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Emden v. State of U.P. (5) and Ram Chandra Prasad v. State of 
Bihar (6), the provisions of sections 4, 5, and 6 of the Prevention of 
Corruption Act were assailed on a variety of grounds as being ultra- 
vires of Article 14 of the Constitution. The challenge was, however, 
repelled and the constitutionality of these provisions upheld. In 
view of the observations made in Ballabhdas Mathuradas Lakhani 
and others v. Municipal Committee, Malkapur (7), and even more 
pointedly in Ram Manohar Lal Lohia and others v. State of Uttar 
Pradesh (8), and Union of India v. Gem Palace (9), the aforesaid 
judgments of the Supreme Court are binding on us and it is not open 
for the petitioners to claim a re-examination of the matter on the 
ground that some relevant provisions of the statute or a fresh ground 
of attack was not brought to the notice of their lordships of the 
Supreme Court.

(12) No other point has been urged. The Writ Petition is with
out merit and hence stands dismissed in limine.

H.S.B.

Before P. C. Jain and C. S. Tiwana, JJ.

B. S. BANSAL—Petitioner. 

versus

STATE OF PUNJAB AND AN OTHER—Respondents. 

Civil Writ Petition No. 157 of 1978 

May 18, 1978.

Punjab Service of Engineers Class I P.W.D.- (Building and Roads 
Branch) Rules 1960—Rule 22—Power to relax any rule—Whether to 
be exercised to meet a particular case of hardship or a general situa
tion—Non-availability of eligible officers—Whether a ground for the

(5) A.I.R. 1960 S.C. 548.
(6) A.I.R. 1961 S.C. 1629.
(7) A.I.R. 1970 S.C. 1002.
(8) A.I.R. 1968 Allahabad 100.
(9) A.I.R. 1973 Rajasthan 242.
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exercise of such power—Power of relaxation once exercised—Whether 
can be withdrawn.

Held that under rule 22 of the Punjab Service of Engineers Class 1 
P.W.D. (Building and Roads Branch) Rules 1960, power has been 
given to me Government to dispense with or relax the requirements 
of any of the rules; out this power as is evident from the reading of 
the rule cannot be exercised arbitrarily and whimsically as certain 
guidelines  lor me exercise or mat power have been indicated in the 
rule itself which are (a) mat the operation of any of these rules must 
result into undue hardship; (b) that the undue haraship must be caused 
in any particular case; and (c) that it is necessary to exercise that 
power in order to deal with the case in a just and equitable manner. 
The existence of these conditions is a pre-requisite for the exercise of 
the power of relaxation by the Government. This rule has to be 
read as a whole and its bare reading shows that the intention of the 
framers was to vest the Government with the power of relaxation to be 
exercised only in an individual case and not to meet a general situation. 
The power is exercisable only to remove any undue hardship caused 
to an individual and that too, when it is necessary to remove that 
hardship in a just and equitable manner. If the power of relaxation 
could be exercised in order to meet a general situation like the one 
where eligible officers for promotions were not available, then the 
whole purpose of the rule would be frustrated and the Government 
would be left with such an arbitrary power which when exercised in 
the situation would, instead of removing any hardship, result into 
great hardship. It was never intended to give an uncontrolled and 
unguided power to the Government which could be exercised in a 
general manner or in order to meet a particular situation. The 
intention of the framers of the rule was to give some power to the 
Government to do justice in an exceptional case when by the appli
cability of a particular rule some grave injustice was being caused 
to a particular person. Therefore, non-availability of eligible officers 
for promotion is not a ground on which Government can exercise the 
power of relaxation under rule 22 of the Rules.

(Paras 10, 11, 14 and 15}

Held that if it is brought to the notice of the Government that 
what had been done by it was not proper or legal, there would be no 
hurdle in the way of the Government in accepting that advice. If the 
power of relaxation was exercised illegally and the Government had 
no jurisdiction to grant such a relaxation in exercise of its power under 
rule 22, then no legal right accrues to the persons in whose favour 
the power of relaxation was exercised. The Government can in 
such circumstances refuse to stick to its earlier decision by which 
relaxation was granted and such persons cannot legally claim 
that they having become eligible would remain eligible to be promoted 
to Class I Service in preference to those who may be promoted later
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on. Thus the power of relaxation having been once exercised can 
be withdrawn by the Government.

(Paras 19 and 20)

Petition under Articles 226/227 of the Constitution of India 
praying that :—

(a) a writ in the nature of Certiorari quashing the order of 
reversion of the petitioner from the post of the Executive 
Engineer to that of Sub-Divisional Engineer (Annexure 
P-2), be issued;

(b) it is further prayed that in the alternative the case of the 
petitioner be considered for promotion from the date the 
persons junior to him on the select list were promoted to 
the post of the Executive Engineer.

(c) a writ in the nature of Mandamus directing the Punjab 
Public Service Commission to re-consider the case and 
approve the list which was sent to the Commission by the 
Punjab Government in the year 1975 in accordance with 
law.

(d) Any other writ, order or direction which this Hon’ble Court 
may deem fit under the circumstances of the case, be 
issued;

(e) costs of the petition be also awarded to the petitioner.

(f) the condition of issuing notice of motion to the respondents 
before-hand may kindly be dispensed with.

It is further prayed that the petitioner has not so far joined the 
lower post. The petitioner is still an Executive Engineer. It is 
prayed that during the pendency of the writ petition, the operation 
of the order, annexure P-2 so far as it relates to the petitioner and 

.also the reversion of the petitioner from the post of the Executive 
Engineer to that of the Sub-Divisional Engineer be stayed.

Kuldip Singh, Bar-at-law with Karminder Singh, Advocate, for 
the Petitioner.

A. S. Sarhadi, A.G. (P) with N. S. Bhatia, Advocate, for the 
Resondents.

H. L. Sibal, Advocate with G. C. Mittal, Advocate, for private 
Respondents.
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JUDGMENT
Prem Chand Jain, J.

(1) This judgment and order of ours will dispose of Civil Writ! 
Petitions Nos. 157, 63, 135, 158, 161, 210 and 280 of 1978, as common 
questions of law and fact are involved in these petitions. In order 
to appreciate the contentions, which were advanced before us by 
the learned counsel for the parties on either side, it would be appro
priate to notice certain salient facts, which have been taken from 
Civil Writ No. 157 of 1978, and read as under: —

The petitioner joined service in the Public Works Department 
of the Punjab Government as a direct recruit to the Punjab 
Service of Engineers, Class II, on December 22, 1970. The 
promotion to the post of Executive Engineer is governed 
by the statutory rules, called the Punjab Service of Engi
neers, Class I, P.W.D. (Building and Roads Branch) Rules, 
1960, (hereinafter referred to as the Rules). According to 
the Rules, all the eligible Class II officers are considered 
for promotion to Class I by a Screening Committee consti
tuted under the Rules. The case of the petitioner, along 
with other eligible officers, was considered by the Screen
ing Committee and the said Committee declared 24 Class II 
officers, including the petitioner, eligible for promotion to 
Class I. After declaring 24 class II officers eligible for 
promotion to Class I, the Screening Committee selected 
14 Class II officers and declared them to be fit for pro
motion as Executive Engineers. The name of the petitioner 
was included in the said list of 14 persons. On tShe basis 
of that selection,. the petitioner, along with 13 other 
officers, was promoted to the post of Executive Engineer 
by an order dated July 5, 1975. The appointment was for 
a period of six months or till the time the approval of the 
Punjab Public Service Commission (hereinafter referred 
to as the Commission) was received under the Rules.

(2) It is further stated that the cases of all the 14 officers, who 
were selected and appointed as Executive Engineers, along with the 
cases of other officers who were not found fit, were sent to the com
mission for necessary approval. Since the approval of the Commis
sion was not forthcoming during the first six months of the appoint
ment, the appointment of the petitioner and other officers as Execu
tive Engineers was extended from time to time. It appears that the
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Commission did not grant the approval and ultimately sent the 
whole list back to the Government.

(3) From the averments made in the petition, it comes out that 
the petitioner, along with other 13 officers was reverted to the post 
of the Sub-Divisional Engineer,—vide order dated December 29, 1977, 
and by another order of the same date, 21 Class II officers, including 
12 those officers who were reverted on the same day, have again 
been promoted as Executive Engineers. In the said list, the name 
of the petitioner did not find mention, with the result that the 
present petitions have been filed for the issuance of an appropriate 
order or direction quashing the order of respondent No. 1, dated 
December 29, 1977, reverting the petitioners from the post of 
Executive Engineer to that of the Sub-Divisional Engineer.

(4) Separate written statements have been filed on behalf of 
respondent 1 and respondent No. 2. Besides taking a preliminary 
objection that the promotion of the petitioner being purely on ad hoc 
basis, no cause of action accrues to him for filing the present petition, 
respondent No. 1 has controverted the stand of the petitioner on 
merits, inter alia, on the grounds that the recommendations of the 
Screening Committee were subject to the final approval of the Com
mission, that the petitioner became eligible for consideration for 
promotion to P.S.E. Class I on the basis of the relaxation accorded 
by the Government in exercise of its power under rule 22, that the 
recommendations made by the Screening Committee on the basis of 
the criteria adopted by the Government for making P.S.E. Class II 
officers eligible for promotion to Class I by invoking its power of 
relaxation under rule 22 had resulted in large-scale supersession of 
some senior officers, that the commission did not approve of the ad hoc 
promotions as in its view the criteria adopted by the Government for 
making Class II officers eligible for promotion was unjust, that the 
Government considered the whole case afresh and again made relax
ation in exercise of its power under rule 22, with the result the 21 
persons, including 11 out of those who were reverted, were promoted 
as Executive Engineers on ad hoc basis, that the petitioner being 
junior in the list could not be promoted as Executive Engineer for 
want of vacancy, and that the promotions even now made are on 
ad hoc basis only as the same, are subject to the approval of the 
Commission.

(5) In the return filed on behalf of the Commission, the stand 
taken by the Government has been supported. It has also been aver
red that the Commission performed its duty faithfully and the advice
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sent by it in the matter was based on the merit of the case and 
perfectly legal.

(6) On the respective contentions of the learned counsel for the 
parties, the first question that requires determination is whether under 
rule 22 such relaxation, as has been given by the Government in 
the instant case, could legally be given ? Rule 22, which gives the 
power of relaxation, reads as under : —

“22. Power to relax—
(1) Where Government is satisfied that the operation of any

of these rules causes undue hardship in any particu
lar case, it may, by order dispense with or relax the 
requirements of that rule to such extent and subject 
to such conditions, as it may consider necessary for 
dealing with the case in a just and equitable manner.

(2) Notwithstanding anything contained in these rules,
it shall be open to Government to recruit a person 
other than an Indian citizen to the service in which 
event it shall, in consultation with the Commission, 
pass such orders as it considers appropriate in respect 
of the qualifications required for appointment and 
in respect of all other matters which arise in con
nection with such an appointment.”

(7) It was contended by Mr Sibal, learned counsel for the 
respondents, that under rule 22, power of relaxation could be exer
cised by the Government in order to remove undue hardship in a 
‘particular case’. What was sought to be argued by him was that 
in the instant case, the petitioner and other officers were not 
eligible to be promoted to Class I; that the relaxation was made in 
the provisions of rule 6(a) & (b), with the result that some of the 
officers became eligible for promotion; that no undue hardship was 
being caused to any particular officer by the applicability of rule 6 
and that non-availability of eligible officers could never be made 
a ground for the exercise of the power of relaxation.

(8) On the other hand, Mr Kuldip Singh, learned counsel for 
the petitioner (whose contention was adopted by the other learned 
counsel), submitted that under rule 22, the Government had full
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power to dispense with or relax the requirements of any rule; that 
in this rule the words “particular case” have not to be construed and 
interpreted narrowly; that these words have to be given a liberal 
meaning, and that power of relaxation under this rule could legally 
be exercised even to meet a particular situation, as has been done 
in the instant case.

(9) After giving my thoughtful consideration to the entire 
matter, I am of the view that there is considerable force in the 
contention of Mr. Sibal.

(10) Before I deal with the merits of the case, I would like first 
do advert to the relevant rule giving power to the Government to 
grant relaxation, which has been reproduced above. Under this 
rule, power has been given to the Government to dispense with or 
relax the requirements of any of the rules, but this power as would 
be evident from the reading of the rule cannot be exercised arbitra
rily and whimsically as certain guidelines for the exercise of that 
power have been indicated in the rule itself, which may be sum
marised as follows: —

(a) that the operation of any of these rules must result into 
undue hardship ;

(b) that the undue hardship must be caused in any particular 
case; and

(c) that it is necessary to exercise that power in order to deal 
with the case in a just and equitable manner.

(11) It would thus be clear that the existence of the aforesaid 
conditions is a pre-requisite for the exercise of the power of relax
ation by the Government.

(12) Adverting to the facts of the case in hand,, I find that in 
the year 1975, it was noticed that no officer in P.S.E. Class II was 
eligible for promotion and as it was imperative to fill the vacancies 
immediately in public interest, therefore, the provisions of rule 
6(a) and (b) of the Rules, which provide qualifications necessary 
for the appointment of a person to the Service, as on January 1, 
1975, were relaxed. Consequent upon the applicability of the relax
ation, 24 officers became eligible for promotion to Class I Service.
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After considering all the 24 eligible officers on the basis of their 
service record and qualifications, only 14 of them were found fit 
for promotion. Accordingly, the Governor of Punjab promoted the 
14 officers on ad hoc basis as Executive Engineers (Civil) for a 
period of six months, or till the final approval of the Commission 
in regard to the promotion of these P.S.E. Class II officers to P.S.E. 
Class I Service was received, whichever was earlier. The approval 
of the Commission was not received for sometime, with the result 
that the promotion and appointment of the aforesaid 14 persons on 
ad hoc basis was allowed to be continued on six-months basis till 
December 29, 1977, when the said persons were ordered to be 
reverted as the Commission had not approved of their promotions. 
Simultaneously, another order was issued on that very day i.e., 
December 29, 1977, by which the power of relaxation was exercised 
under rule 22 and the provisions of rule 6(a) and (b) were ordered 
to be relaxed as on January 1, 1977, to the extent mentioned in 
Annexure P. 3 and thereafter, 21 officers were promoted as Execu
tive Engineers (Civil) on ad hoc basis for a period of six months 
or till the final approval of the Commission was received, which
ever was earlier.

(13) Thus, it is clear that in the year 1975 as well as in the
year 1977, the power of relaxation was exercised in public interest 
as it was imperative to fill up the vacancies in Class I Service. The 
question that now requires determination is whether the power of 
relaxation has been validly exercised by the Government in the 
instant case? To my mind the answer has to be in the negative, 
as the ingredients envisaged under rule 22(1) of the Rules for 
the exercise of the power of relaxation, are completely
missing. In the instant case, the power of relaxation
was exercised in public interest, as it had become imperative to fill 
the vacancies immediately in Class I Service. In the notification, 
it is nowhere said that the qualifications referred to in rule 6(a) and 
(b) were causing any undue hardship to any person, and in order to 
deal with the case in a just and equitable manner, the power of re
laxation was being exercised. I fail to understand as to how the 
availability of vacancies in Class I Service would cause undue 
hardship to such officers in Class II Service who were ineligible 
to be promoted.

(14) Mr. Kuldip Singh, learned counsel, drew our attention to
the definition of the word ‘case’ as a noun which reads as “event or
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happening, instance, occasion, situation or circumstances and the 
like”. His contention was that the word ‘case’ means situation also, 
and as such to meet a particular situation, the power of relaxation 
could be exercised, as has been done in the instant case. I am afraid,
I am unable to agree with this approach of the learned counsel. 
The rule has to be read as a whole and its bare reading shows that 
the intention of the framers of the rule was to vest the Government 
with the power of relaxation only in an individual case and not to 
meet a general situation. The power is exercisable only to remove 
any undue hardship caused to an individual and that too, when it 
is necessary to remove that hardship in a just and equitable manner. 
If I accept the contention of Mr. Kuldip Singh that the power of 
relaxation could be exercised in order to meet a general situation like 
the one with which we are faced in the instant case, then the 
whole purpose of the rule would be frustrated and the Govern
ment would be left with such an arbitrary power which when 
exercised in the situation in which it has been exercised in the 
instant case, would, instead of removing any hardship, result into 
great hardship. As would be evident from the facts of the case in. 
hand, by the exercise of the power of relaxation great hardship had 
been caused to some of the senior persons in Class II Service inas
much as persons junior to them had become eligible for promotion 
to Class I Service as a result of the relaxation. The framers of the 
rule had never intended to give an uncontrolled and unguided power 
to the Government which could be exercised in a general manner 
or in order to meet a particular situation. The intention of the 
framers of the rule was to give some power to the Government to 
do justice in an exceptional case when by the applicability of a 
particular rule some grave injustice was being caused to a particu
lar person.

(15) In view of the aforesaid discussion, I hold that the power 
of relaxation under rule 22 could be exercised by the Government 
only if the operation of any rule was causing undue hardship to any 
particular individual and that the Government was satisfied that 
it was necessary to exercise the power of relaxation in order to 
deal with that individual case in a just and equitable manner. Hav
ing arrived at the aforesaid conclusion, I further find that the 
relaxation given by the Government in the year 1975 was beyond 
its powers and could not legally be granted.

(16) At this stage, it may be observed that during the course 
of arguments, it was pointed out to Mr. Sibal that in case his con
tention was accepted that under rule 22 such a blanket relaxation
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could not be given, then it was going to harm the interests of his 
clients as they too have been promoted on the basis of a similar 
type of relaxation granted by the Government in December, 1977. 
The learned counsel very fairly conceded that if the interpretation 
sought to be put by him is accepted, then even the promotions of 
the private respondents would not be in accordance with law and 
that if the Government changes its view, then his clients would have 
no grouse

(17) Mr. Sibal, Senior Advocate, learned counsel, had also 
contended that the power of relaxation could be exercised only in 
favour of the person who had become member of the Service and 
not in favour of the persons who were still to be promoted to the 
Service. The learned counsel submitted that the view taken by 
B. S. Dhillon, J. in Shri Surjit Singh v. Shri Som Dutt and others, 
(1), wherein it has been held that the power of relaxation could 
be exercised in favour of the members of the Service as well as 
new entrants, did not lay down the correct law. In the view I have 
already taken on the interpretation of rule 22, I do not propose to 
deal with this contention of the learned counsel, as it is not necessary 
to do so.

(18) It was also contended by Mr. Kuldip Singh that the power 
of relaxation once exercised could not legally be withdrawn. The 
precise contention of the learned counsel was that by virtue of the 
relaxation granted in the year 1975 the petitioners had become eli
gible to be promoted to Class I Service; that the commission was 
required to scrutinize the cases of the persons who had been re
commended by the Screening Committee; that the jurisdiction of 
the Commission was only to consider the suitability and eligibility 
of the persons recommended by the Screening Committee; that the 
eligibility of the recommended candidates had to be considered in 
the light of the relaxation granted by the Government; that the 
Commission had no jurisdiction to refuse approval on the ground 
that the relaxation given by the Government in exercise of its 
power under rule 22 had caused great hardship, as persons senior to 
the petitioners had been superseded and that the relaxation granted 
later on by the Government would not result in the supersession of 
the earlier relaxation. I am afraid, I am unable to agree with these 
contentions of the learned counsel. The petitioners and some others

(1) 1973 (1) S.L.R. 452.
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were promoted to Class I Service,—vide order dated July 5, 1975, on 
ad hoc basis for a period of six months, or till the final approval of 
the Commission in regard to the promotion of these persons to P.S.E. 
Class I was received, whichever was earlier. It appears that the 
approval of the Commission was not received for sometime with the 
result that the Government went on extending the petitioners’ 
appointments on ad hoc basis. While scrutinizing the cases, 
the Commission formed an opinion that the relaxation 
given by the Government instead of removing any hardship had 
resulted into undue hardship to a larger number of senior officers, 
which was against the principle of relaxation embodied in the above- 
mentioned rule. As the Commission did not find the relaxation to be 
fair, it expressed its inability to approve the promotions of the peti
tioners and others declared suitable by the Screening Committee. 
When the case was received back from the Commission, the Govern
ment seems to have realised its mistake and instead of referring back 
the case to the Commission to re-consider its opinion, accepted the 
view expressed by the Commission and thereafter by a notification 
dated December 29, 1977, made fresh relaxation in rule 6(a) and (b) 
and on the basis of that relaxation made promotions to Class I 
Service. These promotions resulted into the reversion of some of the 
petitioners.

(19) On the basis of the aforesaid contentions the questions 
which need determination are whether relaxation once granted by the 
Government could legally be withdrawn without there being any 
specific order in this respect and whether the Commission could 
withhold its approval as the relaxation granted by Government had 
caused undue hardship? The contention of Mr. Kuldip Singh, learned 
counsel, was that the benefit which had accrued to the petitioners on 
the basis of the relaxation could not legally be withdrawn, as on the 
basis of that relaxation the petitioners had become eligible to Class I 
Service. In support of his contention, reliance was placed on Shri 
Sudarshan Sood. Sub-Divisional Officer v. The State of Punjab and 
others, (2). I am afraid, I am unable to agree with the learned counsel 
for the petitioners. The relaxation was granted in exercise of the 
powers under rule 22. The Commission, brought it to the notice of 
the Government that the exercise of the power of relaxation instead 
of doing good had resulted in great hardship to some of the officers,
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who were senior to the persons who had been promoted on the basis 
of the relaxation granted. The Government accepted the advice. I 
do not find anything wrong in the Government accepting the advice of 
the Commission. If it is brought to the notice of the Government 
that what had been done by it was not proper or legal, then I fail to 
understand as to what hurdle would come in the way of the Govern
ment in accepting that advice. It is not a case where the petitioners 
were eligible and had been promoted as a matter of right; rather the 
case is that they were ineligible and are claiming benefit on the 
basis of the relaxation given by the Government. The petitioners 
cannot claim benefit of an exericse of power which from its incep
tion was illegally exercised. The exercise of such a power did not 
give them any right, nor can they base their claim on such a right.

(20) Lot of arguments were advanced for and against the pro
position whether the Commission had any power to refuse to accord 
approval on the ground that the relaxation granted by the Govern
ment had resulted into great hardship to some senior officers. The 
argument of Mr. Kuldip Singh was that no such power vested in the 
Commission, while Mr. Sibal had contended that such a power could 
legally be exercised. I do not propose to go into the merits of this 
aspect of the matter as I have earlier held that the power of relaxa
tion was exercised illegally and the Government had no jurisdiction 
to grant such a relaxation in exercise of its power under rule 22. This 
being so, no legal right accrued to the petitioners. The Government 
could, in these circumstances, refuse to stick to its earlier decision by 
which relaxation was granted and the petitioners cannot legally claim 
that they having become eligible would remain eligible to be promo
ted to Class I Service in preference to those who may be promoted 
later on, on the basis of the subsequent relaxation given in exercise of 
the power under rule 22.

(21) This brings me to the preliminary objection that the peti
tioners, who are merely ad hoc employees, have no right to approach 
this Court and claim relief in exercise of the powers under Article 226 
of the Constitution of India. In the circumstances of the case, I find 
considerable force in this contention of the learned counsel for the 
respondents. The petitioners were promoted on ad hoc basis, subject 
to the approval of the Commission which was not received for some
time with the result that the Government went on extending the 
appointments of the petitioners on ad hoc basis. Finally the Commis
sion refused to give its approval. After the period of the first ad hoc
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apponitment had expired, the Government went on extending the 
appointments of the petitioners on ad hoc basis. If the Government, 
after the expiry of the period of six months from the date of initial 
appointment on ad hoc basis had not renewed the appointment of 
the petitioners, then admittedly they would have been reverted back 
to their substantive post in Class II Service. At that time, they could 
not have come to this Court and ask for a direction that they should 
be allowed to continue in the Service till the approval of the Com
mission was granted. That being so, I fail to understand as to how the 
petitioners can lay a claim as a matter of right to the post to which 
they were promoted on ad hoc basis. In the circumstances of this 
case, the petitioners’ appointment being purely on ad hoc basis does 
not entitle them to knock the door of this Court and get relief in 
exercise of its powers under Articles 226 and 227 of the Constitution.

(22) No other point arises for determination.

(23) For the reasons recorded above, all these petitions are dis
missed, but without any order as to costs.

C. S. Tiwana, J.—I agree.

H.S.B.

Before A. D- Koshal, C.J. and S. S. Deican, J.

ROSHAN LAL ANAND ETC.—Petitioners, 

versus

THE STATE OF PUNJAB AND OTHERS—Respondents. I
Civil Writ Petition No.. 1385 of 1975 

May 18, 1978.

Punjab District Attorney Service Rules 1960—Rules 3, 5 and 
12(1) —Word “ transfer” occurring in Rule 5(2) (c )(ii)—Whether 
prohibits appointment by transfer which also operates as a promo
tion—Rule 12(1) —Whether applicable to persons appointed on the 
merger of their cadre.

Held that the word ‘transfer’ occurring in sub-clause (ii) of 
clause (c) of sub-rule 5 of the Punjab District Attorney Service


