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noteworthy which should entitle an
of ficer to recognition and suitable
rewards in the matter pxa of promo-

tion.

Lo 2.2,1 YXXX HHHK MRHK xX

3., Noh~selection Method:

Where the promotion are to be made
on 'non-selection’ baéis according to
recruitment Rules, the DPC need not
make a comparative assessment of the
records of officers ard it should
categorise the officers as 'fit' or
'not £%x vet fit' for promotion on the
basis of assessment of their record
of service. Whileiconsidering an
officer 'fit', guidelines in para 2.1.4.
shoulé be borne in mind. The officers
categnrised 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 manifést from the above that even in
case of promotion on non-selection met?od, guide-~
) lines in para 2.1.4. of the OM dated 10.3,1989 ;;;tfo
be looked into. It is conceded for the respondents
that the assessment as per the Anpual Confidential

M
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of his juniors were promoted, %z this OA was filed

for the relief referred to supra.

Gondy

5. It is eeﬁ%eﬂﬁeg inter-alia for the respondents

that the applicant was not considered fit as his

performance was average for four years and good for
AAn '\'Lﬁao_\_,l\ \,: l_\:,MLMW\' k\.).\'h— fr oV L

only one year, It is contended for the respon-

dentcz th .« the DPC 4did 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 OM

Ko.F,22011/5/86-Estt.II, dated 10,.3,1989, It is

urged for the applicant that if the assessment of
the performanceifor any year which is trested as
average has to be considered'as adverse for

promotion of thé employee, =& the same has to be
communicated an& when it is not communicated, the
same cannot he iooked into for holding that the
employee is unfit for proﬁotion. Pares 2.1.4 and 3 of

the OM dated 10.3.1989 read as under: -

"2.1.4, Government also desires to clear
the misconception about "Average" perfor-
ﬁance. While "Average" may not be taken
as an adverse remark in respect of an
officer, at_the same time, it cannot be
regarded as‘éomplimentary 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 Chairman, C,A.T,

UHC‘-I' [N YW 7] \.la.uu'-ué-'-'".
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Central Adminigtrative Tribuas
Hyderabad Bench
Hyvderabigd

1, The secretary, Union of India, Min.ot Detence,
New Delhi. ‘

2. The Controller General of Defence Accounts
Best Block B Ramakrishna Puram, New lelhi-66,

3. Controller of iefence Aaccounts 506,

Anna salai, ™Madras-18,.
8. One coOpy to Mr.u.RamdcnanaraRao, Aavocate, CAT.Ryd.
5. One copy to Mr.N.v,Raghgva Recayk Addl.CusC.CaT.Hyd,
6. One copy to Library, CAT,Hyd.
7.0re spare Copye.

pvm

Cmo Puraber nﬂa@-mz'7 E

o2 of lu{-‘ T git -s«u-am?
.zj L.¢JJ . u-n ------ .-n- z






