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aIN THE COURT OF THE MEMBER, MOTOR ACCIDENT CLAIMS TRIBUNAL 

SONITPUR AT TEZPUR 

 

Present : Sri R. Goswami, 

   Member, 

   Motor Accident Claims Tribunal, 

   Sonitpur, Tezpur 

 

MAC Case No.133of 2019(I) 

  

1.  Md. Nur Jamal @ Nurjamal Pathan, 
 Son of Late Kachum Ali Pathan, 
 R/O vill. Kamarchuburi, 
 P.O.&P.S.Thelamara, 
 Dist. Sonitpur, Assam……….Claimant. 

 
                                 -Versus- 

1. Smti. Chaitali Neogi, 

 C/O Rabi Neogi, 

 R/O Aurobindo Nagar, 
 Alipurduar Court, 
 P.O. Alipurduar 
 Dist. Jalpaiguri, West Bengal,  

 (Owner of the vehicle No. WB-73E/1156(Truck) 

 

2. Sri Kailash Das, 

 Son of Balaram Das, 

 R/OAurobindo Nagar, 

 Alipurduar Court, 
 P.O. Alipurduar 
 Dist. Jalpaiguri, West Bengal,  

 (Driver of the vehicle No. WB-73E/1156(Truck) 

 

3. Md. Innas Ali, 

 Son of Md. Abdul Gafur, 

 R/O Vill. Bhergaon, 

 P.O. & P.S. Thelamara, 

 Dist. Sonitpur, Assam, 

 Owner of the vehicle NO. AS-12BC/5474(Auto Rickshaw) 

 

4. Md. Jalaluddin Khan, 

 Son of Md. Ismail Khan, 

  Permanent R/O vill. Baligaon, 

 P.O. & P.S. Orang, 

 Dist. Udalguri (BTAD) Assam, 

 Present R/O vill. Turibasti, 

 P.O. Rangagarah, 
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 Dist. Sonitpur, Assam, 

 Driver of the vehicle NO. AS-12BC/5474(Auto Rickshaw) 

 

5. Shriram General Insurance Co. Ltd. 

 B.R. arcade, 3rd Floor, 

 Opposite of Priya Palace Hotel, 

 21 Janapath, Ulubari, Guwahati-7 

 Dist.  Kamrup(M), Assam, 

 (Insurer of the vehicle No. WB-73E/1156(Truck) 

 

6. Cholamandalam M/S General Insurance Co. Ltd.  

 Astha Plaza, Opposite of S.B. Deorah College, 

 4th Floor, Bora Service, Guwahati-7 

 Dist. Kamrup (M), Assam, 

 (Insurer of the vehicle NO. AS-12BC/5474(Auto Rickshaw) 

 ................Opp. Parties. 

 

ADVOCATES APPEARED 

For the claimant   :- B.B. Biswas, Advocate. 

For the O.P. No. 1&2  :- T. Paul, Advocate,  

For the O.P. No.3 &4  :-Ex-parte. 

For the O.P. No. 5 & 6 :- K. Kr. Bordoloi, Advocate. 

 

Date of Argument   :-12-03-2021. 

Date of Judgment   :-03-04-2021. 

 

   J U D G M E N T 

 This is an application u/s 166 of M.V Act, 1988 filed by one Md. Nur Jamal 

@ Nurjamal Pathan, hereinafter shall be referred to as claimant for the purpose 

of the case, praying for grant of compensation on account of injuries sustained 

by him in a RTA. 

1. The case in brief is that on 12-06-2019 at about 10-30 A.M. the claimant 

was on his way from Bhergaon to Balipara as passenger on the board of a three 

wheeler( Auto rickshaw)  bearing registration No. AS-12BC/5474. On the way, at 

village Kalakuchi, on the PWD Road one vehicle bearing registration 

No.WB73E/1156(Truck) coming from the opposite direction came into collision 

with the three wheeler the claimant was travelling in. As a result the claimant 

had fractured both bones of the right forearm with left parasymphyseal fracture 

of mandible with multiple STI requiring mini plate and screws to be fitted. As a 

result of the injury caused the claimant had to incur an expenditure of 

Rs.3,10,000/-  and will further require Rs.2,00,000/-  for removal of the plate and 
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screws through surgery.Since due to accident the claimant is unable to pursue 

his occupation, running a grocery shop and a tent house, he is facing acute 

financial hardship. Thus he claims Rs.9,00,000/- in compensation. 

2. O.P. No. 1 Chaitali Neogi and O.P. No. 2 Sri Kailash Das the owner and 

driver respectively of the vehicle bearing registration No. WB-73E/1156(Truck) in 

their joint written statement attributed the negligence of the driver of the Auto 

Rickshaw being the cause of the head on collision with the truck O.P. No. 2 was 

driving. The answering O.Ps further claimed that the truck bearing registration 

No.WB-73E/1156 owned by O.P. No.1 was insured with Sri Ram General 

Insurance Co. Ltd..bearing Policy No. 10003/31/19/591740 and the  insurance 

cover had been valid upto 12-02-2020.  Thus the answering O.P. NO. 1 and 2 

claim to be exonerated from being liable to pay the award allowed by the tribunal 

to third party claimants . 

3. O.P. No. 3 and 4 Innas Ali and Md. Jalaluddin Khan did not submit their 

written statement. The case proceeded ex-parte against them. 

4. O.P. No. 5 Sriram General Insurance Co. Ltd. in its written statement  

inter-alia denied the contention raised by the claimants. The answering O.P. 

claim that the payment of compensation to the third party claimant is subject to 

proof of negligence of the driver of the insured truck. According to answering 

O.P. the driver of the insured truck bearing registration No.WB-73E/1156 did not 

possess a valid driving license and the vehicle was plied on the public road 

without a valid route permit, the authorization having expired on the day of the 

alleged occurrence. The answering O.P. reserves the right to defend itself from 

payment on the ground of breach of policy condition u/s 149(2) of the Act. The 

answering O.P. further claims the case being bad for noncompliance of the 

mandatory provision u/s- 134(C) of the M.V. Act. 1988 by the driver/owner of the 

truck by not furnishing particulars of the insurance cover and accident. Thus the 

answering OP seeks to be exonerated of the liability to indemnify the insured 

with regard to payment of the award. 

5. O.P. No. 6, M/S Cholamandalam General Insurance Co. Ltd. is the insurer 

of the three wheeler (Auto Rickshaw). According to answering O.P. No. 6 the 

present claim petition is not maintainable for noncompliance of section 134(C) of 

M.V. Act. 1988, the answering O.P. denies having  been furnished with a 

particulars with regard to the injured, date of accident and insurance cover of the 

insured vehicle immediately following the accident by owner/driver. The 
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answering O.P. further contended that the driver of the Auto Rickshaw bearing 

registration No. AS-12BC/5474 did not possess a valid and effective driving 

license at the time of the RTA and was carrying passengers more than the 

stipulated four policy conditions allowed. Thus liability of the answering O.P, if 

any is confined to terms and conditions of the insurance cover.  

6. On the pleadings aforesaid, the following issues were framed – 

I. Whether the accident had taken place on 12-06-2019 at about 10-30 

A.M.due to rash and negligent driving by the driver of both the 

vehicles bearing No. WB-73E/1156(Truck) and AS-12BC/5474(Auto 

Rickshaw) and the claimant Md. Nur Jamal @ Nurjamal Pathan 

hadsustained injury in the said road traffic accident? 

II. Whether the claimant is entitled to get any compensation as prayed 

for and if so, from whom and to what extent?  

7. I have heard argument advanced by Learned Counsel of both sides. I 

have also perused the documents available in the record. 

   Issue No. 1  

8. The claimant Nur Jamal Pathan @ Nur Jamal was examined in the case as 

CW-1. CW-1deposed in his evidence that on 12-06-2019 at about 10-30 A.M. he 

was on his way from Bhergaon village towards Balipara in a three wheeler 

passenger vehicle bearing No.AS-12BC/5474(Auto Rickshaw) for NRC hearing 

along with other co-passengers. On the way at Kalakuchi on PWD Road, one 

truck bearing No.WB-73E/1156(Truck) coming from the opposite direction, being 

driven in a rash and negligent manner knocked down the Auto Rickshaw. As a 

result CW-1 had fractured both bones of the right forearm with left 

parasymphyseal fracture of mandible with multiple STI requiring mini plate and 

screws to be fitted. CW-1 claimed having undergone treatment at EMM and 

Research Centre from 12-6-2019 to 16-6-2019 as indoor patient and being 

required to visit doctors for periodic assessment. CW-1 claimed having incurred a 

sum of Rs.3,10,000/- on his treatment and would require Rs.2,00,000/- for 

removal of the plate. According to CW-1 his co-passengers Md Abdul Hasen and 

Md Abu Siddikhad also sustained injuries in the said RTA. The CW-1 claims 

Rs,9,00,000/- in compensation.CW-1 in course of his evidence has exhibited the 

Accident Information Report in form 54 as ext-1, Discharge Certificate from EMM 
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as ext-2, Ejahar and FIR as ext-3 (1) to ext-3(4), prescriptions as ext-4(1) to ext-

4 (16), laboratory form as ext-5, examination report as ext-6(1) to ext- 6(6), 

cashmemo, vouchers and money receipts- as ext-7(1) to ext-7(35), x-ray plates 

as ext-9(1) to ext-9(7).has exhibited the following documents- 

09. In his cross-examination CW-1 reiterated to receiving injuries on his right 

leg, right hand and inner upper side of the mouth. CW-1 admitted to six persons 

travelling in the auto-rickshaw including the driver. CW-1 admitted ext-6(1) being 

photocopy of the origin. Ext-7(1) to ext-7(31) vouchers being without 

prescriptions. CW-1 denied the suggestion that ext-7(32) being devoid of 

signature and seal and is not admissible. CW-1 admitted that cash memos and 

vouchers submitted add up to Rs.145,357/-. 

10. CW-2is Md. Abdul Hasen deposed in his evidence that on 12-06-2019 at 

about 10-30 A.M. the claimant was on his way from Bhergaon village to Balipara 

for NRC hearing,  travelling in an Auto Rickshaw bearing No.AS-12BC/5474 along 

with CW-2.On the way at Kalakuchi PWD Road,a truck bearing registration 

No.WB-73E/1156 had collided with  the Auto Rickshaw they were travelling in 

head on. As a result the claimant hadfractured both bones of the right forearm 

with left parasymphyseal fracture of mandible with multiple STI requiring mini 

plate and screws to be fitted.Had undergone treatment at EMM Hospital and 

research center, Tezpur as indoor patient and has been on continuous 

treatment.CW-2 also claimed having received injury along with one Abu Siddik. 

According to CW-2 the claimant is unable to continue with his occupation due to 

injuries sustained. According to CW-2 the accident had taken place due to rash 

and negligent manner the truck No.WB-73E/1156 was being driven by its driver. 

11. In his cross-examination CW-2 reiterated to the RTA having taken 

placeon 12-6-2019 at about 10-30 A as a result of head on collision between a 

truck and Autorikshaw he was travelling in. CW-2 admittedtravelling from 

Thelamara to Balipara with Nur Jamal, Abu Siddik, Nur Jahan Khatun and 

Alekhjan Khatun as passengers and including driver there were six persons 

travelling in the said Autorikshaw. CW-2 claimed that three passengers including 

him had sustained injuries. 

12.  Ext. 1, the accident information report,reveals that an accident occurred 

on 12-06-2019 at about 10-30 A.M. at Kalakuchi under Thelamara PS and Md. 

Nur Jamal Pathan had sustained injury in the alleged accident. The vehicle 
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bearing No.WB-73E/1156(Truck) and another Auto Rickshaw having Chassis No. 

MBX0003BFXE852885 and Engine No. R9E2064680 have been shown asthe 

vehicles involved in the accident. 

13. Ext-3(1) the FIR reveals that a case had been registered on the FIR 

lodged by one Nasedul Islam against the driver of the truck bearing registration 

No. WB 73-E -1156 u/s 279/338/304 A of IPC for the occurrence on 12-6-2019 

and later chage sheeted. 

14.    To determine the negligence, I am being guided by the judgment reported 

in 2009 ACJ 287, National Insurance Company Limited Vs. Pushpa Rana wherein  

it was held that in case the petitioner files the certified copy of the criminal 

record or the criminal record showing the completion of the investigation by the 

police or the issuance of charge sheet under section 279/304 A IPC or the 

certified copy of the FIR or in addition the recovery memo and the mechanical 

inspection report of the offending vehicle, these documents are sufficient proof 

to reach to the conclusion that the driver was negligent. 

15. In the case of RanuBala Paul &Ors. v. Bani Chakraborty &Ors. 

reported in 1999 ACJ 634, it was observed as under: 

"In deciding a matter tribunal should bear in mind the caution struck by 

the Apex Court that a claim before the Motor Accidents Claims Tribunal is neither 

a criminal case nor a civil case. In a criminal case in order to have conviction, the 

matter is to be proved beyond reasonable doubt and in a civil case the matter is 

to be decided on the basis of preponderance of evidence, but in a claim before 

the Motor Accidents Claims Tribunal the standard of proof is much below than 

what is required in a criminal case as well as in a civil case. No doubt before the 

tribunal there must be some material on the basis of which the tribunal can 

arrive or decide things necessary to be decided for awarding compensation. But 

the tribunal is not expected to take or to adopt the nicety of a civil or of a 

criminal case. After all, it is a summary inquiry and this is a legislation for the 

welfare of the society” 

https://indiankanoon.org/doc/1270101/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/409589/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/1997644/
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16.     In   Bimla   Devi   and   ors.   Vs.   Himachal   Road   Transport 

Corporation and Ors (2009) 13 SC 530, Supreme Court held that  

" In a situation of this nature, the Tribunal has rightly taken a holistic 

view of the matter. It was necessary to be borne in mind that strict proof of an 

accident caused by a particular bus in a particular manner may not be possible to  

be done by the claimants. The claimants were merely   to   establish   their   case   

on   the touchstone   of   preponderance   of   probability. The   standard   of   

proof   beyond   reasonable doubt could not have been applied." 

17. In view of the evidence of CW-1 and CW-2, injured passengers in Auto 

Rickshaw bearing No.AS-12BC/5474 involved in the accident as well as 

documents relating to criminal case,it can be said that the claimant is able to 

prove that he sustained injury due to rash and negligent driving by the driver of 

the offending vehicle bearing No.WB-73E/1156(Truck).Hence, issue No. 1 is 

decided in favour of the claimant. 

Issue No. 2  

18. Ext-1,the AIR reveals that the offending vehicle bearing No. WB-

73E/1156(Truck)was duly insured with Sri Ram General InsuranceCo. Ltd.vide 

policy No. 10003/31/19/591740 valid upto 12-02-2020. The accident occurred on 

12-06-2019. It transpires that the accident occurred during the subsistence of 

the policy of the offending vehicle. So, O.P.No.5 i.e.Sri Ram General 

InsuranceCo. Ltd. is liable to pay compensation to the claimant. 

19. The Learned Counsel for the Insurance Company, Sri Ram General 

Insurance Co. Ltd, OP-5 had claimed in his argument that the driver of the 

insured vehicle bearing No. WB-73E/1156(Truck) had plied his vehicle, a heavy 

goods carrier without a valid permit, the permit had expired on 20-02-2019 and 

the alleged accident in which the said truck was involved occurred on 12-06-

2019.  

 20.   I am inclined to agree with the learned counsel in this regard since 

according to the legal officer of Sri Ram General Insurance Co. Ltd, OP-5 cum the 

investigation officer of the company, examined as DW-2 in the case claimed that  

ext. B and ext-B(1), copies of permits of the offending truck bearing No. WB-

73E/1156, incurred online from the website of Ministry of Road transport& 

Highway, Govt. of India reveal that existing N.P. Authorization No. 
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NP/WB/73/042018/42379 issued on 11-April-2018 with regard to ext-B had been 

valid only up to 20-Feb.-2019.  Ext. C, the insurance policy of the owner indicates 

that the offending truck had been insured with Commercial Vehicle (package 

policy) and the policy had been in force on the day of the alleged occurrence.   

21     Thus despite a valid insurance policy, the insurer is protected under section 

149(2) of the Act as the insured truck bearing No.  WB-73E/1156 was moving 

from one State to another State without valid permit and there was fundamental 

statutory infraction by the insured and breach of specified condition of the 

insurance policy.  

 22.    I am also inclined to agree with ld counsel with regard to violation of 

policy condition by the driver of the three wheeler by carrying more passengers 

than allowed by the policy cover. DW-1, legal officer of OP-4, Cholamandalam, 

insurer of the three wheeler involved in the RTA exhibited ext-A the policy cover 

of the three wheeler bearing No. AS-12BC/5474 (Auto Rickshaw). Ext-A allows 

only four persons including the driver who could travel in the insured vehicle. 

CW-2 an injured passenger travelling in the said three wheeler on the day of the 

alleged occurrence has admitted in his evidence to six passengers travelling in 

the said vehicle. Thus there is apparent breach of policy conditions by both 

vehicles involved in the accident.  

23.    Now whether the Insurance companies can defend itself from indemnifying 

the insured under section 149(2) of the Act in the execution of the judgment 

order with regard to payment of award money to the third party.  

24. The Hon‟ble Apex Court in civil Appeal No.2253 of 2018(arising out of 

SLP(civil) No 7692 of 2017  in Amrit Paul Sing & Anr. Vs. TATA AIG General 

Insurance Co. Ltd. &Ors, held in para 23 of the same decision thus”  in the case 

in hand it is clearly demonstrable from the materials brought on record that the 

vehicle at the time of accident did not have a permit. The appellants had taken 

the stand that the vehicle was not involved in the accident. That a part they have 

not stated whether the vehicle had temporarily permit or any other kind of 

permit. The exception that   have been carved out   under section 66 of the Act, 

need less  to emphasize, are to be pleaded and proved. The exception cannot be 

taken aid of in the course of the argument to seek absolution from liability.  Use 

of a vehicle in a public place without a permit is fundamental statutory infraction. 

We are disposed think so in view of the series of exception curved out in section 
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66.  The said situations cannot be equated with absence of license or fake license 

or a license for different kind of vehicle, or for that matter violation of a 

conditions of carrying number passengers. Therefore, principles laid down in 

Swaran Singh ( Supra) and Lakhmi Chand (Supra) in that regard would not be 

applicable to the case  in hand.  That apart the insurer had taken the plea that 

the vehicle in question had no permit. It does not require the wisdom of the 

“Tripitaka”, that the existence of a permit of any nature is a matter of 

documentary evidence. Nothing has been brought on record by the insured to 

prove that he had a permit of the vehicle. In such a situation, the onus cannot be 

cast on the insurer.   

25. Coming to violation of policy conditions by the insured, six persons were 

travelling in the insured vehicle Auto Rickshaw bearing No. AS-12BC/5474 at the 

time of the accident. The  issue was considered by the Divisional Bench  in the 

Judgment in reported in 2012(1) TNMAC 89(DB) [(Royal Sundaram Alliance 

General Insurance Co. Ltd. Vs. P. Ayyakannu and others)] held as follows- 

 “ In Cholletti Bharatamma case, 2008(2) TN MAC 29 Supreme Court and 

2008 (1)  SCC 423 the Supreme Court held thus: the effect of 1994 amendment 

came up for consideration in National Insurance Co. Ltd. Vs. Baljit Kaur and 

others2004 ACJ 428 (SC), wherein this Court following Asha Rani‟s case, 2003ACJ 

(1) SC, opined that the words „injury to any person‟ would only mean a third 

party and not a passenger travelling on a goods carriage whether gratuitous or 

otherwise. The question came up for consideration again in National Insurance 

Co. Ltd. Vs. Bommithi Subbhayamma and others2005 ACJ 721 SC, wherein upon 

taking into consideration a large number of decisions, the said view was 

reiterated.” 

26.Coming to fundamental statutory infraction by the insured, the Apex court in 

the Judgment in Amrit Paul Sing &Anr. Vs. TATA AIG General Insurance Co. Ltd. 

&Ors, Apex court had specifically said that the onus cannot be cast on the insurer 

to indemnify the insured. 

27. Thus in the present case the offending truck having been found plied on 

the public road without a valid route permiton the day of the accident, it being 

fundamental statutory infraction by the insured and circumstances in the present 

case being same as in Amrit Paul Sing &Anr. Vs. TATA AIG General Insurance Co. 

Ltd. &Ors above and also in another three judge bench decisionin Rani &others 



Page 10 of 12 
 

Vs National Ins Company Ltd &others in civil appeal No.9078-9079 of 2017I am 

inclined to follow the decision inRani& others Vs National Ins. Company Ltd 

&others since  the Three Judges Bench of the Apex courtwhile putting the initial 

burden on the Insurance company to pay the award money to the third party 

claimant had contemplated recovery of the same from the insured under pay and 

recovery principle. 

28. Now this being a case where the claimant has sought compensation for 

personal injury sustained grievous injuries on his right leg and right hand, 

fractured both bones of the right forearm with left parasymphyseal fracture of 

mandible with multiple STI requiring mini plate and screws to be fitted requiring 

treatment at EMM Hospital and research center, Tezpur as indoor patient and has 

been on continuous treatment.  

29.    On the head of pecuniary treatment the discharge certificate issued by 

EMM Hospital & Research Centre, ext-2 shows that the injured had been 

admitted in to the hospital on 12/6/2019, the day of the accident and had been 

discharged on 16/6/2019, his condition having improved on the day of the 

discharge without any disability recorded after treatment. The Hospital bill ext-

7(35) issued by EMM Hospital and research Centre shows that on the day of 

discharge, on 16/6/2019 the injured Nur Jamal had paid Rs.47,950/-.  

30. Ext- 7(32) also indicatespayment of Rs. 47,950/- as hospital bill and 

Rs.6,000/- shown to have been paid for implant with Rs.1000/- shown less by 

one Dr. Khurshid.  Since the fees charged by Dr.Khurshid, Rs.23,000/- is shown 

paid in ext-7(35) there is no reason for EMM Hospital & research Centre to issue 

a separate bill on a rough sheet on the same ground ext-7(32) is rejected. Thus 

the expenditure the injured on medical treatment computed on basis of ext-7(1) 

to ext-7(6),ext-7(8) and ext-7(13) to ext-7(31) and ext-7(33) to ext-7(35) comes 

to Rs.84,625/-. Ext-7(7), ext-7(9) to ext-7(12) cash memos for Rs-1850/- has 

been adjusted with ext-7(34) and as such not considered.  In addition I am 

inclined to allow Rs.5000/- on the head of partial loss of earning. Rs.1000/- on 

transportation, Rs.2000/- on extra nourishment, Rs.3000/- on attendant 

expenses. Rs.10,000/- on pain and suffering, and Rs,10,000/- on loss of 

amenities.  

31. The ext-2 the discharge certificate does suggest advice for limb 

elevationand some physiotherapy in addition to meeting his attending doctor Dr. 
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Sayed Khurshid. Since compensation on the head of future treatment is not 

contemplated in the discharge certificate the consulting doctor having not been 

examined I have no material on record to assess the cost of future medical 

expenditure. The claimant is allowed a sum of Rs.1,15,625/-( Rupees one 

lakh fifteen thousand six hundred and twenty five ) only in total as 

compensation. 

32. Therefore, total compensation comes to Rs. 1,15,625/-( Rupees one 

lakh fifteen thousand six hundred and twenty five )  only.  

 
   O  R  D  E  R 

 

 In the result, the claim petition is allowed, awarding Rs. 1,15,625/-( 

Rupees one lakh fifteen thousand six hundred and twenty five )  only 

with interest thereon @ 6% per annum from the date of filing of the case i.e. on 

26-11-2019 till full and final realization. The O.P. No. 5 i.e. Sriram General 

Insurance Co. Ltd. is directed to make payment of the aforesaid amount within a 

period of 30(thirty) days from the date of receipt of order in the Savings Account 

of the claimant Md NurJamal @ NurJamal Pathan through NEFT. Claimant is 

directed to furnish his Bank details of any Nationalized Bank to this Tribunal. On 

receipt of the same, office of Motor Accident Claims Tribunal, Tezpur will do the 

needful in sending the required documents to the Insurance Company for 

payment of compensation to the claimant. 

 Insurance Company is directed to furnish compliance report accordingly. 

Insurance Company is entitled to recover the award allowed as compensation in 

favour of the claimant from the insured. 

Given under my hand and seal on this 3rd day of April, 2021. 

 

Dictated and corrected by me 
 
 
 
  

             ( R. Goswami.) 
              Member,         Member, 
Motor Accident Claims Tribunal,         Motor Accident Claims Tribunal, 
         Sonitpur, Tezpur.             Sonitpur, Tezpur. 
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A N N E X U R E 

 
1.Witness of the Claimant: 
 

(i) Md. Nur Jamal Pathan @ Nur Jamal. 
(ii) Md. Abdul Hasen.  

 
2. Witness of the Defence: 
 
 (i)  Anupam Sarkar. 
 (ii)  Rajendra Dutta.  
 
3.Claimant‟s Exhibits: 
 
  Ext. 1 Form 54 ( accident information report) 

  Ext. 2 to 9(7) are medical documents/cash memo/vouchers etc. 

4.Exhibits of the defence  
 
   NIL. 
 
 
        (R. Goswami) 
              Member 
             MACT, Sonitpur, Tezpur 
 
 
 


