
THE HON’BLE Dr . JUSTI CE SHAMEEM AKTHER 

 

M.A.C.M.A.Nos.2 7 5 8  an d  3 1 4 4  o f  2 0 0 5  

COMMON JUDGMENT: -  

Since the issue involved in these appeals is one and the 

sam e, they are being disposed of by this com m on judgm ent . 

 

2. Both the appeals are filed under Sect ion 173 of the 

Motor Vehicles Act , 1988 ( for short  ‘the Act ’) , by the appellants-

claim ants aggrieved by the com m on order dated 17.03.2005 in 

O.P.No.167 of 2003 and O.P.No.154 of 2003 on the file of the 

Motor Accident  Claim s Tribunal-cum -Chief Judge, City Civil Court , 

Hyderabad ( for short  ‘the Tribunal’) .  

3. Heard the learned counsel for appellants-claim ants, the 

learned Standing Counsel for respondent  No.2-Nat ional I nsurance 

Com pany Lim ited and perused the record.   

4. The claim  against  respondent  No.1 in MACMA No.2758 

of 2005 was dism issed for default  on 17.11.2017 and the claim  

against  respondent  No.1 in MACMA No.3144 of 2005 was dism issed 

for default  on 06.01.2012.  

5. Learned counsel for the appellants-claim ants in both 

the appeals would contend that  the Tribunal has not  granted 

com pensat ion towards ext ra nourishm ent , etc.  The Tribunal has 

also not  granted adequate com pensat ion for the injur ies and the 

consequences arose therefrom .  Though the appellants claim ed 

com pensat ion of Rs.1,00,000/ -  each, the Tribunal granted only 

Rs.20,000/ -  in both the O.Ps. and ult im ately prayed to enhance the 

com pensat ion. 
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6. Learned Standing Counsel for respondent  No.2-

I nsurance Com pany would contend that  the Tribunal is just ified in 

grant ing the com pensat ion of Rs.20,000/ -  each to the appellants 

on different  heads basing on the m aterial evidence available on 

record.  There are no grounds to interfere with the sam e and 

ult im ately prayed to dism iss the appeal. 

7. I n view of the subm issions m ade by both sides, the 

only point  that  ar ises for determ inat ion is, whether the appellants-

claim ants are ent it led for enhancem ent  of com pensat ion? 

8. Adm it tedly, the doctor, who issued the prescript ions, 

was not  exam ined.  There is only the evidence of appellants i.e., 

P.Ws.1 and 2 to prove their  injur ies.  The Tribunal while 

considering the injur ies as well as m edical expenses of the 

appellants, granted Rs.20,000/ -  to each of the appellant  with 

interest  @ 9%  per annum  for the sim ple injur ies.  There is 

just ificat ion in grant ing the sam e.  There are no grounds to 

interfere with the im pugned order. 

9. I n the result , both the appeals are dism issed. 

The Miscellaneous Pet it ions, if any, pending shall stand 

closed.   No costs. 

                                           ______________________ 

             Dr . SHAMEEM AKTHER, J 

Date:  10.08.2018 
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