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Introduction

On 8 June 20

and engaged the :ﬁ{espondent in discussions. Despite these engagements, the Respondent

Applicant lodged objections, citing historical reconciliation discrepancies,

issued an objection decision on September 6, 2022, citing failure to provide requested

documents.

The Applicant averred that it only became aware of this decision on 25 April 2023, upon

receiving an agency notice whereupon the statutory appeal period had lapsed.



Continued reconciliation efforts reinforced the Applicant’s expectation of resolving the matter
amicably, but on 17 February 2025, the Respondent revived its demands, prompting the
Applicant to seek relief before the Tax Appeals Tribunal.

The Applicant argued that the delay in filing was due to the Respondent's failure to notify them
and their reliance on reconcilia_tion efforts. The Applicant now seeks an extension of time to

apply for a review, emphasizing fairness and substantive justice.

2. Representation

The Applicant was represented by Mr. Kenneth Mbae, its dlrecto ‘while the;R; p:\’ndent was
represented by Mr. Kenan Aruho, a Supervisor in the Legal

Department of the Respondent.

gcision around 6 September 2022 and ought to have filed the
application for:review by 5 October 2022. He contended that the Applicant had not shown just
cause for the d »x:y;;or provided proof of payment of the required 30% of the assessed tax, and

prayed that the application be dismissed with costs.

In rejoinder, the Applicant, through Mr. Kenneth Mbae, agreed with the Respondent’s position
on the statutory timelines for filing an application for review but explained that compliance was
not possible due to the circumstances outlined in the affidavit in support. He maintained that

the Applicant had justifiable reasons for the delay and had since paid the required 30% of the
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tax in dispute, attaching proof of payment. He prayed that, in the interest of justice, the

application for extension of time be granted.

3. Issues for Determination
The issue for determination by the Tribunal is whether the application for extension of time

should be granted.

4. Submissions of the Applicant
The Applicant submitted that the delay in filing the application was not caused by negligence

on its part but resulted from the Respondent’s failure to prowd;:"“*i"*{prlor notlce of |fs;object|on

sufficient grounds are demonstrated.

The Applicant went ahead to argue that thl‘éff‘ '§pret|o7n:f"’ hould bé exercised in its favor to allow

for a fair determination of its case.

In support of its position, the Applicant cited Asiimw Eunice v. URA (Misc. Cause No. 21 of
2025), where the ruled that:sufficier

grounds couldﬂjus:t}i?y extending the filing deadline. The

The Applicant a /’Qed that URA’s ongoing reconciliations created a legitimate expectation of
an amicable resolyution, negating the need for formal action. Citing Tullow (U) Ltd v. URA
(TAT Application No. 04 of 2011), the Applicant emphasizes that legitimate expectation can
arise from an express promise or consistent practice. Correspondences indicate that the
Respondent continued proposing solutions, reinforcing the Applicant’s claim that they acted in

good faith and anticipated reconciliation rather than unilateral decision-making.



The Applicant contended that the Respondent’s failure to request essential documents, such
as NSSF schedules and bank statements, before making its decision reflects procedural
unfairness and strengthens the likelihood of success if the application proceeds. Citing, the
Applicant emphasizes the Supreme Court's stance that substantive justice should evail over
procedural technicalities, reinforcing the need for the case to be heard on its merits( Andrew

Bamanya v. Shamsherali Zaver, S.C Civil Application No. 70 of 2001).

The Applicant argued that granting the extension will not prejudi ,as it failed to serve

the decision and prolonged the process through reconciliatioj Converse[y, : yfeQAying the

against URA.

5. Submissions of the Respondent

licant delayed for two years and six months without

reconciliation meetings as grounds for legitimate

The Respon argues that the Applicant failed to act promptly upon receiving agency notices
on 25 April 2023, gmonstrating negligence. In the case of Eco Bus Company Limited v URA
(Misc. App. No. 28 of 2023), the Tribunal cited Administrator General v Isaac Kasiba Lule
CACA No. 124 of 2011, that equity requires a person that who has been wronged must act

swiftly to preserve its rights.

They contend that the Applicant’'s unreasonable delay disqualifies them from seeking an
extension, citing Farid Meghani v URA (Misc. App. No. 185 of 2020) and Equatorial Real



Estate Limited v URA (Misc. App. No. 65 of 2024), which affirm that the Tribunal can only

extend time for applications filed within six months of the objection decision.

The Respondent underscored the importance of timely adjudication to uphold judicial integrity
as upheld in the case of Safari Clothing (Uganda) Limited v URA (Miscellaneous
Application No. 26 of 2021), the Tribunal found the reasons given by the Applicant as not
being justifiable since the Applicant ought to have filed a matter in the T~ribu}nnal and not gone

back to review.

The Respondent prayed for the dismissal of the application wnth costs, é,,séértmyg hat the
Applicant’s delay, negligence, and lack of justifiable reasé s rena‘fé’r d the extension request

untenable.

6. Submissions of the Applicant in rejoin&keg

The Applicant contests the Respondent's cla 1s and m intains that the Tribunal has discretion

(Misc. Cause No. 21 of 2025)Q§agjd Boney Katatumba v. Waheed Karim (SCCA No. 27 of
2007), the Applicant asserts that de ay:

an extension.

The Applicant réfu allegations ﬁ neghgénce, arguing that the delay resulted from

Respondent, creating a legitimate expectation of

Furthermo e, the Applicant émphasizes that the Tribunal's discretion is not solely based on the
length of delay
William v. Kisubika Joseph (SCCA No. 12 of 2014). The Applicant clarifies that it participated

in reconciliation meetings, not ADR, as the ADR Regulations of 2023 were not in force at the

t on the sufficiency of reasons provided, as outlined in Mulindwa George

time, making the Respondent’s reliance on ADR provisions misplaced.

The Applicant argues that granting the extension will not prejudice the Respondent, whereas

denying it would result in undue tax liability without a fair hearing. Citing Boney Katatumba v.



Waheed Karim, the Applicant reiterates that justice requires granting extensions where delays

are justified, even if prolonged, to prevent unfair outcomes.

7. The determination by the Tribunal
Having read the submissions of both parties, this is the decision of the Tribunal.

The Applicant was assessed for Pay As You Earn (PAYE) amounting to Shs. 710,026,525 for
the financial year 2022. The Applicant disputed Shs. 538,549,860 and
for Shs. 171,476,665.

kngwledged liability

The Tribunal acknowledges thé;i{z 4)

be strictly adhered to. Howey

e.prescribed form;

e reasons for the application; and
ith the tribunal within thirty days after the person making the application has

been served with:notice of the decision.

(2) A tribunal may, upon application in writing, extend the time for the making of an

application to the tribunal for a review of a taxation decision.

3) An applicant to a tribunal shall serve a copy of the application on the decision maker within

five days after lodging the application with the tribunal.



(4) Where an application for review relates to a taxation decision that is an objection
decision, the applicant is, unless the tribunal orders otherwise, limited to the grounds stated

in the taxation objection to which the decision relates.

(5) An application to a tribunal for review of a taxation decision is not taken to have been
made unless the prescribed nonrefundable fee, if any, in respect of the application has been

paid.

(6) The Civil Procedure and Limitation (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act shall not apply

application for review.

(7) An application for review of a taxation decision shall be made:

date of the taxation decision”.
Section 27 of the Tax Procedures Code Act ‘s‘téﬁtes:

“27. Review of objection dec{gion

(1) A person dissatisfied with an ction decision may; within thirty days after being served

} dge an appj}féaﬁon with the Tribunal for review of

the objection decision.

instructive in:ithis matter. This principle discourages laxity in pursuing legal remedies,

ensuring fairr\;ésg d certainty in legal proceedings. The Respondent argues that the
Applicant, having&z:aelayed for more than two years, failed to act diligently and should not be

excused.

The Respondent cites the case of URA v Consolidated Properties Ltd (Civil Appeal No.
31 of 2000), emphasizing that statutory timelines are substantive and must be complied with.

Moreover, the doctrine "Ignorance of the law is no excuse" applies here—the Applicant,



being a registered taxpayer, was obligated to act within statutory timelines and cannot plead
ignorance as justification for its failure.

A perusal of the objection decision notices on file indicates that the same were issued on 6
September, 2022 and yet this application was filed in the Tribunal on 24 March, 2025, being

2 years, 6 months and 18 days from the date of issuance.

for an extension.

Similarly, in the case of Boney M Katatumba Vi

This imposes on the Applicant, the burden to s

time, he would suffer an injustice’

objected to the rd party agency notice of 25 April 2023 and did not.

Additionally, no evidence was adduced to the effect that the Applicant was neither in
operation nor had closed its business. This clearly implies that the Applicant was laissez-faire

about their tax compliance obligations.



In the Supreme Court decision in the case of Uganda Revenue Authority v Uganda
Consolidated Properties Ltd (Civil Appeal No. 31 of 2000) [2000], Twinomujuni JA stated:
“That is why the Respondent filed a second application dated August 12, 1999, which was
thrown out by the Tribunal for being time barred. Clearly, that application was filed after over
50 days from June 17, 1999, instead of within 30 days as required by the law. Time limits set
by statutes are matters of substantive law and not mere technicalities and must be strictly

complied with”.

In light of the foregoing, we find that the application for extensio ,.}f time is mordlnately late

i.e by 2 years, 6 months and 18 days and therefore time barred ln‘: he cnrcumstances we
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