthen legal compliance and procedural accountability
(Mezzanotte, 2023). The applicability of these innovations to administrative courts depends upon
careful regulatory design that balances efficiency with procedural fairness.

The evolution of electronic administrative courts ultimately reflects a broader transformation in
the relationship between law, technology, and governance. Digital procedural frameworks possess
significant potential to strengthen legal certainty through standardization, transparency, and
administrative efficiency (Amarini et al., 2023). Sustainable implementation requires continuous
attention to data protection, procedural fairness, accessibility, and institutional accountability, as
emphasized in contemporary legal governance scholarship (Kharisma & Hunaifa, 2023, Putri et al.,
2025, Tanati et al., 2023, McConville & Chui, 2017). Legal certainty within the future administrative
court system will increasingly depend upon the capacity of procedural regulation to govern
technological innovation while preserving effective judicial protection.

CONCLUSION

The analysis demonstrates that the procedures and requirements governing lawsuits before the
State Administrative Court constitute a fundamental mechanism for maintaining procedural order,
judicial predictability, and the rule of law within administrative adjudication. The normative framework
established through administrative court legislation, government administration law, and electronic
court regulations provides an essential foundation for legal certainty, yet several interpretative tensions
remain unresolved. Ambiguities concerning the scope of administrative decisions, the mandatory
character of administrative remedies, standing requirements, and admissibility standards continue to
generate inconsistent legal outcomes and may restrict access to substantive judicial review. The
expansion of digital judicial administration has improved efficiency, transparency, and procedural
accessibility, while simultaneously introducing new concerns relating to technological capacity,
procedural compliance, data governance, and digital fairness. Legal certainty in administrative litigation
is therefore dependent not only on the existence of formal procedural rules but also on their coherent
interpretation and consistent application. A more integrated regulatory framework, supported by
purposive judicial interpretation and responsive procedural modernization, is required to ensure that
procedural requirements function as instruments of effective legal protection rather than barriers to
substantive justice.
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