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HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE FOR RAJASTHAN
BENCH AT JAIPUR
S.B. Civil Writ Petition No. 3669/2026

Sangita D/o Arjun Lal Sharma, aged about 35 years, R/o
Pradhano Ka Mohalla Phagi, Tehsil Phagi, District Jaipur,
Rajasthan.

----Petitioner
Versus

Rajasthan Staff Selection Board, State Institute Of Agriculture
Management Premises, Durgapura, Jaipur, Rajasthan Through Its
Secretary.

----Respondent
Connected With
S.B. Civil Writ Petition No. 1949/2026

Sapana Bano D/o Babu Khan, Aged About 35 Years, R/o Ward
No. 4, Gurjaron Ka Mohalla, Devipura, District Jaipur (Raj.)

----Petitioner
Versus

Secretary, Rajasthan Service Selection Board, Rajasthan Krishi
Prabandh Sansthan Parisar, Durgapura, Jaipur (Raj.)

----Respondent

For Petitioner(s) :  Mr. Abhishek Bhardwaj
Mr. Suresh Kumar with
Mr. Vijay Laxmi Jangid

For Respondent(s)

HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE ANAND SHARMA

Order
13/03/2026
1. Both the above writ petitions have been filed by the

petitioners with almost similar facts, cause of action and question
of consideration, hence, both the petitions have been heard
together and are being decided by this common order.

2. Learned counsel for the petitioners submits that the
petitioners participated in the direct recruitment process for the
post of Class-IV employee initiated by Rajasthan Staff Selection

Board, Jaipur.
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3. Petitioner in S.B. Civil Writ Petition No.3669/2026 was a
widow lady at the time of filing the online application form,
whereas, petitioner in S.B. Civil Writ Petition N0.1949/2026 was a
divorcee. It was submitted that death certificate of husband as
well as decree of divorce have been placed on record by the
respective petitioners in support of their claims and they
submitted that in ignorance of the death certificate as well as
decree of divorce, on account of the fact that the petitioners being
less educated persons and having no knowledge with regard to
computer or the process of filing the online application form, got
the form filled through third person/E-Mitra, who instead of
showing the category of petitioners as widow/divorcee, as the
case may be, showed the petitioners as married persons.

4. It is also submitted by learned counsel for the
petitioners that after filing the application form, both the
petitioners participated in the written examination and although,
they secured more marks than the cut-off marks declared for
widow or divorcee candidates, yet only on account of human error
occurred while submitting the application form, the petitioners
were not considered as widow or divorcee.

5. It is further submitted by learned counsel for the
petitioners that after declaration of result, both the petitioners
also submitted applications/affidavits seeking correction in their
category, yet no action was taken by the respondent-Board. It is
also submitted that, in case, the petitioners were treated in the
category of widow/divorcee, then they would have secured proper
place in the merit list for further consideration in the recruitment

process.
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6. I have heard learned counsel for the petitioners and
perused the record.
7. Clause 17 of the advertisement issued by respondent-

Board is reproduced hereunder:

“17. 9T dHed H GIUEA @ FHA— I GV
SJITATST 3daT H WIET 8 Pl SBellsd Hrfar vz i
T& fbar G 918 g7 GINT fsifer feTie 14.07.2023 §
RT afe fad speff & 397 OTR & w9 & =78, foar & =79,
ST vq form ¥ gfRqdT @var & al 9W WdgYH 39+

SITEIIR,/ GTI3IEIIY. H GRGd=T @xaral R aqearq OTR &hIT
Y B BT §S9 GEET N [T IR,/ SISIEIN H gt
T Srer 8P OTR H vaa: & 37 S| 3reff &I 3rq+
OTR # 3IRevT &7l [egrrorT vl vq Hor [Aqrg H aifesd
I @Y B SigEld & TS & el werd @vd @
SUNTT & SITTclIsT 3TdeT ¥/ Tfa argeff vyl &1 3iensT
314G WIHE BN gPpT & dl UHl Reffad 7 sirers— smdaT H
T TR T [T H gRadT @t srgAfa TEl &Rt srreff
C AN L L 7 G L (o o/ M
#vd & @ Usal 9w OTR U9 UY SIN&TTT S9fl /fearrerT
sl /gt fAarg H GIET BYT EFT §9W 9 W @
SAAET 3ded H yd H WY T SRE v/ [*erTerT
st/ qeT fAareT § GIRTT @Y BT f[Ahey IYTE] & AT,
foret SUIT § oIy g8 aqifsd I HY WHhal &/ Telg
34T Submit &3 ST @ geErg i 3Tded Bl el THIR
P FIT @71 gar orrar & ar sreff sifTensT sideT H wiel,
gV U9 97 ARl @ gRalda T8 dY 9Iga ol 9w
OTR & &g 5of @ &/ 9 qu=re 4 g8 "o [A=gar
BV T &—

i. e B sngeff g SFerisT deT H TIET BT
W?ﬁmmﬁaﬁaﬁ#@wﬁwwﬁwﬁ
fiav [EiRa oo 300/~ WUY BV STesTd ded H
GINT BV Ghal &/ Jdoed dded H gl el
SWIRRY U9 97 Galil @I gikakia 78 @ i Wil e
OTR & THY Tl @I & J7 1%, foar &1 715, =iy, fer
sfe | 91y glafdifcal § weee fBar o e T Jefois
grgar § srgeff sifag Af @ gvaig o7 fRaw & & weneT
Y _AHd & IHP GeErq IEfrE Jraar & dierd H §1s8/
fawafaenera &1 7H, Yier 7, IV ¥ e H BIF AT
T& &Y TRUT| §IS GINT TR BT 3R 71 27.07.2023

F GUN  IFosT AT @ [l One  Time
Registration (OTR) # 3@l gFgar 4 @aa a7
VBRI W @ agAld & T &1 wdverm spreff s
OTR & 3eifores Irgar 4 aifsd W9 &Y oid /| 3rgeff
TINETT BT P SUNIT & SIS T 3deT ¥/ Tfe 3rgeff
qdl BT ST AT HEHT B} gHT & ar Ve Refd 7
3rgeff @l el grar § G e 89 Yo, OTR Uof
ov Wg @ Iefore Jrgar § HINYT BNl SR $9W 99
Serfore Jrgar 4 GO &Y BT lddbed 9 b STl
3TdeT H 3ITo7Ig 3ae Bl TINIT BV Pl 3l b NI
SUGTET Y&V, o SUIRT § by g8 Iefors Jar § aifed
IR &Y HHAT &/ SIelgT 3T H G 8 [FEiRd
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BT OTHT HNI Pl GiHAT Sidclis 37dqT BV Pl GiHIT P

7ATT 81 8l

ii. afe 1< speff @& siendT smaeT 4 Ffe vE ot @
T T8 faedl BRUIG AT BN @ JIaH fQFIH P geErg
7 egw & Hiav 319+ 3iTorg= 31deT § WINET T8l &Y grar
& T O 3T IS daT H FIRT HNT BT TH 3V
I SITHR GRS I & UeArq SiTcs T Fic HIET §G
vF [APPaa wHg fear SR forad erreff g ifaong
AT B FIS Bl STAGT GIRT BY GBI SAAgT
31AeT H WIET &g Iaip U9 GHT I G gIH ¥ IS Pl
JdgIIsc @ ArRIH W & St Sad e wwa 7 arereff
3T SieleT 31deT H [FEIRT HeeT Yo 300,/— “GI
SITATET 3deT HY B GIHIT & FHF YIAT BT FIET
BV TDT|

iii. 3w® uearq Siideigd 3deT H [Pl HBR BT
I/ GRadT ¥IBIN T8l AT TR T O fdr #ff

i @1 wwqer qrfde et @1 &7

8. Aforesaid Clause of the advertisement would make it
clear that in order to obviate any possibility of discrepancies in the
application as well as to grant opportunities to the candidates for
making necessary correction in the application form, provisions
have been made, where on two different occasions rectification in
the application form was allowed. Firstly, the candidate could have
made rectification within seven days from the last date of filing of
application form and as per Clause 17(ii) of the advertisement,
even if any candidate fails to make rectification and could not avail
the first opportunity then, after completion of examination, second
opportunity would be granted to the respective candidate for
making necessary corrections.

9. In the instant cases, even after examination, Board has
issued one press note as well as published it on its official website
granting opportunity of rectification in the application form even
after completion of examination. However, the petitioners even
then did not submit any application for seeking the necessary

rectification.
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10. It is only after declaration of result, when the
petitioners found that the they have not secured proper place in
the selection list as per the category filed by them, they submitted
applications for rectification, which were not entertainable as per
the Scheme of examination declared by respondent-Board.

11. It is settled proposition of law that category of the
candidate cannot be allowed to be changed at subsequent stage,
as held by the Co-ordinate Bench of this Court at Principal Seat,
Jodhpur in D.B. Civil Writ Petition N0.15900/2021 (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)."

12. In the light of above discussion as well as the
observations made by the Division Bench of this Court, this Court
does not find any ground to interfere in the instant writ petitions
and, the same, are hereby, dismissed.

13. Pending application(s), if any, shall stand disposed of.

(ANAND SHARMA),]
DAKSH/12 & 13



