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JUDGMENT: -  

 
 

 Challenging the Order, dated 20.06.2005, passed in 

O.P.No.803 of 1999 by the Chairm an, Motor Accident  Claim s 

Tribunal-cum -Dist r ict  Judge, Nizam abad ( ‘the Tribunal’,  for 

brevity) , RTC preferred M.A.C.M.A.No.3432 of 2005 seeking to 

set  aside the im pugned Order and the claim ant  preferred Cross 

Object ion (SR)  No.22962 of 2006 seeking enhancem ent  of 

com pensat ion. 

 

2 . Heard the subm issions of Sri Kuldeep Jadhav, learned 

counsel appearing on behalf of RTC and Sri P.Radhive Reddy, 

learned counsel for the Cross objector (claim ant )  and perused 

the record.  The part ies are hereinafter referred to, as arrayed 

before the Tribunal. 

 

3 . The learned Standing Counsel for the appellant  in MACMA 

No.3432 of 2005 and respondents 1 and 2 in Cross Object ion 

(SR)  No.22962 of 2006 (RTC)  would contend that  the Tribunal 

granted com pensat ion of Rs.1,76,802/ -  with interest  @ 9%  per 

annum  from  the date of pet it ion t ill realisat ion, which is 

excessive.  The Tribunal, without  there being any m aterial on 

record, granted Rs.75,000/ -  towards disabilit y and for the 

t reatm ent  undergone by the claim ant  for the injur ies on vital 

parts of his body.  The Tribunal also granted excess 

com pensat ion on other heads.  The claim ant  did not  suffer any 
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disabilit y in the subject  accident  as contended.  The Tribunal 

granted Rs.25,000/ -  towards pain and suffer ing, which is 

excessive and ult im ately prayed to allow the appeal by set t ing 

aside the order under challenge. 

 

4 . On the other hand, the learned counsel for the Cross 

Objector in Cross Object ion (SR)  No.22962 of 2006/ sole 

respondent  in MACMA No.3432 of 2005 (claim ant )  would 

contend that  the Tribunal granted a m eagre com pensat ion of 

Rs.1,76,802/ -  as against  a claim  of Rs.5,00,000/ - .  The Tribunal 

did not  grant  adequate com pensat ion on different  heads and 

ult im ately prayed to enhance the com pensat ion as claim ed. 

 

5 . I n view of the above r ival content ions, the points that  ar ise 

for determ inat ion in this appeal are as follows:  

 
1 .  W h et h er  t h e Tr ib u n al  j u st i f ied  in  g r an t in g  

com p en sat ion  o f  Rs.1 ,7 6 ,8 0 2 / -  w i t h  in t er est  

a t  t h e r a t e o f  9 %  p er  an n u m  f r om  t h e d at e o f  

p et i t ion  t i l l  r ea l isat ion  in  f av ou r  o f  t h e  

cla im an t ? 

 

2 .  W h et h er  t h e im p u g n ed  o r d er  an d  d ecr ee 

p assed  b y  t h e Tr ib u n al  i s l i ab le t o  b e set  

asid e. 

 
 

Po in t s 1  an d  2 : -  

 

6 . I t  is not  in dispute that  the claim ant  suffered injur ies in the 

subject  accident  occurred on 30.01.1999, due to rash and 

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

regist rat ion No.AP-09-Z-3793.  As per Ex.A.3-Wound Cert ificate 

issued by Civil Assistant  Surgeon, Governm ent  Hospital, 

Nizam abad, the claim ant  sustained contusion on the left  lum bar 
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vert ical region, and X- ray No.878/ 99, dated 30.01.1999 revealed 

fracture of pelvis with urethral rupture.  Ex.X.1-Case-sheet  

substant iates the sam e.  As per Ex.A.4-Discharge sum m ary, the 

claim ant  sustained fracture of pelvis with rupture of urethra.  

P.W.2-Dr.T.Narsing Rao deposed that  fractures suffered by the 

claim ant  would be healed in three m onths.  Ex.A.15-Disabilit y 

Cert ificate, which was issued by P.W.2 after five years of 

occurrence of the subject  accident , reveals that  the claim ant  

sustained 65%  disabilit y in the subject  accident .  The Tribunal, 

though disbelieved the sam e, however granted Rs.75,000/ -  

towards disabilit y and for the injur ies suffered by the claim ant  on 

his vital parts of the body in the subject  accident , taking into 

considerat ion the age of the claim ant  and the prolonged 

t reatm ent  taken by him .  Grant  of Rs.75,000/ -  towards disabilit y 

by the Tribunal in favour of the claim ant  is seriously disputed by 

the RTC.  When there is fracture to pelvis and rupture to urethra 

and in view of the age, occupat ion of the claim ant  and the 

prolonged t reatm ent  taken by him  for the said injur ies, the 

Tribunal is just ified in grant ing a com pensat ion of Rs.75,000/ -  

towards disabilit y.  There is nothing to take a different  view.   

 

7 . The Tribunal granted Rs.51,802/ -  towards m edical 

expenses relying on Ex.A.12-Medical bills, Rs.25,000/ -  towards 

pain and suffer ing and Rs.25,000/ -  towards future m edical 

expenses.  I n all,  the Tribunal granted a com pensat ion of 

Rs.1,76,802/ -  in favour of the claim ant  with interest  @ 9%  per 

annum  from  the date of pet it ion t ill realisat ion.  Grant  of said 

com pensat ion by the Tribunal is not  excessive in view of the age, 
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occupat ion, injur ies suffered by the claim ant  on vital parts of his 

body, consequences arose therefrom  and prolonged t reatm ent  

for the said injur ies.  The Tribunal is just ified in grant ing the said 

com pensat ion in favour of the claim ant .  There are no 

circum stances either to interfere with the order under challenge 

or to enhance the com pensat ion.   

 

8 . Accordingly, M.A.C.M.A.No.3432 of 2005 filed by the RTC 

and Cross Object ion (SR)  No.22962 of 2006 filed by the claim ant  

are dism issed, confirm ing the im pugned order, dated 

20.06.2005, passed in O.P.No.803 of 1999 by the Chairm an, 

Motor Accident  Claim s Tribunal-cum -Dist r ict  Judge, Nizam abad.  

No costs.   

 Pending m iscellaneous Pet it ions, if any, shall stand closed.   

 
____________________ 

Dr . SHAMEEM AKTHER, J 

 

27 th August , 2018 
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