THE REPUBLIC OF UGANDA
IN THE TAX APPEALS TRIBUNAL AT KAMPALA
MISCELLANEOUS CAUSE NO. 043 OF 2025

NDAGIRE ANNET ... e e e APPLICANT

VERSUS

UGANDA REVENUE AUTHORITY.. RESPONDENT

BEFORE: MS. KABAKUMBA MASIKO, MS. GRACE SAFI, MS ROSEMARY NAJJEMBA

RULING

This ruling is in respect of an application broughg u"nder sectlon 16,2) of the Tax Appeals

Tribunal Act, Rule 11 and 30 of the Tax Appeals Trlbunals (Proceduyre) Rules and section
98 of the Civil Procedure Act and Order 52 Rillés 1 2, al

seeking orders that:

nds’3 of the Civil Procedure Rules

(@)  The time for filing an a‘pfiw[igg‘tion for rev:,igw*c’)f tax decision to the tribunal be

extended; and

} on t  'e“? Aprll 2025 which states as follows:

(i) The‘Ag“plj‘cant collects rents from residential rentals in Kisenyi, Kampala District.

(i) That onﬁééfOctober 2023, her husband who handled her tax matters passed away
at Masaka Hospital after an extended period of iliness.

(iii) On 7 March 2024, the Respondent issued assessments against the Applicant for
periods 2019-2024.

(iv)  However, the Applicant she didn't have knowledge or access to the URA portal.



(Vi)

(vii)

(viii)

(ix)

After her husband's demise, she experienced post-traumatic stress disorder
(PTSD) rooted in their deep emotional attachment causing her significant distress
and difficulty in coping with life.

In mid-2024, the Applicant received a call from a one Hassan who claimed to be
the tax agent of the deceased, offering to help with the tax matters and only
required facilitation which she provided. The said tax agent, would call on different
occasions to ask for money to take care of the tax issnesée she wasn't in the
right mental state to deal with the tax issues. ‘ s

Around March 2025, she however, continued to get remlnders to pay tax which
prompted her to approach the URA offices: to find out why she was being
increasingly demanded. She was informed by the URA ofﬂcer that she had

assessments that were overdue as well as an. objectlon decusuon

She also tried to reach the tax*;egent d desplte several attempts, she was

unable to reach him.

The Applicant had no notice of objectiéix decisions since she had no access to

the communication chankn”els (URA online po'f’tié:aily)‘_gntil recently when the Respondent

demanded the amount in dns ute

"VIt in replyr sworn by Ms. Eseza Victoria Sendege, an Officer in the

Respondent’s. Legal Services and Board Affairs Department, deponed on the 2 May

2025, the Respondent stated as follows:

(i)

(i

As the objection decision was served to the Applicant on the 7 July 2024, the
Applicant had up to 7 August 2024 to file an application for review.

The Applicant was over eight months late when she filed her application on 9 April
2025, which deems this Application bad in law and therefore ought to be

dismissed.



(i) ~ That the Applicant has not demonstrated any justifiable reason to warrant the
grant of an extension of time for her to lodge an application for review of the

Respondent’s taxation decision.

2. Issue to be determined

The issue to be determined is whether the application for extension of time to file an

application should be granted

3. Representation

The Applicant was represented by Mr. Michael Ma’"gv\ra WHiIethe Requrjdent was

represented by Mr. Simon Peter Orishaba.

Both parties made oral submissions.

4. Submissions of the Applicant

The Applicant submitted that"tl
application may be frled Thisis provrded for under cited Section 16(2) of the Tax Appeals

Tribunal Act and Rule 11(6) of the Tax Appeal Tribunal (Procedure) Rules. The Applrcant

The Apphcant also stated that she honest believed that the purported tax agent had dealt

with her tax matters She further submitted that it is only seven months from the time the
objection decrsmn was made on 7 July 2024 and to 8 April 2025 when this application

was filed.

The Applicant submitted that between the period of issuance of objection decision, the

Applicant had no idea of what was happening on the Respondent’s portal.



The Applicant submitted that it would be unfair if the extension of time is not granted and

that it will not prejudice the Respondent if it is granted.
5. Submissions of the Respondent

In reply, the Respondent submitted that the Applicant was supposed to file within 30
days after receipt of the objection decision. The Respondent submitted that the

application is eight months late hence it is improperly before the Tribunal.

The Respondent further submitted that the Applicant in her afti”davit states that she was
challenged because her late husband used to file her returns However unfortunate the
death might have been, the assessments were madef fter the husband S. death The

date of the assessment is 7 March 2024 and the husband passed on 22: October 2023

as per the death certificate attached.

The Respondent submitted that this cannot be sufficient cause for one to have failed to

follow up on tax matters.

The Respondent relied on the“?r‘ cent ruIing in Ch’efette Cyatering Limited v URA Misc.

Applrcant has no'Z the 30% The Respondent prayed that this application is denied

with costs to the Respondent.

6. Subm msions of the Applicant in rejoinder

The Applicant submltted that there is evidence of the death of her husband. It would be
prejudicial for the Respondent to state that the assessments were after the death of the
Applicant’s deceased husband and that she should have been vigilant with her tax

affairs, yet the assessments are for financial periods prior to the demise of her husband.



The Applicant cited the case of Megan Farid v URA CA no. 6 of 2021 where court
stated the Tribunal has discretion to grant an application for extension of time, even

beyond six months of the date of making the objection decision.

The Applicant submitted that a look at the attachments of the demand shows that the
Respondent did not issue demands until March 2025. The Applicant then took the
initiative to go to the offices of the Respondent to find out why these ‘messages were

coming in. When she realized she had a tax liability, she sought legal counsel who

advised her to submit an application for extension of time.

7. Determination of the Application by the Trib‘unal

file the appllcat/on for the following reasons:

e Absence from Uganda
e lliness

e Any other reasonable cause.”



The above provisions grant the Tribunal the discretion to extend time for the making of
an application for review of an objection decision. However, should be exercised

judiciously.

The Applicant submitted that from the time her husband passed on, she suffered post-
traumatic stress disorder and she struggled to cope. She was also not aware of the state

of her tax compliance since her husband used to deal with the tax matters. The

Respondent does not dispute the death of the Applicant’s husband

In the case of Tight Security Limited v Chartis Uganda Insurance Co lelted Misc.
Application 8 of 2014, the Court held:

within the

wider and includes other

“Good Cause relates to and includes the factors which caused mab:lltyto :

(i)

(i)

(iii) Tl
(iv)

If we were 0:go by the date the Applicant received the objection decision notice, she
ought to have Iodged the application by 7 August 2024 being one month from the date
of the objection decision. However, the Applicant filed this application for extension of

time 7 months later.

That said, the Tribunal has discretionary powers to decide each case according to its
merits and circumstances. Although the assessments and objection decisions were

made after the death of Applicant’s husband, the Applicant’s mental state, the absence



of the support from her husband that she was accustomed to, coupled with her inability

to cope, contributed to the late filling.

We take judicial notice of the fact that the death of a spouse results into emotional

distress for the surviving spouse.

The Applicant further submitted that she did not know how to use the Respondent’s
portal. That she became aware of the objection decisions in March 2025 and sought

legal advice to file an application for extension of time hence thls instant matter

The Tribunal therefore finds that the Applicant has shown and prowded suffrcrent
reasons for the grant of extension of time within whrch to file an apphcatlon for review of
the Respondent’s decision. Moreover, the Respondent w1|| not suffer any prejudlce if the

application is granted.

Regarding the requirement of payment of thlrty percent the Respondent submitted
that the Applicant has not paid the 30% of thf'
Tribunal relied on Section 15 (1) of the Tax Appeals Tnbdnal Act which provides:

ax assessed or that not in dispute. The

“A taxpayer who has lodged a not/ce« of jection to an assessment shall, pending final resolution

of the objection, pay 30% of the tax

,essed or. that part of the tax assessed not in dispute

whichever is greatef

In Bullion Refinery"lim(ted v URA Application No. 36 of 2021, the Tribunal ruled:

“The re /rement’to‘ pay the 30% of the tax assessed or the amount not in dispute arises when

"bjectlon and not when a tax payer files a matter in the Tax Appeals Tribunal.

This means at by the time the matter is filed in the tribunal, the 30% ought to have been paid.”

Since the App;ligant is before the Tribunal, it is important that all the procedural
requirements are satisfied. The Applicant should pay the thirty percent of the tax in

dispute.
In the circumstances, the Tribunal orders as follows:

(i)  This application is allowed;

(i) The Applicant is ordered to pay 30% of the tax in dispute; and

7



(i) Each party shall bear their own costs.
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KABAKUMBA MASIKO
CHIARPERSON

GRACE SAFI ROSEMARY NAJJEMBA
MEMBER MEMBER




