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1. The petitioner by way of this Writ Petition has prayed for 

directing the respondents to extend his retirement age upto 62 years and has 

also prayed for quashing of the order dated 31.12.2016 (Annexure P-10) 

whereby he was retired from service on attaining the age of 60 years. 

2. Learned counsel for the petitioner submits that the petitioner was 

a physical disabled person and he is entitled for continuation of service upto 

the age 62 years in terms of the judgment passed by this Court in                     

the case of Dr. Jagjiwan Singh Vs. State of Punjab in CWP-25972-2016 

decided on 03.08.2016 wherein the circulars of the Government of Punjab 

were interpreted to mean that for disabled person, the retirement age would 

be 62 years. Learned counsel for the petitioner submits that in terms thereto 

the petitioner was entitled for the said benefit. He has also submitted that the 

judgment passed in the case of Dr. Jagjiwan Singh (Supra) was upheld as the 

LPA filed against the same was dismissed as withdrawn. Therefore, it has 

attained finality. 

Suresh Kumar
2023.12.20 10:06
I attest to the accuracy and
integrity of this document



{2023:PHHC:158062} 
����������	
��
����

��2���������

 
 

3. Learned State counsel submits that the judgment passed in the 

case of Dr. Jagjiwan Singh (Supra) is distinguishable on the facts of the 

present case as the said judgment has relied upon the benefits granted to one 

Bhajan Chand who was working as a Lecturer (Music) and was allowed to 

retire at the age of 62 years. 

4. Learned counsel submits that the circular issued by the State 

Government was not examined by the Court. The age of retirement of all 

handicapped persons was enhanced to 60 years from 58 years vide circular 

dated 21.11.2014. It was also clarified that the earlier instructions issued on 

08.10.2012 and 20.09.2013 was with respect to granting extension of 1/2 

years. However, such extension was not to be given to the employees who 

had already been given enhancement of age of 60 years for retirement. 

5. I have carefully considered the submissions of the learned 

counsel for the parties. 

6. In Punjab Government Service, this Court finds that the 

retirement age for all employees is 58 years. However, upon moving 

application, the service of the Government employee may be extended by one 

year or two years, as the case may be. Thus, the persons belonging to general 

category, who is not a Class IV employee and who is not a handicapped 

person, may be granted extension of service from 58 years upto 59 or 60 

years of age. 

7. For the intervening period of two years, the age of retirement for 

all employees was enhanced upto 60 years. However, vide order dated 

19.11.2014, the retirement age of general category persons were again 

reduced to 58 years extendable upto one or two years on their options. 

Suresh Kumar
2023.12.20 10:06
I attest to the accuracy and
integrity of this document



{2023:PHHC:158062} 
����������	
��
����

��2���������

 
 

8. So far as the physically handicapped, hearing impaired as well 

as blind persons under the Cadre of Class IV employees are concerned, a 

circular was issued on 22.12.2014 enhancing their retirement age upto 60 

years, however, the benefit of option for extension of service for further one 

or two years was not made available to such category of persons beyond 60 

years. 

9. This Court notices that in the case of Dr. Jagjiwan Singh 

(Supra), the aforesaid aspect was not noticed. The said judgment was passed 

only on the ground of parity. It failed to take into consideration that after the 

year 2014, the services could not be extended of any person beyond the age 

of 60 years. The judgment would therefore, be per incuriam as has been held 

by the apex Court in the case of Hyder Consulting (UK) Ltd. Vs. Governor, 

State of Orissa; (2015) 2 SCC 189. The relevant extract of the said judgment 

is reproduced as under:- 
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10. It is further be noticed that no person has a right for seeking 

extension in service. If the ordinary age of retirement is 58 years or 60 years 

as is available for the disabled persons, they do not have any right to claim 

extension. Even if they have opted for extension of their services, the State 

Government may refuse such extension for various reasons which may be 

available on record. As no vested right is available, Writ Petition for 

enforcing such extension in service would not lie.  

11. In the circumstances, prayer made by the petitioner to extend his 

retirement age beyond the age of 60 years is found to be without basis. The 

Writ Petition is accordingly dismissed. 
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