
THE HON’BLE Dr . JUSTI CE SHAMEEM AKTHER 

 

M.A.C.M.A.No .1 6 6 3  o f  2 0 0 5  

 

JUDGMENT:   

 

 

Aggrieved by the grant  of com pensat ion of Rs.4,000/ -  as 

against  a claim  of Rs.2,00,000/ -  by the Chairm an, Motor Accident  

Claim s Tribunal-cum - I V Addit ional Dist r ict  Judge (FTC) , Nizam abad 

( ‘the Tribunal’ for brevity) , vide order, dated 22.02.2005, passed in 

O.P.No.1558 of 2002, the claim ant  preferred this appeal under 

Sect ion 173 of the Motor Vehicles Act , 1988 ( ‘the Act ’, for brevity)  

seeking enhancem ent  of com pensat ion. 

 

2 . Heard the learned counsel for appellant -claim ant , the learned 

Standing Counsel for the 2nd respondent- I nsurance Com pany and 

perused the record. 

 

3 . The learned counsel for the appellant -claim ant  would subm it  

that  the appellant -claim ant  suffered sim ple and grievous injur ies in 

the subject  accident .  Ex.A.3-Wound Cert ificate would substant iate 

the sam e.  The Tribunal did not  believe that  the appellant -claim ant  

suffered grievous injury and held that  he had sustained only sim ple 

injur ies and awarded an amount  of Rs.4,000/ - , which is cont rary to 

the oral and docum entary evidence on record and ult im ately prayed 

to enhance the com pensat ion as claim ed. 

 

4 . On the other hand, the learned Standing Counsel for the 2nd 

respondent - I nsurance Com pany would subm it  that  the Tribunal had 

taken all the relevant  factors into considerat ion and granted just  and 

reasonable am ount  as com pensat ion.  The Tribunal discussed about  

Ex.A.3 and r ight ly concluded that  the appellant -claim ant  had 



 

 

2 

 

 

sustained only sim ple injur ies.  There are no circum stances to 

interfere with the Order under challenge and ult im ately prayed to 

dism iss the appeal by confirm ing the Order under challenge. 

 

5 . The Tribunal, after analysing the ent ire evidence on record, 

held that  as the appellant -claim ant  has not  filed any X-Ray and 

radiologist  report , the injur ies m ent ioned in Ex.A.3 are considered to 

be sim ple in nature.  Adm it tedly, no X-Ray or CT Scan Report  or 

radiologist  report  is filed to substant iate that  the appellant -claim ant  

sustained grievous injury, as contended.  The Tribunal also held that  

the doctor, who was exam ined as P.W.2, is one of the stock 

witnesses in MVOP cases and he issued Ex.A.3-Wound Cert ificate 

under the seal and stam p of Civil Assistant  Surgeon, Governm ent  

Hospital, Nizam abad, even though he t reated the appellant -claim ant  

in Am rutha Laxm i Hospital, Nizam abad.  Having regard to the totality 

of the circum stances, this Court  is of the view that  the Tribunal 

r ight ly awarded an am ount  of Rs.4,000/ -  towards com pensat ion to 

the appellant -claim ant .  There is nothing to enhance the sam e.  The 

content ions raised on behalf of the appellant -claim ant  do not  m erit  

considerat ion.  The appeal is devoid of m erit  and is liable to be 

dism issed. 

 

6 . 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 

02nd July, 2018 
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