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ORLERQNCP-/98 I 

This is a Contempt petition filed by original 

applicant alleging that the respondents have not complied with 

the order of Tribunal dated 7/8/97. Respondents have filed 

reply to CP-47/98. 

2. 	 By order dated 7/8/97 in OA-1229/96, this 

Tribunal granted certain monetary benefits to the applicant 
-thA 

with a direction to respondents4it should be paid within 

a certain time. Now the applicant1 s contention is that in 

not making the payment withhe time as mentioned in the 

4 	order, the respondents. have coxmiitted contempt of this Court. 

The respondents have denied the allegation of 

the applicant. They have also stated that they have sent a 

cheque of Rs. 20,143/- to the applicant. 

Learned Counsel for applicant pressestwo 

points in support of Cont empt Petitthon. The first point is 

that there was delay on the part of administration in making 

payment, which means contempt., and the second point is 

calculation of interest made by respondents is wrong and they 

have not obeyed the order of the Tribunal. Respondents have 

refuted both the contentions. 

After hearing both the sides, as far as questi 
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of delay is concerned, we notice that in order dated 7/8/97 

payment was directed to be made within 4 rnotiths from the date 

of receipt of order. Admittedly, the direction in the 

order that wages for the period from 24/8/94 to 3/8/95 to be 

paid was wrOig direction and it was not executable therefore 

the respondents have not executed/complied with the order !. 

which is per se incorrect* 

on applicant 's review petition, the said portion 

of the order came to be amended and respondents were directed to 

make payment from 29/4/95 by the order in the WP dated 8/1/98 

which is only modification of the original order dated 7/8/97 

and it became executable and operative. After receiving of 

copy of the order, for which we may allow one or two weeks, 

the respondents should have made payment sometime in May,98 

but the respondents have made payment in Noventer,98. The 

respondents have Ao dt claimed hat the applicant has 

filed another OA where he has challenged the legality and 

validity of the order dated 7/8/97 and therefore, the 

administration was in doubt whether to make any payment or 

not in pursuance of order dated 7/8/97. In the circumstance, 

if there is a delay of three to four months, it does not 

give rise to contempt. Having regard to the facts and 

circumstances of the case, though there is some delay in 

making payment, the respondents have paid the interest and 

it does not invite action under the law of contempt. 

Now, the dispute between the parties is regarding 

the period from which is to be paid. According to applicant's 

counsel, interest should be paid after expiry of four months 

from 7/8/97, but according to respondents they are liable to 

pay interest only after expiry of four months from the date 

of order of RP (8/1/98). 

After hearing both the sides, we find that there 

is some merit in the respondents' contention, on the fact of 

it, order dated 7/8/97 was not an executable order and so 

V 
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respondents need not pay interest. It is only in the 

order on RP dated 8/1/98, an executable order came to be 

passed. Now only the liability of the respondents starts. 

They were bound to conly with the order on RP sometime 

in May,98. Respondents have paid the interest from some time 

in May,98 till the date of issuing the cheque which they 

have now done, and it appears to be correct*  

we find that no case is made out and hence 

nothing survives and Cp-47/98 deserves to be discharged. 

7. 	in the result, CP-47/98 is discharged. NO 

orders as to costs. 
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