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noteworthy which should entitle an 

officer to recognition and suitable 

rewards in the matter pxo of promo-

tion. 

- 	22.1 xxxx xxxx xxxx xx 

3. Not-selection Method: 

Where the promotion are to be made 

on 'non-selection' basis according to 

recruitment Rules, the DPC need not 

make a comparative assessment of the 

records of officers and it should 

categorise the officers as 'fit' or 

'not Lit yet fit' for promotion on the 

basis of assessment of their record 

of service. While considering an 

officer 'fit', guidelines in pare 2.1.4. 

should be borne in mind. The officers 

categorised as 'fit' should be placed 

in the panel in the order of their 

seniority in the grade from which 

promotions are to be made." 

6. 	It is manifest from the above that even in 

case of promotion on non-selection method, guide-

lines in para 2.1.4. of the OM dated 10.3.1999 hoe to 

be looked into. It is conceded for the respondents 

that the assessment as per the kinual Confidential 
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of his juniors were promoted,to this OA was filed 

for the relief referred to supra. 

5. 	It is eefttende inter-alia for the respondents 
11 

that the applicant was not considered fit as his 

performance was average for four years and good for 

only one year, It is contended for the resn-

dentc th t. the DPC did not find him fit as his per-

formance was good for only one out of five years by 

relying upon Para 3 read with Para 2.1.4 of the ON 

No.F.22011/5/86.Estt.II, dated 10.3.1989. It is 

urged for the aoplicant that if the assessment of 

the performance for any year which is treated as 

average has to tfe considered as adverse for 

promotion of the employee, sz the same has to be 

communicated and when it is not communicated, the 

same cannot be looked into for holding that the 

employee is unfit for promotion. Par2.1.4 and 3 of 

the ON dated 10.3.199 read as under:- 

"2.1.4. Government also desires to clear 

the misconception about "Average" perfor-

mance. While "Average" may not be taken 

as an adverse remark in respect of an 

officer, at the same time, it cannot be 

regarded as complimentary to the officer, 

as "Average" performance should be 

regarded as routine and undistinguished. 

It is only performance that is above 

average and performance that is really 
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9. 	Office has to place this order and records 

before the Hon'ble Chaian, C.A.T. 
* 	 •1 
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- 	Central Rdn-AnIgIrativt Ttibuat) 
Hydorabad DGliOh 

Hydetabat 

To 
The becretary, Union of India, Psiri.ot £tence, 

New Delhj. 
The Controller deneral of Itence Accounts 
west block B Ramajcrjshna Puram, New Llhi-66. 
Controller of Letence Accounts 506, 
knna balai, aras-18. 

One copy to Mr.ii.RamdcnanaraRao, Advocate, CAT.1-iyd. 
One copy to bir.N.v.Ragrigva Recioyjc nddl.LUtSL.CAT.nyd. 
One copy to Library, CAT.t-fyo. 

7.Orr spare copy. 
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