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SPECIAL BEl^GH.

Before Sir Mtirrmj Guutts Trotter, Kt., Chief Justice,
Mr. Justice Wallace and Mr. Justice Beasley.

TH E COMMISSIONER OF INCOM E-TAX, M AD RAS, 1927, 
E b fe r e in g  O fficer ,

V.

L IN G A  REDDYj R e s p o n d e n t . *

Income-tax Act {X I  of 1922), sec. 2 (1 )—Land leased for mctnn- 
facture of salt— Profits derived from manufacture of salt on 
the lands leased— Licensee, whether liable to assessment to 
income-tax in respect of such profits—Lands so used, whether 
used for agricultural purposes— “ Agricultural purpose/  ̂
meaning of.

Income deriyed from manufacture of salt in agricultural 
lands is not agricultural income witliin tlie meaning of section 2
(1) of the Income-tax Act (X I of 1922); and consequently the 
licensee of a salt factory is liable to be assessed to income-tax in 
respect of profits derived from manufacture of salt on auok 
lands.

C ase stated under section 66 (2) of the Income-tax 
Act (X I of 1922) 'by the Commissioner of Income-tax, 
Madras, in the matter of Linga Eeddi, Nellore District 
(Mypad), a licensee of Krislinapatam Salt Factory.

The question referred by the Commissioner of 
Income-tax, Madras, for the opinion of tlie High Court 
was as follows ;—

“  Whether tlie income derived by manufacture of 
salt in agricultural lands is agricultural income within 
the meaning of section 2 ( 1 ) of the Income-tax Act ? ”

T. V. Yenhatarama Ayyar for assessee.— Land let out for 
manufacture of salt is agricultural land. The process of manu­
facture of salt is a process in agriculture. The land is 
ploughed and furrowed aa in cultivation, and the soil is prepared

* Referred Oase No. 2 of 1936,

00



Coi;',!i£. for pi'Ofluciii Siilt' Ijtind lot out for Stilt iniiTinfiicturo is tilr03i(iy
IxtctiTt'x to land-tax or salt-tax. Tlie lessee cannot also be made

aIabras, ’ liable to income-tax. Tlie Court will not encourage double
IjkgaEeddy. taxation : see Chief Gommissioner of Income-tax Y. Zamindar of 

Singanq}aMi.
M. Faianjali Sasf.ri, for tlie Referring officer, not called 

iipon.

JUDGMENT.
CoiTTs Cou'iTS T eotter, C J ,— In  my o p in io n  th is  case is

T b o t x e e , C .J ,
unarguable. The assessee was a licensee oi the Knsnna- 
patam Balt Factory in the Nellore District. From the 
manufacture of salt on the land of -which he was the 
lessee he made a profit of some Rs. 7,000 which has 
been assessed to income-tax. He now contends that this 
i& agricultural income, that it is revenue derived from 
the land which is used for agricultural purposes and 
therefore not taxable. To my mind ifc would be a gross 
misnomer to hold that “  agricultural purposes ” could be 
held to cover the process of flooding the land occupied, 
by letting in the sea water and then extracting the 
sodium chloride from it b j  eliminating the other 
chemical constituents. In my opinion the assessment 
was right and must be confirmed. The answer to the 
specific question referred is in the negative. The 
assessee will pay the costs of this reference. Counsel’s 
fee Es. 250.

Wallace, J. WiLLAOB, J.—I agree.
BEASLBy, J. BeasleTj J.—I agree.

K.R.
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