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Executive summary 

 

We are honoured to present our August 2020 Monthly Tax Update (MTU) which is designed to keep 

businesses and individuals informed of the latest tax issues and also bring value to both. Through our MTUs, 

we analyse tax developments to ensure that our valued clients are kept in tune with changes in the tax arena. 
It is our sincere hope that these MTUs will keep our clients updated with information that includes changes 

in tax and other related laws, court decisions, announcements and interpretations that bring relevancy to the 

business environment. 
Victoria Falls Securities Exchange (VFSE): SI has been gazetted sanctioning the formation of a new 

securities stock exchange whose primary purpose is mobilisation of foreign currency for the country. To 

make it attractive, the government has also offered some tax incentives to trading on VFSE. 
Passing of Finance Bill, 2020 stalled by Covid 19: The National Assembly will meet on the 1st of September 

2020 to consider the Finance Bill, 2020 and other bills. If approved, the Bill is expected to pass to Senate 

which is due to resume sitting on the 15th of September 2020. Judging from this, it is unlikely that the 

Finance Bill, 2020 will become law until the 3rd week of September 2020. The implication is that the 
provisions of the Bill will not carry the force of the law until then. 

Debt restructuring triggered by SI33 taxpayers watch out: Taxpayers would need to strike a balance between 

financial reporting and cashflow implications arising from restructuring their foreign loans or debts. This 
is because such arrangements could trigger immediate and on gong tax liabilities if not well structured.      

20% RBZ liquidation and the tax implications: Juxtaposing tax rules on 20% RBZ proposed liquidation, 

our view is that this is a Zimbabwe dollar transaction requiring underlying taxes namely income tax, CGT, 
VAT etc to be paid in Zimbabwe dollar.  But taxes are not the only issue. 

Readiness for Transfer Pricing Returns review: TP documentation is the starting point in complying with 

the TP legislation but the war could have just started the moment a TP return is submitted. The crucial point 

to consider is that a TP analysis requires the collection of reliable information not only to complete the 
study, but also to have the most suitable picture of the economic substance of each transaction and 

compliance with arm’s length rule. The more complete and reliable the information, the more prepared it 

will be upon audit.  
To adopt or not new PAYE tax rates: The Finance Bill, 2020 is not yet law. Therefore, the new PAYE 

tax tables for the period 1 August to 31 December are not yet of effective force. However, the new rates 

are for the benefit of taxpayers which makes their adoption more appealing for taxpayers notwithstanding 

they are not yet law. This could also entail acceding to other associated laws not beneficiary to taxpayers 
such the submission two ITF16 returns for 2020.     

ZIMRA and RBZ joint press statement on taxes in foreign currency: The warning made by the authorities 

in their recent joint press conference should be taken seriously by taxpayers who have traded in foreign 
currency but have not remitted the underlying taxes in foreign currency. 

ZIMRA offers guidance on whistle-blower claims: This is offered a time the business is being asked to 

make voluntary disclosure for transgression on the payment of taxes in foreign currency. This is a clear 
indication that the authority is preparing a plan B for dealing with the transgression. 

 

Matrix Tax School would like to urge you all to take caution in this period of the Covid-19 outbreak and 

remember to follow all the hygiene guidelines recommended by authorities!!! 
 

 

 

                                                                                                                               Marvellous Tapera 

                              Chief Executive officer 

Introduction 
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Victoria Falls Stock Exchange  
 

 

 

The President of Zimbabwe, has through SI 196/20 introduced special provisions relating to the securities 

listed on the Victoria Falls Stock Exchange. Securities on the VFS are tradable only in United States Dollars 

or a “convertible currency” in terms of SI 196. Zimbabwean resident companies listed on the Zimbabwe Stock 

Exchange (ZSE) may list on the VFS not more than 20% of their capital on the ZSE unless the capital raised 

is from an offshore account or free funds. Non-resident companies may list on the VFSE if they raise any 

capital from an offshore source or from free funds. SI 196 also provides that non-resident companies that had 

delisted from the ZSE in the five years preceding its listing on the Victoria Falls Stock Exchange shall reinvest 

or employ in Zimbabwe 20% of the capital raised on the VFSE no later than five years from the date that it 

was raised. Zimbabwean resident companies not listed on the ZSE may apply for a listing on the VFSE on 

condition that any capital they raise is from an offshore source or from free funds. It is also required that such 

companies re-invest at least 20% in Zimbabwe within a period of five years from the date it was raised. Any 

capital which is raised by a company listed on the Victoria Falls Stock Exchange may be held in an approved 

local or offshore account with an internationally recognised banking institution. 

. 

There are insignificant difference between ZSE and the VFSE. However, the requirement for non-resident 

companies to reinvest or employ 20% of the capital in Zimbabwe may assist in boosting the economy.  

 
 

Passing of Finance Bill, 2020 stalled by Covid 19  

 

 
 

 

The Honourable Finance Minister Professor Mthuli Ncube presented his mid Term Fiscal Policy on the 16th 
of July 2020 culmination into the Finance Bill, 2020. This bill seeks to deal changes to the tax laws among 

them the raising of tax free threshold for employment tax to ZWL$5,000, the establishment of two years of 

assessment for employment tax, application of IMTT on foreign currency transactions. The dilemma is that 

some of these proposals are already in motion notwithstanding there is no law to back them.  
   

 

 
 

Expected date for gazetting of Finance Act, 2020 

The Hansard of Zimbabwe reported that the National Assembly met briefly on the 28th of July 2020 and 
adjourned to the 25th of August 2020 for purposes of housekeeping, disinfection and monitoring the trends 

of the pandemic following some staff members testing positive for COVID-19. The meeting was adjourned 

to the 1st of September 2020 at which time the Finance Bill, 2020 is expected to be brought before the 

National House of Assembly for the first time.  If approved, the Bill must pass to Senate which is due to 
resume sitting on the 15th of September 2020. Judging from this, it is unlikely that the Finance Act, 2020 

will become law until the 3rd week of September 2020. The implication is that the provisions of the Bill 

will not carry the force of the law until then. 
Whether the Bill can be implemented pending its gazetting  

Legislation 

Decision Impact 

The Law and Interpretation (click 

link for details) 

  

 

Background   

The law 
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The Finance Bill is unique in that most of its clauses are stated to come into operation on a specific date.  

The effect of the law not being gazetted on time is that the liability for any taxes imposed by the clause will 
be back-dated. It will also cause confusion in relation to dates of implementation of certain clauses.  Tax 

cannot be legally levied without the law. An Act of Parliament cannot be retrospectively applied if this is 

to the disadvantage of people. This is against the principles of good governance, including respect for vested 

rights, which s3 of the Constitution declares to be one of Zimbabwe’s founding values. 
 

 

 
 

Taxpayers are however at cross roads at the moment because if they do not pay the taxes in accordance 

with the Bill which is then back dated they stand to face penal measures. Nevertheless it’s advisable for the 
Minister of Finance not to back taxes transactions such IMTT on foreign currency transactions. This is 

likely to prejudice taxpayers who already transacted in the absence of law since they will have cashflow 

with regard to such which would have already. Chances are that the provisions which will be back dated 

are those relating to income tax.    
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

Decision Impact 
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Contact over practice: Taxpayer found wanting  

 

Case name  MAN V ZIMRA HH 78-20 

Summary Facts   MAN is Zimbabwean registered company that carries on the landside logistics e.g 

storage and handling services and clearing and forwarding business in Zimbabwe.  

 It provided the services together with its South African registered sister company, 

to four international NGOs 

 The company under-declared income and its non-deductible legal expenses which 

led to the ZIMRA re-opening its 2009 assessment  

 It invoiced MSA for the warehousing services in the amounts set out in the contract 

schedules but discounted logistical services at between 5% and 7% of those 

scheduled amounts. 

 It also created a provision for credit losses in its financial statements and added 

back to income a provision for such losses despite that the total amount allocated 

to the losses was higher  

 The amount was disallowed by the ZIMRA in both the initial assessment and the 

determination to the second letter of objection 

 The ZIMRA issued out notices of assessment for income tax to which MAN 

objected on the basis of double taxation  

Jurisdiction    Special Court for Income Tax Appeals 

Issues  for  
determination  

 Whether ZIMRA had any legal basis to re-open a prescribed tax assessment 

 Whether the ZIMRA was legally entitled to treat the income received by MSA as 

MAN’s income for tax purposes  

 Whether MAN was entitled to deduct prepayments at the time they were made 

 Whether MAN was entitled to claim management fees in question  

 Whether ZIMRA’s decision to disallow MAN’s deduction was correct. 

 Whether an amount which ZIMRA included in MAN’s income for 2013 tax year 

included an amount which had already been subjected to tax in 2012. 

 Whether MAN was correct in writing off as a bad debt owed to it. 

 Whether interest is due to ZIMRA in respect of the bad debt recovered in 2012 

Date of 

decision  

27 January 2020 

Decision    That the ZIMRA correctly disallowed the deduction of this amount from the 2013 

tax returns. 

 That the failure to produce this information and computations before the ZIMRA 

and the Court was fatal to MAN’s claim because it simply did not prove the amount 
of the management fees claimed.  

 That the ZIMRA correctly disallowed the management fee deductions  

 That the amount was properly disallowed from deduction in the 2013 tax 

assessment.    

 That ZIMRA and Court are not satisfied that the debt owed by the debtor was bad.  

 That the ZIMRA correctly disallowed the bad debt in the 2010 tax year.    

 

 
The Facts 

 

Court Cases and Appeals 
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MAN was registered in Zimbabwe and is in the business of landside logistics comprising storage and 

handling services and clearing and forwarding of goods in Zimbabwe. It provided these services in 
conjunction with a South African registered sister company, MSA, to four international non-governmental 

organisations. Both MAN and MSA were subsidiaries of another South African entity, MHL.  MAN’s 

chairman, managing director and financial director were actively involved in the negotiating agreements 

by MAN and MSA. The agreements with the NGOs prescribed the service charges of each commodity per 
unit of weight expressed in kilogrammes. The initial agreements ran for a year but were consistently 

renewed between MSA and the lead NGO. The NGOs paid for the services rendered directly to MSA’s 

denominated South African bank account. The lead NGO amongst the four floated a tender for warehousing 
and handling facilities within a 20km radius of Harare. The lead NGO awarded the tender to MSA and 

MSA subcontracted to MAN. MAN and MSA executed a Management Agreement which sought to 

maximize MAN’s profitability through the utilization of its skilled personnel and central geographic 
location in the SADC region.  The Agreement underscored the atypical overarching control that MSA had 

over MAN’s. It was responsible for the appointment of MAN’s senior personnel, managed and guided the 

legal and commercial relationships between the MAN and its service providers. The method of payment of 

the management fees was provided in both the Agreement and the Group’s Transfer Pricing Policy.  
 

   

Issue  Court reasoning and decision  

 

Whether ZIMRA 

had any legal 

basis to re-open a 
prescribed tax 

assessment  

 

 That all material facts were exclusively in MAN’s knowledge and neither 

disclosed hence amounting to misrepresentation or wilful non-disclosure  

 That in Pretorius and Another v South Sea Investments Trust Ltd (Under 

Judicial Management) 1965 (3) All SA 1 (W) it was held that the failure by one 

party to make full and frank disclosure of material facts in its exclusive 
knowledge relied upon by the other party to its detriment constituted a 

misrepresentation 

 That it was held in ITC 1594 (1995) 57 SATC 259 that material non-disclosure 

of material facts constituted cognisable grounds for assessment reopening. 

 That MAN’s conduct constituted wilful non-disclosure  

 That MAN failed to establish by documentary evidence that the prepayments 

were not deducted from income in the 2009 tax year 

 That in DEB (Pvt) Ltd v Zimra HH 664/2019 it was held that the state of mind 

of the maker was immaterial to the re-opening of a prescribed assessment as 

long as the statement was false in substance and effect.  

 That the mere fact of incorrectly claiming the deduction of a prepayment in the 

wrong tax year constituted a false statement of fact 

 That the agreements concluded by MSA and the NGOs and for which payment 

was made directly to MSA in that tax year were in reality concluded between 

MAN and these NGOs.  

 That the business model adopted by MSA was devoid of all commercial sense 

 That the only other way MSA would earn income was from management fees. 

 That MSA was used as the conduit pipe by MAN to provide a foreign currency 

egg nest for it 

 That the failure to abide by the terms of the management agreement in the 

payment of actual costs in preference to the turnover plus mark-up for both 

direct and indirect costs in breach of the agreement and the transfer pricing 

policy tended to suggest that the management agreement was a farce.  

 That MAN offered an undeserved discount to the MSA in its tax returns, which 

had the effect of underpaying the amount of tax due to the ZIMRA 

 That such a misrepresentation justified the re-opening of tax assessment.  

 That the only other way MSA would earn income was from management fees. 
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Whether the 

ZIMRA was 

legally entitled to 

treat the income 

received by MSA 

as MAN’s income 

and if so how much 
tax is outstanding 

on such income. 

 

 That the NGOs paid directly to MSA for the services rendered by MAN the 

amounts that were stipulated in the contract between the MSA and the NGOs 

 That the ZIMRA treated the invoices rendered by the NGOs to MSA as 

constituting MAN's income on the ground that MSA had not rendered any 
services to the NGOs in Zimbabwe, instead MAN did 

 That MAN did not appropriate the discounts to income nor pay tax on them. 

 That MAN argued that this was double taxation 

 That the ZIMRA treated the whole amount invoiced by MSA to the NGOs as 

MAN’s accrued income and taxed on the difference between this income and 

the income MAN invoiced MSA  

 That the ZIMRA argued that it did not tax the same income twice but taxed the 

difference between the actual amounts paid to MSA by the NGOs and the 
income invoiced MSA less 5% to 7% 

 That accrual is not synonymous with an incurral 
Whether MAN was 

entitled to deduct 

certain prepayments  

 That an incurral constitutes an unconditional legal obligation to pay hence MAN 

was not legally obliged to pay these amounts for the subscriptions that would be 

due and payable in the subsequent tax year. 

 That the fact that MAN made an adjustment against a prepayment figure in the 

balance sheet but proceeded to pass a journal to the receivable balance in trade 

payable in the 2013 tax year left the prepayment as an expense in the tax year in 

which it was paid 

 That the ZIMRA properly disallowed this amount in the amended assessment 

issued  

Whether or not 

MAN was entitled 

to claim 
management fees 

in question as an 

allowable 

deduction. 

 That the management agreement concluded by MAN and MSA stipulated two 

methods by which MSA staff members charged management fees 

 That the first was cost-plus mark up and the second was the percentage turnover 

indirect cost method also marked up at 6.6%, 

 That the contemplated support services comprised group strategy and goal 

setting, group legal services, group accounting, marketing, business 
development and internal auditing. 

 That the first method entailed adding the stipulated mark-up to the actual costs 

incurred by group personnel in MAN’s business.  

 That the apportionment of the actual costs incurred by group personnel for the 

benefit of the whole group predicated on the percentages of the turnover of each 

subsidiary allocated to each subsidiary in the Group Transfer Pricing Policy.  

 That the failure to produce this information and computations before the 

ZIMRA and the Court was fatal to MAN’s claim because it simply did not prove 

the amount of the management fees claimed.  

 That the management fee MAN claimed was correctly disallowed. 
Whether the 

ZIMRA’s decision 

to disallow the 
MAN’s deduction 

was correct. 

 That the relevant accounting principles require that a provision be treated 

as a deductible expense incurred in the tax year in which it is made and 

reversed in the subsequent tax year.  

 That this is in conflict with the general deduction formula, which is based 

on the existence of an “unconditional legal obligation to pay”.  

 That the unconditional obligation to pay will only arise in the subsequent 

tax year and not the tax year in which the provision is made.  

 That MAN prematurely deducted the provision in question as this could 

only be deducted after establishing that the contingency for which the 

provision had been made eventuated.   

 That MAN never identified what obligation the provision related to and 

whether it was ever discharged in the 2013 tax year.  
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 That the cryptic assertion in the second letter of objection  that “during 

the year there was a decrease in provision” fell woefully short of 

discharging the onus that lay on MAN to show on a balance of 

probabilities that the eventuality provided for in the 2012 tax year came 

to pass in the 2013 tax year.  

 That double taxation would have occurred had the ZIMRA added back 

that amount to the 2013 income and not in the circumstances, such as 

these, where it simply disallowed the deduction and ensured that it did 

not altogether escape from income tax. 

 That the ZIMRA correctly disallowed the provision in question 
Whether an amount, 

which the ZIMRA 

included in MAN’s 

income for the 

financial year 2013 

included an amount 

which had already 

been subjected to 
tax in the financial 

year 2012 

 That as held in DNS (Pvt) Ltd v Zimbabwe Revenue Authority HH 

722/2019 provision was analogous to amount carried into a reserve fund 

and precluded from deduction by s 16 (1) (e) of the Income Tax Act.  

 That in GFZ v Zimbabwe Revenue Authority HH 843/2019 the provision 

in question was also perilously close to provisions for doubtful debts that 

were excised from our tax legislation with effect from 1 January 2010 by 

s 14 (a) of the Finance Act (No. 3) (Act 10 of 2009).  

 That MAN regarded the amount in question as a provision for bad debts 

and therefore amount was properly disallowed in the 2013 tax year. 
Whether MAN was 

correct in writing 
off as a bad debt 

during the financial 

year 2010 an 

amount owed to it 

by a local company 

 That a locally registered company, imported over 200 containers of 

agricultural equipment comprising combine harvesters, tractors, 

harrows, excavators, front-end loaders and generators from China and 

this was partially guaranteed by the Reserve Bank of Zimbabwe.  

 That the importer paid the agreed purchase price on some of the goods 

and failed to do so in respect of others.  

 That MAN and the importer concluded a warehousing, handling and 

customs clearance contract for the goods.  

 That in terms of that agreement, MAN held a general and special lien 

over the equipment in its warehouses against its charges. 

 That the importer further pledged the equipment as security for the 

payment of MAN’S charges.  

 That MAN was granted the power to sell the equipment by either public 

auction or private treaty if payment was not made within 14 days of the 

invoiced dated.  

 That the exporter failed to settle an amount  

 That MAN claimed the debt as a bad debt after its Managing Director 

had written a report to the board stating there were good chances the debt 

would be paid 

 That the deduction of bad debts is governed by s 15 (2) (g) of the Income 

Tax Act.  

 That the four requirements that a taxpayer must satisfy to discharge the 

onus on it to establish that a debt is bad were set out in BT (Pvt) Ltd v 

Zimbabwe Revenue Authority 2014 (2) ZLR 640 (H)  

 That the amount claimed must be due and payable, the Commissioner 

considers that the amount is unlikely to be recovered at the end of the 

financial year, the amount must have been included in the taxable income 

of the taxpayer in the current or any previous year of assessment and once 

the claim is allowed, the amount will have to be added back to income in 

the subsequent year of assessment.  
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 That in essence MAN was required to establish that there was a 

likelihood that the debt would not be paid in the 2010 tax year.   

 That MAN had the equipment in its possession and also the 

acknowledgement of debt, lien and pledge agreement in its quiver.  

 That the equipment was valuable and capable of meeting the 

accumulated indebtedness.  

 That neither the Commissioner nor the Court on appeal could have been 

satisfied that the debt owed by the debtor was bad.  

 That the Commissioner correctly disallowed the claim for the bad debt 

in the 2010 tax year.    
Decision  That the ZIMRA correctly disallowed the deduction of this amount from 

the 2013 tax returns. 
 That the failure to produce this information and computations before the 

Commissioner and the Court was fatal to MAN’s claim because it simply did 

not prove the amount of the management fees claimed.  

 That the Commissioner correctly disallowed the management fee deductions 

claimed in each of the tax years in question 
 That the amount was properly disallowed from deduction in the 2013 tax 

assessment.    

 That neither the Commissioner nor the Court on appeal could have been 

satisfied that the debt owed by the debtor was bad.  

 That the Commissioner correctly disallowed the claim for the bad debt 

in the 2010 tax year.    
 

Decision Impact  

 
Based on the foregoing, entities need to take time to assess the tax implications of any contractual 

agreements they enter into. Given the hefty fines attached to transfer pricing documentation and failure to 

correctly treat transactions correctly. Retention of documents cannot be over-emphasised because 
documents assist in shifting the burden of proof on the taxpayers. In the same manner, taxpayers should 

take note that in arguing their matters before the Commissioner or the court it goes beyond the evidence 

produced by their witnesses but the documents speaks more and the courts are more inclined to rely on 

documentary evidence than witness evidence.  
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Debt restructuring triggered by SI33 taxpayers watch out  

 
 
 

 

SI 33 of 2019 provided for the conversion of all assets and liabilities at 1:1 with the US dollar with effect 

from the 22nd of February 2019. This conversion according to the decision in Zambezi Gas v NR Barber 
does not give rise to exchange gain or loss. It held that “No exchange rate can be applied as the judgment 

debt remains a judgment debt with a value after it is converted to the local currency.”  However assets held 

in Nostro and foreign denominated loans could trigger exchange gains or losses following the enactment 
of SI33. This has resulted in some companies’ liabilities exceeding assets, a situation know as technical 

insolvent. To correct this anomaly some companies have entered arrangements with foreign loan providers 

regarding debt restructuring. This could give tax implications as fully explained below.  

 

 

 

 
Section Description  

Section 8 (1)(k ) of the 
Income Tax  

Gross income includes “the amount or value of any benefit received by or accrued to a 

taxpayer as a result of any concession granted by, or compromise or arrangement made with, 

a creditor whereby a liability which arose from expenditure in respect of which a deduction 

has been made under subsection (2) of section fifteen or the corresponding provisions of any 

previous law, is reduced or extinguished….”.  

 

 

 
 

 

The effect of s8(1)(k) is that concessions from creditors for example a discount, a refund, rebate, write off 

or a waiver  may trigger income tax liability. The gross income is limited to expenditure incurred using the 
loan or advance from creditor and which the taxpayer deducted for tax purposes. Where the relived debt or 

liability was applied in the acquisition or construction of capital nature items, gross income as contemplated 

in s 8 (1) (k) shall be limited to capital allowances claimed.  The treatment per s 8 (1)(k) is also confirmed 
by the  ruling in  ITC 1634 (1997) 60 SATC 235 (T) which held that when amounts are reduced or liabilities 

are extinguished in the course of carrying on business there is a deemed benefit and this constitutes gross 

income. The case of Commissioner for Inland Revenue v Datakor Engineering (Proprietary) Limited, 60 

SATC 503 also held that a benefit would also arise upon the conversion of interest-bearing debt into share 
capital. In that case the Commissioner sought to reduce the taxpayer’s assessed loss by the benefit arising 

on the substitution of certain creditors’ claims into redeemable preference shares. The Supreme Court of 

Appeal confirmed the decision of the lower court that a benefit had arisen as a result of a concession granted 
by or a compromise made with the company’s creditors. The court ruled that the meaning of the phrase 

"any benefit" was of a wide and indeterminate meaning and arose out of the fact that the debt to the creditors 

had been reduced or extinguished and in place thereof the company issued redeemable preference shares 
which resulted in a benefit to the company. The court also held that the company was better off in that 

originally it was liable to pay its trade creditor a fixed sum whereas after the issue of the redeemable 

preference shares it was no longer liable to pay the creditors the amounts due upon demand.  

 
A restructuring which result in the debt being converted into equity has further income tax implication. 

Whilst interest paid to non-resident persons is currently exempt from withholding tax on interest, the 

underlying on equity instrument is subject to income tax. Thus, dividend paid to non-resident shareholder 
is subject to 15% shareholder’s tax in terms of the 9th Schedule to the Income Tax Act (Chapter 23:06).  

Technical Analysis                                         

Background  

The law  

Technical Analysis 
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Paragraph 1 of the 9th Schedule of the Income Tax Act defines dividend as “any amount which is distributed 

by a company to its shareholders…” The definition of dividend is wide enough to include the amounts 
payable from the loan converted to equity. The class of shares is immaterial in as far as the liability for non-

resident shareholder’s tax is concerned.   

 

 
 

 

Taxpayers would need to balance financial reporting and cashflow implications arising from restructuring 
their foreign loans or debts. If the arrangement is not well thought of it can create a tax liability for the 

taxpayer which could also trigger penalties and interest if not addressed on time. There is also an additional 

tax liability on income generated by the quasi equity. Whilst, the loan waiver or relief creates a once off tax 
liability, the tax on dividend would arise each time interest is payable on the quasi equity.      

 

20% RBZ liquidation and the tax implications  

 

 
 

 

The Reserve Bank of Zimbabwe recently announced that 20% of all foreign currency deposits generated 
from domestic transactions are to be liquidated at the point of depositing in the Domestic Foreign Currency 

Accounts. The question that arises from this proposal is whether income tax and VAT is payable in foreign 

currency in respect of the surrendered foreign currency.  

 
 

 

 

 
Section Description  

Section 4A (1)(c ) of the 

Finance Act 

 “Notwithstanding section 41 of the Reserve Bank of Zimbabwe Act [Chapter 22:15] and 

the Exchange Control Act [Chapter 22:05] — a company, trust, pension fund or other 

juristic person whose taxable income is earned, received or accrued in whole or in part in a 

foreign currency shall pay tax in the same or another specified foreign currency on so much 

of that income as is earned, received or accrued in that currency.  

Section 38 (4a) of the 

VAT Act  

“For the purposes of subsection (4)— (a) if the price for the taxable supplies in question is 

paid for in a foreign “currency, then the registered operator shall pay the amount of the tax 

to the Commissioner in that foreign currency” 

 

 
 

 

Income Tax perspective 

Section 4 A (1) (c) provides that if income has accrued to or received by (whichever occurs first) the 

taxpayer in foreign currency, taxes will also be payable in foreign currency. In applying this to the 20% 

liquidation evaluation is required of the words “earned, received or accrued”.  The term “accrued to” has 

been judicially interpreted in WH Lategan v CIR [1926] 2 SATC 16 at paragraph 20 to mean that the 

taxpayer must have become entitled to an amount. The same meaning was reached in Building Contractors 

v Commissioner of Taxes (1941) 12 SATC 182 where the appellants had contracted to erect building 

structures subject to 10% of the contract amount being retained by the customer for a period of 3 months 

pending the rectification of any defects developing during the period. The issue came before the court for 

the determination of stage at which the 10% retention money accrued to the taxpayers (building 

Technical Analysis 

The law   

Decision Impact  

Background  
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contractors). The court held that the certificate of no defects was the condition precedent for the release of 

the money and therefore accrual took place at that stage when the certificate was issued after the 3 months 

period and not on completion of the building project. In both cases the courts have emphasised that for a 

right to accrue to a taxpayer, it must be one that is unconditional. Thus an amount accrues to a person when 

he becomes entitled to the income i.e. all conditions precedent should be satisfied before a taxpayer can be 

entitled to an amount.  

 

In addition to the forgoing, this amount will never be received in foreign currency for the benefit of our 

client. The concept of “received by” for tax purposes has been construed to be limited to amounts received 

by the taxpayer ‘on his own behalf for his own benefit’ or ‘received by him in such circumstances that he 

becomes entitled to it’ in the case of Geldenhuys v Commissioner for Inland Revenue 1947 (3) SA 256 (C) 

at 266 (per Steyn J) and at 269 (per Herbstein AJ). 

 

Section 10 of the Income Tax Act also provides that: “Income shall be deemed to have accrued to a person 

notwithstanding that such income— (a) has been invested, accumulated or otherwise capitalized by him; or (b) has 

not been actually paid over to him but remains due and payable to him; or (c) has been credited to an account or re-

invested or accumulated or capitalized or otherwise dealt with in his name or on his behalf…” A close look at these 

circumstances show that where the amount remains payable to the taxpayer accrual nevertheless occurs 

when the taxpayer has control over the disposition of the income. There is action or lack of it by the taxpayer 

in such a way that the taxpayer has dealt with that income in his name for his benefit or he remains entitled 

to it. This is missing in the case of the automatic liquidation. By operation of law, an amount has not accrued 

in foreign currency to the taxpayer at all as there is a pre-existing condition that makes it impossible for it 

to accrue to the taxpayer which is the monetary policy provisions on automatic liquidation. Freedom to deal 

with the amount is already enunciated in s 10 is lost before contracting.  

 

Juxtaposing these principles to the facts, our view is that the 20% Zimbabwe dollar portion is not subject 

to tax in foreign currency because it is not received in foreign currency and never accrued in foreign 

currency ab initio. As articulated in the Geldenhuys case, because of automatic liquidation of funds, the 

amount in foreign currency is neither received for the benefit of the client nor does he receive it in such 

circumstances that he becomes entitled to it. The 20% foreign currency amount is actually received for the 

benefit of the Reserve Bank. It can be concluded that the 20% liquidation is an amount accrued or received 

in Zimbabwe dollar making income tax accruing in Zimbabwe dollar.  

 

VAT perspective 

Section 38 (4a) of the VAT Act requires output VAT to be remitted in foreign currency where the 

underlying taxable income is received in foreign currency. There is no variation as to mean of the word 

received between or amongst the Statutes. As in the case with income tax, the amounts subject to automatic 

liquidation are in our view not subject to VAT in foreign currency because they have not been received in 

foreign currency despite the invoice having been issued in foreign currency. By operation of law, these 

amounts are not capable of being received in foreign currency. Therefore VAT should be remitted in 

proportion of the currency that has actually been received by the registered operator. The charging of VAT 

on the automatic liquidation of foreign currency by the force of the law is not what is contemplated in s38 

(4a) of the VAT Act since the taxpayer has not been paid in foreign currency.   

 

 

Transfer of free funds from private hands to the government resulting in these resources not being 

available business capitalisation and working capital. Not every business is able to obtain funds at 

the auction floor and when cheaper money in the form of free cash this was going to go long way 
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is reducing cost of production. This mechanism by the government for moping free funds from the 

black market directed at killing parallel market 

Readiness for Transfer Pricing Returns review 
 

 

 

 
 

The preparation of transfer pricing documentation is the starting point in complying with the transfer pricing 

legislation. The documentation provides the basis for performing transfer pricing analyses of comparability 

with transactions with or among independent parties. The crucial point to consider is that a transfer pricing 
analysis requires the collection of reliable information not only to complete the study, but also to have the 

most suitable picture of the economic substance of each transaction and compliance with arm’s length rule. 

The more complete and reliable the information, the more prepared it will be upon audit. This information 
should be complete and reliable at the point of preparation of accounts i.e. year end. The question is how 

ready the businesses for TP audits is following the submission of TP returns on 31st of August 2020.   

 
 

 

 

 
Section Description  

Section 98B of the 

Income Tax Act 

“(I) For the purposes of this section, where a person engages directly or indirectly in 

any transaction, operation or scheme (hereinafter referred to as “a controlled 

transaction ”), with an associated person, the amount of taxable income derived by a 

person that engages in that transaction shall be consistent with the arm's length 

principle, where the conditions of the controlled transaction do not differ from an 

uncontrolled transaction, that is to say, from the conditions that would have applied 

between independent persons, in comparable transactions carried out under comparable 

circumstances” 

 

 
 

 

The TP return represents the first conduct between the ZIMRA and the taxpayer in a TP review. The 
return will be used by the authority for TP risk assessment. Since it is the first time TP returns are being 

filed in Zimbabwe no one knows at this point how the ZIMRA will scrutiny these returns and the 

approaches it will adopt for different industries. What we know is that TP audits will commence soon. 

The return will increase the burden of proof on taxpayers and must gather adequate information to prove 
that details included in the tax returns as been established at arm’s length. This information must include 

transfer pricing documentation, policies, agreements etc. These constitute the taxpayer’s first line of 

defense. Taxpayers should also consider taking the following action in readiness of TP audits:  
Incorporate recommendations of TP benchmarking accounting systems 

The essence of Transfer pricing study is to establish whether the business’s transactions are comparable 

to the marketplace. Therefore any recommendations or findings of the study should be incorporated into 

the company’s business practices or financial records to ensure transactions reflect arm’s length 
conditions. This adds the real substance behind the study and recommendations.  

Make year-end adjustments before submission of returns  

The existence of TP documentation is not an end itself. It is possible that as at the year end the actual 
results differ from the outcomes determined in their transfer pricing study. This can be due to difficulties 

in assessing market variables and making market assumptions accurately or changes in third-party prices. 

Taxpayers should therefore make adjustments to their actual results at the year-end closing of their 
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accounts in order to match the arm’s length prices for their related party transactions as described in their 

transfer pricing analyses and policies.  
Gather supporting documentation or evidence  

Section 63 of the Income Tax Act places burden of proof on taxpayer and in order to discharge this burden 

documentary evidence is required.  Therefore the integration of transfer pricing practices into a company’s 

policies and procedures manual is necessary. All intercompany transactions should be backed up by 
written legal agreements between the parties involved. These documents should be incorporated in 

background files. They further support the taxpayer is operating at market rates, since two independent 

parties would have a contract before engaging in business. Additionally, taxpayers should keep various 
documentation e.g invoices, deliverables of services rendered, policies or other, scope of work, timesheets 

etc as support for their transfer pricing practices. Records must be kept for at least 6 years in English 

language. Considerations must also be made for other jurisdictions which the taxpayer is also involved 
in. Additionally, private letter rulings, legal and tax opinions, advance pricing agreements etc are 

resources that are worth considering in order to have a stronger position in case of a tax audit 

TP health check  

Engage an expert for transfer pricing reviews before ZIMRA TP audit may be necessary. Ideally the tax 
expert should be engaged prior to submission of the return. Bearing in mind TP documentation is not 

static things may have changed at year end competitors might have changed their prices, new comparables 

coming into place and others existing the market. The expert will guide you in these reviews as well 
assisting you in effecting TP adjustments. Even after submission of the return you may still want 

assistance of the expert to look at your business through the eyes of the tax man performing a risk 

assessment based on some warning signs. These warning signs will assist you in gathering evidence or 

patching up your transfer pricing practices in order to fend off the impact of the TP audit on your business. 

 
 

 

 
Taxpayers should note that TP is not an exact science. It therefore helps to have strong arguments 

(organized in the transfer prices file) that intra-group transaction prices are arm’s length. Try to have 

consistent answers regarding the economic substance of transactions with related parties. This shows that 

the expense make sense and therefore are deductible. 

To adopt or not new PAYE tax rates  

 
 

 

 

The Finance Bill, 2020 proposes to raise tax free threshold to ZWL$5,000 p.m and top rate of 40% for 
amounts exceeding ZWL$100,000 per month. It also proposes two assessment years 1 January 2020 to 

31 July 2020 and 1 August 2020 to 31 December 2020. The implication is that for 2020 two ITF16s will 

be filed. However the implementation of these provisions is stalled by the delay in gazettion of the Bill. 
The question is whether employers should adopt these provisions in the absence of the law.   

 

 

 

Legislative provisions only come into force upon being gazetted. This makes the current Finance Bill still 

to be presented to parliament, not enforceable. The law making process is provided for in terms of s131 

of the Constitution of Zimbabwe Amendment (No 20). It denotes a 9 stage approach to the promulgation 

of legislation consisting of the first reading stage, reference to the Parliamentary Legal Committee (PLC) 

(Stage 2), second reading stage (stage 3), consideration by committee (stage 4), reporting (stage 5), 

Referral to the PLC (stage 6) in instances of amendments recommended by committed in stage 4, third 

reading (stage 7), Transmission to the other house (stage 8) and presidential assent (stage 9). 
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Whether to adopt proposed PAYE tables  

The proposals in the Finance Bill, 2020 are not yet law. The 9 stage law making process has not yet been 

completed. Accordingly PAYE tax tables that were revised for the period August to December 2020 are 
not yet (strictly speaking) of effective force. However, the PAYE tax tables are for the benefit of 

taxpayers, therefore their adoption despite the absence of a gazetted Finance Act are more favourable.  

Whether taxpayers should adopt two tax years and file ITF16 for the period January to 31 July 2020 
Once a taxpayer has adopted the new employment tax tables for the month of August to December as 

published by ZIMRA, this can be automatic acceptance of two tax years of assessment for 2020. Then 

ITF 16 which is due for submission on the 31st of August must be submitted taking into account the two 
years of assessment provided in the Finance Bill still to be gazetted. It is trite at law that one may not 

approbate and reprobate. Once an acquiescence is made to the status quo, either expressly, or by some 

unequivocal act wholly inconsistent with an intention to contest it, one cannot change his position when 

it suits them. It is a principle known as peremption which is aptly described by Mullins J in National 
Union of Metalworkers of SA and Others v Fast Freeze held inter alia that: “Peremption is an example of 

the well-known principle that one may not approbate and reprobate, or, to use colloquial expressions, 

blow hot or cold, or have one's cake and eat it. Peremption also includes elements of the principles of 
waiver and estoppel.”  These principles may be exported to the issues under consideration. The adoption 

of the tax tables entails an automatic adoption of associated provisions. It bars the taxpayer from denying 

the application of the other provisions on submission of ITF 16. However, one may argue that the contra 

fiscum rule may potentially be adopted in order to interpret the law in favour of the taxpayer. The 
legislature is burdened with the responsibility to make laws and taxpayers must not be punished for the 

legislature’s drag in providing the laws. On this basis a taxpayer cannot be penalised if does not adopt 

provisions which are not in its best interests such as submission of ITF 16 by 30 August for the year of 
assessment 1 January to 31 July 2020. The drawback however is that it may cause unnecessary legal 

debate which may result in the taxpayer ultimately losing in terms of penalties and interest given the time 

frame it takes to resolve a tax dispute. Nonetheless we foresee a situation in which the laws will be 
backdated to the 1st of August which are the intended dates for these laws to come into effect.  

 

 

 
Taxpayers are advisable to adopt the PAYE tax tables as it is in their favour and submit the ITF 16 for 1 

January to 31 July 2020 as it does not involve much financial loss and it reduces unnecessary debate with 
the ZIMRA. Meanwhile employers who pay their employees in foreign currency whether in part or in full 

should use USD tax tables on all the earnings. Thus any Zimbabwe dollar earnings and deductions should 

be converted to the US dollar equivalent at the prevailing rate at the date of its payment or accrual to the 
employee. PAYE will however remain payable to the ZIMRA in the currency of earnings. 
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ZIMRA Public Notice on Filing on Income Tax Return  

 

 

 

The ZIMRA made a last minute effort to provide some form of guidance on how returns are to be 

submitted in respect of employment tax, capital gains tax and income tax to general public who are 

bewildered by the various changes in tax policy. 

 

 

 

ZIMRA has issued public notice 49 of 2019 whose provisions are as follows:  

1. Employment tax 

The Public Notice states there are two employment tax returns (Form P6) to be submitted in respect of 

two years of assessment from January to July 2019 and July to December 2019.  

2. Capital Gains Tax 

Capital Gains Tax returns are also to be submitted by individuals or entities who disposed of marketable 

securities or immovable property during the year without having submitted capital gains tax returns at the 

time of disposal. Where disposals were made in foreign currency, the return is to be submitted in foreign 

currency. If the disposal was made in local currency, then the return is to be made in local currency. No 

guidance is provided where the proceeds from sale are in foreign currency and in local currency.  

3. Income Tax 

 

a) Transfer Pricing return 

The public notice has indicated that all taxpayers are to submit their income tax return (ITF12C) together 

with the transfer pricing return (ITF12C2) declaring the related party transactions from an international 

or domestic perspective.  

b) Substituted year of assessment   

For taxpayers with approved accounting years other than 31 December, ZIMRA has indicated that they 

should ensure that returns are submitted on dates set by the Commissioner General in respect of their 

accounting periods. While financial accounts for a business may be submitted to a date different from the 

year of assessment, the last day of 31 December will be the operative date for all other purposes of the 

Act, e.g. the deductions, exemptions, credits and rates of tax will be governed by the statutory year of 

assessment. Therefore, in as far as the rate of tax refers, it is not required to apportion any income to fall 

into the next year of assessment and apply a different rate of tax. All income will be deemed to fall within 

the year of assessment ending 31 December 2019. 

c) Dormant companies  

Announcements 
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In as far as dormant companies are concerned, ZIMRA emphasises that nil returns must be submitted for 

both those that have traded before and have ceased to trade and those that have never traded. It appears 

that the public notice is making extra demands other than those prescribed in the section 37of the Income 

Tax Act. A company that has not been carrying on any trade or business (dormant company) for the full 

year shall not be subject to penalty for failing to furnish a return. Its public officer or a director or majority 

shareholder must however make a written and sworn declaration to the Commissioner within 30 days of 

the public notice as a legal requirement for penalties not to apply.  

d) Completion of Income Tax return 

The public notice has also provided guidance on how the income tax return must be completed. The 

general rule is that returns and financials are to be prepared in the functional currency. The functional 

currency in Zimbabwe is the Zimbabwe dollar. However, for some reporting challenges and other 

advantages, taxpayers may be preparing their books wholly in foreign currency because they earn wholly 

in foreign currency. Taxpayers with gross income in local and in foreign currency may prepare and submit 

separate income tax returns for taxable income accrued or received in the respective currencies. Taxpayers 

are required to submit an application in writing to the Commissioner detailing their positions and attach 

the Income Tax Returns. The return in local currency must be submitted via e-filing whilst the foreign 

currency return is to be submitted manually.  

Taxpayers with gross income in foreign currency only but with allowable deductions in local and foreign 

currency may prepare and submit income tax returns in foreign currency. The taxpayers must submit an 

application in writing to the Commissioner detailing their positions and attach the Income Tax Returns.  

The public notice has also stipulated that in preparing the income tax returns, where apportionment of 

allowable deductions is required, for purposes of submission of separate returns, taxpayers shall apportion 

based on the contribution of the respective currencies to total turnover method or any another method as 

the Commissioner may approve on request. This method of computation whilst sensible, may not 

necessarily be what is contemplated in the law. The law provides for taxable income as the basis of 

apportionment but that also may result in absurdity. To that end the guidance given by ZIMRA is a more 

sensible approach.  

 

 

Whilst the guidance that has been provided by ZIMRA through the public notice is a welcome initiative, 

it is a case of closing the stables whilst the horses have bolted. Taxpayers are not going to be able to 

submit their requests on time and the Commissioner provides the requisite approval of the method that 

the taxpayer has elected instantly. Late income tax returns attract a penalty of ZWL $300 per day 

therefore, by virtue of applying for approval, a taxpayer is automatically liable to ZWL 300 per day until 

the Commissioner approves. Furthermore, should it be established in future that the guidance given by 

the Commissioner in this respect has no legal basis and not in conformity with the provisions of the law, 

taxpayers will not be able to place their reliance on this public notice as it is not law and is not of the same 

effect as an advance tax ruling.  

ZIMRA and RBZ joint press statement on taxes in foreign currency  

 
 

 

 
On 20th of August 2020 the ZIMRA and RBZ held a joint press conference warning businesses 

transacting in foreign currency that failure to remit taxes in foreign currency will be met with face 

heavy censure if caught and appealing for voluntary compliance in order to correct the anomaly. 
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Section 4 A (1) of the Finance Act [Chapter 23.04] requires a company, trust, pension fund or other juristic 

person whose taxable income is earned, received or accrued in whole or in part in a foreign currency to pay 
tax in the same or another specified foreign currency on so much of that income as is earned, received or 

accrued in that currency. Section 38(4a) of the VAT Act also provides that if the price for the taxable 

supplies in question is paid for in a foreign currency, then the registered operator shall pay the amount of 
the tax to the Commissioner in that foreign currency” 

 

 
 

 

The RBZ Governor Dr John Mangudya indicated usage of the local currency and the greenback in 

the number of businesses transactions is about 50:50 but yet the ratio does not translate tax 
payments. The Zimra Commissioner General Faith Mazanhi indicated the authority is aware of 

schemes that businesses have devised schemes to conceal transactions conducted in  foreign 

currency so as to avoid paying tax using the same. She indicated said that where a sale is made in 
foreign currency, the invoices, till slips and  receipts recording the sale must be issued in foreign 

currency, and that in respect of a mixed sale the invoices, till slips and receipts must reflect 

such  currency details. She further alluded that to the effect that hard cash being received in 
payments was not being banked and that some businesses have created standalone tills which are 

not configured to the Zimra fiscalisation system and back offices and banking halls where foreign 

currency payments are being received but not being receipted or declared on returns. She further 

warned such practices were a direct violation of the law and that tax audits on payments in foreign 
currency are currently on-going and any detected non-compliance will be sanctioned as provided in 

the law. Such sanctions to include penalty charges and interest, prosecution, naming and shaming 

non-compliant sectors or businesses. She encouraged the public to report businesses practising 
such behaviour through a whistle-blower facility the tax authority runs while Dr Mangudya said the 

central bank was also establishing a toll free line for the public to report such crimes. He said the 

Central Bank has declared war on business entities accepting foreign currency for goods and 

services, but illegally receipting these transactions in local currency, saying the culprits will be 
named, shamed and prosecuted. He sad taxpayers are required to have receipts that indicate the 

currency of the transaction so that the business will pay the appropriate taxes in the same currency.  
 

 

 

 

 Taxpayers should consider participating in the voluntary disclosure programme in order to sanitise 

their affairs without being charged heavy penalties 

 They should also be vigilant in declaring their taxes and keep all documentation in support of their 

transaction. There is a presumption that a transaction is in foreign currency unless the taxpayer 

provides documentary of the transaction in Zimbabwe dollar 

 Taxes payable in foreign currency on foreign currency transaction includes employment tax, income 

tax, VAT, capital gains tax, customs and excise duty, mineral royalties etc to the exclusion of:  

 Non-resident shareholder’s tax 

 Resident shareholder’s tax 

 Resident tax on interest 

 Non-resident tax on fees 

 Non-resident tax on remittances 

 Non-resident tax on royalties 

 Tobacco levy 
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 Automated financial institution tax 

 Intermediated money transfer tax (IMTT) 

 Property Insurance tax 

 Tax on non-executive director’s fees 

ZIMRA offers guidance on whistle-blower claims 
 

 

 

 
 

Statutory Instrument (SI) 150 of 2020 was promulgated on 26 June 2020 to provide regulations and 

procedures for whistleblowing underpayment or non-payment of tax or customs duty. The Zimra article 
unpacked this in more detailed below: 

 

  

 
 

Qualification 

The article stated the qualification as a whistle blow is open to any person who submits information 
regarding violations of any Specified Acts administered by the Revenue Authority qualifies but excludes 

an employee of the Revenue Authority or a member of the Revenue Board, a relative of the Revenue 

Authority employee or a member of the Revenue Board; people who obtain information in the exercise 
of official duties as a Revenue Authority employee or a member of the Revenue Board; or  a claim filed 

for reward based on information obtained from an ineligibility person for the purpose of avoiding the 

rejection of the claim. The rewarded information is with regard to any violation of any of the specified 

Acts administered by the Revenue Authority which leads to recovery of revenue. Examples of violations 
are under payment or non-payment of tax or customs duty. 

Disqualified information  

The supply of information in the public domain at the time it is provided to the CG, information obtained 
from government report, hearing, audit or investigation including audits done by or one behalf of the 

Auditor –General, information already in the custody of the Commissioner – General and information 

obtained by State employees or consultants hired by the State or any board member appointed by the 
State, during the course of their official duties is disqualified. 

Recovered revenue 

Recovered revenue covers taxes or any levies in terms of the Income Tax Act (Chapter 23:06), Capital 

Gains Tax Act (Chapter 23:01), the VAT Act (Chapter 23:12) and Customs and excise duty in terms of 
the Customs and Excise Act (Chapter23:02). It does not include penalties, fines and interest on recovered 

revenue, penalties in the form of forfeiture by the State and assessed income tax, capital gains tax, customs 

duty and value added tax under appeal. 
The conditions for reward payment  

The reward is payable subject to the following conditions- 

 The original information supplied contributes directly to the revenue actually recovered 

 The payment of the reward is funded from proceeds of revenue actually recovered. 

 The person was not involved in the planning and initiation of the actions that led to the violations of 

the Scheduled Acts in terms of which the claim is being made. 

 The information on which the reward is based shall be submitted to Revenue Authority under penalty 

of perjury; 

 That the claim for reward under s34B of the Act must be accompanied by an original signed 

declaration under perjury, as follows- “I declared under penalty of perjury that I have examined this 

application, my accompanying statement, and such application is true, correct, and complete, to the best of my 

knowledge and belief,” 

 Each individual person under penalty of perjury must sign claims filed by more than one claimant 

(joint claims). 
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 The Revenue Authority shall deem the original declaration in (e) above to cover any subsequent 

information submitted by the person making the claim. 

 The Commissioner – General shall raise assessments and pay ten per centum of the actual revenue 

recovered within forty-five days after the date of the recovery. 
Documentation required for making a claim 

Application for reward should be made by completion of For Reward For Original Information [Form 

RFI 1] accompanied by any other supporting documents where available and supporting statements 

explaining the information provided or where it can be accessed. The claim for reward can be amended 
when it does not include specific and credible information as specified in the second schedule of the 

regulations or is based on information that was not submitted under penalty of perjury as required by 

section 9(e) of the regulations aforementioned regulations, the Revenue Authority shall notify the person 
of the deficiencies and provide the person an opportunity to amend the claim for reward. The reward 

granted to a person for the supply of original information shall be ten percent (10%) of the revenue 

actually recovered. The Authority will use its best efforts to protect the identity of any person providing 
information in terms of these regulations within the provisions of the Scheduled Acts it administers. 

 

 

 
 

The article concludes by giving of Whistleblowing Office email address and phone number  

whistleblowing@zimra.o.zw  and  (0242) 750126, respectively an indication the ZIMRA is all out to deal 
with tax defaulters particularly those not paying taxes in foreign currency on their foreign currency 

transactions. https://zimra.co.zw/news/22-taxmans-corner/2098-recovery-of-revenue 
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Disclaimer Clauses 

The information contained in this MTU is for general guidance only and is not intended as a substitute 

for specific advice in considering the tax effects of particular transactions. Whilst a lot of care has been 

taken in the compilation of the information and opinions contained in this publication, no liability is 

accepted for the consequences of any inaccuracies contained in this guide. The information does not 
constitute a legal advice nor can it be relied on in any dispute with the tax authorities and shall not 

constitute any legal or tax opinion in this or any jurisdiction.  The analysis contained in this MTU is 

based on the current legal framework which is subject to change and Tax Matrix (Pvt) Ltd or its 
employees assume no obligation to update or otherwise revise the materials contained in this or any of 

its MTUs. In making their considerations, recipients or people with access to the MTU are advised to 

make their own independent assessments, and, in this regard, to consult Tax Matrix or their own 
professional advisors before taking any action. The information and opinions contained in this MTU 

is valid as at the date of uploading on the website, preparation or compilation, any of its contents may 

be subject to change without notice. The information contained and opinions contained in this MTU 

are for the purpose of general information (“the purpose”) and for no other purpose.  The company 
disclaims any responsibility for the use of the information contained herein for a different purpose or 

context. The information contained and opinions contained herein must not be copied, published, 

reproduced or distributed in whole or in part to others at any time by the recipients. Tax Matrix (Pvt) 
Ltd retains all intellectual copyright information contained and opinions contained in this MTU. 

Recipients should seek the written permission of the company before distributing copies of information 

and opinions contained in the MTU to third parties.  
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