BEFORE MOTOR ACCIDENTS CLAIMS TRIBUNAL, TENKASI
ADDITIONAL DISTRICT COURT(FTC), TENKASI

PRESENT: Thiru. S. Manojkumar, M.A., M.L.,
Motor Accidents Claims Tribunal Authority,
Additional District Judge, Tenkasi.

Wednesday, the 22" Day of April 2026
M.C.O.P. No.9/2022
(CNR No.TNTS01-000017-2022)

. Leeli Pushpam, Age 46, W/o. Moses, residing at Door No. 8/53B, Ambai

Road, Alangulam, Alangulam Circle, Tenkasi District.

. Moses, Age 50, S/o. Kandasamy, residing at Door No. 8/53B, Ambai Road,
Alangulam, Alangulam Circle, Tenkasi District.

..... Petitioners
/Vs/

. Daniel, Age about 26, S/o. Appathurai, Driver of Tata Dost vehicle bearing
Reg.No. TN 76 P 3312, residing at Door No. 6-4-12, M.B.C. Street,

Alangulam Post, Tenkasi District.

. Proprietor, M/s. Lingam Beedi Company, Owner of Tata Dost vehicle bearing
Reg.No. TN 76 P 3312, Door No. 8/55B, Tenkasi Road, Alangulam Circle,

Tenkasi District.

. National Insurance Company Limited, Insurer of Tata Dost vehicle bearing
Reg.No. TN 76 P 3312 having their office at Door No.37C, S.N. High Road,
Tirunelveli, Tirunelveli District 627 851 through its Branch Manager.

. Saravanan, Age 27, S/o. Chellakani, rider of the two wheeler bearing Reg.No.
TN 72 BE 1721, residing at Door No. 3/328, Main Road, Poolangulam Post,

Alangulam Circle, Tenkasi District.
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5. Rengasamy, S/o. Palaniappan, Owner of the two wheeler bearing Reg.No. TN
72 BE 1721, residing at Door No. 16, Uchimahaliamman Kovil Street,

Megalingapuram, Tirunelveli.

6. IFFCO TOKIO General Insurance Company Limited, insurer of the two
wheeler bearing Reg.No. TN 72 BE 1721 having their office at Door No. 76,
3" Floor, Thiripura Arcot, Thiruvananthapuram Road, Palayamkottai,

Tirunelveli District through its Branch Manager.

7. United India Insurance Company Limited, insurer of the two wheeler bearing
Reg.No. TN 76 AH 1786 having their officer at Door No. 10, 1* Floor, BSNL
CSC building, Oorkad Road, Ambasamudram, Tirunelveli District through its
Branch Manager.

..... Respondents

This Claim Petition came before this Tribunal for final hearing on 11.04.2026
in the presence of Thiru.K.S.Muthu, Advocate for the petitioners, Thiru.M.Chandra
Sooriyan, Advocate for 1* and 2™ respondents, Thiru.A.Nagarajan, Advocate for 3™
respondent, Thiru. J. Samsudeen, Advocate for 6" respondent, Thiru.S.Sankara
subramanian, Advocate for 7" respondent, Thiru. S.R.S.Umapathi, Advocate filed
Vakkalat for 4™ respondent and not filed counter and 4™ 5" respondents called
absent, set exparte and on hearing the arguments of both sides and upon perusal of
the entire case records and this petition having stood over for consideration till this

day, this Tribunal delivered the following
ORDER

This Claim Petition was filed by the petitioners u/s 166 and 140 of the Motor
Vehicles Act 59/1988 claiming compensation of Rs.1,00,00,000/- with interest for
the death of their son namely Yovan, who died in a road accident that took place on
20.08.2021.
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2) Briefly stated averments in the Petition are as follows:

On 20.08.2021, victim Yovan was riding the two wheeler bearing Reg.No.
TN 76 H 1786, wearing helmet, on Tirunelveli — Tenkasi main road near Vattalur
vilakku from east to west on the left side of road with care and control, observing
traffic rules. At that time in the said road, the 4™ respondent came in the two
wheeler bearing Reg.No. TN 76 BE 1721 belonging to the 5™ respondent from north
to south and turned towards west. In order to avoid hitting on the said two wheeler,
the victim attempted to apply brake, but the 4™ respondent’s two wheeler hit on the
box fitted on the back side of the victim’s two wheeler and the victim fell down. At
that time, in the opposite direction, the 1* respondent drove the Tata Dost vehicle
bearing Reg.No. TN 76 P 3312 belonging to the 2™ respondent in a rash and
negligent manner and dashed against the victim and the victim sustained grievous
injuries on head and all over the body. Immediately, the victim was taken to Tenkasi
Govt. Hospital, wherein first treatment was given and after that he was referred to
Tirunelveli Govt. Medical College Hospital. But, he died on the way to hospital.
The accident happened due to the rash and negligent driving of the 1* respondent
and FIR has been registered against the 1* respondent in Alangulam P.S.Cr.No.
521/2021 u/s 279, 304(A) IPC. The 3rd respondent is the insurer of the 2™
respondent’s vehicle, 6" respondent is the insurer of 5" respondent’s vehicle and 7
respondent is the insurer of the victim’s two wheeler. The 1* and 2" petitioners are
parents of victim Yovan. Therefore, all the respondents are liable to pay
compensation to the petitioners jointly or severally. Hence, the petitioners have
filed this petition for claiming compensation against the respondents.

3) Briefly stated averments in the Counter Statement filed by the 1* and
2"! Respondent are as follows:

The Claim petition filed by the petitioners is not maintainable either in Law
or on facts. The narration about the occurrence stated in the petition is absolutely

false and frivolous and incorrect one. In fact on 20.08.2021 at 8.15 A.M., on
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Tirunelveli — Tenkasi east west main road, on the right side of Vattalur vilakku,
barricades were kept on both side of the road and in that place the victim was in a
position to pass the said barricade, he rode his two wheeler in a rash and negligent
manner, without wearing helmet and at that time, the 4" respondent came in the two
wheeler bearing Reg.No. TN 76 BE 1721 from north to south in a rash and
negligent manner and without any signal, turned his two wheeler towards north.
Hence, in order to avoid the accident, the victim applied sudden brake and dashed
against the box fittedon the back side of the 4™ respondent’s two wheeler and also
hit against the 1* respondent’s vehicle who drove the Tata Dost vehicle bearing
Reg.No. TN 76 P 3312 in the opposite direction with care and control, observing
traffic rules. The accident happened due to the rash and negligent riding of the
victim and 4™ respondent. The 1* and 2™ respondents denied the occupation,
income of the victim. At the time of accident, the 1* respondent had valid driving
license and valid insurance with the 3™ respondent. Hence, if the Tribunal awards
compensation, the 3™ respondent is liable to pay the same. Hence, the petition is to
be dismissed with cost.

4) Briefly stated averments in the Counter Statement filed by the 3™
Respondent are as follows:

The Claim petition filed by the Petitioners is not maintainable either in Law
or on facts. The 3™ respondent denied the age, income and occupation of the
victim. The 3™ respondent denied the manner in which the accident took place as
stated in the petition. The accident happened only due to the rash and negligent
driving of the victim himself. Besides, this is a clear case of composite negligence,
since three vehicles involved in the accident and the accident occurred on the
middle of the road. The compensation amount claimed under various heads is
highly excessive. Hence, this petition is to be dismissed with cost.

5) Briefly stated averments in the Counter Statement filed by the 6™
Respondent are as follows:

The Claim petition filed by the Petitioners is not maintainable either in Law
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or on facts. The 6™ respondent denied the age, income and occupation of the
victim. The 6" respondent denied the manner in which the accident took place as
stated in the petition. On the alleged date of accident, the 4™ respondent rode the 5™
respondent’s two wheeler with due care and caution and he is no way responsible
for the accident. The victim without having road sense, without having due driving
license and without wearing helmet rode the two wheeler negligently and failed to
slow down the vehicle in a junction and himself invites the accident and being the
tortfeasor, this petition is not maintainable. No FIR has been filed against the 4™
respondent and FIR and final report has also been filed against the 1* respondent.
The compensation amount claimed under various heads is highly excessive. Hence,
this petition is to be dismissed with cost.

6) Briefly stated averments in the Counter Statement filed by the 7™
Respondent are as follows:

The Claim petition filed by the Petitioners is not maintainable either in Law
or on facts. The 7" respondent denied the age, income and occupation of the victim
The accident happened due to the rash and negligent driving of the 1% respondent
and FIR has been registered against the 1* respondent in Alangulam P.S.Cr.No.
521/2021 u/s 279, 304(A) IPC. The 7" respondent is only a formal party in this
petition. he compensation amount claimed under various heads is highly excessive.

Hence, this petition is to be dismissed with cost.

7) Points:

1 |Whether the accident happened due to the rash and negligent
driving of the 1* respondent ?

2 | Whether the petitioners are entitled to get compensation?

3 |Who is liable to pay compensation?

4 |What is the quantum of the compensation the petitioner are
entitled to?
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8) During enquiry, 2™ petitioner was examined as P.W.1 and Ex.P1 to Ex.P12
and Ex.P14 to Ex.P.20 were marked through P.W.1. One Tr. Muthiah and
Tr.Selvaraj were examined as P.W.2, P.W.3 respectively and no exhibit was marked
through P.W.2, PW.3. And Tr. Lenin, Senior Manager, Canara Bank was examined
as PW.4 and Ex.P13 was marked through P.W.4. On the side of 3™ respondent,
Tr.Daniel, the 1* respondent was examined as R.W.1 and no exhibit was marked
through R.W.1 and Tmt. Salethammal, Administrative Officer of 3™ respondent’s
insurance company was examined as R.W.2 and Ex.R1 was marked through R.W.2.
On the side of 6™ respondent no witness was examined and Ex.R2 was marked on
consent. On the side of 1%, 2™ 7™ respondents, no witness was examined and no

exhibit was marked.

9) Point No.1.2 and 3:

(i) It 1s the case of the petitioners that on 20.08.2021, victim Yovan was
riding the two wheeler bearing Reg.No. TN 76 H 1786, wearing helmet, on
Tirunelveli — Tenkasi main road near Vattalur vilakku from east to west on the left
side of road with care and control, observing traffic rules. At that time in the said
road, the 4™ respondent came in the two wheeler bearing Reg.No.TN 76 BE 1721
belonging to the 5™ respondent from north to south and turned towards west. In
order to avoid hitting on the said two wheeler, when the victim attempted to apply
brake, the 4" respondent’s two wheeler hit on the box fitted on the back side Sof the
victim’s two wheeler and the victim fell down. At that time, in the opposite
direction, the 1* respondent drove the Tata Dost vehicle bearing Reg.No. TN 76 P
3312 belonging to the 2™ respondent in a rash and negligent manner and dashed
against the victim and the victim sustained grievous injuries on head and all over
the body. Immediately, the victim was taken to Tenkasi Govt. Hospital, wherein
first treatment was given and after that he was referred to Tirunelveli Govt. Medical
College Hospital. But, he died on the way to hospital. The accident happened due
to the rash and negligent driving of the 1% respondent and FIR has been registered
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against the 1* respondent in Alangulam P.S.Cr.No. 521/2021 u/s 279, 304(A) IPC.

(ii) In order to prove the claim of the petitioners, the 2" petitioner was
examined as P.W.1 and in his proof affidavit, he has stated regarding the manner in
which the accident took place. On perusal of his evidence, it is established that he is
not the eye witness to the occurrence. And the eye witnesses are examined as
PW.2, PW.3. And P.W.2 in his proof affidavit has stated regarding the manner in
which the accident took place which is extracted hereunder:

&LHH 20.082022 DiGim &HMemeo &wmi 815 wemiwereded BHTEHID, 6ThIS6T
serfléo  @Fcoaumel erSTURIMHD oul L oo  oflevdsE AHGs  Hlesrm
@s&nesorig (HiHGsMD. IBuNg), Gohuly flusSleo Siha Gurer Gwmeumedr
19.61661.76 ©amd 1786 eredim eMH@rm GemmesorLm evSleresor i Gom’_Lmi
cossslofloo @amoowl Seflibgy Oencor( SlpOmoGCaeS - OscTHTS
@uuller Grm’_1q.60 e L oprii 6levd @ Di(H&Hled Slps&lHiHs GwiE Crrss
CGmmiigedr SLg§ @Uors OuHANSHD, SHocTbIsHaD  OlF6sTm
@& eoorig (Hd@&WLBUNg), @& B’ _19.60 19.61651.76 GG 1721 61661 @Gom_Lmif
mFdSlomer I 1g ubs BuUl e &SleSIBHs O5HE GChréssl @LU1q cubs)
CGuh@y usswrs SpmutwBurg, Gumbug Gumeuresr Gubulg Gom L mi
cmesslofleo Guordl flusHg ambuLmoed sHUUSDHETE Gwhulg Gom’ L mi
oo Slemor Slle@reor S18Ts g &8 Hlmss (pwepibGurg, Gomulg Gom L mi
coss&lofleor GuL_1quiledo Goosns &g &g Hlemed HHimmMl &G ey, @5
Fwib, 188 Bum_1q.60 19.61651.76 9] 3312 6160rM LILT BHM6ivg 6uN&H60TH 0
D561 @LU (oot erSliSlemsuilco  Coh&leSiphs  SHlse Goresl
5CUBLTHND, NRMEHSITEOSWISHRD, BIHT QG ESSHMOEID, FTCHED
Nflscmerts  Glestubporepitd 61" 1g  eubg, Gupug Gureunssr By
GurSlefl_Lmi. @geormeo Guhuly CuraneysE someo, wHmIb usdGaumy)
&L _hsatled Q&M (HikIGMUBISET GhHUL L gl 2 L 60TIqINE [HITGHID, 6T6TG)IL_ 65T
Smhs Oecans ordrua(pd hiSl(phsaiseflesr = gefuLeor, 108
DL 6065To e edlD OIHGTHETE DITE WML L &HEHEOEOLD LO(1hSSHIAULD 60T &G
@&resor (h) Gumis G&iiHGsmib.

8hs NusSib& W (R&sTTes D Gobulg 19.6T651.76 3312 6T6STM LTI @5meivg
ANMsEETHmS R abs U (HeorGr pssnreoid oui. SusSHibeE
Gwreur@eorm, 1q.61651. 76 GG 1721 61651 Gom”_L i eosdSHlaflest gL (HeorGmm
6TiH % N5 S SIenIb HMTemTb &606moo".
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Further P.W.3, another eye witness to the occurrence in his proof affidavit has
stated regarding the manner in which the accident took place which is extracted

hereunder:

&LHG 20.08.2022 DiGHIM &HT6mE0 &M 815 Wewiwoerellédo BHTGHID, CTMHIS6T
zarfléo  (WWHeOFHWT erSTURIMHD Lot  oflewdsd HGs  Hledrm
@&neorig (HiHGHMD. DIBuNg, Guwhuly afussleo Soivg Gumesr Gumeuredr
19.61661.76 ©@amd 1786 eredim eM@rm GemmesorLm evlleresor i Gum’_Lmi
cossslofloo @amcowl Seflibgy Oenaor( SlpOmHoGaeS - CscTHTS
@uuller @rm’_1q.60 e L ool 6levd@ Di(H&Hled Slps&l(HiHs Gwi@E Crrss
CGmmiigedr SL§ Uwrs OuHONSHeID, SHocTLIsHAD  OlF6Tm
@& eoorig (Hd@&WLBUNg), @& B’ _19.60 19.61651.76 GG 1721 61661 @om_Lmi
msdbSlomer I 1q aubs BuUl o _&SleSIBHhs Os5HE GChréssl @LU 1 cubs)
BGuh@y usswrs SpmullwBurg, Gubug Gumeuresr Gubulg Gom L mi
coesslofleo Guorsl eflusg ambuLmoed sHUUSDHETE Gwhulg Gom’ L mi
oo SHlemor Slie @reor S1BTs g &8 Hlmss (pwepibGuig, Gwbulg Gom L mi
coesSlofleor GUL_1quiledo Goosns &g &g Hlemed HHimmMl &G ey, Es
Fowib, 188 Bum’_1q.60 19.61651.76 9] 3312 6160rM LILT BFHM6ivg 6M&60TH 60
D561 @LU (Hoori  erSliSlemsulco Coh&HleSiphs  Spde Gopresl
5 CUBLTHND, NRMTEHSITEOSWISHRD, PBIHT DG ESHMOGID, FTCHED
NSlsomerty  Slstubmwrepd LIl eubg, Gubug Gurenest B
GurSlefl_Lmi. Sgeormeo Guphuly GurameysE someo, wHMIb usdGaumy)

&g atled Q& (HibISMUMBISET arbUL L g."

In this regard, FIR has been registered against the 1* respondent in Alangulam
P.S.Cr.No. 521/2021 u/s 279, 304(A)IPC against the 1* respondent on the basis of
the complaint given by P.W.1 and the copy of FIR has been marked as Ex.P1. In
Ex.P1, it has been stated that P.W.1 heard about the incident through P.W.2, P.W.3
who had taken his son to the Tenkasi G.H. through ambulance. Further, the
petitioners have marked the certified copy of M.V.I. report of 2", 5" respondents’
vehicle and victim’s two wheeler as Ex.P14, Ex.P15, Ex.P16 respectively, certified
copy of Rough Sketch as Ex.P17, certified copy of charge sheet filed against the 1%
respondent by the Alangulam P.S. before the Judicial Magistrate Court, Alangulam
as Ex.P18, certified copy of Observation Mahazar as Ex.P20.
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(iii) The main contention of the 3™ respondent is that victim did not wear
helmet at the time of accident, three vehicles were involved in the alleged accident
and so composite negligence principle is to be applied. In this regard, the 1*
respondent who has been examined as R.W.1 on the side of 3™ respondent in his
evidence has deposed that the negligence is on the part of victim and 4™ respondent.
But, in his cross examination he has deposed that FIR and charge sheet have been
filed against him and he has not taken any steps to quash the criminal proceedings
filed against him. Further R.W.1 is an interested witness and except R.W.1 no other
witness was examined to prove that negligence is on the part of victim or 4"
respondent. At the same time, P.W.2 and P.W.3 have clearly deposed that the
accident happened due to the rash and negligent driving of the 1* respondent.
Further, PW.2, P.W.3 have clearly deposed that the victim was wearing helmet at
the time of accident. It is seen that even though three vehicles were involved in the
accident, the major negligence is on the part of 1* respondent. It is observed that if
there was no involvement of vehicle namely Tata Dost bearing Reg.No. TN 76 P
3312 by the 1* respondent, the said collision between the victim’s two wheeler and
4™ respondent’s vehicle would have only resulted in an accident with simple bruises
or without any sort of injury. But, the rash and negligent driving of the 1*
respondent at the time has turned the said incident into a fatal accident. Hence, the
contention of 3" respondent is unsustainable. From the above records i.e. Ex.P17
Rough Sketch and Ex.P20 Observation Mahazar and from the testimony of P.W.2,
P.W.3, it is evident that the accident happened due to the rash and negligent driving
of the 1* respondent. Therefore, in the absence of contra evidence, it is concluded
that the accident on 20.08.2021 happened due to the rash and negligent driving of

the 1* respondent.

(iv) The petitioners’ learned counsel has argued that the petitioners are the
parents of victim Yovan, therefore they are entitled to get compensation. The

respondents did not deny that the petitioners are the legal heirs of victim Yovan.
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Therefore, this Tribunal concludes that the petitioners, who are the legal heirs and

dependants of the victim are entitled to get compensation.

(v) Regarding liability, it has been decided that the accident happened due to
the rash and negligent driving of the 1* respondent. From Ex.R2, copy of insurance
policy of the offending vehicle bearing Reg.No. TN 76 P 3312, it is evident that 2™
respondent is the owner of the offnding vehicle and the said vehicle was insured
with the 3™ respondent for the period from 21.11.2020 to 20.11.2021. The accident
happened on 20.08.2021. Thus, the 2™ respondent’s vehicle had valid insurance at
the relevant period. Therefore, this Tribunal concludes that the insurer of the 2™
respondent’s vehicle, i.e., the 3™ respondent is liable to pay compensation to the

petitioners. Accordingly Point No. 1,2 and 3 are answered.

10) Point No.4: (i) The petitioner’s learned counsel has argued that at the

time of accident the victim was aged 23 years and he was working as Service
Advisor Trainee in Adhi Cars Private Limited, Tirunelveli through which he earned
Rs.15,000/- per month and also running a start up company on his own in the name
of Yehovah Jireh Enterprises, through which he earned Rs. 25,000/- and totally the
victim earned Rs.40,000/- per month and therefore the compensation is to be fixed
considering the above facts. In order to substantiate the occupation and income of
the victim, the petitioners have marked the copy of the salary certificate, copy of
Registration Certificate of the victim’s concern, bank statement as Ex.P11 to
Ex.P13 respectively and income and expenditure bills of the victim’s concern as
Ex.P19. From Ex.P11, it is evident that at the time of accident, the victim was
working as a Trainee Service Advisor in Aadhi Cars Private Limited and earned a
gross salary Rs.12,000/- in the month of July 2021 and from Ex.P12 and Ex.P19 it
is evident that the victim has started a firm in the name of Yehovah Jireh
Enterprises in the month of April 2021 and was doing his business. From the above
records it is established that the petitioner was working in a private company and
wasalso doing business on his own. From Ex.P11, the date of birth of victim is
10 Digitally signed by
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09.12.1997, the accident happened on 20.08.2021 and the victim was 23 years old
at the time of accident. It is to be noted that the victim was a Diploma holder and
his business was only at startup stage. There is no substantial proof to establish that
the victim earned a sum of Rs.25,000/- every month from the said business. Any
how, it is observed that the victim had the talent and responsibility to do some
business at his young age. Therefore, considering the age of victim, job of the
victim, his business, year of accident(2021), facts of the case, this Tribunal is

inclined to fix Rs. 20,000/- as notional income of the victim.

(ii) As per the decision in Smt. Sarla Varma and Others — Vs — Delhi
Transport Corporation and another reported in (2009(2) TNMAC 1 (SC), for
the age of 23 years, the relevant Multiplier is 18 and as per the decision in
National Insurance Company Ltd., Vs Pranay Sethi Reported in 2017(2)
TNMAC 609(SC) 40% of income would be added towards future prospects and
1/2 of the income would be deducted towards personal expenses, since the victim

bachelor at the time of accident Accordingly, the loss of dependency is calculated

as follows:
Notional Income Rs.20,000/-
Add: Future Prospects at 40% Rs.20,000/- + Rs.8,000/- = Rs.28,000/-
Deduct:1/2 of the Income. Rs.28,000/- - Rs.14,000/-
Monthly Income Rs.14,000 /-
Loss of Dependency Rs. 14,000/- x 18 x 12 = Rs. 30,24,000/-

iii ) As per the decision in National Insurance Company Ltd., Vs Pranay
Sethi Reported in 2017(2) TNMAC 609(SC) a sum of Rs.15,000/- is fixed
towards loss of estate and a sum of Rs.15,000/- is fixed towards Funeral Expenses
and a sum of Rs. 40,000/- is fixed towards filial consortium to the each petitioner.

And the compensation is fixed as below:

Digitally signed by
MANOJKUMAR MANOJKUMAR S
S

Date: 2026.04.22
18:10:52 +0530

11



Description of Head Amount in Rs.
Loss of Dependency 30,24,000/-
Loss of Estate 15,000/-
Funeral Expenses 15,000/-
Filial Consortium to the petitioners 80,000/-
Total 31,34,000/-

iv) In total, the petitioners are entitled to get a sum of Rs.31,34,000/-(Rupees
Thirty One Lakhs Thirty Four Thousand Only) as just compensation. Out of
this amount, the petitioners are entitled to get a sum of Rs.15,67,000/- each. Thus
Point No.4 is answered.

11) In the result,

(1)This petition is partly allowed with proportionate costs
against the 1* to 3™ respondents and dismissed against the 4™ to
7" respondents.

(1i1) The petitioners are entitled for the just compensation of
Rs.31,34,000/-(Rupees Thirty One Lakhs Thirty Four
Thousand Only payable with interest at 7.5% per annum from
the date of filing of the petition 1.e from 11.01.2022 till the date
of realization with costs. Out of this amount, the petitioners are
entitled to get a sum of Rs.15,67,000/- each.

(iii) The 3" respondent is directed to deposit the said amount to
the credit of the Bank account of the Additional District Judge
(MACT),Tenkasi in the Account No0.6551027090 maintained
at Indian Bank, Tenkasi, IFSC Code No.IDIB000T009,
V.Collect No. V00602 directly by NEFT or RTGS mode within
a period of thirty days from the date of this order and intimate
the said deposit details to this Tribunal.

(iv) The compensation amount of the petitioners shall be
transferred to the petitioners’ Bank account on filing of
appropriate petition before this Tribunal.

Digitally signed by
MANOJKUMAR MANOJKUMAR S
S

Date: 2026.04.22
18:11:00 +0530

12



(v) In view of the direction issued by the Hon'ble Division
Bench of the High Court of Madras in C.M.A. No. 428 of 2016
dated 11.03.2016, the petitioners are hereby directed to furnish
copy of Adhar card, attested copy of the first page of Bank Pass
Book and self attested copies of PAN Card to this Tribunal
within a period of one month.

(vi) Advocate fee is fixed as Rs.39,840/-.

(vii) The Court fee paid by the petitioner along with the petition
1s 20/-. The Court fee for the award amount is Rs.30,712.50.

The deficit court fee of Rs.30,690.50 shall be paid by the
petitioners within two weeks from the date of order.

(viii) The petitioners shall not be entitled to withdraw the sum
deposited pursuant to the award unless balance of Court fee is
deposited as directed by this Tribunal.

(ix) The 3" Respondent is also directed to pay the Advocate
fees, Court fees amount and the cost list amount to the
petitioner and Advocate fee, Court fee amount to the
petitioners.(Cost Rs.86/-).

(x) As per the Order of Hon'ble Madras High Court in
Tr.Cmp.Nos.264 to 281 of 2020 M/s. Cholamandalam Ms
General Insurance Company Ltd., Vs. Ayyanar and others,
dated 11.5.2020, no separate Decree passed.

Cost
1.Vakkalat Rs. 10.00
2.Stamp on Petition Rs. 20.00
3.Batta memo Rs. 56.00
Total Rs. 86.00

Dictated to the Steno-Typist, directly typed by her in the computer, corrected
and pronounced by me in the open court on this, the 22™ Day of April 2026.
MANOJKUMAR  pigieally signed by
S Date: 2026.04.22 18:11:08 +0530

Motor Accident Claims Tribunal Authority,
Additional District Judge,
Tenkasi.
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Petitioners’ Side Witnesses:

P.W.1 Tr. Moses (2™ petitioner)

P.W.2 Tr. Muthiah

P.W.3 Tr. Selvaraj

PW4 Tr. Lenin, Senior Manager, Canara Bank, Alangulam

Petitioners’ Side Exhibits:

Ex.P1 |Copy of FIR in Alangulam P.S.Cr.No. 521/2021

Ex.P2 |Copy of postmortem certificate

Ex.P3 |Copy of R.C.Book of the vehicle TN 76 P 3312

Ex.P4 |Copy of insurance policy of the vehicle TN 76 P 3312

Ex.P5 |Copy of driving license of the rider of the vehicle TN 76 P 3312

Ex.P6 |Copy of R.C.Book of the vehicle TN 72 BE 1721

Ex.P7 |Copy of insurance policy of the vehicle TN 72 BE 1721

Ex.P8 |Copy of driving license of the rider of the vehicle TN 72 BE 1721

Ex.P9 |Copy of R.C.Book of the vehicle TN 76 AH 1786

Ex.P10 |Copy of insurance policy of the vehicle TN 76 AH 1786

Ex.P11 |Salary certificate of victim(computer generated statement)

Ex.P12 |Copy of registration certificate of Yehovah Jireh Enterprises

Ex.P13 |Bank Statement of victim

Ex.P14 |Certified copy of M.V.I. Report of the vehicle TN 76 P 3312

Ex.P15 |Certified copy of M.V.I. Report of the vehicle TN 72 BE 1721

Ex.P16 |Certified copy of M.V.I. Report of the vehicle TN 76 AH 1786

Ex.P17 |Certified copy of Rough Sketch

Ex.P18 | Certified copy of Charge Sheet

Ex.P19 |Income and Expenditure particulars of Yehovah Jireh Enerprises

Ex.P20 |Copy of Observation Mahazar

3" Respondent’s side witnesses:
R.W.1 Tr. Daniel (1* respondent)

R.W.2 Tmt. Salethammal, Administrative Officer, National Insurance Company
Limited, Tirunelveli.

I

3" Respondent’s side Exhibits:
Ex.R1 Certified true copy of insurance policy of the vehicle TN 76 P 3312
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6™ Respondent’s side Witnesses: Nil

6" Respondent’s side Exhibits:
Ex.R2 Copy of charge sheet in Alangulam P.S.Cr.No. 521/2021(marked on

consent)

1%, 2" and 7™ Respondents’ side Witnesses, Exhibits: Nil
MANOJKUMAR  ufNojkilieR &

S Date: 2026.04.22 18:11:17
+0530

Motor Accident Claims Tribunal Authority,
Additional District Judge,
Tenkasi.
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Additional District court (FTC),
Tenkasi

M.C.O.P.Nos. 9/2022

Dt. 22.04.2026

Order

Draft/Fair
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