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Abstract
One basic tenet of rule of law and adjudicatiofusfice is the need to follow due processes of kamittedly,
doing this in any competent court of law may bradgout some delays. However when such delays become
unreasonable and without justifiable cause, theyseaunnecessary hardships for people in a man@agr th
undermine human rights and access to justice. @uigigmatic area in Ghana’s justice system delvéal fry
this paper is the issue of delay in court rulingdafter hearing and conclusion of cases. Evengthdlere are
rules that prescribe time limits for court rulingbgese rules appear to be inconsistent with ceraits of
Ghana’s 1992 Constitution and have been interprigyetthe nation’s Supreme Court in a manner thanssgy
strips them off their legal effect. This paper eas the rules of time limit for court ruling andadyres how they
have been interpreted by the Supreme Court inighe bf some provisions of the 1992 Constitutianmiakes
recommendations for reform in the rules of timeitiin a manner that makes them more justiciable and
enhances timeous delivery of judgment after a baseébeen heard.
Keywords: Supreme Court; Ruling; Delays; Justice; Timeousai@h and 1992 Constitution

1. Introduction and Statement of the Problem

Justice delayed, they say is justice denied aratder to promote the ideals of human rights andakepstice,
the courts of judicature all over the world areeoted to discharge their duties and mandates phpimptt not at
the expense of due processes (Tarr, 2006). Whiladbourse to due processes may bring about solagsde
efforts must be made to ensure that the entiresimidbrocess from the filing of cases, hearings delivery of
judgments are not fraught with unnecessary deldyd)( Seasoned scholars like Perry (1991), S¢l681),
Strier (1994), Freelay (1979), Scheingold (1984)nry (1996), Friedman, (1985), Harr (1995), McLdach
(1977), Brobbey, (2000) and Bimpong-Buta (2007yehall affirmed the truism in the cliché that jestidelayed
is justice denied. They have therefore decriedftbquent and sometimes unnecessary adjournmerasesc
lackadaisical attitude of court officials and oterreaucratic bottlenecks that delays the deliedrjstice. In
their studies, these scholars have also made agstrase for timeous or expeditious delivery otiggsin a
manner that does not deny justice and undermineahuights. Most of these scholars have howevesriggh
how delays in the delivery of court ruling or judgnt after cases have been heard, contributes ay<ai the
delivery of justice. Any study conducted anywheréhe world about delays in the delivery of couttrry after
cases have been heard may be complemented byutiis Blowever in Ghana, there seem to be no cohareh
detailed study conducted on this worrying aspectth&f justice system even though as Bimpong-Buta,
(2007:122) pointed out, “there have been inor@irndg¢lays by the courts in the delivery of judgmestsl
rulings after the conclusion of the hearing of asan a manner that undermines human rights astitgl This
is the gap in the literature that this study sdeksl.

During Ghana’s 2012 Election Petition Process atrthtion’s Supreme Court, the hearing lasted diossght
months and in less than one month a ruling wasngivEven though the time period between the lagtafa
hearing and the day of judgment in the Electiorniti®at(August 29, 2013) was seen by many peopliheiegal
profession as reasonable, some Ghanaians grumtdedere paranoid and anxious over the time pefoane,
Ghanaians during public discourses on radios, igtms and in the print media queried the Supr&woert for
the lacuna between the last day of hearing andirie slated for ruling in a manner that clearly destrated
their desire to see a quick finality to litigatioparticularly in a historic and landmark case sashthe 2012
Election Petition. However, a closer look at timeet period between court hearings and rulings iar@hshow
that there was “virtually no delay” by the Supre@®eurt in its ruling on the Election Petition. Yé&tere were
some Ghanaians who expressed grave concern ali®t¥ittually no delay” and their disappointment svaven
heightened when the Supreme Court deferred itd¢enrituling to a later date beyond August 29, 2Q48,day
the Court gave its verbal ruling.

The paranoia demonstrated by Ghanaians betwedaghday of hearing and the day of judgment in28&2
Election Petition Process could however be desdrdase“a storm in a tea cup” given the “monumenedhygs”
that have generally characterized court rulingSliana. In the case dfustapha v National Investment Bank, an
appeal from the ruling of the Court of Appeal wasitd and concluded by the Supreme Court on Jun204,
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The ruling on the case was however delivered almgsar later on June 8, 2004 (Ghana Law Repo@8)20n
Neizer v Wood, there was an interval of a whooping ten yearsveen the last hearing of the case and the day
the ruling was delivered (Ghana Law Report, 1992)setting aside the ruling of the High Court ire thase
above, the Court of Appeal observed as follows:

“The judgment in this appeal was however deliveretio85, when he (the judge) was past his

compulsory retiring age. In the normal course afreg, he would have retired compulsorily in

1984. Moreover, the interval of time between tret leearing of the matter and the delivery of

judgment, computed at ten years is unreasonabémpstandard and clearly subversive of the

spirit and intendment of the Constitution. In preaitterms also, the learned judge would have

lost all familiarity with the essential detailsthie matter in dispute which would make relevant

and unimpeachable his findings thereon”
This ruling is indicative of the fact that timeoesurt rulings are inextricably linked to the tr&lcriminal cases.
In this regard, delays in court rulings after cabase been heard is a severe affront and violadbthe
fundamental human rights of accused persons untieleal9(1) of the 1992 Constitution of the Repaluf
Ghana which states that “a person charged witlngiral offense shall be given fair hearing withinemsonable
time by the court.” Even if what is “reasonabledimvas not operationalized by Ghana’'s 1992 Corigtity we
still would not need a soothsayer to tell us thegrayear time interval between the last hearing ose and the
time a ruling is given would be absolutely unreadne and subversive of the spirit and letter of 1982
Constitution.
Ironically, there are time limits for the courtsride on matters that are brought before them. quiesstion then
is, what are these time limits for ruling for tharious courts in the Ghanaian judicial system,ipalgrly the
high courts?; what should be the proper constrodiiobe placed on them?; and how have these timits|
been adhered to by the high courts in Ghana? Tées¢he main issues to be addressed by the papardr
purely qualitative methodological research standipdihe rules on time limits for the delivery ofdjgment by
the high courts are given special focus in thisepapecause their non-compliance and non-enforceimere
been challenged in the Court of Appeal and Supr€meart many times compared to the rules on timetéimi
governing the other courts in Ghana (Bimpong-BR@Q7). Besides in terms of grading, the high coadupies
the middle ladder in the hierarchical structurehef Ghanaian judiciary or court systémin this regard, some
library research with particular emphasis on aewvbf appropriate Court Rules, Law Reports in Ghand
other countries that capture court judgments aadithe frame within which they were delivered; adlvas the
1992 Constitution of the Republic of Ghana would dmducted. In doing this, the technical and latent
challenges and barriers to timeous delivery of ciugdgments would be unearthed. In the subseesitons,
this paper discuses the rules governing time lifoitcourt rulings as exists in theory; how suclesthave been
enforced; the constitutionality of such rules; gs#l of decisions on the time limits for court ngs; a call for
reform of the rule on time limits for court rulingsnd finally, a brief concluding remark is given.

2. Time Limits for Court Rulings as Exist in Theory

Certainly, there are rules on time limits for thelidery of judgments in Ghana. The District Couttlés, 1977
(LI 1127) enjoins all magistrates to deliver theitings within four weeks from the conclusion ofril. Also,
the statutory time limit for the delivery of judgmis by the High Courts in Ghana is not later thiaxrmseeks
after the close of a case. This was provided bye©68, Rule 2A of the High Court (Civil Proceduiles,
1954, as inserted by the High Court (Civil ProceduRules, 1977 (LI 1107). The amended rules haen be
repealed and the provisions relating to time lirhidse been re-enacted as Order 41, Rule 2(1) ef (e new
High Court (Civil Procedure) Rules, 2004 (CI#7)These rules are also to be applied in the Ghar@igcuit
Courts which are the lower courts established utiieiCourts Act, 1993 (Act 459), as amended byGberts
(Amendment) Act, 2002 (Act 620). In the case of @murt of Appeal in Ghana, the time limit for rudins
within eight weeks after the hearing of a casesTéiprovided by Rule 33 (1) and (2) of the CodrAppeal
Rules, 1997 (CI 19). There is however no time liamitler the Supreme Court Rules, 1996 (CI 16) ftinga by
the Supreme Court after the hearing of argumentsuinmary, the guidelines for timeous ruling anlivdey of
judgment by the high courts as can be gleaned @oder 63, Rule 2A (LI 1107) and re-enacted into edrdil,
Rule 2(1)-(6) of Cl 47 states that:

L 1n terms of hierarchy, the Ghanaian Courts comgrike District/Magistrate Courts, Circuit Courts, Higburts, Appeals
Court and the Supreme Court.
%2 This is used interchangeably with Order 63, Ruf§) 2(
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1. Itis the duty of the Court to deliver judgmentsa®n as possible after close of each case befanadt
in any event not later than six weeks after theelof the case

2. For the purpose of this Rule, a case is closed wherevidence has been given to the Court and the
final speeches have been concluded.

3. The times of the vacations in any year shall notdikoned in the computation of the period of six
weeks referred to in this Rule.

4. Where for any reason judgment has not been detiveithin the period of six weeks, the Court shall
forthwith inform the Chief Justice (CJ) in writirgf that fact and shall state the reasons for thayde
and the date upon which it is proposed to delivdgment.

5. Where judgment has not been delivered within théogdeof six weeks, any party to the cause or matter
may in writing notify the CJ of that fact and requthat a date be fixed for the delivery of judgmen

6. Upon receiving a notification from the Court or arty under sub rule (4) or (5), the CJ may fix seda
for the delivery of judgment by the Court and notifie Court accordingly, and it shall be the duty o
the Court to ensure that judgment is deliverechendate fixed by the CJ.

3. Enforcing the Rules on Time Limits for Court Ruling in Ghana
In Ghana, it was the Supreme Court that had tlsé¢ dipportunity to consider the full legal effect@fder 63,
Rule 2(A) which was re-enacted into Order 41, RRJeCl 47 in 2004 (Bimpong-Buta, 2007:124). This
opportunity arose in th&epublic v Judicial Committee of the Central Regional House of Chiefs; Ex parte
Aaba.® This case was before the Supreme Court on appealthe decision of the Court of Appeal, which had
affirmed the decision of the High Court, Cape Cdasthe Central Region of Ghana. The High Court had
dismissed the appellants’ application for an omfecertiorari to quash the judgment of the Judi€ammittee
of the Central Regional House of Chiefs in respafcta chieftaincy dispute over succession to then&di
Paramount Stodt The Supreme Court iBx parte Aaba unanimously allowed the appeal and held furthet, tha
by operation of law, namely Rule 28 of the Chieftgi Procedure Rules, 1972, Cl 27, the Judicial Cadtaenof
the Central Regional House of Chiefs ought to hgiven its reasons in support of its judgment ahéorightful
successor to the Edina Paramount Staihin six weeks from the conclusion of hearing arguments in the case,
as required by Order 41, Rule 2, Cl 47. The Supr@oert found that the Judicial Committee had giitsn
reasons in support of its judgment twelve weekasrafte conclusion of hearing of arguments befoeeJtidicial
Committee (Ghana Law Report, 2006:545).
The Supreme Court ruling shows that it construedeD#dl, Rule 2, Cl 47 as mandatory and not meraly a
administrative rule. The Court further held thatd@r 41, Rule 2, Cl 47 was aimed at securing caumg
within six weeks rather than leaving it to the détion of the trial judge to do so “within a reaabte time” as
had been the case before. The Court thereforethatdany judgment given outside the mandatory spekv
period, without extension of time by the CJ would & nullity and of no effect (ibid). In arriving &t
unanimous decision ifEx parte Aaba, the Supreme Court of Ghana seem to have beereidd by its
Nigerian counterpart iffezue v Mbadugha regarding the interpretation to be placed by thar€Con section 258
(1) of the 1995 Nigerian Constitution. The saidtsecprovided that:

“Every Court established under this Constitutioalsteliver its decision in writing not later

than three months after the conclusion of evideare final addresses, and furnish all parties

to the cause or matter determined with duly autbateid copies of the decision at the date of

the delivery thereof.”
In their ruling on the case betweHeazue v Mbadugha, the Nigerian Supreme Court construed the abovéosect
as mandatory and not directory and that failureleébver ruling within the three month period nudlid the
ruling.®® However, the unanimous decision of the SupremertCoiu Ghana inEx parte Aaba was again
unanimously reversed by the Supreme Court, diffgreconstituted exactly a year later in the casethef
Republic v High Court, Accra; Ex parte Expandable Polystyrene Products Limited.® In this case, the applicant,
the defendant in a civil action determined agalmst by the High Court, Accra, sought an order atioeari in
the Supreme Court to nullify High Court ruling iwvbr of the plaintiffalmost two years after the case had been
heard. The application for certiorari was on the basisnoh-compliance with the statutory time limits ftnet
delivery of judgment within six weeks from the datehearing is concluded. The applicant also retiedhe

%3 See Supreme Court of Ghana, Civil Appeal No 1/9§, 26, 2001

% Edina, also called Elmina is one of the ancientn®in the Central Region, near Cape Coast
% See 1984 Nigerian Court Cases, 314.

% See Supreme Court, Civil Motion 21/2002, July 2420
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precedent of the earlier Supreme Court decisidixiparte Aaba.. But this time, the Supreme Court dismissed
the application and decided to depart from its jmev decision irEx parte Aaba. The reason given was that the
previous decision ifEx parte Aaba had been given without the Court considering a wewyortant provision in
article 157 (3) of Ghana’s 1992 Constitution whathtes that:

“Without prejudice to clause (2) of this articlep person sitting in a superior court for the

determination of any cause or mater shall, haviegrth the arguments of the parties to that

cause or matter and before judgment is deliverdthdwaw as a member of the court or

tribunal, or as a member of the panel determinivag tause or matter, nor shall that person

becoméfunctus officio in respect of that cause or matter, until judgnedelivered”
The Supreme Court held in this case that the effetiie above article was to make a judigrectus officio only
after he has delivered a ruling in a case he mshd hearing. The Court therefore held that ggudho has
failed to deliver judgment within six weeks aftbetclose of a case would not cease to have jutisdiover the
case or becomteinctus officio and that a judgment delivered by such judge &fftersix week time limit would
not necessarily amount to a nullity. The Court hiblat the rule six week rule for the deliveringjofigment
anticipated the possibility of delayed judgment dehce provided a procedure for delayed judgmenthis
regard, the Supreme Court was not happy with thetfat counsel for the applicant based his argusnen
some of the sub-rules of Order 63, Rule 2A andrigdmther sub-rules within the same Order 63, RAand
article 157 (3). In the view of the Court, the peoapproach was to consider the whole of OrdeRé®e 2A in
its context so as to arrive at its true legal dffec

4. The Constitutionality of Order 63 Rule 2A or Order 41, Rule 2(1) — (6)
It is important to note that iEx parte Expandable Polystyrene Products, the Supreme Court did not declare
Order 63, Rule 2A unconstitutional. On the contramyhis opinion, one of the judges of the casstide Afreh
rather expressed the view that both article 15a(8) the Rule 2A of Order 63 have the same gogudge who
has heard a case to its conclusion cannot withdiramv it, he must give judgment and must do so @ sts
possible after the close of the case”. The onlfeddhce, as pointed out by Justice Afreh iBx parte
Expandable Polystyrene Products is that Order 63 Rule 2A prescribes six weekdaditne within which ruling
must be given while article 157 (3) does not pribscany time limit. It must be noted that Justicieeh in an
orbiter expressed the view, concurred by Justice Adjabehg (vas part of the Supreme Court judges sitting on
Ex parte Expandable Polystyrene Products), that the Supreme Court must not be taken to Haetared Rule 2A
of Order 63 as unconstitutional in relation todetil57 (3). Indeed, in stressing this, Afreh obsdras follows:
“It is only when Rule 2A is interpreted as imposimgndatory requirements, which would render any
judgment given more than six weeks after the clolsa case null and void, that the rule becomes
unconstitutional. If the requirements are regaraledirectory only, it is perfectly consistent wattiicle
157 (3) of the Constitution, 1992” (Ghana Law Reép2006:759).
However, in its subsequent decision in the casth@Republic v High Court, Koforidua; Ex parte Eastern
Regional Development Corporation (ERDC), the question regarding the true legal effect oféd@3, Rule 2A in
the light of article 157 (3) was again argued andsidered by the Supreme Collrtn the above case, an
application for certiorari was brought before thep@me Court to quash the judgment of the High Cour
favor of the plaintiffs because the ruling had bdetivered more than six weeks after the partiesfivad their
final addresses, contrary to Order 63, Rule 2Aurel for the application also sought to rely omdlecision in
Ex parte Aaba. In response, the Supreme Court dismissed the agiplicby a majority decision of four to one
with Justice Ampiah dissenting. The majority hdtdttthe effect of article 157(3) was that a supecmurt’'s
jurisdiction in a case which had been concludedth®y hearing of argument could not be terminatedl unt
judgment has been delivered. Therefore they heltlttie application to quash the judgment of thenHBgpurt
on the ground that it had been delivered outsidesth weeks time limits as prescribed in Rule 2/ watenable
in the face of the provision in article 157 (3). Mdmportantly, it was concluded that Order 63,eRRBA was
incompatible with article 157 (3). The majority éximed that the situation would be different ifr@ltjudge had
retired as a judge and thus unable to deliver guliithin the maximum period of six months as preddn
article 145 (2&4) of the 1992 Constitution of GhaA@he majority therefore decided, also on that gchun
depart from and also set aside the decisidixiparte Aaba under article 129 (3) of the 1992 Constituffon

97 See Supreme Court, CM 16/2002, April 16, 2003

% Article 145 (2) and (4) provides as follows:

“(2) A Justice of a Superior Court or a ChairmaradRegional Tribunal shall vacate his office —(ajhia case of Justice of
the Supreme Court of the Court of Appeal, on attgiriire age of seventy years; or (b) in the case Jfstice of the High
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It is important to note that in expressing a disisgnview on the above ruling of the Supreme Coduistice
Ampiah noted that Order 63, Rule 2A was consistétit article 157 (3). He noted that article 157 @®&alt
with a different situation where before judgmenju@ge withdraws from a case, while Order 63, RiAedealt
with the situation where judgment has been delajedobserved further that:
“Our Constitution as provided in article 11(6) rgozes the existing laws. Order 63, Rule 2A
(LI1107), though subsidiary legislation, was madelee authority of a constitutional provision, nayne
article 157(2) which enjoins the Rules of Court Qoittee ‘by constitutional instrument to make rules
and regulations for regulating the practice andedaore of all courts in Ghana’. Thus while artitt?
(3) enjoins the judge to sit on a case and deliwdgment; the judge is required under Rule 2A to
comply with the rules and regulations governing thanner by which any such judgment shall be
delivered. Consequently any breach of these ruldsegulations would render any judgment delivered
null and void” (Ghana Law Report, 2005:28).

5. Analyzing Decisions on the Time Limits for CourtRulings

Since July 25, 2001, when Ghana’s apex Court deld/és unanimous verdict iBx parte Aaba, the Court has

been called upon in several subsequent cases sideorthe true legal effect of Order 63, Rule 2Aha light of

the provision in article 157 (3) of the 1992 Congion of Ghana (Bimpong-Buta, 2007). In examinihg

decisions given by the Supreme Court in the casfesred to above, the following observations maynaele:

»  First, the provision in Rule 2A of Order 63 as itied by LI 1107 on the time limit for delivery obart

ruling or judgment by the High Court and by operatdf the law, by the judicial committees of the
regional houses of chiefs, is purely administrative not mandatory.

e Second, a judgment given outside the statutorywgigk time limit is not a nullity as decided by the
Supreme Court ifex parte Aaba

« That the decision ifex parte Aaba was giverper incuriam and therefore wrong because the court did
not consider the relevant provision in article I8y of the 1992 Constitution of Ghana

« Fourth, the rationale for Order 63, Rule 2A is tmtause any financial hardship to the partiesnyn a
case. Instead, it is to ensure that parties aresulgiected to hardships arising from unreasonate a
interminable delays in the delivery of judgments.

«  Fifth, Order 63, Rule 2A is incompatible and byeirgnce, unconstitutional vis-a-vis the provision in
article 157 (3) of the 1992 Constitution of Ghana.

In relation to the fourth and fifth observationsdeaabove, two brief comments may be made. Fifrst, faurth
observation raises the question of the intentioth policy behind the enactment of Order 63, Rule ZAo
competing interests appear to be the rational@v@jding hardship to the parties to a case ariimg viewing
as a nullity a judgment delivered outside the tiimét of six weeks for the delivery of judgment; i) the
avoidance of hardship arising from interminable andeasonable delays in the delivery of judgmentshie
courts. The comment on the fifth observation ig ttanmencing from the date of decisionBr parte ERDC
(April 16, 2003), the High Court Rules do not paifor any time limit for the delivery of judgmerty the
High Court if indeed Order 63, Rule 2A is unconsgtdnal. In this regard, it should be noted thadler article
1(2) of the 1992 Constitution of Ghana: “ the Cdnsbn shall be the supreme law of Ghana and ahgrdaw
found to be inconsistent with any provision of t@isnstitution shall, to the extent of the incoresisty, be void.”

Court or Chairman of a Regional Tribunal, on attainihe age of sixty-five years; or (c) upon his reaidrom office in
accordance with article 146 of this Constitution”

“(4) Notwithstanding that he has attained the agetach he is required by this article to vacate tifice, a person holding
office as a Justice of the Superior Court or Chairnof a Regional Tribunal may continue in office fomperiod not
exceeding six months after attaining that age, &g Ioe necessary to enable him to deliver judgmedbany other thing in
relation to proceedings that were commenced béfioneprevious to his attainment of that age”

% Article 129 (3) of Ghana’'s 1992 Constitution stathat “The Supreme Court may, while treating its opnevious

decisions are normally binding, depart from a pyasidecision when it appears to it right to dossa all other courts shall
be bound to follow the decisions of the Supreme Comiquestions of law.”
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6. A Call for Reform of the Rule on Time Limits for Court Rulings

In the light of the foregone discussion, therehis meed to review and amend Order 41, Rule 2(1yig@n the
nation’s Supreme Court posturing that renders éouastitutional. This law reform process may beiedrout by
the Rules of Court Committee established underclarti57 of Ghana’s 1992 Constitution. In the reform
exercise, a synthesis may be found between thedwpeting interests behind the enactment of OrdeRéile
2A already discussed above. In this regard, thermefprocess should take into account what periaihigeria
where in the case dfezue v Mbadugha discussed earlier, the Nigerian Supreme Courtpnéted section 258
(1) of their 1995 Constitution (similar to Ghan&@sder 63, Rule 2A) as mandatory and of full legtita.
Indeed section 4 of article 258 (1) which was areagiment to the Nigerian Constitution (Suspensioth an
Modification) Amendment Decree Number 17 of 1988id¢ates that a Court decision can be nullifiedhi t
party complaining of a non-compliance with timeitisrfor ruling has suffered a miscarriage of justixy reason
thereof. What this means is that a ruling shoultl m® quashed merely for violating the time limit fine
delivery of judgment. However if the court is shéd that the person making the claim that such-non
compliance has inflicted hardships on him/her aasl led to the perpetration of injustice, it cacah set aside a
judgment for non-compliance with the time limits fmurt ruling.

It must be noted that the effect of the Nigerianeadment to section 258 (1) of the 1995 Constitutias
considered, in the light of the provision in Ord€, Rule 1 of the old Ghanaian High Court (CivibBedure)
Rules, 1954 (LN140A), which is now Order 81 of treav High Court (Civil Procedure) Rules, 2004 (C),4%
Justice William Atugubah, one of the Supreme Caudges who sat on the case involving Bepublic v High
Court; Koforidua, Ex parte ERDC. This is what he said:

“...the Nigerian experience, as aforesaid, necessittat amendment to section 258(1) of their Ctutgin.
However, in Ghana, that position has been forestdlly Order 70, Rule 1. Since prejudice to therogide and
the demands of substantial justice are major censitbns in the true construction of Order 70, Ruland
guided by the Nigerian experience, which necessltain amendment against an invalidation of a judgme
delivered contrary to the time limits for the sarmed since the scheme and object of the Order @i, B\ read
carefully together, reveal that they were desigioekieep putting pressure on a judge, after theuckosf a case,
to deliver the judgment therein without delay armd to invalidate same, | would hold that the nhomptiance
with those time limits is a curable defect and @& autside the purview of Order 70, Rule 1...” (Gharmav
Report, 2005:46).

However, a critical scrutiny of Order 70, Rule Jloshthat unlike the Nigerian situation, it did natysthat a
decision of a court can be set aside for non-canpé with the rule on time limit for court rulinghere a court
is satisfied that the party complaining of such-compliance has suffered a miscarriage of justicedason
thereof. But it is gratifying to note that Order,&ule 1(2) of Cl 47 appears to give some solutiorthe
challenges of Order 63, Rule 2.1t is recommended that Rule 2A of Order 63 be atadrin the light of the
provision in the amendment to section 258(1) of 1885 Constitution of Nigeria, and that of Order, &ule
1(2) of Cl47. In amending Order 63, Rule 2A, theduof Court Committee may prescribe definite puait
sanctions against a judge who fails, without talegileason, to give a ruling within a stated reabnéime
frame. The CJ and the General Legal Council msy ebnsider the option of putting together constiaining
programmes and sensitization workshops to educatk c@nscientize judges on the dangers of delayed
judgments. Through these workshops and trainingi@es, the discussions would also illuminate thal,re
practical or peculiar challenges confronting jud¢fest undermine the call for timeous delivery ofing. The
revelations may assist the Rules of Court Committefashioning out the appropriate rules that reieedhe
situation.

7. Concluding Remark

The danger in delaying the delivery of judgmentrzdrbe under-estimated. Indeed, giving a courhgu§oon
after a case has been heard keeps the facts chsgefresh in the minds of the trialing judge sat th wise
judgment can be made. Memories of parties, themesses and even facts may fade or totally estepidge

100 order 81, Rule 1(2) of Cl 47 states that:
“(2) The Court may, on ground that there has beeh alfailure as stated in sub rule (1), and on $eichs as to costs or
otherwise as it considers just
(a) set aside either wholly or in part the proceedimigany document, judgment or order therein; or
(b) exercise its powers under these Rules to allow ao@ndments to be made and to make such order gleatm
the proceedings generally as it considers just.”
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where rulings are unduly delayed (Brobbey, 2000i582layed judgment may breed unnecessary paranoia
regarding the cause of the delay by the partieth¢ocase as it did during Ghana’'s 2012 Electionti&et
Process. In the words of Bimpong-Buta (2007:13hich delays may also be very oppressive to théepad

the action; create frustration and tension; andidadattempts at wrong-doing.” These would genersdiye to
validate the truism that “justice delayed is justitenied.”
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