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IN THE COURT OF THE MEMBER, MOTOR ACCIDENT CLAIMS TRIBUNAL 

SONITPUR AT TEZPUR 

 

Present : Smti. M. Nandi., 

   Member, 

   Motor Accident Claims Tribunal, 

   Sonitpur, Tezpur 

 

MAC Case No. 18 of 2018(I) 

  

     1.  Sri Ajoy Das, 
 Son of Lujen Das @ Mina Ram Das,  
 R/O Vill. Bapu Bheti ( Puthimari), 
 P.S. Tezpur, 
 Dist. Sonitpur,  Assam,.…………..Claimant. 
      
                                 -Versus- 

     1.  Sri Arabinda Purukayastha, 

 Son of Late N.K. Purukayastha, 

 R/O P.C. Road, Ward No. 4 , Rangapara Town, 

 P.O. & P.S. Rangapara, 

 Dist. Sonitpur, Assam, 

 (Owner of the vehicle No.AS-12D/8000( TATA Indica car) 

     2. Binod Das ( since deceased)  

 Son of Sri Lohit Das, 

 R/O Bapubheti, 

 P.S. Tezpur, 

 Dist. Sonitpur, Assam 

 (Driver of the vehicle No. AS-12D/8000( TATA Indica car) 

 

      3.  New India Assurance  Co. Ltd.  

 Tezpur Branch , 

 P.O. & P.S. Tezpur. 

 Dist. Sonitpur, Assam, 

 (Insurer of the vehicle No.AS-12D/8000(TATA Indica car)..Opp. parties. 

   

ADVOCATES APPEARED 

For the claimant   :-Sri H.P. Sedai , Advocate. 

For the O.P. No.1   :- Smti. N. Sarmah, Advocate. 

For the O.P. No. 3  :- Sri R. Pandit, Advocate. 

 

Date of Argument   :-12-06-2019. 

Date of Judgment   :-14-06-2019 
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                                 J U D G M E N T 

 

 This is an application u/s 166 of MV Act, 1988 filed by the claimant Sri 

Ajoy Das praying for grant of compensation on account of injuries sustained by 

him, in a motor vehicle accident. 

1. The brief fact of the case is that on 21-04-2017 at about 9-30 P.M. while 

the claimant was going towards Erabari under Jamuguri P.S.  to attend a 

marriage ceremony along with Bal Bahadur Magar and Nipu Hazarika in a vehicle 

bearing No.AS-12D/8000 (Tata Indica car) and when they reached near Jamuguri 

Centre the driver of the vehicle lost control over the vehicle to save the life of a 

cattle which came in front of his vehicle and the vehicle capsized due to rash and 

negligent driving by the driver of the vehicle. As a result the said vehicle hit a 

pillar located in front of a shop at Jamuguri Centre. Due to the alleged accident 

the claimant and the driver of the vehicle Binod Das and Bal Bahadur were 

seriously injured and the other occupant also sustained grievous injuries. 

Immediately after the accident, all the injured were taken to Dhalaibil CHC.  

2. On receipt of the information regarding accident, GDE was recorded vide 

Jamuguri P.S. GDE No. 472 dtd. 21-04-2017 and GDE No. 333 dtd. 15-05-2017. 

At the relevant time of accident the alleged offending vehicle was duly insured 

with New India Assurance Co. Ltd. 

3. Against the claim petition O.P. No. 1 i.e. owner of the alleged offending 

vehicle bearing No.AS-12D/8000 (Tata Indica car) has submitted written 

statement and it is stated that earlier he was the registered owner of the said 

Tata Indica vehicle but he has already sold his vehicle to one Sri Budhuman 

Magar, son of the claimant and the deceased on 29-04-2016 by a sell letter and t 

Budhiman Magar could not apply for transfer the vehicle in his name. On request 

by the purchaser Budhuman Magar the insurance policy was duly renewed on 

11-05-2016 which is valid upto 10-05-2017. The purchaser Budhiman Magar 

employed one Binod Das to drive the vehicle on the date of accident. But 

O.P.NO. 1 has no knowledge about the accident and employment of the regular 

driver Binod Das as such the O.P. No. 1 is not liable to pay any compensation to 

the claimant. However, the alleged offending vehicle was duly insured with New 

India Assurance Co. Ltd.  Hence, if any liability arises that will be borne by the 
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insurer of the said vehicle and prayed to exonerate O.P. No. 1  from the liability 

of paying any compensation to the claimant.   

4. O.P. No. 3 New India Assurance Co. Ltd. i.e. insurer of the offending 

vehicle bearing No. AS-12D/8000 (Tata Indica car) has submitted written 

statement wherein it is stated that no any case was registered in respect of the 

alleged accident. After the accident GDE was recorded vide Jamuguri P.S. GDE 

No. 472 dtd. 21-04-2017 and GDE No. 333 dtd. 15-05-2017 as stated in the claim 

petition. But it is admitted that the vehicle allegedly involved in the accident was 

insured with O.P. No. 3. It is also stated that the said offending vehicle is not a 

commercial vehicle but a private vehicle. Hence, O.P. NO. 3 is not liable to pay 

any compensation and if any compensation be awarded it will be paid by the O.P. 

No. 1 and 2 and prayed to exonerate O.P.No 3.  

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

I. Whether the accident took place on 21-04-2017 at about 11-25 P.M. 

due to rash and negligent driving by the driver of the vehicle bearing 

No. AS-12D/8000 (Tata India car) and whether the claimant Ajoy Das 

has sustained injuries due to the alleged accident ? 

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

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

Issue No. 1 and 2 

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

have also perused the documents available in the record. 

7. The claimant was examined in the case as CW-1 who deposed in his 

evidence that on the date of accident, he was  travelling in a vehicle bearing 

No.AS-12D/8000( Tata Indica car) along  with Bal Bahadur Magar and Nipu 

Hazarika to attend a marriage ceremony at Erabari under Jamuguri P.S. and 

when they reached near Jamuguri Centre they met with an accident while a cow 

came in front of  the vehicle and as the  driver of the vehicle drove the same in a 

rash and negligent manner, he lost control over the vehicle and dashed against a 

pillar. As a result, the accident occurred and he sustained injuries.  

8. CW-1 has exhibited the following documents- 
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 Ext. 1 accident information report (Form 54).  

 Ext. 2 Extract copy of GDE. 

 Ext. 3 to 7 are R/C/D/L/Insurance policy/police report /MVI reports. 

 Ext. 8 to 15 are medical documents/money receipt/cash memo/bills. etc. 

9. In his cross-examination CW-1 has replied that he knew what is written 

on his evidence on affidavit. He has stated in his evidence on affidavit that they 

have started their journey at 9-30 p.m. towards Jamuguri to attend a marriage 

ceremony. He has not stated in evidence on affidavit that the accident occurred 

on 11-25 p.m. while going towards Jamuguri and a cow came in front of the 

vehicle and to save the cow the vehicle dashed against a pillar as  a result the 

accident took place. After the accident he became unconscious. When he has 

regained his sense, he found himself at Mission Hospital, Tezpur.  

10. CW-2 is Nipu Hazarika, who deposed in his evidence that on 21-04-2017 

at about 9-30 P.M.  he accompanied the Bal Bahadur Magar and  Ajoy Das in a 

vehicle bearing No.AS-12D/8000 to Erabari to attend  a marriage party. The 

driver of the vehicle was driving the same in a rash and negligent manner. As a 

result he lost control over the vehicle to save the life of a cattle and the vehicle 

capsized in a road and hit a pillar. Due to the impact of accident all passengers 

travelling in a vehicle sustained injuries but subsequently Bal Bahadur and the 

driver Binod Das died.  

11. In his cross-examination CW-2 has replied that on the date of accident 

they were travelling in a car from Tezpur towards Erabari and to save a cow the 

vehicle dashed against a pillar. He has not stated in his evidence on affidavit that 

the accident took place  at about 11-25 p.m. They were brought to Dhalaibil CHC 

after the accident and  at that time he came to know about the accident how it 

took place. 

12. Learned Counsel for the insurance company has argued before me that 

owner of the vehicle has taken only Act policy and Insurance policy issued by 

O.P. NO. 3 does not cover the liability of occupants of Private car. As such, the 

insurance company is not liable to pay any compensation.  

13. Another contention raised by Learned Counsel for the insurance company 

is that no any case was registered in connection with the accident which took 
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place on 21-04-2017. On receipt of the information regarding accident, 3 (three) 

GDE were made i.e. Jamuguri P.S. GDE No. 472 dtd. 21-04-2017, GDE No. 473 

dtd.22-04-2017 and GDE No. 333 dtd. 15-05-2017 and which cannot be taken 

into consideration in this case. There was no explanation from the side of the 

claimant why no case was registered in connection with the accident. Hence, 

case is liable to be dismissed.  

14. In support of his submission Learned Counsel for insurance company has 

placed reliance on following case laws- 

(1) 2014(3)   GLT 692 (United India Insurance Co. Ltd Vs.-Pratima Basak and 

ors). 

(2) ICICI Lombard General Insurance Co. Ltd. Vs. State of Assam and three 

others reported in WP(C) 5328/17. 

15. On the other hand, Learned Counsel for the claimant has submitted that 

the policy of the vehicle is covered under comprehensive package policy and 

insurance company is liable to compensate but third party risk of an occupants 

and comprehensive policy covers risk of gratuitous passenger to the extent of the 

liability incurred. The liability arising out of death of passenger could not be 

limited to Rs. 1,00,000/- in respect of the offending vehicle which was insured 

under comprehensive package policy. It is further argued that any vehicular 

accident happened after the commencement of the Motor Vehicle Act 1988, 

gratuitous passenger or any  passengers travelling in a lorry or any vehicle not 

authorized otherwise to carry passenger also entitled to get compensation unless 

it is proved that the accident occurred only due to carrying of the aforesaid 

gratuitous passengers or unauthorized passengers.  

16. In support of his submission Learned Counsel cited following case laws- 

(1) 2013 ACJ 199 ( National Insurance Co. Ltd. Vs. Balakrishnan and another) 

(2) 2018(2) GLT 434 ( Kaustav Gogoi & Ors. Vs Bharati Gogoi & Ors) 

(3) 2001(2) GLR 549( New India Assurance Co. Ltd. Vs. Jiban Saha and another). 

17. The Insurance Company has adduced two witnesses in support of their 

case/plea. 
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18. DW-1 Pulak Narayan Goswami, who deposed in his evidence that he is 

serving as Administrative Officer in the office of New India Assurance Co. Ltd. , 

Tezpur Division. Ext. A is the Insurance policy vide No.53110031160200001285  

against the vehicle bearing No. AS-12D/8000 (Tata Indica). The policy is a 

private car liability policy. The owner of the vehicle paid premium of Rs. 2,387/- 

w.e.f. 11-05-2016 to 10-05-2017. In this policy there is no premium paid for 

gratuitous passenger. The premium paid for the driver was Rs. 50/- and for the 

owner was Rs. 100/-. As per terms and conditions of the policy, the gratuitous 

passenger is not entitled to get any compensation.  

19. In his cross-examination DW-1 has replied that in the written statement 

filed by the insurance company there is no mention that the policy has limited 

liability. The insurance company has also not mentioned anything about 

gratuitous passenger in the written statement.  

20. DW-2 is Indreswar Handique, who is S.I. of police posted as Jamuguri 

P.S.. He deposed in his evidence that on receipt of thesummon from this Tribunal 

he has brought the Jamuguri P.S. GDE Book Vol. 3 dtd. 27-03-2017 to 22-04-

2017 and another volume 4 dtd. 22-04-2017 to 15-05-2017. Jamuguri P.S. GDE 

No. 472 was recorded on dtd. 21-04-2017 but he did not know who has entered 

the GDE. Another GDE bearing No. 473 of Jamuguri P.S. dtd. 22-04-2017 was  

recorded on the same set of incident but he did not know who has made the 

GDE. Another GDE was recorded on 15-05-2017 vide Jamuguri P.S. GDE No. 333 

on the same set of accident.  

21. After hearing rival submissions of Learned Counsel of both sides, I have 

laid down some case laws to find out proper perspective of the case. 

 In the case of United India Insurance Co. Ltd. Vs. Tilak Singh and 

others reported in 2006 ACJ 1441, it was  held that- 

 “In our view, although the observations made in Asha Rani's case, 

2003 ACJ 1 (SC), were in connection with carrying passengers in a goods 

vehicle the same would apply with equal force to gratuitous passengers in 

any other vehicle also. Thus, we must uphold the contention of the appellant 

insurance Company that it owed no liability towards the injuries suffered by 

the deceased Rajinder Singh who was a pillion rider, as the insurance policy 
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was a statutory policy and hence, it did not cover the risk of death or bodily 

injury to gratuitous passenger. 

 For the aforesaid reasons, we allow the appeal and set aside the 

impugned judgment and hold that appellant insurance company is not liable 

to pay the compensation awarded to the claimants.” 

22. In the case of New India Assurance Co. Ltd., Dindigul-1 VS. 

S.K. Krishnasamy reported in 2015(1) TNMAC 19(DB), it was 

observed that- 

 “ In the Judgment reported in United India Insurance Co. Shimla Vs. 

Tilak Singh 2006(1) TNMAC 36(SC) Hon‟ble Supreme Court has held as 

follows- 

 “ In Pushpabai Purshottam Udeshi v. Ranjit Ginning & Pressing Co. (P) 

Ltd., 1977 (3) SCR 372, the Insurance Company had raised the contention 

that the scope of Statutory Insurance under Section 95(1)(a), read with 

95(1)(b)(i) of the Motor Vehicles Act, 1939 does not cover the injury suffered 

by a passenger and, since there was a limited liability under the Insurance 

Policy, the risk of the Insurance Company would be limited to the extent it 

was specifically covered.  

……………..“Therefore it is not required that a Policy of Insurance should cover 

risk to the passengers, who are not carried for hire or reward. As 

under Section 95, the risk to a passenger in a vehicle, who is not carried for 

hire or reward is not required to be insured the plea of the Counsel for the 

Insurance Company will have to be accepted and the Insurance Company 

held not liable under the requirements of the Motor Vehicles Act.” 

 For the aforesaid reasons, we allow the appeal and set aside the 

impugned judgment and hold that appellant insurance company is not liable 

to pay the compensation awarded to the claimants.” 

23. In view of the rulings cited above, we are of the considered view that 

since, the Policy is only an Act Policy issued by the Appellant-Insurance 

https://indiankanoon.org/doc/127577/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/127577/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/127577/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/777839/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/785258/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/1323112/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/785258/
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Company to the Insurer and the deceased Palanisamy was only an occupant 

of the Private Car, cannot be considered as „Third party‟ of the vehicle and 

the Policy is covered risks to the third party alone. Hence, the deceased was 

only the occupant of the Private Car and the said Policy will not cover the risk 

of the deceased. Hence, we are of the considered view that  since the Act 

Policy did not cover the risk, the Insurance Company is not liable to pay any 

Compensation to the Claimants  and the owner of the vehicle alone is liable 

to pay damages to the Claimants, as the accident occurred due to rash and 

negligent act of the driver of the vehicle. ” 

24. In the case in hand, it is seen that the O.P./insurance company has 

exhibited the policy of the vehicle vide Ext. A which is a private car liability 

policy. The owner has not paid any extra premium to cover the risk the 

occupant of the car owned by him. He has paid extra premium to cover the 

risk of owner/driver Rs. 100/- and legal liability premium for paid driver Rs. 

50/-.  

25. In view of the well settled judicial pronouncement and the  judgments 

reported in 2006 ACJ 1441, 2015 1 TN MAC 19 DB, 2017 1 TNMAC 566 and 

2009 ACJ 104  and the judgment of Hon‟ble Supreme  Court dated 

28.02.2019 made in CMA No. 2696 of 2018, it has been held that the 

Insurance Company is not liable to pay compensation to the occupants of the 

car when the policy issued by the Insurance Company is only statutory Act 

policy.  

26. Under such circumstances, the owner of the vehicle is liable to pay 

compensation to the claimant.  

27. In the case of WP(C) 5328/2017 submitted by the Learned Counsel for 

the Insurance Company it was held  by our Home High Court  which reads as 

follows- 

 “ In so far the claim cases already pending before the Tribunals, which 

have been registered on the basis of GD Entries Court is of the view that having 

regard t the beneficial nature of the legislation, i.e. the Act, it would be wholly 

inequitable to direct remand of those claim petitions to the concerned police 

stations. As discussed above, under sections 168 and 169 of the Act, the Tribunal 
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has got ample powers to verify the genuineness of the claims. That apart, 

insurance companies, like the petitioner in the present case, have also enough 

opportunities in such proceedings to point out before the Tribunals, in case there 

is any collision or in case any false claim is made”.  

28. On a bare look at the order of Hon‟ble High Court it reveals that the case 

can be disposed of which are filed on the basis of GD Entries but after proper 

enquiry and verification regarding  genuineness of the claim.  

29. In the case in hand, it is seen that immediately after the accident 

Jamuguri P.S. GDE No. 472 dtd. 21-04-2017 was recorded at about 11-30 

P.M. on receipt of the information regarding accident at Jamuguri Centre and 

police of Jamuguri P.S. have been deputed to enquire the mater. Jamuguri P.S. 

GDE No. 473 was recorded on 22-04-2017 after returning from the place of 

accident. It is seen that ASI Atul Kutum and S. Bhuyan along with staff of 

Jamuguri P.S. visited the place of accident and brought the accidental vehicle 

and dead body to the police station and informed that the vehicle bearing No. 

AS-12D/8000( Indica car) while travelling from Tezpur towards Jamuguri Erabari 

to attend a marriage party the vehicle lost control near Jamuguri Centre over NH-

15 and dashed against a pillar. As a result, the driver Binod Das and  Bal Bahadur 

Magar who sitting in the front side  have sustained grievous injuries and Ajoy 

Das and Nipu Hazarika sitting on the back side of the vehicle also sustained 

injuries on their persons. The injured was immediately shifted to Dhalaibil Health 

Centre. The doctors of Dhalaibil Health Centre declared Bal Bahadur Magar 

brought dead and other three persons were referred to Tezpur Medical College 

Hospital.  Another GDE was recorded vide Jamuguri P.S. GDE No. 333 dtd. 15-

05-2017 on receipt of the ejahar from Budhiman Magar son of Late Bal Bahadur 

Magar. As it appears that the driver  Binod Das died in the accident perhaps for 

this reason no any case was registered.  

30. Ext. 1 is the accident information report from which it reveals that an 

accident occurred on 21-04-2017 at about 11-25 P.M. at Jamuguri Centre  and 

Ajoy Das injury due to the said accident. The vehicle bearing No. AS-12D/8000( 

Indica car) shown to be the offending vehicle. On receipt of the information 

regarding accident, the GDE were recorded vide Jamuguri P.S. GDE No. 472, dtd. 

21-04-2017, GDE No. 473 dtd. 22-04-2017 and GDE No. 333 dtd. 15-05-2017. 
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Ext. 7 is the MVI report of the vehicle bearing No. AS-12D/8000(Indica car) 

which has following damages- 

 Front bonnet, front bumper, front  head light assembly( both sides), front 

wind shield glass, RHS rear view mirror , radiator and steering system affected.  

31.  It has to be borne in mind that Motor Vehicles Act does not stipulate 

holding a trial for petition preferred under section 166 of the Act. 

Under Section 168 of the Act, a Claims Tribunal holds an inquiry to determine 

compensation which must appear to it to be just. Strict rules of evidence are 

not applicable in an inquiry conducted by the Claims Tribunal as was held 

in State of Mysore v. S.S. Makapur, 1993 (2) SCR 943 by Hon'ble 

Apex Court. 

32.  In Bimla Devi and ors. v. Himachal Road Transport 

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

Claims Tribunals should not insist on strict proof of an accident caused by a 

particular vehicle in a particular manner and that taking holistic view of the 

matter, evidence should be examined on the touch stone of preponderance of 

probability and not beyond reasonable doubt. 

33. The Judgment of Bimla Devi (supra) was relied on by Hon'ble Supreme 

Court in its latest judgments in Parmeswari v. Amir Chand, (2011) 11 

SCC 635 and Kusum Lata v. Satbir (2011) 3 SCC 646. 

34.  In N.K. V. Brothers (P) Ltd Vs M. Karumal Ammal, AIR 1980 

SC 1354 Hon'ble Apex Court observed : 

" Road accidents are one of the top killers in our country, specially, 

when truck and bus driver operate nocturnally. This proverbial recklessness 

often persuades the courts, as has been observed by us earlier in other 

cases, to draw an initial presumption in several cases based on the doctrine 

of res ipsa loquitar. Accidents Tribunals must take special care to see that 

innocent victims do not suffer and drivers and owners do not escape liability 

merely because of some doubt here and some obscurity there. Save in plain 

cases, culpability must be inferred from the circumstances where it is fairly 

https://indiankanoon.org/doc/785258/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/136948773/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/41160316/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/1935036/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/430786/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/430786/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/430786/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/7945/
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reasonable. The court should not succumb to niceties, technicalities and 

mystic maybes". 

35. In view of the  aforesaid legal proposition as well as background of the 

case, it can be said that the claimant  has sustained  injuries due to rash and 

negligent driving by the driver of the  vehicle bearing No. AS-12D/8000( Tata 

Indica car).   

36.  According to the claimant, he has sustained grievous injuries due to 

the alleged accident i.e. fracture of his nasal bone and he was treated at 

Tezpur Medical College Hospital and Baptist Christian Hospital, Tezpur. Ext. 8 

is the OPD card of the claimant which reveals that the claimant has admitted 

to Tezpur Medical College Hospital on 21-04-2017 i.e. on the date of accident 

and preliminary treatment was given to him and he was advised to do C.T. 

head. Ext. 13 is the CT brain of the claimant which shows nondisplaced 

fracture of nasal bone tip with perinasal soft tissue swelling. The claimant has 

not furnished any discharge certificate which transpires that the claimant was 

not treated as an indoor patient in any hospital but he took treatment as an 

outdoor patient in Tezpur Medical College Hospital and Baptist Christian 

Hospital, Tezpur.  

37. As per claim petition the claimant was 18 years of age at the time of 

accident and he was a student. He has no any income at the time of accident. 

So, question of loss of income does not arise. However, the claimant is entitled 

to get the amount of expenditure incurred for his treatment. The claimant has 

submitted medical documents along with vouchers/cash memos etc. amounting 

to Rs.17,875/-. So, total pecuniary damage comes to Rs. 17,875/-.   

38. In regard to non pecuniary damage, the claimant has suffered 

definitely pain and agony at the age of 18 years due to the alleged 

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

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

39.  Therefore, total compensation comes to Rs. 17,875/-+Rs.10,000/-+ 

Rs.10,000/- = Rs. 37,875/- ( Rupees thirty seven thousand eight 

hundred seventy five) only.  

40. Hence, issue No.1 and 2 are decided accordingly.   
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                                  O R D E R 

 In the result, the claim petition is allowed, awarding Rs.37,875/- 

( Rupees thirty seven thousand eight hundred seventy five) only 

with interest thereon @ 6 % per annum from the date of filing evidence 

on affidavit  i.e. on 03-12-2018  till full and final realization. The O.P. No. 

1 i.e. owner of the vehicle bearing No. AS-12D/8000( Tata Indica )  

Arbinda Purukayastha is directed to make payment of the aforesaid 

amount within a period of 30(thirty) days from the date of receipt of order 

by way of Account payee cheque in the name of the claimant Ajoy Das 

through this Tribunal. 

Given under my hand and seal on this 14h day of June, 2019. 

 

  

        ( M. Nandi.) 
              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) Sri Ajoy Das. 
(ii) Sri Nipu Hazarika. 
 

2. Witness of the Defence: 
 
      (i) Pulak Narayan Goswami. 
  (ii) Indreswar Handique.  
  
3.Claimant‟s Exhibits: 
 
 Ext. 1 accident information report (Form 54).  

 Ext. 2 Extract copy of GDE. 

 Ext. 3 to 7 are R/C/D/L/Insurance policy/police report /MVI reports. 

 Ext. 8 to 15 are medical documents/money receipt/cash memo/bills. etc. 

4.Exhibits of the defence  
 
          Ext. A  Insurance policy. 
 Ext. B to D are GD Entries. 
 
 
         (M. Nandi.) 
            Member 
           MACT, Sonitpur, Tezpur 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


