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24 The decree-holder Tespondent did not appear

before us to contest the revision despite sufficient
Oppnrtuniy}éi. Un behalf of the Judgment debtor-
revisionist, it was contended before us that the
decree sought to be eiecuted by the respondent is
merely a declaratory decree and is not executable
under ithe law. It was also contended that there is
no direction in the decree to pay interest and the
lmpugned order passed by the execution Court for the
realization of interest is dgalnst the terms of the

decree,

3. “€ have carefully gone throush the relevant
record znd find that the Tespondent had filed the
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declaration and mandatory injunction., After contest,

the trial Court decreed the suijt with costs direct.ng

- that the plaintifi-respondent is entitled to get his

salary refixed from 1.1.1947 to 19.9.1954 in C,P,C,
scale. A mandatory injunction was also issyed
directing the defendant-revisionist to refix the pay
of the plaintiff in the grade of ds, 55130 from
1.1.1947 and to pay all consequential benefits to
the plaintiff, There W3S no direction in the decree
for payment of interest, The impugned order passed

by the Execution Court directing the peyment of

‘interest to the plaintiff snd for issuing the

attachment in that connection is, therefore, without

|



e pldlntlff-respondent
is not entitled get any lnterest and as Such,
there jg force jip the Objection 0f the Judgment
debtop- revisionist.
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