IN THE HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA,
AT HYDERABAD

FRIDAY, THE THIRTY FIRST DAY OF DECEMEER
T THOUSAND AMD TWENTY ONE

PRESENT
THE HONOURABLE SMT. JUSTICE P.MADHAVI DEVI

CIVIL MISCELLANEOUS APPEAL Mo.818 OF 2007
AND
CIVIL MISCELLANEQUS APPEAL No.787 OF 2007

CIVIL MISCELLANEQLIS APPEAL No 816 OF 2007

Appeal Under Seclion 30 of W.G. Act againsl the arderidecres i WO Ne2 ol
o004 dated 20.07.2006 an tha file of the Court of tha Before the Commissioner for
wWnrkrren's Comaoensation and Assistant Commissioner of Labaur st Patanchearu,

Rarnag Reddy Distrct,

Batween:

The United India Insurance Compary Limited, Rep. by Its Senior Divisional
Manaoer, D.OUX1, Tiemalz Towers, Malakpel, Hyderabac

APPELLANT/OPPOSITE PARTY NO.2
AND

1. SrT.Balalah, S'o.T. Nagaiah, agad 31 years, (oo Labourer Rio. Ballarur,
Wedak Dislrict.
...RESPONDENT/APPLICANT

2 Mr. Ravincer Gaud, Sio. Mot known to the Appellant, aged Major, Occ: Busingss
Bin H.No 14-2-T43, Yakuipura, Hyderabad.

(R-2 digmissed for default vide Court Order dated 30.03.2018)
.RESPONDENT/OPPOSITE PARTY MO

CIVIL MISCELLANEOQUS APPEAL NO: 797 OF 2007

Aopeal Under Seclan 30 of W.C. Act against the orgerdecrae in W.G.NoT of
ap4 dated 2007 2008 on the fle of the Cour ol the Before the Commissicner for
Warkmen's Compansat:on and Assistant Commissioner of Labour at Palanchens,

Ranag Reddy Distriat.
Betwean:

The United India Insurance Company Limited, Rep by its Senior Divisional
Manager 0.0 X, Tirumala Towers, Malak Pet, Hyderabad

+..PETITIONER
AND

1, Sri P. Marasimba, $/0.5n Jangaian, aged 31 years, Occ: Labeurer Rio Bellanum,
medak District.
8 Ravinder Soud, Sfo.Net known to tha Appellant, aged Major, Oco: Business
Fofo o No, 14-2-743, Yakutpura, Hyderabad.
i
{R-2 dismissed for default vide Court Order dated 30.03.2018)
H RESPONDENTS



Counsel for the Appeliant in bath
CMA.Nos.816 & 797/2007: Sri A. Ramakrishna Reddy fer Sri E. Venugopal Reddy

Counsel for the Respondent in both cases No.1; SRIV. ATCHUTA RAM

The Court deliverad the following: COMMON JUDGMENT



THF. HONOURABLE SMT. JUST ICE P. MADHAVI DEVI

CTVIL MISCELLANEQUS APPEAL NO 416 OF 2007
AND

CIVIL MISCELLANEOUS APPEAL NO.T97 OF 2007

COVIMON JUDGMENT

These Anpeals are [led by the msurance Company apainst the
separsle decrees and judgments d1.20.07 2006 passed in W.C Mol of
S004 and WO Ne.1 of 2004 on the fle al the Commizsionar for the
Warkmen's Compensaton gnd Assistant Commimnissioner ol Lahour

Patansheni,

3 Biel lagts leading to the fling of lhese Appeals are thal
respondent Mol in CMUA NORTE of 2007 and respondent Na.lon
COMA NG 7T of 2007 are botk laboursrs who were emploved by
respondent WNo.Z, the ownel al lorry bearing Na AAT 4256, On
04 0%, 194, un aocident oceureed, in the course of which respoadent
sl in hoch the Appeals, sustained grievous injuries. Accordingly,
they filed Workmen's Compensalion Cases before the Commissiones
Gar the Workmen's Compensation and Asksisan Cammissioner of
| abour, Paranchery snd the Commissioner awarded the compensation
af R 742800 m Wil No.Z of 2004 and Rs:] 47,7435 in W.C Ne: af
2004, Apwrieved by the award of compensation, the [nsurance

compary 18 i Appeal belore this Court by raising the following
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grobinds:
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The Sudament omd decree passee by da Conimisstoner for e oy bnen
Eampensanon aud Assistael Cenetlesiner ol Talelr, Paan w1

contrar) te e, it ol evaens e o rvbaties af i e,

Thp Conpnissioner ooghl fo Fave Refd dve thesy a0 B i e e
cpmeitane wiss o pramgr ol the vkl Fidid o odoe fefeee i

HIRRLFa Pl LR Ly

Pl Cosirslsgiangr errod e apEreciaring the vvidenoe A e diin ¥ pfie!
wat ressls own of ary sse of the wehicle and sely dee o the nepiinene oo

the poed o7 e other foery,

Fhe Cowmivsiorer erved in apsrechaling the focr gl (e ek of the

Tefaurer v s eoverad wnder By 020 whick war depesed foe AT

The Commissiomer ougRE 16 hove Ssdensd e SRy o the gvier o the
pekiofe, au v ol Hil ft ) SEALL A P R T '|t'E""|'|""-' CRENLED G |r"\.' vivk af e

Feefnuver Being crvvined i ke vekineis

The (ommissioncs eeved i opprecialing the fepal psitien av decidid L

varipre guihoritative fudgnaats,

!"_'-'__I Tiep e BRIaReT lll?l'.'.-f-l":'.'.l IV TR G fopd e i |'|'."||II5'.E'| o
ateessed by b Aperar iy ot fo secovdonte with ohié poavisiens ol th
FC A,

£ Ve Commsisioner orrpot fe SROED (e decieee ol e P T CARE T R LT
TEY TRERi

¢y Thee Sapemssicser ol e oy pitvwies el Phe Spniedtaney ol s [ty TR
cdigd ey oggren eyt pad Dt eanese ol eepein il wd oot e
Mo

el Fhee Cimmissionsr pnghd (0 heve Seld thor dhere i e eigiolor
and - emplover relatiaralip Sevweds the fofved amd (e paener e
vehicle whet (HEre 1S 10 iRFRraNE IRISTERL

fid) The Demmiloner ervad in fLuag the drcodce of the infreed o
Rz, | 2995 per geoniih Ih ihe ohsence af any docpmentary euiilone:

fL2 The Copimissivmer erved i owording Phe sloves witfied aee by



O Mo B 6 & TYT al 2007

12l The Comprissiaher Mg awarded excessive compensation fo the
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iid Fither erppals il te nemod ad the fme of the hearing oy B

Prat iR | FH
he abewve grovnds ars comman in both the Appeals excent lor the

yuantum awarded 1w 2ach of the workman.

1. AL we tme of heanng, Sri A Ramekrishoa Reddy, leamed
caunssl renresenting Sei . Venugopal Reddy, fearned coungel for the
appetlant in both the Appeals, subrnitted that as other issues are
already vaversd by varicus decisions of this Courl as well as the Apex
Court i favour of the workmen, the appellant is mainly arguing on
Cround No.S, e, where extra premium has not been paid by the
awnar of lhe vehicle, he insurance company is not lisble. After
hearing hoth the partizs, this Court finds thal m similar maiter in
C MANGEID of 2005, this Court vide the Judgement of even date,

has held as uander:

S Hovige regard (oo dhe road coniesdions, thic ol
freialn (hia U Secineg of iy ot O the cowg o8 Newd Trdia
Avsnrance O Lad, Kodapa Ve Pujele Clienchn Nogaiah rend
aeliers 3 supead (5 diviinguidiable on facts a5 Snodhal case fin
g s o eteoder of the wehilcle, Whgreay M IR Cond 0d
B, e docensed wan o labeineer aned iy oose 18 clenely covered
by s deviaad of the Fan ble Sunrestie Coprl @ the oose of
Notianal Reserance Company Limited Vs, Jugpael Bishore vured
affrers (1 sapvey as well a8 the docision of thiy Coered Gt the e
o Maw Tneia Assargnce Co. Lid, Kedape V. Pajala Chenchu
Neagadalt aed others (3 g Adminely, e s vase, He i)

il e mclude the risk Gf the dfmarer gnd the owner ed Ad)



SR RN NI BRERNRL I SOV 500 perss any sl pham fe oives
and fhe cleqmar. T osuch caser thi owner of the velgle shall fe
rerpongitle for the Infery coed feofe thivd parne Flowever, the
irerancs  cosgpany wonld howe 0 make e popoen of
:T-!'-.'l'i'pl.'.'.‘.f-:'.'.’l'-'.'-'.'.' fo SR claimaaly wmsher pne Werboqes s
I'_".*:-_li-_ll.'_:._!_ll-:-_:-.'.'.::m fee heviiafier recover Sreame T P ! the
el fe, wiie houy Sregohed Mg congifimn e pelicy eny Fueded by
FRis Cloiaer in tig case of Wew Indiy Assnrance O Lidl, Kadaps
Vo Pujele Chewcihn Nagaiah and others o5 onpean ool
S Ayl o iR Iapennee CogpEniRl 0n apaowt besveiindy 1

dinivmizsed ..

Phe Uil Mscellarenss  Appead B aeoidiopt

aIEmRiRReel N raler it ey
4. Since 14e lacts snd circumstances it these cases are also simslar
tor thet of the above cocs Te, CM A NOADD of 20035 and tor e said

reazans  therem, these Civil Miscellansous Appsals Gled by e

nglmunce comnany are dismizsed. Mo cosls,

3. Pending miscellaneous petitioes, i any, in these UM A5 shal

also stand disrmissed,
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SECTIOM OFFICER

HTRUE COPYY!

. The Commissioner for Waorkmean's Compensalion ang Assistant Commizsaner of
Labour at Patancheny, Ranga Reddy District. {with racords)

One CC o S E. Yernugopal Raddy, Advocats [OFLIC]
Cine 00 o S W Awchuta Ram, Advocata [OFLIC)

Two CO Copios
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HIGH COURT

DATED: 31/12/2021

COMMON JUDGMENT
CMA.Nos.816 and 797 of 2007

DISMISSING THE BOTH APPEALS
WITHOUT COSTS
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