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HIGH COURT OF MADHYA PRADESH: JABALPUR

No. BUISE... Jabalpur, dated F/./07/2026

11-3-225/57

To,
The Principal District and Sessions Judge(s),

All in the State (M.P.)

Subject:-  Compliance of dircctions of Honourable the
Supreme Court of India in Reportable Judgment
dated 06.11.2026 in Civil Appcal No. 15228-15231
of 2025 [Arising out of SLP (C) Nos. 9753-56/2025]
in the case of “Preetha Krishnan & Ors. Vs. The
United India Insurance Co. Ltd. & Ors.”

\Dircctions to the MACT Court(s)]

Sir/Madam,
Please find cnclosed herewith a - copy of the _
Reportable Judgment passcd by [lonourable the Supremce \;':;

Court of India dated 06.11.2026 in Civil Appeal No. 15228-
15231 of 2025 (Arising out of SLP (C) Nos. 9753-56 /2025
in the casce of “Preetha Krishnan & Ors. Vs. The United India
Insurance Co. Lid. & Ors.”

As dirccted, T request you 1o bring the samc into
the knowledge of all the Judicial Officers under your kind

{ O control for information and nccessary compliance.;

Encl:- As abovc.

@O\’ b |
/ N MUKESH RAWAT
&

EGISTRAR District Establishment

o Ly R
© Endt. No. g;g.fcé. I8 Jabalpur, dated 54./07 /2026

11-3-225/57

Copy forwarded to:-

The Principal Registrar (J)/Registrar (J-11)/ |
Registrar (I & L), Dircctor, Madhya Pradesh State Judicial |
Acadcmy, Jabalpur and Assistant Registrar (M), Supremce E

Court, Scction {or information and appropriatc acvjlp,n. |

o : ' { }7’ @‘lbﬂ]w !
;;,-.:e;ﬁ%a;m!%ama?amsﬁ?{ MUKESH RAWAT |
_, T~aa (A.9) REGISTRAR District Establishment
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CireLDy NP/ 1u. 25, fts,t)U!supremeucourtmotlces!rep_I‘E{:_;..

ALl Communicaticns Should Delivery Mode: Registered
'be Addressed o Registrar by o
i Designation and not by Q“@‘;*D No. 8307/2025 /SEC-XI-
‘Name. Q,GE)‘ B
Pin Code - 110001 " SUPREME COURT OF INDIA
i NEW DELHI

15th January, 2026
From:

The Assistant Registrar,
Supreme Court of India, New Delhi.
To,

1 THE REGISTRAR GENERAL,
HIGH COURT OF KERALA AT
ERNAKULAM, KERALA |
DISTRICT- ERNAKULAM, KERALA

PID: 12045/2026 IN C.A.
NO.15228-15231/2025 (SEC
XI-B)

2 THE REGISTRAR GENERAL,
HIGH COURT OF ANDHRA PRADESH PID: 12046/2026 IN C.A.
AT AMRAVATI, DISTRICT- NO.15228-15231/2025 (SEC
ANANTAPUR, ANDHRA PRADESH,  x|_p)

DISTRICT- GUNTUR, ANDHRA

PRADESH

3 THE REGISTRAR GENERAL, PID: 12047/2026 IN C.A.
HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF NO.15228-15231/2025 (SEC
TELANGANA AT HYDERABAD, XI-B)
TELANGANA

4 THE REGISTRAR GENERAL, PID: 12048/2026 IN C.A.
HIGH COURT OF TRIPURA AT NO.15228-15231/2025 (SEC
AGARTHALA, XI-B)
DISTRICT- WEST TRIPURA, TRIPURA

5 THE REGISTRAR GENERAL, PID: 12049/2026 IN C.A.
GAUHATI HIGH COURT,, l\,T0.15223-15231/2025 (SEC
DISTRICT- GUWAHATI, ASSAM XI-B)

6 THE REGISTRAR GENERAL, PID: 12050/2026 IN C.A.
HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT NO.15228-15231/2025 (SEC
PATNA,, XI-B)

DISTRICT- PATNA, BIHAR

7 THE REGISTRAR GENERAL,
HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT  PID: 12051/2026 IN C.A.

BOMBAY, NO.15228-15231/2025 (SEC
DISTRICT- MUMBALI, XI-B)
MAHARASHTRA

8 THE REGISTRAR GENERAL,
HIGH COURT OF CHHATISGARH AT PID: 12052/2026 IN C.A.

BILASPUR, NO.lEiE?.;&r{SQSHZMS;(SZEQeshI
DISTRICT- BILASPUR, X1-B), JABALPUR ]
CHHATTISGARH i RS !

¥

o f_‘- Ny
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9 THE REGISTRAR GENERAL, PID: 17053/2026 IN C.A.
HIGH COURT OF DELHI AT NEW NO.15228-15231/2025 (SEC -
DELHI, XI-B)

DISTRICT- NEW DELHI, DELHI

10 THE REGISTRAR GENERAL, PID: 12054/2026 IN C.A.
HIGH COURT OF GUJARAT AT NO.15228-15231/2025 (SEC
AHMEDABAD, XI-B)

DISTRICT- AHMEDABAD, GUJARAT

11 THE REGISTRAR GENERAL,,

HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PID: 12055/2026 IN C.A.
PRADESH AT SHIMLA, NO.15228-15231/2025 (SEC
DISTRICT- SHIMLA, HIMACHAL XI-B)
PRADESH

12 THE REGISTRAR GENERAL,,
HIGH COURT OF JAMMU & PID: 12056/2026 IN C.A.
KASHMIR AND LADAKH AT JAMMU, NO.15228-15231/2025 (SEC
DISTRICT- JAMMU, JAMMU & X1-B)
KASHMIR

13 THE REGISTRAR GENERAL, PID: 12057/2026 IN C.A.
RANCHLI,, XI-B)

DISTRICT- RANCHI, JHARKHAND

14 THE REGISTRAR GENERAL,
HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA AT  PID: 12058/2026 IN C.A.

BENGALURU, NO.15228-15231/2025 (SEC
DISTRICT- BANGALORE, XI-B)
KARNATAKA

15 THE REGISTRAR GENERAL, PID: 12059/2026 IN C.A.
HIGH COURT OF MEGHALAYA AT N(O.15228-15231/2025 (SEC
SHILLONG, XI-B)

CT- SHILLONG, MEGHALAYA

THE REGISTRAR GENERAL,
HIGH COURT OF M.P PRINCIPAL PID: 12060/2026 IN C.A.

SEAT AT JABALPUR, NO.15228-15231/2025 (SEC
DISTRICT- JABALPUR, MADHYA XI-B)
PRADESH

17 THE REGISTRAR GENERAL,
HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB & PID: 12061/2026 IN C.A.
HARYANA AT CHANDIGARH, NO.15228-15231/2025 (SEC
DISTRICT- CHANDIGARH, XI-B)
CHANDIGARH

PID: 12062/2026 IN C.A.
18 THE REGISTRAR GENERAL, NO.15228-15231/2025 (SEC

HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE FOR XI-B)
RAJASTHAN AT JODHPUR, ’

Zoft4d 15/01/26, 16:14
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DISTRICT- JODHPUR, RAJASTHAN

19 THE REGISTRAR GENERAL, PID: 12063/2026 IN C.A.
HIGH COURT OF SIKKIM AT NO.15228-15231/2025 (SEC
GANGTOK, X1-B)

DISTRICT- EAST, SIKKIM

20 THE REGISTRAR GENERAL, PID: 12064/2026 IN C.A.
HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT NO.15228-15231/2025 (SEC
MADRAS AT CHENNAL, XI-B)

DISTRICT- CHENNAI, TAMIL NADU

21 THE REGISTRAR GENERAL, PID: 12065/2026 IN C.A.
ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT, NO.15228-15231/2025 (SEC
DISTRICT- ALLAHABAD, UTTAR XI-B)

PRADESH

22 THE REGISTRAR GENERAL, ,
HIGH COURT OF UTTARAKHAND AT PID: 12066/2026 IN C.A.

NAINITAL, NO.15228-15231/2025 (SEC
DISTRICT- NAINITAL, XI-B)
UTTARAKHAND

23 THE REGISTRAR GENERAL, PID: 12067/2026 IN C.A.
HIGH COURT AT CALCUTTA, NO.15228-15231/2025 (SEC
DISTRICT- KOLKATA, WEST BENGAL XI-B)

24 THE REGISTRAR GENERAL, PID: 12068/2026 IN C.A.
HIGH COURT OF MANTPUR AT NO.15228-15231/2025 (SEC
IMPHAL, XLB)

DISTRICT- IMPHAL, MANIPUR

25 THE REGISTRAR GENERAL,

HIGH COURT OF ORISSA AT PID: 12069/2026 IN C.A.
CUTTACK, NO.15228-15231/2025 (SEC
DISTRICT- CUTTACK, ORISSA XI-B)

CIVIL APPEAL No(s) 15228-15231 OF 2025

(FROM FINAL JUDGEMENT AND ORDER DATED 28.06.2024 IN MACA NOS.
21072015 & 1219/2015, AND JUDGEMENT AND ORDER DATED 27.11.2024 IN RP

NOS. 1187/2024 & 1165/2024 PASSED BY THE HIGH COURT OF KERALA AT
ERNAKULAM, KERALA)

PREETHA KRISHNAN AND

OTHERS ... Petitioner(s)/Appellant(s)

VERSUS
THE UNITED iNDIA

INSURANCE CO.LTD. AND ... Respondent(s)
OTHERS

Sir,

15/01/7268
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In pursuance of Order XII Rule 6, S.C.R. 2013, T am directed to transmit herewigs _.
certified copy of Signed Reportable Judgement dated 06th November, 2025 in the appeal -
above mentioned. The certified copy of the decree made in the said appeal will be sent iater

on .
Please acknowledge receipt.
- Yours faithfully,
CEON
}./\rf\\_\\.v\”
(W ASSISTANT REGISTRAR
Copy o -

1 Mr. Bijo Mathew Joy (adv.)

321, Lawyers Chamber, D Block Add!. Building Complex, Supreme Court Of India,
New Delhi-110001.

New Delhi, Delhi

2 Mr. Rameshwar Prasad Goyal (adv.)

4, Lawyers Chamber, Supreme Court , Delh I- 110001
New Delhi, Delhi

M\”\‘M

v ASSISTANT REGISTRAR

1Tof4d 15/01726, 1G: 14




RIEPORTABLE

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF NDIA p
CIVIL APPELLATE JURISDICTION 6008450

CIVIL APPEAL NOS. 159226-15230F 2025
(Arising out of SLP(C)N0s.9753-56 /2025)

PREETHA KRISHNAN & ORS. .. APPELLANT(S)
VERSUS

THE UNITED INDIA INSURANCE
CO. LTD. & ORS. ... RESPONDENT(S)

JUDGMENT

SANJAY KAROL, J.

Time taken for Time taken for [ Time taken for
disposal of the i disposal  of  the | disposal  of  the
' claim petition by appeals by the appeals  in this

the MACT - High Court Court !
) I |

- lyear3months 9 vears 2 months ‘ § months 23 days |
‘ 22 deys and 20 days i

|
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Leave granted.

2. These appeals are directed against the judgment and order
dated 28" June 2024, passed in MACA No 21 Oand 1219 0f2015;
and Judgment and order dated 27.11.24 in R.P.Nos.1165 and
'187 of 2024 by the High Court of Kerala at Ernakulam, which,
in turn, were preferred against the order dated 2™ April 2014 in

O.P. (M.V)) No.1105/2012, passed by the Motor Accidents
Claims Tribunal, Pala',

3. The brief facts giving rise to these appeals are that on 37
August 2012, the deceased, namely, T.I. Krishnan, aged 51 years,
was driving his car, bearing registration No.KL-5/M-1062
through the Pala-Thodupuzha Road. A bus bearing registration
No.KL-38/B-1833, driven in a rash and negligent manner,
collided with the car of the deceased. As aresult of the incident,

the deceased sustained severe injuries and died on his way to the

hospital.

4. A claim petition was filed on behalf of the claimant-
appellants (the swife and children of the deceased) under Section
166 of the Motor Vehicles Act, 1988, before the Tribunal, on |}
December 2012 seeking compensation to the tune of

Rs.60,00,000/-, stating therein that the deceased used to carn

Flereinafier referred as CTribunal®

CAS @ SLP(C)N0s.9753-56/2025
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Rs.47.3607- per month, by working as an Assistant Engincer in

the Public Works Department.

5. The Tribunal vide its order dated 2 April 2014, awarded
an amount of Rs.44,04,912/- 1o the claimant-appellants aiong
with an interest @ 7.5% per annum from the date of filing the
claim petition. The Tribunal, considering the evidence on record,
determined the income of the deceased to be Rs.45,408/- per
month (post decluction of Rs 2,433/~ per month payable as taxes).
Since the deceased was aged 51 years, future prospects of 15%
was applied 1o his income. A deduction of 1/4™ of the income
was made towards living expenscs and a multiplier of 9
(considering the facts that one of the petitioners is a government
employee and other is a docior) was applicd. Further, the
Tribunal awarded Rs.1,00.000/- towards loss of consortium;
Rs.25,000/- towards funeral expenses; Rs.40,000/- for loss of

love and affection; and Rs.5000/- for loss of estate.

6. Agarieved by the compensation awarded by the Tribunal,

the insurer as well as the claimant-appeliants filed MACA Nos.
210 of 2015 and 1219 of 2015 respectively, before the High

Court.

7. The High Court, vide the impugned judgment, partly
aliowed the appeals and reduced the compensation under the

hcad  of loss of dependency  from  Rs.4229.712/- 10

CAs @ SEL (C)N0s.9733-56/2025 Page 30113



Rs.35,10,144/-, by applying a split multiplier considering the
post-retirement recuction in the income of the deceased, thereby
cdeducting the excess amount 0fRs.7,19,568/-. The Court further
cnhanced the compensation under the heads - loss of consortium
and loss of love and affection 1o Rs.1,60,000/-. The amount
awarded towards [uneral expenses was reduced 1o Rs.15,000/-,
while the amount under the head loss of estate was enhanced to
Rs.15,000/-. The High Court also directed the Iribunal (o
disburse the amount 1o claimant-appellants Nos.l to 4
(Appellants in MACA No. 1219 of 2015} in the ratio of
70:10:10:10.

8. Aggricved by the judgment and order passed by the Fligh

Court, the claimant-appellants filed RP No.1165 ol 2024 arising
from MACA No.210 of 2015 and RP No.1187 of 2024 arising
from MACA No.1219 of 2015, The High Court, however,
rejecled these applications for review, stating that if reasons arc
recorded, split multiplier would be possible.

9. Dissatisfied with the judgment dated 28 June 2024 and

final orders passed in RP Nos. 1165 02024 and 1187 of 2024 by

the High Court, the claimant-appellants are now before us.

CAs @ SLP(C)N0s.9753-56/2025
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10.

The point of challenge taken is thay the High Court erred
in applving split multiplier without consicerin

g the possibility of
the deceased continuing to ecarn even

after relirement. [tis further

contended that the Courts failed to ap

preciate the educational
qualification and professionaj experience of the dece

ased, which
could |

tave secured him a placement In the construction sector,
even afier his retirement.

L. We have heard the learned counse] for the parties.

1

|8

The main grievance of the claimant-appellangs is the
application of split multiplier by the High

Court, causing a
significant reduction in (he total compensation,

as awarded by the

Tribunal, vis-a-vis, the High Court. We find force in this point of

challenge. The reasoning adopted by the [ gh Court )

1applying
a sphit multiplier

is that the deceased would have shortly

superannuated from service. Thereafier, there would have been a

50% (approx. reduction) in his monthly take-home pay.

13. We find that there are divergent views of the High Courts
regarding the use of split muliiplier. Some judgments Support its
application whije others explicitly reject the same. Below is g
tabular representation, illustrative in nature, oFcertainjudgments

accepting the use of spiit multiplier, whiie others passed by the

same Court rejecting it The common |

actor 1o he noted, in al|

CAS @ SLP (C)Nos.9753

.2

~36/20253 Page Sof 15



these judgments is that the person involved in the accident or the
person who passed away as a result of the accident, were
employed in jobs that had a definite retirement age.

SJ: Single Judac
D13 Division Bench

| Split .\'lultiplié"::-.;(pplicd | Split .\"lultiplicr‘ﬁot Applied |
.[ Dethi High Court i
i ! 1

S |
| " Usha Grover v. HDEFC rgo :

|

General Insurance Co. Lid.,
| | 12012 SCC Onlinc Del 3760
: (S)
|
|

- Bajaj Allianz General Insurance
Co. Lid. v. Necru Sain,
i 2012 SCC Online Del 2472

| i
1
i

Bombay IT-ligh Court B |
(S '
- United India Insurance Co. Ld. v.
- Shakuntala Babasaheb Dhaktode, i
2015 SCC OnlLinc Bom 6842
Gauhati High Court
(sh
' ' Ranjita Seal v. Lal Chand Sharma,
| 12022 SCC Online Gau 250 !
o - Karnataka High Court
(DB (DB)
Branch Manager v. Mallamma,  New Indie Assurance Co. Lid. v.
2023 SCC Online Kar 219 . Tappa Sujatha,
_ i 20235 SCC OnlLine Kar 11321
(DB} (DB)
IFFCO Tokio GIC Tid, v ALS. Suvarna v, Kishan,
Mohan Sunder, 2024 SCC OnLine Kar 2378
2020 SCC Onl.inc Kar 1776
(SJ) (ST
i . Sundaramma v. N.D.
: o ' Chandrashckar,

CAs 7 SLP (CNos 07533672029 Page 6 of 13




{ Seaior Divisional Manager v.

| Jyotiba Appaji Shigate, 2019 SCC

" Online Kar 3908

i 2024 SCC OnLine Kar 13379 ‘

(DB)
| Sayeda v. P. Murgan,
L2016 SCC OnlLine Kar 777

(D1)
P Gouramma v. AV V. Bhadra Rao, !
| 2018 SCC Onl.ine Kar 1892 j

(DB)
Yashodamma v. Ravindra,
S 2014 SCC Onlline Kar 9392

(DB)
Reliance General Insurance I
Company Ltd. v. M. i
Jayalakshmamma, '

2017 SCC Onl.ine Kar 6507 i

| J Kerela High Court

S0) S
Nationa! Insurance Company " United India [nsurance Co. Lid. v.
Limited v. I.C. Bosc, 2020 SCC | Prectha Krishnan, I.
_OnLinc Ker 6564 | 2024 SCC Onl.ine Ker 3526 [
(HB) (ST) ‘
Vinod K.Y. v. Sunny Kurien, ’ Baby Girija v. Thameem R.C, |
2017 SCC Onlinc Ker 39482 1 2022 SCC OnLinc Ker 4088 {
(DB) (S :
Orrental Insurance Co. Lid. v, | Oricntal Inswrance Co. Lid. v. R, |
. Noorjahan M., . Jenova, |
“ 2017 SCC Onl.ine Ker 34359 | 2020 SCC Onl.inc Ker 6362 .
(DB) (S

- K. Ramanathan v. Jayan Poulose
12017 $CC OnLine Ker 36615

* Oricntal Insurance Company
- Limited v. Lucy,
2018 SCC Onlanc Ker 13107

i

(DB)
- Special Grade Scerctary v,
| Maniammal,

- 2017 SCC Onl.inc Ker 20075

|
|
—

| Madras High Court

(S0

rl M., Valarmathi and Others v. 1.8,
1 Rajan and Another

| 2019 SCC Online Mad 5490

i
(DB) ‘
| Branch Manager, Royal Sundaram

¢ Alliance Insurance Co. Lid v. Alli
cand Others

| 2021 SCC Online Mad 1178

(H13)
' Branch Manager, National
I Insurance Co. Ltd. v. M.
[ Aruimovhi

CAs @ S1.P (C)N0s.9753-36/2023

(ST
[ The Branch Manager, SETC TVL
L.imited, v. Scthu '

2015 SCC Online Mad 12761
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2003 sce ()anc Mad 3416

High Court of Orissa i
- (SN
' Puspalata Sahu v. Jagdish Prasad
| Mohanty,
L 12012 SCC Onlinc Ori 16 '
i (ST ;
j i Bajaj All:anz General Insurance '
' ' Co. Ld. v. Samita Maharana,

______ | 2022 SCC Onlinc Ori 1994
_ tigh Court of Punjab and Haryana !
(S (S1) f
- Birmati v. Mukesh Kumar, Slier Singh v. Naresh Ix.umar
2016 ?CC OnLlnc P&H 19759 2019 SCC Onl.inc P&IT 6833

E Rajasthan High Court ;
: (ST
f » United India Insurance Co. [id v,
Sanlosh
1 2014 SCC OnLine Raj 1652
_ High Court {)f.f\ll:‘th:abud :
' (S1) ,
' | Tata ALLG. General Insurance Co.
| LA v, Amar Kaur,
i 1 2022 SCC Onlinc All 18069 i

I4d. As can be seen from the above table, there is diverging
opinion on the application ol split multiplier. While certain [igh
Courts have differences intra-court, there also exists mnter-court
difference. What is more concerning 1o us, is the former. Given
that there was no uniformity of opinion within a single Court, the
Tribunal below is left berefi of guidance leading 10 differences n
compensation awarded for no justifiable reason. This also creates

4 concerning situation for judicial discipline. We have found

CAs @ S1p (CIN0S.9753-56/2023 Page 8 0i 15




instances where a division bench has applied the concept, but a
learned single Judge has refused to do s0, subsequently. Further,
when there are differences of opinion in benches of cqual
strength, it is incumbent upon the Court to seek to resolve by

referring the issue 1o a bench of larger composition.

15. There can be no gainsaying that the judgment of this Court
in Sarla Verma v. DTC? represented the coming of a much more
structured, uniform method of calculation of compensation in
motor accident cases insofar as the multiplier to be applied is
concerned. In this judgment itself, it was observed thal the
practice of applying multipliér which is equivalent to the number
of years the deceased or the injured person had left in service, is
the confusion that has to be avoided.

i Some tribunals, as in this case applv the
nultiplier of 22 by taking the balance vears of service
with reference to the retiring age. [t is necessary (o avoid
this kind of inconsistency. We are concerned with cases
Jalling under Section 166 and not under Section 163-4
of the MV Act. In cases falling under Section 166 of the
MV dct. Davies meihod [Davies v. Powell Dufirym
Associated Collieries Lid., 1942 AC 60/ - (1942) 1 Al
R G37 (11L)] is applicable. '

420 We therefore hold thar the multiplicr (0 he used
shovld be as nentioned in Column (4) of the table above
(prepared by applying Susanuna Thomas [(1694) 2 5CC
176 01994 SCC (Cri) 335/, Trilok Chandra [(1996) 4
SCC 362) and Charlie [(2003) 10 SCC 720 - 2005 SCC
‘Cri) 1657] ), which starts with an operative multiplicr

TE2009) 6 SCC 120

CAS @ Si0 (C)N0s.9753-56/2025 Panc 9 of 15



of 18 (for the age groups of 15 to 20 and 21 10 25 years),
reduced by one unit for every five years, that is M-17 for
20 10 30 years, M-16 for 31 10 33 years, M-13 for 36 1o
40 years, M-14 for 41 10 45 years, and M-13 for 46 (o 30
vears, then reduced by two unils for every five vears. that
is. M=11 for 31 10 33 years, M-9 for 56 to 60 years, M-7
Jor 61 1o 63 years and M-3 for 66 10 70 vears.”

16. It has been held time and again by this Court that a split
muluplier is not to be adopted, as a matter of course, and is only
to be wused n the exceptional circumstances, with such
circumstances being recorded. [See Sarla Verma and Ors. vs.
DTC and Ors’] Reference may be made to N. Jayasree & Ors.
v. Cholamandalam MS General Insurance Co. Lid.*, this Court
held that the application of a split multiplier in a case involving
a SZ-year-old Assistant Profcssor of Mathematics was not
Justified. It was observed in reference to National Insurance Co.
Ltd. v. Pranay Sethi® that the Rule of Thumb of adding 15% of
the salary as future prospects in cases where the deceased was

between the age of 50 and 60 was not 1o be deviated from.

17. Superannuation from service hardly qualifies as such an
exceptional circumstance, which would justify the use of split
multiplier. It is only a natural progression that a person who

enters service must aiso exit at some point in time. The same

F(2009) 6 SCC 121
20221 14 SCC T2
T{2017) 16 SCC 680

CAs @ SILP (C)N0s.9753-56/2025 Page 10 0f 15




cannot be taken as a negative circumstance against the deceased

PErson or a person injured severely, leading to incapacitation or

permanent disability. The position, in our considered view, is

evidently clear from what stood observed by this Court in

Sumathi v. National Insurance Cop. Ltd.®) as under :

ol is clear that in normal course, the compensalion ix to
be calculaied by applving the nudtiplier, as per the
Judgment of this Court Sarie Verme?.  Splis multiplier
cainnot be applied unless specific reasons are recorded The
finding of the Hieh Court that the deceased was havine
lefiover service of onlv fowr vears. cannot be construed as
@ special reason. for applving the split multiplier for the
purpose of assessing the compensation, lin normal course.
compensarion is 1o be assessed by applving multiplier as
indicated by this Court in the udgment in Sarla Verme’. As
no other special reason is recorded for applving the split
muitiplier, judgment’ of the High Court is fit 10 be sel aside
by restoring the award of the Tribunal

(Emphasis supplied)

18. The judament referred to by the leamed Single Judge in
the  impugned Judgment, ie., KR Madhusudhan
Administrative Officer” and Puttanima v, KL N

& Ors.*, in our considered view,

.
‘arayana Reddy
does not support the use of a
split multiplier. In both these judgments, this Court has held that
there have (o be cogent reasons recorded for its use. As already

observed above, retirement from service is not ‘owr of the

#2021 SCC Online SC 3697
T(2011)4 SCC 659
S(2013) 15 SCC 45

CAs @ SLP (C)N0$.9753-56/20725 Page 11 of 15



ordinary’, ‘exceptional’ and ‘cogent’ for the same to qualify. It
is also, a matter of considerable difficulty 1o conceive what such
cogent or exceptional circumstances may be. In any event, the
Constitution Bench in Pranay Sethi (supra) had, in para 59.7
observed that the age of the deceased is the criterion to be utilized
for multiplier. It doees not provide for any other possibilities.
This, in our considered view, does not even leave open the
possibility of employment of split muitiphier, whatsoever. As
such, when dealing with a beneficial legislation which relies on
just compensation as its bedrock, it is most prudent to tread the
path of certainty, insofar as practicable. This i1s more so important
in the context of age which is the primary basis for computation
of compensation. In other words, split multiplier is a concept
foreign to the Motor Vehicles Act, 1988 and s not 1o be used by

the Tribunal and/or Courts in calculation of the compensation.

19.  Concluding the issue of income, we hold that the income
as on the date of death 1s to be taken to calculate the
compensation. We further notice that the High Court faiied to
comply with the directives issued in Pranay Sethi (sﬁpra) e,
eranting  10% enhancement, cvery three years under the
conventional heads. In accordance with the above discussion, the

compensation now pavable to the claimant-appellant is as under:
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CALCULATION OF COMPENSATION

Compensation Heads  Amount Awarded ' In Accordance with: ‘

\ Monthlv Income Rs.45.408/- | ;

Yearly Income Rs.5.44 896/- '
Future Prospects + 5,44,896 + 81,734

(153%) (Age being 3! = Rs.0,26,630/- National Insurance ‘

Lyears) | Co. Ltd. v. Pranay |

Deduction (1/4) | 6,26,630-2,08,876 Sethi .

. =Rs4,17.754/- | (2017) 16 SCC 680 l

417,754 X 11 ¢ Para 37,39, 41, 42 and ‘

' Multiplier (11)
|

| =Rs.4595294/- | 59.4

'
i

"Toss of Income of the
' Deccased i

Rs.43,95,294/- f*

' Loss of Istate N Rs.18,150/-

- National Insurance

Loss of  Puncral | Rs.18,150/-
' Zxpenses ‘

F

l Co. Lud. v. Pranay

. Sethi

| (2017) 16 SCC 680
Para 39.8

" Loss of Consortium | 48,400 X3

: | = Rs.145200/-

|
|
|
|
r

Nuational Insurance
Co. Ltd. v. Pranay
| Sethi
- (2017) 16 SCC 680
Para 39.8
United India Insurance
Co. Ltd. v. Satinder
Kaur,
(2021 11 SCC 780
Para 37.12
Rajwati alias Rajjo and
‘ Ors v. United India
I Insurance Company
| Ltd. and Ors.
2022 SCC Ontine SC
1699

Pera 34

Total

Rs.47,76,794/-
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Thus, the difference in compensation is as under:

"‘ MACT High Court This Court

Rs.44,04,912/- Rs.35,10,144/- Rs.47,76,794/-

|
|
v

20. The Civil Appeals are allowed in the aforesaid terms. The
impugned Award dated 2% Apri} 2014 passed in O.P.(MV) No,
1105 01 2012 by the Tribunal, as modified by the High Court of
Kerala, vide the im pugned judgment dated 28 Jupe 2024, passed
I MACA Nos.2100f2015 and 1219 0f2015; and judgement and
order dated 27.11.24 in R.P.Nos.1165 and 1187 of 2024 shall
stand modified accordingly. Interest on the amount is to be paid
as awarded by the Tribunal. In the end, we may only record our
surprise regarding the approach adopted by the High Court

despite clear observations in Sumathi (supra).

21. The amount be directly remined into the bank account of
the claimant-appellants as directed by the High Couwrt. The
particulars of the bank accounts are to be immediately supplied
by the learned counsel for the appellant to the learned counsel for
the respondent. The amount be remitted positively before 30

November, 2025,
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22, We ciarify that the directions issucd by this order shall
apply prospectively and the conclusions arrived at regarding the
split multiplier, shall not affect the judgments of the High Courts
noticed by us above. That was done only for the purpose of
demonstrating the difference of opinion prevalent on this issue as
also shedding light on the situation which comprises judicial
propriety. A copy of this order is direcled to be circulated by the
Registrar (Judicial) of this Court to the learned Registrars
General of all the High Courts for necessary information and
compliance. It is requested that an e¢-copy of the order be also

circulated o the ribunals forthwith.

Pending application(s), if any, shall stand disposed of.

Cdi-

SO I
/ HSANJAY KAROL)

Sl -
]

C(PRASHANT KUMAR MISHRA)
New Delhi;
November 6, 2023
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