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This appeal has been filed against the impugned 

judgment and award passed by the Motor Accident Claims 

Tribunal for enhancement of the quantum of compensation. 

Brief facts of the case are that the legal representatives 

of the deceased Pappu Nath had filed a claim petition before 

the Motor Accident CIp'ms Tribunal, Ajmer on the grounds 



that on 9.4.2006, one Mehram drove Tractor No.RJ-01R-7483 

rashly and negligently and collided with Motor Cycle No.RJ- 

01-1M-8683 resulting death of motorcylists Pappunath and 

Kananth claiming compensation of Rs.81,80,000/- as 

compensation from the opposite parties. The respondents 

No.1 and 2 filed reply and denied the allegations made in the 

claim petition. It was pleaded thalj f : the-vehicle in question was 

not insured, as such, the insurer-re~pond~ent No. 3 is not 
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liable for conipensation .> and prayed for di~rnisk-~b the claim 
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petition. The respondent no. 3 ins. Co. had also filed reply 

and denied the facts of the claim petition. It was averred that 

, i'ii..: 

three person were: t$&a:Cngi;:>ibn, , -A. gw:&.;". ". .a q2LLd PI. -);( .* q:y, +the motor cycle 
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negligence on the part of Tractor, hence, prayed for the 
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dismissal of the claim p&i@bnB! \ ff w': 
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On the basis of the pleedirig~ the learned Judge of the 

Tribunal has framed as ma:n'y as five .ti?~!sues including relief. 
9 

The claimants got examh%ed PrW. 1 !$$ntara and AW.2 Ratan 
;" -* 

Lal. Certain do~um~n~a~~~p'~$~li~e~~~~~~lso I +_ &a ! _. got exhibited in 

support of their claim. No evidence in rebuttal was adduced 

by the opposite parties. 

After hearing the parties, the learned Judge has held 

that the accident dt. 9.4.2006 was occurred on account of 

rash and negligent driving of Tractor No. RJ-01R-7483 by its 

driver. While dealing with th3 amount of compensation, the 



learned Tribunal awarded a sum of Rs. 3,91,400/- as 

compensation, on account of the death of a young man aged 

30 years. 

Learned counsel for the appellant has contended that 

the learned J'udge of the Tribunal has committed a grave 

error of law while calculating the income of the deceased 

Pappunath. It is su.bmit~t.ed;"i~ha$-dg~ , ., + , B ..- a~ P- ~fi the 
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deceased was 30 
*P " 

years and as per post mortem report, it has 27 years, 
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meaning thereby age of the deceased was below '30 years. He 

was doing work of mason and also agriculture work and was 
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earning Rs. 10000/- per mB$ith. The claimants also produced 

a pay certificate (Ex. 1,5) .I , .$h;ich f .. .4;‘iz disrlqsed =.. / Rs. 6000/- to 
d r $Gi~*$..- 
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6500/- per month.  he 0p~p~os1~~~;p'8~fi~~,did g , q,i+~~:hbGi.q~h'a.br: eii .i not lead contrary 
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evidence to this pay certifiscabe: Despite this, the learned 

Judge of the Tribunal has taken' minimum wages i.e. Rs. 

2400/- per month and as sudh, the learned Judge of the 
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%',, -:: Tribunal ought to h~ue.-~a~gi.~~!~$~&@Ape:~~ation - ,..... on the basis of 
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proved and unrebutted income of the deceased. He has 

further contended that-dth;,e;y{;$iaqne@~j;,udge of the Tribunal has 
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committed a grave error of law while adopting multiplier of 

17. It is submitted that as per IInd Schedule of the M.V. Act, 

1988 and various judgments of the Hon'ble Apex Court as 

well as this Hon'ble Court, in a age group between 25 to 30 

years multiplier of 18 should have been applied, as such, the 

award is liable to be modifiedjmd enhanced on this count 



slso. He has further contended that the learned Judge of the 

Tribunal has erred in not considering future prospects of the 

deceased who died in a young age of 30 years, as such, 

looking to this fact, the award is liable to be enhanced by this 

Court. 

On the other hand, learned counsel appearing on behalf 

of respondent-Ins. Company vehemently opposed the 
8P'-' <," 

submissions advanced above and contended % *+ that, the learned 
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Q Tribunal has passed just and proper a~ard,.~~K&ce, no 

interference is required in this case and no amount is to be 
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I have heard learned e~fi&f .for '&G:;piarties and perused 

the impugned judgment/awa'rd under appeal. 

'ces of the case, I deem 

it just and proper to inc 000/- in addition to the 

amount already awarded by the .lea:r.ned: Tribunal. 

Accordingly, thi allowed, impugned 

judgment/award is modified, and Rs.2,00,000/-is ordered to 

be enhanced. This amount shall be in addition to the amount 

awarded by the learned Tribunal and the claimants-appellants 

are held entitled to get the aforesaid amount. It is also 

directed that the respondent-insurance company shall deposit 

the aforesaid enhanced amount with the learned Tribunal 

within a period of eighthks from the date of receipt of 



certified copy of this order and the same shall be disbursed to 

the claimant/s immediately. In case the amount is not paid to 

the claimant/s within the stipulated period of eight weeks, the 

claimant/s shall be entitled to interest @ 9% per annum on 

the enhanced amount from the date of passing of this 

judgment. Rest of the terms under the award shall remain 

unchanged. 

The impugned award stands modified, as indicated 

(P)IA~sH CHANDRA SHARMA) 3. 
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