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Abstract  

Capitalist economies require three pillars to function seamlessly, i.e. markets, regulation, and 

protection. During the great moderation (low inflation and high economic growth) era, focus by 

economic agents worldwide was on markets and regulation to the detriment of consumer 

protection. However, the onset of the great tribulation era led to a rethink of the role of consumer 

protection in the functioning of capitalist economies. Indeed, policy makers and academicians 

aver that the severity of the global financial crisis might have been moderated had financial 

services stakeholders promoted financial consumer protection. In Uganda the mainstreaming of 

consumer protection in trade and financial services in particular remains low. In the Bank of 

Uganda (BoU) supervised financial sector, initial efforts to mainstream financial consumer 

protection started in August 2011 with the establishment of the Financial Inclusion Project and 

culminated into the set-up of the Financial Consumer Empowerment Mechanism (FCEM) in 

November 2017. The FCEM is a one-stop centre at BoU for coordinating of information, 

inquiries, complaints handling, and resolution. The paper explores how consumer protection is 

undertaken in BoU supervised financial institutions ecosystem and the extent to which COVID-

19 might have shaped consumer vulnerabilities in the banking sector. Based on administratively 

collected data and participant observation, the issues examined included consumer protection 

legislation; institutional arrangements; complaints volumes disaggregated based on gender, 

region, and channel of reaching BoU; sources of complaints; purpose of redress mechanisms; 

consumer vulnerabilities induced by the COVID-19 pandemic; skill set of complaints handlers; 

collaboration across regulatory bodies; and complaints resolution turn around time. The metrics 

indicated a gender gap in complaints handling; decreasing turn-around time over the last three 

financial years; decreased complaints volumes during COVID-19; higher complaints received 

from Central region; more complainants reaching out to BoU via e-mail; and commercial banks 

being the major source of complaints to BoU. Qualitatively, in terms of scope and diversity, the 

nature of complaints and information inquiries & requests received during the COVID-19 

pandemic did not change compared to the pre-COVID period. Strengthening of positive 

consumer protection and market conduct practices is recommended.   

JEL Classification: G2, G3, and G4 

Key Words: Financial Consumer Protection, Market Conduct, COVID-19, Consumer 

Vulnerability, and Uganda  

Correspondence Address: *Strategy & Quality Assurance Department, Bank of Uganda, P.O. 

BOX 7120, Kampala, Uganda, Tel. +256312392907, Fax. +256414230791. E-mail: 

gssonko@bou.or.ug 

 
Acknowledgement 

 

 

The idea of this working paper was born out of a Zoom Rotary Fellowship Meeting of the Rotary Club of Nsambya Kampala to which 
Dr. George Wilson Ssonko was invited to deliver a talk about Consumer Protection in the era of COVID-19. The fellowship took place 
on Tuesday, June 30, 2020 (19:00hours to 20:00hours). The working paper benefitted a lot from the ideas of the Rotarians who attended 
the Fellowship. The author appreciates Mrs. Rose Magembe Mutagubya, President Rotary Club of Nsambya Kampala for FY2019/2020 
for organizing the Fellowship and inviting the author to deliver the talk. Nonetheless, the views expressed in this working paper are 
entirely the responsibility of the author. 

mailto:gssonko@bou.or.ug


Page 3 of 40 

 

I. Introduction  

 
Central Banks the world over are known for macroeconomic mandates. The [Central] 

Bank of Uganda is no exemption in this regard. According to the Constitution of the 

Republic of Uganda 1995 as amended as well as the Bank of Uganda Act Cap 51 Laws 

of Uganda, the functions of the Bank are formulation and implementation of monetary 

policy directed to economic objectives of achieving and maintaining economic stability; 

promote and maintain the stability of the value of the currency of Uganda [exchange 

rate management]; regulate the currency system in the interest of the economic progress 

of Uganda [issue currency notes and coins] as well as encourage and promote economic 

development and efficient utilization of the resources of Uganda through effective and 

efficient operation of a banking and credit system [supervise, regulate, control, and 

discipline all financial institutions and pension funds institutions]. In addition, the Bank 

is expected to maintain monetary stability; maintain an external assets reserve; be the 

banker to the Government; act as financial adviser to the Government and manager of 

public debt; advise the Government on monetary policy; and act as an agent in financial 

matters for the Government. Furthermore, the Central Bank may serve as banker to 

financial institutions; clearing house for cheques and other financial instruments; as 

well as participate in the economic growth and development programmes [e.g. 

secretariat to the National Financial Inclusion Strategy 2017-2022 and administrator of 

the Agricultural Credit Facility etc.].  

 

Over the years, certain roles have evolved and been moved out of the Central Bank of 

Uganda e.g. management of public debt to the Ministry of Finance, Planning, and 

Economic Development (MoFPED) as well as supervision, regulation, control, and 

discipline of pension funds institutions to Uganda Retirement Benefits Regulatory 

Authority (URBRA). In addition, other roles have broadened and / or further refined / 

specialized. For instance, the supervision, regulation, control, and disciplining of all 

financial institutions morphed into microprudential supervision (financial health of a 

single institution) and macroprudential supervision (systemic health of the financial 

ecosystem).  Macroprudential supervision became prominent following the global 

financial crisis that commenced in earnest with the collapse of Lehman Brothers, a 

United States of America (USA) financial institution on September 15, 2008. In Uganda, 

the prominence of macroprudential supervision led to the creation of a Financial 

Stability Department at the Central Bank of Uganda in 2009 as well as a sector wide 

Financial Stability Surveillance Committee (FSSC).  
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Despite the metamorphosis of various roles of the Central Bank of Uganda, the 

supervision and regulation of financial institutions role remained eerily silent on its 

second facet, that is, consumer protection and market conduct. The deafening silence 

was particularly contradictory given the banking crisis of the 1990s whose loses were 

largely underwritten by taxpayers’ money through bail outs and / or liquidations with 

depositors of the defunct commercial banks being paid using public funds. 

  

Indeed the recognition at international level that the US subprime mortgage crisis that 

culminated into the global financial crisis might have been moderated if the financial 

consumers were empowered with the requisite knowledge and skills about the complex 

financial products and services on the market led to a drive that sought to promote 

consumer protection. The years prior to the global financial crisis also known as the 

period of great moderation in which inflation was generally low and economic growth 

was commensurate to the level of a country’s development was a period when cheap 

credit was flowing and the value of real estate appreciating. In that era of irrational 

exuberance, very few economic agents let alone Central Banks seriously thought about 

consumer protection. When the global financial crisis struck and the era of great 

tribulation commenced, consumer protection became a key policy consideration.  

 

In Uganda, the drive towards consumer protection was operationalized through the 

creation of the Financial Inclusion Project 2011. The Financial Inclusion Project 2011 had 

four components / pillars namely financial literacy, financial innovations, financial 

consumer protection, as well as financial data and measurement.  Thus, it is through 

international effort that the term financial consumer protection appears to have entered 

into Uganda’s financial industry lexicon in the second year of the second decade of the 

21st century despite a banking crisis in the 1990s that wiped away the majority of 

Ugandan ownership of financial institutions and left many financial consumers 

destitute. Together with the broader Structural Adjustment Programmes (SAPs), the 

banking crisis pushed numerous formal sector employees into extreme poverty and led 

to the creation of street families for those employees who did not have any ancestral 

villages to return to for a variety of reasons.  

 

Even though the Financial Inclusion Project 2011 had numerous achievements such as 

the drafting and implementation of the inaugural Strategy for Financial Literacy in 

Uganda (SFLIU) FY2012/13 – FY2016/17; introduction of Financial Consumer 

Protection Guidelines (FCPGs) 2011; as well as the Financial Literacy curriculum 

amongst others; it did not succeed in securing specialized financial consumer protection 
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legal powers for the Bank.  Indeed, the closest to an acknowledgement of the Bank’s 

consumer protection apart from the Financial Inclusion Project 2011, is the mention in 

the Bank of Uganda Amendment Bill 2018 that the Bank among its numerous functions 

will also undertake to “promote the safe and sound development of Uganda’s financial 

sector including ensuring consumer protection in the provision of banking services 

amongst regulated institutions”. At the broader national level, the Consumer Protection 

Bill and Competition Bill championed by the Ministry of Trade, Industry, and 

Cooperatives (MTIC) are yet to make it through the Parliament of Uganda since 2007 

and 2015, respectively. Legislation on consumer protection in Uganda is fragmented; 

and a new disjointed legal dispensation has taken centre stage (Zeija, 2018). It is in such 

an institutional environment that COVID-19 struck in mid-March 2020.   

 

 The advent of COVID-19 in Uganda which manifested in the identification of the first 

positive case of a male business person of Ugandan descent from Dubai, United Arab 

Emirates on March 21, 2020 led to the introduction and / or strengthening of various 

containment measures. Among the measures introduced were a curfew to run from 

19:00hours to 06:30hours; tonsemberera (do not come near me) campaign to foster social 

distancing a key COVID-19 preventative measure; ban of private and public 

transportation means; as well as banning of mass gatherings. As a consequence, at the 

height of the COVID-19 lockdown (mid-March to May 2020), the Central Bank had 

reduced its staff strength to about 260 personnel out of 1,068 individuals (24.34% of total 

staff strength); suspended on-site supervision; and reduced working hours to six 

(09:00hours – 15:00hours) from nine (08:00hours – 17:00hours). Similarly, the Bank of 

Uganda (BoU) Supervised Financial Institutions (SFIs) had closed about 50 percent of 

their branches; reduced staff working on-site (most had been set up to work remotely); 

and minimized face to face interactions (movement of business onto digital banking 

platforms). The consequence to the financial consumers was that any complaints lodged 

could take longer than normal due to the staffing shortages on-site and inherently the 

danger of compromises to data protection and privacy loomed in the background as 

files were moved between Central Bank / SFIs computing systems on-site (with more 

ICT security) and off-site computers (with less ICT security as some were personal 

laptops which do not have adequate protections).  

 

The paper explores the financial consumer protection landscape with a focus on BoU 

SFIs and how this has evolved during the COVID-19 pandemic. The article contributes 

to the dearth of literature about consumer protection in Uganda’s context. The rest of 

the paper is organized as follows:- (i) Theoretical rationale for consumer protection; (ii) 
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Institutional (legislative and administrative) framework underpinning financial 

consumer protection in Uganda; (iii) Nature of complaints in BoU SFIs; (iv) 

Relationships amongst stakeholders of consumer protection; (v) Key consumer 

protection vulnerabilities during COVID-19; as well as (vi) Lessons for the future – 

Implications, Recommendations, and Conclusions. 

 

II. Theoretical rationale for consumer protection 

 

“Financial Consumer Protection (FCP) encompasses the laws, regulations, and 

institutional arrangements that safeguard consumers in the financial market place” (The 

World Bank, 2020). “Consumer Protection Law ensures that buyers are protected from 

coercion, deception, and other influences that are difficult to evade or guard against” 

(Averitt & Lande, 1997).  “Consumer protection addresses disparities found in the 

consumer-supplier relationship, which include bargaining power; knowledge; and 

resources” (UNCTAD, 2016:3 cited in Anderson & Kiel, 2019:1).  Huffman (2010) 

identifies four issues that consumer protection law ought to safeguard consumers from, 

that is, deception; behavioral exploitation; market manipulation; and monopoly 

exploitation. Several reasons have been advanced for the need to protect consumers in 

the financial markets. These include addressing the power imbalance between financial 

consumers and financial services providers (FSPs); building trust and confidence of 

consumers in FSPs; ensure long-term stability in the financial system; encourages 

consumers to use financial services; helps consumers to make informed financial 

decisions; and helps consumers to understand their obligations (Benohr & Gachuri, 

2020; Ssonko, 2019; Kriese, Abor & Agbloyor, 2019). Chang (2017) argues that consumer 

protection, market forces, and regulation need to co-exist for an economic system to 

function seamlessly. 

  

As a body of knowledge, FCP draws from various disciplines such as Law, Economics, 

Sociology, Psychology, and Marketing etc. (Venkatesh & Burger, 1984). Abstracting 

from the theoretical approaches to regulation (common rationale in favour of 

regulation) such as capture theory, public interest theory, social control theory, and 

consumer protection theory etc.; Venkatesh and Burger (1984) argued that the consumer 

model of regulation is too micro-empirically oriented and needs broadening. However, 

Huffman (2010) observes that consumer protection laws are micro-focused on 

individual consumers and ought to complement the macro-focused / market focused 

competition policy. In other words, consumer protection laws are intended to protect 

the individual consumer while competition laws / antitrust laws are meant to 

safeguard the market dynamics (competition) (Averitt & Lande, 1997). 
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Theoretically, Consumer Protection laws exist to deal with matters of commercial 

nuisance in which the business practices of some merchants deprive the poor of much 

of their income; offend law and ethics; and impede efforts to alleviate poverty (Darrow, 

1966). Darrow (1966) argues that there is need for consumer protection laws to guard 

against commercial nuisance due to:- (i) ‘fraud’ in retail transactions is largely 

dependent on the buyer’s ignorance of their legal rights and the lack of available 

counsel; (ii) buyers rarely have the financial resources to defend an action; (iii) the 

financial claim (sums at stake) are low in comparison to the expenses of litigation; and 

(iv) the fruit of court victory is no more than rescission of the contract, success does not 

provide a lawyer’s compensation. As a consequence, there is a need for a public 

enforcer of consumer protection laws at least for those who do not have personal means 

/ capacity to safeguard their interests in contractual obligations. 

  

Lane (2017) states that the case for protecting consumers is on account of multiplicity of 

factors which include:  

(i) ‘Consumers tend to make poor financial choices, taking on too much debt, 

misunderstanding investment risk and choosing financial products that do not match 

their needs’;  

(ii) Complexity, diversity and breadth of financial products created by fast pace of 

financial innovations coupled with significant consequences of financial choices yet 

households possess a limited personal track record in making financial decisions due to 

low frequency of purchasing financial products; and  

(iii) Consumers are subject to behavioural biases when making financial decisions 

affected by emotions, psychological experiences, rules of thumb, and accepted norms. 

  

Chakrabarty (2013:1) observes that while the issue of consumer protection should not 

arise in the financial services sector which is a competitive market structure, there are 

structural barriers which negatively impact the competitiveness of the financial 

industry. He argues that there are stiff barriers to entry into the sector and regulatory 

restrictions on the number of market players which imply that financial consumers are 

served by a limited set of service providers. The supply side limitations are further 

compounded by rampant information illiteracy which distorts the self-regulating 

market behavior especially for the poor and vulnerable (Chakrabarty, 2013:2).  

 

There is a relationship between consumer protection (individual level) and competition 

/ antitrust (market wide level) legislation / laws (Huffman, 2010; Averitt & Lande, 

1997). Averitt and Lande (1997) termed the relationship consumer sovereignty – a 
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unified theory of antitrust consumer protection law. Averitt and Lande (1997) succinctly 

capture the concept and scope of consumer protection when they observe:- 

Antitrust [competition] and consumer protection law share a common 

purpose in that both are intended to facilitate the exercise of consumer 

sovereignty or effective consumer choice. Consumer sovereignty exists when two 

fundamental conditions are present. There must be a range of consumer options 

made possible through competition, and consumers must be able to choose 

effectively among these options. 

 

Furthermore, Averitt and Lande (1997) draw the difference between antitrust and 

consumer protection when they state:- 

 

The boundary between antitrust and consumer protection is best defined 

by reference to these two elements [options and capacity to choose] of consumer 

sovereignty. The antitrust laws are intended to ensure that the market place 

remains competitive, so that a meaningful range of options is made available to 

consumers, unimpaired by practices such as price fixing or anticompetitive 

mergers. The consumer protection laws are then intended to ensure that 

consumers can choose effectively from among those options, with their critical 

faculties unimpaired by violations as deception or the withholding of material 

information. Protection at both levels is needed in order to ensure that a market 

economy can continue to operate effectively.  

Some cases of consumer protection may evolve into matters of antitrust and vice versa 

(Huffman, 2010). In addition, he notes that there are jurisdictional differences in the 

interpretation of what constitutes consumer sovereignty issues. 

 

In terms of operationalization in the financial services space, consumer protection is 

akin to micro-prudential supervision while antitrust / competition is similar to macro-

prudential supervision (financial stability). The latter is also popularly known as market 

conduct in financial services literature. 

 

Based on the dichotomy, consumer protection measures would focus largely on 

individual customers, i.e. financial literacy / consumer education; complaints handling 

and redress; transparency and disclosure; as well as fair treatment. FSoFM (2020:6) 

notes that “consumer protection focuses on the relationship between financial services 

providers and their customers”.  On the other hand, market conduct would be broader 

and entail aspects of codes of conduct; fit and proper / professionalism; corporate 
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governance and incentives; competition / anti-trust measures; organizational systems; 

and product governance (Norton Rose Fulbright, 2014). Market conduct is a broader 

subject and encompasses financial consumer protection (FSoFM, 2020). It is “defined as 

the manner in which [a financial services provider] designs its products and services 

and manages its relationships with clients and the public including the use of 

intermediaries (representatives or agents) (FSoFM, 2020:7). Market conduct is 

influenced by three factors, i.e. institutional framework in which the market operates 

including legislation, regulations, infrastructure and institutions; supply side factors 

like the FSP’s organisational culture, internal governance, understanding of best 

practice and incentive / reward structures; as well as demand side factors such as 

consumer’s trust in FSPs, expectations regarding how FSPs will treat consumers, 

understanding the nature of financial products / services, and consumer confidence in 

making financial decisions (FSoFM, 2020:7). 

 

Indeed, in practice both consumer protection and market conduct are integrated into a 

single function of financial consumer protection and market conduct regulation. 

Nonetheless, there is value in treating them separately to prevent neglecting any of 

them due to resource constraints and / or historical factors. Historical factors such as 

desire to develop supply side financial institutions led to the prioritization of prudential 

regulation over market conduct regulation. Similarly, focus on the financial health of 

individual financial institution (micro-prudential) overshadowed system financial 

health (macro-prudential). It is imperative; therefore, that the evolution of financial 

consumer protection and market conduct regulation does not mirror a similar 

trajectory. 

 

In terms of enforcement agencies and / or measures, matters of consumer protection 

and anti-trust / competition are handled differently across different jurisdictions. In 

certain jurisdictions, there are separate while in others, they are handled together 

(Huffman, 2010). Huffman (2010) opines that there is value in having enforcement 

agencies collaborate on consumer protection and anti-trust issues to harness synergies 

emanating in sharing knowledge and case precedents. In addition to government 

enforcement agencies, UNCTAD (2016) identifies five bodies which may be used to 

accomplish consumer protection goals, namely statutory / non-statutory standards 

bodies; ombudsmen; professional and industrial associations; consumer associations; 

and self-regulation. 
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A broad array of institutional arrangements for managing financial consumer 

protection exists in the world (World Bank, 2015). Using two criteria, i.e. (i) total 

number of agencies involved in supervision of the financial sector; and (ii) the level of 

integration between the mandate for prudential supervision and the mandate for 

financial consumer protection, the World Bank (2015) delineates three distinct practical 

models for FCP, namely, 

a) Single integrated agency model where only one agency is tasked with the supervision 

of the financial sector with both the prudential supervision and financial consumer 

protection mandates;  

b) Multiple integrated agency model where several agencies regulate players in the 

financial sector and each regulator has a duo mandate of prudential supervision and 

financial consumer protection mandates; as well as  

c) Multiple specialized agency model in which more than one agency is responsible for 

the supervision of the financial sector, while the mandates of prudential supervision 

and financial consumer protection have been separated or at least one agency exists 

which is specialized in financial consumer protection. 

  

III. Institutional framework underpinning financial consumer protection in Uganda 

 

3.1 Legislative framework  

“Institutional framework refers to a set of formal organisational structures, rules, and 

informal norms of service provision” (Peters, 2020: online). Peters (2020) argues that a 

sound institutional framework is key for efficient service delivery and sustainability. 

Uganda does not have standalone comprehensive consumer protection and competition 

legislation. Regulations which govern competition and / or consumer protection are for 

the most part, part of other legislation (CUTS & CONSENT, 2003:12). Attempts at 

creating comprehensive legislation such as those by Uganda Law Reform Commission 

(ULRC) (ULRC, 2004a; b) have only yielded the National Competition and Consumer 

Protection Policy 2014 (MTIC, 2020), the Competition Bill 2004, and the Consumer 

Protection Bill 2004. Uganda has a series of sectoral arrangements to deal with matters 

of competition and consumer protection (CUTS & CONSENT, 2003:10). Some of the 

sectoral authorities and commissions include Uganda Communications Commission 

(UCC), Uganda Insurance Commission (UIC), National Drugs Authority (NDA), Dairy 

Development Authority (DDA), Uganda Coffee Development Authority (UCDA), and 

Uganda Investment Authority (UIA) etc. 
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These sectoral entities have ushered in what Zeija (2018:460) describes as new 

generation laws on consumer protection such as The Uganda Communications Act 

2013, The Communications (Fair Competition) Regulations 2005, Regulation of 

Interception of Communications Act 2010 and The Sale of Goods and Supply of Services 

Act 2017.  Others in this category include Data Protection and Privacy Act 2019 (BoU, 

2019) as well as the Electronic Transactions Act 2011, the Computer Misuse Act and the 

Electronic Signatures Act 2011 (Signum Advocates, 2020). Otherwise, consumer 

protection legislation is reliant on foreign influences dominated by the Common Law of 

England (Zeija, 2018; Mawagi, 2012) in what Zeija (2018) has categorized as first 

generation laws. These include the Sale of Goods Act, the Common Law of Contract 

and Torts, Uganda National Bureau of Standards Act and the Penal Code for the 

Criminal Law Principles of consumer protection (Zeija, 2018:455). 

 

In the banking sector, consumer protection is guaranteed by the Bank of Uganda 

Financial Consumer Protection Guidelines 2011 (FCPGs) which to seek to “ensure fair 

and equitable financial services and increase transparency in financial transactions” 

(Bowmans, 2018:22). The BoU’s FCPGs ‘establish principles of fairness, reliability, and 

transparency to direct the banker-customer relationship” (Bowmans, 2018:22). The 

passage and assent  to the National Payments Systems Act 2020 is expected to usher in a 

new set of consumer protection regulations for Payment System Providers (PSP) and 

supersede the Bank of Uganda Mobile Money Guidelines 2013 which were the basis of 

consumer protection for Mobile Money Service Providers (MMSPs). The other statutory 

bodies in the financial services sector such as Uganda Microfinance Regulatory 

Authority (UMRA), Insurance Regulatory Authority of Uganda (IRAU), Uganda 

Retirement Benefits Regulatory Authority (URBRA), Capital Markets Authority (CMA), 

and Financial Intelligence Authority (FIA) have been set up with legislations with 

provisions for consumer protection. 

 

At the regional level, Uganda is a member of the East African Community (EAC) and 

the Common Market for Eastern and Southern Africa (COMESA). These Regional 

Economic Communities (RECs) have enacted legislations aimed at fostering consumer 

protection and competition. The COMESA Treaty and associated COMESA 

Competition Regulations 2004 as well as the East African Community Competition Act 

2006 primarily focus on cross boundary trade in which they seek to deal with anti-trust 

issues such as price fixing; collusion; false advertisements; product safety and 

standards; and unconscionable conduct etc. (Zeija, 2018; Adengo, 2016). 
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Zeija (2018) points out that Uganda’s trading relationships at the international level 

with the European Union (EU) and United States of America (USA) imply that the 

country has to comply with certain laws from those jurisdictions. In the case of the EU, 

it is the EU market regulation No. 978/2012 while with the US it is the US Trade and 

Development Act 2000 also known as the African Growth and Opportunity Act 

(AGOA) (Zeija, 2018:457).  Related to this is the need to comply with guidance of 

international Standard Setting Bodies (SSBs) such as Financial Stability Board (FSB), 

Basel Committee for Banking Supervision (BCBS), Committee on Payments and Market 

Infrastructure (CPMI), Financial Action Taskforce (FATF), International Association of 

Deposit Insurers (IADI), International Association of Insurance Supervisors (IAS), and 

International Organisation of Securities Commissions (IOSCO). Even though their 

guidance is largely prudential in nature, its effect on supply side viability has 

implications for financial consumer protection and market conduct. 

  

3.2 Administrative framework 

According to the National Financial Inclusion Strategy 2017-2022, objective #5 seeks to 

“empower    and protect individuals with enhanced financial capability”. The 

operationalization of objective #5 has seen several financial sector regulatory authorities 

such as BoU, URBRA, IRAU, and UMRA among others strengthen and / or set-up 

complaints handling frameworks to meet the requirements of action plan activity #52 

(develop and build capacity of complaints handling mechanism(s) within financial 

regulators and service providers). 

  

For Bank of Uganda’s regulated financial service providers, a restructuring of the 

complaints handling and information inquiries was undertaken in November 2017 to 

create a one-stop centre known as Financial Consumer Empowerment Mechanism 

(FCEM) whose purpose is “to coordinate information, inquiries, complaints handling, 

and resolution”. The reorganization meant that matters of consumer protection and 

market conduct at BoU are handled by a separate entity different from those 

responsible for micro-prudential supervision (Commercial Banking Department, Non-

Bank Financial Institutions Department, and National Payment Systems Department) as 

well as macro-prudential supervision (Financial Stability Department). 

 

The Financial Consumer  Empowerment Mechanism (FCEM) domiciled in the 

Communications Department supports financial services providers in implementing 

Section 9 (which deals with complaints handling and consumer redress) of the BoU 

FCPGs 2011. In this role, the FCEM is the financial consumer’s non-litigious complaint 
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handler of last resort after exhausting internal redress mechanisms of the financial 

services provider(s). Depending on the magnitude of the complaint, the role of FCEM 

ranges from financial literacy sensitization (teachable moment approach), complaint 

investigation, mediation, and resolution. 

    

IV. Nature of Complaints in Bank of Uganda Supervised Financial Institutions 
 
4.1 Complaints received by Supervised Financial Institutions 2018-2020 
 
4.1.1 Aggregate Complaints received by SFIs 
 
Supervised Financial Institutions (SFIs) are the first point of contact when a financial 
consumer is aggrieved about the quality of service received from any of these SFIs. In 
that regard, Table 1 provides a summary of complaints received by SFIs from 2018 
through 2020. 
 
Table 1: Summary of Complaints received by SFIs from 2018 through 2020 

2018 2019 2020 

Categorisa
tion 

Freque
ncy  

Percent 
of Total 
Complai
nts  

Categorisa
tion 

Freque
ncy  

Percent 
of Total 
Complai
nts  

Categorisa
tion 

Freque
ncy  

Percent 
of Total 
Complai
nts  

Accounts 
Opening 

15,869 4.322 Accounts 
Opening 

19,493 4.963 Accounts 
Opening 

15,426 5.926 

ATM 
Operations 

25,725 7.006 Agent 
Banking  

39,984 10.180 Agent 
Banking  

20,074 7.712 

Branch 
Service 

4,493 1.224 ATM 
Operations 

33,631 8.563 ATM 
Operations 

20,045 7.701 

Cheque 
Clearing 

3,195 0.870 Branch 
Service 

3,311 0.843 Branch 
Service 

3,166 1.216 

Funds 
Transfer 
(EFTs, and 
RTGS)  

7,737 2.107 Cheque 
Clearing 

2,626 0.669 Cheque 
Clearing 

1,351 0.519 

Interest, 
Fees, and 
Other 
Charges 

4,502 1.226 Credit 
Cards 

2,201 0.560 Credit 
Cards 

3,152 1.211 

Loan 
Processing  

25,272 6.883 Debit 
Cards 

20,390 5.191 Debit 
Cards 

16,959 6.515 

Mobile and 
Electronic 
Banking  

150,658 41.030 Funds 
Transfer 
(EFTs, and 
RTGS)  

5,416 1.379 Funds 
Transfer 
(EFTs, and 
RTGS)  

6,030 2.317 

Statements 2,056 0.560 Internet 
Banking  

9,453 2.407 Internet 
Banking  

11,116 4.270 

Others 127,685 34.773 Interest, 19,230 4.896 Interest, 25,702 9.874 
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2018 2019 2020 

Categorisa
tion 

Freque
ncy  

Percent 
of Total 
Complai
nts  

Categorisa
tion 

Freque
ncy  

Percent 
of Total 
Complai
nts  

Categorisa
tion 

Freque
ncy  

Percent 
of Total 
Complai
nts  

Fees, and 
Other 
Charges 

Fees, and 
Other 
Charges 

   Inter-
Switch  

4,601 1.171 Inter-
Switch  

4,554 1.750 

   Loan 
Processing  

14,805 3.769 Loan 
Processing  

7,610 2.924 

   Mobile 
Money / 
Mobile 
Banking  

119,202 30.350 Mobile 
Money / 
Mobile 
Banking  

96,010 36.885 

   Statements  1,328 0.338 Online 
Payments 
& Points of 
Sale (PoS) 

2,134 0.820 

   Others 97,093 24.720 Statements  1,545 0.594 

      Others 25,425 9.768 

Total 367,192 100% Total 392,764 100% Total 260,299 100% 

Source: Bank of Uganda SFIs Complaints Submission Database  
 
A total of 260,299 complaints were received by SFIs in 2020 compared with 392,764 
complaints in 2019 and 367,194 complaints in 2018. The decline in number of complaints 
in 2020 recorded at 33.73 percent contrasts with a rise of 6.964 percent registered in 
2019, partly reflecting the effects of COVID-19 on financial services usage. 
 
Supervised Financial Institutions (SFIs) indicated that they might have logged more 
complaints had it not been the COVID-19 induced lockdown. Financial consumers had 
challenges accessing the physical bank branches and / or other reporting mechanisms 
during the national lockdown especially during the peak (March to May 2020). Most 
SFIs observed a drop in customer feedback after March 2020 through May 2020. After 
the easing of most national lockdown measures on June 04, 2020, there was an upward 
trajectory of customer feedback. Nonetheless, the SFIs which had developed their 
digital financial services footprint prior to the COVID-19 pandemic continued to serve 
their financial consumers seamlessly and their complaints rose year-on-year mainly in 
the mobile banking / mobile money category.   
 
The decline in the “Others” category is partly a reflection of the continuing revision of 
the bi-annual complaints submission form. The continuing revision of the bi-annual 
complaints submission form is intended to allow SFIs to unpack the complaints about 
products, services, and / or incidents which were being bundled under the “Others” 
category. The 2020 complaints submission form had 16 categorisations compared to 15 
and 10 classifications in 2019 and 2018 submission forms, respectively. As SFIs 
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undertake financial innovation, new products and services are created which might 
have different brand names but have the same underlying characteristics. 
Consequently, understanding and appropriately categorizing such products and 
services contributes to reducing the proportion of complaints under “Others” category. 
  
Across the three years, Mobile Money, Mobile Banking, and / or Electronic Banking 
registered the highest number of complaints. The high proportion of complaints in 
mobile or electronic banking points to the increasing importance of digital channels in 
the provision of financial services and the limited digital financial literacy of users. 
Furthermore, SFIs also experienced glitches with their mobile banking platform 
infrastructure especially during the initial set-up which partly contributed to failed 
transactions and thereby complaints.  
 
4.1.2 Gender Disaggregated Complaints received by SFIs 
 
As shown in Table 2, there is a gender gap in the patronization of the complaints 
handling mechanisms in Supervised Financial Institutions. The gender gap is most 
pronounced in Tier III institutions (Microfinance Deposit-taking Institutions) in which 
36.84 percent females patronize the complaints mechanism in contrast to 60.24 percent 
males. Nonetheless, the information captures only those SFIs that had fully 
disaggregated their data (Table 3). 
 
Table 2: Complaints received by SFIs for Calendar Year 2020 disaggregated by gender 
(Percentage of Total Complaints per Tier) 
Complaints 
Category 

Tier I: Commercial 
Banks 

Tier II: Credit 
Institutions 

Tier III: Microfinance 
Deposit-taking 
Institutions (MDIs) 

Supervised Financial 
Institutions (SFIs) 

F M T F M T F M T F M T 

Accounts 
Opening 

1.70 1.23 2.93 0.48 0.67 1.15 0.17 0.23 0.64 1.62 1.19 2.82 

Agent 
Banking  

1.23 2.09 3.35 0.48 2.90 3.39 5.26 5.83 11.10 1.35 2.23 3.61 

ATM 
Operations 

2.90 5.69 8.60 6.65 6.17 12.83 2.01 2.82 4.83 2.94 5.60 8.55 

Branch Service 0.56 1.08 1.60 1.57 0.73 2.30 3.45 2.65 6.37 0.68 1.13 1.77 

Cheque 
Clearing 

0.49 0.37 0.88 0.24 0.60 0.85 0.91 1.51 2.41 0.50 0.41 0.93 

Credit Cards 0.11 0.21 0.40 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.11 0.27 0.38 

Debit Cards 2.70 3.14 5.59 8.83 14.16 22.99 0.00 0.07 0.07 2.72 3.24 5.72 

Funds 
Transfer 
(EFTs, and 
RTGS)  

1.02 1.80 2.79 0.67 0.48 1.15 0.27 0.54 0.84 0.99 1.74 2.70 

Internet 
Banking  

2.12 3.14 5.29 0.30 1.09 1.39 0.34 0.60 0.94 2.03 3.02 5.07 

Interest, Fees, 
and Other 
Charges 

1.28 2.94 4.24 1.75 1.09 2.84 2.21 2.15 5.13 1.32 2.88 4.25 

Inter-Switch  0.81 1.03 1.84 1.81 3.69 5.51 1.44 1.51 2.95 0.84 1.10 1.94 
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Complaints 
Category 

Tier I: Commercial 
Banks 

Tier II: Credit 
Institutions 

Tier III: Microfinance 
Deposit-taking 
Institutions (MDIs) 

Supervised Financial 
Institutions (SFIs) 

F M T F M T F M T F M T 

Loan 
Processing  

0.66 0.70 1.35 14.04 5.26 19.30 3.92 4.49 9.25 1.01 0.91 1.94 

Mobile Money 
/ Mobile 
Banking  

21.89 27.67 49.56 8.77 11.55 20.33 9.89 15.99 26.15 21.25 26.98 48.25 

Online 
Payments & 
Points of Sale 
(PoS) 

0.88 1.20 2.08 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.23 0.40 0.64 0.84 1.15 1.99 

Statements  0.57 0.73 1.30 0.12 0.06 0.18 0.13 0.27 0.67 0.55 0.70 1.26 

Others 2.80 5.27 8.19 4.23 1.57 5.81 6.57 21.19 27.99 2.95 5.73 8.81 

Total 41.70 58.36 100.00 49.97 50.03 100.00 36.84 60.24 100.00 41.70 58.27 100.00 

Source: Bank of Uganda SFIs Complaints Submission Database  
 
Table 3: SFIs which disaggregated data based on Gender for CY2020 Complaints   

Tier of Supervised 
Financial Institution 

(SFI)1 

Not 
Required 
to Submit 

(NRTS) 

Disaggregated 
(D) 

Partially 
Disaggregated 
(PD)2 – One six 

Months’ Report (2nd 
half) disaggregated 

Not 
Disaggregate

d (ND)3 

TOTA
L 

Commercial Banks 1 194 2 3 25 

Credit Institutions 
(CIs) 

0 4 0 1 5 

Microfinance Deposit-
taking Institutions 
(MDIs) 

0 2 1 1 4 

TOTAL 
 

1 25 3 5 34 

Source: Bank of Uganda SFIs Complaints Submission Database 
 
4.2 Complaints received from Financial Consumers at Bank of Uganda  
 
4.2.1 Aggregate Complaints received by Bank of Uganda 
  
When a financial consumer is not satisfied with the manner in which a complaint has 
been resolved and / or 14 calendar days have elapsed without adequate 
communication from the SFI, the financial consumer may lodge their complaint with 
the regulator (Bank of Uganda). In this regard, a total of 287 complaints, information 

                                                 
1 All SFIs are represented based on their status (Tier I, II, or III) as at December 2020 
2 Disaggregation was not explicitly required in the first half (January – June 2020) hence the partial disaggregation. 
Most likely SFIs use manual disaggregation of data.  
3 Customer Relationship Management (CRM) system did not have capacity to disaggregate data based on gender, 
age, and / or geographical location (branch location) 
4 Of these disaggregated SFIs, one was a merger of two existing commercial banks. In the first half of the year, they 
operated as two separate entities and in the second half, they were one amalgamated institution.  
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requests, and inquiries were received by Bank of Uganda in 2020 compared to 493 and 
229 in 2019 and 2018, respectively. Table 4 and Figure 2 provide a detailed breakdown. 
 
Table 4: Breakdown of Information requests, Inquiries, and Complaints received by 
BoU in 2018/19, 2019/20, and 2020/21 

Category FY2020/20215 
July 2020 – June 2021 

FY2019/20206 
July 2019 – June 2020 

FY2018/20197 
July 2018 – June 2019 

Received Resolved Pending Received Resolved Pending Received Resolved Pending 

Information 
requests & 
Inquiries 

118 115 3 237 223 14 105 105 00 

Complaints  169 153 16 261 187 74 125 72 53 

Total  287 268 19 498 410 88 230 177 53 

Source: Bank of Uganda FCEM Complaints Database  
 
Figure 2: Complaints and Information Requests handled at Bank of Uganda for 
Financial Years (FY) 2020/21, 2019/20, and 2018/19 
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4.2.2 Gender Disaggregated Complaints received by Bank of Uganda  
 
As shown in Table 5 and Figure 3, the gender gap witnessed at complaints handled by 
Supervised Financial Institutions (SFIs) is further magnified at the Bank of Uganda level 
for information requests, inquiries, and complaints handled by the Financial Consumer 
Empowerment Mechanism (FCEM). On average over the three financial years, the 
proportion of females to males who patronized the FCEM was 22 percent to 74 percent. 

                                                 
5 Data covers three quarters July-September; October-December; and January-March. Data is at Tuesday, April 20, 
2021. Fourth Quarter April-June had not yet concluded.  
6 Numbers different from BoU Annual Report FY2019/2020 by increase of five reflecting data clean up  
7 Numbers different from BoU Annual Report FY2018/2019 by increase of one reflecting data clean up. In addition, 
thirty four (34) data points recorded here were received before July 01, 2018. Data collection commenced after 
November 2017 when Financial Consumer Empowerment Mechanism / Section (FCEM/S) was approved.  
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The lower patronization of FCEM by females compared to males may probably be on 
account of limited knowledge and accessibility to complaints redress mechanisms and / 
or mindset of conflict resolution (Reuell, 2016) by the former.  
  
Table 5: Breakdown of Gender Disaggregated Information requests, Inquiries, and 
Complaints received by BoU in 2018/19, 2019/20, and 2020/21 
Category FY2020/2021 

July 2020 – June 2021 
FY2019/2020 

July 2019 – June 2020 
FY2018/2019 

July 2018 – June 2019 
F M N T F M N T F M N T 

Informatio
n Requests 
& Inquiries 

32  
27.12 

86  
72.88 

0 
0.00 

118 
100 

43  
18.14 

190 
80.17 

4 
16.88 

237 
100 

14  
13.33 

85 
80.95 

6 
5.71 

105 
100 

Complaints  44 
26.04 

122 
72.19 

3  
1.78 

169 
100 

66 25.29 177 
67.82 

18  
6.90 

261 
100 

26 
20.80 

90 
72.00 

9  
7.20 

125 
100 

TOTAL 76 
26.48 

 

208 
72.47 

3 
1.05 

287 
100 

109 
21.89 

 

367 
73.70 

22 
4.42 

498 
100 

40 
17.39 

 

175 
76.09 

15 
6.52 

230 
100 

Source: Bank of Uganda FCEM Complaints Database {Key: F- Female; M – Male; N – 
Neutral for non-living entities; T – Total; Bold & Italicised figures represent percentages 
of totals}  
 
Figure 3: Gender Disaggregated Complaints and Information Requests handled at 
Bank of Uganda for Financial Years (FY) 2020/21, 2019/20, and 2018/19 
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Source: Author’s Illustration based on Bank of Uganda FCEM Complaints Database  
 
 

V. Relationships amongst stakeholders of consumer protection 
 

Irrespective of the institutional arrangements for financial consumer protection and 
market conduct regulation, relationships are critical in ensuring that the consumer is 
established and maintained as the central actor in the financial market place 
(Chakrabarty, 2013:1). The relationship between financial consumer and financial 
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service provider is of primary importance given that the two parties have contractual 
obligations expressed in the form debtor-creditor, trustee-beneficiary, principal-agent, 
bailee-bailor, mortgagee-mortgagor, lessee-lessor, and saver-borrower relationships etc. 
Indeed, in Bank of Uganda’s complaints redress mechanisms, all grievances must start 
at the Supervised Financial Institution prior to escalation to the regulator as indicated in 
the complaints framework in Figure 4. 
 
5.1 Complaints framework at Bank of Uganda  
 
Figure 4: Abridged Complaints handling framework of BoU 

 
Source: Bank of Uganda FCEM Complaints Handling brochure   
 
As shown in Figure 4, each complaint which is forwarded to the regulator must have 
been handled by the financial services provider or else it is sent back. The essence of the 
practice is to ensure that the outcome of the complaints handling process preserves the 
relationship between the financial consumer and financial institution. 
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5.2 Credentials of Staff handling complaints at Supervised Financial Institutions  
 
Mkrtchyan (2018) observes that the skill set necessary for financial consumer protection 
and market conduct supervision is different from that of prudential supervision. He 
notes that the latter requires financial and mathematical skills while the former relies on 
communication, social, and due care. Specifically, market conduct supervisors need 
knowledge and understanding of consumer protection agenda; knowledge of 
psychology; knowledge of behavioural economics; understanding of ‘consumer-
financial institution’ relationship; understanding of retail products – both from the 
perspective of consumers and financial institutions; social skills; as well as strong 
written (and oral) communication skills. Similar skills would be required for staff 
working in financial consumer protection at Supervised Financial Institutions (SFIs). 
Chakrabarty (2013:2) states that financial consumer protection at SFIs would ideally 
entail behavioural and cultural changes in organisations which cannot be achieved by 
merely ring-fencing consumer protection within the compliance function.  
 
Table 6: Functions responsible for handling financial consumer complaints in 
Supervised Financial Institutions  
Tier of 
Supervise
d 
Financial 
Institution 
(SFI) 

Complian
ce or 
Regulator
y Affairs 
Complian
ce 

Custome
r or 
Client 
Experien
ce 

Custom
er 
Service 

Operatio
ns  

Relationsh
ip 
[Banking] 

Retail 
Banki
ng 

Service 
Excellen
ce 

Servic
e 
Qualit
y  

Risk 
Managem
ent or 
Enterprise 
Wide Risk 
Managem
ent  

TOTA
L 

Commerci
al Bank 
(Tier I) 

5 8 3 0 1 1 3 2 2 25 

Credit 
Institution 
(Tier II) 

1 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 5 

Microfina
nce 
Deposit-
taking 
Institution
s (MDI) 
(Tier III) 

0 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 

Source: Bank of Uganda FCEM Champions Contact Address Book 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Page 21 of 40 

 

Figure 5: Proportion of SFIs with Function Name as a percentage of Total BoU SFIs  
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Source: Author’s Illustration based on Bank of Uganda FCEM Champions Contact 
Address Book 
 
5.3 Channels, Institutions, and Region   
 
5.3.1 Source of Complaints and Information Inquiries   
 
Table 7: Financial Institutions from which complaints and information inquiries 
emanate  
FY2018/2019 

Category of 
Institution 

Regulator Tier I Tier II Tier III Tier IV FXB&MR MMSP Not 
Indicated 

TOTAL 

Information 
Inquiries & 
Requests 

105 
(100%) 

0 
(0.00%) 

0 
(0.00%) 

0 
(0.00%) 

0 
(0.00%) 

0  
(0.00%) 

0 
(0.00%) 

0  
(0.00%) 

105 
(100%) 

Complaints  5  
(4.00%) 

96 
(76.80%)  

3 
(2.40%)  

8 
(6.40%)  

10 
(8.00%)  

2  
(1.60%)  

0 
(0.00%) 

1  
(0.80%) 

125 
(100%) 

FY2019/2020 

Category of 
Institution 

Regulator Tier I Tier II Tier III Tier IV FXB&MR MMSP Not 
Indicated 

TOTAL 

Information 
Inquiries & 
Requests 

237 
(100%) 

0 
(0.00%) 

0 
(0.00%) 

0 
(0.00%) 

0 
(0.00%) 

0  
(0.00%) 

0 
(0.00%) 

0  
(0.00%) 

237 
(100%) 

Complaints  17  
(6.51%) 

181 
(69.30%)  

22 
(8.43%)  

25 
(9.58%)  

9 
(3.45%)  

2  
(0.77%)  

3 
(1.15%) 

2  
(0.77%) 

261 
(100%) 

FY2020/2021 

Category of 
Institution 

Regulator Tier I Tier II Tier III Tier IV FXB&MR MMSP Not 
Indicated 

TOTAL 

Information 
Inquiries & 
Requests 

118 
(100%) 

0 
(0.00%) 

0 
(0.00%) 

0 
(0.00%) 

0 
(0.00%) 

0  
(0.00%) 

0 
(0.00%) 

0  
(0.00%) 

118 
(100%) 

Complaints  2  
(1.18%) 

135 
(79.88%)  

10 
(5.92%)  

12 
(7.10%)  

5 
(2.96%)  

1  
(0.59%)  

4 
(2.37%) 

0  
(0.00%) 

169 
(100%) 

Source: Bank of Uganda FCEM Complaints Database 



Page 22 of 40 

 

In all the financial years, most complaints which were escalated to the Central Bank’s 
FCEM were from financial consumers in commercial banks (Table 7). This is probably 
on account of the fact that the financial services sector in Uganda is dominated by 
commercial banks which comprise 80 percent of the financial system (Mugume, 2008). 
In all cases, information inquiries and requests are directed to the Central Bank, 
explaining the 100 percent under Regulator.  
 
5.3.2 Channels through which Financial Consumers reach out to the FCEM   
 
Table 8: Channels through which financial consumers reach out to FCEM  
FY2018/2019 

Channel E-mail Telepho
ne 

Physica
l Walk-
In 

Letter Exhibition
s 

Social 
Media 
(Twitter, 
Facebook, 
WhatsApp
) 

Media 
(Radio
, TV, 
& 
Print) 

JMML TOTA
L 

Informatio
n Inquiries 
& Requests 

73  
(69.52%) 

0  
(0.00%) 

2 
(1.90%) 

1 
(0.95%) 

0  
(0.00%) 

2  
(1.90%) 

0 
(0.00%

) 

27  
(25.71%) 

105 
(100%) 

Complaint
s  

77  
(61.60%) 

3  
(2.40%)  

26 
(20.80%)  

14 
(11.20

%)  

5  
(4.00%)  

0  
(0.00%)  

0 
(0.00%

) 

0  
(0.00%) 

125 
(100%) 

FY2019/2020 

Channel E-mail Telephon
e 

Physica
l Walk-
In 

Letter Exhibition
s 

Social 
Media 
(Twitter, 
Facebook, 
WhatsApp
) 

Media 
(Radio
, TV, 
& 
Print) 

JMML TOTA
L 

Informatio
n Inquiries 
& Requests 

92 
(38.82%) 

100 
(42.19%) 

26 
(10.97%

) 

16 
(6.75%

) 

0  
(0.00%) 

1  
(0.42%) 

2 
(0.84%

) 

0  
(0.00%) 

237 
(100%) 

Complaint
s  

102  
(39.08%) 

33 
(12.64%)  

64 
(24.52%

)  

54 
(20.69

%)  

0  
(0.00%) 

3  
(1.15%)  

0 
(0.00%

) 

5  
(1.92%) 

261 
(100%) 

FY2020/2021 

Channel E-mail Telephon
e 

Physica
l Walk-
In 

Letter Exhibition
s 

Social 
Media 
(Twitter, 
Facebook, 
WhatsApp
) 

Media 
(Radio
, TV, 
& 
Print) 

JMML TOTA
L 

Informatio
n Inquiries 
& Requests 

71 
(60.17%) 

23 
(19.49%) 

16 
(13.56%

) 

7 
(5.93%

) 

0  
(0.00%) 

1  
(0.85%) 

0 
(0.00%

) 

0  
(0.00%) 

118 
(100%) 

Complaint
s  

95  
(56.21%) 

13  
(7.69%)  

7 
(4.14%)  

51 
(30.18

%)  

0  
(0.00%) 

3  
(1.78%)  

0 
(0.00%

) 

0  
(0.00%) 

169 
(100%) 

Source: Bank of Uganda FCEM Complaints Database 
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In all the financial years, the most dominant channel of reaching out to the FCEM was 
electronic mail (e-mail) except in FY2019/2020 in which telephone was the dominant 
(42.19%) channel for information inquiries & requests (Table 8). This is on account of the 
fact that most financial consumers who reached out to the FCEM were urban based 
from the Central Region who could access e-mail services easily. 
 
5.3.3 Regions of the Country from which financial consumers were based to send 
through their complaints    
 
Table 9: Regions of the Country from which financial consumers were based to send 
through their complaints 
FY2018/2019 

Region Centra
l 

Weste
rn 

S/Weste
rn 

M/Weste
rn 

West 
Nile 

Northe
rn 

N/Easte
rn 

Easter
n  

Internatio
nal 

TOTA
L 

Informati
on 
Inquiries 
& 
Requests 

82 
(78.10

%) 

0 
(0.00%

) 

0 
(0.00%) 

0  
(0.00%) 

0 
(0.00
%) 

0 
(0.00%) 

0 
(0.00%) 

2 
(1.90%
) 

21  
(20.00%) 

105 
(100.00
%) 

Complai
nts  

88 
(70.40

%) 

8 
(6.40%

) 

3 
(2.40%) 

2  
(1.60%) 

1 
(0.80
%) 

2 
(1.60%) 

0 
(0.00%) 

16 
(12.80
%) 

5  
(4.00%) 

125 
(100.00
%) 

FY2019/2020 

Region Centra
l 

Weste
rn 

S/Weste
rn 

M/Weste
rn 

West 
Nile 

Northe
rn 

N/Easte
rn 

Easter
n  

Internatio
nal 

TOTA
L 

Informati
on 
Inquiries 
& 
Requests 

190 
(80.17

%) 

6 
(2.53%

) 

4 
(1.69%) 

2  
(0.84%) 

1 
(0.42

%) 

12 
(5.06%) 

0 
(0.00%) 

5 
(2.11%

) 

17  
(7.17%) 

237 
(100.00

%) 

Complai
nts  

200  
(76.63

%) 

12 
(4.60%

) 

3 
(1.15%) 

4  
(1.53%) 

1 
(0.38

%) 

9 
(3.45%) 

0 
(0.00%) 

27 
(10.34

%) 

5  
(1.92%) 

261 
(100.00

%) 

FY2020/2021 

Region Centra
l 

Weste
rn 

S/Weste
rn 

M/Weste
rn 

West 
Nile 

Northe
rn 

N/Easte
rn 

Easter
n  

Internatio
nal 

TOTA
L 

Informati
on 
Inquiries 
& 
Requests 

89 
(75.42

%)  

1 
(0.85%

) 

2 
(1.69%) 

0  
(0.00%) 

0  
(0.00

%) 

4 
(3.39%) 

1 
(0.85%) 

3 
(2.54%

) 

18 
(15.25%) 

118 
(100.00

%) 

Complai
nts  

142 
(84.02

%)  

5 
(2.96%

) 

3 
(1.78%) 

4  
(2.37%) 

1  
(0.59

%) 

1  
(0.59%) 

0  
(0.00%) 

6 
(3.55%

) 

7  
(4.14%) 

169 
(100.00

%) 

Source: Bank of Uganda FCEM Complaints Database 
 
Most information inquiries and complaints were received from the Central Region 
(Table 9). This is partly reflective of the publicity campaign about FCEM which was 
most dominant in the Central Region where the headquarters of the Bank of Uganda are 
based. Furthermore, the Central Region has Kampala which is the capital and major 
business city with the highest concentration of financial transactions.  
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5.4 Inter-regulatory bodies collaborating in financial sector complaints redress  
 
The National Financial Inclusion Strategy (NFIS) 2017-2022 provides for a governance 
structure (GoU, 2017:42) through which regulators collaborate in complaints handling 
and management. In this governance structure, there are five working groups through 
which regulators and other stakeholders in the country’s financial inclusion space 
engage with each other. Specifically, Working Group 5 (WG5) which handles objective 
#5 (Empower and protect individuals with enhanced financial capability) deals with 
matters of consumer protection.  
 
Despite the existence of a strategic initiative (strengthen coordination of financial 
consumer protection across all regulators of institutions that provide financial services 
and policymakers) under objective #5 (GoU, 2017:54) which seeks to foster 
collaboration, the level of engagement on consumer protection matters is still low. This 
is partly on account of differences in regulatory regimes concerning consumer 
protection across regulatory authorities. For instance while Bank of Uganda uses 
Financial Consumer Protection Guidelines 2011 to handle complaints redress, the 
Insurance Regulatory Authority of Uganda (IRAU) has already drawn up The 
Insurance (Market Conduct) regulations for gazetting based on the Insurance Act 2017 
(Lubega, 2019).  
 
Nonetheless, mechanisms of re-routing wrongly addressed complaints to the right 
regulator and sharing best practices exist. There is a need to elevate and formalize 
collaboration regarding financial consumer protection and market conduct through 
establishing institutional arrangements akin to the Financial Stability Surveillance 
Committee (FSSC) which is an umbrella under which different regulators engage for 
financial stability purposes. The signing of memoranda of understanding / agreement 
and / or service level agreements (SLAs) would address this matter.    
 
5.5 Mediation and Arbitration as amicable dispute resolution mechanisms  
 
At the time of setting up the Financial Consumer Empowerment Mechanism (FCEM) in 
November 2017, there was only one avenue through which parties to an unresolved 
complaint at the SFI and BoU levels could resolve their differences, i.e. litigation. 
Nevertheless, the case backlog in Uganda’s court system was high. As at January 31, 
2017, the pending cases in court systems stood at 155,400 cases (Case Backlog Reduction 
Committee – CBRC Report, 2017) up from 114,809 cases in 2015 (National Court Case 
Census, 2015). As a consequence, a deliberate effort was taken to introduce mediation in 
Uganda’s FCEM as well as collaborate with Uganda Law Society (ULS) and Uganda 
Bankers’ Association (UBA) to support the set-up of ICAMEK (International Centre for 
Arbitration and Mediation in Kampala). While FCEM is a BoU internal administrative 
entity tasked with coordination of information, inquiries, complaints handling and 
resolution of financial consumers of BoU supervised financial institutions, ICAMEK is a 
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private sector led Non-Governmental Organisation (NGO) focused on delivering world 
class alternative dispute resolution (ADR) to economic agents so as to advance ADR use 
in East Africa (ICAMEK, 2019).  
 
At the end of FY2019/2020, FCEM had two accredited mediators trained at Strathmore 
Dispute Resolution Centre (SDRC). Efforts were underway to get FCEM mediators 
certified by the Court Annexed Mediation Process8. The court annexed mediation 
certification process was partly delayed by the onset of COVID-19.  
 
With the introduction of mediation, a new form of relationship was created in Uganda’s 
complaints handling lexicon, i.e. mediator and parties to a conflict. Though still in its 
nascent stage, mediation and other customer centric complaints handling methods (e.g. 
use of teachable moment sensitization) have played key roles in reducing turnaround 
time (tat) for financial consumer complaints in Uganda.   
 
Table 10: Turnaround time for complaints and information inquiries / requests at 
BoU 
Category FY 2018/2019 FY 2019/2020 FY 2020/2021 Min. 

Time 
Limit 

Max. 
Time 
Limit 

Source 

Average 
TAT 
(days) 

TAT Range 
(days) 

Average 
TAT 
(days) 

TAT Range 
(days) 

Average 
TAT 
(days) 

TAT 
Range 
(days) 

Min Max Min Max Min Max 

Information 
Requests & 
Inquiries 

176 0 453 12 0 408 10 0 147 21 90 AIA  

Complaints 120 0 1,138 28 0 286 33 0 201 14 90 FCPGs 

Overall 146 0 1,138 20 0 408 23 0 201    

Source: Bank of Uganda FCEM Complaints Database {Key: AIA – Access to 
Information Act 2005 & Access to Information Regulations 2011; FCPGs – Financial 
Consumer Protection Guidelines 2011 & Financial Consumer Empowerment Operations 
Manual as at August 17, 2020}  
 
As shown in Table 10, turnaround time (tat) for complaints and information inquiries 
handled by the Financial Consumer Empowerment Mechanism has improved between 
FY2018/2019 and FY2020/2021.  
 
On average, information inquiries tat for FY2018/2019 and FY2019/2020 was within the 
minimum time limit as per the Access to Information Regulations 2011. However, based 
on the range, there are cases where both the minimum and maximum allowable time 
limits are exceeded.  
 
On average, complaints turnaround time for FY2018/2019 and FY2019/2020 was within 
the maximum time limit as per the Financial Consumer Empowerment Operations 

                                                 
8
 For details of Court Annexed Mediation Process, see Kirabo (2015).  
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Manual as at August 17, 2020.  Nonetheless, based on the range, there are cases where 
both the minimum and maximum time limits are exceeded. 
 
The minimum turnaround time in all information inquiries / requests and complaints 
was zero. This is on account of the fact that most information inquiries and complaints 
received are usually on account of information asymmetry. Once the complainant or 
inquirer gets explanations from Bank of Uganda, they accept the clarification and close 
the file. 
 
In comparison with the court system in Uganda, the FCEM performed very well with 
the average turnaround time being way lower than the estimated case disposition time9 
in the Court system (390 days); High Court (877 days); and Commercial Division of the 
High Court (635 days) (World Bank & Uganda Judiciary, 2020:24). In addition, the 
turnaround time is comparable to the 60 days over which judicial officers are expected 
to dispose of cases promptly and deliver judgements (Uganda Code of Judicial Conduct 
cited in Kaweesa, 2012). 
  
VI. Key consumer protection vulnerabilities during COVID-19 
 

Consumer vulnerability refers to the “exposure to the risk of detriment in consumption 
due to the interaction of market, product, and supply characteristics and personal 
attributes and circumstances” (Consumer Affairs Victoria, 2004:3). Consumer 
vulnerability is “a state of powerlessness that arises from an imbalance in marketplace 
interactions or from the consumption of marketing messages and products” (Baker, 
Gentry & Rittenburg, 2005:7). Baker et al., (2005) opine that consumer vulnerability is 
multidimensional and does not have to be enduring. It is transient driven by individual 
characteristics, transitory state, and external factors (Baker et al., 2005; Da Silva, Barros, 
Gouveia & Merabet, 2021), ethical issues as well as marketing system induced consumer 
vulnerability (Da Silva et al., 2021).  
 
According Cartwright (2011), vulnerability can be categorized into five major sub 
groupings, that is,  
(i) Information vulnerability – difficulties in obtaining and processing information 
required to make informed purchasing decisions; 
(ii) Pressure vulnerability – making choices on account of pressure either peer or from 
marketing teams; 
(iii) Supply vulnerability – lack and / or inadequate choices available to the consumer;   
(iv) Redress vulnerability – difficulties encountered in obtaining redress; and  
(v) Impact vulnerability – certain consumers suffer greater loss or harm compared to 
others by making inappropriate purchasing decisions.  

                                                 
9
 Estimated / Calculated Disposition Time = Number of unresolved cases at the end of a period / Number of 

resolved cases in a period X 365  
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During COVID-19, there were numerous vulnerabilities encountered by consumers on 
account of the national lockdown which lasted from March 20, 2020 through June 04, 
2020 and negatively impacted economic activity. The lockdown hit economic agents’ 
incomes thereby influencing their ability to pay their loans. A qualitative assessment of 
some of the complaints and information inquiries received by BoU’s FCEM is shown in 
Table 8 (Appendix 1). 
 
The complaints represented in Table 11 constitute only 11.83 percent out of the 169 
complaints received for the first nine months of FY2020/2021. Nonetheless, the Table 
demonstrates that all forms of consumer vulnerabilities manifested during the period. 
Due to the need by financial institutions to meet their income targets yet minimize 
adverse selection, they became risk averse and tightened credit standards. In addition, 
for consumers who did not agree to deferment of interest repayments as part of credit 
relief measures, they were under pressure to pay up. 
 
Qualitatively, in terms of scope and diversity, the nature of complaints and information 
inquiries & requests received during the COVID-19 pandemic did not change compared 
to the pre-COVID period. The consistency in the nature of complaints suggests that 
financial consumers were still faced with similar consumer vulnerabilities in the pre-
COVID period as well as during COVID-19 period.  
 
The national lockdown which brought economic activity to a standstill reduced 
financial consumer incomes and exacerbated vulnerabilities in the sector. Ryhne and 
Duflos (2021) reviewed surveys, interviews, and other materials regarding the response 
of regulators to the COVID-19 pandemic and found that 53 percent of Ugandan 
economic agents said their payment obligations were a burden.  
 
As a means of supporting financial consumers manage the vulnerabilities, the Bank of 
Uganda introduced credit relief measures (CRMs). The CRMs were initially intended to 
run for 12 months (April 2020 to March 2021) but were extended for an additional six 
months (April 2021 to September 2021). Under the CRMs, SFIs and / or financial 
consumers could initiate the negotiations about debt moratoria or restructuring but the 
accrued interest had to be repaid by the borrower (Ryne & Duflos, 2021).  Despite the 
existence of CRMs, they were not widely known among the masses. In order to 
ameliorate the challenge, a public information campaign via print and radio channels 
was undertaken by Bank of Uganda from October 2020 through February 2021. 
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VII. Lessons for the future – Key findings and Recommendations 

 

7.1 Key Findings  
 
The key findings from the study included:- 
 
i) Uganda does not have comprehensive consumer protection legislation in general and 
/ or financial consumer protection regulatory framework specifically. However, there 
are international consumer protection and competition obligations which it must 
comply with. These are contained in Regional Economic Communities (RECs) treaties 
and trading partners’ laws. 
 
ii)  Different regulatory authorities of financial services providers are at different levels 
of consumer protection legislation. For instance, Bank of Uganda still uses Financial 
Consumer Protection Guidelines (FCPGs) while Insurance Regulatory Authority of 
Uganda (IRAU) utilizes regulations. Even within the same organization, there might be 
differences depending on the nature of the financial services provider being regulated. 
For example, while Payment System Providers (PSPs) in BoU will have consumer 
protection regulations due to the passage of the National Payments Systems Act 2020; 
Traditional Brick & Mortar Financial Institutions (TBMFIs) under BoU are still under 
FCPGs for consumer protection purposes. 
 
iii) Uganda has a multiple integrated agency model where several regulatory agencies 
exist in the financial sector and each regulator has a duo mandate of prudential 
supervision and financial consumer protection & market conduct. In BoU, there is an 
internal multiple specialized agency model where several departments (Commercial 
Banking, Non-Bank Financial Institutions, and National Payments Systems) handle 
prudential supervision while Financial Consumer Empowerment Mechanism (FCEM) 
handles consumer protection and market conduct for all BoU supervised financial 
institutions. Macro-prudential supervision is handled by Financial Stability 
Department.  
 
iv) The number of complaints handled by BoU supervised financial institutions in 2020 
declined compared to 2019 and 2018 indicating the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic. 
Similar patterns were evident in the data about complaints handled by FCEM. Despite 
the quantitative decline in the number of complaints, qualitatively, the nature of 
complaints and information requests received during the COVID-19 pandemic did not 
change compared to pre-COVID period. 
 
v) Mobile money, mobile banking and / or electronic banking registered the highest 
number of complaints pointing to the increasing importance of digital channels in 
financial services provision. However, there are demand side bottlenecks (limited 
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digital financial literacy of users) and supply side pitfalls (technical glitches on 
platforms) which lead to complaints.  
 
vi) Gender gap exists in the patronization of both the SFI’s internal complaints redress 
mechanism(s) and Bank of Uganda’s complaints handling mechanism(s). 
 
vii) Bank of Uganda’s complaints redress mechanism is designed to foster the 
relationship between financial services providers and financial consumers. As such, all 
complaints must be tackled initially by the SFIs before escalation to BoU. For those 
which are channeled directly to BoU without prior consideration by SFIs, they are 
usually returned. 
 
viii) Staff who handle consumer protection matters in SFIs are largely from the 
customer experience function, a component of the communications and marketing 
disciplines. This suggests that the skill set involved in resolving consumer complaints is 
largely comprised of soft skills like negotiations, mediation, conflict resolution, 
customer facing, and networking amongst others. 
 
ix) All information inquiries and requests which are directed to the FCEM are for 
regulator to resolve while most complaints are escalated from commercial banks. 
 
x) The most dominant channel of reaching the FCEM is e-mail. This suggests that the 
financial consumers who have patronized the FCEM in the last three financial years 
have access to e-mail services.  
 
xi) Most complaints and information inquiries which reached the FCEM were received 
from the Central Region. This partly reflects the fact that most financial transactions 
take place in the Central Region where the Kampala capital city is found. The largest 
concentration of BoU SFIs’ branches is in Kampala. 
 
xii) Collaboration across regulatory bodies is provided for in financial sector policy 
documents like the National Financial Inclusion Strategy (NFIS) 2017-2022. 
Nonetheless, practically the collaboration across regulators with regard to financial 
consumer protection and market conduct is still minimal primarily characterized by re-
routing wrongly addressed complaints and sharing best practices under the auspices of 
Working Group 5 (WG5) of the NFIS. 
 
xiii) Through the use of consumer centric complaints handling and information 
inquiries methods such as teachable moments and mediation, the turnaround time for 
resolving complaints and information inquiries has reduced from an average of 146 
days in FY2018/2019 to 23 days in FY2020/2021. Similarly, the range of turnaround 
time decreased from 1,138 days to 201 days over the same period.  
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7.2 Recommendations  
 
The recommendations based on the study findings include:- 
 
a) Efforts should be undertaken by the relevant authorities to develop and pass 
comprehensive general consumer protection and competition legislations. 
Alternatively, the financial sector regulators should collaborate on getting a Financial 
Consumer Protection and Competition Law passed through Parliament. Current 
arrangements in which each regulator tries to identify and / or include a clause in their 
legislation to provide a consumer protection and competition mandate will continue to 
foster the environment of disjointed regulatory space to the detriment of stakeholders in 
the financial services sector. With a unified legislative framework for all financial sector 
regulators, it would be easy to standardize consumer experience across all regulatory 
bodies.     
 
b) Uganda needs to decide the most appropriate institutional arrangement for 
organizing regulatory oversight for financial services providers. Models which separate 
prudential supervision from market conduct supervision ensure that none of the 
supervision mandates is marginalized at the expense of another. There are numerous 
models from which Uganda can benchmark. For example, UK has three agencies, that 
is, Prudential Regulation Authority (PRA) (prudential supervision); Financial Conduct 
Authority (FCA) (consumer protection and market conduct); and Bank of England 
(BoE) (financial stability and price stability). Irrespective of the model used, 
collaboration amongst all regulatory stakeholders is critical for ensuring stability, 
integrity, and inclusion.  
 
c) The drive towards digitization of financial services in Uganda should be encouraged 
and supported to ensure that shocks such as COVID-19 pandemic which disrupt 
traditional methods of financial services delivery are circumvented. The support could 
include favourable legislation; payment platforms infrastructure development; and 
digital financial literacy etc.  
 
d) Efforts to close the gender gap must be devised by Bank of Uganda and its various 
stakeholders. The gender gap in complaints redress revealed by this data is one of the 
key steps which can be used to commence on the necessary procedures to close the gap 
as suggested by Shirotori, Wu, Antunes and Valentine (2021). Other modalities 
proposed by Shirotori et al. (2021) include application of policy measures with a gender 
lens; enhancement of digital financial inclusion; and addressing of demand side 
constraints. 
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e) Publicise the Financial Consumer Empowerment Mechanism (FCEM) rules and 
procedures through a multi-channel campaign to ensure financial consumers are aware 
of them. The publicity would reduce the frustration likely to be encountered by 
financial consumers who inadvertently channel their complaints to a wrong office.  
 
f)  Supervised Financial Institutions (SFIs) should streamline the function of financial 
consumer protection and market conduct under administrative entities (e.g. 
Departments) which utilize consumer centric methods. Treating financial consumer 
protection and market conduct as a compliance matter is unlikely to meet consumer 
needs. The regulator (Central Bank) should support the efforts of SFIs by establishing a 
specialized administrative entity for financial consumer protection and market conduct. 
The specialized administrative entity would be instrumental in developing financial 
consumer protection and market conduct knowledge resources which can be used by 
SFIs. 
 
g) Training programmes for all staff of institutions in the financial ecosystem should 
prioritise entities which receive and/or generate most complaints and information 
inquiries/requests.  
 
h) Publicity campaigns should be undertaken to popularize all communication channels 
for getting in touch with FCEM to ensure that no one is excluded courtesy of 
communication means. As part of encouraging multiple outreach channels, BoU should 
acquire an automated Complaints Management System (CMS) with the capacity to 
integrate voice and data as well as other messaging formats such as social media chats.  
 
i) Bank of Uganda should put in place modalities of encouraging complainants from 
underserved regions to reach out to the regulator. One of the ways in which this can be 
achieved is through strengthening complaints handling at the BoU branches in Arua, 
Gulu, Lira, Mbale, Jinja, Masaka, Mbarara, Kabale, and Fort portal. Alternatively, an 
automated complaints management system (CMS) that is accessible to all SFIs with the 
regulator capable of seeing complaints handling status in real time akin to the payment 
system (Real Time Gross Settlement) should be introduced. These measures should be 
accompanied with multi-media publicity campaigns targeted at underserved regions to 
bolster use of complaints redress mechanisms.  
 
j) Boost the collaboration across regulatory bodies through the use of memoranda of 
understanding (MoU) and service level agreements (SLAs) between regulators. The 
MoUs and SLAs would provide a framework with a detailed breakdown of areas of 
collaboration and associated terms of reference amongst regulators. 
 
k) Strengthen the alternative dispute resolution mechanisms (ADRMs) in resolving 
complaints and dealing with information inquiries. By and large, ADRMs are less 
adversarial compared to litigation and their turn-around time is generally lower. 
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Consequently, ADRMs are more likely to preserve the working relationship between 
financial consumers and financial service providers. 
 
7.3 Conclusions  
The issue of financial consumer protection and market conduct has become critical in 
supervision of financial institutions worldwide. Bank of Uganda supervised financial 
institutions sub-sector has made milestones in mainstreaming the concept into its work. 
Despite the milestones achieved thus far, there are major gaps which must be filled to 
entrench consumer protection. These gaps include appropriate legislative and 
institutional arrangements; automation of complaints management process; and 
enhanced collaboration with other financial sector regulators.  
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Table 11: Categorisation of select complaints received by BoU’s FCEM in FY2020/2021 
based on Cartwright (2011)’s Consumer Vulnerability Taxonomy  
S/
N 

Natu
re of 
SFI 

Brief Description of 
Complaint  

Resolution Lessons Learnt  Consumer 
Vulnerability 
Taxonomy 

1. Tier 
I 

Unable to reset Personal 
Identification Number 
(PIN) while abroad 

Financial consumer 
provided Uniform 
Resource Locator 
(URL) to reset PIN 

Customer service to 
financial consumers in 
diaspora can be 
challenging due to time 
differences and / or use 
of ICT 

Information 
vulnerability  

2. Tier 
I 

Financial consumer lost 
job and insurance 
covered only one year 
of loan leaving an 
outstanding bill of 
UGX168million.  

Meetings between 
parties did not yield 
any positive outcome.   

Mediation requires the 
consent of both the 
financial consumer and 
the Supervised Financial 
Institution 

Information 
vulnerability 

3. Tier 
I 

Financial consumer 
received monies outside 
the average amount 
which is remitted 
through the account 

Financial consumer 
provided Know Your 
Customer (KYC) 
documentation from 
sender and the monies 
were released  

SFIs are vigilant on 
matters of Anti-money 
laundering / counter 
terrorism financing 
(AML/CTF) so financial 
consumers ought to be 
ready to avail documents 
of verification 

Information 
vulnerability 

4. Tier 
I  

Embezzlement of  
resources of a CSO by 
one of the signatories to 
the accounts  

Evidence pointed to 
embezzlement by the 
staff of the financial 
consumer and not 
professional negligence 
by the SFI.  

Failures occasioned by 
inadequate internal 
controls of the financial 
consumer cannot be 
carried by the SFI. 

Impact vulnerability  

5. Tier 
I 

Financial consumer 
allegedly forced to open 
an account to access 
international remittance 
monies  

Matter flagged with 
SFI in question but was 
also informed that 
there are several other 
SFIs without those 
conditionalities who 
provide international 
money remittance 
services thereby 
availing variety to the 
financial consumers. 

Licensing of multiple SFIs 
is intended to provide 
variety to foster 
competition and choice 
for the financial 
consumer. 

Pressure 
vulnerability  

6. Tier 
I 

Unauthorised 
withdrawals off 
financial consumers via 
online transactions 

SFI refunded the 
financial consumer's 
monies 

Payment card resolution 
times (charge back 
periods) are too long 

Supply vulnerability  

7. Tier 
I  

Financial consumer’s 
compensation from 
Government authority 
siphoned off account 
via mobile money / 
banking app 

Mobile money / 
banking app was not 
hacked and all monies 
were withdrawn with 
proper authentication  

Fraud is on the rise due to 
COVID-19 induced 
economic strain 

Information 
vulnerability  

8. Tier 
I 

Contested credit 
reference system record 
by financial consumer 
claiming COVID-19 

Negative information 
on credit reference 
system record 
maintained because 

Adverse reactions 
emanating from credit 
reference reporting due to 
COVID-19 are most likely 

Impact vulnerability 
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S/
N 

Natu
re of 
SFI 

Brief Description of 
Complaint  

Resolution Lessons Learnt  Consumer 
Vulnerability 
Taxonomy 

induced failure to repay  financial consumer did 
not apply for credit 
relief measures  

to increase 

9. Tier 
I 

Holders of joint savings 
account in the SFI 
sought to access monies 
on a savings account 
with a joint signature 
mandate. However, one 
signatory was outside 
the country in a nation 
which was under a 
COVID-19 lockdown 
which did not allow the 
co-signatory to travel in 
the next one month back 
to Kampala, Uganda. 
The bills to be settled 
with the monies were 
due in that month.  

Financial consumer 
was informed that the 
account had not 
activated an e-mail 
mandate to indemnify 
the SFI in case of any 
risk of using e-mail 
materialised. The SFI 
indicated to the 
financial consumer that 
it was improper to 
issue instructions via e-
mail without the 
requisite mandate. In 
addition, with a joint 
signing mandate, both 
had to sign. As a 
consequence, use of 
DHL to transmit the 
necessary paperwork 
was deployed by 
financial consumers. 

Business Continuity Plan 
(BCP) of SFI was 
disregarded given that at 
the time of 
correspondence 
emphasizing social 
distancing was critical to 
COVID-19 prevention. 
Staff of SFIs must balance 
need to comply with risk 
mitigation plans and the 
nature of risk. 

Pressure 
vulnerability 

10
. 

Tier 
I 

Attempted forceful sale 
of collateral 

Financial consumer 
had defaulted on the 
loan and argued that 
her sales had been 
negatively impacted by 
COVID-19. She was 
asked to engage the SFI 
for rescheduling of the 
loan to salvage her 
company's collateral. 

COVID-19 related distress 
has forced financial 
consumers in a tight 
corner and SFIs have also 
become risk averse. There 
is need for a compromise 
on the competing / 
conflicting objectives of 
SFIs and financial 
consumers if NPLs are to 
be managed. 

Pressure 
vulnerability  

11
. 

Tier 
I 

Financial consumer in 
diaspora reached out to 
have the KYC of their 
account updated with a 
copy of the NIC/NIN 
but later discovered that 
some monies sent from 
her bankers in the host 
country to her bankers 
in Uganda had not been 
reflected on her 
Ugandan account. 

Through the use of 
SWIFT codes to trace 
the misdirected funds, 
some monies were 
found while the rest 
could not be found. 
Financial consumer 
was advised to reach 
out to her bankers in 
the host country and 
request for reversal of 
funds. 

Case underscores need for 
financial consumers in 
diaspora to sign up for 
internet banking to be 
able to monitor their bank 
accounts in Uganda's SFIs 
regularly 

Impact vulnerability  

12
. 

Tier 
I 

Alleged refusal by the 
SFI to release the 
accounts statement of 
the financial consumer  
 

The account in 
question was closed in 
November 2012. The 
particulars of the 
complainant do not 
match the details in the 

A confluence of factors 
such as closed accounts 
and the poor culture of 
handling personal 
information by a good 
proportion of financial 

Information 
vulnerability  
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S/
N 

Natu
re of 
SFI 

Brief Description of 
Complaint  

Resolution Lessons Learnt  Consumer 
Vulnerability 
Taxonomy 

account despite 
sharing a name with 
the "true" account 
holder. SFI did not 
release the statement 
due to the likely breach 
of the Data Protection 
and Privacy Act 2019 

consumers may create 
grounds for such 
attempted frauds. 

13
. 

Tier 
I 

Request for refund of 
monies wired to BoU 
from dormant account 

Financial consumer 
informed that the 
request for the funds 
must be done by the 
SFI which has the 
customer's KYC 

SFIs are obligated to keep 
data about financial 
consumers including KYC 
for at least 10 years 

Information 
vulnerability  

14
. 

Tier 
I 

Financial consumer 
defaulted on loan and 
as a consequence 
accrued penalties. She 
would like intervention 
to reduce the penalties. 

Matter decided in SFI's 
favour given that the 
justification for the 
customer's default was 
not strong 

Financial consumers need 
to appreciate that the 
Regulator might not be 
able to intervene in all 
conflicts as there are no 
FCPG breaches 

Pressure  
vulnerability 

15
. 

Tier 
I 

Failure by SFI to remove 
outgone Board Member 
of an educational 
institution from SMS 
notification list 

SMS notification to 
financial consumer 
deactivated  

Presumed low risk 
customer requests may 
not be addressed as soon 
as presented 

Redress 
vulnerability 

16
. 

Tier 
I 

Alleged lack of 
confidentiality by the 
SFI and utterance of 
false information in 
pursuit of a mortgage 
by the spouse of the 
complainant contrary to 
the Mortgage Act, Penal 
Code, and Statutory 
Declaration 

SFI chose to prosecute 
the spouse of the 
financial consumer in 
Courts of Law and 
clarified to the 
complainant that the 
spousal consent the 
spouse had availed to 
the Bank had indeed 
not been signed by the 
complainant 

Financial consumers 
should be sensitised that 
utterance of false 
information for accessing 
financial services is illegal 

Impact vulnerability  

17
. 

Tier 
I 

Financial consumer in 
diaspora had not 
obtained a National 
Identification Number 
(NIN) due to factors 
outside her control yet a 
BoU February 2019 
directive required it for 
KYC purposes  

Financial consumer 
advised to reach out to 
SFI with host country 
identification 
documentation as they 
processed the NIN.  

KYC issues may prove 
challenging to Ugandans 
in diaspora and there is 
need for SFIs to be flexible 
as long as sufficient 
documentation is availed 
to appropriately identify 
the financial consumer. 

Redress 
vulnerability  

18
. 

Tier 
III 

SFI allegedly supplied 
personal data obtained 
from the financial 
consumer through 
running their accounts 
to a third party 

Financial consumer 
advised to pursue the 
matter through the 
Courts of Law as 
FCEM would not be 
able to verify such 
claims. 

Matters of breaching the 
Data Protection and 
Privacy Act 2019 are best 
handled through Courts 
of Law as they require 
evidence that a mediation 
framework might not be 
able to evaluate and 
substantiate 

Impact vulnerability  
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S/
N 

Natu
re of 
SFI 

Brief Description of 
Complaint  

Resolution Lessons Learnt  Consumer 
Vulnerability 
Taxonomy 

19
. 

Tier 
I 

Financial consumer 
requested for a 
statement of a deceased 
relative’s account in a 
defunct financial 
institution which had 
been acquired by the 
SFI in question  

Documents involved 
date back to 1994. 
Statute of Limitation in 
the Financial 
Institutions Act 2004 as 
amended in 2016 
places obligation of 
maintaining records for 
up to 10 years. This is 
26 years ago. SFI was 
unable to retrieve any 
documents associated 
with the case. 

Complaints older than 10 
years face a major 
challenge as information 
is least likely to be 
available due to lack of 
liability on the SFI side 
(maximum allowable time 
for keeping records is 10 
years under FIAA2016) 
and change of core 
banking systems overtime 

 

20
. 

Tier 
I 

Alleged case of internal 
fraud in which a 
financial consumer’s 
monies was allegedly 
moved to a sister-in-
law’s mobile money 
(MM) account yet the 
latter did not have a 
NIN to have a 
functional MM account.  

Matter handled by 
SFI’s forensic team and 
monies reversed 
accordingly.  

Financial consumers 
should be encouraged to 
deal with their bankers as 
the first point of call 
before escalating 
complaints 

Redress 
vulnerability 

Source: Bank of Uganda FCEM’s Complaints Dashboard  

  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


