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HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE FOR RAJASTHAN
BENCH AT JAIPUR

S.B. Civil Writ Petition No. 4257/2026

Smt. Sheetal Yadav D/o Shri Dau Dayal Yadav, Aged About 43
Years, R/o B-255, Baldev Puri, Hida Ki Mori, Ramganj Bazar,
Jaipur-302003.

----Petitioner
Versus
1. The State Of Rajasthan, Through Principal Secreatry,
Department Of Personnel, Government Secretariat,
Jaipur.
2. Rajasthan Staff Selection Board, Jaipur Through Its
Secretary.
3. Chairman, Rajasthan Staff Selection Board, Jaipur.
----Respondents
For Petitioner(s) :  Dr. Vibhuti Bhushan Sharma, Adv.

with Mr. Avinash Choudhary, Adv.,
Ms. Anindya Gupta, Adv.,

Mr. Harshit Tiwari, Adv. &

Ms. Suman Kalal, Adv.

For Respondent(s)

HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE ANAND SHARMA

Order

28/03/2026

1. The above writ petition has been filed by the petitioner
challenging the denial of correction in her category in the
recruitment process for the post of Class-IV employees.

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

3. It is stated that the petitioner belongs to 'OBC Widow!'

category. On account of the fact that the petitioner is less
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educated and has no knowledge with regard to computer or the
process of filing the online application form, got her form filled
through third person/E-Mitra, who instead of showing the category
of petitioner as 'OBC Widow', showed the petitioner as 'General
Widow'.

4. It is also submitted by learned counsel for the
petitioner that after filing the application form, the petitioner
participated in the written examination and although, she secured
more marks than the cut-off marks declared for 'OBC Widow'
candidate, yet only on account of human error occurred while
submitting the application form, the petitioner was not considered
in the category of 'OBC Widow'.

5. It is further submitted by learned counsel for the
petitioner that after declaration of result, petitioner also submitted
application/affidavit seeking correction in her category, yet no
action was taken by the respondent-Board. It is also submitted
that, in case, the petitioner was treated in the category of 'OBC
Widow', then she would have secured proper place in the merit list
for further consideration in the recruitment process.

6. I have heard learned counsel for the petitioner and
perused the record.

7. Clause 17 of the advertisement issued by respondent-

Board is reproduced hereunder:

“17. Sldeligd daed H GIEA Bl FHBA— IS GV
SIS 3TdeT H GIET 8§ Pl SBerigT qrefar u7 war
T& far GRAT) 919 gINT G fAsifaT fedie 14.07.2023 §
T gfe fvdr srgeff & 39 OTR & ¥ & =14, fdar & =,
ST g ferm H gRadT @var & @ 99 wWayerH 379+

SITEIIR / ST3TENN. H Givad &xar-] 8RIT dcqeard OTR &hIT
Uv B HT §cT QT SN [oTd SITEIR TR H gt
T Srer 9Wd OTR H ¥qa: & 31 S| 3rgeff &l sra=r
OTR 4 3IRevT &7l [eegrrorT vl vq Hor [Aqrg H aifesd
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Wﬁwwﬁﬁ@ﬁﬁﬁ?/wweﬁwﬁwwﬁa%
SUvI=T & 3i7erigT 3deTd ¥/ Ife 2ﬁ‘ gt &1 7T T
314G WIHS Y gl & dl VHl Rerfad 7 siiers= sdeT H
VI @R @l AT @ g 4 99 Wg @ AH [Aar
T ST UG T # gRadT @t srgEfa el g1t | sl
B Tl Seev S/ feEToTT &Yl qer AT H Gl
#vd & @ Ysal 99 OTR U9 U¥ SIN&T &9fl /feaqrrer
St/ qe [Aarg H AT BN BRI g9 99 Wd @
SITelIgT 3deT H yd H 9Y T SN &/ R
89l /qeT fAared § GO BY BT [dbey IyciE] & I
fored SUIRT & oipY g8 Jifosd S9N &Y Whal &/ 3Teig
34T Submit [&d ST & Tearq I 3TdeE Bl el THIR
F FIe @1 gar erar & ar sreff siiTengT ST H wiel

OTR & @AY §of @ &/ 97 q=rs 4 g8 QI [=Igar
&V bl &—

i. afe dIg 3ngeff g STegT 3ded d HINETT BV
Frgar & al deT i & faF f&id & gvErq 07 fead &
gy [FEiRa gedb 300,/— WG IBY 3iTciisd AT H
GINT BV Ghal &/ Jldoigd daed d gl el
gYaRY U9 99 Gaeil @I gRafda T8 &Y grgr Wi Se
OTR & WAY Tof @ & g7 714, foar &7 74, STafafey forr
sife ] 99 glaffeedl & wener faar o e SeforE
aﬁw#m&ﬁaﬁvﬁ@?qﬁmwﬁwﬁé‘?wﬁw
PN DA &/ ID GIAN] IeIOrE IrIar & Hictd H drs )/
faegfaenersr &1 T1H, Vo7 7, Sclvf Y slfe d dlg AT
T&l BV TPUT| dIs GINT I8 BT 3R fadid 27.07.2023
F GUR 3T Eed @ [l One Time
Registration (OTR) & ¥frs grgar 4 »aad 71
VBRI W @ agAfd & T &1 wdverm speff s
OTR # 3eifores aryar & aifoqd G &7 ofd /| 3reff
TIET &N @ QUNIT & 3Tl 3ded WY/ Ifa argeff
ol BT SIS STdGT HEHT BN gHT & al vl Rerfd H
arreff @I derfore Jrgar H werET @Y 89 Use, OTR Ul
oY W @I eIt Jrgar ¥ GOET BNl SR S0 O
Serfores FrIar d WINYT HNT FT by ¥ p SiTlg T
3AeT H 7T ] Bl AINET BVt P T b N
SUcTE] VB fored SUINT H oIbvY g8 IO Jraar § aifed
O BN HHAT &/ SclsT 3deT H HIREE 8 [FEIRT
BT OTHT BNIT Bl GIHAT STc7ig 3dqT BN Pl GiHIT P

7ATT 81 8l

ii. afe 1< speff @ siengT smaeT 4 Ffe vE ot 8
ToIT T8 faedl BRUIG AT BN @ JIaH fQIiH P geErg
7 *gw & Hiav 319+ 3iTorig= 3daT F WINET T8l &Y grar
& T SV UT TonisT AT H WITT BT BT UH SN
I TR GRIET ST & YIArq SiTcs T Fic WIET 89
vF [APPaa wHg fear SR forad erreff g ifaong
AT B FIS Bl STAGT FIRT BY GBI SAAGT
31AeT H WIET &g Iaip U9 GHT I AT gIb ¥ IS Pl
W?W@ﬁmﬁ/wﬁaﬁ%wﬁmﬁ
31T 3%/'10//5'1 df/c/cw 4 [REiRa e g 300,/— wUI
TG 3deT HY B GIHAT & FHF YIAT BT FIET
BV TDT|

iii. 3@® uearg Siideigd 3deT H [Pl HBR BT
I/ GRadT ¥IBIN T8l AT TR T O fdr #ff
i @1 TRt g1l spreff @t g "
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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,
and 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.

o. In the instant case, before appearing in the
examination, the petitioner was issued admit card, in which also
category of the petitioner was shown as 'General Widow' and not
as 'OBC Widow', even then, the petitioner did not raise any
objection and appeared in the examination as 'General Widow'
candidate. 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 petitioner even then did
not submit any application for seeking the necessary rectification.
10. It is only after declaration of result, when the petitioner
found that she has not secured proper place in the selection list as
per the category filed by her, she submitted application for
rectification, which was not entertainable as per the Scheme of

examination declared by respondent-Board.
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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 petition
and, the same, is hereby, dismissed.

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

(ANAND SHARMA),]

Jatin /01



