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bone. He was a prac�cing lawyer and also claimed loss of income due to pro-

longed incapacity.

3. The Respondents i.e., the driver and owners of the truck con-

tested the claim pe��on, denying the involvement of the truck in the acci-

dent. It was pleaded that the claimant himself was driving the scooter under

the influence of liquor; while a$emp�ng to cross a bullock cart, he lost bal-

ance and struck the cart from behind; that Birbal, driver of the truck, had

merely stopped at the spot, informed the police, and even assisted in taking

the injured to the hospital. It was thus asserted that the accident was not

caused by the truck.

4. A)er framing necessary issues and apprecia�ng the evidence on

record, the Tribunal held that the accident occurred due to rash and negli-

gent driving of  respondent Birbal  while driving the truck.  On the basis of

medical evidence, expenditure incurred on treatment, and nature of injuries,

the Tribunal assessed compensa�on at ₹5,24,000/-, payable jointly and sev-

erally by the driver and the owners of the truck, along with interest.

5. Assailing  the  award,  Learned  counsel  for  the  appellants  con-

tended:

� The Tribunal erred in disbelieving Birbal (RW4), who categorically de-

nied involvement of the truck and deposed that the claimant hit his

scooter against a bullock cart.

� Tes�mony of  Birbal  was corroborated by RW1- Vijay Kumar,  RW2 -

Sa�sh Kumar, and RW3 - Davinder Kumar.

� There was an inconsistency in the claimant’s stand, as in the FIR he al-

leged the truck was ahead of him, whereas in his deposi�on he stated

that it struck from behind.

� Birbal was acqui$ed by the Special Judicial Magistrate, Hisar, vide judg-

ment  dated 31.10.1998 in  a  criminal  case arising  from FIR No.  317

dated 14.11.1995,  which itself  casts  a  shadow of  doubt  on the Tri-

bunal’s findings.
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6.                Per contra, learned counsel for the claimant submi$ed that the

Tribunal had rightly appreciated the evidence and concluded that the acci-

dent was the result of rash and negligent driving by Birbal. The Award, there-

fore, calls for no interference. 

7. This Court has heard learned counsel for the par�es and care-

fully perused the record.

8. The  tes�mony  of  injured  claimant  Sukhpal  Singh  was  found

consistent  and  reliable.  He  categorically  stated  that  while  he  was  riding

pillion on the scooter driven by Jai Bhagwan, the truck, being driven rashly

and negligently by Birbal a$empted to overtake them near Fountain Chowk.

The le) footboard of the truck struck their scooter, causing both occupants

to fall, resul�ng in serious injuries to him. His version was corroborated by

PW8 Jai Bhagwan, the eye-witness.

9. An effort to discard the tes�mony of PW8 Jai Bhagwan on the

ground that he did not suffer medico-legal injuries was rightly rejected by the

Tribunal. Jai Bhagwan explained that he suffered minor injuries, informed the

family  of the claimant,  and later took local  treatment.  This  explana�on is

credible and does not diminish his status as an eye-witness.

10. On  the  other  hand,  the  tes�mony  of  Birbal  (RW4)  was

unreliable. He introduced RW2 Sa�sh Kumar as an eye-witness, though his

presence  was  never  men�oned  in  the  wri$en  statement.  Ram  Parkash,

allegedly  present  with  Birbal  in  the  truck,  was  never  examined.  Further,

Birbal’s  conduct—escor�ng  the  injured  to  the  hospital  despite  police

presence and admiIng deten�on of his truck—indicated involvement of his

vehicle in the accident.

11. The acqui$al of Birbal in the criminal case does not ipso facto

exonerate him in claim proceedings under the Motor Vehicles Act,  as the

standard of proof in criminal law differs from that in claim cases.
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12. In light of the above discussion, this Court finds no infirmity in

the well-reasoned findings of the Tribunal. The compensa�on awarded is just

and reasonable. Accordingly, the appeal is dismissed being devoid of merit.

September 10, 2025
Sarita

                  (DEEPAK GUPTA)

          JUDGE

 Whether speaking/reasoned? Yes/No

 Whether reportable? Yes/No
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