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This appeal is preferred by the insurance com pany, which is 

respondent  No.2 before the t r ibunal below, assailing the judgm ent  of 

the I I  Addit ional Dist r ict  Judge, Warangal in OP.No.1002 of 2005 dated 

28.12.2006 on the ground that  the t r ibunal adopted 8 as the m ult iplier  

while 5 is the appropr iate m ult iplier. 

 

2. At  the hearing, counsel for the appellant  does not  extend any 

argum ent , which would support  her content ion that  suitable m ult iplier  

is 5, as the age of the deceased was 60 years.  

 

3.  The t r ibunal adopted the m ult iplier as specified in the second 

schedule of the Motor Vehicle Act , 1988 ( for short  ‘the Act ’) .   

According to the table under second schedule of the Act , for the age 

groups above 55 years but  not  exceeding 60 years, m ult iplier  is 8 and 

above 60 years not  exceeding 65 years, m ult iplier  is 5. The evidence 

on the age of the deceased is not  very specific whether it  is above 60 

years or not  exceeding 60 years. There was no issue fram ed in that  

regard. The post  m ortem  report  and the inquest  report  showed the 

age of the deceased as 60 years, which can be const rued either way, 

as not  exceeding 60 years and not  above 60 years. When there is no 

evidence adduced on that  part icular aspect , there is no reason for this 

Court  to find fault  with the judgm ent  of the t r ibunal, which has taken  

8 as the m ult iplier for the age of the deceased, which was stated to be 

60 years.  
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I n the above circum stances, this Court  opines that  there is no 

reason for interfer ing with the judgm ent  of the t r ibunal.   

Hence, the civil m iscellaneous appeal is dism issed. As a sequel,   

the m iscellaneous applicat ions, if any, shall stand disposed of as 

infructuous. There shall be no order as to costs. 
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