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KAPADI A, J.

This civil appeal by grant of special leave is filed by
assessee agai nst the judgnent and order dated 23.2.2000 of the
Kar nat aka Hi gh Court in Wit Appeal No.7000 of 1999
uphol di ng the constitutional validity of Karnataka Mot or
Vehi cl e Taxation (Anendrment) Act, 8 of 1997 (hereinafter
referred to as "the said 1997 Act")-

The appel | ant ‘was the owner of "Opel Astra" which was
taxed on "val ue basis" under the- inpugned 1997 Act. The said
1997 Act was chal l enged on the ground that the levy of "life
time tax" on the value of the car exceedi ng 1500 CC was
arbitrary, discrimnatory and hit by article 14 of the
Constitution.

By order dated 29.6.1999, the |earned Single Judge held
that the vehicle costing Rs.6 | acs and above constituted a
different class by itself and, therefore, |levy cannot be said to be
discrimnatory and violative of article 14 of the Constitution

Aggrieved by the said judgment, the appel l'ant herein
carried the matter in appeal to the Division Bench, which
whi | e uphol di ng the decision of the | earned Single Judge,

di smssed the wit appeal. Hence, this civil appeal

Ms. Kiran Suri, |earned counsel appearing on behal f of
the appellant submitted that the inpugned 1997 Act, as
amended, violated article 14 inasnuch as the said Act has made
an unreasonabl e cl assification between the vehicles costing
nore than Rs.6 |acs and vehicles costing |l ess than Rs.6 | acs.
Learned counsel further contended that the notor vehicle taxes
are conpensatory in nature. Such taxes, according to the
| earned counsel, can only be levied on the basis of the capacity
of the engine, the weight of the vehicle and the fl oor area, as
such paraneters have nexus with the user and mai nt enance of
the road. Learned counsel subnmitted that by the introduction of
one nore paraneter, nanely, the "value" of the vehicle, the
i mpugned | evy has ceased to be regul atory/ conpensatory in
nature, as such a paraneter has no nexus with the wear and tear
of the public road. 1In the circunstances, it was urged that the
i mpugned Act was arbitrary, discrimnatory and violative of
article 14 of the Constitution.

We do not find any nerit in the above arguments. The
above classification indicates a neasure or a rate of tax applied
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differently on different vehicles dependi ng upon vari ous
circunstances and so long as there is conpetence to | evy and
collect the tax under Entry 57 List-11 of the seventh schedule to
the Constitution, the | evy cannot be struck down only on the
ground that the incidence of the tax falls differently on different
categories of the vehicles. The burden has to be distributed on
di fferent classes of vehicles or on different persons who owned
the vehicles. How equitable such tax could fall on different
persons is not for the Court to decide. Lastly, this matter is
squarely covered by our judgment delivered today in the case of
The State of Tami| Nadu v. M Krishnappan & Another Etc.

[Cvil Appeal Nos.1869-1880 OF 2000].

For the aforestated reasons, we do not find any infirmty
in the inpugned judgnent of the H gh Court. Accordingly, the
appeal fails and is disnissed, with no orders as to costs.




