
oourt's dootrine of equality is thet the t e a t  of rrasoluble 

o h s d f i o e t i o n  bused on *intel l igible differentie. uxd *maus 

t o  the objeot of the Aot* do not afford guarentso of equal 

tnatment i f  tho objeot of the laglalat ian is unequal. The 

objeot of the 1ogisl.tion if aocepted, on the bsaim of the 

above teet ,  the low, it i e  malmittsd, eeome t o  be suLtalrubls 

ln a11 tho above t h n e  oases. I 

~.i,fh..~d.~i.Lrn, of, ,  .". a, o a u t  . . 

i$,$h9> . ,... :L.,, QUOBtim . - .-......--. hs. ka reie, 

I \ 3-10 In Shri Prithvl Cotton U l l e  v*, Broach Boroud~ - 
15 , 

r / ~ o i p a l i t z  l l lda~atul lah C.J. etated tkg. poeiqtion in the 
I f ollorring t a m :  

*Granted - A a & & t i ~ ~ ~ e ,  i t  i e  , --- not mUfl-  - 
oient t o  d e o ~ . ~ ~  mereG that  the d e c i e i ~  of the oourt -- - --._YI - -. - .- - 
& a l l  not b h  fo r  that is t a n t a m n m ~ t o  r eve re lq  

..#.-I"--- I--- =---_. -.- 
tho deoieion ln ea+oiso of judioial power -oh tho --=-....-.- ..dl* .... ".,-_q__.-~ .IIY-I-.-LU '. 
legislature dona not poeeeee or sxeroiee. A Courf*~! 

3--r̂ -"--.-.-YI--ll. .- l...."..,.I. . --...- . 



It i n  __ t h e n f o ~ . w e l l  _-- aooepteb-%bt-nho~? tha balm of 

---- the deoieion i e  validly changed by the legielatura t h e n  $6 no 

3.11 If however, the legislative --- a % t + _ g ~ ~ p ~ t - ~ ~ t I o @  

mere&-pqyeL --- without --- b e l e  --- of * law, that  the -.- 
judioial wrd io t  &all not app)J, that  would be deoland an - - -. ---- . -. ---- 
a t t m p t  t o  exmroisa the judioial power, and therefon,  inmlid. _---- - - . - -- - 
T h e  in tho Mtadoi~al Cornoration of the C i t ~  of Ahdabad v. 

- "  

meotim 1524 of the Bombay R o v i n o i a ~  Munioipal ~ o r p o r a t ~ d  

( ( lu juat  MImdmspt and Validating Provisions) Ordlnanoe 1969 

wee in question. Thie eection authorised tha Munioiprl Oorpora- 

t ion t o  nithholA refund of the i l legal ly  oolleotqd tuem till 

reaeeessslont and detemination of tax notnith8tand;lng tha 

- ,  ju-mt of .nj car r t  t o  the omtmly. Critioieing th ie  

16. IMd, ae-p. 195. -/- 

M s a  nath v State of U.P., A.I.R. 1973 6-C. 
-1 r. Tar Salem Tax Oiiicer, 
, A.I.R. 1973 ZC. lD34; 00vennnmt of A.P. V. 
c h b e  Toole Lblted,  A.I.R.  1975 S.C. a 7 .  

or 601.0 earlier ourt oaeee see, o t t i  
& a 5 ,  A . I955 h 5 7 i  

b Rao v. .X.R. 1957 Bm. 266 ( I b B . )  1 
a. M o h a n l a l ~ ~ a ~  v. State of I.P., A.Z.R. 1962 

2 .  Paragraphs 9 f o  1) of the j u w n t  of t h i n  oaee 
oontalne a ueeful review of the ear l i e r  oaeee. 

18, A.1.R. 1970 S.C. 1292. 


