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J  U  D  G  M  E  N  T        

  This claim petition has been filed under Section 166 of M.V. Act, by 

the  claimant  Sri  Dipak  Bhuyan claiming  compensation  on  account  of  injuries 

sustained by him in a Motor Vehicle Accident.  

2. The  claimant  brought  the  following  fact  in  order  to  get  the 

compensation :

On  25-10-2006,  the  claimant  boarded  the  vehicle,  bearing 

registration  No.  AS-07  B/1085  (  TATA  SUMO)  at  Mission  Chariali  and  was 

travelling to Gohpur along with other passengers. At about 10-45 p.m., while the 

said vehicle about to reach Towbhanga Centre, the vehicle knocked at the back 

side of a truck bearing registration No. AS-12 B/ 7381 ( 709 Mini Truck), which 

was standing in front of the Agriculture Marketing Gate near Towbhanga Centre 

on the NH 52, under Jamuguri Police Station. As a result of the accident, the 

claimant sustained grievous multiple injuries over his eye, right hand arm, chest 

and ribs etc., including fracture, and on different parts of his body. Immediately 

after the accident, the claimant was taken to Kanaklata Civil Hospital, Tezpur and 

he  was  referred  to  GMCH,  Guwahati.  The  claimant  however,   underwent 

treatment at Sri Shankardeva Netralaya, Guwahati and thereafter, at Down Town 

Hospital,  Guwahati  and  then  at  GNRC  Hospital,  Guwahati.  The  claimant  has 

stated that he had been visiting Guwahati for his medical check ups frequently 

and he still undergoing treatment. He has also stated that his right eye has also 

been affected.  

The  claimant  has  stated  that  he  aged  about  35  years  was  a 

businessman  by  profession,  and  he  also  undertook  contract  works  in  the 

departments of PWD, Public Health and Block etc and also carries on business  in 

various matters with the help of his Truck and Maruti Van and he had a monthly 

income of Rs.9,000/-. The family of the claimant comprising of his parents, wife, 

his minor daughter and unmarried sister were sole dependent upon the income 

of  the  injured-claimant.  It  has  been  submitted  by  the  claimant  that  he  has 
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become a permanent disabled person and now he cannot do any work as he did 

earlier and become unemployed. 

 It has been alleged that the accident took place due to due to fault 

of both the drivers of the vehicles, involved in the accident. Jamuguri PS GD 

Entry Nos. 456, dated 25-10-2006 and GD Entry No.39, dated 03-11-2006 were 

made in connection with the accident. The claimant has impleaded the owners, 

drivers and insurer of both the vehicles involved in the accident, in the instant 

case. Hence, the claimant has claimed compensation of Rs.8,50,000/- (Rupees 

eight Lakh fifty Thousand)  from the opposite parties.

3. On receipt of notices, OP No.1 and 3, i.e. the owner cum driver of 

the vehicle No. AS-07 B/1085 ( TATA SUMO) submitted written statement. OP 

No. 2 , owner of the vehicle bearing registration No. AS-12 B/ 7381 ( 709 Mini 

Truck), has filed written statement. OP No.5, insurer of the vehicle No. AS-07 

B/1085  (  TATA  SUMO)  has  also  contested  the  case.  However,  the  case 

proceeded ex-parte against the OP No.4, the driver and OP No.6, the National 

Insurance Company Ltd. 

4. The owner-cum-driver (O.P. No.1/3) has filed his written statement 

on the grounds, inter-alia, that the claimant did not sustain any injuries to get 

compensation, as claimed in the claim petition. He has further stated that his 

vehicle bearing registration No. AS-07 B/1085 ( TATA SUMO) was duly insured 

with the United India Insurance Co. Ltd.  ( OP No.5) and it  was plied by the 

owner-cum-driver ( OP No/ 1/3) with valid driving licence. Hence, he has prayed 

to absolve him from the case. 

5. The owner (OP No.2) of the vehicle bearing registration No. AS-12 

B/ 7381 ( 709 Mini Truck), has filed written statement denying the correctness of 

the statements made in the claim petition by the claimant and demanded strict 

proof thereof. OP No.2 further denied that the vehicle No. AS-12 B/ 7381 ( 709 

Mini Truck) was driven by its driver ( OP No.4) in rash and negligent manner and 

pleaded that the accident occurred due to own negligence of claimant Sri Dipak 

Bhuyan, who boarded the vehicle, bearing registration No. AS-07 B/1085 ( TATA 

SUMO) at Mission Chariali. OP No.2 also denied that the alleged accident took 

place at village Towbhanga on NH 52, on 25-10-2006 at about 10-45 p.m. and 

that the claimant was injured out of the use of vehicles, involved in the accident. 

It has been further submitted that at the relevant time of accident, the vehicle 
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was insured and plied as per terms and conditions of Insurance Policy issued by 

National Insurance Co. Ltd with fitness certificate, valid registration certificate, 

route permit and the valid driving licence of the driver (OP No.4) and therefore, 

the OP No.2 and the driver of the said vehicle be absolved from the liability 

whatsoever, if any, for the injuries sustained by the claimant as per terms and 

conditions of the of the Insurance Policy. Hence, the O.P. No. 2 has prayed for 

dismissal of the claim petition. 

6. O.P. No. 5, the United India Insurance Co. Ltd.   has also filed a 

written statement denying cause of action and the maintainability of the case as 

the vehicle was a private vehicle and the claimant was admittedly travelling in 

the vehicle for hire and reward as a passenger ; that the provision of Section 

158(6) and Section 134 (C) have not been complied with. The O.P. No. 5 has 

also denied any knowledge about the correctness of the statements made in the 

claim petition and demanded strict proof thereof and also demanded production 

of certified true extract of the said two GD Entries. The answering opposite party 

has also denied the claim of sustaining injuries, including damage to his left eye, 

by  the  claimant  in  the  said  motor  accident,   age  of  the  injured,  nature  of 

business and monthly income and stated that the claimant is bound to prove the 

same with documentary as well as oral evidence. It has been also stated that 

except submission of Form No.54, the claimant has not produced a single paper 

to afford an opportunity to verify the genuineness of the same. The O.P. No. 5 

has further submitted that the liability of the OP No.5, if  any, will  always be 

subject to terms and conditions of the policy of insurance, the provision of Motor 

Vehicle Act, 1988 and the Rules framed thereunder. Alleging that the amount of 

compensation  claimed  is  highly  exaggerated  and  excessive,  O.P.  No.  5  has 

prayed for dismissal of the claim petition. 

7. Upon  the  pleadings  of  the  parties,  the  following  issues  were 

framed : 

I   S   S   U   E   S

1. Whether the alleged accident took place due to rash 

and negligent driving by the driver of the Vehicle No. AS-07 B/1085 

( TATA SUMO)  or the driver of vehicle No. AS-12 B/ 7381 ( 709 

Mini Truck)   or whether both the drivers are equally responsible for 

the accident ?
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2. Whether the claimant is 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 ?

8.  The  claimant’s  side  has  examined  three  witnesses,  including 

himself, in support of his case who has also produced certain documents. The 

Insurance  Company (OP No.5)  has  also  examined  one  witness  opposite  and 

exhibited certain documents.  

9. I have heard the submissions of the learned counsel appearing for 

the parties and I have also gone through the evidence and other materials on 

record. 

DISCUSSION, DECISION AND REASONS THEREFOR

ISSUE NO. 1

 10. This issues relates to whether the alleged accident took place due 

to rash and negligent  driving by the driver  of  the Vehicle No. AS-07 B/1085 

( TATA SUMO)  or the driver of vehicle No. AS-12 B/ 7381 ( 709 Mini Truck)   or 

whether both the drivers are equally responsible for the accident ?

Sri Dipak Bhuyan, the injured-claimant, in his evidence-on-affidavit 

as CW-1, stated that on 25-10-2006, he was travelling by the vehicle No. AS-07 

B/1085 ( TATA SUMO) from Mission Chariali towards Gohpur, being driven by the 

owner ( OP No.1/3). At about 10-45 p.m.,  when the said vehicle reached at 

Towbhanga Centre on the NH 52, it knocked a truck No. AS-12 B/ 7381 ( 709 

Mini Truck), which was standing in middle of the road in front of the Agriculture 

Marketing Gate near Towbhanga Centre without putting the back lights on. The 

claimant deposed that the accident took place due to fault of both the vehicles. 

As a result of the accident, the claimant sustained multiple grievous injuries on 

his person. He has also deposed that in connection with the accident, dated 25-

10-2006, a case was registered under Jamuguri Police Station having GDE No. 

456, dated 25-10-2006 and GD Entry No. 36, dated 03-11-2006. 

In cross-examination on behalf of United India Insurance Co. Ltd., 

this witness deposed that he was standing at Mission Chariali Tezpur to catch a 

vehicle  to  go  to  Gohpur.  Three  passengers  including  the  driver,  himself  and 

another person, were in the Tata Sumo vehicle, in which he was travelling, at the 
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time of accident. He has deposed that the truck was parked on the road and the 

stationary truck did not have parking light on. He has stated that he did not 

know the outcome of the police investigation regarding the negligence of either 

of the vehicle. 

 Sri Lohit Saikia in his evidence on affidavit as CW-3, deposed and 

supported the evidence of the claimant in respect of the accident. He has further 

deposed  that  he  was  at  Balipara  at  the  relevant  time  and  on  receiving  the 

information, he proceeded to the place of accident by a car and brought the 

injured-claimant to Kanaklata Civil Hospital, Tezpur wherefrom he was referred 

to  Guwahati.  This  witness  also  said  that  accident  occurred  to  the  rash  and 

negligent  of  both  the  vehicles  and  also  added  that  the  truck  was  parked 

negligently  on  the  middle  of  the  road  without  any  indication.  In  cross-

examination, he has stated that he did not see the accident and that he did not 

mentioned in his evidence on affidavit that who informed him about the accident, 

over phone. He also deposed that at the time of accident, he was at Balilpara, 

situated  more  than 20 Kms from Towbhanga.  CW-3 also  did  not  say  in  his 

evidence that when the accident took place either at day time or at night. 

11. From the above evidence on record, it is found that on 25-10-2006, 

at about 10-45 p.m., the claimant was travelling from Mission Chariali towards 

Gohpur, by the vehicle No. AS-07 B/1085 ( TATA SUMO), being driven by OP 

No.1/3, the owner-cum-driver, and at about 10-45 p.m., when the said vehicle 

reached at Towbhanga Centre on the NH 52, it knocked a truck No. AS-12 B/ 

7381 ( 709 Mini Truck), which was standing in middle of the road in front of the 

Agriculture marketing gate near Towbhanga Centre, as a result of which claimant 

sustained injuries. The claimant deposed that the accident took place due to fault 

of both the vehicles. He has deposed that the truck was parked on the road and 

the stationary truck did not have parking light on. OP No.2, the owner of the 

vehicle No. AS-12 B/ 7381 ( 709 Mini Truck), in his written statement though 

pleaded that  there was no  rash and negligent driving by its driver (OP No.4) 

and pleaded that the accident occurred due to own negligence of claimant Sri 

Dipak Bhuyan who boarded the vehicle, bearing registration No. AS-07 B/1085 

( TATA SUMO) at Mission Chariali, did not adduce any evidence in support of his 

plea. Therefore, in the absence of any other evidence adduced by the opposite 

party to the contrary, the evidence given by the claimant cannot be disbelieved. 

Hence, I find that the claimant side has proved that the accident took place due 
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to  the  negligent  act  of  the  both  the  offending  vehicles  and  the  drivers  of 

respective vehicles are held to be responsible equally for the accident. 

 

 This Issue is, therefore, decided in favour of the claimant. 

ISSUE NO. 2

12. This  issue  relates  to  the  compensation  and the  quantum to  be 

decided accordingly. 

The evidence given by the injured claimant sufficiently prove that 

the he is entitled to compensation and this portion of the issue does not require 

any further discussions in view of the decision given in the earlier issue.

13. The claimant, in the claim petition and his evidence on evidence 

given on affidavit, has stated that as a result of the accident, he sustained injury 

in  his  both  eyes,  including  damage of  left  eye,  right  hand arms,  facture  on 

shoulder and ribs, injury on chest and immediately after the accident, he was 

first taken to Kanaklata Civil Hospital, Tezpur and then on being referred, he was 

admitted Sri Sankardev Netralaya, Guwahati, where operation was performed on 

27-10-2006 and after discharge on 28-10-2006 from the said hospital, he took 

treatment for the injuries on right hand, arms, chest,  ribs and right eye at Down 

Town  Hospital  and  GNRC,  Guwahati.  The  claimant  has  stated  he  is  still 

undergoing treatment and already incurred expenditure of Rs.1,50,000/- till now. 

The claimant has stated that due to the accident he lost his left eye and also 

sustained injury on right eye, which has caused diminished visibility of his right 

eye sight and also he suffered flexibility of shoulder and due to the fracture of 

ribs, he has become permanently disabled. The medical documents exhibited by 

the  claimant  in  the  instant  case  is  sufficient  enough  to  prove  the  injuries 

sustained by him in the accident and medical treatment undertaken by him for 

the same.   

14. In  support  of  the  claim  of  disability,  the  claimant’s  side  has 

examined Dr. Mrinal Kumar Tamuli, as CW-2. In his evidence, CW-2 has deposed 

that he is the Member of District Disability rehabilitation Centre, Tezpur. He has 

deposed that on 27-12-2006, he has examined Dipak Bhuyan and stated that 

one eye of Dipak Bhuyan was completely blind and vision of other eye was less 

than 6/18 and his percentage of disability is 40%. Ext.7(1) and 7(2) are the 
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Disability Pass Book and Identity Card and Ext. 7(3) is the signature of District 

Social Welfare Officer Sri M. D. Saikia. He has further deposed that on 26-12-

2008, he examined the right eye of Dipak Bhuyan and issued the prescription, 

Ext. 2(9) and on 30-12-2008, issued a certificate vide Ext.2(12). He has stated 

that there is some disturbance in vision of a person having one eye. 

In cross-examination, CW-2 has stated that the disability that has 

been referred in Ext.  7(1) is  regarding the physical  disability.  He has further 

deposed that the disease ‘ Ambyopia’ he has referred in Ext. 2(12) is since the 

birth  of  Dipak  Bhuayn and the  injury  sustained  in  the  accident,  there  is  no 

mention of eye injury. He has stated that to counter the disease in Ext. 2(12), he 

prescribed spectacles to Sri Dipak Bhuyan and the power he has prescribed vide 

Ext. 2(11) is normal power given to any one.  This has not been contradicted or 

proved to the contrary by the Insurance. 

He has  also  deposed that  he  was  a  contractor  and supplier  by 

profession and he had a truck, bearing No. AS-07 A/1621, which he used in his 

business and his yearly total income was Rs.99,857/-. He has also deposed that 

his business has been collapsed and compelled to sale his vehicle due to financial 

crisis. He has further deposed that due to the injuries sustained, his business is 

ruined as he had to depend on his wife for all type of works as his one eye has 

been damaged in the accident.  The claimant, in the claim petition, has claimed 

the quantum of compensation of Rs. 15,00,000/-. 

15. The following documents have been submitted in this case :

Ext – 1 : Form No. 54

Ext – 2(1) to 2(12)  : Medical Certificates

Ext – 3(1) to 3(2) : Report with X-ray

Ext – 4(1) to 4(6)  : X-ray and ECG reports

Ext – 5 : Driving Licence

Ext – 6 : PAN Card

Ext – 7(1) to 7(2)  : Pass Book Identify Card of Disability

Ext – 8(1) to 8(5)  : Prescriptions

Ext – 9(1) to 9(3)  : Appointment slips

Ext – 10(1) to 10(42)  : Cash memos, reports etc.

Ext – 10(1) to 10(42)  : Cash memos, reports etc.

Ext – 11(1) to 11(31)  : money receipts etc.

Ext – 12(1) to 12(3)  : lodging bill

Ext – 13(1) to 13(2)  : Income Tax Return
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Ext – 14(1) to 14(2)  : Sale  letter  and  Insurance  Policy  of  

 vehicle No. AS-07 A/1621

16. In cross-examination, the claimant (CW-1) has stated that he has 

not stated as to what kind of business he undertook either in the claim petition 

or in his evidence on affidavit. He has further stated that since year 2004, he has 

been engaged in business and he has been paying income tax regularly prior to 

the accident, but he did not file any return after the accident. He has admitted 

that he has submitted two returns after the accident.  He has stated that he 

remained in the hospital only for two days. The claimant has deposed that he 

has stated in his claim petition that he was carrying on business of contract in 

PWD, PHE but not stated that he was engaged in transport business and that he 

had to attend the said business after the accident. He has further deposed that 

generally  every  department  used  to  issue  certificate  for  registration  of  the 

contractors, but he has not submitted any such certificate before this Tribunal. 

17. Now,  turning  to  the liability  to  pay  compensation.  The claimant 

(CW-1) has stated that he cannot say anything about the fare paid to the Tata 

Sumo vehicle by the passengers. He further stated that he did not know whether 

the vehicle of Durlav Phukan was a private car. He has denied the suggestion of 

the Insurance company that he is not entitled to any compensation from the 

United India Insurance Co. Ltd. because of the fact that the vehicle was  private 

car and because there was no negligence of the driver of Tata Sumo.  

In this regard, Sri Alok Niranjan Das, the Deputy Manager, United 

India Insurance Company Ltd.  has been examined as DW-1 in this case by the 

United India Insurance Company (OP No.5).  He has deposed that the Insurance 

Policy being No. 130101/31/06/01/00001240, Ext.A,  has been issued relating to 

vehicle bearing registration No. AS -07 B / 1085. He has stated that prior to 

issuance of policy, cover note was issued and subsequently, the aforesaid policy 

was issued and that at the time of the issuance of policy, the vehicle was new. 

He has stated that there was a limitation to use of the vehicle for any pursue 

other than hire of the vehicle. He has stated deposed further that the vehicle 

was a private car and the policy was a private car Package Policy. 

In  cross-examination,  DW-1  has  stated  that  their  insurance 

business is running as per Insurance Act, 1938 with subsequent amendment. He 

has  further  stated that  there  was Tarif  Advisory  Committee  in  the insurance 

business at the time of accident of the instant case and that they follow the 
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observation of Tarif Advisory Committee but under the MVI Act. He has denied 

the defence suggestion that the claimant used the Tata Sumo vehicle as fare 

paying passenger. 

18. Now, going thorough all  materials  and evidence on record,  it  is 

sufficiently revealed that the vehicle TATA Sumo was a private vehicle used for 

hire and reward and to the contrary there is no evidence as such. In this context,  

the  provision  of  Section  147 of  the MV Act  comes into  play,  where  the law 

provides  for  compulsory  coverage  against  death  or  bodily  injury  to  any 

passenger of ‘public service vehicle’.  The vehicle of this case was obviously a 

private  vehicle.  The  Hon’ble  Supreme  Court  in  Uttar  Pradesh  State  Road 

Transport Corporation –vs- Kulsum and others (2011) 8 SCC 142 has held that 

the liability to pay compensation is based on statutory provision and compulsory 

insurance of the vehicle by the owner is meant for the benefit of third parties, 

not to the property. Section 146 does not provide that any person who uses the 

vehicle independently, a separate insurance policy should be taken, the object is 

for advancing social justice. So, the liability to pay compensation of a third party 

either dead or injured comes from using the vehicle in a public place and Section 

146 MV Act gives complete protection to the third party. 

19. Reference can also be made to 2013 (2) GLR 136, in New India 

Assurance Company Ltd. –vs- Manasha Barman and ors, it has been held 

that private vehicle not permitted to carry passenger either or without fare and 

liable to make payment in case of third party. The United India Insurance Co. 

Ltd. has submitted counter argument stating that the TATA Sumo is insured with 

them as a Private Car. Ext. A is the proof. No private car can be used for carrying 

fare paying passengers, and the vehicle has to be registered as a commercial 

vehicle,  which  as  a  higher  premium  than  a  private  car.  So,  the  Insurance 

Company in  this  case cannot  and is  not  liable  to  pay any compensation  for 

carrying  fare paying passengers.  There  was clear  violation  of  the  terms and 

conditions of policy and the cross-examination of the claimant makes it more 

clear  “ I cannot say anything about the fare paid to the Tata Sumo vehicle by 

the passengers” 

20. Learned  counsel  for  the  United  India  Insurance  Co.  Ltd.  has 

submitted that  Ext.1, the Form No.54, clearly reveals that the occurrence was 

an accidental one and did not take place due to the rash and negligent driving of 

the TATA Sumo. In this context reference has been made to 2007 ACJ 1284 in 
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Oriental Insurance Co. Ltd –vs- Mina Variyal & Ors, and also 2007 (4) JLJ 73 in 

United India Insurance Co. Ltd. –Vs- Sailendra Kr. Sarma Barua. I have gone 

through the citations. 

21. On the other hand, the learned counsel for the claimant has also 

given counter argument, stating that, the claimant was a passenger, no doubt, 

but not a fare paying passenger, as nowhere the claimant has stated that he 

paid fare. Also the owner-cum-driver did not state that the claimant was a fare 

paying passenger. Also, it was stated that, the claimant was not cross-examined. 

Citation of TAC 2006 (2) 226 in New India Assurance Co. Ltd. –vs- R. Biaklian 

and Arn, 2010 (2) GLT 329 in Oriental Insurance Co. Ltd. –vs- Thansailovi & Ors, 

TAC 2010 902 in New India Assurance Co. Ltd. –Vs- Vimal Tanaji Salumkha & 

ors, have been cited in this context. In the absence of any evidence that he had 

paid  fare  or  not,  it  can  be  held  that  the  vehicle  was  a  private  one,  and 

passengers were taken, even if no fare was paid. 

I have gone through the same. The citations relate to the liability of 

the Insurer cannot be absolved by payment of compensation if a private car was 

used for hire and reward. In this context other judgments cited one 2010 (3) 

TAC 902 ( Bom), 1995 (1) TAC 36 and 1998 (2) TAC 97 ( SC). 

Hence, in view of discussions made above, the owner of the vehicle 

( Tata Sumo) having No. AS-07 B/1085, is also liable to pay compensation to be 

received by the claimant. 

 

22. Now remains the amount of compensation to be awarded and the 

quantum to be paid by the Insurance Company and the owner of Tata Sumo. In 

this context, the discussion made earlier, and as per Section 147 of the MV Act, 

1988, the owner of the Tata Sumo is liable to pay an amount of compensation to 

the claimant also, and cannot be said to have no liability. 

23. Hence, as has been held in Issue No.1, in paragraph 11, that both 

the vehicles are equally responsible, the amount awarded is to be equally borne 

by the owner of the Tata Sumo, having No. AS-07 B/1085 Sri Durlav Phukan and 

the National Insurance Co. Ltd., with whom the vehicle No. AS-12 B/ 7381 ( 709 

Mini Truck) was insured with. 
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The driver/owner of the Tata Sumo (OP No.1/3 ) is liable to pay 

compensation  in  view  of  the  discussion  made  above  and  the  United  India 

Insurance Co. Ltd. ( OP No.5) is absolved from its liability. 

24. Furthermore, the claimant as suffered 40% physical disability [ Ext. 

7(1)  and 7(2)]  and the  same also requires  consideration  in  the awarding of 

compensation  along with  vouchers  submitted  and other  cash memos,  money 

receipts etc. 

On calculation of the voucher etc. received for treatment etc. the 

total amount comes to Rs. Rs. 48,918/-. 

Hence, the amount awarded,  as follows :

1. Medical expenses             ……..  Rs.  48,918.00

2. For causing injury, pain, agony,
shock and sufferings etc.          …….. Rs.  50,000.00

3. Compensation for loss of amenities
   and enjoyment of rest of the life.          …….. Rs.1,00,000.00

4. Other material loss incurring …….. Rs.   50,000.00
  treatment later on          
                    _______________________

TOTAL :  RS.    2,48,918.00

25. Accordingly,  the  claimant  is  entitled  to  total  amount  of 

compensation of  Rs. 2,48,918/- ( Rupees two lakh forty eight thousand 

nine hundred eighteen), which I consider to be just and reasonable.

The  above  amount  is  in  my  view  sufficient  for  award  to  the 

claimant in the fact and circumstances of the case and will  meet the ends of 

justice. 

As discussed earlier, the amount stated above as awarded will be 

equally borne by the owner of the vehicle TATA Sumo No. AS-07 B/1085 Sri  

Durlav Phukan and the National Insurance Co. Ltd., with whom the vehicle No. 

AS-12 B/ 7381 ( 709 Mini Truck) was insured with.

26. The owner of the vehicle TATA Sumo No. AS-07 B/1085 Sri 

Durlav  Phukan and  the  National  Insurance  Co.  Ltd.,  with  whom the 

vehicle No. AS-12 B/ 7381 ( 709 Mini Truck) was insured, are directed to 

pay the aforesaid amount of compensation to the claimant within a period of one 
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month from today with interest @ 9% per annum with effect from the date of 

filing the claim petition, that is, 05-05-2007 till realization.

 Copy of the judgment be sent to the owner of the vehicle TATA 

Sumo No. AS-07 B/1085 Sri Durlav Phukan (OP No. 1/3) and the  OP Insurance 

Companies concerned.

Given under my hand and seal of this Court on this 26th day of 

March, 2013.

Dictated and corrected by me

         ( M.R. SHARMA )
     MEMBER

MOTOR ACCIDENT CLAIMS TRIBUNAL
     ADDITIONAL DISTRICT JUDGE

   SONITPUR : : TEZPUR

Transcribed and Typed on dictation, by me

  (J. K. Muru)             
   Stenographer
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