
HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA
AT HYDERABAD

TUESDAY ,THE THIRTIETH DAY OF JUNE
TWO THOUSAND AND TWENTY

PRESENT

THE HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE K.LAKSHMAN

M.A.C.M.A.NO. 2946 0F 2014 AND 1228 0F 2016

M.A.C.M.A.No.2946 ot 2014

Appeal Under Section 173 of IV.V.Act against the Order and Decree made in

O.P.No.'13S6 of 2009 dated 13.09.201'1 on the file of the Court of the Chairman, Motor

Accidents Claims Tribunal-Cum-lll Additional Chief Judge, City Civil Court, Hyderabad.

..APPELLANTS

AND

1. Konda Sambi Reddy, Sio Seshi Reddy Aged lVlajor Occ: Business, Rl/o D-No.4-
1-2, Chivaluru (Post), Kollipara lvlandal, Guntur Dist.

2. IFFCO Tokio General lnsurance Company Ltd., Rep. by its l\rlanager, Uma
Chambers,Nagarjunacircle,Panjagutta,Hyderabad 

...RESpONDENTS

Counsel for the Appellants : SRl. K.HARIMOHAN REDDY

Counsel for the Respondent No.2 : SRI T.MAHENDER RAO

M.A.C.M.A.No. 1 228 ot 201 6

Appeal Under Section 173 of It4.V.Act against the Order and Decree made in

O.P.No.1396 of 2009 dated 13.09.201 1 on the file of the Court of the Chairman, lvlotor

Accidents Claims Tribunal-Cum-lll Additional Chief Judge, City Civil Court, Hyderabad.

Between:
1. lV. Padmaja, W/o Late Deviprasad Aged about 47 yrs, Occ: Housewife
2. lvl.Sumanth, S/o Late Deviprasad Aged about 29 yrs, Occ: Nil
3. I\/.Bharathi Savithri Devi, W/o Late Subba Rao aged 70 years

All are Fl/o Plot no.117, MIG ll, lXth Phase, KPHB Colony, Kukatpally, Hyderabad

Between:
IFFCO Tokio General lnsurance Company Ltd., Rep. by its Manager, Uma Chambers,
Nagarjuna circle, Panjagutta, Hyderabad.

....APPELLANT/RESPONDENT NO.2
AND

1. lV. Padmaja, W/o Late Deviprasad Aged about 46 yrs, Occ: Housewife
2. lvl.Sumanth, S/o Late Deviprasad Aged about 28 yrs, Occ: Nil
3. Ivl.Bharathi Savithri Devi, W/o Late Subba Rao aged 71 years

Alr are Rr/o Prot no.117, IM|G rl, lXth Phase, 
^t:].._3g,38r^i#Jl18ilrd#+ffi1,?fi9

4. Konda Sambi Reddy, S/o Seshi Reddy Aged lvlajor Occ: Business, R/o D-No.4-
1-2, Chivaluru (Post), Kollipara Mandal, Guntur Dis!522 304 A.P

...RESPONDENT/RESPONDENT NO.1

Counsel for the Appellants : SRl. T.MAHENDER RAO

Counsel for the Respondent No.1 to 3 : SRI K.HARIMOHAN REDDY

The Court made the following: COMMON JUDGMENT



THE HO)'BLE SRI JUSTICE K. LAKSHM].IT

M.A.C.M.,t. Nos.2946 of 2014 AND 1228 OF 2(ll6

COMN{ON Jt,lDG r{[,NT:

Feeling aggri :ved bv the order and decree datecl l-i.tt9.2r,, 
'n

OP No. l396 o1'20(,9 passed by the III Additional Chief JLrcge, City

Civil Court. Hl,de "abad (for short 'the Tribunal'), the clairnants

preferred MACM { No.2946 of 2014 for enharrcenrent o1-

compensation and the Insurance Company preferred N4ACMA

No. 1228 ol 20 1 6 c rallenging the quantum of compensation awarded

by the Tribunal and also its liability.

2. Since botlr the appeals arise out of the same acc.dent and the

parties are also same, these two appeals are disposed o1' vide this

common judgment.

3. For the sake of convenience, the appellants in N4ACMA

No.2946 of 2014 ure refered to as 'claimants' and the appellant in

MACMANo. 1228 of 2016 is referredto as'lnsurer.'

4. Heard th,: learned Standing Counsel for the In;urer and the

leamed counsel for the claimants.

5. Vide aforesaid order, the Tribunal has awardt:d an amount

of Rs.11,32,000/- with 6% interest from the date of petition till the

date of realization to the claimants against the owner and ,nsurer of
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the offending vehicle as against the claim of Rs.10,00,000/- made by

the claimants for the death of the deceased in a motor accident

occuried or.r 13.02.2009. The claimants filed MACMA MP No.3512

clainr amount from Rs.10,00,000/- to Rs.20,00,000/-. The said

application was allowed.

6. It is the specific contention of the Insurer that the Tribunal

erred in holding that the insurer also liable to pay compensation of

Rs.1 1,32,000/- together with interest @ 6% per annum. The Tribunal

erred in holding that the accident occurred due to rash and negligent

driving of the rider of the motor cycle bearing registration No.AP 7

AP 3535 without appreciating the evidence on record both oral and

documentary. According to learned counsel lor the lnsurer, the

accident had occurred due to collision ol two vehicles ir-r the opposite

directior-r and there was head on collusion between two vehicles

comirrg from opposite direction which takes place only when drivers

of both the vehicles are negligent. Since the accident had occurred

due to the negligence of drivers of both the vehicles, it is contributory

negligence and therefore, payment of compensation should be

apportioned accordingly. But, the Tribunal, instead of apportioning

the liability of paying the compensation by hotding that there is

contributory negligence on the pafl of the deceased also, has fixed the

entire liabitity on the Insurer of motorcycle bearing No.AP 7 AD 3535

itselL lt is further contended bv the learned counsel lor the Insurer

2.

of 2013 in MACMA No.2946 of 2014 to permit them to enhance the
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that the Tribunal erred in considering the monthly r;ala:r, of the

deceased as Rs.10.500/- without there being any cogent evidence.

7. Learned counsel for the Insurer would also corter.d that the

claimants are nol aggrieved parties to maintain th,: 2OO.u, 1. e.

MACMA No.2945 of 2014. According to him, the r:laimants laid

claim of Rs. 10,00,000/- and the Tribunal has awarded an amount of

Rs. I 1,32,000/- an,l therefore, the claimants are not agerieved parties

to maintain the apoeal seeking enhancement of compens;rtiorr.

8. With the above said contentions, the learned counsel for the

Insurer has prayecl to set aside the impugned award.

9. On the other hand, leamed counsel for the clrLimzints would

contend that the l'ribunal failed to award any amounts lowards future

prospects of'the ,leceased, though the claimants are crtitled fbr the

same. According to him, the Tribunal failed to award conrpensation

towards love and affection and Ioss of consorlium as per th3 principle

held by the Apex Court in Magma Gcneral Insur:rrrce Oompany

Limited r,. Nanu Ram alias Chuhru Ramr. The Tribunal has

awarded an arrount of Rs.10,000/- and Rs.5,000/- tou,ards loss of

estate and I'unenil expenses, respectively, without apprer:iating the

principle held in Sarla Verma v, Delhi Transport Corporation2.

'(:ors) rt sce r:o
' (zoo, a scc tzt
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With the said contentions, learned counsel for the claimants prayed

for enhancement of the compensatioll

10. '[o prove the accident, the lst claimant examined hersellas

PW.l and also examined an eye-witness, the pillion rider of the

r.r.rotorcycle, as PW.2. PW.1 narrated the manner of accident. It is

relevant to note that PW. I is not the eve witness to the accident.

PW.2, Devender, who traveled as pillion rider on the motorcycle of

the deceased bearing No.AP 28 AT 5749 at the relevant point of time,

deposed that the accident was occurred due to rash and negligent

driving of the driver of the motorcycle bearing registration No.AP 7

AD 3535. There is no negligence on the part ofthe deceased. The

claimants have also field Ex.A.1 - FIR, Ex.A2 - charge sheet and

Ex.A4 - MVI report. As per Ex.A1 -FIR, the son of deceased gave

repofi to the police on 14.02.2009, stating that the accident had

occurred due to rash and negligent driving of the driver of the

motorcycle bearing No.AP 7 AD 3535. In Ex.A2 - charge sheet, the

police rrentioned that as per the investigation, the accident was due to

the rash and negligent driving of the driver of the motorcycle bearing

No.AP 7 AD 3535. It is also mentioned in Ex.A2 charge sheet that

as per the investigation conducted by the police, the rider of the motor

cycle bearing No.AP 7 AD 3535 was rash and negligent in driving the

vehicle and caused injuries to the deceased, which resulted in his

death. PW.2 herein, was also cited as an eye-witness by the police in

4

the charge sl-reet.
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1 l. In Ex.,\i - Post Morlem Examination report, tl-Le cause of

death olthe decerrsed is mentioned as due to head injLrrl,the deceascd

died. ln Irx.A4 - MVI report, it is mentioned that as Jrer the opinion

of the Motor V,:hicle Inspector, the accident was not due to any

mechanical defect of the motorcycle bearing No.AP 7 .\D 3535. It is

noted in the M\/I report that there are some damag es to the said

vehicle i.e. the right side indicator broken and headlight assembly

damaged.

12. As s:ated above, the Insurer though conlended that the

accident was oc,:urred due to the rash and negligent clriving of the

drivers o1'both tre vehicles, it has not examined any witrress. lt has

filed only Ilx.B l - copy of the insurance policy. The Insuler did not

elicit anything l'r'om the cross-examination of either Ptr'.1 or PW.2 -
an eye witness to the accident. PW.2, an eye witness to tne accident,

specifically deposed that the deceased and himself wcre goit.rg from

Remedy Flospitrrl to III Phase, KPHB Colony, on th(: mrttorcycle ol

the deceased bez.ring No.AP 28 AT 5749 slowly on tht: lelt side of the

road, at that tim:, the motorcycle bearing No.AP 7 AI) 3535 came in

wrong side in a rash and negligent manner and hit th,r rnotorcycle of

the deceased. As stated above, the Insurer did not examine any

witness, did not flle any document and did not elicit arything frorr the

cross-exanr inat i,>n of PWs.l and 2 to prove that ttre accident had

occurred clue tr, the negligence of the drir,ers of both the vehicles.

Thus. the lnsur< r failed to disprove that the accident had occurred duc
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to the rash and negligent driving of the driver of the motorcycle

bearing No.AP 7 AD 3535 and thus, there is contributory negligence.

FIR, Ex.A2 - charge sheet and Ex.A4 - PME report, it can be safely

held that the accident had occured due to rash and negligent driving

of the driver of the n.rotorcycle bearing registration No.AP 7 AD 3535.

On critical analysis of the entire evidence, both oral and documentary,

the Tribunal gave a specific finding that the accident had occurred due

to rash and negligent driving of the driver of the motorcycle bearing

No.AP 7 AD 3535. The said finding of the Tribunal is a reasoned

finding and this Court is satisfied with the said reasons.

14. In view of the said finding, the contention of the leamed

counsel for the Insurer that the accident had occurred due to the rash

and negligent driving of drivers of both the vehicles, cannot be

accepted.

15. It is contended by the leamed counsel for the Insurer that

the claimants are not aggrieved pafties and the appeal is not

maintainable since the Tribunal has awarded an amount ol

Rs.11,32,000/- as against the clairn of Rs.10,00,000/- laid by the

clairnants. He would furlher contend that the Tribunal has awarded

lnore than the claim laid by the claimants. In support the said

contention, learned counsel for the Insurer relied upon the principle

6

held by the High Court of Judicature, Andhra Pradesh at Hyderabad,

1 3. Therefore, considering the deposition of PW.2, Exs.A I -



KI.,J
MACMA Nos.2946 of 2014& 1228 oI20t6

reported in National Insurance Co.Ltd. v. B. Rama (loud3 wherein

it was held that as per Section 173 of the Motor Vehicl:s Act, 1988, a

person aggrievec by an award of a Claims Tribunal can prefer an

appeal to the l"li gh Court. In the said case, claiman . hled a claim

petition seeking; compensation of Rs.2,50,000/- against the

respondents therein jointly and severally. The Tribunal awarded

Rs.2,50,000/- to t.he claimant after holding on all the il;sues in tavour

of the claimant. It was lurlher held that when thc' clairrant u,as

awarded the cornpensation sought and when no finding is against hirn,

claimant cannot be said to be a 'person aggrieved' by the award

passed b1' the l'ribunal and so on that ground on.v. the appeal

preferred b1' the clairnant is liable to be disrnissed and accordingly,

16. On the other hand, learned counsel for the clairnants r.r,ould

contend that the l ribunals and High Courts are having por.ver to award

just and fair comllensation. He relied upon the decisions of the Apex

Court in Ramla r'. National Insurance Company Lirniteda and also

the Larger BencL of the High Coufi of Judicature for the States of

Telangana and ,\ndhra Pradesh at Hyderabad in Adam Indur

Muttemma v. tlathod Reddias. Learned counsel lurlher woLrld

contend that the -l'ibunals and this Couft are having pr>rver to aw,ard

just and lair compensation to the claimants basing on the principle

' zoo,t 1sy llr' 3rs
'. (2019) 2 scc l9:
t. 

lzor sy lcJ :t r t

dismisse d the sairl appeal.
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held by the Apex Court on various issues such as loss of

estate, funeral expenses, consortium, love and affection, multiplier,

addition, future prospectus etc. It is also relevant to note that the

Apex Court in Ranjana Prakash v. The Divisional Manager6 held

that when an appeal is filed challenging the quantum of compensation,

irrespective of rvho files the appeal, the appropriate course lor the

High Court is to examine the facts and by applying the relevant

plinciples, determine the just compensation. ln view of the principle

held in the above referred cases, the contention of the insurer that the

claimants are not the aggrieved persons, cannot be accepted.

Moreovel the Motor Vehicles Act is a beneficial legislation, benefit

should be given to the injured/legal representatives of the deceased

who <iied in an accident.

17. Therefore, in view of the said principle held by the Apex

Court in Ramla's case (4 supra) and in Rajanna Prakash's case

(6 supra), and also the Full Bench of this Courr in Adam's case

(5 supra), this Courr is having power to award just and fair

compensation to the claimants. Therefore, the principle held in B'

Rams Goud's case (3 supra), relied on by the Insurer, is not

applicable to the facts of the present case.

18. In the present case, though the claim was for

Rs. 10,00,000/-, the Tribunal has awarded Rs.1 1,32,000/- to the

o 20l i (14)'scc 6J9
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claimants. The claimants preferred appeal i.e. MACI\4.\ No.2946 of

2014 on the gro.rnd that Tribunal did not award any amount towards

future prospects of the deceased, love and affection, lc,ss ol'estate and

loss of consorti rm. Therefore, according to the learned counsel for

the claimants, t[,e claimants are entitled for the said afilounts.

19. It is contended by the claimants that the deceased was aged

49 years as on -he date of accident and used to work as Supervisor in

R.A.U.'s Constructions Pvt. Ltd. The deceased llsec. to earn an

amount ol Rs. t0,500/- per month. To prove that thc tleceased was

aged 49 years rLs on the date ofaccident, the clairnants did not file any

document. Llowever, in Ex.A3 - PME report, the ag: ol the deceased

is mentioned as 49 years. Basing on Ex.A3 - PIIE report, the

Tribunal has taken the age of the deceased as 49 years irs on the date

of accident. l here is no contra evidence adduced b'r, the Insurer with

regard to tl.re rrge of the deceased and hence, the age o l the deceased

can be consid,:red as 49 years. There is no error in the finding of the

Iribunal ivitl legard to considering the age of the deceased as 219

years at tl-re tirne of accident.

20. Corning to the monthly earning capacitv o1'the deceased,

the clairr-rants contended that the deceased used to rvcrk in R.A.U.'s

Construction.; Pvt. Ltd., and used to eam Its.10,50t)i- per rnonth.

They ha,"e ,.rxamined PW.3 -T.S.N. Sarma, Manager ol the said

Company and also filed Ex.A6 - Salary certificate of the deceased in

,)

support of their contention. E.X-3 - salary vouchels (4 in number) are
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nlarked through Court. In Ex.A6 - salary ceftificate, the salary ol the

deceased is mentioned as Rs.10,500/- per month. Ex.A6 was issued

by the General Manager of the said R.A.U.'s Constructions Pvt. Ltd.

As per Ex.A6, the deceased worked as Supervisor with the said

company from October 2008 till the date of accident i.e. 13.02.2009.

They used to pay a consolidated salary of Rs. 10,500/- per month to

the deceased. Ex.A6 is supported by the evidence of PW.3 - Manager

of the said R.A.U.'s Constructions Pvt. Ltd. Ex.X-1 is the

authorization letter given by the General Manager ol the said

company authorizing PW.3 to depose in OP No.1396 ol 2009 and

Ex.A2 is the identity card of PW.3. Ex.X-3 is the debit vouchers and

pay slips ofthe deceased. Even as per Ex.X-3, the deceased used to

get an amount of Rs.10,500/- per month towards salary for the months

of October, November, December 2008 and January 2009.

21. As stated above, the claimants filed Ex.A6 - salary

cerliflcate and Ex.X-3 salary vouchers and also examined PW.3 -

Manager of the R.A.U.'s Construction Pvt. Ltd., to prove that the

deceased used to get an amount of Rs. 10,500/- towards monthly

salaly. The Insurer did not examine any witness and did not file any

document. The Insurer lailed to elicit anything contra durir.rg the

cross-exarnination of PW.3 and failed to disprove Ex.A6 - salary

certificate and Ex.X-3 - salary vouchers. In view of the same and on

the analysis of the evidence adduced by the claimants both oral and

docurnentary, the Tribunal has considered the rnonthly earning
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capacity ofthe deceased as Rs.10,500/-. There is no error in the said

finding of tl.re Tribunal.

22. The age of the deceased was 49 years at the tiure of accident

and the appropriate multiplier for the said age is ' 13' as per the

principle in Sarla Verma's case (2 supra). The Tribunal has rightly

applied the rnu tiplier '13'. There are three depe ndants on the

deceased. 'l helefore, 1/3'd of income of the decezrscd has to be

deducted to\\'ar( s his personal expenses. The Tribunll has rightly

deducted the pelsonal expenses of the deceased. After applying the

multiplier and after deducting 1/3'd of the income c 1' the deceased

towards his personal expenses, the loss of depend:nc'/ comes to

Rs.10,92.000r- (Rs.10,500/- x 12 x 13: Rs.16,38,00C, rrinus 1/3"r ol

Rs. 16,3 8,000r-).

23. An aclciition of 30%o of the actual income of thc deceasecl has

to be awarded trr the claimants as per the principle hclcl bv the Apc.x

Courl National Insurance Company Limited v. Pr:rrray SethiT for

the age group of 40 - 50 years and the same would work out to

Rs.3,27,6001 (3 0% of Rs. 1 0,92,0001 -).

24. As per the principle held by the Apex Court in Magma's

case ( I supla), the 1'' clairnant - r.l'ife, 2"'r clair-nant - son ancl the 3"r

claimant - nrotller of the deceased are entitled tbr I?.s.4{).000i- c-ach

torvards spousal, parental and filial consortium, r'espec.ir c1;..

'. lzolz; ro scc oao
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2-5. t he clainrants have claimecl Rs.10,0001- torvards medical

expenses. According to thern. the deceasecl rvas shifled to Rernedy

[-lospital inrnrediately after the accident and u,hile undcrgoir-rg

tlcatrnent, hc succur.nbed to the injuries on 14.02.2009 at about 4.15

a.nt. The-y have filed Ex.A7 * receipt issued by the Remedy Hospital

to shi)w that tlrey' have paid an amount ol' Rs.10,000/- tow,ards

treatnrent of the deccased. The Insurer lailed to disprove Ex.A7 and

Ilayrxernt of Rs. 10,000/- by the clairnants to Remedy hospital torvards

treatn'rent ol the deceascd. Therclole, the clainrants arc'cntitlcd firr

the saicl anroLurt ol' Its. 10,000/-. -l'he l-ribunal, on cnnsideralion o1'

Ex.A7, had rightly arvalded Rs.10,000/- to the clainrants tor.vards the

nredical expenses ol the cleceased.

26. As per the principlc held by the Apcr Court in Pranay

Scthi's casc (6 supra). t1.re claimants are enlitled to Rs.l-5.000/-

towards llueral expenses and Rs.15,000/- towards loss ol'estate. 'fhe

claimants ale l'urther entitled to an amount o1'Rs.5,000/- tor.r'ards

lransportalion and Rs. I ,000/- tor.vards darnage to clotltes.

21 . Thus, in all, the clairnants are entitled to Rs. 15,85,600/-

(tl"upcc-s Fiftcen lal<hs cighty live thousand and six hundred onll'') as

cornpcnsatjon r"rndet the follorving heads:

i)
ii)
iii)
iu)
v)
vi)
v ii)

l,oss of dependency/contribution to larnily
I;uture prospects to an extent of 3002

Spousal Consortium
Parental consortium
Filial consortium
Medical exllenses
l- r"ureral expenses

Rs.10,92,0001
Rs.3.27,6001

Rs.40,0001
Rs.40,000/-
Rs.40,000/-
Rs.10,000i-
Rs.l5^000/-



Loss ol e'state

Transportation
Damage to clothes
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I{s.15.000i-
Rs.5.000/-
Rs.1,000/-

13

v iii)
ix)
x)

'fot rl compensation Rs. t5,85,6001

28. Coming to the rate of interest, the Tribunai has awarded

interest at 60/o ptI annum on the compensation awarde,l b) it, which is

on lower side. 'lhe accident was occured on 13.02.2009. This Court

IS consistentll awarding 15% interest on thc tcnlpcnsation.

Therefore, the claimants are entitled for interest @ i .5o/'t per annum

on the above sa'd compensation amount.

29. Acc:rdingly, the said amount of Rs. 15.85"600/- (l(upees

Filleen lakhs eir3hty five thousand and six hundred only) is awarded as

compensation rvhich is just and reasonable with inlerest ti 7.5o/o per

annum thereon As stated supra, this Court is havine pc*,er to grant

just and reasonable compensation to which the clainrar.rts (appellants

in MACMA Nrr.2946 o12014) are entitlcd as held b1 thc Apex ()ourt

in Ramla's case (4 supra), Ranjana Prakash's case .6 supra) and thc

Full Bench o1- the High Court of Judicature at Hl,derabad lor the

States of -felan3ana and Andhra Pradesh in Adam's case (5 sLrpra).

30. In the result, the MACMA No.2946 of 2014 is allowed in

part and MA( MA No.1228 of 2016 is dismissed. The order and

decree dated 13.09.2011 in OP No.1396 of 2009 passed by the III

Additional Ch ef Judge, City Civil Court, Hyderabad. are modified

enhancing the compensation to Rs.15.85.600/- (Rupecs lrificc.n lal<hs
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eightl live thousand and six hur.rclred onl)') from Rs.11,32,000/-

(Rupees Eleven lakhs and thirty tw,o thousand only) with interest at

7.5Yo per annurn thereon, from the date of petition till realization,

except the period of delay i.e. 257 days in filing the appeal. The

responclerlts in MACMA No.2946 of 2014 i.e. owner and Insurer of

the offending vehicle are jointly and severally liable to pay the said

compensation. The claimants are directed to pay the deficit court fee

within one month from the date of receipt of certified copy of this

judgment. The compensation amount shall be apportioned among the

claimants in the sarne proportion in which original compensation

al.nounts *ere directed to be apportioned by the Tribunal. As far as

loss of consortium arnounts ale concerned, the respective claimants

alone are entitled to receive h'om out ol the above said total

compensation. The respondents in MACMA No.2946 of 2014 i.e.

owner and Insurer of the otfending vehicle are directed to deposit the

abovc said amount with interest and costs, after deducting the amount

which was already deposited, within one month fron.r the date of

receipt ol cerlified copy of this judgrnent. However, there shall be no

order as to costs.

As a sequel, Miscellaneous Applications, if any, pending in the
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DATED:3010612020

COMMON JUDGMENT

M.A.C.M.A.No.2SI46 of 2014 AND 1228 OF 2016
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M.A.C.M A.No.2946 of 2014
Between:

1. M. Padmaja, W/o Late Deviprasad Aged about 47 yrs, Occ: Housewife
2. M.Sumanth, S/o Late Deviprasad Aged about 29 yrs, Occ: Nil
3. lV.Bharathi Savithri Devi, W/o Late Subba Rao aged 70 years

All are Fl/o Plot no.117, MIG ll, lXth Phase, KPHB Colony, Kukatpally, Hyderabad

...APPELLANTS

AND

1. Konda Sambi Reddy, S/o Seshi Reddy Aged lvlajor Occ: Business, Ri/o D-No.4-
1-2, Chivaluru (Post), Kollipara Mandal, Guntur Dist.

2. IFFCO Tokio General lnsurance Company Ltd., Rep. by its Manager, Uma
Chambers,Nagarjunacircle,Panjagutta,Hyderabad 

...RES'ONDENTS

M.A.C.M.A.No.1228 ol 2016

Between:
IFFCO Tokio General lnsurance Company Ltd., Rep. by its Manager, Uma Chambers,
Nagarjuna circle, Panjagutta, Hyderabad.

....APPELLANT/RESPONDENT NO.2
AND

1. Ir/. Padma.ja, W/o Late Deviprasad Aged about 46 yrs, Occ: Housewife
2. M.Sumanth, S/o Late Deviprasad Aged about 28 yrs, Occ: Nil
3. Ir/.Bharathi Savithri Devi, W/o Late Subba Rao aged 71 years

All are Fl/o Plot no.117, N/lG ll, lXth Phase, KPHB Colony, Kukatpally, Hyderabad
...RESPONDENTS/PETITIONERS

4. Konda Sambi Reddy, S/o Seshi Reddy Aged Major Occ: Business, Rl/o D-No.4-
1-2, Chivaluru (Post), Kollipara Mandal, Guntur Dist-522 304 A.P

,..RESPONDENT/RESPONDENT NO.1

HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA
AT HYDERABAD

TUESDAY ,THE THIRTIETH DAY OF JUNE
TWO THOUSAND AND TWENTY

PRESENT

THE HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE K,LAKSHMAN

M.A.C.M.A.NO. 2946 0F 2014 AND 1228 0F 2016

These Appeals Under Section 173 of lr/.V.Act against the Order and Decree

made in O.P.No.1396 of 2009 dated '13.09.2011 on the file of the Court of the

Chairman, Motor Accidents Claims Tribunal-Cum-lll Additional Chief Judge, City Civil

Court, Hyderabad.

These appeals are coming on for hearing and upon perusing the Memorandum

of Appeal, the orders of the Lower Court and the material papers in the case, and upon

hearing the arguments of Sri K.Harimohan Reddy, Advocate for the Appellants in

|V.A.C.Nil.A.No.2946 ol 2O14 and Respondent Nos.l to 3 in It/.A.C.lt/.A.No.1228 of 2016

and Sri T.tr/ahender Rao, Advocate for R2 in M.A.C.M.A.No.2946 o'f 20"14 and the

appellant in lV.A.C.M.A.No.1228 ol 2016.

This Court doth Order and Decree as follows :

1. That the I\/.A.C.M.A.No.2946 of 2014 is partly allowed and the

M.A.C.M.A.No.1228 of 2016 be and here by is dismissed.



To,

2. thal the Order and Decree passed in O.P.No.1396 of 2001) dated 13.09.201 1 by

the lll Additional Chief Judge, City Civil Court, Hyderabad be and hereby are

modified.

3. That the amount of compensation awarded by the tribunal be and hereby is

enhanced from Rs;.1 1,32,OOOI- (Rupees Eleven Lakhs Thirty Two thousand only)

to Rs.'15,85,600/- (Rupees Fifteen Lakhs Eighty five thousand six hundred only)

with interest aI7.f;oh per annum thereon, from the date of petition till realization,

except the period rf delay i.e. 257 days in filing the appeal.

4. That the respondt:nts in M.A.C.M.A.No.2946 o'f 2014 i.e., owner and insurer of

the offending vehicle are jointly and severally liable to pay the said

compensation.

5. That the claimants; be and hereby are directed to pay the lefi()it court fee within

one month from the date of receipt of certified copy of this .ludelment.

6. That the compensation amount shall be apportioned among the claimants in the

same proportion in which original compensation amountsi were directed to be

apportioned by the Tribunal.

7. That as far as l,rss of consortium amounts are conc€rrne'1. the respectrve

claimants alone lre entitled to receive from out of the above said total

compensation.

8. That the respondr,nts in M.A.C.M.A.No.2946 of 2014 i.e. owrrer and insurer of

the offending vehir;le are directed to deposit the above said amount with interest

and costs, after derducting the amount which was already depcsited, within one

month from the da e of receipt of certified copy of this Judgtnent; and

9. That there be no order as to costs in these appeals.

sd/-r.NAGA LA69HMr
ASSISTANT REG,ISTRAR

//TRUE COPY// \,,
SECTION OFFICER

1. The Chairman, Mot,)r Accidents Claims Tribunal-Cum-lll Adrjitional Chief Judge,
City Civil Court, Hyderabad

2. Two CD Copies
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HIGH COURT

KL,J

DATED:3010d2A20

DECREE

ALLOWING THE M.A.C.M.A.No.2946 ot 2014
AND DISMISSING THE M.A.C.M.A.No.1228 of 2016
WITHOUT COSTS.

M.A.C.M.A.No.2')46 ot 2014 AND 1 228 OF 20,16

(11 #r*


