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Seeta Kumari Ninama W/o Late Shri Dhuliram Maida, D/o Shri

Kanji Ninama, Aged About 37 Years, Resident Of Padoli Gordhan,
Ghatol, Banswara (Raj.)

----Petitioner
Versus
1. The State Of Rajasthan, Through Chief Secretary, Govt.
Of Rajasthan, Secretariat, Jaipur (Raj.)
2. Secretary, Rajasthan Staff Selection Board, Rajya Kishi
Prabandh Sansthan Parisar, Durgapura, Jaipur (Raj.)
----Respondents
For Petitioner(s) :  Mr. C.R. Choudhary for
Mr. Devendra Sanwalot
For Respondent(s) :  Mr. Manish Patel

HON'BLE DR. JUSTICE NUPUR BHATI

Order
07/07/2026

1. This writ petition has been filed by the petitioner with the

following prayers:-

“It is, therefore, respectfully prayed that Your Lordship
may be pleased to allow this writ petition and by an
appropriate writ, order or directions respondents may
be directed to correct the category of the petitioner
and treat her under the category of ST-WD instead of
ST and accordingly he may be appointed on the post of
Class Fourth Employee under Class Fourth Employee
Recruitment 2024. Any other appropriate order which
is deemed just and proper in the facts and
circumstances of the case may kindly be also passed”

2. The brief facts of the case are that the petitioner, belonging

to the Scheduled Tribe (ST) category as per the caste certificate
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dated 30.01.2026 issued by the Sub-Divisional Officer, Ghatol
(Banswara), is a widow following the demise of her husband, late
Shri Dhuliram Maida, on 10.09.2022 (Death Certificate dated
07.10.2022). Being fully eligible, she applied online via an E-Mitra
kiosk on 12.04.2025 for the Class-IV Employee Direct
Recruitment-2024 advertised by the respondents. However, due to
an inadvertent oversight by the E-Mitra operator, who failed to
query her marital status, her category was erroneously recorded
merely as "ST/TSP-ST" instead of "ST-Widow (ST-WD)".
Consequently, her provisional E-Admission Card for the written
examination held on 21.09.2025 reflected only the general ST
category. Although the petitioner secured 26.2224 marks in the
final results, which is substantially higher than the ST-Widow cut-
off score of 0.0033, she has been deprived of selection and
appointment solely due to this minor typographical error. Hence,
this petition has been preferred.

3. At the outset, learned counsel for the respondents submits
that this writ petition has been filed by the petitioner for seeking
amendment in the application form as the petitioner inadvertently
filled her category as "ST/TSP-ST" instead of "ST-Widow (ST-WD).
4. Learned counsel for the respondent submits that the issue
involved in the writ petition is squarely covered by the order
passed in Munni Devi Vs. State of Rajasthan & Ors. (SBCWP
No. 4599/2026), decided on 01.04.2026, wherein, this Court

has held as under:

“8. Upon perusal of the admit card on record, it is
evident that the petitioner was issued an admit card
(Annexure-5), wherein her category was clearly indicated
as “OBC Widow.” Therefore, the contention of the
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petitioner that the incorrect mention of her category came
to her notice only upon publication of the merit list cannot
be accepted, as the admit card itself explicitly reflected
her category as "OBC Widow.” Consequently, it is apparent
that the petitioner was well aware, at that stage itself, that
her category had been wrongly recorded as “"OBC” instead
of “General”.

9. Despite having knowledge of the aforesaid
inadvertent error, the petitioner failed to avail the second
opportunity granted by the respondents for making
necessary corrections, as provided through the press note
dated 07.10.2025 (as reflected in the additional affidavit
filed today, i.e., 01.04.2026). Furthermore, the petitioner
has not averred specific pleadings in the writ petition
explaining as to why, despite being afforded two
opportunities to rectify/amend the application form, she
failed to avail the same. The absence of any plausible
explanation clearly indicates negligence on her part, for
reasons best known to her.

10. This Court also takes into consideration Clause 17 (i)
of the advertisement dated 12.12.2024 (Annex-3), which
unambiguously provides that in case any
amendment/rectification in the application form s
required, candidates may make such corrections upon
deposit of Rs. 300/- within a period of seven days from
the cut-off date for submission of the application form.
The said clause is reproduced hereunder:

“17. AAATEA AAIT H FOrgA AT THHAT: qE g AT
qTaeT H HIMHT T HIS AFATST TTHAT 0 ThE A AT
SR A1 g 9T st i 14.07.2023 g gfw T
F¥AT F7 ;rad OTR & d & =19, a1 & a7 s=afaty va o &
TiEde FEAT § A7 I TG9IH I AT / FAMLT § qiaa«
FLATET R AcaaTq OTR T 9T 6 FT Fed AT T [Sred
AYTT / AT | T 4419 =127 39 OTR H TFa: gf 31 [T
FerAT &1 99 OTR & seeqor Auft, RS 2vit vd g e
¥ =ifed demed F3 il Aqata «f AT g1 sreweff dere #:T F
UL I AT e Y| Tia AT 9t &7 siaaAre saed
HaTHe T T g a1 UH (ool | SAqare aad § F9e Hied &l
Fafd & A | 3H ¢ = F A, fUar F Ty, seafaty ve o
H gfaad & oaqafa Jai gninl el & JfE s St /
st ooft / qo Rame § gored #37 § a7 92« 39 OTR O
T AR ot/ feie goft / qw Fare § devea wAr e
THH 3H T h AT oeed H 99§ 9 T e Jvit/
e ot / qor Fame & et w3 &7 FweT Sudsy g
SR, 518 START § o7 a8 Aifeqd HeTed HT Tl gl ST
e Submit T ST % T A fe smaee i T T A qfe
T IAT AT g ar A¥rdT SAFaATeT Araad § wiel, geareay Ua 39
TAATAL FT TRATAT A5l H ITUAT ST 3694 OTR & THT T il g
AT AT § T HATeA HHTTHTE FT Tl &2 -

(i). afT . Avedf U= AFTATET ATAGT | FATET FOAT ATSAT
qT SMaEd T =t s fadi® & warq 07 fGaw & e Aeiia
e 300/- ® 9T IHL AAATA AT § Heegd FT Tl gl
AqATE daEd H FWRT wiEr, FEAET Ud ST gaEdAre &l
gfafdd Agl w¢ 9709 AT 399 OTR & 90T a1 6 g TAT 914,
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fOar =1 719, sFataty, o et | aw gttt § e
ST FRATT| SreATorsR Tarar | e sifaw fafer & q2mq 07 fRaw ®
BT TG T qohl gl THh TATG AATF TRIAAT & Hiad | e /
FErsafemmer &1 919, T« 7., I a9 TATR § Fls AT Al
F TN qE G TR FAAT eer feqmh 27.07. 2023 +
AIETE AFATEA e o One Time Registration (OTR)
H Qreafore TIAT § Ao AT UHATAT HTe il FqAfd & T gl
TavIw Fe 7=t sq OTR | $reaforss Fvgar & aifem denaT #%
FAA| AT HOMed FXA F ST Bl AAATSA e 92| A
FerfT T T SAAATSA Areed qaiHe FC a0 g ar Ue fofa &
ST T Qrerfores TRAAr § Hege e 2 Taof, CTR U 92 &=
AT TEFAT § FLATIT FLAT g 6 I reA 100w JRaar
T GITeT FLd T [Cohel TaF 6 AATST e H AAATSA ATad
T HETTTEr el 1 STAT o IIH ITAsY LT, o ITANT | e
g 9reATorsh AT | FAiTegd HeTed FT ThdT gl ATATS e o
Terrere g atia f ST F0 Ait JiEnaT Ataare e wid
FT TTRAT F THTT &F g
ii. afg et sreeff & sfqems saes & Fqfe ® ST g 997 78
ToReT Teoraer e e i Sifaw & % qanq 7 fiaw & fax
T AFATEA ATead H TATIT Tl FC ITAT & AT IH AT SAAATS T
dqaeT U UG FA FT UF AT F(AA FFa¥ T ST &
THT ATATE ¢ HTEA g U Aiera qu7 & s e
FEAT T AAATEA AR il (¢ Al AAATSA TLATIT HT THATI
ATATEA SATAET H HATeT g [aA1 U 0T 6l AT T T e
Y FAATS F ATEAT | & AT <6 Haiia a8 § srexefi srae
ATATE Araed § Feia dere gew 300/- 9T AT
TG Lo Al TTHAT o6 TATT SIATT HL G FT GhT|
i, THH TETY ATATSA 3Maad § el T 7 HeeeT / aaad
TAHT Tl (hAT START a9 UHT et ofF qfe &1 aeql e
FerAT 7 g
11. It is not in dispute that the respondents had
provided multiple opportunities to the candidates to rectify
errors in their online application forms. Initially, a
correction window was made available under Clause 17(i)
of the advertisement. Thereafter, in terms of Clause 17(ii),
a further and final opportunity was envisaged even after
the conduct of the examination, subject to notification of a
specific time period by the Board. In addition, the
respondents also issued a press note dated 07.10.2025,
permitting candidates to carry out necessary corrections
during the period from 06.10.2025 to 16.10.2025, thereby
ensuring that no candidate suffers on account of bona fide
mistakes. However, despite being aware of the incorrect
reflection of her category, the petitioner failed to avail any
of the opportunities so provided. Such inaction cannot be
overlooked, particularly when the scheme of the
recruitment process places a clear obligation upon the
candidate to remain vigilant and to correct any errors
within the stipulated time.
12. This Court has considered the view taken by the
order dated 10.03.2026 passed by the Coordinate Bench
of this Court at Jaipur Bench by the order dated
10.03.2026 in the case of Nirmala vs. State of Rajasthan
& Anr. (S.B. Civil Writ Petition No. 4373/2026),wherein it
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has been categorically held that a candidate cannot be
permitted to alter his/her category after the closure of the
stipulated correction window in the online application
process with the emphasis that in the present era of large-
scale recruitment, involving thousands of applicants, the
selection process is predominantly technology-driven, and
any deviation or post facto correction would lead to
serious administrative inconvenience and delay. The
relevant paragraph of the order is reproduced hereunder:-

“5. It is settled proposition of law as held by the Co-
ordinate Bench of this Court at Principal Seat, Jodhpur
in D.B. Civil Writ Petition No0.15900/2021 (Mustak
Khan vs. The Rajasthan High Court Jodhpur & Ors.),
the relevant portion of the aforesaid order is
reproduced as hereunder:-
“5. On the other hand, learned counsel for
the respondents while relying on the
judgment of this Court in Sunil Bhanwariya
v. Registrar, Examination Cell, RHC, Jodhpur
& Anr. submits that the petitioner having
participated in the preliminary examination
in the General category cannot raise this
issue at belated stage after declaration of
the result for the post of District Judge. 8.
In the considered opinion of this Court,
having participated in the examination and
knowing that he has applied in the General
category, he cannot be allowed to change
his category from General to OBC (NCL)
category. No prima facie case is made out
by the petitioner. He did not file any proof
to the effect that he made any endeavour to
change his category in the application form
from General to OBC (NCL).”
13. This Court has considered the view of the Hon’ble
Division Bench in Piyush Kaviya and others versus
Rajasthan Public Service Commission and others (D.B. Spl.
Appl. Writ No. 198/2018), wherein it has been held that in
large-scale public recruitment, the process is necessarily
technology-driven and structured around strict timelines,
with specific opportunities provided to candidates to
rectify errors through a correction window. The relevant
paragraph of the aforesaid judgment is reproduced
hereunder:-
“29. It needs to be highlighted that seeking
public employment the number of applicants
swell into thousands for every appointment
offered. The cumbersome process of processing
the applications manually and at each stage of
the selection process manual intervention being
time consuming, aid of technology is being
taken. On-line applications are being received.
Opportunities to correct mistakes in the on-line
application forms are provided by opening a
window period. When the window period closes,
the forms, applications etc. as amended are
processed. The computer generates the admit
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cards. The results of the examination are fed in

the computer for various categories of posts and

in the instant case, the number being 30, select

list based on merits and categories are generated

by the computer.The candidates need to be

vigilant and specially when, as in the instant

advertisement, they were cautioned time and

again to check their particulars and a window

period within which corrections could be made

was made available to the candidates.
30. Whilst it may be true that every endeavour should
be made to induct meritorious candidates but at the same
time administrative inconvenience caused by permitting
applicants to correct errors committed by them has to be
kept in mind. It serves public interest that appointments
to civil posts are made as early as possible.”
14. In view of the aforesaid facts and the settled legal
position, this Court is of the considered opinion that the
petitioner, despite having clear knowledge of the incorrect
reflection of her category at the stage of issuance of the
admit card, failed to avail the first opportunity that was
provided before the issuance of admit card that is seven
days from the date of the cut off date i. e. 19.04.2025 of
the application form and second opportunity was given
after the date of issuance of admit card by way of press
note dated 07.10.2025 during the period form
06.10..2025 to 16.10.2025, both the opportunities
expressly provided by the respondents for correction of
the application form. The recruitment process, being
strictly governed by notified conditions and timelines,
casts a duty of due diligence and vigilance upon the
candidates, which the petitioner has failed to discharge.
The law laid down by the Co-ordinate Bench as well as the
Hon’ble Division Bench in Piyush Kaviya (supra) clearly
mandates that no post facto modification can be permitted
after closure of the correction window, as the same would
disrupt the sanctity and finality of a technology-driven
selection process and cause administrative inconvenience.
15. In such circumstances, this Court finds no
justification to exercise its writ jurisdiction in favour of the
petitioner. Accordingly, the writ petition, being devoid of
merit, deserves to be and is hereby dismissed.”

5. Learned counsel for the petitioner is not in a position to
refute the fact that the issue involved is squarely in the case of
Munni Devi (supra).

6. Thus, the writ petition is dismissed in the same terms as in

the case of Munni Devi (supra).

(DR.NUPUR BHATI),J
32/Mithil/692



