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Judgement

H.H. Mehta, J.—The petitioner has, by invoking the jurisdiction of this Court
under Article 226 of the Constitution of India challenged the decision of
respondent No.6 of not selecting the petitioner for the post of driver. The
petitioner has prayed for an issuance of an appropriate writ directing the
respondent Nos.3 to 6 to start with a fresh selection process in accordance with
law, for the post of driver. As an interim measure, the petitioner has prayed for
an interim direction directing the respondent Nos.3 to 6 not to appoint any
candidate as driver on the basis of selection or to keep one post as vacant by
maintaining a status-quo.

2. The petitioner was working as work-charged Watchman under the respondent
No.5 on regular basis on and from 19.01.1980. It is the case of the petitioner
that he knows driving the vehicle and that he is possessing the Heavy Driving
Licence since 16.12.1976 and thus, he has three years'' experience of driving the
vehicle.

2.1 The respondent Nos.2 and 3 had published an advertisement inviting
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applications from eligible candidates for the post of driver. The petitioner had
filled-in form for the post of driver and submitted it to the respondent No.3. The
applications received by respondent No.3 were processed and screened and
ultimately, a list of candidates was prepared for calling them to appear for the
trade test of driver and also for oral interview. The petitioner had received a call-
letter dated 19.11.1987 [Annexure-A, at pages 13 & 14]. From the record, it
appears that, a Selection Committee has finalized the process of preparing a
select list of eligible successful candidates for being appointed on the post of
driver. That Selection Committee was consisting of the respondent No.3 i.e.
District Development Officer, President and Secretary. It is the case of the
petitioner that first, he appeared at the trade test of driver and, thereafter, he
was called for an oral interview. The petitioner appeared before the aforesaid
Selection Committee for an oral interview. It is alleged by the petitioner that the
oral interview lasted only for two minutes and within a moment Selection
Committee told the petitioner "you can go". It is further alleged by the petitioner
that the aforesaid Selection Committee wanted to recruit their own persons
instead of senior and daily-rated employees, who were working since 5 to 10
years as drivers. It is further alleged that the whole selection process was bad.
There is no guideline issued in respect of fixation of minimum marks for passing
the trade test as well as oral interview and that no standard of passing marks
was fixed. It is further alleged that no detailed result is declared by the Selection
Committee.

2.2 It is the case of the petitioner that though he was a qualified employee with
all necessary requirements, he has not been considered and selected on the post
of driver. He has come with a case that in past the Officers of respondent Nos.3,
4 and 5 had taken work of driving the vehicles from him. He has placed reliance
on a certificate dated 20.08.1987 [Annexure-B, Page 15] issued by the
respondent No.5. As per the certificate, he had worked satisfactorily by driving
two different vehicles on different dates. The petitioner has come with an
allegation that he has come to know from the Office of respondent Nos.4 and 5
that he has not been selected by the Selection Committee and that the said
decision of the Selection Committee is bad, arbitrary, malafide and against the
Articles 14 and 16 of the Constitution of India. The petitioner relies on one
Government Circular dated 16.05.1984 issued by the Department of Panchayat
of State of Gujarat, copy of which is produced at Annexure-C at page 16. As per
this Government Circular dated 16.05.1984, the State Government has decided
that the employee of Class IV can be given appointment for the post of driver by
giving relaxation in the age, provided he fulfills other requirements for the post
of driver, as per Recruitment Rules for the post of driver and further provided tht
he is eligible for the said post and such employee of Class IV can be directly
appointed as driver.

2.3 It is the case of the petitioner that it was necessary for the Selection
Committee to provide guideline for independent selection. The Selection
Committee was required to prescribe the passing standard for oral interview and
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also for the trade test. The Selection Committee was required to provide the
headwise marks for each test and also to provide for total marks to pass the
selection tests. It is alleged by the petitioner that in this case, the Selection
Committee did not prescribe any marks for passing two different tests, testwise.
The Selection Committee did not prescribe total minimum marks for passing,
both the tests so as to take candidates on the selection list. In absence of such,
prescription of headwise marks for each test and total marks to pass both the
tests, the Selection Committee acted in arbitrary and capricious manner and thus
the selection process adopted by the Selection Committee is bad in eye of law.
The petitioner has placed reliance on a case of A. K. Shimpi & others Vs. State of
Gujarat and others, reported in 1983 G.L.H. 36.

2.4 It is the case of the petitioner that he has challenged the action and decision
of the Selection Committee wherein the respondent No.2 is a party to it. The
respondent No.2 is a main authority to decide the final selection. It appears from
the record that during the pendency of this petition, the petitioner, with leave of
this Court amended the petition by adding the District Panchayat Selection
Committee, as respondent No.6, in cause title of the petition.

2.5 In short, it is the case of the petitioner that though he was qualified for the
post of driver in all respects, he has not been selected by the Selection
Committee and that the decision of the the Selection Committee of not
appointing him is bad, arbitrary and malafide, as Selection Committee wanted to
recruit only new persons, belonging to their group and party and thus, the said
decision has violated Articles 14 and 16 of the Constitution of India.

3. From the record, it appears that, on 16.11.1990, the petitioner by seeking
order of this Court, deleted the names of respondent No.1 - State of Gujarat and
respondent No.2 - Development Commissioner, Panchayat Division, Gandhinagar.

Though respondent No.5 was duly served, he has not filed any affidavit-in-reply.

The respondent Nos.3, 4 and 6 are represented by a common learned senior
Advocate Mr.D.D.Vyas. The respondent No.3 - District Development Officer has
by filing an affidavit-in-reply sworn on 21.1.1988 controverted an
discountanenced pleadings of the petitioner, which he has pleaded in the memo
of his petition.

3.1 It is the case of the respondent No.3 that the Recruitment Rules for the post
of driver are framed by the State Government. The post of driver was required to
be filled-in by following procedure prescribed under the Rules. As per the
relevant Rules, a District Panchayat Selection Committee [respondent No.6] was
constituted for the recruitment of employees in Class III posts including the post
of driver. The said Selection Committee was required to invite applications for the
post of driver by publishing an advertisement for it, as per the procedure, which
is prescribed by the rules. In that Rules, the qualifications of the candidates
applying for a post of driver are prescribed. It is the case of the respondent No.3
that the whole selection procedure so far as it relates to the post of driver has
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already been complied with and selection process has already been completed.

3.2 The respondent No.3 has come with a case that the petitioner was working
as a work-charged Watchman. Merely because, he was an employee of Panchayat
Department, he cannot claim as a matter of right for being appointed on the post
of driver, ignoring all the statutory provisions regarding the recruitment to the
said post. The petitioner had made an application for the post of driver as direct
recruit, in response to the advertisement published by the Selection Committee.
Though the petitioner passed through selection process prescribed for the post of
driver, he is not selected for the said post by the Selection Committee. It is
specific averment made by the respondent No.3 that the orders of appointment
have already been issued on the basis of the selection made by the Selection
Committee and the candidates so appointed have started resuming their duties
in due course. So far as the selection procedure is concerned, the respondent
No.3 has specifically stated in para-8 of his affidavit-in-reply that the Selection
Committee has made a selection strictly in accordance with the provisions of law
and after having been satisfied about the merits of each candidate and after
having considered the ability and suitability of each candidate, including the
petitioner. It is further stated that there is no question of Selection Committee
being interested in recruiting only those candidates whom the members of the
Committee favoured. The respondent No.3 has specifically denied that the
respondent No.3 was a party to the Selection Committee, or that he was the
main authority to decide the question of final selection. It is lastly stated by the
respondent No.3 that the petitioner having participated in recruitment process is
now estopped from challenging the said procedure. In short, it is the case of the
respondent No.3 that for making the selection of candidates for the post of
driver, the Selection Committee was constituted as per the relevant rules and
that Selection Committee processed the entire subject of preparing a select list
of eligible candidates for being appointed on the post of driver and that Selection
Committee had, while processing the said subject, strictly followed the provisions
of law and had taken a decision in accordance with law. It is also the case of the
respondent No.3 that as a result of screening the petitioner through the selection
process, he was not found suitable for the said post of driver and, therefore, he
is not selected. The respondent No.3 has requested this Court to reject the
petition in limine and to vacate the ad-interim relief granted by this Court.

4. The petitioner, who is a work-charged Watchman working under the direct
control of respondent No.5 was an employee of Panchayat Department. As per
his case, he knows the driving of vehicles and he was possessing a Heavy Vehicle
Driving Licence since 16.12.1976. From the pleadings of the petitioner, it appears
that, an advertisement was published inviting applications from eligible
candidates for the post of driver and in response to that advertisement, the
petitioner filled-in an application form and submitted it to the concerned
authority of the Panchayat Department. It is the case of the petitioner that as he
was fulfilling all the requirements of eligibility to apply for the said post of driver,
he was called for the trade test and oral interview. He has produced a call-letter
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dated 18.11.1987 issued by the Secretary of Selection Committee i.e.
respondent No.6. It is at Annexure-A [page-13]. As per this call letter, the
petitioner was called for practical test of driving at 2.00 P.M. on 30.11.1987. As
per this call letter, the petitioner was required to appear before the Selection
Committee i.e. respondent No.6 for an oral interview immediately after the
practical test was over or at 10.00 A.M. on 1.12.1987. It is admitted fact that the
petitioner appeared at both the tests, one of the practical test of driving i.e.
trade test and other of oral interview. It is the case of the petitioner that when
oral interview was taken it lasted only for two minutes and, thereafter, the
Members of the Selection Committee informed the petitioner that his oral
interview was over. As his name did not appear in the select list prepared by the
Selection Committee, appointment has not been given to him and, therefore, he
has filed this writ petition, mainly for following reliefs ;

[A] To quash and set aside the decision of not selecting the petitioner for the
post of driver.

[B] To direct the respondents to hold fresh selection in accordance with law, after
following the guidelines for selection and considering the resolution of
Government dated 16.05.1984.

As an interim measure, he has prayed for an interim relief directing the
respondents not to appoint any driver in pursuance to the selection process
adopted by the Members of the Selection Committee and also to keep one post
vacant and direct the respondents to maintain status-quo.

5. From the record, it appears that, on 08.12.1987, this Court [Coram :
J.R.Desai, J.] passed the following order :

"Notice pending admission and notice as to interim relief returnable on 19.1.88.
In the meantime, ad-interim relief to the effect that the appointment of driver, if
any, shall be subject to the claim of the petitioner and subject to the final out
come of this petition and that fact should be mentioned in the order of
appointment which may be issued. Direct service permitted.

8.12.87

Sd/- J.P.Desai,J.]

6. Thereafter, in response to the notice issued pursuant to the order dated
8.12.1987, the respondent No.3 i.e. District Development Officer appeared and
filed his affidavit-in-reply sworn on 21.01.1988 and after hearing the learned
advocates for both the parties, this Court [Coram : N.J.Pandya,J.] passed the
following order on 17.01.1991.

"Leave to amend name of Respondent No.3 granted. Rule. L.A. Shri D.D.Vyas
waives the service of Rule for Respondents No.3, 4 and 6.

17.1.91

Downloaded from CourtKutchehry — https://dev.courtkutchehry.com/judgments/vikramsinh-amarsinh-appellant-hash… Page 5 of 11



Sd/- [N.J.Pandya,J.]"

7. I have heard Mr.Prabhakar Upadhyay, learned advocate for the petitioner and
Mr.Dhaval Vyas, learned advocate for the respondent Nos.3, 4 and 6 in detail at
length.

8. Mr.Prabhakar Upadhyay, learned advocate for the petitioner has argued that
the whole selection process is bad and that no guideline was issued by the
Selection Committee in respect of marks, which were to be considered for
passing the trade test as well as oral interview. He has further argued that no
passing standard of particular marks was fixed for declaring the candidate as
successful candidate for getting his name included in the select list, which was to
be prepared by the Selection Committee. Another ground for attacking the
decision of not selecting the petitioner for the post of driver is to the effect that
the oral interview lasted only for two minutes and he was informed by the
Members of the Selection Committee that his oral interview was over. He has
argued that very few informal questions were asked to him and no substantive
questions with regard to ascertaining the suitability or merits of the candidate
were asked to decide, as to whether he was fit for getting his name included in
the select list or not. Mr.Prabhakar Upadhyay has argued that thus, the method,
which was adopted by the Selection Committee was bad, arbitrary and malafide
and, therefore, the petitioner has challenged the decision of not selecting the
petitioner for the post of driver.

9. As against this, Mr.Dhaval Vyas, learned advocate for the respondent Nos.3, 4
and 6 has vehemently argued that in this case, the respondent No.3 i.e. District
Development Officer has filed an affidavit-in-reply, wherein he has specifically
stated that as per the rules, a District Panchayat Selection Committee was
constituted for the recruitment of the employees in Class III posts including the
post of driver and that the said Selection Committee was consisting of a member
of the Gujarat Panchayat Service Selection Board, who was nominated by the
Chairman of the said Board and the President of the District Panchayat concerned
and one Member of Panchayat Service or State Service, as the State Government
may nominate u/s 211 of the Gujarat Panchayat Act. Mr.Vyas further argued that
therefore, the entire process of selection was conducted by the Selection
Committee as per the Rules and the Selection Committee had made the selection
strictly in accordance with the provisions of law and after having been satisfied
about the merits of each candidate and having considered the ability of each
candidate including the petitioner, the select list was prepared. He has further
argued that whatever averments or pleadings are made in affidavit-in-reply, are
not countered or controverted by the petitioner by taking a little trouble of filing
affidavit-in-rejoinder and, therefore, on reading this affidavit-in-reply, it can
safely be arrived at a conclusion that the Members of the Selection Committee,
which was constituted as per the rules, had exercised in preparing the select list,
as per the provisions of law and that Selection Committee prepared a select list
strictly in accordance with law and, therefore, it is wrong to say that the method,
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which was adopted by the Selection Committee is bad, arbitrary and malafide.
He has further argued that it is very easy to allege that a particular act of a
statutory body is arbitrary and malafide, but very difficult to prove by leading
cogent and convincing evidence. Lastly, he has argued that looking to the
affidavit-in-reply filed by the respondent No.3, this petition is devoid of merits
and same is required to be dismissed with costs.

10. It is pertinent to note that the petitioner has not challenged the entire
process of preparing a select list of candidates for being appointed on the post of
driver. On reading clause (A) of para-6 of the petition, it is clear and certain that
the petitioner has challenged only the decision of not selecting him for the post
of driver and, therefore, he has prayed for to quash and set aside that only
decision of not selecting the petitioner for the post of driver. Though
Mr.Prabhakar Upadhyay has argued at length on the point that the Selection
Committee did not issue any guidelines in respect of marks, which would be
considered for passing the trade test and oral interview and that no standard of
particular marks was fixed for passing the entire test including trade test and oral
interview, the petitioner has not challenged the entire process of preparing a
select list of candidates for being appointed on the post of driver. The entire
process of preparing the select list commences right from giving advertisement,
inviting applications from eligible candidates to last stage of preparing of select
list on the basis of which orders for appointment of selected candidates came to
be issued. This entire process is not challenged. There is very limited challenge
from the side of the petitioner with regard to a decision of not selecting the
petitioner for the post of driver. The petitioner has not produced an
advertisement pursuant to which, he submitted his application form for the post
of driver. The petitioner has stated in para-4 of his petition that it was necessary
for the Selection Committee to provide guidelines for independent selection. He
has not referred to any rules with regard to recruitment of driver. The respondent
No.3 has stated in para-3 of his affidavit-in-reply that according to the Rules
framed by the State Government in exercise of the powers conferred on it by the
Gujarat Panchats Act, 1961, the post of driver is required to be filled-in, by
following the procedure prescribed under the Rules. This fact is not controverted
by the petitioner by filing an affidavit-in-rejoinder. Mr.Dhaval Vyas has furnished
a xerox copy of relevant Rules framed by the State Government. These Rules are
known as "The Gujarat Panchayat Service (Classification and Recruitment) Rules,
1967 [for short "Rules"]. Notification with regard to the Rules was published by
issuing Notification No.KP/966/PRR 71/67 dated 14.8.1967. This Notification has
been published in Government Gujarat Gazettee dated 17.8.1967 at page-213.
We find these Rules at page-332 of the Jindal''s Gujarat Local Acts, Volum-IV. As
per Clause (h) of Rule 2 of the Rules, Selection Committee means the District
Panchayat Service Selection Committee constituted under sub-sec.(2) of sec.211.
Section 3 speaks for two classes of Panchayat Service, [i] Superior Panchayat
Service; and [ii] Inferior Panchayat Service. As per the affidavit-in-reply filed by
the respondent No.3 i.e. District Development Officer, the post of driver is falling
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in category of Class-III service. Mr.Vyas has argued that these Rules were strictly
followed, while preparing the select list. To assist the Court, Mr.Vyas has
furnished a copy of advertisement by which the applications were invited for the
post of driver from eligible candidates. A copy of that advertisement No.1/86
dated 1.12.1986 is furnished to this Court and as per this advertisement, the
eligibility criteria for the post of driver are prescribed. They are [i] candidate
should have passed the examination of Standard IV; [ii] candidates should have
a driving license to drive a Heavy Vehicle, since five years before 1.12.1986, [iii]
candidate should possess experience of three years to drive the vehicle and [iv]
good knowledge with regard to mechanism of the vehicles. It cannot be gain-said
that the application of the petitioner for the post of driver was processed and
ultimately, the call-letter was sent to him to appear before the Selection
Committee for trade test and oral interview. The Rules do not prescribe any
marks to be allotted for trade test and oral interview. The Rules do not prescribe
a standard of particular marks to be secured by successful candidate whose
name can be included in the select list. It may be noted that the petitioner has
not challenged the virus of the Rules referred to hereinabove. Ruel-9 of the Rules
prescribe procedure to be followed in regard to appointment to posts in
Panchayat Service. The respondent No.3 has stated in para-8 of his affidavit-in-
reply as follows :-

"I say that the Committee has made the selection strictly in accordance with the
provisions of law and after having been satisfied about the merits of each
candidate and having considered the ability of each of the candidates including
the petitioner. I say that there is no question of the Committee being interested
in recruiting only those candidates whom the Membors of the Committee
favoured. I deny that the selection process of the said Committee is in any
manner bad."

As said earlier, the petitioner has neither countered nor controverted the case
pleaded by the respondent No.3 in his affidavit-in-reply by filing his affidavit-in-
rejoinder and, therefore, the respondent No.3 has satisfied this Court that the
Selection Committee has followed the method strictly in accordance with the
provisions of law. The powers conferred on this Court under Article 226 of the
Constitution of India are extraordinary, plenary, prerogative, equitable and
discretionary. In view of the well settled principles of law on the point of powers
conferred on this Court under Article 226 of the Constitution of India, this Court
cannot sit in appeal against the decision of the statutory authority, which is
challenged in writ petition. This court has to examine the decision only on the
point as to whether any provisions of law has been infringed by the statutory
authority or whether the principles of natural justice qua the petitioner have
been infringed or not. The correctness of the decision or otherwise is not
required to be probed into by this Court. In case of S.R. Bommai and others Vs.
Union of India and others etc. etc., , the Hon''ble Supreme Court has laid down
certain principles with regard to scope of Article 226 of the Constitution of India
and the powers of the High Court, which can be exercised in writ petition filed
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under Article 226 of the Constitution of India.

" In the judicial review in the field of administrative law and the constitutional
law, the courts are not concerned with the merits of the decision, but with the
manner in which the decision was taken or order was made. Judicial review is
entirely different from an ordinary appeal. The purpose of judicial review is to
ensure that the individual is given fair treatment by the authority or the Tribunal
to which he has been subjected to. It is no part of the duty or power of the Court
to substitute its opinion for that of the Tribunal or authority or persona
constituted by law or administrative agency in deciding the matter in question.
Under the thin guise of preventing the abuse of power, there is a lurking
suspicion that the Court itself is guilty of usurping that power. The duty of the
court, therefore, is to confine itself to the question of legality, propriety or
regularity of the procedure adopted by the Tribunal or authority to find whether it
committed an error of law or jurisdiction in reaching the decision or making the
order. The judicial review is, therefore, is a protection, but not a weapon. The
Court, with an avowed endeavour to render justice, applied principles of natural
justice with a view to see that the authority would act fairly. Therefore, the
grounds of illegality, irrationality, unreasonableness, procedural impropriety and
in some cases proportionality has been applied, to test the validity of the
decision or order, apart from its ultra vires, mala fides or unconstitutionality.
Initially in the process of judicial review the Court tested the functions from the
purview of the "source of power." In the course of evolution of judicial review it
tested on the "nature of the subject-matter". "the nature of the power", "the
purpose" or "the indelible effect" of the order of decision on the individual or
public. The public element was evolved, confining initially judicial review to the
actions of State, public authority or instrumentality of the State but in its due
course many a time it entrenched into private law......."

In view of the above legal position and more particularly, when the petitioner has
not countered or controverted affidavit-in-reply of respondent No.3, there is no
reason to disbelieve the defence of the respondents that the Selection
Committee has made the selection strictly in accordance with the provisions of
law and after having been satisfied about the merits of each candidate and
having considered the ability of each of the candidates including the petitioner
and, therefore, the case of the petitioner is not accepted on the ground that his
oral interview was lasted for two minutes and, therefore, the method, which was
adopted by the Committee is bad, arbitrary and malafide. The period of two
minutes cannot be said to be a very short period. Within two minutes, adequate
questions could have been put by the Members of the Selection Committee to
the petitioner and they could have judged, the petitioner on the point of his
suitability and merit for being appointed as driver. Again at the cost of repetition,
it is stated that this Court is not sitting in appeal against the decision taken by
the Selection Committee.

11. Mr.Dhaval Vyas, learned advocate for the respondent Nos.3, 4 and 6 has
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vehemently argued that looking to the eligibility criteria stated in public notice
dated 1.12.1986 issued by the Secretary of Surendranagar District Panchayat
Service Selection Committee, one of the eligibility criteria is that the candidate
should possess a good knowledge with regard to mechanism of vehicle i.e. he
should possess a good knowledge, which is being possessed by a mechanic. In
the petition, the petitioner has no where stated that he is fulfilling this criterion
with regard to good knowledge of mechanism of vehicle.Under the
circumstances, when the Selection Committee has adopted a procedure in
accordance with law, no inference can be drawn that though the petitioner was
fulfilling all the eligibility criteria, he is not selected for the post of driver. As per
the provisions of Section 114 of the Indian Evidence Act, Illustration (e), the
Court may presume that judicial and official act have been regularly performed.
Now it is the duty of the petitioner to satisfy this Court that he was possessing a
good knowledge of mechanism of the vehicle. Under the circumstances, the
contentions with regard to a short period of oral interview is rejected.

12. The main contention of the petitioner with regard to selection process is that
no specific marks were earmarked for trade test or oral interview and further
that no standard of particular marks was fixed for passing, the entire process of
test, by a candidate. If we read an advertisement by which the applications were
invited from the eligibile candidates, we find that no such marks are earmarked
for individual test and no standard of particular marks is fixed to get the name
included in the select list. The petitioner was knowing this fact because he filled-
in an application form and submitted it on the basis of the said advertisement.
He is presumed to have knowledge about the Rules under which his selection
would be made. He appeared at the trade test and oral interview. Now he cannot
challenge that two tests by saying that particular marks were not earmarked for
particular test. Once, he appeared at both the tests with knowledge about the
advertisement notice and Rules after becoming unsuccessful candidate, he
cannot challenge that process of selection saying that marks were not earmarked
for trade test or oral interview or that no standard of particular marks was fixed
for getting the name included in the select list. Mr.Dhaval Vyas has cited a
decision of G. Sarana Vs. University of Lucknow and Others, , wherein the
Hon''ble Supreme Court has held in para-15 as follows :-

"We do not, however, consider it necessary in the present case to go into the
question of the reasonableness of bias or real likelihood of bias as despite the
fact that the appellant knew all the relevant facts, he did not before appearing
for the interview or at the time of the interview raise even his little finger against
the constitution of the Selection Committee. He seems to have voluntarily
appeared before the Committee and taken a chance of having a favourable
recommendation from it . Having done so,it is not now open to him to turn round
and question the constitution of the Committee. This view gains strength from a
decision of this Court in Manak Lal Vs. Dr. Prem Chand, wherein more or less
similar circumstances, it was held that the failure of the appellant to take the
identical plea at the earlier stage of the proceedings created an effective bar of
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waiver against him. The following observations made therein are worth quoting :-

"It seems clear that the appellant wanted to take a chance to secure a favourable
report from the tribunal which was constituted and when he found that he was
confronted with an unfavourable report, he adopted the device of raising the
present technical point."

The principle underlying the aforesaid decision is applicable to this case also. In
that case, the candidate voluntarily appeared before the Selection Committee
and took a chance for recommendation from it, but later on when he came to
know that he could not success, he challenged the Selection Committee before
which he appeared for the interview. Herein this case, on the basis of selection
process prescribed by the rules and adopted by the Selection Committee, the
petitioner appeared at the trade test as well as oral interview. When he came to
know that he is not selected, he has challenged the selection process itself,
without asking any relief for entire process of selection. Prayer of the petitioner is
very very limited challenging the only decision of the Selection Committee of not
selecting the petitioner for the post of driver. Under the circumstances, whatever
contentions are taken by the petitioner to challenge that limited decision, are
devoid of merits and they are required to be rejected.

13. In view of what is stated hereinabove and for the foregoing reasons, this
petition is devoid of merits and the same deserves to be dismissed. Accordingly,
this writ petition is dismissed. Rule is discharged. Ad-interim relief granted on
08.12.1987 shall stand vacated forthwith. Looking to the contentions taken by
the petitioner, this is a fit case in which the respondents should be awarded a
special costs. The petitioner shall pay Rs.2,000-00 [Rupees Two Hundred Only]
as costs to the respondents, and shall bear his own.
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