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This is an applic:tion filed under Sectipn 

19 of the Administrative Tribunals Act by the applicant 

herein to dirhct the respondents to grant her 1the 

family pension w.e.f. 13.2.1986 with all arrcrs and 

consequentiali benefits. 

The facts giving rise to this OA in brif may be 

stated as follows: 

2. 	The aprTlicant claims to be the widow of one 

Cpt.Q.A. Baçi(HM-34)H.S.F. who was relieved on 01st 

October, igst. The applicant is said t4have tharried the 

said Sari on 15.12.1968. According to the applicant, her 

husband Capt Sari was working as a Doctor in the Armed Forces. 

He wcsAthe rank of a captain&  The said Sara is said to 

have died on 13.2.1986. It is the case of the applicant 

that she is entitled for pensionary benefits due to the 

deaths of her husband and that, her representtionS that 

were made to the respondents for payment of pnsion had 

no effect. So, the present OA is filed for the relie$5 

indicated aidove. 

Officq has raised an objection with rejard to the 

jurisdiction of this Tribunal tobntertain thus OA. The 1 . 

said office objection was listed for hearinigcn 10.7.1992. 

In view of the importance of the point involjed, we ordered 

notice of the office note to  the counsel for!the respondents. 

Today we have heard Mr Sasheeruddiy Ahrned Advocate for 

the app1icat and Mr NR Devraj, Senior Standing Counsel 

for the respondents. 

Mr NR Devaraj drew our attention to Setion 2 of 

the Adminisrative Tribunals Act which says that the 

provisions of that Act shall not apply to 

"any member of the Naval, Military or Air Force 
or 	f any other Armed Forces of the Union". 
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and contendd that the applicant's husband who was 

working as Captain in the Medical core 	in the Army and 

was a Commissioned Officer, that this Tribunal does not 

have jurisdiction to entertain this OA. .The fact that 

Mr Bari he1d the rank of a Captain in the Army and was 

working in the medical core as a Commissioned Officer is 

not in dispute. So, if Capt Bari had ben alive, this 

Tribunal wuld not have jurisdiction to entertain any OA 

with regard to grievance 	fpr readdress,al of his service 

matter as the grievance relates to$the Member of the armed 

forces. A the applicant is claiming pe1 nsionary benefits 

only throuh Capt Ban (a Member of the armed forces) 

whom she caims to be her husband, we are of the opinion 

that we do  not have jurisdiction to entertain this OA. !  

Hence, the. office objection is liable to be upheld. 

L 	6. 	The learned counsel for the applipnt relied on sub- 

section 2 of the Army Act, 1950 which reds- 

° (2) Every person subject to this Act under Clause (a) 
to(g) of sub-section(1) shall1  remain so subject 
until duly retired, discharged, released, removed, 
'dismissed or cashiered from the service." 

and conterded that as the said Capt Bat 
 had retired from 

the Army in the year 1951 and in view of the retirement 

that this Tribunal has got junisdiction to entertain this OA 

as the grievance relates to the service matter of the said 

Capt Bani We may say in this context that the said Capt Bat 

who was a member of the Armed forces, after retirement did. 

not bEcomp a civil servant. So, when this Tribunal has 

no junisdction to entertain any CA with regard to the 

grievancel relating to the service matter of a person who 

belongs to the armed forces, the same thing applies even afte 

the said person retires from service from the armed forces. 
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So with regar&to the persons who claim any pensiOnary 

benefits through the said Member of the arred forces, the 

same position: holds good. 	So in view of 1hese facts, the 

said provision drawn to our attention by Mr Basheeruddin 

Ahmed has no application. In the result, we uphold the 

office objection and reject this OP.. The applicant will be 

at liberty to peruse rn_remedy before proper foruni having 

jurisdiction if she is so advised. 

1 - C 
(T . CHANDRASERHARA REDDY) 

Member(JUdl.) 

45 
Dated :29th July, 1992 I Dy. RiStrar(f w 

(Dcitated in the cpne courf) 
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One copy to Sri. N.R.Devaraj, Sr. CGSC, CAT, Hyd-bad. 

One slnre copy. 

Rsrn/- 


