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Petitioner has challenged the advertisement dated
19.10.2024 issued by respondent no. 3, Uttarakhand
Medical Service Selection Board (for short ‘the Board’), by
which, applications have been invited for recruiting
Pharmacist in Government Medical College situated in
Uttarakhand. The challenge is also made to the order
dated 11.12.2025 passed by respondent no. 2-the
Department of Medical Education, by which, the
representation of the petitioner has been rejected.

2. Heard learned counsel for the parties and perused
the record.
3. It is the case of the petitioner that she is eligible for

appointment as Pharmacist. Respondent no. 3-the Board



had invited application by virtue of advertisement dated
19.10.2024 for recruitment to the post of Pharmacist. For
a long, the respondent no. 1-State as well as respondent
no. 3-the Board had not made any recruitment and in
that process, the petitioner had become overage by
thirteen days only.

4. Petitioner sought relaxation of the age from the State
Government. She filed representation, but, they were not
considered, therefore, the petitioner and other similarly
situated other persons did file Writ Petition (S/S) No.
2090 of 2024, Shailendra Prasad Nautiyal and Others Vs.
State of Uttarakhand and Others (for short ‘the first
petition’), which was decided by the Court on 07.10.2025
giving liberty to the petitioners and others to make a
representation to the Secretary, Medical Education with
further direction for its decision within three months.

5. The petitioner did make representation, but, it was
rejected by the impugned order dated 11.12.2025 passed
by the respondent no. 2-Department of Medical
Education.

6. Learned counsel for the petitioner would submit that
petitioner has become overage by thirteen days only
because of the inaction on the part of the respondent no.
1-State Government as a recruitment process was not

carried out every year. He submits that the



representation has been rejected on the ground that if
such a representation is allowed, there would be flood of
such applications. He further submits that this may not
be a genuine ground, therefore, the Court should relax
thirteen days so that the petitioner may become eligible
for appointment to the position of Pharmacist pursuant
to the advertisement dated 19.10.2024 issued by
respondent no. 3-the Board.

7. Learned State Counsel submits that the posts were
created in the year 2022. He further submits that there
are no reasonable grounds for giving age relaxation to the
petitioner.

8. What is being sought is relaxation in age so as to
become eligible for applying to the position of Pharmacist
pursuant to the advertisement dated 19.10.2024 issued
by respondent no. 3-the Board. What should be the age of
the candidate for a particular post, it is within the
domain of the employer. The Court may not make
interference in such matters. In fact, the petitioner did
file a first petition seeking directions to the respondents
so as to relax the age. In the first writ petition, petitioners
were given liberty to approach the State Government by
making a representation, which they did and it has been
rejected. It is admitted that as per the service rules

applicable in the State of Uttarakhand, the maximum age



for the position is 42 years.
9. In view of these circumstances, we do not see any
reason to make any indulgence in this writ petition and it

stands dismissed at the stage of admission itself.

(Alok Mahra, J.) (Ravindra Maithani, J.)
07.01.2026
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