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TAX APPEALS TRIBUNAL
fansice o Towegtion

THE REPUBLIC OF UGANDA
IN THE TAX APPEALS TRIBUNAL AT KAMPALA

MISCELLANEOUS CAUSE NO. 80 OF 2025

FARM INPUTS CARE CENTER (FICA) LIMITED......cccoeeveeeeeeeereeeerrnn. APPLICANT

VERSUS

UGANDA REVENUE AUTHORITY ....ccuceueemiimisiiiseiissimeeeasssnsnsensssnsanas RESPONDENT

BEFORE: HON. KABAKUMBA MSIKO HON. WILLY NANGOSYAH,
MS. CHRISTINE KATW

'RULING

I Introduction

multiplication ocessing for supply to
application for the extension of time to file

ation decision.

. Background Facts

2. The grounds of this application are laid out in the affidavit in support of the
application deponed by Mr. Narcis Tumushabe, the Chief Executive Officer
of the Applicant and sworn on 25 September 2025, stating as follows:

()  The Respondent issued assessments for both VAT and Income Tax
against the Applicant sometime in April 2024.

(i)  The Applicant objected to the assessments, and objection decisions
were made by the Respondent, disallowing one objection (VAT) and

allowing the other (Income Tax).



(i) The Applicant instructed their tax consultant, Mr. Noah Kirabo to file
an application for review of the disallowed objection to this Tribunal.
The Tax consultant informed the Applicant that he had indeed filed the
application.

(iv) However, on 15 December 2024, the Applicant received a call from
the Respondent’s officer demanding the tax due. The Applicant’'s CEO
travelled to the Respondent’s head office at Nakawa to follow up on
the demand, where he established that the tax liability was still
reflected on the ledger. e

(v) On 31 December 2024, the Applie ‘

iled an application for review of

the objection decision, beli o still be within the prescribed

timelines.

e Respondent that it was filed out of time

tion was dismissed by this Honourable

(ix)

cessarily delay in filing the application

for review tax deC|S|on before this honourable Tribunal, as they
were constrai
(x) That the Applicant

chance to justly resolve the dispute amidst immense hardships as

circumstances beyond their control.

es taken the necessary steps to ensure her

elaborately stated above, by bringing this application for extension of
time before this honourable tribunal.

3. The Respondent, by way of an affidavit in reply, deponed by Mr. Oseku
Samuel, an officer in the Legal Services and Board Affairs Department of
the Respondent and sworn on 10 October 2025, responded stating:

() Thaton 21 August 2024, the Respondent issued its objection decision

disallowing the objection.



(i) An application to the Tax Appeals Tribunal for review of a tax decision
must be made within 30 days after receiving the objection decision.

(i) The Applicant filed the application 8 months from the date when the
Respondent issued their objection decision, which is beyond the
statutory timelines for filing an appeal in the TAT.

(iv) The Applicant has not demonstrated sufficient cause for its failure to
file the application for review within the stipulated time to warrant the
grant of this Application.

(v) The Respondent raised a preliminary objection at conferencing to the
effect that, TAT Application No:004 of 2025 was out of time and on 18
September 2025, the Tribqn‘aly;fgd"éylivered a ruling upholding the

Respondent’s preliminary ij’éét‘io‘r’]:fifl»’_herefore, the Applicant’s only

recourse is to Appeal to the High Court.
(vi) The application is bad in law without meri s,a’“ d ought to be dismissed

with costs.

4. The Applicant rejé ed ‘way of an affidavit in rejomder_by Mr. Narcis

Tumushabe, the Chief:Ex ~tjt_i'\"/ﬁ§";’0fficer of the Applical

_aware of it on

offices at Nakawa
(i) The Applicant reiterates that this Honourable Tribunal has the

mandate to ‘gr

application for rev \ﬁﬁof the taxation decision.

(iii)  Further, the Applicant took the necessary steps possible to ensure the
pursuit of justice by filing TAT Application No.4 of 2025 as early as
January 2025.

(iv) Application No.4 of 2025 that was dismissed on a point of law was not
heard on its merits as no evidence was presented or a hearing
conducted, leaving the underlying dispute unresolved and the

Respondent has not cited any law under which filing a fresh



application is barred after following the appropriate procedure of
applying for leave to file out of time.

(v) The Applicant in TAT Application No.4 of 2025 was never granted an
opportunity to be heard and following the right procedure of bringing
this Application for extension of time, the Applicant is seeking to have

the matter heard on its merits for the interest of Justice to be served.
1. Issues

5. Whether there is sufficient cause to 'g[;;irj;’g:‘éxtension of time to file an

application for review of a tax decision?

V. Representation and evidence

6.  Mr. Micheal Magwa represented the Applicant Wﬁiflje’ithe Respondent was

represented by Mr;.;fE'dx "

Timelines
8.  The Applicant submitted that it is clear that the objection decision in dispute
was made in August 2024, even though no evidence was led by the

Respondent in proof of when the decision was served on the Applicant.

9. The Applicant further submitted that having acknowledged receipt of the
objection decision in 2024, would have had 30 days within which to file an

application before the Tribunal. The Applicant filed TAT Application No.4 of



2025 on the 14 of January 2025 albeit out of time as adjudged by this
Tribunal on the 18 of September 2025.

Timeline for filing an application for extension of time

10. The Applicant submitted that it is the position of the High Court of Uganda
that there is no time as to when an application for extension of time can be
entertained by this Tribunal. In the recent case of Farid Meghan v URA
HCCA No.06 of 2021, Justice Stephen Mubiru held that:

“Section 16(2) of the Tax Appeals Tr/bunal Act provides that a tribunal may, upon

application in writing, extend the t/me for makmg of an application to the tribunal
for review of a taxation decision:: Slmllarly ruleh 1 (1) of the Tax Appeals Tribunals
(Procedure) Rules SI 50 of 2012 prowdes that th

upon the Appl/cat/on of the Application in writing, exteh‘ the time for making an

ibunal may, in its discretion

application.

the 15 Tax Ap

niting the period within which an application
for extension ti

n ay be filed.”
Sufficient cause

11. The Applicant submitted that in the case of Seah Mugaadya v URA MA
No. 1056 of 2025, Justice Susan Odongo observed:

‘It is important to highlight that what constitutes “sufficient cause” is not a fixed
standard. It is always dependent on the unique facts and circumstances of each

case and the courts discretion plays a crucial role in determining its adequacy’”.



12. The Applicant further relied on Seah Mugadya case (supra) citing the
Black’s law dictionary 8" edition page 663 and defined sufficient cause
as:

“Sufficient cause means to show why a request should be granted or an action
excused”.

13. The Applicant submitted that in the present application, the objection
decision in question was made on 21 of August 2024. However, when the
Applicant got information of the objection decisions on the 28 of November
2024, they instructed Noah Kirabo to apply for review of the objection
decision. That it was around the 15 of December 2024 that the Applicant
got to find out that the tax consuItant;d‘idi»ﬁéit? file an application for review of

the objection decision.

14. The Applicant submitted that the time between 17 ecember 2024 and 14
January 2025 havmg been the perlod of Christma '~feStIVItIeS did not deter

ecessary steps o ensure the Applicant’s

t he failed. Therefore, as noted above it

e negligence of the tax consultant on the

payment of the 30% the tax in dispute as a sign to show interest in

pursuing the matter in iseue to the end of Justice.

17. The Applicant submitted that to further buttress the argument of the
Applicant, Article 126(2) (e) of the constitution of Uganda speaks to the
need by the courts to adhere to the principles of natural justice and focus

on substantive justice against undue regard to technicalities.



Issue 2: Whether the Applicant is barred from filing a fresh Application after
dismissal of TAT Application No.4 of 2025.

18.

19.

VL.

The Applicant submitted that there is no law that deters her from bringing a
fresh application after dismissal of TAT Application No.04 of 2025. The
Applicant submitted that dismissal of a suit on a preliminary point of law
does not bar an aggrieved party from bringing a fresh suit on the same facts

and cause of action. The legal principle raised here is Res judicata.

The Applicant defined the doctrine of Res’fddicata as provided for under
the Civil Procedure Act. Section 7 |s to the effect that:

Whether the Applicant has demonstrated sufficient cause to warrant the grant

of an extension of time within which to file an application for review

21.

The Respondent relied on Section 27(1) of the Tax Procedures Code Act
which provides that a person dissatisfied with an objection decision may,
within 30 days after being served with a notice of objection, lodge an
application with the Tax Appeals Tribunal for review of the objection

decision.



22.

23.

24.

26.

27.

The Respondent further relied on Section 16(1) (c) of the Tax Appeals
Tribunal Act which provides that an application to the Tribunal for review

shall be made within 30 days of being served with notice of the decision.

The Respondent relied on the position of Lifeway Pharmaceutical
Industries Limited vs Uganda Revenue authority TAT Misc. Cause
No.32 of 2025, where this Tribunal found as follows:

‘While the mandates that an application must be filed within 30 days of being

served with the notice of the objection decisi

filing.”

it allows a six month window for

‘good cause as

e ie. Application within time.

the prescribéd37
includes other ca ‘fiiof, delay...”

The Respondent submitted that the present application for extension of time
was filed on 29 September 2025 whereas the objection decision had been
served on the Applicant on 21 August 2024 and 28 November 2024, which

is over 10 _months later. This Application for extension of time is an

afterthought and abuse of the court process.

The Respondent further submitted that the Applicant was fully aware of the
statutory timelines yet chose to file a substantive application for review (TAT
App.No0.004 of 2025) out of time without seeking leave from the outset.

8



28.

29.

30.

31.

33.

34.

The Respondent further submitted that when that Application was
dismissed for being time barred, the proper course would have been to file

an appeal if it was dissatisfied with the ruling of the Tribunal.

The Respondent submitted that the Applicant now seeks to reopen the
matter through a fresh application, which is also out of time, that only
attempts to cure defects they have always known about. This Tribunal
should not reward this conduct or allow a party to revive a matter that has

already been conclusively determined on account of their own inaction.

The Respondent submitted that the ,Appllcant has wholly failed to

substantiate the claim it ever engaged Noah Kirabo after receipt of the

representation by a tax agent must be ewdenced by a written engagement.

The Respondent submltted that the Applicant d|d not submlt any credible

mi December 2024 when the Applicant’s

agent’s mistake, he was negligent and did
‘ t the tax agent’'s mistake.

The Respondek -contended thatt WSQIS because at that very point, he knew
the Application fo ‘ iew was barred by time and he ought to have promptly

instructed another competent firm or while self-representing, applied to the

Tribunal for leave to fil an application out of time. Instead, the Applicant
elected to file a substantive Application for review without leave to file out
of time, which was dismissed for being out of time.

The Respondent further argued that instead of appealing, they filed the
instant application to extend time to file the application for review which is
also outside the 6months statutory period. The Respondent submitted that
this Tribunal was functus officio since it had already pronounced its self on

the time limitations of this Application.



Vil The Determination

Having carefully analysed the submissions of the parties, this is the decision of the

Tribunal.

35.

36.

37.

The Tribunal relied on Section 16(1) (c) of the Tax Appeals Tribunals Act
which provides:

“(1) An application of the Tribunal for review of a taxation decision shall

(c) Be lodged with the Tribunal within thirty (30) days after the person making

the application has been served with the nqt‘ide‘ffo’f the decision.”

Section 16(2) of the Tax Appeals rfipynalAct provides:

application to the Tribunal for a review of the taxat/on deas:on

Applications for review of tax decisions should beﬁ;;f,:ll,ed_ before the Tribunal

39.

not to assist a person. who has deliberately sought(whether) by evasion or

otherwise to obstruct or delay the cause of Justice. A tribunal like any other court
of law is required to exercise arbitrarily, capriciously or whimsically.”

However, a party has to show good cause before its application for
extension of time is granted. In Tight Security Limited v Chartis Uganda

Insurance Co. Limited Misc. Application 8 of 2014, the court held:

"Good Cause relate to and include the factors which caused inability to file within the
prescribed period of 30 days. The Phase ‘good cause' is however wider and includes
other causes other than causes of delay such as the public importance of an appeal and

the court should not restrict the meaning of good cause. It should depend on the facts

10



and circumstances of each case and prior precedents of appellate courts on extension of
time."

40. In the present case, on 15 May 2024 and 25 April 2024 the Applicant was
issued with an additional Income Tax and VAT Assessments disallowing
unsupported expenses and unjustified movement in non-current assets.

41. The Applicant objected to the tax assessments and on 21 August 2024, the
Respondent issued its objection decision to the Applicant’s objection to the
VAT assessment.

42. On 14 January 2025 Applicant filed its. apphcatlon for review in the Tax
Appeals Tribunal vide TAT Apphcatlon No 04 of 2025, well outside the

statutory time frame of thirty (30) days after the objection decision was

communicated without seeklng Ieave to flle.:
bika Joseph Civil Appeal
No.12 of 2014, the Supreme Court of Uganda sfate

“It is important to bear /n m/nd that time limits are the

43. Inthe case of Mulindwa George William v Ki

justice may be defeated : T,here /s lax:ty Factors to b 3 é;nsidered in an

appl/cat/on for extenSIon of time are,

The Applicant stated‘fhat the reason for its delay was because its tax
consultant whom they instructed to take the necessary steps to ensure the
Application was filed on time failed to do so. The Tribunal made reference
to the case of Kalyesubula v Bank of Africa & Another Misc. App.944
OF 2022) [2024] UGCommC 41 where the court stated:

‘It is now settled law that inordinate delay and negligence to observe or
ascertain plain requirements of the law are not mistakes of an advocate from

which a client can be excused.”

11



45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

It is trite law that the principal is generally bound by the acts of their agent.
To hold otherwise would mean that a party could extend statutory deadlines
indefinitely simply by claiming to have instructed an agent.

Furthermore, as correctly submitted by the Respondent, there is no credible
evidence on the record such as an engagement Iletter, email
correspondence, or a receipt for professional fees to corroborate the CEQ's
assertion that Mr. Noah Kirabo was indeed instructed and accepted the
brief.

An affidavit stating an instruction was glven without more evidence, is
insufficient to discharge the burden of explamlng the delay, especially in tax
matters where strict timelines are of the essence

According to the record, the Apphcant con des that he got to know that

2024 around December
s to file had lapsed. The

the objection decision was lssued on 21
2025, way after the 30 days within which he
Respondent aIIeged‘that the Applicant was made awareof his Tax agent’s
mistake of not f|l|ng e ap” l|cat|on for review, which all gitlon the Applicant
did not rebut.

till within the 6 months statutory period.

But instead, the Appllcantelecth to file a substantive Application for review

- No. 004 of 2025 on 14 January ’025 without leave to file out of time, which

was dismissed for being out of t|me\”

It is only on 1500t 2025 that they filed this instant application seeking

leave to file the app;lsixc:e;:‘ for review which is 14 months after the objection
decision was issued. k4
Such inaction plainly defeats the overriding imperative that justice be done
within the time provided by law. The Applicant has failed to account for the
delay with any sufficient cause. No other factor has been shown to outweigh
the prejudice to the Respondent and the integrity of the timetable.
Accordingly, the application does not disclose sufficient cause under
Section 16(2) of the Tax Appeals Tribunals Act or Rule 12 of the Tax Appeals

Tribunal (Procedure) Rules.

12



52.

93.

54.

95.

The strict timelines set forth in legislation and the necessity for timely
adjudication compel the Tribunal to consider the integrity of the Judicial
process as a whole.

We make reference to the case of Uganda Revenue Authority v Uganda
Consolidated properties Ltd, Court of Appeal Civil No.75 where it was
held that:

“Timelines set by statutes are matters of substantive law and not mere

technicalities and must be strictly complied with.”

Furthermore, the policy of finalitywﬁéﬁd legal certainty demands that
extensions not be granted lightly. The Trlbunal finds that the Applicant has

failed to provide a sufficient or cogent féaﬁ

n_for the inordinate delay. As

the Supreme Court warned iriﬁ';illllulindwa Ge,m‘: - William (supra), time

limits are there to be observed, and justice may ated if there is laxity.

In the circumstances the Tribu

| orders as follows:

AR DA . 2026.

HON. KABAKUMBA MASIKO

/ / .
goch O M bilofoe

s A

\ 7/

HON. WIL[Y NANGOSYAH MS. CHRISTINE KATWE
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