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JUDGMENT:   

 

 

This appeal, under Sect ion 173 of the Motor Vehicles Act , 

1988, is filed by the appellants/ APSRTC, aggrieved by the grant  of 

com pensat ion of Rs.9,57,827-04 ps. as against  a claim  of 

Rs.15,56,150/ -  to the respondents 1 & 2/ claimants, by the 

Chairm an, Motor Accident  Claim s Tribunal-cum - I  Addit ional Dist r ict  

Judge, Nalgonda ( ‘the Tribunal’, for brevity) , vide order, dated 

16.12.2004, passed in O.P.No.1019 of 2001. 

 

2 . Heard the learned Standing Counsel for appellant -APSRTC, 

the learned counsel for respondents 1 & 2/ claim ants and perused 

the record.  

 

3 . The learned Standing Counsel for the appellant -APSRTC 

would contend that  there was rashness and negligence on the part  

of the deceased-K.Shankara Shast ry in dr iving the m otor cycle.  

There is no negligence on the part  of the dr iver of the APSRTC bus 

bearing regist rat ion No.AP-10-Z-8200.  The am ount  of 

com pensat ion and the interest  granted thereon by the Tribunal are 

excessive and ult im ately prayed to dism iss the claim  as against  the 

appellant -APSRTC by allowing the appeal. 

 

4 . On the other hand, the learned counsel for the respondents 1 

& 2/ claim ants would contend that  the Tribunal had taken all the 

relevant  factors into considerat ion and granted just  and reasonable 
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am ount  as com pensat ion.  There is nothing to interfere with the 

sam e and ult im ately prayed to dism iss the appeal. 

 

5 . I n view of the subm issions m ade by both the learned 

counsel, the only point  that  ar ises for considerat ion in this appeal is 

whether the Tribunal is just ified in grant ing com pensat ion of 

Rs.9,57,827-04 ps. in favour of the respondents 1 & 2/ claim ants. 

 

6 . To substant iate the claim  of the appellants-claim ants, 1st 

appellant / 1st claim ant -K.Sarala (wife of the deceased)  deposed 

herself as P.W.1 and got  exam ined P.W.2-Sunkari Venkateshwar 

Rao, who is the eye witness to the occurrence of the accident  and 

got  m arked Ex.A.1-Cert ified Copy of F.I .R., Ex.A.2-Cert ified Copy 

of I nquest , Ex.A.3-Cert ified Copy of charge-sheet , Ex.A.4-Cert ified 

copy of Post -m ortem  Exam inat ion, Ex.A.5-Pay Slip and Ex.A.6-

At tested copy of salary part iculars of the deceased.  The 

appellants-claim ants have also exam ined P.W.3-Nadipally Ram a 

Linga Raju, Manager, Syndicate Bank, Kalm alchervu Branch, under 

whom  the deceased was em ployed.  There is specific evidence of 

P.W.2 with regard to the rashness and negligence on the part  of 

the dr iver of the APSRTC bus bearing regist rat ion No.AP-10-Z-

8200.  I t  is supported by cr im inal case records also.  Therefore, the 

Tribunal r ight ly held that  the deceased died due to rash and 

negligent  dr iving of the dr iver of the APSRTC bus bearing 

regist rat ion No.AP-10-Z-8200.  The findings of the Tribunal to that  

effect  are based on record.   

 

7 . The deceased was a bank em ployee.  P.W.3 was exam ined to 

substant iate the sam e.  The Tribunal had taken the deceased’s net  
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salary of Rs.8,284-18 ps. per m onth, deducted 1/ 3 rd of it  towards 

personal expenses and by applying m ult iplier ‘14’, awarded an 

am ount  of Rs.9,27,827-04 ps. towards loss of cont r ibut ion of the 

deceased to his dependants.  The Tribunal further granted an 

am ount  of Rs.15,000/ -  towards non-pecuniary dam ages and 

Rs.15,000/ -  to the 1st appellant  (wife)  towards loss of consort ium .  

I n all,  the Tribunal granted a com pensat ion of Rs.9,57,827-04 ps. 

to the appellants-claim ants with interest  at  the rate of 9%  per 

annum  from  the date of date of pet it ion t ill realisat ion.  Adm it tedly, 

The Tribunal only took the net  salary of the deceased into 

considerat ion while awarding com pensat ion.  Further, the Tribunal 

did not  take into considerat ion the future hike in the salary of the 

deceased, though he was st ill having 14 years and three m onths of 

service.  The Tribunal also granted m eagre am ount  under 

convent ional heads.  Taking all these factors into considerat ion, 

grant ing of com pensat ion of Rs.9,57,827-04 ps. with interest  at  the 

rate of 9%  per annum  from  the date of pet it ion t ill realisat ion is 

just  and reasonable.  Therefore, no interference of this Court  is 

warranted on any score.  The appeal is devoid of m erit  and is liable 

to be dism issed. 

 

8 . I n the result , the appeal is dism issed.   

 Miscellaneous Pet it ions pending, if any, shall stand closed.  

No order as to costs. 

 

                                                ____________________ 
              Dr . SHAMEEM AKTHER, J 

19 th June, 2018 
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