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TaxHelpline Case No. 112 of 2002 
 

Lahore High Court 

 

Writ' Petition No. 17674 of 2002, decided on 26th September, 2002  

Before Ali Nawaz Chowhan, J Zia Haider Rizvi for Petitioner 

Messrs HOME SERVICE SYNDICATE (PVT.) LIMITED through Liquidator  

Vs 

COMMISSIONER OF INCOME-TAX/WEALTH TAX, COMPANY ZONE-I, LAHORE and 

another 
 

ORDER 
 

The petitioner had filed a revision petition against an order which had been passed under the Income Tax 

Ordinance, 1979. His grievance is that the respondent's simply refused to entertain the revision petition perhaps 

on the ground that it pertained to the previous Ordinance which is now supplanted by a new income Tax 

Ordinance of 2001. 

 

2. According to learned counsel for the petitioner, the cause of action to the petitioner had arisen in 

view of the order passed under the previous law and the revision petition had to be filed accordingly'. A reference 

was also made to section 239 of the Income Tax Ordinance of 2001 in this connection and it was stated that the 

revision petition was. entertainable under the new law as well. 

 

3. Refusal to entertain a petition by an agency is something exceptional. When a citizen places a 

petition, the agency is legally bound to entertain it and, then to proceed with it legally while keeping in mind its 

worth. A bald refusal of even entertaining a petition filed within the periphery of a law is just not permissible and 

the act of refusal amounts to an arbitrary action which constitutes "maladministration", as defined by P.O. No. l of 

1983. 

 

4. As the allegation is that the respondents had refused to entertain the revision petition,  it would be 

in the fitness of things that the Commissioner of Income-tax, Lahore is directed to entertain the revision petition 

and after hearing the petitioner, he may pass such orders as law requires. This writ petition with these directions is 

disposed of. A copy of this order be given Dasti to the petitioner. 

 

Order accordingly 
 
.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.--.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.--.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.- 

Disclaimer /Note: We have reproduced the judgment for facilitation of readers; however, the readers 

must study the original or certified copy of the above said judgment before referring it in any Court of 

Law. The judgment as reproduced above is a reported judgment available in law magazines and 

journals namely 2002 PTD 3106 & 87 TAX 230. 

-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.--.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.- 
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