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THE HONOURABLE SRI  JUSTI CE N. BALAYOGI  

 

M.A.C.M.A.  No .2 2 1 4  o f  2 0 0 9  

 

JUDGMENT:  

 The appellant / claim ant , aggrieved by the award and decree 

dated: 06.11.2006 in M.V.O.P.No.773 of 2005, passed  by the 

learned Chairm an, Motor Vehicle  Accidents Claim s Tribunal-cum -  

Addit ional Dist r ict  Judge, Karim nagar, ( for short , Tr ibunal) , in 

awarding com pensat ion of Rs.25,000/ -  together costs and sim ple 

interest  at  the rate of 6%  per annum  from  the date of pet it ion i.e., 

10-10-2005 t ill the date of realizat ion  against  respondents 1 to 3 

joint ly and severally, preferred this appeal.  

 

2. The content ion of the  appellant  is that  the Tribunal has not  

properly  appreciated the oral and docum entary evidence on record 

adduced by the appellant  and awarded only an am ount  of 

Rs.25,000/ -  against  the claim  of Rs.2,00,000/ -  which is very 

m eagre which is against  the set t led pr inciples of law.  The Tribunal 

erred in not  awarding  any am ounts under the heads (1)  perm anent  

disabilit y, (2)  t ransportat ion, (3)  loss of earnings and (4)  future 

operat ions for rem oval of screws and awarded sim ple interest  only 

at  the rate of 6%  per annum . 

 

 

3. The claim  of the appellant -claim ant  in brief is as follows:  
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 On 18.1.2005 at  about  23.30hours (11.30pm ) , while  he was 

returning  hom e on TVS Suzuki m otor cycle bearing No.AP-1-B-  

3022 when reached Koyyur outskirts near sub-stat ion , at  that  t im e, 

the dr iver of lorry (coal t ipper)  bearing No.AP-12-T 8536  

proceeding towards Bhupalpalli from  Manthani cam e in opposite 

direct ion with high speed in rash and negligent  m anner  and  

dashed claim ant ’s  m otor cycle, as a result , claim ant   received 

injur ies to his r ight  leg knee and fracture of r ight  patella and on 

other parts of the  body.    I m m ediately, after the accident , he was 

shifted to B.L.N. Hospital, Godavarikhani  after first  aid on 

18.1.2005.  On the very next  day, he was adm it ted as inpat ient  in 

Medbone Traum a and Ortho-Care Hospital, Godavarikhani, and after 

several invest igat ions and m edical tests, operat ion was conducted 

by the doctor for the fractured wound.  The appellant -claim ant  took 

t reatm ent  as inpat ient  from  19-1-2005 to 1-2-2005 in the said 

hospital.  After discharge from  the hospital, the appellant  took 

t reatm ent  on out -pat ient  basis and visited the hospital by engaging 

private vehicle, as he was not  able to walk.  Later,  he was advised 

to walk with the help of walker. 

 

4. The appellant -claim ant  was hale and healthy and was 

at tending to agricultural work and  earning Rs.3,000/ -  per m onth 

and the accident  m ade the appellant   to suffer as the accident  was 

due to rash and negligent  dr iv ing of lorry dr iver. 
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5. The 3 rd respondent  filed counter denying the averm ents m ade 

by the appellant -claim ant   and contended that  the accident  was  

result  of collision and therefore, the respondents alone cannot   be 

m ade responsible.  The am ount  claim ed is excessive. 

 

6. Basing on the averm ents of the appellant -claim ant  and 

respondents and counter pleadings, the following issues are set t led 

for t r ial:  

(1) . Whether the accident  had occurred due to rash and 

negligent  dr iver of the vehicle ie., the bearing lorry (Tipper)  

No.AP.1 T.8536 by its dr iver? 

 

(2) . Whether the pet it ioner is ent it led to com pensat ion and if 

so, to what  am ount  and from  whom ? 

  

(3) . To what  relief? 

 

7. On behalf of appellant -claim ant , PWs1 and 2 were exam ined 

and Exs.A1 to A9 were m arked and on behalf of respondents, no 

witness are exam ined, Ex.B1 was m arked with consent  of 

respondent  No.3. 

 

8. Since the appellant  is the claim ant  is not  disput ing the finding 

with regard to rash and negligent  dr iving of respondent  No.1.  He is 

only disput ing the quantum  of com pensat ion  awarded and the  

interest  allowed, besides quest ioning non-awarding com pensat ion 
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under the heads (1)  permanent  disability, (2)  t ransportat ion, (3)  

loss of earnings and (4)  future operat ions for rem oval of screws. 

lorry (coal t ipper)  bearing No.AP 12 T 8536. 

  

9. The claim ant  him self is exam ined as PW.1, besides exam ining 

the doctor-PW.2.  The averm ents in the evidence of PW.1 is reliable 

and t rustworthy in support  of cross-exam inat ion at  length.  The 3rd 

respondent  did not  elicit  any favourable m aterial. 

 

10. The evidence of PW.1 is that  on  18.1.2005 at  23.30hours, 

while he was proceeding on his TVS Suzuki m otor cycle bearing 

No.AP-1-B-3022 and reached the outskirts of Koyyur village near 

sub-stat ion, the driver of lorry (coal t ipper)  bearing No.AP-12-T 

8536  proceeding towards Bhupalpalli from  Manthani cam e in 

opposite direct ion with high speed in rash and negligent  m anner  

and  dashed PW.1 m otor cycle.  As a result , he fell down and 

received injur ies.  Ex.A1 is the FI R subm it ted by PW.1 him self 

assert ing the sam e facts by specifically m ent ioning Crim e Vehicle 

No.AP-12-T 8536.  The I nvest igat ion Officer, after thorough 

invest igat ion filed Ex.A2-charge sheet  and subm it ted that  the driver 

SD. Akber Hussain drove the lorry (coal t ipper)  bearing No.AP-1/ T-

8536 with high speed in the outskirts of Koyyur village and dashed 

the PW.1-Perala Sam path Rao who was on  TVS Suzuki m otor cycle 
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bearing No.AP-1-B-3022, result ing bleeding injur ies  to his r ight  leg 

knee and other parts of his body. 

 

11. The Tribunal having considered the evidence of PW.1 

supported by Exs.A1, A2 and A4 (FI R, charge sheet  and accident  

inform at ion report )  came to r ight   conclusion that  the accident  was 

due to rash and negligent  dr iver of the driver of the lorry (coal 

t ipper)  bearing  No.AP-12/ T-8536.     

 

12. The respondent  No.3 having taken the plea that  the accident  

was in collision, did not  choose to adduce any oral and docum entary 

evidence.    Moreover, the respondents  1 and 2 having received 

not ices, were set  exparte.  The driver of the lorry (coal t ipper)  is the 

proper person to speak about  the m anner in which the accident  

occurred.  I t  is not  the case of the respondent  No.3 that  the driver 

(SD Akbar Hussain)  is not  available or his whereabouts are not  

known to exam ine as witness. 

 

13. I n the absence of any rebut tal evidence,  I  am  of the 

considered view that  the evidence of PW.1 is supported by Exs.A1 

and A2 that  the accident  occurred due to rash and negligent  dr iving 

of the dr iver of the lorry bearing  No.AP-12-T 8536 who cam e in 

opposite direct ion with high speed,  dashed claim ant ’s  m otor cycle 

bearing No.AP-1-B-3022.  As a result ,  claim ant   received injur ies to 
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his r ight  leg knee and fracture of r ight  patella and on other parts of 

the  body.  Respondent  No.3 failed to  establish any collision or 

negligence on the part  of PW.1.  Accordingly, the finding of the 

Tribunal that  the accident  was due to rash and negligent  dr iving of 

the lorry dr iver  (coal t ipper)  bearing No.AP-12-T-8536  is legal, do 

not  suffer from  legal infirm it ies warrant ing interference.  

 

14. The content ion of the appellant -claim ant  is that  in the 

accident , he sustained grievous injur ies and becam e perm anent  

disabled person.  Adm it tedly, the appellant / pet it ioner has not  taken 

any disabilit y part icular ly perm anent  disabilit y in the claim  pet it ion.  

Now,  for the first  t im e,  in the  grounds of appeal, he stated that  

the Tribunal erred in not  awarding any am ount  under the head of 

perm anent  disabilit y.   The averm ents of PW1 is that  due to the 

injur ies he sustained in the accident , he cannot  sit ,  squat  or walk 

properly and developed lim ping, due to which he received 

perm anent  disabilit y.  PW.2 is the doctor to speak about  nature of 

injur ies.   That , on 18-1-2005,  PW1 was adm it ted in Surya 

Hospital, Godavarikhani.  Ex.A3 is the m edical cert ificate issued by 

Dr. B. Vijaya Bhaskar, M.S. Orthopaedician.  According to which, 

PW.1 sustained injur ies and fracture patella of r ight  knee, which is 

gr ievous in nature.   
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15. The further evidence of   PW.1 is that , he was shifted to 

Medbone Hospital for surgery on 19-1-2005 for open reduct ion and 

internal fixat ion with screw and discharged on 01.2.2005.  He was 

advised  for complete bed rest  for three m onths and rest  for six 

m onths and he was further advised regular follow-up for one year.  

Ex.A3 go to suggest  that  he sustained injury over r ight  knee which 

is sim ple and fracture – r ight  patella which  is gr ievous in nature.  

Ex.A5 is the discharge card issued by the hospital (Medbone Traum a 

and Ortho Care) -PW.2 wherein it  is specifically m ent ioned  that  

PW.1  was adm it ted  in the said hospital on 19.1.2005 and 

discharged on 01.2.2005 and underwent  surgery on 19.1.2005.  

Ex.A6 are the m edical bills.  Ex.A7 is the t ransport  charges.  PW.2 

corroborated  Exs.A3, A6 and A7 issued by the hospital.   A perusal 

of Claim  Pet it ion go to suggest  that  there is no plea of disabilit y in 

the ent ire pet it ion and PW.1 also for the first  t im e in the Court  

subm its that  that  he  is unable to walk, sit  and suffer from  

perm anent  disabilit y.  PW.2 stated that  the said disabilit y is 10 to 

15%  and PW1 has to undergo another surgery for removal of 

screws.  Disabilit y by PW.2 is not  supported by any docum entary 

evidence.   The Tribunal in the light  of the evidence discussed  

above  cam e to conclusion that  the appellant / pet it ioner was not  

able to m ove.  Obviously, during the said period, cannot  have 

earnings.   Ex.A8 shows that  he got  agricultural lands, cult ivat ing by 

him self.  Therefore, his stay at  hom e cannot  be taken as 
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considerat ion of loss of incom e.  Further, loss of earnings can be on 

m onth to m onth basis.  Under these circum stances, the claim  of 

loss of earnings/ incom e cannot  be awarded to the 

appellant / pet it ioner.  The appellant / pet it ioner in the Claim  Pet it ion 

claim ed  an am ount  of Rs.20,000/ -  towards loss of earning which 

was rejected by the Tribunal. 

 

16. The further evidence of PW.1 is that  he spent  Rs.10,000/ -  

towards ext ra nourishm ent .  Hence, having considered the said fact , 

the Tribunal held that  the appellant / pet it ioner has undergone 

operat ion and was hospitalized for a period of fifteen days, 

considering the circum stances, it  is just  and proper to grant  an 

am ount  of Rs.1,000/ -  towards ext ra nourishm ent , though no bills 

are produced.  But  grant ing of Rs.1000/ -  towards ext ra 

nourishm ent  is very m eagre because the evidence of PW.2 

corroborate with Ex.A5-discharge card which go to show that  he 

was adm it ted in hospital on 19.1.2005 and discharged on 

01.2.2005.  He was in the hospital for thir teen days, who underwent  

surgery  on 19.1.2005 for fracture – r ight  patella and the doctor  

bed rest  for three m onths and rest  for six m onths and in total, nine 

m onths rest .  But  the Tribunal  has not  granted any am ount  

towards loss of earnings because he was in the hospital for thir teen 

days and advised three m onths bed rest  and another six m onths 

rest , in total-nine m onths rest , during which period the 
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appellant / pet it ioner certainly  sustained loss of earnings for which 

he is ent it led.  But  the Tribunal erroneously rejected the sam e.   

Further, as already discussed above, the am ount  of Rs.1,000/ -  

granted towards  ext ra nourishm ent  for a person who is adm it ted in 

the hospital for thir teen days with an advise of three m onths bed 

rest  and six m onths rest  and after discharge from  the hospital, he 

has taken t reatm ent .  Therefore, awarding an am ount  of Rs.1,000/ -  

towards ext ra nourishm ent  is very m eagre which  also require 

m odificat ion. 

 

17. Further, towards m edical expenses and for t reatm ent , 

appellant  /  pet it ioner claim s Rs.50,000/ - .  Ex.A5-discharge card 

show that  PW.1 was adm it ted in the hospital and underwent  

t reatm ent  and surgery on 19.1.2005.  Ex.A6 are the m edical bills 

for t reatm ent  which am ount  comes  to Rs.18,370, which am ount  is 

rounded to Rs.18,000/ - .  For the said am ount , the 

appellant / pet it ioner is fully ent it led for  m edical expenses. 

 

18. Further, Ex.A7 consists of nine receipts towards t ransportat ion 

for Rs.9,600/ - .  I t  is the evidence of PW.1 that  after discharge, he 

took t reatm ent .  PW.2 also corroborate that  PW.1 was advised  bed 

rest  for three m onths and six m onths rest  and he was also advised 

follow-up t reatm ent  after one year.  PW.1 has to undergo another 

surgery  which will cost  about   Rs.10,000/ -  to Rs.12,000/ - .  Since 
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PW.1 sustained injur ies and  fracture – r ight  patella, he cannot  walk 

part icular ly when he filed Ex.A7-nine receipts.  (1)   This receipt  is  

issued by TATA SUMO No.AP36V 2121, for Rs.1,200/ -   to go to 

hospital on 19.1.2005 on which date  he was adm it ted in  Medbone 

Traum a and Ortho Care, Godavarikhani.  (2) . For the Car No.AP15 

W 5998  the  am ount  is Rs.1,100/ -  dated: 01-2-2005,.   (3) . For 

TATA SUMO No.AP-36V-2121, dated: 7-2-2005, the  am ount   is 

Rs.1,400/ - .  (4) . For TATA SUMO No.AP-36V-2121, 

dated: 26.2.2005, the  am ount  is Rs.1,400/ - .  (5)  For Car No.AP-04-

V-4223, dated: 3-3-2005, the  am ount  is Rs.900/ - . (6)  For Jeep 

No.AP-04-V-4223, dated: 16-3-2005, the  am ount  is Rs.900/ - . (7)  

For  Jeep No.AP-04-V-4223, dated: 24-3-2005, the  am ount  is 

Rs.900/ - . (8) . For Jeep No.AP-04-V.4223, dated: 4-4-2005, the  

am ount  is Rs.900/ -  and (9) . For Jeep No.AP.04.V-4223, 

dated: 21.4.2005, the  am ount  is Rs.900/ - .  These vehicles were 

engaged to go to Medbone  Traum a and Ortho Care Hospital, 

Godavarikhani.  Even though under Ex.A7-nine receipts for 

Rs.9,600/ - , the  sam e am ount  was rejected by the Tribunal stat ing 

that  PW.2 advised PW.1 to take bed rest  for three months.  

Therefore, the quest ion  of appellant  /  pet it ioner  going to hospital 

on m any occasions on a vehicle does not  ar ise which is falsified 

since  while discharging him  from  the hospital, doctors advised 

follow-up due to injur ies on different  dates and  duly filing nine 

receipts under Ex.A7 for t ransportat ion charges was rejected.  Even 
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in the absence of rebut tal evidence is perverse and the 

appellant / pet it ioner is ent it led for the sam e. 

 

19. Further, appellant / pet it ioner also claim ed an am ount  of 

Rs.10,000/ -  towards com pensat ion for pain and suffer ing. But   the 

Tribunal awarded Rs.1,000/ -  for sim ple injury and Rs.5,000/ -  for 

gr ievous injury, towards pain and suffer ing.  Thus, in total awarded 

Rs.6,000/ - .  When PW.1 underwent  surgery for fracture- r ight  

patella and after discharge from  the hospital, he was advised bed 

rest  for 3 m onths and another rest  for  six m onths, in total-nine 

m onths rest , awarding Rs.6000/ -  towards  pain and suffer ing  is 

also m eagre which also require m odificat ion. 

 

20. The appellant / pet it ioner also claim ed towards loss of earnings.  

As already stated by  PW.2 that  there is about  10%  to 15%  

disabilit y, but  there is no just ificat ion for the  disabilit y stated by 

PW.2.  PW.2 stated that  som e am ount  of st iffness will prevail.   I t  is, 

but  natural, for any injury and a subsequent   t reatment  to develop 

som e am ount  of st iffness and causing som e dis-com fort  for som e 

period, but  it  cannot  be perm anent  disabilit y.    Therefore, the 

disabilit y as stated by PW.2 cannot  be accepted.  Hence, there can 

no loss of earning capacity.  So far as disabilit y is concerned, it  is 

not  proper on the part  of the Tribunal to reject  loss of earnings.  As 

per Ex.A5, he was in hospital from  19.1.2005 and discharged on 
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01.2.2005.  Accordingly, he was in the hospital for 13 days for his 

t reatm ent .  He was advised by PW.2 to take bed rest  for three 

m onths and rest  for six m onths.  Accordingly, he was on rest  for 

com plete nine m onths for which he is ent it led towards loss  of 

earnings.  But  the Tribunal erroneously  rejected towards loss of 

earnings. 

 

21. Ex.A8 is the land value cert ificate.  According to which the 

total land is  to the extent  of Ac.7.22Gts.  The appellant / pet it ioner 

did not  exam ine any witness concerned with Ex.A8.  

 

22. With regard to  com pensat ion, the Tr ibunal considered  Ex.B1-

copy of  policy issued by respondent  No.3 which is m arked with 

consent .  Respondent  No.2 being the owner of the vehicle and being 

the em ployer of respondent  No.1 is  vicariously  liable for the acts of 

respondent  No.1 and respondent  No.3 being the insurance com pany 

having  insured the vehicle are bound to indem nify respondent  

No.2.  Therefore, found that  all the respondents are joint ly and 

severally liable to pay the com pensat ion. 

 

23. I n the facts and circum stances discussed above and the 

evidence therein, I  find as r ight ly contended by the 

appellant / claim ant  that  allowed Rs.5,000/ -  for gr ievous injury and 

Rs.1,000/ -  for sim ple injury and it  is not  at  all j ust  com pensat ion.  
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Besides that , allowed Rs.1,000/ -  towards ext ra nourishm ent  in spite 

of PW.1 established that  he was in the hospital as in-pat ient  from  

19.1.2005 to 01.2.2005 and thereafter the doctor advised bed rest  

for three m onths and rest  for six m onths, in total-nine m onths rest .  

But  the Tribunal awarded Rs.1,000/ -  towards ext ra nourishm ent .  

However, in may view, it  can be enhanced to Rs.6,000/ -  towards 

ext ra nourishm ent , which will m eet  the ends.  Besides this, the 

Tribunal awarded Rs.18,370/ -  which was  rounded to Rs.18,000/ -  

which is not  correct .  Therefore, the appellant / pet it ioner is ent it led 

to Rs.18,370/ -  towards m edical expenses.  Further, the Tribunal 

rejected compensat ion of Rs.9,600/ -  towards t ransportat ion.  Thus, 

the am ount  of Rs.9,600/ -  is proved by Ex.A7-nine receipts  of 

vehicles, corroborated with PW.1 evidence.  Accordingly, the sam e  

am ount  of Rs.9,600/ -  is awarded towards t ransportat ion.  Further,  

the claim  towards pain and suffer ing is Rs.10,000/ - .  But  the 

Tribunal awarded only Rs.6,000/ -  under two heads which is also 

m eagre and require modificat ion.  Accordingly, Rs.8,000/ -  is 

awarded towards pain and suffer ing. 

 

24. Further, with regard to considerat ion of cult ivat ion of land, 

appellant / pet it ioner filed Ex.A8-Land valuat ion cert ificate.  The 

appellant / pet it ioner did not  exam ine any witness concerned  with 

Ex.A8 to prove it .  
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25. While assessing incom e, at tendant  circum stances  have  to be 

considered.  I n the light  of what  has been discussed about  just  

com pensat ion, the incom e cannot  be est im ated without  any  

m aterial.  To just ify the est im at ion, the Honourable Suprem e Court ,   

in the case of St at e o f  Har y an a an d  an o t h er  V. Jasb i r  Kau r  an d  

Ot h er s1 held that  as under:   

 “Learned counsel for the appellants subm it ted that  

with pract ically no evidence the Tribunal and the High 

Court  proceeded to award Rs.6.5 lakhs. There was not  

even an iota of evidence to substant iate the claim  of 

agricultural incom e from  about  4 acres of land and there 

was no evidence that  the deceased was having any incom e 

from  sale of m ilk or cat t le. The High Court  having accepted 

that  there was no m aterial to show that  the deceased had 

any incom e from  sale of cat t le or m ilk cam e to an abrupt  

and presum ptuous conclusion that  m onthly incom e was 

Rs.4500/ - . There was no m aterial to show as to what  was 

the type of land, annual yield, if any, and therefore, the 

award is not  sustainable in law, and the High Court  erred 

in dism issing the appeal. Per cont ra, learned counsel for 

the claim ants subm it ted that  the High Court  has gone by 

the probabilit ies and the realit ies of life. Even if it  is 

accepted that  there was no m aterial to show the incom e 

from  the agricultural or dairy, a rat ional view can be taken 

about  the possible incom e from  the agricultural land, 

which the Tribunal did and the High Court  give its seal of 

approval. 

Gauzing the relevant  aspects, noted above, the 

m onthly incom e is fixed at  Rs.3000/ -  per m onth, and after 

deduct ing Rs.1,000/ -  for personal expenses, financial 

cont r ibut ion so far as the claim ants are concerned is fixed 

at  Rs.2,000/ -  per month.”     

 

Thus, as per the above decision, in the case of St at e o f  Har y an a 

an d  an o t h er  V. Jasb i r  Kau r  an d  Ot h er s ,  there will be no loss in  

cult ivat ion. 

                                                 
1
 (2003) 7 SUPREME COURT CASES 484 
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26. As already discussed above,  the Tribunal only awarded 

Rs.5,000/ -  to gr ievous injury and Rs.1,000/ -  towards sim ple injury 

which is very  meagre.  Having considering the nature of injur ies 

spoken by PW.2 corroborated with Ex.A3 and ment ioned in Ex.A5-

discharge card and nature of  injury for which he underwent  surgery 

on 19-1-2005, I  am  of the considered opinion that  awarding an 

am ount  of Rs.30,000/ -  will m eet  the ends of j ust ice and for fracture 

injur ies–simple injury-  Rs.3,000/ -  is awarded and in total, the 

appellant / pet it ioner is ent it led to Rs.33,000/ -  towards injuries.  

Since the pet it ioner is an agricultur ist  and in spite of having Ac.7.22 

land is now in the name of his father, therefore,  taking into 

considerat ion the present  costs of land and the labour charges, I  

consider it  m onthly incom e as Rs.3,000/ -   for nine m onths rest  

period which com es to 3,000/ -  x 9= Rs.27,000/ -  ( for nine m onths 

salary)  and Rs.8,000/ -  for future operat ion and m edicines and for 

rem oval of screws.  

 

27. Hence, in view of the findings discussed above, I  am  of the 

considered view that  the Tribunal was r ight  in holding that  the 

accident  occurred due to rash and negligent  dr iving of the driver of 

lorry (coal t ipper)  bearing No.AP-12-T 8536 and respondent  No.3 

failed to establish  any collision.  I n the accident , the 

appellant / pet it ioner sustained  injur ies to his r ight  leg knee and 

fracture of r ight  patella and on other parts of the  body.  He was 
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hospitalised from  19.1.2005 to 01-2-2005 for a period of 13 days 

and he underwent  surgery on 19.1.2005.  For rem oval of screws, 

appellant / pet it ioner has to undergo another operat ion in future and 

there is loss of incom e for the nine m onths rest  period for which he 

is ent it led to loss of earnings.   Appellant / pet it ioner also incurred 

expenditure towards t ransportat ion ( to and fro from  the hospital to 

his village)  which is proved under Ex.A7.  Ex.A6 are the m edical 

bills for which the appellant / pet it ioner is ent it led to pain and 

suffer ing.  Accordingly, appellant / pet it ioner is awarded an am ount  

of Rs.1,03,970/ - .   

 

28. Thus, in total the appellant  /  claim ant  is ent it led to receive the 

com pensat ion as below. 

Towards m edical expenses -   Rs.   18,370/ -  

Towards t ransportat ion  -   Rs.     9,600/ -  

Towards pain and suffer ing -   Rs.      8,000/ -  

Towards injur ies    -   Rs.     33,000/ -  

Towards nine m onths salary -   Rs.  27,000/ -  

Towards future operat ion & m edicines 

and for rem oval of screws -   Rs.    8,000/ -  

       _____________ 

Total com pensat ion   -   Rs. 1,03,970/ -  

 

 

29. I n the result , the appeal is part ly allowed with proport ionate 

costs  by m odifying  the award  and decree dated: 06.11.2006 in 

M.V.O.P.No.773 of 2005, passed  by the learned Chairm an, Motor 
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Vehicle  Accidents Claim s Tribunal-cum-  Addit ional Dist r ict  Judge, 

Karim nagar,  to  the extent  indicated hereinabove. Consequent ly, 

the  respondents 1 to 3  are  directed to deposit  the total 

com pensat ion of Rs.1,03,970/ -  together with  interest  at  7.5%  per 

annum , after deduct ing the am ount , if any, already paid, within a 

period of thir ty days from  the date of receipt  of a copy of this 

judgm ent .  

 

30. On such deposit , the pet it ioner is  perm it ted to withdraw the 

sam e. 

31. Advocate fee is Rs.2,500/ - .  

 

32. Miscellaneous pet it ion/ s pending considerat ion, if any in the 

appeal shall stand closed in consequence.  

 

       __________________ 

       JUSTI CE N.BALAYOGI  

Dated:   25-01-2018 

gnr 
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THE HONOURABLE SRI  JUSTI CE N. BALAYOGI  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

M.A.C.M.A.  No .2 2 1 4  o f  2 0 0 9  

 

 

 

DATED:    2 5 - 1 - 2 0 1 8  

 

 

 

gnr 
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