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SUPREME COURT OF I NDI A

RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS

ClVIL APPEAL NO(s). 6441 OF 2000

SAVI TA SHARMA & ORS Appel I ant (s)

VERSUS

U. O | ./ CHANDI GARH ADMN. &ANR Respondent ( s)

Date: 16/01/2007 This Appeal was called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE A K. MATHUR

HON BLE MR, JUSTI CE H. S. BEDI

For Appell ant(s)

M. P.N Puri, Adv.

For Respondent (s)

Ms. Kam ni Jai swal , Adv.

UPON hearing counsel the Court nade the foll ow ng

ORDER

The appeal is allowed.



No order as to costs.

[ SUVAN WADHWA] [ VI JAY AGGARWAL]

COURT MASTER COURT MASTER

Signed order is placed on the file.

I'N THE SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A

ClVIL APPELLATE JURI SDI CTI ON

Cl VI L APPEAL NO. 6441 CF 2000
SAVI TA SHARMA & ORS. .. APPELLANTS

VS.

U. O. | . CHANDI GARH ADIWN.
& ANR .. RESPONDENTS

ORDER

Thi s appeal is directed agai nst t he order passed by t he
Hi gh Court by t he Di vi si on Bench of t he Punj ab and Har yana
Hi gh Court vi de order dat ed 8.1.1999 wher eby t he Di vi si on
Bench of the Punjab and Haryana H gh Court has reversed the
or der passed by the Mtor Vehicles Tribunal and reduced the
mul tiply from 11 to 8 and proportionately reduced t he
conpensati on grant ed by t he Mot or Vehi cl es Tri bunal from
10, 22, 208/ - to 7,45, 000/ -. Aggri eved by this or der passed by
t he Hi gh Court t he appeal was preferred by t he cl ai mant s
before this Court.

Heard | earned counsel for the parties.

We have perused the order passed by the | earned Single
Judge. For convenient disposal of this appeal few facts nmayh

be st at ed t hat deceased Prem Chand Shar ma di ed in Mot or



acci dent and his dependents filed a claimpetition before the

-2

Mot or Accident Clains Tribunal and the Mdtor Accident clains

Tri bunal after exam ni ng t he matt er awar ded a conpensation

to the claimnts to the tune of Rs. 10, 22, 208/ - by its Awar d

dat ed 24. 3. 1998. Aggri eved agai nst t hat Uni on of

I ndi a/ Chandi gar h Admi ni stration who was t he owner of t he

of fendi ng bus preferred an appeal before the Hi gh Court. The
deceased was 53 years of age at t he time of acci dent and
Tri bunal appl i ed t he mul tiplier of 11 for conputi ng t he
conpensati on. The deceased was an Ayurvedic Doctor and he
was drawi ng a sum of Rs.11,615/- p.m by way of salary at the
time of deat h. On t he basi s of t hat t hough t he cl ai mant
claimed higher conmpensation but the Tribunal allowed them a
compensati on by appl yi ng mul tiplier of 11. It was submitted
by the appellant before the H gh Court that nultiplier of 11 is
on the higher side and it was al so contended that deceased was
53 years of age who woul d have retired on super annuati on
the age of 58 years. Therefore it will be just and proper to apply
t he mul tiplier of 8. The Hi gh Court was per suaded and
accordingly t he Hi gh Court appl i ed t he mul tiplier of 8 and
reduced the amount of conpensation to Rs.7,45,000/-. Hence
the present appeal by clai mant.

After goi ng t hr ough t he matter, we are of t he opi ni on
t hat t he Tri bunal has rightly appr oached t he matt er and
appl i ed t he mul tiplier of 11. As per t he Second Schedul e

Mot or Vehi cl es

Act 1988 the nultiplier for the persons 50 years of age but not
exceedi ng 55 vyears was 11 and the  Tribunal applied the

multiplier of 11 keeping in view the second Schedule. This in

t he

of



our opi ni on was t he correct appr oach on t he part of t he

Tri bunal . The reason gi ven by t he Hi gh Court for appl yi ng
mul tiplier of 8 does not appear to be just and proper. When a

rough and ready reference has already been given in the Act of

1988 in Il Schedule normally it should be applied unless there

are conpelling reasons to take different viewin the matter. In

the present case we are satisfied that multiplier of 11 was just

and pr oper and there was no occasi on for t he Hi gh Court to
have resort to nultiplier of 8. Hence we allow this appeal and

set asi de t he or der of t he Hi gh Court and affirm the or der
the Tribunal for grant of conpensation to the claimant a sum

of Rs. 10, 22, 208/ - with 12% i nterest as awar ded by t he
Tribunal. Accordingly the appeal is allowed.

No order as to costs.

(A K. MATHUR)

(H S BEDI)
NEW DELH ;

JANUARY 16, 2007.

of



