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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.378(D) / 2011 
 
 

Smti. Kalpana Hazarika, 
W/O of Late Lohit @ Rohit @ Lalit Hazarika. 
R/O Vill.  Of Ward No. 12 K.B. Road . 
P.O.& P.S. Lakhimpur. 
Dist. Lakhimpur, Assam. 
(Permanent address).............................. Claimant 
 
Present address 
  
Smti. Kalpana Das  
C/O Sri Binod Borah. 
Vill. Gerelua Chuk,  
P.O. Nandikeswar , 
P.S. Jamuguri.  
 

-Versus- 
 

1. Janasadharan Printing and Publishing (P) Ltd. 
N.A. Industrial Estate, 
Bamunimaidan, Ghy.-21. 
Dist. Kamrup, Assam. 
( owner of the offending vehicle No. AS-01CC/9120, 407 Mini Truck). 
 

2. Md. Ratul Ali, 
Son of M. Ali. 
Vill. Salmari,  
P.O. & P.S. Rongia,  
Dist. Kamrup, Assam.  
( Driver of the offending vehicle NO. AS-01CC/9120, 407 Mini Truck). 

 
 

3. Branch Manager, 
Cholamandalam M/S General Insurance Co. Ltd. 
Sankar Complex, 2nd . Floor. 
G.S. Road, Christian Basti. 
Dist. Kamrup, Assam. 
Guwahati-5. 
( Insurer of the offending vehicle No. AS-01CC/9120, 407 Mini Truck). 
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4. Shri Chandan Biswas,  
Son of Sri Khagen Biswas, 
Vill. Bejibori,  
P.S. Laluk, 
Dist. North Lakhimpur, Assam. 

 (Owner cum driver of the involving vehicle No.AS-07C/0755TATA Ace.) 
 

5. Universal /Sompo General Insurance Co. Ltd. 
7th Floor, Express Towar, 
42 A, Shakespeare Sarani. 
Kalkata-700017. 
( Insurer of the involving vehicle NO.AS-07C/0755TATA Ace.) 

 
 

ADVOCATE WHO APPEARS 
 

For the claimant      :- Mr. D. Hazarika, Advocate. 
 

For the Opp. No.1                  :- Ex-parte.  
 
For the O.P. No. 2       :- Ex-parte. 

 
 For the O.P.No. 3      :- Ex-parte. 
    :-  
 For the O.P.No. 4.      :- Ex-parte. 
 
 For the O.P.No. 5      :- Mr. S.K. Singh, Advocate. 
 

Date of Argument       :- 02.06.2016 
 

Date of Judgment      :- 09.06.2016 
  
 
 
 

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 14.03.2011 deceased Lohit @ Rohit @ Lalit Hazarika went to 

Jorhat along with his goods by loading in the vehicle bearing registration No. AS-

07C/0755 ( TATA ACE ) from Lakhimpur .But when the vehicle bearing 

registration No. AS-07C/0755 ( TATA ACE) reached at Hatbor NH-37 on dtd. 
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15.03.2011 under Jakhalabondha P.S. at about 5-00 A.M. the vehicle bearing 

registration No. AS-01CC/9120 ( 407 Truck) was coming from opposite direction 

i.e. from Jorhat side with rash and negligent manner without due care and 

caution endangering to human life knocked down the vehicle bearing No. AS-

07C/0755 ( TATA ACE) from front side. As a result of the said accident the 

deceased Lohit @ Rohit @ Lalit Hazarika sustained grievous multiple injury on 

different parts of his body. Immediately after the said accident Lohit @ Rohit @ 

Lalit Hazarika was taken  to the Jakhalabandha CHC ( FRU) and after giving first 

aid at Jakhalabandha CHC and there being no improvement after treatment 

taken at Jakhalabandha CHC the Lohit @ Rohit @ Lalit Hazarika was shifted to 

KCH, Tezpur and was ultimately shifted to Dispur Hospital  Pvt. Ltd. at 

Ganeshguri, Dispur Guwahati on 16.03.2011 for better treatment and was 

treated there up to 27.3.2011. Thereafter said injured was admitted at North 

Lakhimpur Civil Hospital but ultimately succumbed to injury on 3.5.2011. 

Accordingly, P.M. was conducted at North Lakhimpur Civil Hospital . The 

deceased was a businessman and he has earned Rs. 10,000/- per month and his 

family members consisting 3 members namely (1) Smti. Kalpana Hazarika( wife, 

claimant ) and two minor child namely  (2) Shri Jitu Moni Hazarika ( aged about 

14 years) and (3) Smti. Niki Moni Hazarika ( aged about 10 years)  who were 

completely dependent upon the income of the deceased. The deceased Lohit @ 

Rohit @ Lalit Hazarika was an energetic young man 32 years of his age at the 

time of accident and he was the only person who look after his large family and 

the claimant and the other members have been suffering various financial 

problems from the date of the death of Lohit @ Rohit @ Lalit Hazarika in the said 

accident.  The offending vehicle bearing No. AS-01CC/9120 ( 407 Mini Truck) 

was owned by Janasadharan Printing and Publishing Pvt. Ltd. and was driven by 

its driver Md. Ratul Ali with a valid driving licence and the said offending vehicle 

was duly insured at the relevant time  of the said accident with the 

Cholamandalam M/S General Insurance Co. Ltd. vide policy No. 

3379/00483170/000/00 valid up to 28.07.2012. He clearly stated that the 

accident took place solely for the rash and negligent driving of the driver of the 

offending  vehicle No. AS-01CC/9120 ( 407 Mini Truck). Therefore, he claim for 

compensation of Rs. 6,00,000/-  from the owner and insurance company of the 

aforesaid vehicle being No. AS-01CC/9120 ( 407 Mini Truck) . 
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  Other than O.P. 3 and 5 none of the O.P. contested the case. So, 

the case was proceeded ex-parte against them.  

 

  By the WS filed by O.P. 6 i.e. Universal Sompo General Insurance 

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

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

there is no cause of action. The answering O.P. further submitted that the driver 

Shri Chandan Biswas of the alleged vehicle was not holding a valid and effective 

D/L at the time of the accident and further was not qualified for holding or 

obtaining such driving licence and further has not satisfied  the requirements of 

the Rule 3 of the Central Motor Vehicle Rules 1988 . The owner handed over the 

possession of the vehicle to the said driver and thereby contravened the proviso 

of the M.V. Act rules framed there under. The answering O.P. submitted that as 

per section 134(C) of the M.V. Act it is mandatory duty of the insured herein to 

furnish the particulars of policy, date time of the accident, particulars of injured 

and the name of the driver and particulars of driving licence but the insured /first 

respondent herein has not complied with statutory demand. Hence, this 

answering O.P. is not liable to pay compensation and the case is liable to be 

dismissed against this respondent for non compliance for statutory requirement. 

It is also further submitted that if the owner cum driver of the vehicle No. AS-

07/0755 fails to co-operate with the answering O.P. and or non participate 

actively in the proceeding, it will cause genuine apprehension in the mind of this 

O.P.  that there is collusion between the claimants and the owner and driver , 

then that will obtain to this O.P. the protection available U/S- 170 of M.V.Act. 

Besies the Jakhalabandha P.S. failed to forward the documents and report of the 

accident which is mandatory U/S- 158(6) of the M.V. Act. 

  Under such circumstance the claimant is not entitled to claim any 

interest on non pecuniary damages as per the observation of the Hon’ble Apex 

Court. Hence, praying for strike out the name of O.P. under order Rule 10(2)  

ratio of the C.P.C. 

 

   Upon hearing of parties and pleadings following  issues were 

framed by my predecessor in Tribunal. 
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ISSUES 

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

driving by the driver of the vehicle No.AS-01CC/9120 ( 407 Mini Truck 

)or the driver of AS-07C/0755 ( TATA ACE) ? 

 

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 so, from whom and to what extent ? 

 

  To substantiate the claim  the claimant has examined one witness. 

 

 Though O.P. did not adduce any defence evidence but duly cross-

examined the claimant witness.  

 

I have also heard argument put forwarded by the Ld. Counsel for 

both parties.  

 

  Ld. counsel for claimant submitted that the claimant has ably 

proved that due to rash and negligent driving of the driver of the offending 

vehicle bearing registration No. AS-01CC/9120 ( 407 Mini Truck) the accident 

took place. So,the accident occurred due to fault of only the vehicle No. AS-

01CC/9120 ( 407 Mini Truck) . Therefore, whatever compensation may be 

awarded that  has to be paid by owner and the insurance company of the vehicle 

No. AS-01CC/9120 ( 407 Mini Truck). 

 

  Per contra , Ld. Counsel for O.P. i.e. Universal Sampo General 

Insurance Co. Ltd. submitted that the vehicle No. AS-07C/0755( Tata ACE) was 

insured with their company and the claimant herself stated in claim petition as 

well as  evidence that the accident took place due to rash and negligent driving 

of the driver of the offending vehicle No. AS-01CC/9120 (407) . The claimant has 
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nothing to say against the vehicle No. AS-07C/0755 which was insured with their 

company. Therefore, whatever compensation may be awarded by the Hon’ble 

Tribunal that has to be paid by O.P. 3. 

 

  Keeping in mind the rival submissions advance by the Ld. 

respective counsels I am going to dispose the case as follows,  

 

To arrive at a judicial decision let me discuss  the evidence on 

record.  

 

Issue No. 1 and 2. 

 

  Both the issues are taken together for decision as Issue No. 2 is 

directly related with the Issue No. 1. 

 

  The claimant Smti. Kalpana Hazarika, as CW-1. She  stated that 

on 15.3.2011 she along with her husband Lohit @ Rohit @ Lalit Hazarika went to 

Jorhat with some goods by loading in the vehicle No. bearing No. AS-07C/0755  ( 

TATA ACE) from Lakhimpur . But when the vehicle bearing registration No. AS-

07C/0755 ( TATA ACE) reached at Hatbor NH-37 on dtd. 15.03.2011 under 

Jakhalabondha P.S. at about 5-00 A.M. the vehicle bearing registration No. AS-

01CC/9120 ( 407 Truck) and was coming from opposite direction i.e. from Jorhat 

side with rash and negligent manner without due care and caution endangering 

to human life knocked down the vehicle bearing No. AS-07C/0755 ( TATA ACE) 

from front side. As a result of the said accident the deceased Lohit @ Rohit @ 

Lalit Hazarika sustained grievous multiple injury on different parts of his body. 

Immediately after the said accident the injured was taken  to the Jakhalabandha 

CHC ( FRU) and after giving first aid at Jakhalabandha CHC and there being no 

improvement after treatment taken at Jakhalabandha CHC  injured was shifted to 

KCH, Tezpur and was ultimately shifted to Dispur Hospital  Pvt. Ltd. at 

Ganeshguri, Dispur Guwahati on 16.03.2011 for better treatment and was 

treated there up to 27.3.2011. Thereafter said injured was admitted at North 

Lakhimpur Civil Hospital but ultimately succumbed to injury on 3.5.2011. 

Accordingly, P.M. was conducted at North Lakhimpur Civil Hospital . The 
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deceased was a businessman and his earning Rs. 10,000/- per month and his 

family members consisting 3 members namely (1) Smti. Kalpana Hazarika( wife, 

claimant ) and two minor child namely  (2) Shri Jitu Moni Hazarika ( aged about 

14 years) and (3) Smti. Niki Moni Hazarika ( aged about 10 years)  who were 

completely dependent upon the income of the deceased. The deceased  was an 

energetic young man 32 years of his age at the time of accident and he was the 

only person who look after his large family and the claimant and the other 

members have been suffering various financial problems from the date of the 

death of deceased  in the said accident.  The offending vehicle bearing No. AS-

01CC/9120 ( 407 Mini Truck) was owned by Janasadharan Printing and 

Publishing Pvt. Ltd. and was driven by its driver Md. Ratul Ali with a valid driving 

licence and the said offending vehicle was duly insured at the relevant time  of 

the said accident with the Cholamandalam M/S General Insurance Co. Ltd. vide 

policy No. 3379/00483170/000/00 valid up to 28.07.2012. she clearly stated that 

the accident took place solely for the rash and negligent driving of the driver of 

the offending vehicle No. AS-01CC/9120 ( 407 Mini Truck) and the insurer of the 

offending vehicle i.e. the Cholamandalam M/S General Insurance Co. Ltd. 

Therefore, she claim for compensation of Rs. 6,00,000/-. She being unaware of  

filing any claim for compensation and due to mental situation  of her family 

members and relatives due to the death of her husband  in the said accident, 

some documents relating treatment and the accident could not be kept properly. 

Hence, certain documents could not be submitted in the Tribunal. However, she 

has submitted most of the relevant documents to prove the accident and the 

medical expenditure incurred by in her husband treatment.  

        To substantiate the case, the claimant has Annexure/exhibited the 

following documents ; 

 

  Annexure 1 :- Photo copy of the P.M. report issued by M & HO, 

North Lakhimour Civil Hospital.  

  Annexure 2 :- Police report from officer in charge Jakhalabandha 

P.S. 

  Annexure 3 :- Death certificate in the name of the husband of the 

clamant.  

  Ext. 1 is accident information report Form No. 54. 
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  Ext. 2 2(1) to 2(5) certified copy of the FIR. 

  Ext. 3(1) to 3(5) certified copy of the charge sheet. 

  Ext. 4 police report from Officer in charge N.L. Police station. 

  Ext. 5 advice slip from KCH, Tezpur. 

  Ext. 6 to 31 are Advice slip from Dispur Hospital Pvt. Ltd. 

  Ext. 32 CT scan report from AASTHA CT scan centre, Tezpur. 

  Ext. 33 ECG report. 

  Ext. 34 discharge certificate from Dispur Hospital Pvt. Ltd. 

  Ext. 35 (1) to (3) X-ray reports  from Dispur Hospital Pvt. Ltd. 

  Ext. 36(1)to (3) Laboratory reports from Dispur Hospital Pvt. Ltd. 

  Ext. 37  Laboratory reports from Dispur Hospital Pvt. Ltd. 

  Ext. 38 CT scan brain report from Dispur Hospital Pvt. Ltd. 

  Ext. 39 to 75 are cash memo/money receipt. 

 

  It appears that Ld. counsel for the O.P. No. 3 and 5 duly cross-

examination her. Though she has been exposed to long cross-examination but 

the evidence as to rash and negligent driving of the driver of the offending 

vehicle No. AS-01CC/9120 ( 407 Mini Truck) the said accident took place where 

her husband sustained multiple grievous injury and ultimately succumbed to 

injury after about  one and half months has remained unchallenged. Except the 

P.M. report none of the documents exhibited by claimant challenged by the O.P. 

 

  Lt. Counsel for O.P. No. 3 further submitted that the claimant has 

failed to exhibit any documents of taking treatment by the injured  after 

discharged him from the Dispur Hospital on 27.3.2011. Besides the P.M. report is 

silent as to the exact cause of death. So, raised doubt as to the death of the 

injured.  

 

  It is true that after discharged the injured on 27.3.2011 there is 

no any documents exhibited by the claimant to show that he was continuously 

taken treatment till the date of death. In fact deceased died after one month and 

6/7 days from the date of discharged on 27.3.2011. Ext. 23 is the discharged 

certificate of Dispur Hospital Pvt. Ltd. shows that Mr. Rohit Hazarika, C/O Mrs. 

Kalpana Hazarika, Lakhimpur, Sadar P.S., Lakhimpur ( Assam) was taken 
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treatment for following a RTA on 15.3.2011 was diagnosis for- (1) closed head 

injury with (L) frontal contusion with (R) parieto – occipital acute SDH and he 

was given treatment Neurosurgical consultation taken (2) Conservative 

management and he was advised to take rest  3 weeks and check up after one 

month. The undisputable  evidence of claimant shows that after discharged the 

injured from the Dispur Hospital he has continuously taken treatment at North 

Lakhimpur. It is also deposed by claimant that, she being unaware of  filing any 

claim for compensation and due to mental situation  of her family members and 

relatives due to the death of her husband  in the said accident, some documents 

relating treatment and the accident could not be kept properly. However, she has 

submitted most of the relevant documents to prove the accident. That apart 

column No. 4 of the Ext. 1 ( accident information report ) shows that the 

injured/deceased is Lohit Hazarika, son of Lt. Atul Hazarika of Lakhimpur K.B. 

Road, P.S. Lakhimpur sadar P.S. ,Dist. North Lakhimpur. The Ext. 3(2) is charge 

sheet  shows that along with other witnesses Shri Rohit Hazarika and Smti. 

Kalpana Hazarika are also witnessed of the said case which was filed against the 

driver U/S- 279/338/304(A) of IPC. Ext. 4 is the death certificate issued by 

Lakhimpur Sadar P.S., stated that he was informed by Dr. M.Saikia, S.D.M.& H.O. 

Civil Hospital  on 3.5.2011 that “ patient Lalit Hazarika aged about 30 years , C/O 

Shri Kalpana Hazarika, Sani Mandir, P.S. North Lakhimpur , Dist. North Lakhimpur 

,Assam, expired at North Lakhimpur Civil Hospital on 3.5.2011 at 1-15 P.M. “ 

Therefore, according to said Ext. 4 the deceased was a patient of the North 

Lakhimpur Civil Hospital  at the time of the death. The available medical 

documents also implied to show that the deceased has taken treatment from the 

date of accident till the discharged from Dispur Hospital Pvt. Ltd. Guwhati on 

27.3.2011. Thereafter, it may presume that the deceased was died ultimately 

due to severe grievous injury sustained in the accident.  

 

  In view of the aforesaid evidence and reasons I have come to 

conclusion that the alleged accident took place due to rash and negligent driving 

of the driver of the offending vehicle  bearing No. AS-01CC/9120 ( 407 Mini 

Truck) and there was no contributory on the part of the deceased leading of the 

accident in question . Accordingly, issue No. 1 and 2 are decided affirmatively.  
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Issue No. 3  

 

  It has already been decided that issue No. 1 and 2 in favour of 

claimant. It has also decided that due to rash and negligent driving of the driver 

of the offending vehicle bearing registration No. AS-01CC/9120 ( 407 Mini Truck) 

the said accident took place. It has also appears from the record including the 

evidence and the particularly AIR ( Ext. 1) that the aforesaid offending vehicle  

being No. AS-01CC/9120 was insured with Cholamandalam M/S General 

Insurance Co. Ltd.  vide policy No. 3379/00483170/000/00 which was valid mid 

night of 27.9.2011 . As such it is axiomatic that at the time of accident the 

insurance of offending vehicle was valid. Therefore, whatever compensation may 

be awarded that has to be paid by O.P. 3 i.e. Cholamandalam M/S General 

Insurance Co. Ltd.  

 

  In considering the aforesaid discussion, the claimant is entitled to 

get compensation from  O.P. 3. 

 

  Now, addressing to the question as to quantum of compensation 

the claimant stated that the deceased was died at the age of 32 years  and by 

profession  he was businessman, whereby he earned Rs. 10,000/- P.M. But the 

claimant has failed to produce any certificate from any competent authority to 

show as to his profession and income. However, there is no any evidence that 

prior to the accident the deceased was physically disable person as such could 

not be able to earn anything. In absence of such evidence we may presume that 

deceased being a able bodied man of 32 years can easily earn of Rs. 4,000/- per 

month. Therefore, Annual income of deceased would have been assessed to Rs. 

4,000/- X 12 = Rs. 48,000/-. 

 

  Now, question come as to what is age of the deceased. According 

to the claim petition the deceased died at the age of 32 years. But the claimant 

has failed to produce any such age certificate or date of birth certificate. The only 

document adduced by claimant to prove as to the age of the deceased is P.M. 

report i.e. Annexure-1 which shows that the deceased was 35 years of age. Law 

is well settled that when there is no any documents as to prove of age of the 
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deceased the age mentioned in the P.M. report is considered for computation of 

compensation. 

 

  Here in the present case, the age of the deceased as mentioned in 

P.M. is 35 years. So, summary of principles laid down by the Hon’ble Supreme 

Court in Sarla Verma Vs- Delhi Transport Corporation ( 2009)SCC121 the 

multiplier will be 16. 

 

          In regards to deduction on account of personal expenses of the 

deceased it may be mentioned that the deceased left the claimant and other one 

minor daughter. In this connection I may put my reliance in a case law    i.e. 

Syed Basir Ahmed and others Vs- Jamil and another, reported in AIR 2009 SC 

1219 where in Col. 18 , it has been held that 

 

  “ On the question of deduction on account of personal expenses 

by the deceased, there is no set formula which could be applied in every cases to 

determine as to what should be the deduction on this account. The contention 

that deduction on that count cannot exceed 1/3rd  on the ground that there is 

some statuary recognition in the2nd schedule to the act for such deduction is 

untenable. The aid deduction would depend upon facts and circumstances of 

each case. In the present case, no evidence was led on this point as well, in the 

absence of any evidence to the contrary the practice is to deduct towards 

personal and living expenses of the deceased, 1/3rd  of the income in case he 

was married and half 50 percent if he was bachelor “.  

 

   In another case law viz. Jamuna Das and Ors -Vs.-  State of 

Tripura and Ors reported in 2010 (2) 1 GIR 187. In the present case, the 

deceased left three persons including the claimant (1) Smti. Kalpana Hazarika 

and two minor child  i.e. (2) Shri Jitu Moni Hazarika ( aged about 14 years) and 

(3) Smti. Niki Moni Hazarika ( aged about 10 years) who were completely 

dependent upn the income of the decreased. The O.P. nowhere challenged about 

the aforesaid legal heirs of the deceased. Accordingly, in the present case, 1/3 of 

the income of the deceased may be deducted from the annual income of the 
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deceased with presumption that had the deceased been alive he could have 

expended  aforesaid income for his personal consumption.  

   

  Though the claimant stated that she has incurred an expenditure 

of Rs. 60,000/- for the treatment of her husband but the claimant has able to 

produce some cash memos etc. worth of Rs. 33,120/-. The claimant stated that 

some of the cash memos were missing. It would not be expected for a woman 

like claimant whose husband was died after a long treatment for the injury 

sustained in sudden accident to kept all the medical documents in order. Though 

the claimant has submitted the aforesaid cash memos but she failed to submit 

any cash memos as a cost of transportation. So, for the ends of justice an 

amount of Rs. 10,000/- is awarded as a cost of treatment and the cost of 

transportation.  

 

Thus, the computation of compensation comes as under; 

 

A) Annual income of the deceased  Rs. 4,00X 12 = Rs. 48,000/- .  

B)  After multiplied with multiplier, amount comes to Rs. 48,000/- X 16 = 

RS. 7,68,000/-  

C) By deducting 1/3  of the annual income for personal expenditure of 

the deceased , amount comes to   =Rs. 5,12,000/- 

D) Cost of treatment including the cost of              = Rs.   43,120/- 

transportation .  

E) Funeral expenses      =Rs.    25,000/- . 

F) Loss of consortium      =Rs.    20,000/- . 

G) Loss of estate      =Rs.    10,000/- 

 

    Therefore, total compensation comes to Rs. 6,10,120/- ( Rupees 

six lakhs ten thousand one hundred twenty ) only.  

 

 

 

 

      O R D E R 
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           In the result, the claim petition is allowed, awarding Rs. 

6,10,120/-( Rupees six lakhs ten thousand one hundred twenty) only with 

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

affidavit   i.e. 19.08.2015 till full and final realisation. According to the direction 

issued to claim Tribunal by Hon’ble Supreme Court in Jai Prakash Vs. National 

Insurance Co. Ltd. and Ors. as reported in 2010 (2) TAC 385 , the Insurance 

Company shall be directed to deposit the admitted amount or the amount 

determined the  claim Tribunal. The claimant stated that she and her minor son 

and daughter namely Shri Jitu Moni Hazarika ( aged about 14 years at the time 

of death) and Smti. Niki Moni Hazarika ( aged about 10 years at the time of 

death) are dependent. Therefore, it appears Shri Jitu Moni Hazarika by this time 

attained  major but Smti. Niki Moni Hazarika is minor. Therefore, O.P. No. 3  the 

Cholamandalam M/S General Insurance Co. Ltd.  is directed to release 2/3 of the 

awarded amount i.e. Rs. 4,06,746.66/- immediately by way of account payee 

cheque in the name of claimant within 30 days of the receipt of the amount and 

remaining amount i.e. 1/3 i.e. 2,03,373.33/- be fixed in the name of Smti. Niki 

Moni Hazarika for a period of 5(five) years and  to submit to fixed deposit 

certificate be issued to claimant within 30 days. Failing which the O.P. No. 3 shall 

be liable to pay future interest at the same rate from the date of filing of the 

evidence on affidavit  i.e 19.08.2015 till full and final realisation.  

 

  Given under my hand and seal on this 9th day of June , 2016. 

 

 

( A. K. Borah ) 
Member 

Motor Accident Claims Tribunal, 
Sonitpur :: Tezpur 

 

 

 

  


