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LIC of iPdia
VS. [‘
Mrs.Asha
Ramchhandra
Ambekar & Anr,

!
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMIMISTRPATIVE TRIEUNWAL, JAIPUPR EENCH}iiJ

JAIPUR.,

0.4, Mo, 418/93 Date of decision: 17.3.94

]

EMT. FESHAR DEVI & AIIOTHER : Applicants,

VERSUS

/

UNION OF INMLIA &% OFS ¢ Respondents,

Mr. B.L., Avaszthi Counsel for the applicant.

Mr. K., Shrimal Counczel for the respondents,

K2

CORAM:
Hon'ble !ir, Justice D,L, Hehta, Vice=Chairman

PER. HOII'ELE P, JUIZTICE D,L. HEHTA, VICE=CHALIRMAN:

Heard the learnsl couns=l for the parties, Peruced
the pleadings of the parties,
2, . It was submitted that the applicant’cs hushand expired
cn 1.,7.71. It was &lso submitted that on 26.12.86; application
for appointmént on compassionate ground vas submitted and

subsaquently 8 applications werz submitted from time to time,

.as referrei to in para 3 of the application. Mr. Zhrimal

submits that the caze is time-barrsed, Apart from that, in

th

Iy

light of the juigment ¢given by Hon'lkle Fupreme Court in
the caze of *I:IC as well as taking into consideration that ths
application haz kreen filed after 22 vyears of the Jeath of the
employee anl even if it is accepted that the first application
wras filed o 26.12;86 which remaitied rendiing, even then the
azuze of action accrued on 26.12,86 and the application should
have been filed 1¥2 years thereafter.

3. In the facte and circumstances, I 3o not £ind any

force in the 0.4, an? the zame is rejectsd, with no order

A/Q//,fﬁ,ﬂ,;

. MEHTA )
Vice=Chairman

as to costs.



