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 IN THE COURT OF THE MEMBER, MOTOR ACCIDENT CLAIMS TRIBUNAL 

SONITPUR AT TEZPUR 

 

Present : Sri A. K. Borah, 
   Member, 
   Motor Accident Claims Tribunal, 
   Sonitpur, Tezpur 

 

MAC CASE NO. 265(I) / 2013 

 Shri Lalbabu Pandit, 
 Son of Shri Ram Ayodhya Pandit, 
 R/O Vill. Bamparbatia, 
 P.S. Tezpur, 
 Dist. Sonitpur, Assam..........................Claimant.  
 
   -Versus- 
 

1. Sri Chandra Kumar Bhuyan , 
Son of Sri Nirmal Ch. Bhuyan, 
R/O Vill. Reganijhar, 
P.S.- Tezpur, 
Dist. Sonitpur, Assam, 
( Owner of the vehicle No. AS-12E/9792 Tempo ) 
 

2. Shri Munindra Kumar Nath, 
Son of Late Someswar Nath, 
R/O vill. Kataki Chuburi, Pithakhowa 
P.S. Tezpur, 
Dist. Sonitpur, Assam, 
( Driver of the vehicle No. AS-12E/9792 Tempo ). 

 
3. Branch Manager,  

New  India Assurance   Co. Ltd., 
Tezpur  Branch,  , Tezpur 
Dist. Sonitpur, Assam..........................   ......Opp. parties. 

 

ADVOCATE WHO APPEARS 

 

For the claimant   :-  Mr. B.B. Yadav, Advocate. 

For the O.P. No. 1 & 2 :-  Mr. A. Das,  Advocate. 

For the O.P .  3   :- Mr. P.Sarmah,   Advocate. 
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Date of Argument   :-16.05.2016 

Date of Judgment   :-26-05-2016 

 

    J U D G E M E N T 

 

  This is a petition filed u/s 166 of MV Act. 

 

Brief facts of the case is that – 

 

  On 10.08.2013 at about 8-30 a.m. when the claimant and 

claimant’s son was proceeding towards  his home at Tezpur and  while 

they reached near Murhateteli road. Suddenly, a Tempo Registration No. 

AS-12E/9792 coming from Tezpur Town side in  rash and negligent 

manner knocked him down from back side  of   motor cycle  of claimant  

as a result  the claimant’s  son  fell down from motor cycle  and sustained 

grievous injury and ultimately lost  his right leg. The  accident took place 

due to rash and negligent driving of the driver of the  vehicle Regn. AS-

12E/9792 . Immediately injured was shifted at Kanaklata Civil Hospital , 

Tezpur for treatment and said hospital gave first conservative treatment  

and then he was referred to GMCH, Guwahati.  But there was  urgent 

need of treatment, so, the injured was brought to the Baptist Christian 

Hospital, Mission Chariali, Tezpur and the doctors of BCH treated the 

injured there. Thereafter the injured was brought to Patna and still  

injured is under treatment of doctor.  The claimant incurred an 

expenditure of Rs. 60,000/- for  treatment of his son.  The driver of the 

Offending vehicle No. AS-12E/9792 was Shri Munindra Kumar Nath and 

the owner of the  offending vehicle was Shri Chandra Kumar Bhuyan and 

the insurer of the vehicle as New India Assurance Co. Ltd. , Tezpur Branch 

. The owner and insurance company are jointly and severely liable to pay 

compensation for the injury sustained by the claimant along with 

admissible interest . Hence, claimant filed this petition.  
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  All the O.Ps. filed by WS to contest the case.  

 

  The WS filed by O.P. 1 and 2 contesting and controverting 

all the averment made in the claim petition stating inter-alia that the  

claim petition is not maintainable in present form,  there is no cause of 

action of the suit ,  the claim petition is not tenable against these 

answering O.P. The claim petition  is  bad for want of proper  and valid 

notice  and non joinder and miss joinder of necessary parties. The 

answering O.P.  further submitted that the alleged accident took place as 

a result of collusion between two vehicles , but the claimant has not made 

the Motor cycle as  necessary parties which was driven by the claimant 

himself and the injured was the pillion rider. Hence, the claim petition is 

not maintainable and liable to be dismissed . The answering O.P. further 

submitted that he has no personal  at knowledge  regarding the incident  . 

The accident took place due to rash and negligent driving of the claimant ( 

father of the injured)  of the motor cycle  on which the injured was 

travelling as a pillion rider. The motor cycle  rider lost his control  and 

collided with the alleged vehicle on front side and met the alleged 

accident.   There was no any rash and negligent  from the part of the 

driver of the Tempo  bearing registration No. AS-12D/9792 . Hence, this 

answering O.P. cannot be held liable to compensate the  claimant. 

Besides, that the aforesaid vehicle being No. AS-12E/9792 (Tempo ) has 

valid  insured with the New India Assurance Co. Ltd. , Tezpur Branch vide 

policy No.53070431130100004191  effective from 03-07-2013  to 02-

072014 and the vehicle was fit for service having  fitness certificate  from 

the office of the DTO, Sonitpur and was driven by the answering O.P. 

No.2  having valid D/L No. AS-1220000004526 to drive vehicle . 

Therefore, in the event to any compensation awarded by the Hon’ble 

Tribunal that has to be indemnified by O.P. No. 3 i.e. Insurance Company 

. Hence, praying for  dismissed against them.  
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  The WS filed by O.P. No. 3  i.e. New India Assurance Co., 

Ltd. contesting and controverting all the averment made in the claim 

petition  stating inter-alia  that the claim petition is not maintainable , 

there is no  cause of action, the claim is bad for want of proper 

notice/information to be given by the owner of the vehicle as per provision 

of section 138 of MV.Act.  The answering O.P. further submitted that the 

vehicle  bearing No. AS-12E/9792 ( Tempo) was insured with O.P. No. 3 

covering  the  period of insurance from 03.072013 to 02.07.2014 issued 

by the New India Assurance Co. Ltd.  but  the insurance company is not 

liable to pay any compensation to the claimant  as the vehicle was not 

plied by the O.P. 1 complying with the terms and conditions of the 

insurance policy. The answering O.P. further submitted  that the  driver of 

the offending vehicle  had no  valid driving licence at the relevant time of 

the accident to drive a specific  type of vehicle was driven on that relevant 

date of accident by complying with all the terms and conditions of the 

insurance policy. The accident and the injuries sustained by the claimant is 

completely suspicious  as because the accident was taken place only for 

the gross negligence of the claimant while he was driving his motor cycle . 

Moreover,  the registered No. of the motor cycle  which was driven by the 

claimant is not  mentioned in  the claim petition. It is also not mention in 

the claim petition that  whether the claimant was driving  the motor cycle 

by holding a valid driving licence and the motor cycle was duly insured or 

not at the relevant time of the accident. The age of the injured, monthly 

income and profession of the injured are denied by the O.P.  Besides the 

claim is bad for non discloser of actual material facts. The claim petition is 

not properly signed and verified by the claimant. The claim is  vague, 

fanciful , imaginary, speculative, inflated and without any rhyme or reason 

or basis whatsoever. The alleged accident , injures due to the accident are 

all denied by the answering  O.P.  The amount claim by the claimant is too 

excessive , baseless, unreasonable and unbelievable and not categorically 
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mentioned.  The answering O.P. is not liable for payment of compensation 

due to non fulfilment of provisions as laid down U/S- 147 of M.V. Act. The 

owner of the vehicle is duty bound to  prove this mandatory provisions by 

producing all necessary documents in the Tribunal.  

 

  Under such circumstance the answering O.P. praying for 

dismissed the claim petition.  

 

  Though there is a order dtd. 11.12.2015 in the record that 

issues are framed after hearing of parties but in fact there is no any 

formal separate issue is found in the record. Inspite of  un available  such 

separate issue in the record the O.P. has duly cross-examined the 

claimant witness and participated  in hearing. So, for the ends of justice 

and to arrive at a judicial decision issues are framed . Accordingly, same is 

tagged with the case record.  

 

     Issues: 

 

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

negligent driving by the driver of the vehicle No. AS-

12E/9702 ( Tempo ) ? 

2. Whether the claimant is/are entitled to any  compensation 

and if yes, what will be the quantum of compensation and by 

which of the respondents this amount shall be paid ? 

 

To substantiate the case the claimant has examined himself as 

 CW-1 as a witness.  

  

 

  On the other hand, the O.P. did not adduce any defence 

evidence but duly cross-examined  the claimant witnesses.  



 
 

Page 6 of 15 
 

 

  I have also heard argument put forwarded by the Ld. 

Counsel for both parties. 

 

  Ld. Counsel for claimant submitted that the claimants 

evidence has able to prove the rash and negligent driving of the driver of 

the offending vehicle  bearing No. AS-12E/9792 ( Tempo ) . So, for the 

accident the owner and the insurer of the said offending vehicle  are 

jointly, severally liable to pay compensation to the claimant.  

 

  Per contra, Ld. Counsel O.P. Insurance Company Mr. P. 

Sarmah submitted before me that according to fact of the case the 

accident took place while the claimant  going towards Tezpur from his 

home and they reached near Murhateteli road. Suddenly  a Tempo Regn. 

No. AS-12E.9792   driven by the driver knocked down the claimant motor 

cycle , as a result injured sustained grievous injury . CW-1 admitted in 

cross-examination that his son sustained   injury in  accident when he was 

driven the bike  and his son was on pillion . He further admitted that he  

has not produced his driving licence, insurance certificate of his vehicle. 

Besides he lodged the ejahar after about 25 days of the incident. 

Therefore, from the facts and circumstance it appears that  the accident 

occurred not only for the fault of the Tempo that being No. AS-12E/9702 

but fault of driver of both parties as such the claimant intentionally  not 

making his motor cycle as a party.  Therefore, both the parties are liable 

to pay compensation equally. Besides, non joinder of Motor cycle including 

insurer of the Motor cycle inspite of accident took place head on collusion 

raised doubt about the ; 

1. Holding of D/L of by a rider i.e. the claimant at the relevant time of 

accident.  

2. Valid insurance of the claimant motor cycle.  

3. Other statutory documents of the motor cycle of the claimant. 
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  Therefore, even if, compensation is awarded that has to be 

borne by   claimant, being  owner of the motor cycle or insurance 

company  of the motor cycle and the insurance company of  the Tempo  

equally.  

 

  Keeping in mind the rival submissions put forwarded by  Ld. 

Counsel for both the parties , I am going to dispose the  case as follows;   

  

Issue No. 1 

 

  Shri Lal Babu Pandit while examined himself as CW-1 who 

stated on or about 8-30 a.m. of 10.08.2013 he had been proceeding from 

Tezpur Town to Bamparbatia to his home along with his son in his motor 

cycle. When they reached near Murhateteli suddenly an offending vehicle 

bearing  registration No. AS-12E/9792 coming from Tezpur Town  side in 

rash and negligent manner and knocked  claimant’s motor   cycle from 

back side . As a result his son fell down from the motor cycle and 

sustained grievous injuries. Ultimately  his son lost his right leg. The 

accident took place due to rash and  negligent driving of the driver of the 

vehicle Regn. No. aS-12E/9792 . Immediately after accident his son was  

shifted at KCH, Tezpur for treatment and the said KCH gave fast 

conservative treatment and admitted there. Thereafter the doctor of KCH, 

Tezpur referred his son to GMCH , Guwahati. But the urgent need of 

treatment the injured patient brought to the Baptist Christian Hospital, 

Mission Chariali, Tezpur and the doctor of BPH treated the injured.  

Thereafter for better treatment the patient brought to the Chakore 

Nursing Home at Patna and admitted there on 13.8.2013 and doctor of 

the Chakore Nursing Home , Patna treated the injured. Now, presently his 

son is not cured from his injury and he is periodically  under doctor 

observation and treatment.  On 17.8.2013  an  operation was done to his 
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son  at Chakore Nursing Home at Patna and inserted ORF with locking 

plate of right leg of his son, DR. C. B. Chakore installed clips   and screws 

on his son’s leg and discharged his son on 28.8.2013 . Due to this 

accident his son was sustained grievous multiple injuries and fracture  all 

over the body. The doctor  of Chakore Nursing Home at Patna also advice 

his son not to give pressure or bearing weight on bodies. Due to injury   

with fracture of right leg his son became not fit as before. The said 

accident happened only due to fault of the driver of the vehicle Regn. No. 

AS-12E/9792 ( Tempo)  and the said vehicle duly insured with O.P. NO. 3 

New India Insurance Co.Ltd. Hence, he filed compensation case against 

the O.Ps. U/S- 166 of M.V Act. and the O.Ps. are jointly and severally 

liable to pay compensation. Because still his injured son is under 

treatment and he spend about  Rs. 3,00,000/-  for  treatment of his son. 

But   most  of the medical documents are lost during the travel period . 

Hence, he claim Rs. 10,00,000/- as a compensation.  

 

  To substantiate his claim the claimant exhibited the following 

documents are as follows: 

 

  Ext. 1 Form 54. 

  Ext. 2 admit slip of KCH , Tezpur. 

  Ext. 3 discharged certificate of BCH, Tezpur. 

  Ext. 4 Laboratory report of BCH, Tezpur. 

  Ext. 5 Discharge summary of Chakore Nursing Home, Patna. 

  Ext. 6 and 6(1) Prescription of Chakore Nursing Home Patna. 

  Ext. 7 blood report of CNH, Patna. 

  Ext. 8 and 8(XII) bills of BCH of Tezpur. 

  Ext. 9 and 9(III) prescription of BCH of Tezpur.  

  Ext. 10 and 10(III) bills of CN Hospital of Patna. 

  Ext. 11 prescription of CNH Patna. 

  Ext.12 cash memo of Sontosh Kumar Patna. 
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  Ext.13 money receipt of Model blood bank Patna. 

  Ext. 14 and 14(III) cash memos of Puja Medical Hall Patna. 

  Ext. 15 and 15(I) registration slip of Chaudhury Imaging 

spectrum Patna. 

  Ext. 16 Order of SDJM (S) Tezpur. 

  Ext. 17 FIR. 

  Ext. 18 Charge sheet. 

  Ext. 19 Sketch map. 

  Ext. 20 MVI report. 

  Ext. 21 Railway ticket. 

  Ext. 22 X-ray report photo copy of BCH of Tezpur. 

  Ext. 23 and 23(III) X-ray photo copy of Chaudhury Imaging 

Patna.  

 

  In cross-examination he admitted that at the relevant time 

he has driving the bike and his son on pillion. The vehicle No. AS-12E9792 

Auto Rickshaw hit him from behind. He did not note the number of 

vehicle.  He has not produced his D/L . He lodged ejahar after about 25 

days . He has also not produced the policy of his vehicle. Though he has 

been exposed to long cross-examination except giving many suggestion 

the evidence as to at the  relevant time while he has been proceeding  

from Tezpur Town  along with his son, reached near Murhateteli road, 

suddenly, offending vehicle ( Tempoo) bearing registration No. AS-

12E/9792  coming from Tezpur Town side  in rash and negligent manner 

knocked his motor cycle from back side. As a result his son fell down from 

motor cycle  and sustained grievous injury  in the said accident has 

remained unchallenged.  

  

  The evidence of claimant is corroborated  with the fact of 

the claim petition as well as  police documents submitted by the claimant . 

There is nothing to disbelieve upon the aforesaid evidence.  
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  Though Ld. counsel  for O.P. vehemently argued that  the 

accident was caused due to equal fault of the both vehicles. But here in 

the present case the  only evidence adduced by claimant nowhere stated 

that due to rash and negligent driving of the both vehicles the said 

accident took place. The undisputable  evidence of claimant  is that at the 

relevant time while he along with his son reached near Murhateteli road in 

his motor cycle, the offending vehicle came in rash and negligent manner 

knocked his motor cycle from back side . Had  the offending vehicle 

knocked him  from the front side or the accident occurred head on 

collusion  then liability may be fixed to the claimant vehicles. But in fact 

there is no such any evidence . Other than pleadings and submissions the 

O.P. No. 3 , the O.P.failed to adduce any evidence to think that the 

accident was caused due to rash and negligent driving of the driver of the 

both parties or the accident took place due to contributory or composite  

negligence of both the parties.  

 

  In view of the aforesaid reasons, the argument advanced  by 

Ld. counsel for O.P.  i.e. Insurance company has no leg to stand. 

Considering the evidence  adduced by claimant and  documents I have 

come to conclusion that the alleged accident took place due to rash and 

negligent driving of the driver of the offending vehicle No. AS-12E/9792 ( 

Tempo) where the claimant’s son sustained grievous injury . Accordingly 

issue No. 1 is decided in favour of claimant.  

 

Issue No. 2.  

  It has already decided that issue No. 1 is decided  in favour 

of the claimant, and it was decided that  the accident took place due to 

rash and negligent driving of the driver of the offending vehicle bearing 

registration No. AS-12E/9792 ( Tempo ) . According to claim petition, the 

evidence of claimant as well as  documents submitted by claimant  
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particularly Ext. 1 accident information report. Ext. 17, 18 which  shows 

that  at the relevant time the offending vehicle was insured with New 

India Assurance Co. Ltd.  vide policy No. 53070431130100004191  valid 

up to 02.07.2014 . The accident took place on 10.08.2013 at about 8-30 

a.m. Therefore, it is axiomatic  that at the time of accident the coverage 

of the insurance ws valid.  

 

  It has been held that In Minu Ben Mehta –Versus- 

Balakrishna Narayan ( Supra ) , the Hon’ble  Apex court held that “ in the 

case of motor accident, the owner is liable for negligence and on prove of 

vicarious liability for the act of his servant or proof of negligence is 

necessary and before the owner and insurer company could be  held to be 

liable for the payment of compensation in a motor accident case. “ 

 

  So, in view of the aforesaid reasons the O.P. No. 3 i.e. New 

India Assurance Co. Ltd. is liable to pay compensation to the claimant 

since the offending vehicle has a valid  insurance policy at the time of 

accident.  

 

  Now, next question come  as to what will be the just and 

reasonable  compensation in this case. According to claim petition the 

claimant has filed this case for awarding compensation of Rs. 10,00,000/-. 

He further stated that  he has incurred an expenditure of Rs. 60,000/- for 

treatment of his injured son.  In evidence he stated that he  has incurred 

an expenditure  for more than Rs. 3,00,000/-  but he has lost most of the 

medical documents during his journey . The claimant has produced  some 

cash memos only amounting to Rs. 74,003/- . 

 

  According to claim petition in the accident the injured 

sustained grievous injury in his right leg and different parts of his body 

and treatment  is going on.  The stereo type of evidence of claimant is 
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also such.  It is fact that the claimant exhibited some documents to show 

his treatment. Among them Ext. 2 the discharged certificate issued by KCH 

, Tezpur shows that he was treated thereon 10.08.2013 for  compound 

fracture including the fracture of lower end of right femur.  By the 

aforesaid  documents he was advised  for X-ray for right knee, thigh and 

right leg . Ext. 3 is the discharged note,  shows that he was admitted 

there on 10.08.2013 and discharged very next day i.e. 11.08.2013  for 

treatment of right dusted femur fracture,  5 teeth. Ext. 4 the Pathological 

report . Ext.  5 is the discharged summary issued by Chakore Nursing 

Home shows that  he was  admitted thereon 13.08.2013 and discharged 

on 28.8.2013 for treatment of compound communicated  fracture of  right 

distal femur ( Gr.III), lacerated wound . Lifting findings . Accordingly,  the 

aforesaid Chakore Nursing Home given him treatment. Similarly, 

documents of   Chakore Nursing Home is nothing but a prescription. Ext. 6 

is the anther documents issued by Chakore Nursing Home shows that the 

injured has been taken treatment for  communicated fracture of  right 

distal femur and lacerated wound. Ext. 6(i) and 7  are also documents 

issued by Chakore Nursing Home which  include the Pathological report 

and prescription. Ext. 22 is X-report issued by Baptist Christian Hospital, 

Tezpur. Ext. 23(1) , 2, 4, 5 are X-report issued by Chaudhuri Imaging 

spectrum Pvt. Ltd. Patna. Similarly, Ext. 9, 9(1) (2), (3) are  prescription 

issued by BPT, Tezpur. 

 

  From the aforesaid oral evidence as well as documents it 

comes to conclusion  that the injured was  sustained severe 

communicated  fracture . Though the claimant stated that he has been 

continuously taken treatment from the date of accident till the filing of the 

case and further treatment  is also required for  removed of nails etc. But 

the   claimant has failed to produce any such documentary evidence  to 

show that the injured has taken treatment from the date of accident till 

the date of filing of the case or the injured required further treatment. As 
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such, the submissions advanced by Ld. counsel for claimant that the 

claimant required further treatment or the injured has taken treatment  till 

the date of filing of the case cannot be substantiated by documentary 

evidence. However, it cannot be Rule out that such type committed 

fracture  injury required further treatment.  

 

  Another point as  raised by Ld. counsel  for claimant  is that 

due to injury sustained in the accident the claimant become permanent 

physical disable. But there is no any evidence neither  oral and 

documentary produced by claimant to show that due to injury sustained 

he become permanent disability . As such, this case cannot be considered 

for compensation for any form of permanent physical disability.  

 

  In view of the aforesaid reasons I have come to  conclusion 

that the case  is considered for compensation of grievous injury. However,  

from the totality of the evidence including  the oral and documents we can 

presume that due to accident the claimant sustained severe grievous injury. 

  

         Accordingly, the guideline provided by the Hon’ble Supreme 

Court in Raj Kumar -Vs- Ajay Kumar decided on 10-10-2011 vide Manu / 

SC / 1018 / 2010, the general principle for computation of compensation 

of injury case can be adopted here as follows : 

 

  In regard to pecuniary damages i.e. General damage, in the claim 

petition, and also the evidence of claimant is  that he has been continuously 

taken  treatment from the date of accident till filing of the claim petition.  But 

there is no any documentary evidence adduced by claimant to show that he has 

been taken treatment from the date of  accident till the filing of the claim petition 

or  the injured become permanent physical disable.  

 

  As discussed above the claimant produced some cash memos 

amounting to Rs. 74,003/- . But the claimant stated in his evidence that  he 
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incurred an expenditure  near about Rs. 3,00,000/- . He further stated that he  

most of the  documents including  cash memos were lost during the travelling. It 

would not expected all the cash memos and bills proper order  for further of a 

injured like claimant whose son has suddenly sustained grievous injury in the 

accident. It is a fact that the claimant has taken treatment at Chakore Nursing 

Home  Patna. So , amount of  Rs. 10,000/- is awarded for treatment in addition 

to cash memos and for  cost of transportation another Rs. 10,000/- is awarded. 

Though the claimant failed to produce  any exact document to show the period 

of treatment.  Therefore, the  document and evidence adduced by claimant we 

can presume that  he has been continuously taken treatment for at least 3 

months and also required  to take rest for another 2 months. However, O.P. 

nowhere stated that the claimant was a person of physical disability whereby he 

could not earn anything. In absence of such evidence we can presume that he is 

an able bodied  person of 30 years who can easily earn Rs. 3,500/- per month. . 

So,   loss of income due to his treatment and rest  can be assessed  to Rs. 

3,500/- X 5 = 17,500/-.In considering the  gravity of the injury we can presume 

that  the claimant was definitely   attended by one attendance during the period 

of treatment. So, Rs. 3,000/-X 3 =Rs. 9,000/-  may be awarded as a cost of 

attendance . For future treatment nourishment  and special diet an amount of 

Rs. 5,000/- .  So, total pecuniary damage comes to Rs. 74,003- + Rs. 17,500/- + 

Rs. 9,000/- +Rs. 10,000/-+ Rs. 10,000/-+ Rs. 5,000/-  = Rs. 1,25,503/- /- .  

   

  In regard to non pecuniary damage, the claimant has 

suffered definitely pain and suffering at the age of 46 years due to 

accident . So, an amount of Rs. 10,000/-  is awarded as pain and suffering 

and another amount of Rs. 10,000/- is also awarded for loss of amenities. 

 

  Therefore, total damage comes to ( pecuniary and non 

pecuniary damage  ) Rs 1,25,503 /- + Rs. 10,000/- + Rs.10,000/- = Rs. 

1,45,503 ( Rupees one lac forty five thousand five hundred three )only. 
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         O R D E R 

      

        In the result, the claim  petition is  allowed, awarding Rs. 

1,45,503 ( Rupees one lac forty five thousand five hundred three ) only with 

interest thereon @ 6 % per annum from the date of filling of the evidence on 

affidavit   i.e. on 11.08.2015 till full and final realisation. The OP No. 3,  i.e. New 

India Assurance  Co. Ltd. Tezpur Branch, is directed to make payment of the 

aforesaid amount within a period of 30 days  from the receipt  of the copy of the 

order  by way of account payee cheque  in the name of claimant. Failing which, 

the OP No. 3, the New India Assurance  Co. Ltd. Tezpur Branch shall be liable to 

pay future interest at the same rate from the date of filing of the evidence on 

affidavit  i.e 11.08.2015 till full and final realisation.   

 

Given under my hand and seal on this 26th day of May, 2016. 

 

 

( A. K. Borah ) 
Member 

Motor Accident Claims Tribunal, 
Sonitpur :: Tezpur 

 

 

 


