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(23) For the foregoing reasons, with all due deference, we are 
■j -able to endorse the view taken by the leamd Single Judges in 
Criminal Originals 38-M of 1971, 61-M of 1971 and Criminal Writ 10 
of 1971. We are, however, in respectful agreement with the view

ken by the learned Single Judge in Prisoner Raghbir Singh v. 
" :fic of Punjab (5) (supra).

(24) In the result, all the nine writ petitions fail, and are
‘-missed.

Mital, J —I agree. 

K. S. K.

CIVIL MISCELLANEOUS 

Before Bed Raj Tuli and Pritam Singh Patter. JJ.

NIHAL SINGH ETC.,—Petitioners, 
versus.

THE STATE OF HARYANA ETC.,—Respondents.

Civil Writ Petition No- 2089 of 1974 

September 17, 1974.

Haryana Land Holdings Tax Art (XVIII of 1973 as amended)—Sections 
2. 3, 5, 6 and 7—Aggregation of lands owned by the members of a family 
for raising increased revenue—Whether violative of Article 14—State Go­
vernment—Whether competent to provide for such aggregation—Section 
3 as amended—Whether provides for the aggregation of the land of all the 
members of a family

I
Held, that there is no inequality between a family and a family or the 

provision with regard to aggregation. The land of all members of a family, 
as defined in Haryana Land Holdings Tax Act, 1973, is aggregated and the 
tax is levied on the aggregated holding. There is no comparison between 
an aggregate of holdings of all the members of a family and the aggre­
gated land held by an individual. Both stand on a different footing and are 
two distinct classes for the purposes of taxation. The classification made by 
the Legislature is not unreasonable. It is open to the Legislature to pres­
cribe taxable units, the taxing event and the rate of tax. The Courts can­
not interfere if they are clearly stated and are ascertainable. The aggrega­
tion of the land of the members of a family consisting of the husband,: tba 
wife and their minor children is also not irrational or unreasonable. The 
'land of the wife and the minor children is generally managed and cultivated
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owned or held by individual members of the family for the purpose 
of determining the land holding on which tax is to be levied but 
section 3 of the Act, as now in force, does not provide for that aggre­
gation. Since no order passed by any authority under the Act has 
been challenged in this petition, no order for the quashing of any 
order or proceedings can be passed. Of course, the assessing authori­
ties under the Act will act in acordance with the law as enuniciated 
above unless amended. The writ petition is decided in the above 
terms and the parties are left to bear their own costs.

(23) In the other petitions (Civil Writ Petitions Nos. 1737, 2053 
to 2055, 2088, 2097, 2102, 2105, 2108, 2116, 2117, 2288, 2507, 2931, 3258, 
3298, 3300. 3305, 3306, 3308. 3310, 3315, 3316, 3322, 3324, 3325, 
3330, 3332, 3333, 3337, 3339, 3346, 3351. 3355. 3357, 3358, 3360, 3361, 
3365, 3369, 3370, 3372, 3375 to 3377, 3379, 3381, 3282, 3286, 3688, 3389,
3392, 3395, 3396, 3403, 3405 to 3408, 3410, 3411, 3413, 3414, 3416, 3419,,
3421, 3422. 3425, 3430, 3431. 3433 to 3435, 3438, 3444, 3445, 3456, 3457,
3462, 3464 to 3466, 3473, 3476. 3477, 3483, 3489, 3492, 3494, 3496, 3497,
3500, 3504, 3508, 3509, 3513, 3515, 3517, 3519 to 3525, 3528, 3530, 3531, 
3539, 3543, 3544, 3547, 3554 to 3557, 3560, 3562, 3565, 3571, 3573, 3575, 
3588, 3592. 3594, 3595, 3597. 3598, 3600, 3603, 3622, 3623, 3628, 3634, 
3645, 3655, 3656, 3659, 3661. 3674, 3677. 3681 to 3685, 3691, 3692, 3694, 
3696, 3697, 3701, 3703, 3706, 3708, 3730, 3732, 3740, 3741, 3743, 3750, 
3769, 3773 and 3877 of 1974) heard along with C.W. 2089 of 1974 also, 
no specific order of any assessing authority under the Act has been 
challenged. Only the vires of the sections of the Act dealt with above 
were challenged. These petitions also stand disposed of in the same 
term as C.W. 2089 of 1974.

K.S.K.
FULL BENCH

Before. Bal Raj Tuli, Mart Mohan Singh Gujral and D. S. Tewatia, JJ.

ASHOK KUMAR.,—Petitioner. 

versus.

THE STATE OF HARYANA ETC.,—Respondents.
Civil Writ No. 2535 of 1966

September 10, 1974.
Punjab Security of Land Tenures Act (X  of 1953)—Punjab Security 

of Land Tenures Rules (1956)—Rules 6(2), 6(3) and Form ‘D’—Appoint - 
ment of heir by a widow to her husband under custom—Whether divests


