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Case No. D13/24

Property Tax — appeal out of time — extension of time — service by post at taxpayer's last
known address — sections 66(1) and 66(1A) of the Inland Revenue Ordinance (‘IRO’)
[Decision in Chinese]

Panel: Hau Pak Sun (chairman), Wong Wai Kei and Woo Hing Yip Eric.

Date of hearing: 31 July 2024.
Date of decision: 13 December 2024.

The Appellant challenged the property tax assessments issued in respect of a
property at Address B for the years of assessment 2017/18, 2018/19 and 2021/22. The
Appellant contended that the assessment for the year 2018/19 was excessive and that he
should be assessed under personal assessment so as to be entitled to deductions and
allowances.

The Appellant's postal address was Address B. The Appellant did not notify the
Inland Revenue Department (‘IRD’) of any change of address. On 31 August 2023, the IRD
sent its determination to the Appellant at Address B by ordinary post. Under the relevant
statutory provisions and authorities, the determination was deemed to have been served on
4 September 2023, being the day following two working days after postage.

The Appellant did not lodge a notice of appeal with the Board within the
statutory period of one month, which expired on 4 October 2023. The Clerk to the Board
did not receive the Appellant's notice of appeal until 7 May 2024, nearly seven months after
the expiry of the statutory time limit.

The Appellant contended that he had not received the determination because
Address B was a tenement building, the mailboxes were frequently altered or confused,
letters were sometimes delivered to other floors or discarded, and he was suspicious of the
authenticity of documents issued by government departments. The Appellant further
contended that he did not obtain a copy of the determination from the IRD until 7 May 2024,
whereupon he lodged his appeal on the same day.

Held:

1. The issue central to the Appeal was whether the Appellant had lodged his
notice of appeal within the statutory time limit prescribed by IRO section
66(1)(a). If not, the issue was whether the Board should exercise its
discretion under section 66(1A) to extend the time for appeal.
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2.

By virtue of IRO sections 58(2) to 58(4), a determination is validly served
where it is sent by post to the taxpayer's last known postal address. The IRD
is not required to prove that the taxpayer in fact received the determination.
Service is effective when the determination is deemed received at the
address to which it was sent, rather than when it is actually received by the
taxpayer.

Address B was the Appellant's last known postal address and was a valid
address for service. The Appellant had consistently used Address B in his
tax returns and did not notify the IRD of any change of postal address. The
Board was satisfied that the IRD had duly served the determination at the
Appellant's last known postal address.

The determination, having been sent by ordinary post on 31 August 2023,
was deemed to have been served on 4 September 2023. Under IRO section
66(1), the time for appeal expired on 4 October 2023. The appeal lodged on
7 May 2024 was approximately seven months out of time.

The Board found that the Appellant's reasons for alleging non-receipt of the
determination contained a number of inconsistencies and were not credible.
The Appellant also adduced no cogent evidence in support of his assertions.
The Board noted that the Appellant had previously received other
correspondence from the IRD sent to Address B, including tax returns and
notices of assessment.

IRO section 66(1A) imposes stringent requirements for applications for
extension of time. The Appellant had to show that he was prevented from
giving notice of appeal within the statutory period by illness, absence from
Hong Kong, or other reasonable cause. The Appellant did not rely on any
illness or absence from Hong Kong and failed to establish any other
reasonable cause. The Board therefore refused the application for an
extension of time and dismissed the Appeal.

Appeal dismissed.
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‘27(2) ... Section 58(2) is the governing provision for giving notice by way of
postal service. Once it is invoked the Commissioner does not need to show
further that the notice had “actually” come to the knowledge of the taxpayer.
This is because, first, the very fact that a mode of service other than personal
service is permitted, is by itself an indication that service will be completed
when the requirements stipulated for service have been fulfilled. Although
5.58(2) does not use words that postal service “shall be deemed to be service”,
the wording in that section clearly carries that meaning ... once the document
was properly served under s.58(2), actual notice was treated to have been
given to the taxpayer. It is then up to the taxpayer to ensure that the document
which he had chosen to be sent to a specified address would be brought to his
attention.

27(3) ...5.58(3) merely provides the rebuttable presumption on the time that
the notice sent by post is deemed to have been served, namely, on the day
succeeding the date on which the notice would have been received in the
ordinary course by post. Even if the notice is not received by that presumed
time or at all, nonetheless it is deemed to have been served ...

27(5) ... Under the statutory framework there is no requirement to serve on
all the known addresses of the taxpayer. The taxpayer’s rights are further
protected because he has the right under 5.51(8) to choose which address he
wishes the notices from the IRD to be sent to him...’
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‘Thus, by virtue of section 10B(2) of the Interpretation and General Clauses
Ordinance > the word “1 month after the transmission to him under section
64(4) of the Commissioner’s written determination” in the English text are
presumed to mean the same as “i¥ 3 2 # < £”. The question is whether

those words mean that the intended appellant has one month from the date
when the process of transmission begins (that is, when Commissioner
despatched his determination), or whether he has the one month period after
the process of transmission has been completed. In our view, the latter
meaning is more consonant with the legislative intention. We derive support
from the fact that the words used are “after transmission to him” and the
Chinese “i¥ 3 # & £ 27 ... We should observe that the end of the process of

transmission does not depend upon whether the determination has physically
reached the recipient. The process of transmission would normally end when
the determination reaches the address that it was sent to.’
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‘20.  In my opinion, while a liberal interpretation must be given to the
word “prevented” used in 5.66(1A), it should best be understood to bear
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’

the meaning of the term ““ & 5. in the Chinese language version of the
subsection ... The term means “unable to”. The choice of this meaning
not only has the advantage of reconciling the versions in the two
languages, if any reconciliation is needed, but also provides a less
stringent test than the word “prevent”. On the other hand, “unable
to” imposes a higher threshold than a mere excuse and would appear to
give proper effect to the rigour of time limit imposed by a taxation
statute ...
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‘45. ... Any misunderstanding on the part of the appellant that he had
to prepare a statement of facts which took him beyond the one month
limit must be a unilateral mistake on his part. Such a mistake cannot
be properly described as a reasonable cause which prevented him from
lodging the notice of appeal within time...’
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‘46. If there is a reasonable cause and because of that reason an
appellant does not file the notice of appeal within time, then he has
satisfied the requirement of s.66(14)...

18. # Excelter Investment Limited v Inland Revenue Board of Review [2021]
HKCA 1049 - % ¢ > domd gt e pf A cns b brm®d 2 A Fb 8 T i | 732
THAp NI IFARFIALL 0 FP AT AT Jf?%fiét«d%?66(lA),§-hf—”\,} P 4
P L F AR LR L o A X B AR VR AeT ($2287 $238) ¢

“... The grounds of the taxpayer’s appeal, and its merits are not matters that
relate to the reasons for his being prevented from filing a timely notice, and
as such are not a relevant matter for consideration.”
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‘... The word “prevented”, as we see it, is opposed to a situation where an
appellant is able to give notice but has failed to do so. In our view, therefore,
neither laches nor ignorance of one s rights or of the steps to be taken is a
ground upon which an extension may be granted ...’

dor AR R ryg e d

21.
e gk

22.

AP HA2024E57 9p enbsri v iR A2024& 57 10p AL f 4

(1)

)

€)

F_*

(1

2)

3)
4

©)

g A I—%f,’i:

R ABE R T B TR TR RT 240 4
Goxdfe? Bl (2024#50 99 AL f £ e an) ;

I’[lw’r&]“ L‘Lﬁ\'# Vréj:{_ﬂ\ uﬁ”ﬁ &(Jt%'_[ 15‘&]}1‘?‘&%{ "’(i)(
FA O A1 AE[Fir k] (FrA2024E57 10P %
kA f £ et an)

"3 A | RS G 0 R L RO R 0
Lo BB Q2B (L7 A2024E52 10p 2r % f 4 v

Foir A R A B HEER R > P ir A (EIEACT

FRA A B g E E e ey F4/F P v FS5E o A ERT
248 % ¥ A e '3 P4 0 5 BEERSHE o Fir A iz Lid oA
BRRERT o biRA L H G - 2T 1 TSR nMpb e et
bl S RAR AP o PR A A2024E50 TP 2.5 £ R4 P 2
"5 bR e

FARP 2 Bsopb B 0D 5 AR R AR > L ir A chw B R
TR e AL P e FAAGMT ARG B h - ) E I
vy 2 ez H 1@%"[{%‘:)1‘:1 °‘"'ﬂﬂjﬁ»7‘\"@-k7‘ E 4 Ae@ A P PRk
R AR

Fop At B KRG g > FRE PR ALY

R A SR RN B g F DI GER A R o3 MR A AR
FI R RT ORTLADCICRGEFDFTAR S oMK EF
A DT fadyw ot fr&* Wz e wfed BE Pick b p T

N4Flzd 3|65 0 8 Ree A pb T 54 o

X ek

11

Verified Copy Last reviewed date: September 2026



(2024-25) VOLUME 39 INLAND REVENUE BOARD OF REVIEW DECISIONS

a. orAgRAABE b E 0 3R] 20232117 30 5 A en
2017/18:%F4 & B il 404 ;

b. BRI RS ‘})’i4y FAATT] 12023 £ 1172 30p 5 4 2018/195%4%
=2 }ifﬂ:?f}’tﬂ sl A

C. iR ANA2024£20 R 30 yr ey E g A L A6RE H
Hw

d. F Ak G e Fl2023 87 31 TeRF g g o}
*“r“i’ér_2024ﬁ5’* 7P 4 wfih hFEzLEA
TR AT

X3 1R ASER R

23. For A iR AT B Rb 2R AR A e o3 T4 5 P SHE
UF fiafid ond o TSH ) 3R AR AT - A ’Mﬁtﬁi%—mﬁﬁiymﬂ + p
PR iR AIrR 2 AR EEFPAEE o EFALOE T A BTG 4p
FABBAT DT R TRY AW 2Bl Y PRGN A E R X EE o R
A-dGdaEp s hg R (RREF T2V &Y -4 ) ie¥ - 36 drdi
AP AR N P B LB R o e LR A SRR P IS AR R ORI
BT ARBLIT R - P LI E LB I @ el ST4Rd at 22024850 7P &
w0 A X T B g R 0 5 A B MG F 0 AR A A R .

\

<

A

24. SEFE LT 0 PR A LTI FABE 52023 F 117 30p % 01 a2017/18

e 4 > d 3 %"4 B 12022/23 % & (2023 &5% 2p % ’)3{ 2023/24 & R 3R

FQ0UES1 2P L A)E 2 X K i kst Ripenie s SR LB Ao

IEFTF N SIS R R - E L e SRR
TR R 0 T A BT -

25. LA B B R PR A BE RETE 55T 2023850 2023 & 110 1%
202457 7§ m'ﬂsnw&qa%r CEFPBE B A B FRRT R 1A F AR
s 2202452 7p 544w %a#ﬁ AP X oo bir Ay Ry EWEEER 20235
T 32023F 117 B REG A A W TR o

26. Fe|EE X Aend > £20232117 30p % N a2017/18Fc 40l &0d ¢ o=
fei mEapae Pk T ARIE R X G it 0;-7,.;_*{%, P4
< 1} w’u S (AR e L F R A AT B 2017/18F0 0 Ao 0 2 A2024 .
~ 3
ok

= |

»] J,/—tiﬁlp’ﬂ%:i‘& FhiEeg > &g 3.20244‘1‘591?{3‘4

=3 =

g o PR ABLEF A B e

\m\-

12

Verified Copy Last reviewed date: September 2026



(2024-25) VOLUME 39 INLAND REVENUE BOARD OF REVIEW DECISIONS

27. Fom At T A e e P2017/18f AR v Bk KM RE PfERe T
HAOPRA o bar A A Doy Ay Adeda f fAR krE R B ARy o | I

fEfRP L w0 2017/18fkARd v d F PRk 2 K K FN S g e g KL o

29. AT oY hEF LA PR A RE RS ik b

1‘3—;\1 AT ANREERL LA T AL | LA B FA F
L ofeRlfes 5202387 31p F ABr abevt A w4 2§ X 13

PLEAFHBE ARG TR ARSI T 0 FA TR Rl R i -

YRR R AR

30. FORAT2023E50 30 Ep B LS SR R 2022230 # B IR A
K AT AU o B A By o £ ARRBE L PO A g 2
A R A pI TS W IR A B S SR G A L

31. ﬂ‘-'&ﬂ é ix\:_l]r;f(m—\? lﬂw_if_;llyi',_l_-r ’1“}‘,—-3:\11 (S‘ZLFPE"}; X f; )-3 2023 =3
8’3319 s 1) L gR 3 ’\%%"‘/‘P?ﬁ‘&,{iB%io? ’—9%;3 }‘%p’:’}s "]:'CI'JI’}:FI E"\'}-w/ﬂﬂg
it HresE o

32. Fefie ] 5 66(1)(a) £ - wrﬂﬂ A B XA G R B

4% p o {23&Chan Chun Chuen - % % % | £ % 5|D2/04 > ¥ ¢j7f§_;‘ia“njﬁ Nl
CARIE LT A g oy ’;u/”ﬂf“‘lili AEp L oK F]_ A I#,;,)a EREE A A L
povzafe i d oA I 2R I Aok wd e Rk ed Pk ke
- LRERG] F58Q)AEX PR A i A o ALY o bR A TR SR Ao

33, X AL f 2 £H2023E87 31p &
ﬂB%hﬁwﬂ~L%£y:mfde Ll b A iﬁ&jﬁiﬁLﬁ?‘Z T4 - L
Feb] H58(2) Ak b A gl ko ALY B o bR A (R S e % 7T
©ARIEL o

[
Z‘#
%:\
| =
X
>~
s
B
Y
—=h
-
“
=)
= S
e
¥

o
)
T

34. P Epal s 2 2/ pME ARAXE Y GvEREP % AT ]
T2023#8731p &8 1 ¥R FEk o Fpt TALY Fe A2023&9% 4p i#ik
A b A oem R F66(1)a) A E AN 0 For i b oirang 5814 20232100

o

A

35, LR
© dgid 1P ATL

$2024E52 7p A g E A et i aed o o@ X
s FRER B H66(1) A x4 Sk dtor o

e
R
P

13

Verified Copy Last reviewed date: September 2026



(2024-25) VOLUME 39 INLAND REVENUE BOARD OF REVIEW DECISIONS

tior A R FE r%sbJ B2 AP X B gl e ?

36. b T br A SN or o A AL NEETH “473?‘%9'3366(114)*
f—?fg‘*&JLﬁ—“\l/‘”ﬁ’!F"’?ﬁP“qOTh“ A AR g g A rd—jﬁ.ﬁﬁxﬂ’,}_
AEpaE W £BFd A TR a2y 2 i o

37. b % 66(1A) & chF E‘E\»J-/w\;ﬁ’—ap’r—fr%’}s gl e oA BIER i r i
By - AP RN e G EauEd (DI1/BY) o TR, - PG 8]
AA R @ S g fob e - 334 3 (D9/79% Chow Kwong Fai) o 7}
BT T_edp FL d.}nf—ﬁ_i,&ffm’ D391~ kehpf A R AGH- 24 7 Ry
# o

=y
[ad
as

38. A Y o PR ARFNE A FHEAT BRES Ad 2 WU &
bgE Ay cFP A ARG NI AAEL T HE ST > H TP A R B
TP P R A R o 8 2024E57 9p 2 0P e R 5 bR A R AR R F
L enzi@d ¢ LapH s A d o A a FIARE B A LT R 47 RS
_Pi&-&gi—%ﬁ,g—h;ig_;%_o

39. AT 20234 2 2024 $ 2 S A AR R0 E L FBR p o @A
£ ‘Li:{xiv{%h_o%il FEr A R TIBE pE (TS 5;@;# WMol eng Htoo Fig A B
RBE Y m_zz;}*kfr#m s AR IR Z b pE gy 0 R A kﬁﬁm"‘ Wi 5 A eniE E oo

Chan Chun Chuen- %mi\ A w/——?;# - EFUERK G F58(2) A% 4 FHEBy > T
B tir AL ;,_aLH.»LmE‘}]ﬂ “]{:LJ %4 i# 23 mf_‘/}k “]I 1] ’1f</"\"L4 FoAL A T iE R
2

40. do b BATHL S R T 2023850 2P 5 LT A % 4120222340 E R4
S AL RA 0 H T R A F ABR B BRSNS R4 BB Jor
LEE G L 2023E50 3P R fed ot vh o4 B X T 2024£59 2p B iR A
= 12023245040 # R u] L LA AR ’IFFE%LUJM#MHMW%H_FE Bk o 2
SofA RBEFED 2R A B @ P YA 2024E50 4p chfEfek od T L FRB
bk B PR A R iR RIRE At abendR A o@m F A iﬁ_rﬂﬂ g, b
FA T - ~BAPSEREAELZE B o

41. PRz ETd Rl = 12 :72017/18 % 2018/191‘%7{?&3 R ehge Jl?fmf-if‘ﬁ °
5 A &R iy RSy I TIE S B = 2023£ 117 30p 5 4 > B aRF L b g A B ° B
ﬁ; -i‘riﬂl%‘;(ji.’rr:}" vo,e @ ﬂ}; E4 ;:l:;f;gq,\s}"‘l }i, —\m:j WA Em T |} ;T oikm » bR
A g T ;u]ri'f!m.—j»}; X i3 mJ_;f;;ﬁ hiEfeBiga g o

42. 25 R4 BT 2024E20 230 X AR EE ARG e bir A g B A
ot et AR S B S G @] AaRF LT A B Rk o x> R A Y
TR A LTI o8 FI2024E 57 Sp @ A e eRBR AL B X AE e A
BV EEME R A R XET L FA N LI BERRBRERS B e s £ g o

14

Verified Copy Last reviewed date: September 2026



(2024-25) VOLUME 39 INLAND REVENUE BOARD OF REVIEW DECISIONS

43. Bt rA2024F57 9p 2 [0p e dle 5 Fop A gkl AP B R
WHERD P RPEFRF] > AR EERGER B AT A 3 o T 2 2P K
FiF oo Fag A f'%ﬁ/u;fﬂB%;h_” ﬁt# F LB e EN R & ] s I O ST ’Fﬂ » 3 &

Jod Pl E B A £ 7 o Abdrie s AL £ Z#g-,p PR A @ aGVEE o

44. Biem s od T hor A Rk RERESE AT A4y v 420234
0% 4p i3kt B Ht o I I Bl 5 PR A RRZ g A ok 2 EFUE 2023 #
107 4p gt f £ ‘16#%-335‘*5‘4 gt il aed enp #Er ¥ 202452 7p > g
R mlTy 5o B Pir A E D g o

45. iﬁt;&&@ﬁpﬁ A bar—- F L;&&i;;qu,:;ﬁ»ﬁ»h, Li&-/\«i’\"‘]yl%
%;Lé%’mzs;aziﬁMQWﬁﬂuw& b bar A R e f A0lp (H

MLM')’W" ®Fd GHE D TR P BT d T AT A A oa A
T_h M\F¢¢L;&1§r o A&} ,L;rr&atf\,l—g,f;g By 3 L engs Bt T B oLk o
BRI LB A B F LIS phe 2 i;%ﬁ:frcz\» NEFS - N
i+ 5 o

46. SE A 0 PR A R B AR 66(1A) A R ER] 0 F A

AR L au g T

29

A

47. FDLBO S & > F3F 4 K40 15 & A2 5] 5 66(1A) & s e 1] » F]3t 7
Ropede aat dp g 1 b om oo

48. ATV RTE A L4415 AR GOEP Bl S F LR IFA A
R e S s SRR L L N o

;3

T °

15

Verified Copy Last reviewed date: September 2026



