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The original staff attendance register of the school
for the month of February 2017 has been produced in
Court. It appears therefrom that the petitioner did
actually join the school and put her signature in the
attendance register on February 3, 2017 & February 4,
2017. February 5, 2017 was a Sunday and on February
6, 2017 the appointment letter of the petitioner stood

cancelled.

The cancellation of the appointment of the
petitioner was set at naught by this Court with a
direction for reinstatement. The authority complied the
direction passed by the Court, but instead of issuing an

order of reinstatement issued a fresh appointment letter



on June 9, 2022 and the petitioner actually joined the
school on June 10, 2022.

The petitioner submits that as there was a
direction for reinstatement, there was no requirement of

issuing a fresh letter of appointment.

It appears from the submissions made on behalf of
the parties and on perusal of the records that the
moment the order of cancellation of appointment of the
petitioner was set aside by the Court with direction for
reinstatement, accordingly, the reinstatement ought to
take place on and from the date the order of cancellation
was issued. There was actually no requirement of

issuance of a fresh letter of appointment.

The petitioner already joined the school by signing
the attendance register on February 3, 2017. Because of
the cancellation of her letter of appointment she was not
in a position to serve the school on and from February 6,

2017 till June 9, 2022.

As the petitioner was restrained from joining the
school and practically did not serve the school for the
aforesaid period, she will not be entitled to the salary but
the authority is directed to provide all notional benefit to
the petitioner. The service of the petitioner shall be
treated as continuous on and from February 3, 2017
and the period during which the petitioner could not
serve the school, for no fault of her own, should not be

treated as a break in service.

The contempt application, accordingly, stands

disposed of.



Sh

The original attendance register is perused and
returned to the learned advocate representing the

contemnor nos. 1 & 2.

Urgent certified photocopy of this order, if applied
for, be supplied to the parties expeditiously on

compliance of usual legal formalities.

(Amrita Sinha, J.)



