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LIC of \ndia 
Vs. !' 

Hrs.Asha~ 
Ramchhandra 
Ambekar & Anr. 

. \ 
IN THE CF.;HTRAL ADHI!USTP.~TIVE TRIP.TH!AL .. JAIPTJE BEncH.(~ ) 

J A I P U R. 

0 •. :;. No. 418/93 '!:°•ate of. decision: 17.3.94 

!:MT. 1.:ESHAR DEVI & hI!OTHER : Apj;1licants. 

VERSUS 

UNIC•N OF INDIA ,. o .... ~ J '-'< . _...., Rei:pondent s. 

Mr. B.L. Avasthi . . Counsel for the applicant. 

Mr. K.n. Shrimal • •. C·:)Un:::el for the respondents. 

CORAM: 

Hon'ble Mr. Justice D. L. He:bta.. -./ice-Chairman 

PER HOU'ELE lIP.. JU;3TI•:E D .. L. MEHTA .. '/ICE-CHAIRMAN: 

Heard the le&rn.::.J couns-r-::1 for the parties. Peru~ed 

the pleadings of the parties. 

2. It was submit.tea that the applicant's husband expired 

on 1.7.71. It was also submitted that on 26.12.86 .. application 

for ~ppointment on compassionate ground waz submitted. and 

subs'3qui::ntly 8 applicati·:>ns wer-:! submitted from time to time • 

. as referred t0 in para 3 of the application. Mr. Shrimal 

' 
submits that the case i~ time-barred. Apart from that, in 

th-2 light •';)f tn
0
1e ju·Jgr.ient <Jiven by H·::m 'ble :?upreme Court in 

** the case of LIC as well as taking into con~dderation that the 

application haz }~.een iiled after 22 years of the death of the 

employee anJ even if it is accepted t'!'-1.::.t the first appli·::ation 

\·!"as filed c1n 26.12.86 ·which remai'.'bed pending .. even then the 

cau2e of action accrued .::m 26.12.86 and the application should 

have been filed 1Y2 years thereafter. 

3. In the factE ana. circumstance::.. I :10 not find arq 

force in the o. A. an.:1 thE! same. is re ject·ad, .. i-:ith n0 order 

as to costs. \' 


