
IN THE COURT OF THE 

MEMBER, MOTOR ACCIDENT CLAIMS TRIBUNAL  

SONITPUR :: TEZPUR 

 

PRESENT :  Sri A. Borthakur,  
    Member, Motor Accident Claims Tribunal 

                                Sonitpur, Tezpur  

 

JUDGMENT IN M.A.C. CASE NO. 225 OF 2009 
 

 Smt. Rina Das  

Wife of Late Pradip Das 

Resident of Puranialimur 

PO – Panchmile, Mouza- Mahabhairab 

PS –Tezpur, Dist – Sonitpur, Assam   ......   Claimant 

 

–Versus– 

 

1. M/S Suraj Bhan Goel & Co. 

C/O – Gopal Bhatt, Asstt. Manager 

PO & Mouza – Haleswar 

PS- Tezpur 

Dist – Sonitpur, Assam  
[Owner of Vehicle No. AS-12 D / 9949 ( Hero HondaMotor cycle)] 

 

 

2. National Insurance Co. Ltd. 

Tezpur Branch 
[Insurer of Vehicle No. AS-12 D / 9949 ( Hero HondaMotor cycle)] 

 

 

3. Smt. Kiran Bala Das, the mother of the deceased 

Wife fo Rabindra Ch. Das 

Resident of Puranialimur, PO – Panchmile 

Mouza – Mahabhairab, PS – Tezpur 

Dist – Sonitpur, Assam 

         …...Opposite Parties 

 

   A  P  P  E  A  R  A  N  C  E   S 

 

For the Claimant    : Sri Promod Ch. Sarma 

Advocate 

 

For the Opposite Party No.  1  : Sri Arabinda Das 

      Advocate 

 

For the Opposite Party No.  2  : Sri S. K. Singh 

      Advocate 

 

Date of evidence of claimant’s side :  26–03–2010 &  

08–06-2012 
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Date of evidence of OP side :  17–11–2012 &  

10–01-2013   

  

Date of Argument   :  21–01–2014  

 

Date of Judgment   : 04-–02–2014 

 
      

J  U  D  G  M  E  N  T   &   A  W  A  R  D  

     

  This application, u/s 166 of the Motor Vehicles Act, 1988  ( for 

short „MV Act‟), has been filed by the claimant Smt. Rina Das, claiming 

compensation, on account of death of her husband Pradip Das, in a road traffic 

accident.  

 

THE CLAIMANT’S CASE :  

 

2.  The facts, in brief, may be stated, as follows :  

 

    On 01-04-2009, at about 11-20 p.m., while the deceased Pradip Das 

was going from Tezpur town towards Tezpur Airport riding the motorcycle, 

bearing registration No. AS-12 D / 9949 belonging to OP No.1- M/S Suraj Bhan 

Goel & Co., and reached the Tezpur Airport Gate, on the National Highway 52, 

suddenly his motorcycle capsized on the road due to some mechanical defect. 

The deceased fell down on the pitch portion on the road, and some Army 

personnel, who were on duty at the Army Check Point, shifted him to the Air 

Force Hospital for treatment. The doctor of the Army Hospital declared him 

brought dead. Post Mortem examination of the deceased was done at Kanaklata 

Civil Hospital, Tezpur. In connection with the accident, Salonibari Out Post GD 

Entry No. 13, dated 01-04-2009, was made. It has been stated by the claimant 

that at the relevant time of the accident, the deceased, aged about 37 years, was 

serving as a Supervisor of OP No.1 - M/S Suraj Bhan Goel & Co. and had drawn a 

salary of Rs.7,500/-, per month. At the time of his death, the deceased left 

behind his wife-the claimant, old parents and one 7 years old minor daughter, 

who were entirely dependent on the income of the deceased. It has been further 

stated in the claim petition that after the death of the deceased, the whole 

family has been facing acute financial hardship and that the parents of the 

deceased are bed-ridden persons and they live on medicines, but after the death 

of the deceased, the claimant has not been in a position to provide medicines for 

them regularly.   In her claim petition, the claimant has impleaded the owner 

(OP No.1) and the insurer of the motorcycle, the National Insurance Company 

Ltd., aforementioned, and further, impleaded the mother of the deceased.  
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    Hence, the instant claim petition for compensation of Rs 

14,10,000/- 

 

WRITTEN STATEMENT : 

    

3.  OP No.1, M/S Suraj Bhan Goel & Co, the owner of the motorcycle, 

has contested the proceeding by filing a written statement stating, inter-alia, 

that the claim is not maintainable in its present form ; that the claim is bad for 

mis-joinder and non-joinder of necessary parties ; that the allegations made in 

the claim petition are not correct. It has been admitted that the deceased was an 

employee on casual basis under the OP No.1 M/S Suraj Bhan Goel & Co., for 

contract work which was going on at Tezpur Air Port, but disputed the salary 

paid to the deceased stating that the deceased was paid a net salary of Rs.3,500/, 

per month. It has been further submitted that the OP No.1, on performing their 

moral duty, has already paid Rs.1 lakh ( rupees one lakh) to the claimant, as 

compensation for the death of her husband, which was fixed in the name of her 

daughter Neina Das and further, the claimant-wife was appointed in the 

company,  on compensatory ground till completion of the project work. The 

claimant has submitted the photo copy of two money receipts, vide Annexure 

1(a) and 1(b). OP No.1 has stated that they repudiates the claimant‟s claim 

altogether and has no liability whatsoever to pay compensation to the claimant, 

on account of the accident. It has been further stated that at the relevant time 

of the accident, the motorcycle was duly registered and further 

comprehensively insured with the National Insurance Company Ltd., vide Policy 

No. 200201/31/08/620000 2606 valid from 17-10-2008 to 16-10-2009, along with 

extra-premium paid for unnamed passengers, compulsory PA to owner-cum-

driver, and that the driver had a valid driving licence to drive the motorcycle, 

scooter and LMV. Therefore, the Insurance Company is responsible to 

indemnify the compensation claimed by the claimant. The photo copy of 

Registration Certificate, Driving Licence of the deceased and Insurance Policy 

etc. are submitted along with the written statement, vide Annexure, 2,3 and 4.  

 

4.   OP No.2, the National Insurance Company Ltd. has contested the 

proceeding on the grounds, inter-alia, that the claim is not maintainable in the 

present form under the provisions of the MV Act, 1988 and /or Rules framed 

thereunder and also under the terms and conditions of the policy ; that the 

claim is bad for non-joinder of necessary party as the parents of the deceased 

and the child have not been impleaded ; that the liability of it, if any, will always 

be subject to the terms and conditions of the policy of insurance, the provisions 

of the MV Act and the Rules framed thereunder ; that the claim is bad for non-

compliance of section 134 (c) and 158 (6) of the MV  Act ; that the deceased-
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driver did not possess valid driving licence at the relevant time and that the 

owner (OP No.1) handed over the possession of the vehicle to the said driver 

thereby contravening the provisions of the MV Act. It has been further averred 

by the OP No.2 that the pleading and proof of negligence is pre-requisite for 

maintainability of claim u/s 166 of the MV Act and in the instant case, claimant 

is the wife of the deceased-driver of the vehicle, and the deceased, who himself 

drove the motorcycle, could not plead negligence on the part of the deceased 

and hence, the heirs of the deceased-driver cannot claim any compensation 

from its own insurer (OP No.2). The OP No.2 has disputed the age, occupation 

and income of the deceased and further, denied the correctness of the 

statements made in the claim petition, and demanded production of record of 

Salonibari OP GD Entry No.13, dated 01-04-2009. Hence, it is prayed to dismiss 

the claim with costs. 

 

ISSUES :  

 

5.  In view of the above pleadings of both sides, one of my learned 

predecessors, framed the following issues :  

 

“1. Whether the alleged accident took place due to rash  

   and negligent driving by the deceased-driver of vehicle No.    

   AS-12 D / 9949 ? 

 

2. Whether there was contributory negligence on the part of the 

deceased leading to the accident in question ? 

 

   3.  Whether the claimant is / are entitled to any compensation, as 

prayed for, and if yes, from whom and to what extent ?” 

 

6.    In order to prove the claim, the claimant Smt. Rina Das has 

tendered her evidence on affidavit as CW-1 and the evidence on affidavit of 

witness Sri Khitish Das (CW-2), the brother of the injured-claimant, while OP 

No.2, the National Insurance Co. Ltd, has cross-examined them. The OP No. 2, on 

the other hand, has also examined two witnesses and exhibited some 

documents. The claimant‟s side has also exhibited some documents, vide Exts.1 

to 7. 

 

7.  I have heard the oral argument advanced by the learned counsel 

for both sides. I have appreciated the evidence, oral and documentary, proffered 

by the claimant‟s side. I have also perused the written argument.  
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THE DECISION AND THE REASONS THEREFOR 

 

ISSUE NO. 1  

 

8.  In her evidence on affidavit, the claimant (CW-1) has supported the 

statements made out in the claim petition stating that her deceased husband 

Pradip Das was working as a Supervisor in the Company of the OP No.1. She has 

stated that on 01-04-2009, in connection with his official duty, while her 

husband was proceeding from Tezpur town towards his temporary residence, 

situated inside the campus of Tezpur Air Port, riding the motorcycle No. AS-12 

D/9949, due to mechanical defect of the motor cycle, he met with an accident 

near the approaching gate to the Tezpur Air Port from the National Highway 52, 

and as a result, he was thrown out of the motorcycle and fell down on the road. 

Immediately after the accident, the Army personal on duty at the gate, came 

and shifted her husband, in unconscious condition to the Salonibari Air Force 

Hospital, where he was declared dead. The claimant (CW-1) has narrated about 

the accident, as she was informed by the Army personnel, who witnessed the 

accident. She has further stated that her deceased husband was riding the 

motorcycle, with valid driving licence, vide Ext.5.  The claimant has exhibited 

the Accident Information Report, Ext.1.  

 

9.   In cross-examination, the claimant (CW-1) has stated that at the 

relevant time of the accident, her deceased husband was riding a motorcycle 

alone. She has further stated that at the time of accident, her deceased husband 

was working as Supervisor in a private company and on that day, he was 

engaged to supervise some construction works of the run way of the Air Port at 

Tezpur. The claimant has stated that her deceased husband died on the run-way 

of the Air Port due to accident. She has stated that she did not know how the 

accident occurred, but stated that she was informed about the accident at home 

by the staff of the company, and that, on receipt of the information about the 

accident, she rushed to the Air Force Hospital and found her husband dead, 

where her husband was shifted immediately after the accident. She has stated 

that the accident occurred in night hours and during the relevant night, 

construction work was going on within the Air Port Complex. She has further 

stated that the company, where her husband worked, undertook some run way 

construction works. She has further stated that she has heard that her husband 

while riding the motorcycle hit against the shelves of the runway. She has 

further stated that at the time of the accident, as she was informed, her 

deceased husband was wearing a helmet, but did not lock the ribbon. She has 

stated that the insurance personnel visited her house to enquire about the 

accident after filing of the instant claim case. The claimant has stated that her 
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deceased husband was not a driver of the company. The claimant (CW-1) has 

stated that she was told that none witnessed the accident. She has stated that 

after investigation, the police found that the accident was a sudden accident 

without anybody‟s hand.  

 

10.  Sri Khitish Das (CW-2), who is the elder brother of the deceased 

Pradip Das, has supported the evidence of CW-1, the claimant. He has further 

stated that on receiving the information about the accident of his deceased-

brother, he went to the place of accident, and that from the Army personnel 

who shifted the deceased to the Air Force Hospital, came to know that the 

accident occurred due to mechanical defect of the motorcycle which his 

deceased brother was riding and not due to his fault. In cross-examination, he 

has stated that he did not witness the accident and that he did not know how 

the accident took place. He has further deposed that there was no eye witness to 

the accident.  

 

11.  DW-2 Sri Dhanjit Kalita, the in-charge of Salonibari OP, has 

deposed in his evidence that he has received summons in connection with MAC 

Case No. 225/2009, pertaining to the road traffic accident that occurred on 01-

04-2009, involving vehicle No. AS-12 D / 9949 (motorcycle). He has further 

deposed that as directed, he has produced the original General Diary along with 

the extract of Salonibari Out Post, GD Entry No.13, dated 01-04-2009 and GD 

Entry No.17, dated 01-04-2009. Ext.A is the original General Diary of Salonibari 

Out Post, covering period from 28-02-2009 to 07-04-2009. Ext. A(1) and Ext.A(2) 

are the relevant GD Entries, abovementioned. In cross-examination, he has 

deposed that he has been attached to Salonibari Out Post from June/2012. He 

has no personal knowledge about the investigation aspect of the case.  

 

12.  Upon scrutiny of the evidence, oral and documentary, mentioned 

above, it is crystal clear that the cause of death of the deceased Pradip Das, on 

01-04-2009, at 11-20 p.m., was due to accident on the restricted public road 

involving the motorcycle No. AS-12 D / 9949, at Tezpur Air Port, under Tezpur 

PS, who was admittedly an employee under the OP No.1. The photo copy of the 

post mortem examination report is not in dispute and so also, the death of the 

deceased in consequence of accident arising out of riding of the motor cycle of 

the OP No.1. Therefore, it is held that the deceased Pradip Das died as a result of 

accident of the motorcycle No. AS-12 D / 9949 belonging to OP No.1, M/S Suraj 

Bhan Goel & Co. However, the evidence suggests that parse the claimant‟s 

husband drove the motorcycle of its owner into the runway segment of the Air 

Port, which was under construction and due to omission to observe due care 

and caution, it against the shelves of the run-way entailing his death due to 
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injuries received. Therefore, the deceased himself was responsible for the 

accident and not for the mechanical defect of the motorcycle or for any rash 

and negligent act of a third party.  

 

13.  Accordingly, the issue No.1 is decided in the affirmative and the 

issue No.2 in the negative.  

  

ISSUE NO. 3  

Age of the deceased and claimant :  

 

14. With regard to the age of the deceased, it appears that in the claim 

petition, the age of the deceased is mentioned as 37 years, that is, on the date of 

the accident. The photo copy of post mortem examination report also shows the 

age of the deceased to be 37 years. However, from the Ext. 3, the provisional 

certificate issued by Principal, Govt. H.S. School, Tezpur, the date of birth of the 

deceased has been mentioned as 01-01-1970. Therefore, the age of the deceased, 

on the date of the accident, is determined to be 39 years 03 months, on the date 

of accident, that is, on 01-04-2009. The claimant wife has mentioned her age 30 

years as on the date of presentation of her evidence on affidavit.  

 

15.   It has been stated in the claim petition by the claimant that her 

deceased husband  was working as Supervisor in the private company, owned by 

OP No.1 and he was drawing a monthly salary of Rs.7,500/-, per month, and that 

with the said income he used to maintain his family. This fact has also come in 

the evidence of the claimant in cross-examination. The claimant has stated that 

she has not submitted the copy of the Income Tax Return of her deceased 

husband. It has further come in cross-examination of the claimant that the 

deceased joined in the service in the year, 2007. She has stated that she has 

forgotten the amount of salary, he had drawn initially, while joining in the 

service. However, so far, she knew, he was drawing salary less than Rs.7,500/-, 

per month.  In support of the aforesaid contentions, the claimant has exhibited 

the income certificate, Ext.6, dated 11-06-2009, issued by OP No.1- M/S Suraj 

Bhan Goel & Company, which shows that the deceased was serving as 

Supervisor in their company‟s Tezpur Office ( Air Force Station) and he had 

been receiving an amount of Rs.7,500/-, per month. Thus, from the above 

evidence on record, it is apparent that the deceased was working as a 

Supervisor in the company of the OP No.1 and he was drawing salary of 

Rs.7,500/-, at the time of his death.  

 

16. In the instant claim proceeding, the claimant wife of the deceased 

Pradip Ch. Das has stated that her deceased husband was the only earning 
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member of her family and as such, her family members consisting of herself-the 

claimant, one 7 years old daughter and his old ailing parents. The claimant has 

also produced the birth certificate of their minor daughter, vide Ext.7.  

Therefore, it appears that due to the death of her husband, the claimant-wife 

and family member have lost dependency on him for maintenance.   

 

17.   Situated thus, for the purpose of assessing the compensation, the 

income of the deceased can reasonably be taken at Rs. 7,500/-, per month, 

which, in turn, comes to Rs. 90,000/- ( Rs. 7,500/- x 12 months) . In the instant 

case, the age of the deceased has been determined to be 39 years 3 months. The 

deceased left behind his wife and one minor daughter and old parents, as stated 

above. As per Second Schedule, 16 is the multiplier applicable to the instant 

case, considering the age of the deceased. After deducting 1 /3 rd from the same 

as the personal expenses, which the deceased would have incurred towards his 

personal expenses had the deceased been alive, and thus, Rs. 60,000/-, is found 

to be the annual loss of dependency due to the death of the deceased.   

 

18.  In the premises, this Tribunal is of the considered opinion that the 

claimant is entitled to compensation as follows :  

 

Annual loss of dependency  Rs.      60,000 

 Multiplier      =                x 16 

                 =  Rs.   9,60,000 

 PLUS 

 Funeral expenses   = Rs.          5,000 

Loss of consortium    = Rs.        20,000 

Loss of estate   = Rs.          3,000 

 Loss of love and affection           =  Rs.         20,000 

   T O T A  L  =       Rs.    10,08,000/- 

 

19.  Accordingly, the claimant is entitled to a total compensation of    

Rs. 10,08,000/- ( rupees ten lakh eight thousand) only. 

 

Driving Licence  & Insurance Policy  :  

     

20.  The claimant has in her claim petition stated that the vehicle was 

owned by OP No.1- M/S Suraj Bhan Goel & Company and it was duly insured 

with OP No.3, the National Insurance Company Ltd. and further, the deceased 

was holding valid driving licence, who was riding the motorcycle at the relevant 

time of accident, and therefore, OP No.1 and OP No.3 are jointly and severally 

liable to pay the compensation, as prayed. It is not in disputed that the vehicle 
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was owned by OP No.1 and it was insured with OP No.3, the National Insurance 

Co. Ltd. It has come in evidence that at the relevant time of the accident, the 

deceased was riding the motorcycle. The claimant has exhibited the driving 

licence of her deceased husband, vide Ext. 5. On perusal of the Ext.1, the 

Accident Information Report also, it is seen that OP No.1 M/S Suraj Bhan Goel & 

Company was the owner of the vehicle and it was insured with OP No.3 the 

National Insurance Company Ltd, and further the deceased Pradip Ch. Das, who 

was driving the motorcycle at the relevant time of the accident, had a valid 

driving licence No. 53401/S/ Pvt, valid utpo 28-09-2020.   

 

21.  In Ningamma’s –Vs- United India Insurance Company Ltd.            

[ 2009 A.C.J. 2020 ],  the Hon‟ble Supreme Court held as under :  

 

  “ 21. Section 147 of the Motor Vehicles Act provides that the policy 

of insurance could also cover cases against any liability which may be incurred 

by the insurer in respect of death or fatal injury to any person including owner 

of the vehicle or his authorized representative carried in the vehicle or arising 

out of the use of vehicle in the public place.” 

 

22.   Now, the question arises as to by which of the OPs the amount of 

compensation shall be paid to the claimant.  

 

23.  As stated above, there is no dispute as to the existence of valid 

Insurance Policy in respect of the offending motorcycle, issued by OP No.3, the 

National Insurance Company Ltd. In his evidence DW-1 Sri Monoj Kanti 

Choudhury, the Senior Branch Manager of the National Insurance Company 

Ltd., has deposed that Ext.A , the Insurance Policy issued by their Tezpur Branch 

in favour of M/S Suraj Bhan Goel Company and the Policy Number is 

200201/31/08/6200002606, against the Hero Honda CD DLX, motorcycle, bearing 

registration No. AS-12 D / 9949, covering the period from 17-10-2008 to 16-10-

2009. He has stated that there are two IMTs reflected in the Insurance Policy. He 

has further deposed that Head of IMT 16 Personal accident to unnamed 

passengers other than insured and the paid driver and cleaner ( for vehicles 

rated as private cars and motorized two wheelers ( not for hire and reward) 

with or without side car.), and further stated that as per IMT 29 guidelines, if 

any employee of the insured is to get coverage either while driving or 

travelling, additional premium has to be paid. IMT Book has been exhibited as 

Ext.B.  He has deposed that in Ext.A, IMT 29 has not been made applicable nor 

premium for that has been paid. In cross-examination made by the claimant, 

the DW-1 has admitted that the terms and conditions incorporated in the 

Insurance Policy, Ext.A, it is not specifically mentioned that no person other 
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than the insured is entitled to drive a private vehicle and limit of coverage. He 

has further stated that IMT Book is meant for internal departmental circulation 

only and that relevant pages of the IMT guidelines are attached with the 

Insurance Policy. He has admitted that the terms and conditions of the 

Insurance Policy were not read over and explained to the insured. He has denied 

the suggestion of the claimant that IMT 22,16 and 29 guidelines are not 

applicable to the instant claim case.  

      

24.   In the present case, on perusal of the insurance policy, being Policy 

No. 200201/31/08/6200002606 valid from 17-10-2008 to 16-10-2009, vide Ext.A, it 

appears that premium towards compulsory PA to owner-cum-driver was paid 

and as such, the Insurance Company is liable to make the payment of 

compensation. In has come in the evidence of DW-1 that in Ext.A, IMT 29 has not 

been made applicable nor premium for that has been paid. In that eventuality, 

the aforesaid clause of comprehensive insurance package policy, certainly 

covers the claim of the claimant and on the basis of the aforesaid clause of the 

policy, OP No.3, the Insurance Company is liable to pay compensation, as per 

terms incorporated therein upto Rs.1,00,000/- ( rupees one lakh) only.  

 

25.  Since the deceased was the employee of the owner ( OP No.1) the 

rest of the compensation is to be paid by the OP No.1, M/S Suraj Bhan Goel & 

Company. 

 

26.   From the evidence on record, as discussed above, it appears that 

the offending motorcycle, bearing registration No. AS-12 D / 9949, was duly 

insured with the OP No.3, the National Insurance Co. Ltd., on the date of 

accident and on the other hand, there is no evidence that the OP No. 1, the 

owner, committed breach of the terms and conditions of the Insurance Policy. 

Therefore, OP No.3, the National Insurance Co. Ltd., shall be liable to pay the 

claimant, the amount of compensation, aforementioned, awarded by this 

Tribunal to the extent of Rs.1,00,000/- ( rupees one lakh) and the rest of the 

amount of compensation is to be paid by the OP No.1, the employer / owner of 

the vehicle.  

 

     A  W  A  R  D  

 

27.   In the result, the claim is settled at Rs. 10,08,000/- ( rupees ten 

lakh eight thousand)  only in favour of the claimant with interest @ 9%, per 

annum, from the date of institution of the case, that is, on 01-07-2009, till 

realisation.      
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28.  An amount of Rs.1,000/- shall be paid to the claimant, on account 

of cost of the proceeding. 

 

29.   Out of the above total sum of award, the OP No.3, National 

Insurance Company Ltd. shall pay. Rs.1,00,000/- ( rupees one lakh) with interest 

@ 9%, per annum, from the date of institution of the case, that is, on 01-07-2009, 

till realisation.      

 

30.  Out of the above total sum of award, the OP No.1, , M/S Suraj Bhan 

Goel & Company shall pay Rs. 9,08,000/- ( rupees nine lakhs eight thousand) 

with interest @ 9%, per annum, from the date of institution of the case, that is, 

on 01-07-2009, till realisation.      

 

31.  The aforesaid amount of compensation, as stated above, awarded 

to the claimant is directed to be paid within a period of two months from today.  

  

32.  Let a copy of this judgment and award be forwarded to OP No.3, 

National Insurance Co. Ltd. and the OP No.1- M/S Suraj Bhan Goel & Company. 

 

    Given under my hand and seal of this Court on this the 4th day of 

February, 2014. 

 

 
                  ( A. BORTHAKUR) 
              MEMBER 
                    MOTOR ACCIDENT CLAIMS TRIBUNAL 
                        SONITPUR : : TEZPUR 
 

Dictated and corrected by me and each  
page bears my signature :  
 

(A. BORTHAKUR) 
MEMBER 
MOTOR ACCIDENT CLAIMS TRIBUNAL 
SONITPUR : : TEZPUR 
 
 
Typed by me, 
on dictation : 
 
 
J. K. Muru, Steno    
 
      ***** 
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ANNEXURE 

 
M.A.C. CASE NO.225 OF 2009 

 
LIST OF CLAIMANT WITNESSES 

 

CW–1  : Smt. Rina Das, the claimant 

CW–2  : Sri Khirish Das  

 

   LIST OF OPs WITNESS 

 

DW–1  : Sri Dhanjit Kalita 

 

DW–2  : Sri Monoj Kanti Choudhury 

 

LIST OF DOCUMENTS EXHIBITED  BY CLAIMANT 

 

Exhibit –1    :  Form 54, Accident Information Report 

Exhibit –2    :  Death Certificate of Pradip Das 

Exhibit –3    :  HSLC passed certificate of deceased 

Exhibit –4    :  HSSLC passed certificate of deceased 

Exhibit –5    :  Driving Licence of deceased 

Exhibit –6    :  Income certificate of deceased 

Exhibit –7    :  Birth certificate of Miss Neina Das 

 

OPs EXHIBIT 

 

Exhibit –A    :  Insurance Policy 

  

Exhibit –B    :  IMT Book 

 

Exhibit –A    :  GD Entry 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

 

( A. BORTHAKUR) 
MEMBER 

MOTOR ACCIDENT CLAIMS TRIBUNAL 
SONITPUR : : TEZPUR 

 


