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lll.l'-OItl'l: HON . MIT,.IUSTICE TA I)IiO ASIIMWE

ItUI-ING

O

l his a;rplicatiorr N:rs lrr.ought under the constitution of the Republic of uganda'

lrt9s, .lrrdicature r\ct Cap l3 (as anlended by Act No'3 ol 2002' Rule 6 of the

.iri(liClrtllr'c t.lLrtlicial llcvievr') Rule S.t No' ll of 2009, Rule 74 of the Judicature

i tLri ir.;itrl I( .:r r..rr i ( , \rlle rrdt.nent). t{ules, 20 19, the Civil Procedure Rules, S.l No.

' 'r:r,l;ll i:rl'li ri llirts).

I ire irp|licrrnr is scckirrg for a nutnber of orders including rellloval of a Caveat

rl.orr1 thc 'l'itle in rhc nalnes of the Applicants. The application was opposed by

llrc I,t r.csl:trntlcrrr i.'lving on thc at'lldavit ol'Bigira Johllsotr dated 26110/2022

irrrcl pral'etl lor clisrrrissal of the Cause'

, rr tlre lrear.ing. rhc ,.\pplicants were represented by Mr. Tunrwesigire Evaristo

.,,l|1., tlro Ilcrnonclcnts by Sarah Barrenya, Babu Hakiln and Janeviv Mr-rjuzi. The
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r )r('(1 t lrr' tcst ol'the !.rounds only argucd one Eround which relates
c iltl t a lril ll(

trolitl o l it ( ll \ crt

lrr rejt,inricr'. thc Applicants insisted that the law under which the Caveat was

iotrgr,ecl dtles rrot tlt irr the circumstances of this case'

I hu l"' respontlcpt's ('ottnsel supporleci the lodgment ol the Caveat by the l"

Ilcslrondctrt. lJoth e rrtrtrsel rnade oral srrbmissions'o

)

i lurvt, ctltsicier.ctl the submissions of both Counsel and larv cited'

,lrillute rhat tlre l'' rcspondent has a statutory duty to prevent and

.r'(,1:.('n ll'rr.i Iitlcs lilr good reasolls.

I t's not in

correct any

'I t!1 . (,lrlrs.. rr is c icar that the l '' respOndent was ordered to pertbrm cet'tain

.lLrlris irr rclaiirrrr ro e I'lccting some corrections on Title vide the orders arisirrg

il'trnr VisccllarrcoLrs /\pplication No. 2310 ol202l'

lJr:lirr.c tlte -.ric1 uclic,tr could be taken by the Ittrespondent, the Applicants caused

rlrcrrrselr es Lo Lrc legisterecl on 
-fitle. In Iny view the said action was actually in

J(\nletTrpL ol' l (lor.tlt order. In order to prevent turther dealing in law before

Iril.lr:rncrrling iltc ( ()u11 order, the caveat becotrres necessar)/ in tny view.

I rjr, |or finrl .iustillable reason to fault the l't respondent lor lodging the said

..rr., cir1. lr \\,3s nor loclsed in bad faith as was argued by the Applicants' Counsel.

1 11.. I'r 1.c5|onclcr.rr nrust be allowed to perform its statutory duties in keeping the

'ci: rst.JI c lciin.

l lrr'; :rpl,iit:Lttt,ti irie,. ;

li re l p lt l iclrtr t:..

rncrit ancl tlre sarle rs herebv disnlisscd rvith costs agatnst
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