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RULING

laruIfani/j

the applicant filed In this court the application at hand seeking for

extension of time to file appeal in this court out of time to challenge the

■  - judgment'and decree issued by the District Land and House Tribunal for

Ilala District at Ilaia (hereinafter referred as the tribunal) in Land

, Application, No. 343 of 2017. The application is made under section 4i;(2)

of the LandDisputes Courts Act [Cap 216 R.E 2019].

The; appiication is supported by an affidavit sworn by the applicarit-

and is opposed by separate counter affidavits;filed In the court by the first



and second .respondents. On the part of the third and fourth respondents

who said is the same person referred twice she informed the court she is

not opposing the application hence she didn't fiie any counter affidavit in

the present application.

When the application came for hearing the applicant appeared in

the court in person and while the first respondent was represented by Mr:

Caster.Gerald Lufunguio, learned advocate, the second, third and fourth

respondents appeared In the court in persons and unrepresented. When

the application came for hearing the parties prayed and allowed by the

court to argue the application by way of written submissions.

After the parties being allowed to argued the application as stated

hereinabove the second, third and fourth respondents filed in the court

their joint written submission and informed the court they are not

objecting the application. They submitted that, they have been satisfied

the applicant was delayed by sufficient reasons and prayed the court to

grant the application. Therefore, the parties who in contest in this

application are the applicant and the first respondent.

In supporting the application, the applicant stated in his submission

that, the record of the matter reveals that, the application he filed in the

tribunal against the respondents was dismissed on 10"^ October, 2019.' He

stated that, as he was aggrieved by the decision of the tribunal on ll"'

October, 2019 he applied for certified copies of the proceedings.



judgment, and decree of the tribunal for appeal purpose. He argued that,

the tribunal delayed to supply him with the requested documents and ,

caused him to write reminder letters (annexed in his affidavit as annexure

AA3 and AA4) to the tribunal without success.

He went on submitting that, on 17"^ February, 2020 he wrote

another reminder letter but as our country was facing COVID 19 pandemic

the tribunal delayed to certify the said documents and supply the same to

him until 5"^ February, 2021 is when he was supplied with the said :

documents. He argued that, at the time of being supplied with the stated

documents the statutory period of time prescribed by the law for lodging

his appeal in the court had already elapsed.

He argued that, after being supplied with the sought documents, he

felt sick and on 2"^ March, 2021 he went to Al-Jumaa Charitable

Dispensary where he was undergoing treatment until 14"^ June 2021. He ■:

submitted that, failure to lodge his appeal in the court within the prescribe

period of time of 45 days was due the delay by the tribunal to certify and ;

supply to him the copies of proceedings, judgment, and decree and due

to sickness.

■ The applicant submitted further that, it is a trite law that delay to

be supplied, with certified copies of proceedings, judgment and decree

constitutes, good cause for granting extension of time. To support his

submission, he cited in his submission the cases of Benedicto Mumello



V. Bank of Tanzania, Civil Appeal No.l2 of 2002, CAT At par es

Salaam (unreported) and Mary Kimaro V. Khaifan Mohamad, [1^95]

TLR 202 where delay to be supplied with copies of proceedings, Judgment ;

and decree was said it contributed to the delay to appeal within prescribed

period of time and was found is a sufficient reason for granting extension :

of time. ■ V v

for the reason of sickness the applicant submitted that, it is ah: , .

established principle that illness of an applicant is a sufficient reason for |

granting extension of time. He argued that, the stated position of the law

was enunciated by the Court of Appeal of Tanzania in the case of

Jehangir Aziz Abdulrasul V- Balozi Ibrahimu Abubakari & Bibi

Sophia Ibrahimu, Civil Application No. 79 of 2016 CAT at pSIVl |

(unreported) where it was stated illness of an applicant is sufficient to ..

. constitute good cause. , , ■

He also referred the court to the case of Richard Miagala and 9 , ,

Others V, Aikael Minja & 3 Others, Civil Application No. 160 of 201$

: CAT At DSM (unreported) where it was stated that, failure by the appellant ,

to file Written submission because of sickness was a good cause for

granting extension of time. He based on the above cited authorities and ,

submission to urge the court to find he has given sufficient reasons to .

warrant the court to exercise its discretionary powers to grant him

extension of time to lodge his intended appeal in the court out of time.
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In his reply the counsel for the first respondent stated that, they are

aware that grant of extension of time is a discretion of the court but there

are factors, which must be taken into consideration before granting or

refusing extension of time. He stated the factors to be considered are; (i)

whether the applicant has accounted for the delay, (ii) the reason for the

delay/sufficient cause, (iii) whether there is an arguable case such as,

whether there is a point of law or illegality or otherwise of the decision

sought to be challenged.

■  He argued in relation to the first factor that, the appiicant has not

accounted for each day of the delay. He stated that, the impugned

judgment was delivered on 10'^ October, 2019 and it was ready for

collection on 21=* May, 2020 (as per annexure Ml) but the instant

application, was filed in the court on 24"* June, 2021 which is almost one

year from \yhen the judgment and decree were ready for collection. He

stated further that, paragraph 8 of the affidavit supporting the application:

•states the applicant was supplied with the copies of the requested

documents on 2"" March, 2021 and felt sick up to 14"* June, 2021.' ,

He submitted that, the allegation of sickness is an afterthought as

the applicant was outpatient and he could lodge his application in the

court whiie, continuing with treatment as he was not hospitaiized. He

stated that ■ even if the applicant was attending treatment butstili, he has

not accounted for the period from 14"* June 2021 to 24"* June 2021 When



he filed:the;present application in the court which is almost 11 days. Jo

:  support his arguments, he referred the court to the case of Tanzania

Revenuie Authority V. Dawson Ishengoma, Civil Appeal No. 126 of

'2011, CAT.at Mwanza (unrepoited) where it was stated that, there is no

gainsay that in computing the period of limitation every single day counts.

He ,also referred the court to the cases of Lyamuya Construction .

company Ltd V, Board of Registered Trustees of Young Women

Christian Association of Tanzania, Civil Application No. 2 of 2010 CAT'

at Arusha and Yazid Kassim Mbakileki V, CRDB (1996) Ltd Bukoba

I  Branch &. another, Civil Application No. 412/04 of 2018 (Both

.  unrepoited) where the need to account for every day of delay^was

;  emphasized. . j , '

Moreover, he referred the court to the case of Juma Nassir

Mtubwa V; Namera Group of Industries Ltd, Revision No. 251; of

. 2019 where the court quoted with approval the case of Tanzania Fish

Processors Ltd V. Christofer Luhanguia, Civil Appeal No. 161 of 1994

• Where It was stated that, the question of limitation of time is fundameni;

-' ̂ issue involving jurisdiction and it goes to the very root of dealing with, civil

: ■ claims.

He; argued in relation to the second factor that, the applicant has

not dernohstrated any sufficient cause for the delay. He argued that, the

reasons for the delay deposed at paragraphs 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9 of the



. affidavit supporting the application is based on delay to be supplied with ;

; copies of judgment and decree and issue of sickness. He stated in relation .

to thejssue of sickness that, the applicant has annexed'medical ';

' documents which shows he was not hospitalised but he was advised to

attend clinic in every week. He referred the court to the case of Kayorg^ ■

Senyahg V. Makacha Ogutu & Another, Misc. Criminal Application

No;23 of 2021 HC at Mwanza (unreported) where the court refused rtci

accept sickness of the applicant who was not excused from, dutyi or

bedridden as s good cause for granting him extension of time.

;  He, submitted further that, the term sufficient cause is not defined '

in the statute but there are various decisions where the Court of Appeal

and this court states what amounts to good or sufficient reason for ;;

granting e^ension of time. He cited in his submission the case of Kibo

Hotel Kilihianjaro Ltd V. The Treasury Registrar (Being the Legal

Successor to PSRC) & Another, Civil Application No. 502/17 of 2020,

(unreported) where the court quoted with approval its earlier decisjon :

made in the case of Tanga Cement Company Ltd V- Jumanne D.

Masangwa & Another, Civil Application No.6 of 2001 where vyhat ■

amounts to sufficient cause was stated.

the counsel for the respondent argued in relation to the third factor

relating'to; an important point or whether there is an arguable case such :

; as point of illegality or otherwise of the decision sought to be challenged



that, looking in the affidavit from paragraph 1 to 11 there is no any legal

point or illegality which has been pointed out in the decision which the

applicant intends to challenge before this court. He referred the court to

the case of Salim MohBmed Marwa @ Komba & Another V. R,.

Criminal Application No. 1 of 2020 where it was stated that, there must

be an end to litigation, be it in civil or criminal proceedings. Finally, he

prayed the application be dismissed in its entirety with costs for being

unmeritorious and frivolous.
I

In his rejoinder the applicant reiterated what he argued in his

submission in chief and insisted that, the respondent has not controverted

the iegai position stated by the Court of Appeal that delay in appealing

caused by delay to get copies of documents for appeal purposes, ,

constitute good and sufficient reason for granting extension of time. -He

added that, the delay of 11 days from 14'^ June 2021 to 24 June 2021 the

applicant was preparing the necessary legal documents which were, duly

filed in this court on 24"^ June 2021.

After going through the rival submissions from both sides the court

has found both sides are not at war that it is an established principle that

the court has discretionary power to grant extension of time upon good

cause being; shown. That being the settled position of the law the issue to

" determine in this application is whether the applicant has shown good

cause for being granted extension of time is seeking from this court. The
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court has ffamed the above stated issue after seeing section 41 (2):5f|he ^

i- ' '• . V ^ ^
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Land Disputes Courts Act upon which the present application Is-made

empowers the court to grant extension of time where good cause for ^
'■■i. .

' granting-the sought extension of time has been shown. v;, j;

i  The court has found it is also a settled position of the law.that, ^e,:5 ^ >
: term good'cause stated herelnabove Is not defined In any, stati^:

HoweverNn determining whether there is a good cause for granting

- extension of time there are number of factors which have been laid down

\by our courts in numerous cases. One of the cases where the stated
"  factors were considered is the case of Jacob Shija V- M/S Regent Food

•  ̂ • .

& Drinks Limited & Another Civil Application No.440/08 of 2017, CAT
'  • • ■ . i' - '- •' • • ■

At Mwanza ([unreported) where it was held that: - : , r ' J

"What/amount to good cause cannot be laid by any hard and^
■ fast rdie but are dependent upon the fact obtaining in each./,,

T: :ik-par§^iar case, that is each case wiii be decided on itsr owp^y ] • \
: X ; ■: mefils, ofcourse taking into consideration the question, interpiiai j ^ ^ ,
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promptly, whether every day of delay has been accounted, tH&yyy :^^ y ^ p
^ , T - ■ reasomr the delay, the degree ofprejudice to the respondehtyy

if tiihe is extended as weii as whether there was diligence on the y' • }.-y y y-'
;  , f part of the applicant". ■ ■

■ ^ jhe factors stated in the above quoted case are almost similar to the . . <

.  principles stated in the cases of Tanga Cement Company Limited and
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Lyamuya Construction Company Limited, (supra) cited in the

submission of the counsel for the first respondent where some principles -

to be Considered in granting extension of time were stated to, be as

foliows: - ■

"(a)The applicant must account for ai! the period of deiay, (b)

The deiay should not be inordinate, (c) The applicant must show

diiigehce, and not apathy, negligence or sioppiness in the

prosecution of the action that he intends to take and (d) If the

court feeis that there are other sufficient reasons, such as the

existence of a point of law of sufficient importance; such as the

. iiiegaiity of the decision sought to be challenged."

While being guided by the factors or principies stated in the afore

cited cases the court has found the appiicant deposed in his affidavit that,,

the reasons for his delay to appeal within the time prescribed by the law

are two.. He deposed at paragraph 7 of his affidavit that, the first reason :

is that .he deiayed to be suppiied with copies of proceedings, judgment : ■

and decree by the tribunal and he deposed at paragraph .8 of his affidavit

that, the second reason is that he became sick at the time he was required ,

to lodge his appeai in the court.

Starting with the reason of delay to be supplied with the copies of ■

proceedings, judgment and the decree the court has found aS;r|ghtly

argued by the applicant and not seriousiy contested by the counsei for

the first respondent the position of the iaw as stated in number of cases
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is now settled position of the law that delay to be supplied with copies of

judgment and decree Is a sufficient reason for granting extension of time.

The above stated position of the law can be seeing In the case of

Benedict Mumello (supra) cited In the submission of the applicant ,

where the Court of Appeal stated that, delay to be supplied with copies of

proceedings and judgment contributed to the delay to appeal vylthln the

prescribed period of time and held the delay was with sufficient cause, It :

was also held In the case of Mary KImaro (supra) that, a delay to appeal

caused by the applicant's delay to get copies of documents to enable him

or her to appeal, constitutes a good cause when It comes to extension of

time. . .

While being guided by the position of the law stated herelnaboye ■

the court has found there Is no dispute that the decision the applicant ,
t  • • i '

Intends to appeal against was delivered on 10'" October, 2019. The

applicant deposed at paragraph 3 of his affidavit that, after the judgment

being delivered, on 11'" October, 2019 he wrote a letter to the tribunal ;

seeking to be supplied with copies of proceedings, judgment and degree. ; .

He. deposed further at paragraphs 4 and 5 of his affidavit that, he ,

continued to write reminder letters on 11'" December, 2019 and 17't

February, 2020 to the tribunal without success.

The court has found the applicant deposed further at paragraph, 6

of his affidavit that, after writing the reminder letter of 17'" Februar/,



'20120 . our country was faced with Covid 19 pandemic outbreak . which

caused the tribunai to delay to suppiy him with the requested documents. : •

He statedlt was until 5"^ February, 2021 is when he was supplied with,the

;  ■ stated documents. After considering the stated period of time from 10"^

October, 2019 when the impugned decision was delivered up to..?" : .

February, 2020 when the applicant was supplied with the sought
dpcurrients the court has found the applicant cannot be blamed for failure

to file the.appeai in the court within the stated period of time. , ■

The above view of this court is getting support from the case of The

Registered Trustees of Marian Faith Healing Centre @

Wanamaombi V. the Registered Trustees of the Catholic Church

Sumbavyanga Diocese, Civil Appeal No. 64 of 2007, CAT (Unreported) .

cited in* the case of Valerie Mcgivern V. Saiim Farkrudin Balal, Civil

Appeal No. 386 of 2019 where it was stated that, the period ..when the , i

■  ' appiicantriwas waiting for the copies of documents he wanted foi; abpeai t : i: ■

purpdses is supposed to be excluded in computing limitation of time.- ;

The Court has also found the counsel for the first respondent stated ,

'  the copies of documents sought by the applicant were certified and

.became.ready for collection from 21=^ May, 2020 but the application was

■  filed in the'.court on 24'" June, 2021. The court has found that, althbugh ;
it is true that the copies of judgment and decree annexed to the affidavit r

of the applicant shows they were certified on the mentioned date but to

.  • • .1



the view of this court the applicant cannot be punished for the period he

was waiting to be supplied with the mentioned documents. .

The court has come to the stated finding after seeing the applicant

acted immediately after the judgment being delivered to apply for the

. copies of proceedings, judgment and decree as he wrote a letter of

seeking for the stated documents on October, 2019 which was one

day after the delivery of the judgment. He went on reminding the tribunal ;

about hisrequest by writing reminder letters on 11^'' December, 2019 and

17th February, 2020. When the Court of Appeal was dealing with similar

Issue in the case of Valerie Mcgivern (supra) it stated that: -

"Suffice to say, section 19 (2) of LLA and the holding in the
decision cited above (Wanamaombis case) reinforce the \

principle that, computation of the period of limitation prescribed
for an appeal, is reckoned from the day on which the impugned

.  'judgment is pronounced the appellant obtains a copy of the
decree or order appealed by excluding the time spent in

obtaining such decree or order. However, it must be understood
that section 19 (2) ofLlA can only apply if the intended appellant ■

made a written request for the supply of the requisite copies for

'  , the purpose of appeal."

Since the applicant in the present application has clearly

demonstrated he requested for the copies of the proceedings, judgment

and decree in writing and the same were supplied to him on February,

2021 the period from when the judgment was delivered until when the



applicant vyas supplied with the requested documents is supposed to be

excluded from the date of being required to lodge his appeal in the court.

Coming to the period from 5'*^ February, 2021 when the; applicant

had already been supplied with the copies of judgment and decree of the

tribunal the court has found the applicant deposed at paragraph 8 of his

affidavit that, he felt sick and on 2"" March, 2021 he went to Al Jumaa

Charitable Dispensary where he started treatment until 14"^ June, 2021.

The court has found it was stated in the case of Shembilu Shefaya V.

Omary Ally, [1992] TLR 245 that, in order for sickness to be accepted

as a ground for delay there must be evidence to show the applicant vyas

sick and incapable of taking the step, he was required to take throughout

the alleged period of sickness.

The court has found that, although it was not stated clearly in the

affidavit of the applicant and in his submission as to whether he started

being sick from when he went to the dispensary or from when he was

supplied with the documents requested for appeal purpose but he has

annexed medical documents in his affidavit to establish he, was

undergoing treatment from 2"'' March, 2021 untii 14"^ June, 2021. The

court has found it is true as rightly argued by the counsel for the first
'  i,'

■ respondent ■ that the medical documents annexed to the applicant's

affidavit shows he was an outpatient and he was not hospitaiized.

14
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The court has found that, although It Is true as argued by the

■ counsel'for,the first respondent that the applicant was not hospitalized

;  , Tand he wasian outpatient but there is no any evidence showing he was ih' ■ in Vr

■ a position of being able to prepare and lodge his appeal in th^ cdurt in ' ̂

the period he was undergoing treatment. To the contrary the ,Gdurt has

-  found the rnedical documents annexed to the applicant's affidavit show?

he was advised among other things to avoid stress and heavy duties for . , ,

the timd' heiwas undergoing treatment. '■ '
/  ■ V' ■'

The court has gone through the case of Kayora Senyange (supra) , ' i ^ ;

cited to the court by the counsel for the fi rst respondent where a reason ;;

of sickness was refused by the court to be sufficient reason for grant •
■  r •" -• ■•; • -

.  • .■ -r , . V.' V. .

-  ' extension bf time but find the cited case is distinguishable from the:
■ ■ ■ i' .;': -r': '■

: present case. The court has arrived to the above finding after seeing that/ ;, : vi : ^ .
.■ y ' ; . v; ^" . '■

^ while in ijhd cited case the applicant had not been exempted from duty V

- but the Aedical documents annexed in the affidavit of the applicant in the ■

■  . preserit'appiication shows the applicant was exempted from heavy duties

; for the period of time, he was undergoing treatment. Therefore, the

argument by the counsel for the first respondent that the reason, of

'  sickness br applicant is not a sufficient reason for granting him the' ; ^

: " order is Seeking from this court is without merit. V > ;;L
r. ••

The cburt has found the counsel for the fi rst respondent has argued

the applicant has not accounted for the period from 14*^ June, 2021 when . ;
15 ■ T '■ - •
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he finished; the treatment until 24"^ June, 2021 when the instant

application was filed in the court. The court has found as stated in the :

case of Lyamuya Construction Company Ltd (supra), the applicant

was required to account for all the period of the delay. However,'the court

has found that, although it is true that the applicant did not state anything

in relation, to those days in his affidavit and submission in chief but he

stated iri his rejoinder that, the stated period of time he was preparing

and filing the instant application in the court. To the view of this court the

stated period of ten days is not inordinate delay for a layperson like the

applicant to prepare and file an application like the one at hand in the

court.-

All. of the above stated finding caused the court to corrie to.the ,

settled finding that, the applicant has managed to satisfy the court he has

managed to account for all period of the delay that he was prevented by

sufficient reasons to lodge his appeal in the court within the period of.time

. prescribed.fjy the law. In the premises the application of the applicant is

hereby granted and the applicant is given fourteen (14) days from today "

to file his intended appeal in the court. Each party to bear his or her own

costs. It is so ordered.
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Dated atDar Salaam this 8^ day of September, 2022

I. 5

JUDGE

08/09/2022

f

Ruling delivered today 08''' day of September, 2022 in the presence

of all parties in persons save for the first respondent who is well aware

the matter is coming for ruling today. Right of appeal to the Court of

Appeal is fully explained.
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