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IN THE HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA AT

CHANDIGARH

CR-8305-2018 (O&M)
Date of Decision : 12.01.2026

Richhpal ... Petitioner(s)

Versus

Sajjan Kumar ... Respondent(s)

CORAM : HON'BLE MRS. JUSTICE ALKA SARIN

Present : None for the petitioner.

Dr. S.K. Brar, Advocate for
Mr. Johan Kumar, Advocate for the respondent.

ALKA SARIN, J. (Oral)

1. The present revision petition has been filed under Article 227 of

the Constitution of India challenging the order dated 01.09.2018 passed by the

Executing Court whereby the objections filed by the petitioner have been

dismissed.

2. As per the E-Court Official Website of the District Courts, Hisar,

the main execution petition itself stands dismissed as withdrawn.

3. In view thereof, the present revision petition is dismissed as

having been rendered infructuous. Pending applications, if any, also stand

disposed off.

12.01.2026
Yogesh Sharma

( ALKA SARIN )
JUDGE

NOTE: Whether speaking/non-speaking: Speaking
Whether reportable: YES/NO

YOGESH SHARMA
2026.01.13 10:01
I attest to the accuracy and
integrity of this document
Chandigarh
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	Surjit Singh & Anr ... Appellant(s)
	Tejwant Singh (deceased) through LR & Ors ... Respondent(s)
	CORAM : HON'BLE MRS. JUSTICE ALKA SARIN
	Present : Mr. K.S. Boparai, Advocate for the appellants.
	ALKA SARIN, J. (Oral)
	CM-12250-C-2025 & CM-12253-C-2025
	1. Prayer  in  the  present  applications  is  for  disposal  of  the  main
	appeal in terms of the compromise dated 10.08.2025.
	2. Vide order dated 15.10.2025 the parties were directed to appear
	before the Mediation  and  Conciliation  Centre of this  Court  for  recording of
	the statements of the parties with regard to the compromise arrived at between
	them.  As  per  the  report  of  the  Mediator,  the  statements  have  since  been
	recorded.
	3. For the reasons stated in the applications, the same are allowed.
	With the consent of the learned counsel for the parties, the main case is taken
	on Board today itself.
	RSA-6144-2014
	4. Learned counsel for the parties are ad idem that the parties have
	RSA-6144-2014 (O&M) 2
	since  compromised  the  matter  vide  compromise  dated  10.08.2025  and  the
	statements of the parties have since been recorded before the Mediation and
	Conciliation Centre of this Court and that the present appeal be disposed off
	in terms of the compromise dated 10.08.2025.
	5. In view of the above, the present appeal is disposed off in terms
	of the compromise dated 10.08.2025, which is marked as Ex.C1. Decree sheet
	be  drawn  up  accordingly.  The  compromise  dated  10.08.2025  (Ex.C1)  shall
	form  a  part  of  the  decree  sheet.  The  parties  shall  remain  bound  by  their
	statements.
	6. Disposed  off  accordingly.  Pending  applications,  if  any,  also
	stand disposed off.
	214 COCP-1564-2025 (O&M)
	Present: Mr. Anmoldeep Singh, Advocate for the petitioner.
	Learned counsel for the petitioner seeks some time to do the needful.
	218+104 COCP-4707-2025 (O&M)
	Present: Mr. Anuj Chauhan, Advocate for the petitioner.
	COCP-4707-2025 (O&M) 2
	₹25,51,231/- has  been  released  after  deduction  of  interest  despite  the
	statement  made  by  Dr.  Puneeta  Gahlot,  Joint  Director,  Animal  Husbandry
	Department, Haryana before this Court that the amount was to be deposited
	by the petitioner without any component of interest.
	the statement was not that the interest component due on the amount payable
	by the Government was to be waived off. The intent was only to waive off the
	interest  on  the amount  payable by  the petitioner.  The said  stand  now  being
	taken  by  the  State  counsel  is  totally  contrary  to  the  statement  made  by  Dr.
	Puneeta Gahlot, Joint Director, Animal Husbandry Department, Haryana on
	29.09.2025.
	Husbandry Department, Haryana to remain present in Court on the next date
	of hearing.
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	1. FAO-71-2009 (O&M)
	Pepsu Road Transport Corporation ... Appellant(s)
	Kamlesh & Ors ... Respondent(s)
	2. FAO-3281-2009 (O&M)
	Kamlesh & Ors ... Appellant(s)
	Jogender Singh & Anr. ... Respondent(s)
	CORAM : HON'BLE MRS. JUSTICE ALKA SARIN
	Present : Mr. Aman Sharma, Advocate
	ALKA SARIN, J. (Oral)
	1. The  present  order  shall  dispose  off  the  two  above-captioned
	appeals being FAO-71-2009 filed by the Pepsu Road Transport Corporation
	and FAO-3281-2009 filed by the claimants, both aggrieved by the quantum
	of compensation awarded vide the impugned award dated 07.10.2008 passed
	by the Motor Accident Claims Tribunal, Jhajjar. The parties are being referred
	to as the owner of the offending bus and the claimants for the sake of clarity.
	2. Since  the  factum  of  the  accident  is  not  in  dispute,  the  facts are
	not being adverted to for the sake of brevity.
	FAO-71-2009 (O&M) 2
	3. In the present case, the deceased – Balraj – was 36 years of age.
	The  accident  took  place  on  07.09.2006  with  the  offending  bus  bearing
	registration  No.PB-11-AB-7991.  The  Tribunal  had  awarded  the  following
	compensation :
	4. Learned  counsel  for  the  owner  of  the  offending  bus  would
	contend  that  the  income of  the  deceased  has  wrongly  been  assessed  on  the
	higher  side  i.e. ₹3,500/- per  month  inasmuch  as  the  minimum  wage  for  an
	unskilled  worker  prevailing  at  the  relevant  point  of  time  was ₹2,484/- per
	month. It is further the contention of the learned counsel that the deceased was
	36 years of age, hence, a multiplier of ‘15’ ought to have been applied instead
	of ‘16’.
	5. Per contra learned counsel for the claimants would contend that
	the income of the deceased and the multiplier have rightly been assessed by
	the Tribunal. Learned counsel would further contend that in the present case
	there are four claimants i.e three minor children and widow of the deceased,
	hence, deduction of 1/3
	1/4th
	been  made  towards  future  prospects  which  ought  to  have  been  40%  as  the
	deceased  was  36  years  of  age  at  the  time  of  the  accident.  It  is  further  the
	FAO-71-2009 (O&M) 3
	contention  of  the learned  counsel  that  the  compensation  awarded  under  the
	conventional  heads  as  well  as  under  the  head  ‘loss  of  consortium’  is  not  in
	accordance with the law laid down by the Hon’ble Supreme Court. In support
	of his contentions, he has relied upon the judgments of the Hon’ble Supreme
	Court in the cases of Sarla Verma & Ors. vs. Delhi Transport Corporation
	& Anr. [(2009) 6 SCC 121], National Insurance Company Ltd. vs. Pranay
	Sethi & Ors. [(2017) 16 SCC 680], Magma General Insurance Company
	Limited vs.  Nanu Ram  alias  Chuhru Ram  &  Ors.  [(2018)  18  SCC  130]
	and N.  Jayasree  &  Ors.  vs.  Cholamandalam  M.S  General  Insurance
	Company Ltd. [2021(4) RCR (Civil) 642].
	6. I have heard the learned counsel for the parties.
	7. The argument of learned counsel for the owner of the offending
	bus that the income of the deceased has wrongly been assessed on the higher
	side deserves to be accepted inasmuch as the minimum wage applicable to an
	unskilled  worker  at  the  time  of the accident  was  ₹2,484/- per  month.
	Accordingly,  the  income  of  the  deceased  is  assessed  as  ₹2,484/ - per  month
	which  is  rounded  off  to  ₹2,500/- per  month.  Further,  the  argument  of  the
	learned counsel for the owner of the offending bus that a multiplier of ‘16’ has
	wrongly been applied also deserves to be accepted inasmuch as the deceased
	was 36 years of age at the time of the accident and as per the law laid down
	by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of Sarla Verma (supra), multiplier
	of ‘15’ would be applicable.
	8. The  argument  of  the  learned  counsel  for  the  claimants  that  a
	deduction of 1/3rdhas wrongly been applied deserves to be accepted inasmuch
	as in the present case the number of claimants is four, hence, as per the law
	laid down by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of Sarla Verma (supra),
	FAO-71-2009 (O&M) 4
	a deduction of 1/4thwould be applicable.  The argument of the learned counsel
	for the claimants that no addition has been made towards future prospects also
	deserves to be accepted inasmuch as the deceased was admittedly 36 years of
	age, hence, as per the law laid down by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case
	of Pranay  Sethi (supra),  40%  addition  is  made  towards  future  prospects.
	Further, the  argument  of  the  learned  counsel  for  the  claimants  that  the
	compensation awarded under the conventional heads and under the head ‘loss
	of consortium’ is not as per the law laid down by the Hon’ble Supreme Court
	also deserves to be accepted keeping in view the law laid down in the cases
	of Pranay  Sethi (supra), Magma  General  Insurance  Company  Limited
	(supra) and N.  Jayasree (supra).  Hence,  the  claimants  would  be  entitled  to
	₹18,000/- (₹15,000+20%  increase)  towards  loss  of  estate  and  ₹18,000/-
	(₹15,000+20% increase) towards funeral expenses and the claimants (widow
	and three minor children of the deceased) would also be entitled to ₹48,000/-
	each (₹40,000+20% increase) towards loss of consortium.
	9. Accordingly, the reworked compensation is as under :
	FAO-71-2009 (O&M) 5
	10. The amount in excess of and over and above the amount awarded
	by the Tribunal shall also attract interest @ 7.5% per annum from the date of
	filing of the claim petition till the realization of the entire amount.
	11. In  view  of  the  decision  by  the  Hon’ble  Supreme  Court  in
	Parminder  Singh  Vs.  Honey  Goyal  &  Ors.  [AIR  2025  SC  1713  =  2025
	SCC OnLine SC 567], after calculation of the enhanced amount, the same be
	transferred by the Insurance Company in the bank account(s) of the claimants
	within six weeks from today and the apportionment thereof shall be as per the
	direction of the Tribunal. The particulars of the bank account(s) alongwith the
	requisite documents(s) in support thereof shall be furnished by the claimants
	to the Insurance company within a period of two weeks from the date of this
	order and needful shall be done by the Insurance Company after verification
	thereof  within  four  weeks  thereafter  alongwith  up-to-date  interest.  The
	compliance shall be reported by the Bank to the Tribunal concerned.
	12. In view of the above, the impugned award passed by the Tribunal
	stands modified and the appeals being FAO-71-2009 filed by the Pepsu Road
	Transport  Corporation and FAO-3281-2009 filed  by  the  claimants  are
	disposed off accordingly. Pending applications, if any, also stand disposed off.
	225-2
	Kamlesh & Ors ... Appellant(s)
	Jogender & Anr ... Respondent(s)
	CORAM : HON'BLE MRS. JUSTICE ALKA SARIN
	Present : Mr. S.P. Chahar, Advocate for the appellants.
	ALKA SARIN, J. (Oral)
	1. For  orders  see judgment  of  even  date  passed  in FAO-71-2009
	titled as “Pepsu Road Transport Corporation Vs. Kamlesh & Ors”.
	236 CR-2111-2014 (O&M)
	Present: Mr. Mahabir Singh Tanwar, Advocate for
	would  be  no  requirement  for  impleading  the legal  representatives  of
	respondent Nos.15 and 17 as they are proforma respondents and no relief is
	being claimed against them. Ordered accordingly.
	time to address arguments. On his request, adjourned to 20.05.2026.
	any account.
	241 FAO-4703-2015 (O&M)
	Present: Ms. Geeta Dahiya, Advocate for
	No.1  due to  non-filing  of correct  address.  Notice issued  to  respondent No.3
	has not been received back either served or otherwise.
	respondent  No.1  is  correct  and  there  is  no  requirement  for  furnishing
	fresh/correct  address,  hence,  prays  that dasti notice be issued  to  respondent
	No.1.
	returnable 18.05.2026. Fresh notice be also issued to respondent No.3 for the
	date fixed.
	253
	Nachhatar Singh & Anr ... Appellant(s)
	Jaswinder Singh & Anr ... Respondent(s)
	CORAM : HON'BLE MRS. JUSTICE ALKA SARIN
	Present : Ms. Monika Jalota, Advocate for the appellants.
	ALKA SARIN, J. (Oral)
	1. The present appeal has been preferred by the claimant-appellants
	aggrieved  by  the  quantum of  compensation  awarded  by  the  Motor Accident
	Claims  Tribunal,  Patiala (hereinafter  referred  to  as  ‘Tribunal’) vide  the
	impugned award dated 12.10.2015 in a motor vehicle accident which occurred
	on 12.03.2013.
	2. Since  the  factum  of  the  accident  is  not  in  dispute,  the  facts are
	not being adverted to for the sake of brevity.
	3. The  Tribunal  in  the  present  case  had  awarded  the  following
	compensation :
	FAO-633-2016 (O&M) 2
	4. Learned counsel for the claimant-appellants would contend that
	she  does  not  challenge  the  income,  deduction,  multiplier  and  the
	compensation awarded towards loss of consortium as well as towards funeral
	expenses.  She,  however,  states  that  no  compensation  has  been  awarded
	towards  loss  of  estate  and  that  no  addition  has  been  made  towards  future
	prospects  which  ought  to  have  been  40%  keeping  in  view  the  age  of  the
	deceased as 30 years at the time of the accident. In support of her contentions,
	she has relied upon the judgments of the Hon’ble Supreme Court in the cases
	of National Insurance Company Ltd. vs. Pranay Sethi & Ors. [(2017) 16
	SCC 680], Magma General Insurance Company Limited vs. Nanu Ram
	alias  Chuhru Ram &  Ors.  [(2018) 18  SCC  130] and N.  Jayasree &  Ors.
	vs. Cholamandalam M.S General Insurance Company Ltd. [2021(4) RCR
	(Civil) 642].
	5. Per  contra,  learned  counsel  for  respondent  No.2-Insurance
	Company  has  vehemently  argued  that  sufficient  amount  has  already  been
	awarded as compensation in the present case and that there is no scope of any
	enhancement.
	6. I have heard the learned counsel for the parties.
	7. Admittedly,  no  appeal  has  been  preferred  by  the  Insurance
	Company.  In the present case, since no challenge has been laid by the learned
	counsel  for the claimant-appellants  to the income,  deduction, multiplier and
	the  compensation  awarded  towards  loss  of  consortium  as  well  as  towards
	FAO-633-2016 (O&M) 3
	funeral expenses, the same are maintained accordingly. However, the Tribunal
	has  not  made  any  addition  towards  future  prospects.  The  deceased  was
	admittedly  30  years  of  age,  hence,  as  per  the  law  laid  down  by  the  Hon’ble
	Supreme  Court  in  the  case  of Pranay  Sethi (supra),  40%  addition  is  made
	towards future prospects. Further, no compensation has been awarded towards
	loss of estate, hence, as per the law laid down by the Hon’ble Supreme Court
	in the cases of Pranay Sethi (supra), Magma General Insurance Company
	Limited (supra) and N. Jayasree (supra), the claimants would be entitled to
	₹18,000/- (₹15,000+20%  increase)  towards  loss  of  estate. Accordingly,  the
	reworked compensation is as under :
	8. The amount in excess of and over and above the amount awarded
	by the Tribunal shall also attract interest @ 7.5% per annum from the date of
	filing of the claim petition till the realization of the entire amount.
	9. In  view  of  the  decision  by  the  Hon’ble  Supreme  Court  in
	Parminder  Singh  Vs.  Honey  Goyal  &  Ors.  [AIR  2025  SC  1713  =  2025
	SCC OnLine SC 567], after calculation of the enhanced amount, the same be
	transferred by the Insurance Company in the bank account(s) of the claimants
	within six weeks from today and the apportionment thereof shall be as per the
	FAO-633-2016 (O&M) 4
	direction of the Tribunal. The particulars of the bank account(s) alongwith the
	requisite documents(s) in support thereof shall be furnished by the claimants
	to the Insurance company within a period of two weeks from the date of this
	order and needful shall be done by the Insurance Company after verification
	thereof  within  four  weeks  thereafter  alongwith  up-to-date  interest.  The
	compliance shall be reported by the Bank to the Tribunal concerned.
	10. In  view  of  the  above  discussion,  the  present  appeal  is  allowed
	and  the award  passed  by the Tribunal stands  modified  accordingly.  Pending
	applications, if any, also stand disposed off.
	280 CR-5705-2019 (O&M)
	Present: None for the petitioners.
	contend  that  the objections  filed  by  the judgment  debtor were accepted  and
	the  execution  filed  by  the  decree-holder/petitioner  was  dismissed.  The
	DH-petitioner  filed  an  appeal which  was  dismissed  as  withdrawn  on
	16.11.2018  with  liberty  to  avail  appropriate  remedies.  Thereafter,  the
	DH-petitioner  filed  an  application  for  recalling/correcting  the  order  dated
	12.08.2011  in  terms  of  the  compromise/statements  of  the  parties.  The  said
	application is pending till date. Simultaneously, the present revision petition
	has been filed.
	the interest of justice, adjourned to 21.01.2026.
	fixed.
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	Manju & Anr ... Appellant(s)
	Rakesh Kumar & Ors ... Respondent(s)
	CORAM : HON'BLE MRS. JUSTICE ALKA SARIN
	Present : Mr. Kapil Aggarwal, Advocate for the appellants.
	ALKA SARIN, J. (Oral)
	1. The present appeal has been preferred by the claimant-appellants
	aggrieved  by  the  quantum of  compensation  awarded  by  the  Motor Accident
	Claims  Tribunal,  Narnaul (hereinafter  referred  to  as  ‘Tribunal’) vide  the
	impugned award dated 05.12.2018 in a motor vehicle accident which occurred
	on 27.05.2017.
	2. Since  the  factum  of  the  accident  is  not  in  dispute,  the  facts are
	not being adverted to for the sake of brevity.
	3. The  Tribunal  in  the  present  case  had  awarded  the  following
	compensation :
	FAO-1644-2019 (O&M) 2
	4. Learned counsel for the claimant-appellants would contend that
	he does not challenge the income, deduction and multiplier as applied by the
	Tribunal. He, however, states that no addition has been made towards future
	prospects  which  ought  to  have been  40%  inasmuch  as  the deceased  was  20
	years  of  age  at  the  time  of  the  accident. It  is  further  the  contention  of  the
	learned counsel that no compensation has been awarded under the head ‘loss
	of  consortium’  and  that  the  compensation  awarded  under  the  conventional
	heads  is  not  in  accordance  with  the  law  laid  down  by  the  Hon’ble  Supreme
	Court. In support of his contentions, he has relied upon the judgments of the
	Hon’ble Supreme  Court  in the cases of National Insurance Company Ltd.
	vs. Pranay Sethi & Ors. [(2017) 16 SCC 680], Magma General Insurance
	Company  Limited vs.  Nanu Ram  alias  Chuhru Ram  &  Ors.  [(2018)  18
	SCC  130] and N.  Jayasree  &  Ors. vs.  Cholamandalam  M.S  General
	Insurance Company Ltd. [2021(4) RCR (Civil) 642].
	5. Per  contra,  learned  counsel  for  respondent  No.3-Insurance
	Company has contended that the income of the deceased has been assessed on
	the higher side inasmuch as the minimum wage for an unskilled worker was
	₹8,280/- per  month.  Learned  counsel  has  further  contended  that  sufficient
	amount  has  already  been  awarded  as  compensation  in  the  present  case  and
	that there is no scope of any enhancement.
	6. I have heard the learned counsel for the parties.
	7. Admittedly, no  appeal  has  been  preferred  by  the  Insurance
	Company  against  the  impugned  award.  Hence,  the  arguments  of  learned
	FAO-1644-2019 (O&M) 3
	counsel  for  the  Insurance  Company  that  the  income  of  the  deceased  as
	assessed by the Tribunal is on the higher side, deserves to be rejected.  In the
	present case, since no challenge has been laid by the learned counsel for the
	claimant-appellants to the income, deduction and multiplier as applied by the
	Tribunal, the same are maintained accordingly. The Tribunal has not made any
	addition towards future prospects. The deceased was admittedly 20 years of
	age, hence, as per the law laid down by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case
	of Pranay  Sethi (supra),  40%  addition  is  made  towards  future  prospects.
	Further, no  compensation  has  been  awarded  under  the  head  ‘loss  of
	consortium’  and  the  compensation  awarded  under  the  conventional  heads is
	not  as  per  the  law  laid  down  by  the  Hon’ble  Supreme  Court  in  the  cases  of
	Pranay  Sethi (supra), Magma  General  Insurance  Company  Limited
	(supra) and N.  Jayasree (supra),  hence,  the  claimants  would  be  entitled  to
	₹18,000/- (₹15,000+20%  increase)  towards  loss  of  estate  and  ₹18,000/-
	(₹15,000+20% increase) towards funeral expenses and the claimants (parents
	and  sisters  of  the  deceased)  would  also  be  entitled  to  ₹48,000/- each
	(₹40,000+20%  increase)  towards  loss  of  consortium. Accordingly,  the
	reworked compensation is as under :
	Sr. No. Heads Compensation Awarded
	FAO-1644-2019 (O&M) 4
	9. The amount in excess of and over and above the amount awarded
	by the Tribunal shall also attract interest @ 7.5% per annum from the date of
	filing  of  the  claim  petition  till  the  realization  of  the  entire  amount.  The
	claimants  (sisters  of  the  deceased)  shall  be  entitled  to  the filial consortium
	only i.e. ₹48,000/- each.
	10. In  view  of  the  decision  by  the  Hon’ble  Supreme  Court  in
	Parminder  Singh  Vs.  Honey  Goyal  &  Ors.  [AIR  2025  SC  1713  =  2025
	SCC OnLine SC 567], after calculation of the enhanced amount, the same be
	transferred by the Insurance Company in the bank account(s) of the claimants
	within six weeks from today and the apportionment thereof shall be as per the
	direction of the Tribunal. The particulars of the bank account(s) alongwith the
	requisite documents(s) in support thereof shall be furnished by the claimants
	to the Insurance company within a period of two weeks from the date of this
	order and needful shall be done by the Insurance Company after verification
	thereof  within  four  weeks  thereafter  alongwith  up-to-date  interest.  The
	compliance shall be reported by the Bank to the Tribunal concerned.
	11. In  view  of  the  above  discussion,  the  present  appeal  is  allowed
	and  the award  passed  by the Tribunal stands  modified  accordingly.  Pending
	applications, if any, also stand disposed off.
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	Rajiya & Ors ... Appellant(s)
	Naseem Zia & Ors ... Respondent(s)
	CORAM : HON'BLE MRS. JUSTICE ALKA SARIN
	Present : Mr. Digvijay Singh, Advocate for
	ALKA SARIN, J. (Oral)
	CM-23060-CII-2024
	1. For  the  reasons  mentioned  therein,  the  application  seeking
	condonation of delay of 111 days in filing the appeal is allowed and the delay
	of 111 days in filing the appeal is condoned. However, the claimant-appellants
	shall not be entitled to any interest for the period of delay in filing the appeal.
	FAO-6066-2024
	2. The present appeal has been preferred by the claimant-appellants
	aggrieved  by  the  quantum of  compensation  awarded  by  the  Motor Accident
	Claims  Tribunal,  Nuh (hereinafter  referred  to  as  ‘Tribunal’) vide  the
	impugned award dated 25.04.2024 in a motor vehicle accident which occurred
	on 17.08.2022.
	FAO-6066-2024 (O&M) 2
	3. Since the factum of  the accident  is  not  in  dispute,  the facts are
	not being adverted to for the sake of brevity.
	4. The  Tribunal  in  the present  case  had  awarded  the  following
	compensation :
	Sr. No. Heads Compensation Awarded
	5. Learned  counsel  for  the claimant-appellants  states  that  he does
	not  challenge  the  income,  deduction,  future  prospects  and  multiplier  as
	applied by the Tribunal. He, however, states that the compensation awarded
	under the conventional heads as well as under the head ‘loss of consortium’ is
	not  in  accordance  with  the  law  laid  down  by  the  Hon’ble  Supreme Court in
	the cases  of National  Insurance Company  Ltd.  vs.  Pranay Sethi  &  Ors.
	[(2017)  16  SCC  680], Magma  General  Insurance Company  Limited vs.
	Nanu Ram alias Chuhru Ram & Ors. [(2018) 18 SCC 130] and N. Jayasree
	&  Ors.  vs.  Cholamandalam  M.S  General  Insurance  Company  Ltd.
	[2021(4) RCR (Civil) 642].
	6. Per  contra,  learned  counsel  for  respondent  No.3-Insurance
	Company  has  vehemently  argued  that  sufficient  amount  has  already  been
	awarded as compensation in the present case and that there is no scope of any
	enhancement.
	FAO-6066-2024 (O&M) 3
	7. I have heard the learned counsel for the parties.
	8. Admittedly,  no  appeal  has  been  preferred  by  the  Insurance
	Company.  In the present case, since no challenge has been laid by the learned
	counsel for the claimant-appellants to the income, future prospects, deduction
	and  multiplier  as  applied  by  the  Tribunal,  the  same  are  maintained
	accordingly. Further, the compensation awarded under the conventional heads
	and under the head ‘loss of consortium’ is not as per the law laid down by the
	Hon’ble  Supreme  Court  in  the  cases  of Pranay  Sethi (supra), Magma
	General  Insurance  Company  Limited (supra) and N.  Jayasree (supra),
	hence, the claimants would be entitled to ₹18,000/- (₹15,000+20% increase)
	towards loss of estate and ₹18,000/- (₹15,000+20% increase) towards funeral
	expenses and the claimants (widow, minor son and parents of the deceased)
	would also be entitled to ₹48,000/- each (₹40,000+20% increase) towards loss
	of consortium. Accordingly, the reworked compensation is as under :
	9. The amount in excess of and over and above the amount awarded
	by the Tribunal shall also attract interest @ 7.5% per annum from the date of
	FAO-6066-2024 (O&M) 4
	filing of the claim petition till the realization of the entire amount. However,
	the claimant-appellants shall not be entitled to any interest for the period of
	delay in filing the appeal.
	10. In  view  of  the  decision  by  the  Hon’ble  Supreme  Court  in
	Parminder  Singh  Vs.  Honey  Goyal  &  Ors.  [AIR  2025  SC  1713  =  2025
	SCC OnLine SC 567], after calculation of the enhanced amount, the same be
	transferred by the Insurance Company in the bank account(s) of the claimants
	within six weeks from today and the apportionment thereof shall be as per the
	direction of the Tribunal and the share of the minor claimant shall be kept in
	fixed deposits by the Bank concerned. The particulars of the bank account(s)
	alongwith the requisite documents(s) in support thereof shall be furnished by
	the claimants  to  the Insurance company  within  a period  of  two  weeks  from
	the date of  this  order  and  needful  shall  be  done by  the Insurance Company
	after  verification  thereof  within  four  weeks  thereafter  alongwith  up-to-date
	interest.  The  compliance  shall  be  reported  by  the  Bank  to  the
	Tribunal concerned.
	11. In  view  of  the  above  discussion,  the  present  appeal  is  allowed
	and  the award  passed  by the Tribunal stands  modified  accordingly.  Pending
	applications, if any, also stand disposed off.
	306 CR-408-2024 (O&M)
	Present: Mr. Devansh Verma, Advocate for the petitioners.
	adjourned to 15.07.2026.
	307
	Om Parkash (deceased) through LR ... Petitioner(s)
	Rambir Sharma & Ors ... Respondent(s)
	CORAM : HON'BLE MRS. JUSTICE ALKA SARIN
	Present : None for the petitioner.
	ALKA SARIN, J. (Oral)
	1. Vide order dated 25.11.2024, notice was issued to the petitioner.
	As per the office report, the petitioner stands duly served, however, none has
	put in appearance on his behalf. It appears that the petitioner is not interested
	in pursuing the present petition. In view thereof, this Court is left with no other
	option but to dismiss the present petition for non-prosecution.
	2. Dismissed for non-prosecution. Pending applications, if any, also
	stand disposed off.
	308 CR-2612-2024 (O&M)
	Present: Mr. Rakesh Chopra, Advocate for the petitioners.
	3 despite service.
	arguing  counsel  for  the  petitioners  on  the  ground  that  he  is  in  personal
	difficulty.
	310 FAO-3821-2025 (O&M)
	Present: Mr. Maneet Kaushik, Advocate for the appellant.
	service.
	present in Court and is on the panel of the ICICI Lombard General Insurance
	Company  Limited,  has  put  in  appearance  on  behalf  of  respondent  No.3-
	Insurance Company only for completion of service. Needless to say that the
	Insurance Company shall always be at liberty to appoint any counsel, if it so
	desires.
	complete copy of the paper book to Mr. Nigam K. Bhardwaj, Advocate.
	311 CM-26115-CII-2025 IN FAO-6690-2025
	Present: Dr. Naresh Kaushik, Advocate for applicant-respondent No.1.
	applicant/appellant. In the interest of justice, adjourned to 17.03.2026.
	312 CR-7771-2025 (O&M)
	Present: Mr. Lalit Pathak, Advocate for the petitioner.
	313 CR-8701-2025 (O&M)
	Present: Mr. Sanchit Punia, Advocate for the petitioner.
	respondent  No.1  and  filed  his vakalatnama,  which  is  taken  on  record.  He
	seeks some time to address arguments.
	despite service. In the interest of justice, adjourned to 19.01.2026.
	314 FAO-411-2025 (O&M)
	Present: Mr. Maneet Kaushik, Advocate for the appellants.
	316 FAO-2417-2015 (O&M)
	Present: Mr. Navneet Singh, Advocate for the appellant.
	the  appellant  and  filed  his memorandum  of  appearance,  which  is  taken  on
	record.
	be referred to the Daily Lok Adalat.
	317 FAO-2710-2017 (O&M)
	Present: None for the appellant.
	interest of justice, adjourned to 22.07.2026.
	317-2 FAO-2167-2018 (O&M)
	Present: None.
	therein.
	318
	Richhpal ... Petitioner(s)
	Sajjan Kumar ... Respondent(s)
	CORAM : HON'BLE MRS. JUSTICE ALKA SARIN
	Present : None for the petitioner.
	ALKA SARIN, J. (Oral)
	1. The present revision petition has been filed under Article 227 of
	the Constitution of India challenging the order dated 01.09.2018 passed by the
	Executing  Court  whereby  the  objections  filed  by  the  petitioner  have  been
	dismissed.
	2. As per the E-Court Official Website of the District Courts, Hisar,
	the main execution petition itself stands dismissed as withdrawn.
	3. In  view  thereof,  the  present  revision  petition  is  dismissed  as
	having  been  rendered  infructuous.  Pending  applications,  if  any,  also  stand
	disposed off.
	318-2
	Richhpal ... Petitioner(s)
	Sajjan Kumar ... Respondent(s)
	CORAM : HON'BLE MRS. JUSTICE ALKA SARIN
	Present : None for the petitioner.
	ALKA SARIN, J. (Oral)
	1. The present revision petition has been filed under Article 227 of
	the Constitution of India challenging the order dated 01.09.2018 passed by the
	Executing  Court  whereby  the  objections  filed  by  the  petitioner  have  been
	dismissed.
	2. As per the E-Court Official Website of the District Courts, Hisar,
	the main execution petition itself stands dismissed as withdrawn.
	3. In  view  thereof,  the  present  revision  petition  is  dismissed  as
	having  been  rendered  infructuous.  Pending  applications,  if  any,  also  stand
	disposed off.
	319 FAO-1222-2019 (O&M)
	Present: Mr. Saajan Singla, Advocate for the appellants.
	to 23.07.2026.

