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1. Heard Shri Ajai Kumar Srivastava, learned counsel for the petitioner
and Ms. Archana Tyagi, learned Addl. Chief Standing Counsel for the
State respondents.

2. The instant petition has been filed seeking quashing of the document
verification dated 29th January 2026, whereby the petitioner was declared
unfit being appointed on the post of Computer Operator Grade A 2023 in
U.P. Police. Subsequently, by amendment to the petition, he has prayed
for quashing of the final result of UP Police Computer Operator Grade A
Direct Recruitment 2023 in so far asit relates to the petitioner.

3. Briefly stated facts of the case are the respondents have issued an
advertisement for the selection on the post of Computer Operator Grade A
in UP Police Department through direct recruitment on 29th December
2023. The aforesaid advertisement in order to oust the candidate
belonging to the creamy layer has prescribed the specific condition that
the persons who are claiming the benefit under the OBC category they
must produce their cast certificate issued between 1st April 2023 till the
last date of the application, that is 30th January 2024. The petitioner
herein had applied for the said post, and aongwith the application has
annexed cast certificate issued on 1.6.2021 which was not within the
prescribed period and was issued before the prescribed period. The
petitioner has qualified in the written examination as well as the computer
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test. However, at the time of document verification, when it was found
that the cast certificate submitted by the petitioner was not issued within
the prescribed period and was issued prior to it, the petitioner was
declared unfit. Being aggrieved by the action of the respondent declaring
her to be unfit, the instant petition has been filed by her. Subsequently,
selection process was completed and the final result was declared on 7th
February 2026. Thereupon the petitioner has amended the writ petition
and has relied upon the caste certificate dated 28/8/2025, which was not
the part of the application. Thus the petitioner clams that still she is
belonging to the OBC category, therefore the respondents are required to
consider the claim of the petitioner under the OBC category. In support of
this submission, learned counsel for the petitioner has relied upon the
judgment of the Apex Court in Ram Kumar Gijroya v. Delhi Subordinate
Services Selection Board, (2016) 4 SCC 754 and submits that in that case
the candidate has failed to submit the OBC certificate before the last date
of submission of the application and subsequently the same was tendered,
on the basis of which the direction was issued by learned single judge of
the High Court to consider the claim of such candidate. The said order
was reversed by the Division Bench in letters patent appeal. On further
appeal being preferred to the Supreme Court, the Supreme Court has
upheld the order passed by the learned single judge. Thus learned counsel
for the petitioner submits that ssimilar direction be also issued in favor of
the petitioner.

4. Per contra, learned Addl. Chief Standing Counsel for the State
respondents relied upon the relevant provisions of the advertisement in
the instant case, which read as under :

" (5) IR USY Wik Qa1 (IR Aifadi, FgRa T AMfadt diR 7=
TUse Tl & T smeeron) srfafAaw-1994 (WHA-GHY T AT |Liad) &t
FIGA-ET & STTAR FHIHIAAR o et A AT I TS & 377 TUse &t
% TRl T STRETUT T TN ITHT -Tal 31 fusg a7t & fetg wfa wwor-
T (WEU-2) 01 e, 2023 a1 IqF MG H {heq I@ Wl ag Fufia
MAE T el AT~ At deh T (et gier angel”

5. Learned Addl. Chief Standing Counsel for the State respondents has
also relied upon Clause 6.3 of the advertisement with regard to the last
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date of the application in the instant case. Thus learned Addl. Chief
Standing Counsel submits that the persons belonging to the OBC category
who are in the creamy layer are not entitled for the benefit under the OBC
category with intent to oust such candidates who had attained the creamy
layer and the period within which the cast certificate of OBC category is
to be issued that has been prescribed in the advertisement itself.
Admittedly the petitioner has not submitted the cast certificate issued
within the said period. The cast certificate issued previously, which has
been annexed by the petitioner alongwith the application form cannot be
considered for the reason that the creamy layer of the petitioner could not
be ascertained. In such circumstances the claim of the petitioner was
considered under the general category and since the petitioner was age
barred under the general category, she was declared unfit. Therefore,
learned Addl. C.S.C. submits that there is no illegality in the procedure
adopted by the respondents. Therefore, she seeks dismissal of the instant
petitioner. Clause 6(3)and (4) read as under:

" 6.(3)-3T 1 ITRIT Y ATAG {[eeh BT WA HAAEA- S FE/hiee
FIE/FUSIAT A THT/IUITE & HILAH | el gR

(4) TEUAATSA AT U We H o1 T fohedt off wwa & fAweor 2
TEUATS ¢ 044-47749010 S foRaT ST 38T €, S TS &hed bl SAfeaw
fater 30-01-2024 a foransfier w&am 1"

6. Having considered the rival submission of the learned counsel for the
parties this Court has carefully gone through the record of the case. It is
settled position of law from the judgements of the Apex Court in the case
of Indra Sawhney v. Union of India, 1992 Supp (3) SCC 217, as well as
Valsamma Paul v. Cochin University, (1996) 3 SCC 545 that OBC
candidate belonging to the creamy layer are not entitled for the benefit
under the OBC category and with intent to oust such candidate in the
advertisement specifically a provision has been made with regard to the
cast certificate of OBC category to be issued within a particular period,
just before the advertisement and till the last date of submission of the
application. Admittedly the petitioner has failed to provide that cast
certificate issued within the prescribed period rather she has provided a
certificate of OBC category which was issued in the year 2021. In such



WRIA No. 2052 of 2026

circumstances respondents have rightly did not take into consideration the
said certificate in the case of the petitioner while verifying the documents
and thus she was rightly declared unfit being age barred under the general
category. It is admitted position that subsequent OBC certificate which
has been annexed alongwith the writ petition has never been produced
during the selection process before the respondents. Judgment relied
upon by the learned counsel for the petitioner would not apply in the
instant case, as the said cast certificate which has been subsequently
issued has never been tendered by the petitioner prior to the declaration of
result to the respondents.

7. In such view of the matter, this court do not find any illegality in the
action on the part of the respondents while declaring the petitioner unfit.

8. The instant petition has no merit and the same is accordingly
dismissed.

(Anish Kumar Gupta,J.)
March 19, 2026
o.k.
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