IN THE HIGH COURT OF THE UNITED REPUBLIC OF TANZANIA
| (COMMERCIAL DIVISION) o
AT DAR ES SALAAM

COMMERCIAL REFERENCE NO. 24 OF 2022

(Or/'gipatingfrqm Taxation Cause No. 134 of 2022)

KCB BANK TANZANIA LIMITED .....ccov... — +veee 1STAPPLICANT
KCB BANK KENYA LIMITED ...ccoiivasiisenssinsenninsans 2' APPLICANT
‘ '  VERSUS |
DELINA GENERAL ENTERPRISES LIMITED ...c.couse RESPONDENT
RULING

Date of last order: 14/12/2022
Date of ruling: 03/03/2023 -

AGATHO, J.:

The Applicants brought this taxation reference in which they, are inviting
the Court to vary the decision of taxing officer Hon. Minda Daputy
Registrar in Taxation Cause No. 134""61"'*-2022 on five grounds below: |
(i)' - That thé frial taxing officer had no jurisdiction to entertain
the Respondeht’ on accq'unt of pénding notice‘ of appeal filed
‘to.challenge the ,,,de_c'isi,vpn, of the. High 'Co.urt -i-nclusive.qf_: the
costsawardeq by the Court..
(i) The Applicants. were not: _'g’iv_e,n a right to be_:hear‘d, ol t:h(e

matter..



(i) Thé decision of the taxing officer i .n'ot supported by ahy
materials to jUstify the award of i:he taxed sums.

(iv) The taxing -ofﬁcer dec‘ided thé Taxation cause in total
disregard of the laid down legal principles guiding of hearing
of taxation matters. |

(v) That items 5,6,9,10,11,12,13, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 27
and 28 and fees for hearing taxation cause .in the extent of
TZS 1,050,000/= were afBitrafy awarded without régérd to

the laid down legal principles guiding taxation hearings. -

Before 1 venture un’;o the 'referen'ce, it sufﬁces' to mention that ‘the
parties were under Ieg-al |4epre§entétioh.Whereas the Applicants were
represented by Regina ‘Anthony Kiumba, ‘advocate from Trustmark
Attorneys, the Respondehf enjoyed the ‘services of Juventus Katlklro, |
I'éarnéd counsel from Apex Attorneys Advocates: Tt was by _cﬁbhsensué*
that the taxation reference be disposed by way of _wrfttén- s'l.jbmis‘sions. |
The s'chédule: Wés drawn, and appreCIatlvelythe parties filed their
submis:.sion‘s timely...

A batl<drb'p' of thé' 'refere_rice is that the ‘Applicants are ledgment'deBths
in a Commercial Case No.16 of 2022 before t'he"HClCD, and the

Respondents are decree holders. After emeraina victorious in thesuit.

X



the Respondents were awatded' ‘Coét‘s.-Accér’ding to parag,ta'ph_'s.o of an
affidavit in-suppert of the refetenée, ‘th'e" Respdndents ’pr:o_.ice_e‘ded tp fi‘l_e
their Bill of Costs to the tune of TZS .50:1,90.1',6'2:0.03_ in Taxation Cause
No. 134 of 2022 dated 18/10/2022 th}sé ruling was de!-ivered' | on
28/10/2022. No sooner than the rullng was dellvered thelt, was notlce of |
appeal-to the CAT fi led dgalnst the Judgment and decree of:: Commercsal_‘
Case No.. 16 of 2022. To be precise the: notlce Of appeal wass. f‘ led on
27/09/2022. That is four days from the date on WhICh the Judgment in
Commercial. Case No. 16 of 2022:wa§-.-=de‘lilver_ed._ The Ju.dgement wa_s
delivered on 27/09/2022. As per  paragraph 4.0 ofthe aﬁ}déyit in
support: of_;’the‘ réference ‘at hand, a ;-'cgpy-;.-of the notice of"apfpeel.»'was

served ..up_dn_ the Respondents on 29/09/2022;,_ :
The issties that the Court have been asked'to resoive are:

() “Whether the tial taxing officer had no jurisdiction. to

| entertain the_' "Resppndent oh e'c‘i:ou’nt of 'pe'ndin,g. notice of

appeal filed to challenge the decision of the High Court
,.mci{u‘siﬂve of the costs awarded: by the: Court. |

@) Whether the ;A;‘:ﬁb]li’c'éntés? Were ‘hot gitgén‘_"é ‘right to-be- heard

~ -on the:matter.



(iii) Whether the decision of the taxing officer is not supported
by :any mateﬁals..to’ justify the award of the taxed sums. |
(iv) - Whether the taxing officer decided the Taxation cause in
total disregard of the laid down Iegal principles guiding of
heanng of taxation matters and |
(v)  Whether the items 5,6,9,10,11,12,13, 19,20, 21, 22, 23, 24,
25,.27 and 28 and fees for hearing;-taxatiion cause in the
'extent of 125_1,050,000/:—'-:§ivere arbifrary’ awarded without
regard to the laid down legal .prinCipIes-guiding taxation
heaﬁngs.
The first and second “issues abO\/'é»s'tated"are fundamental orce we
resolve eitnér of t_hem‘the'-mat_ter' iS'-'-.-dingSed of. T will ékamine_them

- first.

To begin \Mth, we ekamine athe issue (I) V'Vhether. the,t'ri'a'l“ taxi'ng: 'officér
had no jufiSdiC'tian to enfErtain.. the Respondent on account of pen dlng'
noticjé"' of appaal' filed to* challenge the” de‘c‘:’iéi'd_n' of thé“ ~I-Iigh'~'Court
inclusive of the: éoSté awarded by the Court, "'J‘l_;"r:'isdictid.’?\"'is'-'a power of
the court to entertain a particular matt_er brough‘t before it. If a Court
proreeds to entutam a mattel without: 1ur:9dlctlon the proceedlngs and

dEClSionS are nu;hw See the case of M/S Tanzama Chma Fruendthpz"



Textile Co. Ltd v Our Lady of the Usambara Sisters [2006] TLR

70.

Now turning to the case at hand we ask whether filing of notice of
appeal to the CAT deprives this }Co'ur't'its Jurisdictiori to determﬁin_e»
taxation cause? This seems Ato be vie'w taken“ by'the Applioants a‘nd
substaritiated by some case laws Matsushrta Electrlc Company (E A)
LTD v. Charles George t/a G.G. Traders, le Appllcatron No 71
of 2001 CAT Mohamed Enterprlses Tanzama Lumlted v The-
Chlef Harbour Master and the Tanzama Ports Authorlty CAT
HCT deC|5|ons |n Norman - Mehboub (T/A Noman AI Mahboub
General Tradmg Corporatlon) v M:Icafe lelted, Commercaal
Case No. 41 0f 2003 HCT.;.Commereual- Dlwszon atﬁ.Dar-es salaam:
Domlnlc Ishengoma \'2 Managmg mrector Gelta Go!d - Mining,
Civil Reference No. 37 of 2019, HCT. Labour Dlwsuon at Mwanza
(dated 21/07/2021) ;-and- quite recently. -.»Calust- Aloyce ; Massawe,.._al'nd
Another v.-Kijenge‘ Saccosf’:?‘and Two-Others,: Civil, Refer:ence; Noi‘_
01 of 2022HCT atr.:Arusha" (decided_.on,-.. (;).8/0.9'/.2'0:2;2)_.

Is' the awa rqu ‘of costs among "tﬁé"‘.r'lel i,,éfs”éhaf"' canbe appealed. to ‘e
CAT? Say'the iFi‘(:fT"'has: awarded costs: and the juddihenv’ debtor appeal

to ‘the CAT can it reverse the costs awarded? ‘It is :thé“f"lawr"'tﬁa't‘ ‘the



Appellant cannot appeal to the CAT agalnst an order of the HCT
awardrng of costs toa party, Wthh was at the dlscretlon of the Court
unless the HCT grants Ieaye to 'a_ppeal to,n_th'e___CAT. See Section, 5(2)(a_)(ii)
of the Appellate J_urisd_iction,Act [c_ap'i41 RE ':20'19]. What is the i_mpoft |
from this provision is that costs re not appjealabAIej as of a right. ‘It' also
means. that'if‘ae p'arty. decides to appeal agalnst Judgment and decrec of
the HCT and equaIIy dlssatlsF ed with awardmg of costs he ought to’ seek
Ieave;of- the. HCT -to appeal to the CAT.' From -__the foregorng,- what.o_ne
grasps is _tha,t_wh_ere- the Taxation_ ¢proc-e,edin'"gs ensued it does: not ha‘)e
anyA bearing on the appeal' agamst j_udgrnentf.,and:-dec_r,ee;z
My take on the Applicaiits’ view arid m liet ‘of the aithorities they Have
cited"is that the'Bill of Costs proceedings wil e automatically barred or
,sta‘yéd 'bricé there is a notice 'Of appeal to the CAT but ‘execution will 'be
allowed to proceed unless there is stay of the sanie by the CAT In my
view such readrng and applrcatron of law’ er be wantmg There are two
reasons I can- thmk-_;i of now,_ - first;-hardship's and. -se?c'ond, ..-"CQUrt’.s
discretion. In .:c"Ompari_son,. the -.,execution :'o,ffde_"cree‘-».will__.-'-pos'e_. more
hardship on the ..Applicants..--(prospectii(e Appellants) thai bill of costs
(taxation) proceedings -because,ﬁ rst,:the Court: can not;—-aWarchsts higher

than the decretal sum. Second, it is:trite that awarding of ‘costs is.often



an exercise of judicial discretion that is not appealable unless leave is

granted.

Reading Matsushita and Norman Mehboub’ cases, it seems to me
that the matters specifically provided forare-not exhaustive. I am saying
so because a word used issuch as foilowed by a fewmatters mentioned
therein. Let me reproduce thé quote in the Matsushita’s case:

“Once a' Notice of Appeal is filed under Rule 76 (now rule

83(1) of the Rules) then the Court is seized with the matter

in exc/us/on of the High Court except for appllcat/ons |

spe(:/a//y prowded for such as /eave to appea/ or provision.

' of a certificate of point of law or exe(;ut/on where there is -

no- order of.stay. of -execution. from'sthis .Court.”. (Bold is

_mine).
In hqy _sjettled'viev‘v, the use ofa phrése'“suc/? ’a's”:eonno’tes jtha_t‘:wh
me‘ntio'ned is not exhaustive they are just examples- The ,I-ist may g
and on. We are |nV|ted to look at other items beyond those mentroned
For. that reason, to regard blll of costs proceedlngs as one such |tem not
mentloned but included is not far-fetched I thus find Rose Mkeku S
case to be-Justlﬁably..conavmcmg...Inv -tlwe.latter 'c_as_e_the _‘J.legﬁ focused
inter alia on the sixty d,ays"'?time_flimit set for .the_BiII of ,Costs to be filed

in the Court, otherwise the. taxation cause will. be. time barred as



provided for under Order 4 of the Advocates Remuneration Order, G.N.

263 of 2015.

Even the scenario contemplated by the: Ap"plicants (at page seven of
their submlssrons) that the decree holder f‘ les b|l| of costs that is heard
and taxed and the awarded costs are executed and subsequently the
appeal against ‘ jUdg"ment and decr’_ee. ~'ls*'~‘ heard"by" the CAT which
overturns the HCT decision ahd ordersthe Respdhd:_eht (decree holder at
HCT) to: pay costs both in the CAT and those in the HCT 'is’ in my;view
unthinkable I am holding so because costs are discretiona‘ry -’and orlCe
awarded at the. HCT they. can only . be appealed agamst lf leave is
- sought. See Sectlon 5(2) (ii): of the Appellate. Jurlsdlctlon Act [Cap. 141
R.E, 2019].

The d‘eclsibns cited by the Applicahts'to -’Su"pport’ their stance that: the
taxation ofF cer had no Jurlsd ction are wo rth examining. Ma_jOI’It‘/ of HCT
_ _dec15|ons ha've" shown that-=once there is 'notlce df 'app'eal'td the CAT the
HCT ceases’.to’ha‘\/e jurisdlCtion except for matters I'isted’: under Section
11(1) of Appellate Jurrsdlctlon Act [Cap 141 RE 2019] The |tems
include application for - Ieave to. appeal to- CAT .or applrcatron for
certificate ;-on - point: of_flaw_, . matters: 'specmcally- stated. under S.e(ftlon

5(1)(c), (2)@) (i), (ii),-(b), .an‘d..(c) .of the Appellate ,Juris,dlctler’l Act [Ca»p



141 R.E. 2_019],' and application for eéxecution uriless an order for stay of
execution is given. The latter has also been held in the case of Aero

Helcopter (T) Limited v F.N. Jansen [1990] TLR 142.

Whether the analogy drawn by'the ; Applic,énts"'counsel...._ wie v
.d/_'ctum in Attorney General v Amos ‘Shavu by His Lordship
Lugakingira J.A i binding Upon'this Court.
His Lordship gave obiter dictum that:
"Before I conclude I desire to address briefly one or two
things which 'cropped up. One Mr Kamba argued. that the
taxing of f icer erred. /n proceed/ngs with the taxation while
there Was a. pend/ng appea/ I don’t think so. The taxat/on_
~ had noth/ng to do with the dec15/on of the H/gh Court
dga/nst which an. appea/ was pend;ng It was a taxat/on ina
distinct ¢ application which terminated with a decision of a
Single Judge.”
My reading of the excerpt does not tell me.that it is conclusive that His
Lo_rdship_ ‘Lugakingira J.A. (db hethenwas)meant ‘that . even if the
taxation ‘related with the decision of tfie High Coutt against which the
appeal was pending then he would conclude that the High Court lacked
jurisdictiori-or ‘was -barred from entertaining the taxation proceedings.

That j;s‘a-.njer'e _Spaculation Whi_Ch«-tP:.e _Court cannc)t,heed:-tb;g_-



At this point needless to repea"tl_thét several HCT decisiohs have held
that notice of appeal is a':bar,;’to,;_ ,ta_Q(atio’h'p,_rfocee'd'ih(jé'.‘Anﬁ'ong them are:
Dominic Ishen'goma‘ v Managing Director Geita' Gold ‘Mining,‘
Civil Reference No 37 of 2019 HCT Labour D|V|S|on at Mwanza,
(per Tiganga, J. dellvered on 23rd JuIy 2021), and Calist Aloyce
Massawe and \Anor,-. v »’-Kijenge : Saccos and 2 Others, " Civil
__ Reference No. 01 of 2022 HCT Arusha at page 5 (per Lady Justice
Mwaseba J ‘ruling. of 8% September 2022) both held that the.HCT
lacked. ]UI‘ISdICtIOﬂ to deal wnth taxation whenthere is notice of appeal.
The Respondent’s counsel with - respect thought Rose Mkeku S
deas:on (dellvered on 05/05/2022) is. the. most recent. And he thus
extended h|s energy to convince the Court that it should follow.its recent
decision. I will,r’tot spill ink 0ver,t'his.,i,ssue=-. 'Plainly', the most recent HCT -
decision is Ca.lﬁstg,Aloyce -'MaSSaWe’.s ..case-;(supra) _pronounced on
08/09/20'22.: The latter is the recent Court decision worth. following if. we
are _,.to;j. follow_.'.;the.t views ofithe ‘Respd'hdent’S‘ C',_o:Unsel-.'Bdt as alreedy
hinted that- specific- matters contemplated in law. are not exclusive to
those mentioned ‘in. Mats.u._shitaf and-,l.\..‘d;v}ehvboup cases (supra). Th'ese
decisions.,-are.: therefore: not _,ar--.bar_:;to.-'.the Court’s entertaih'i'ng .of taxation

proceedings as held in Rose Mkeku'’s case (supra).
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Much earlier in Norman-'Mahboub, (t/a 'Ncnianj.Al Mahboub'
General Trading' Corporation v Milcafe___Limited, Lady Justice
Kimaro, J. she held that the HCT was -not allowed to proceed
determining the applicatioh for bill of costs while there was a Notice of

Appeal filed at the CAT.

The CAT also in’ Matsushita s case (supra) heid that a notlce appeal
precluded the nght Court to' deal with the case except for appllcatlonsv
specifically proVided for 'such as leave to appeal or provision of &

certificate of point of law.

It is uncontroversial that the application for Taxation is filed after
~ deterrination of a'main ‘case in which judgment is 'pr(")ndunCedlcrrUI'ihgfj |
i’ delivered, and"hence" the decree or drawn “'o‘r—'der"é is issued.As ‘per
‘Ordel 4 of the Advocates Re.muneratlon Order ‘G.N. 263 of 201.;,
decree holder may file appllcatlon for taxatron W|th|n srxty days from the
date of awarding the costs. Be as it may the Applicant. argued tha’r the
use.of a word may c_onnot_esinon—-obligator;}y,‘

“Kahyoza, J. in Rose Mkeku (the administratrix of the estate of the
late Simon Mkeku v Perves Shabbirdin, Misc. Land Application
Case No. 89 of 2021, HCTsub-tegistry of Mwanza (ruiifig of 5
May .2-022) “had a““different ‘view  which T §U_Bs’c‘r~ibe “toas ‘already

11



articulated herein above. The- Judge’s perspective in Rose Mkeku’s
case (supra) is that the Notice of Appeal-is not a bar to determination of

taxation application.

To conclude on the first point that the taxihg ofﬁcer had no jurisdiction
to deal with taxation proceedings when there is a notice ot appeal to the
CAT as per what have been statéd ‘herein above T hold that the Court.
had jurisdtction; The 'taXin'g'iofﬁcler'Was' therefore cerrett to detérm"iné it.
Having dlsposed the fi rst ground Iet us turn to the abridged g:ounds
(2nd 39 and 4") that the Appllcants were denled the right to be heard

no supporting ‘materials -and_"'wolatlon "of"prlnC|pIes go_vermng taxation.
Determination ‘of ‘what would "be reasonable instruction fee in the
ét'r'cumétahc'e-" of"’ the 'CaSeaependS" .:6‘h5""'\)vhéth'er' 'thé“""matte:'."""was
rontentlous or non-contentlous But before dealing -with that, we. should
determlne the ‘issue of . denlal of right..to -be . heard as: that is. equaIIy
fundamén:tai.'-See Article.. 41'3(6) Qf ;‘t.h'é'_ United 'R-e_publi,c - of Tanzania
Conétittjtion ;. 1.977 as amended.

It is surprising that the Apisliéén'ty submissions on'page 10 claim fack of
fair *hearing, that taxatlon proceedmg., were conducted in a strange
manne: “These @re not onIy statcments from the bar Unfounded’in the
aﬁldayit; but also, 'they' farfé-'*al‘i_egirig’ ﬁi‘ocedu‘r“al»’irregti"iar'itie's th“at‘. the

12



Court was not supplied with.ény .materiai’s ‘_tq enable the Applicants to
contra_dict before the taxation amount was reached. If this ié true then
~in my view it is an afterthought. The Applicants had an opportunity to
probe all these at the hearing of the taxation cause. They did not do so.
I had thought.when Qne allégés dénial of ri‘ght’ to be heérd he or she
should prove that there was no fsum_mén_s ‘sent to. him-or her,: and the
- proceedings were conducted in his absénce,-or the procéedings._weré
conducted in.a language .thatA‘he_ did not understand. Invv.my view, if é
party was se’rvéd with summons for'h,e"aring of the taxation, or he'wa;s
.preseint but failed-to cross .éxaminé,on iésueé that were mat.ériiéluth_eni':he
cannot afterward compi_ai»h of in_fringement, of,thé right to be,~héérd-. 3

As per order 12 of G.N:263 of 2015, the taxing officer has discretionary.
deers..:in determining taxation. But such discretion has to :'be e"xér'cised
judiciously. Truly, this Co‘urt can r'a’rel'y"ihterfer'er.fce with thie decision of
taxing"ofﬁcérl Se‘e.'t"h‘e ‘casé of George Mbugtizi and Another VA S.
Maskini ”’[‘1980] TLR 53The 'Court “can ‘interfere- where “there is
misdirection, non,—di‘rectioh,orfr-w_ro.ng apblication‘of,-taxation.. prihcible_-.- I»
find no-such problemin_ the taxing -off;ice_rfs handling -of the- taxation

proceedings that would have warranted the Couit’s interference with her
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decision.I am not moved 'by the allegation that the Applicants’ right-to

_be heard was infringed uponbecause it lacks substance.

I have also noted that the taxi‘ng_:qfﬁcer deci_sion to tax as she did was
supported by thé evidence brought before h'ér'. It shquld be remembered
that the amount taxed TZS 23,582,8‘65/.= is'» lower than :wha_t thé
Respondent.presente'd in her Bill of co'sts,":thét is TZS ‘501‘;@)01’,620.03. It
means the taxing officer taxed off sd:me amount in relation to certain
items sUch as. Thérefore, it is not true that the .téxing.ofﬁce'r decjded the
taxat:ion. épplication without any materi_al or evidence. It m,ean-s order 58
(1_)-(3) of the G.N. 263 of 2‘015' réquiring- vouthers, documents, and
othér e_vidén_ce: fo‘ be produced if ,required;:by the taxing officer was
complied,with.:.That ‘was .equally-consistent_ .with the ,CAT_ deciéic;'n in
Elifazi 'Nya-tenga ahd Three Cthers v Caspian Miniﬁg Limited,
Civil Appl_icatioﬁ No. 44/08 of 201? CAT at Mwanza (unreported).

The last issue (5" ground) that the proceedings were in contravention of
the 'pr"ihciples governing taxation " procéedings, :th"atl"’i‘s AHVOcates
Remu:hera‘tio'n Orcle'r, G.N. No. 263 of 2015. 1 willj*'.trea't it'b’r‘ieﬂy. If there
is a provision’in-the ‘legislation be it*principal or subsidiary the cOu"&
ought to follow it. It is commion grourid that this matter "WaS'-ContéhtiQLJS

one. Hence the -ninth_schedule to :the Advocates Remuneration -Order

ia



G.N. No. 263 of 2015 dealing with scales of fees for contentious matters
for liquidated sum applies.h Despi’ce that I am not in accord -with che
Applicants’ view that instruction fee ‘and Court attendance are to be
charged tegether._This case is »dis"ci__nguished from what was held in
FBME Banlz(" Company Li-inite.d.\jl‘ 'Lupensbe »Tea Estate Company
Limited & Two.,_-chers,;:Commerc_ial.-Case No. 59. of 2012 HCCD.
And the case of CAMFEﬁ v CRDB PLC, Coniﬂmerci.al,,Case No. 141

of 2012 HCCD.

It is my: cunsndered view that Court attendance is to be charged
separately from the lnstruc'uon fee. It will be lmproper to combme them.

The' nlnth"isch“edule' applles“to fees fo‘r'-.contentmus matters. Bit where
the fee dlairied-is ot provided for' ufider that scfiedule kuch 88 Couirt
attendance charges theri.'ﬁdne is inclined to Ieek at the eighth. schedulé to
the AdvocatesRe'rﬁuneration Order, G,N. 263 of-.2015 Wh'icﬁ provides ror
scales of fees in. respect of. busmess the remuneration for Wthh Ia not
otherw:se prescrlbed I should state that looking at the nlnth schedu! of_
the Advocates Remuneration Order, G.N.- 263 of 2015 (it.is- cleal ‘that
nothing in that :schedule forbids: a party .from claiming . fees-g th_at: are
otheMise-_ngt- prascribed as per Hie e'ijg_hth -schedxile-,.of,- the: sam'.ei.:Qrd-er.

The.ninth schedule is. exclusive. to -fees for contentious proceedings: for



liquidated sum in original and appellate jurisdiction. Consequently, I find
the Applicants prayer that all costs cIa‘imed in-items No. 5,6,9, 10, 11, 12
13, 19, 20, 24, 25, 27 and 28 are the ones should have been taxed, the
rest ought to have been taxed .onff fo be lWi'thout merit. I have already
pointed out that the FBME case is distinguished with the case at hand.
And I have considered the differenées from what has been prescribed in
the ninth schedule and the items covered in the eighth schedule of G.N.
No. 263 of 2015. They are dissimilar and they should bé charged

separately.

In lieu of the foregoing I find the ‘application at hand lacking the
requisite merit to warrant the Court to revise, quash or vary the taxation
proceedings and taxation officer's ‘rulihg. It is therefore dismissed with
costs.
It is so ordered.

DATED at DAR ES SALAAM this 3" day of March, 2023..
U. 3. AGATHO

JUDGE
03/03/2023
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Date: 03/03/2023
Coram: Hon. U. J. Agatho, J.

For Applicants:,Irene Mchau, Advocate
For Respondent: Kelvin Ngeleja, Advocate.
C/Clerk: Beatrice

Court: Ruling delivered in Chambers, today, this 3™ March, 2023 in
the presence of Irene Mchau, learned counsel for the Applicants,

and Kelvin Ngeleja, learned counsel for the Respondent.

% Y
U, J.,AGATHO

JUDGE
03/03/2023
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