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“The only ground in the aforesaid paragraph is that the
petitioners never submitted their cases for promotion, hence they could not be
considered. Keeping in view the aforesaid averments, vide order dated 8.5.2009
passcd by this Court, Mr. Chahal was asked to scek instructions from the
respondents regarding promotion of the petitioners as the petitioners were found
not «t fault for forwarding their cases to the Director Public Instructions (SE),
Punjab. Today Mr. Chahal  has  reported that since the petitioners
did not apply for promotion, though their cases were forwarded to the
Director Public Instructions (S) . Punjab, they were not considered. It is not a
case of direct recruit where the petitioners were required to apply. The
petitioners were admittedly eligible for promotion. It was the obligation and
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duty of the respondents to have considered 11 eligible candidates, including the
petiticners for promiotion in accordance with rules. Yo rules/instructions have
been brought to the notice of this court which requirzs making of formal
application for promotion by a candiduate. It appears that the respondents have
failed in their legitimate duty in not considering the petitioners for promotion.
The ground urged in the reply that the petitioners did not apply for promotion is
totally baseless, fallacious and unwarranted.

It is settled law that every government cmpleyee has a right of
consideration for promotion . Even though when the petitioners were eligible and
their cases were forwarded by (he concerned Circle Education Officer, the
petitinners have been denied the consideration for no valid reason.

Under  these eircumscances, this  petition is  allowed.- The
respondents are directed to accord consideration for promotion to the petitioners
to the posts of Master, on the hasis of the recommendations of the Block Pimary
Education Officer and District Education O fficer, I'atiala. [f there is no legal
impediment, the petitioners shall be promoted fo the posts of Master with effect
from the date persons junior to them were pvum(utcd’”.
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