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This is an application for Bill of Costs, arising f_rom Tic
Civil Case No. 11/88 and Court Appoal Civil Case Nos 31/91.
There are 27 itens to be tamed oontainced into two spplicationse
The total amount to be taxed amommts to shes 9533400/=s The costs
were incurred while the applicants defanded their case in both the
Hgh Court and Court Appcales The cogtg are said to be for accommodationg

farey foods and attending the Court at various dayse

4% the hearing of this applicationg the applicants wexro
ropresented by the 2nd and 3rd decreo holderse Thay adoptod tho
ocontents of their gpplication. They, however, subr:flitted that after
thay had filed the Bill of Costs Applicationg they oontinued o incurr
expances through attending the Coﬁwb to prosecute their Bill of

Costs applicationa

The zpplication has not been supported by any voucher ox
veocipt for the claimed expences or costse At the hearing of the
application the gpplicant attempted to tender pa;y*mént vouchers "Trom
their "mllagé Governnent which indioated tha% the applicants were
aavanced some money for transport, food, and accommodationg but

2o
there vas/evidence of how and whether the same money was really
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gpant for the same purposcs The decuments were thus rejected.

Rule 57 of G 515 of 1991 POWAS. o Taxing Officer to allow
reasonable expeonces incurrcd by the parities or their witnesucs, In
this applicationy I have no dov.bf that the applicants did incury
apences while they defended their case in both the High Court and
Court Appeals but in the absance of recciplsy how do I satisfy
nyself that the clained amount was really spent as indicated in

the application and therefore a rofwund is ncecessary?

In the abscence of receiipts, and by virtue of the powers
oonfirred upon me by Rule 51 hercinabove mentioneds I will allow only
50% of the amount olaimed in all 27 iteong. That being the pogiiion,
the Bill of Costs is taxed at ehs. 416,700/= which is allowed, while

shs. 4765700/= are disallowed and taxed offs

of
However, in the judgnent of +the Court[ﬂppeal ¢ the Court Omdered

that "the appcllant (the respondent in this application) shall pay
to the respondents (the applicants in this application) only 75 of
the Costse By compubation, T5% of the amowmt hereinbefore allowed
as Costsy brings the results to shas, 357,325/—:.,. The sane Couxt of
Lippeal Judgnent made an order tha’ the respondent (in this
application) was to be refunded shs, 604000/= hy the applicant (in
this application)s At the hearing of this application, the
respondent raiscd the sane poin‘b§ and since there was no objection
from the applicants in rcspect of the same amounty the same shall

bo reduced from the amount already allowed as costse

In the final results, shs, 297,325/= arec allowad,
The parties are posted to Rule 5 of GN 745 of 1991, Yo nake

a refence to the Ion, Judge within 21 dgyss in ease either party is
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is not satisfied with the out come of tiis applications

6th Scptember, 1994

P, R, K. RUSAIMUKAMU
DISTRICT REGISTRAR

(TAXING MASTER)



