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BEFORE THE MEMBER ::::::::::: MACT ::::::::::: DHUBRI

MAC Case No.21/2014

Parties:-

Dipali Poddar 
W/O: Sadhan Poddar
R/O: Kabitarkhowa Ward No.7
P.O. & P.S: Bilasipara
Dist: Dhubri, Assam

..Claimant

Vs.

1.Sri Bhupal Ch. Sarkar

(Owner of Tata Magic No.AS-19-C/4117)

2.Sri Ashok Kr. Sarkar
(Driver of Tata Magic No.AS-19-C/4117)

3.The New India Assurance Company Limited
(Insurer of Tata Magic No.AS-19-C/4117)

4.Sri Anupam Roy Choudhury
(Owner of Vehicle No.AS-17-B/3249)

5.Md. Montaz Ali
(Driver of Vehicle No.AS-17-B/3249)

6.The Oriental Insurance Company Limited
(Insurer of Vehicle No.AS-17-B/3249) ..Opp.

Parties 

Present: - Sri Anup Narayan Ghosh, Member, MACT, Dhubri 

Appearance:-

Sri P. Patwary, Advocate for the claimants

None appeared for OP No.1 & 2

Sri Dibakar Ghosh, Advocate for OP No.3
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Sri Gakul Ch. Karmakar, Advocate for OP No.4

None appeared for OP No.5

Sri B.N. Agarwal, Advocate for OP No.6

Date of argument:  31.08.2019

Date of judgment:  25.09.2019

Judgment 

This claim petition has been filed by the claimant U/s. 166

of  M.V.  Act  for granting compensation in respect  of  motor vehicular

accident which caused on 01.10.2013 at about 10:00 A.M. on NH-31

near Bangalipara Tiniali under Bilasipara P.S.
Claimant’s  case  in  brief  was  that  on  01.10.2013  while

husband of the claimant No.1 was travelling as passenger of one Tata

Magic  Vehicle  bearing  registration  No.AS-17-B/3249  from  Maspara

towards  Bilasipara  and  when  the  vehicle  reached  near  Bangalipara

Tiniali on NH-31 under Bilasipara P.S. in trhe district of Dhubri, Assam

at about 10:00 A.M. at that time another Tata Magic Vehicle bearing

registration No.AS-19-C/4117 coming from Tilapara side in a very high

speed and reckless manner overtaking another vehicle dashed against

the  Tata  Magic  Vehicle  in  which  husband  of  the  claimant  No.1  was

travelling.
Claimant side further stated in the claim petition that as a

result of the said accident husband of the claimant No.1 had sustained

multiple  grievous  injuries  and  became  senseless  on  the  place  of

occurrence.   Immediately  after  the  accident  local  people  gathered

there and in the mean time police from Bilasipara P.S. rushed to the

place of occurrence and took the injured in a very serious condition to

Bilasipara Hospital but immediately injured was referred to Dhubri Civil

Hospital  where  he  succumbed  to  his  injuries.   Necessary  P.M.

examination of the deceased was conducted in Dhubri Civil Hospital.  
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Claimant  side  further  stated  in  the  claim  petition  that

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

the Tata Magic Vehicle bearing registration No.AS-19-C/4117 and it was

duly investigated by police and accordingly Bilasipara P.S. registered a

case  vide  Bilasipara  P.S.  Case  No.985/13  U/s.  279/338/304-A  IPC

against  the  driver  of  the  offending  Tata  Magic  Vehicle  bearing

registration No.AS-19-C/4117.  There was no fault on the part of the

driver of the Tata Magic Vehicle No.AS-17-D/3249 in driving the vehicle.
Claimant side further stated in the claim petition that at

the time of accident deceased was 32 years old and at the time of

death  he  was  working  as  a  head  mason  working  at  Shillong  and

Guwahati and used to earn Rs. 12,000/- per month and out of which he

used to contribute Rs. 8,000/- per month for maintenance of the family.
Claimant  side  further  stated  in  the  claim  petition  that

victim Sadhan Poddar was the sole earning member of the family and

left behind three dependents including his wife, his old mother and one

minor son.  After the accident there is none to look after the family.

Claimant  is  running  his  family  amidst,  acute  financial  hardship  and

borrowing from others.
Claimant side further stated in the claim petition that she

had  incurred  expenditure  amounting  to  Rs.  10,000/-  for  medical

treatment of the deceased prior to his death and Rs.  50,000/-  after

death  for  carrying  dead  body  and  other  expenses  like  Sardha

Ceremony.  
Claimant  prayed  before  the  Hon’ble  Court  to  award

compensation amounting to Rs. 30,00,000/- along with 9% interest as

compensation for the death of husband of the claimant No.1 in a motor

vehicular accident.
She further  stated in her claim petition that during the

pendency of this proceeding claimant No.2 i.e. mother of the deceased

Saraswati Poddar died on 15.04.2016 and as per order of the court her

name was struck out from the claim petition.
On receipt of the claim petition filed by the claimant an

MAC Case  was  registered  and  summon was  issued to  the  opposite

parties.  On receipt of summon OP No.1 owner of the vehicle No.AS-19-

C/4117 (Tata Magic) did not turn up, hence this case proceeded ex-
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parte against him.  OP No.2 driver of the Tata Magic Vehicle No.AS-19-

C/4117 Ashok Kr Sarkar did not turn up, hence this case proceeded ex-

parte against him.  OP No.3 insurer of Tata Magic No.AS-19-C/4117 had

appeared through his counsel and filed written statement.  OP No.4

owner  of  the  vehicle  No.AS-17-B/3249  had  appeared  through  his

counsel  and filed written statement.   OP No.5 driver  of  the vehicle

No.AS-17-B/3249  had  not  appeared  although  summon  was  served

properly upon him.  Accordingly this case proceeded ex-parte against

OP No.5.  OP No.6 insurer of the vehicle No.AS-17-B/3249 had appeared

through his counsel and filed written statement.
OP No.3 insurer of the Tata Magic vehicle No.AS-19-C/4117

had appeared through his counsel  and filed written statement.  The

main contentions of the written statement submitted by OP No.3 are as

follows:

That this claim petition is not maintainable in its present

form  and  manner,  that  there  is  no  cause  of  action  against  the

answering OP, hence claim petition is liable to be dismissed, that the

claim  petition  is  barred  by  principle  of  estoppels,  waiver  and

acquiescence  and  liable  to  be  dismissed,  that  the  claim  petition  is

baseless, speculative and hence not entertainable under law, that the

accident, if any caused due to negligence by the driver of the other

vehicle which was not insured with the answering OP, hence answering

OP is not responsible for the said accident and answering OP may be

exonerated from the liability from paying any compensation, that all

the material allegations made in the claim petition is false and petition

is  not  maintainable  either  on  facts  and  law  and  under  the  given

circumstances, hence petition is liable to be dismissed in limine with

costs against the answering OP, that this case is bad for mis-joinder of

parties as the allegation brought by the claimant does not make out

case against New India Assurance Company Limited, hence New India

Assurance Company Limited is not liable to pay any compensation to

the claimant, that answering OP seeks protection U/s. 147 and 149 of

the M.V. Act, that answering OP hereby submits that as per section 134

(c) of the M.V. Act it is the mandatory duty of the insured to furnish
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particulars of the policy, date, time and place of accident, particulars of

the deceased and name of the driver and particulars of driving licence

but insured had not complied with the statutory demand, that as per

section 158 (6) of the M.V. Act of 1988 it is the mandatory duty of the

concerned P.S. to forward all the relevant documents to the concerned

insured within 30 days from the date of information but the concerned

P.S. failed to forward the relevant documents and not complied with the

statutory demand, that the answering OP does not admit the contents

of para-3 of the claim petition, hence claimant is required to prove the

same, as regard in para-8 of the claim petition answering OP hereby

submit that claimant or the relevant official may be directed to cause

production of the police report or other relevant papers for the claim to

be  substantiated,  that  the  P.M.  Report  and  other  papers  may  be

directed  to  the  claimant  petitioner  to  produce  for  the  statement

forwarded in para-11, 12 & 13 of the claim petition to be substantiated,

that  route  permit  /  road  permit,  registration  certificate,  valid  and

effective driving licence may be directed to be produced by the owner

otherwise it shall be presumed there is statutory violation of the policy

condition  hence  answering  OP  is  not  responsible  to  pay  any

compensation and claim, if  any is also subject to the compliance of

section 64 VB of the Insurance Act, that at the time of accident the

permit was not covered and driving licence of the driver was not valid,

hence  answering  OP  is  not  liable  to  pay  any  compensation  to  the

claimant, that answering OP prayed before the Hon’ble Court to strike

out  name  of  OP  No.3  New  India  Assurance  Company  Limited  and

exonerated OP No.3 to pay any compensation to the claimant.

OP  No.4  owner  of  the  vehicle  No.AS-17-B/3249  had

appeared through his counsel and filed written statement.  The main

contentions  of  the  written  statement  submitted  by  OP  No.4  are  as

follows: 

That  this  claim petition is  not  maintainable against  the

answering OP, that there is no cause of action against the answering

OP, hence claim petition is liable to be dismissed, that claim petition is
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barred by the principle of estoppels, waiver and acquiescence, hence it

is liable to be dismissed, that the vehicle bearing registration No.AS-17-

B/3246  at  the  relevant  time  of  accident  was  insured  with  Oriental

Insurance Company Limited vide policy No.322391/31/2013/191 which

is valid with effect from 10.03.2013 to 09.03.2014, hence liability, if

any,  towards the accident shall  be shifted to the Oriental  Insurance

Company Limited by virtue of the policy contract, that it is admitted

that at the relevant time of accident claimant petitioner is a passenger

travelling in the vehicle No.AS-17-B/3249 but due to rash and negligent

driving by ht driver of the vehicle No.AS-19-C/4117 dashed the vehicle

No.AS-17-B/3249.  In the said accident there was no fault of the vehicle

No.AS-17-B/3249.  Petitioner further stated that driver of the vehicle

No.AS-17-B/3249 was pro-forma OP in the instant claim petition, that

driver of the vehicle allegedly involved in the accident and the driving

licence of the driver is valid, hence pro-forma OP No.4 hereby denied

that driver had even drove the vehicle in a rash an negligent manner

and also  no fault  of  the  vehicle  No.AS-17-B/3249 resulting the said

accident.  Under the aforesaid circumstances answering pro-forma OP

prayed before the Hon’ble Court to dismiss the claim petition against

the answering pro-forma OP and thus oblige.

OP No.6 insurer of the offending vehicle No.AS-17-B/3249

had appeared through his counsel  and filed written statement.  The

main contentions of the written statement submitted by OP No.6 are as

follows:

That all the material allegations made in the claim petition

are  false  and petition  is  not  maintainable  either  on  facts  or  in  law

against the answering OP, hence this petition is liable to be dismissed

in limine with costs against the answering OP, that save and except

what  is  specifically  admitted  in  the  written  statement  rests  of  the

statement made in the claim petition are not admitted, that so far as

the statement made in para-4, 5, 6, 7, 8 & 9 are concerned answering

OP  begs  to  state  that  claimant  should  produced  all  documentary

evidence such as address proof, income proof, legal heir proof, etc in
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support of their claim otherwise answering OP denies the same, that so

far  as  the  statement  made  in  para-11,  12  &  13  are  concerned

answering OP states that these are matters of record and claimant is to

prove the same with documentary evidence, that accident took place

not  due  to  high speed,  rash and negligent  driving by  the  driver  of

vehicle  No.AS-17-B/3249  but  caused  due  to  fault  and  rash  and

negligent driving by the driver of Tata Magic Vehicle No.AS-19-C/4117

and same is also stated clearly in para-22 of the claim petition by the

claimant  and said  Tata  Magic  vehicle  is  insured  with  OP New India

Assurance Company Limited and driver of the said vehicle contributed

cent percent to the cause of accident, so this pro-forma OP Oriental

Insurance Company Limited is not liable to pay any compensation, that

pro-forma OP No.6 seek protection U/s. 147 & 149 of the M.V. Act, that

the claim petition is bad for non-joinder and mis-joinder of necessary

parties and claimant may be directed to file legal heir certificate and

also this  court  has no jurisdiction to entertain the claim case in its

present form, pro-forma OP No.6 humble submits that as per section

134 (c) of the M.V. Act,  1988 it  is mandatory duty of the insurer to

furnish  particulars  of  policy,  date,  time  and  place  of  accident  and

particulars of the deceased and name of the driver and particulars of

the driving licence but insured / owner of the vehicle is not complied

with the statutory demand, hence answering OP No.6 is not liable to

pay any compensation to the claimant,  hence this  claim petition is

liable to be dismissed against the answering OP for non compliance of

statutory demand, that the answering OP does not admit and denies

the allegations regarding which alleged accident said to have occurred,

the  allegations  made  on  10.10.2013  at  about  10:00  A.M.  near

Bangalipara  Tiniali  under  Bilasipara  P.S.  on  NH-31 an  accident  took

place, that the answering OP does not admit and denies that Bilasipara

P.S.  had  registered  a  case  vide  Bilasipara  P.S.  Case  No.985/13  U/s.

279/338/304-A IPC against the driver of the Tata Magic Vehicle No.AS-

19-C/4117, hence claimant may be directed to produce FIR,  Charge

Sheet, Police Report, Medical Certificate, P.M. Report, Inquest Report,

etc in order to prove the case, that amount of compensation claimed is
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highly excessive, exorbitant and without any basis, that answering OP

also likes to states that the vehicle did not have valid and effective

driving licence to drive the vehicle, so the concerned driver may be

kindly directed to appear and produce the original driving licence, that

as per M.V. Act as amended upto date owner of the vehicle is liable to

pay  compensation  in  case  of  prove  of  insurance  from  the  date  of

accident insurer is liable to indemnify the insured subject to terms and

condition of the insurance policy, that answering OP also failed to give

declaration that they have not filed any other claim petition before any

other tribunal other than this tribunal, so the claimant may kindly be

directed to submit declaration that they or other heirs of the deceased

have not filed any claim petition before any other tribunal.  Under the

aforesaid facts and circumstances answering OP prayed before Hon’ble

Court to dismiss the claim petition holding that answering OP is not

liable to pay any compensation to the claimant.

OP  No.6  insurer  of  Tata  Magic  vehicle  No.AS-17-B/3249

had appeared through his counsel  and filed written statement.  The

main contentions of the written statement submitted by OP No.6 are as

follows:

That all the material allegations made in the claim petition

are  false  and petition  is  not  maintainable  either  on  facts  or  in  law

against the answering OP, that the accident took place not due to high

speed and rash and negligent driving by the driver of the offending

vehicle  No.AS-17-B/3249  but  because  of  the  fault  and  rash  and

negligent  driving  by  the  driver  of  the  Tata  Magic  Vehicle  No.AS-19-

C/4117 and same is also stated clearly in para-22 of the claim petition

by the claimant and said Tata Magic Vehicle is insured with OP New

India  Assurance  Company  Limited  and  driver  of  the  said  vehicle

contributed cent percent to the cause of the accident so the pro-forma

OP  Oriental  Insurance  Company  Limited  is  not  liable  to  pay  any

compensation  to  the  claimant,  that  this  pro-forma  OP  No.6  seeks

protection U/s. 147 & 149 of the M.V. Act, that claim petition is bad for

non-joinder and mis-joinder of necessary parties and the claimant may
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kindly be directed to file legal heir certificate and also this court has no

jurisdiction to entertain this case in its present form, that pro-forma OP

No.6 humbly submits that as per section 134 (6) of the M.V. Act, 1988 it

is the mandatory duty of the insured to furnish particulars of policy,

date, time and place of accident, particulars of the deceased and name

of the driver and particulars of the driving licence but the insured has

not complied with the statutory demand, hence answering OP is not

liable to pay any compensation to the claimant and claim petition is

liable  to  be  dismissed  against  answering  OP for  non  compliance  of

statutory demand, that answering OP does not admit and denies that

Bilasipara P.S. had registered a case vide No.985/13 U/s. 279/338/304-A

IPC against the driver of the Tata Magic Vehicle No.AS-19-C/4117 and

hence  claimant  may kindly  be  directed  to  produce  the  FIR,  Charge

Sheet, Police Report, Medical Certificate, Police Report, Inquest Report,

etc in order to prove the case, as so far as the statement made in para-

16 of the claim petition answering OP submits that effective policy may

be proved by the policy of insurance and same always lies with the

owner, claimant had failed to give any policy number, validity of policy,

particulars of policy, issuing office at this stage OP denies that vehicle

involved in the accident is insured with the answering OP so claimant

may be directed to give better particulars with documentary evidence

regarding  policy  details  including  policy  copy,  that  the  amount  of

compensation  claimed  by  the  claimant  is  highly  excessive  and

exorbitant without any basis, that the answering OP also likes to state

that vehicle did not have any valid and effective driving licence to drive

the vehicle but the concerned driver may kindly be directed to appear

and produce the original driving licence, that as per M.V. Act owner of

the  vehicle  is  not  liable  to  pay  any  compensation  and  in  case  of

insurance on the date of the accident insurer is liable to indemnify the

insured subject to the terms and conditions of the insurance policy.

Moreover, statute does not make the insurer liable to pay interest, it is

for the owner to show that there is a contract where under injured had

assured the insurer that insurer will be liable to pay interest.  The onus

of  proving the same lies  on  the owner of  the vehicle  to  show that
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insurer is liable to pay interest, there is no statutory liability under the

M.V.  Act  and  to  pay  interest  by  the  insurer  to  the  claimant,  that

claimant had failed to give declaration that they have not filed any

claim petition before any other tribunal other than this tribunal so that

claimant may kindly be directed to submit declaration that they have

not  filed  any  claim  petition  before  any  other  tribunal.   Under  the

aforesaid  facts  and  circumstances  answering  OP  prayed  before  the

Hon’ble  Court  to  hold  that  answering  OP  is  not  liable  to  pay  any

compensation to the claimant and not liable to indemnification.

After  going  through  the  pleadings  of  both  sides  my

learned predecessor vide order dated 12.05.2015 had framed following

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

negligent driving of the vehicle No.AS-19-C/4117 (Tata

Magic) and AS-17-B/3249 (Tata Magic) and husband of

the claimant No.1 died due to said accident?
2 Whether the offending vehicle was insured with M/s.

New India Assurance Co. Ltd at the time of accident?
3 What shall be the just and proper compensation and

by whom payable? 
4 Whether the claimant is  entitled to get the relief  as

prayed for?

DECISION AND REASONS THEREOF

ISSUE NO. 1 to 4: As all these issues are inter-related so

they are taken up together for discussion and decision.

In  the  instant  case  claimant  side  had  examined  three

witnesses.  OP insurance company had adduced two witnesses.  

Heard arguments on behalf of both sides.  In addition to

oral  arguments  OP  insurance  company  i.e.  OP  No.6  had  submitted

written argument.

Evidence led by claimant side are briefly discussed.
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CW-1  Smt.  Dipali  Poddar  claimant  in  her  evidence  on

affidavit had stated that she had filed this case along with her mother

in law named Saraswati Poddar claiming compensation for the death of

her  husband  named Sadhan Poddar  who  died  in  a  motor  vehicular

accident which took place on 01.10.2013 under Bilasipara P.S. in the

district of Dhubri, Assam.  

She  further  stated  in  her  evidence  on  affidavit  that  on

01.10.2013 while her husband was travelling as a passenger of one

Tata Magic Vehicle bearing registration No.AS-17-B/3249 from Maspara

towards  Bilasipara  and  when  the  vehicle  reached  near  Bangalipara

Tiniali on NH-31 under Bilasipara P.S. in the district of Dhubri, Assam at

about  10:00  A.M.  at  that  time  another  Tata  Magic  Vehicle  bearing

registration No.AS-19-C/4117 coming from Tilapara side in a very high

speed and reckless manner overtaking another vehicle dashed against

the Tata Magic Vehicle in which her husband was travelling.  
CW-1 further stated in her evidence on affidavit that as a

result of the said accident her husband had sustained multiple grievous

injuries  and  became  senseless  on  the  place  of  occurrence.

Immediately after the accident local people gathered there and police

personal  from Bilasipara P.S.  rushed to the place of  occurrence and

took the injured in a very serious condition to Bilasipara Hospital but

immediately  on  being  referred  injured  was  taken  to  Dhubri  Civil

Hospital  where  he  succumbed  to  his  injuries.   Necessary  P.M.

examination of the deceased was conducted in Dhubri Civil Hospital.  
CW-1  further  stated  in  her  evidence  on  affidavit  that

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

the Tata Magic Vehicle bearing registration No.AS-19-C/4117 and it was

duly investigated by police and accordingly Bilasipara P.S. registered a

case  vide  Bilasipara  P.S.  Case  No.985/13  U/s.  279/338/304-A  IPC

against  the  driver  of  the  offending  Tata  Magic  Vehicle  bearing

registration No.AS-19-C/4117.  There was no fault on the part of the

driver of the Tata Magic Vehicle No.AS-17-B/3249 in driving the vehicle.
She further stated in her evidence on affidavit that her

husband was  32  years  old  at  the  time of  his  death  and was  head



12

mason working at Shillong and Guwahati and used to earn Rs. 12,000/-

per  month  and out  of  which  he  used to  contribute  Rs.  8,000/-  per

month for maintenance of the family.  
She further stated in her evidence on affidavit that victim

was  the  sole  earning  member  of  the  family  and  left  behind  three

dependents including his wife, his old mother and one minor son.  After

the accident there is none to look after the family and she is running

their  family  amidst,  acute  financial  hardship  and  borrowing  from

others.
She further stated in her evidence on affidavit that she

had  incurred  expenditure  amounting  to  Rs.  10,000/-  for  medical

treatment of the deceased prior to his death and Rs.  50,000/-  after

death for carrying dead body and other funeral expenses.  She prayed

before  the  Hon’ble  Court  to  award  compensation  amounting  to  Rs.

30,00,000/- along with 9% interest as compensation for the death of

her husband in a motor vehicular accident.
To  prove  her  case  claimant  side  had  submitted  two

documents and exhibited the same.  Ext-1 is the Accident Information

Report in Form No.54 and ext-2 is the copy of P.M. Report.
Learned counsel on behalf of OP No.6 Oriental Insurance

Company Limited had cross examined the said witness and in her cross

examination she had stated that at the time of filing the claim petition

there are two claimants i.e. herself and her mother in law and later

after the death of her mother in law she became sole claimant.  She

further stated in her cross examination that accident had taken place

on 01.10.2013 but she had not witnessed the said accident.  Oriental

Insurance Company Limited insurer of the vehicle No.AS-13/3249 has

been made pro-forma OP.  She further stated in her cross examination

that in para-6 of her evidence on affidavit she had clearly mentioned

that accident had taken place due to rash and negligent driving by the

driver of the offending Tata Magic vehicle bearing registration No.AS-

19-C/4117.  She had specifically mentioned in her evidence on affidavit

that occurrence had not resulted due to fault of the driver of the Tata

Magic vehicle bearing registration No.AS-17-B/3249 and for this reason

she had impleaded Oriental Insurance Company Limited as pro-forma
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OP.  She further stated in her cross examination that she had not filed

any income proof  certificate of  her deceased husband.  She further

stated in her cross examination that a police case has been registered

against  the  driver  o  the  Tata  Magic  vehicle  No.AS-19-C/4117.   She

further stated in her cross examination that she had not submitted any

vouchers regarding expenditure she had incurred prior to death of her

husband  in  the  aforesaid  accident.   She  denied  in  her  cross

examination that she had not incurred Rs. 50,000/- for carrying dead

body and other funeral expenses including last rites of the deceased.

She further stated in her cross examination that her husband had voter

identity card but she had not submitted ration card, voter identity card

or school certificate to prove the age of her deceased husband.  She

denied in her cross examination that at the time of accident age of her

deceased  husband  was  not  35  years  but  40  years.   She  further

admitted in her cross examination that she had not filed FIR, Charge

Sheet, Seizure List and MVI Report in this case.
Learned  counsel  on  behalf  of  OP  No.3  New  India

Assurance Company Limited had cross examined the said witness and

in her cross examination she had stated that accident took place on

01.10.2013 but she cannot able to say the registration number of the

offending vehicle on which her husband was travelling at the time of

alleged occurrence.  She further stated in her cross examination that

she was not a passenger of the vehicle at the time of accident.  She

denied in  her  cross  examination that  accident  had occurred due to

head  on  collision  between  two  vehicles.   She  denied  in  her  cross

examination that accident had taken place due to negligent driving by

the  driver  of  the  Tata  Magic  Vehicle  which  was  travelling  by  her

husband.  She further stated in her cross examination that she had not

submitted any document in support of prove the age of the deceased

except P.M. Report.  She further stated in her cross examination that

she  had  not  filed  any  income  certificate  of  her  deceased  husband

though she had mentioned in her evidence on affidavit that monthly

income of her deceased husband was Rs. 12,000/-.  She further stated

in her cross examination that  after death of  her mother in  law she
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became the sole claimant of this case but she had not submitted any

medical  vouchers  to  prove that  she  had spent  Rs.  10,000/-  for  the

medical treatment of her deceased husband prior to his death nor she

had submitted any vouchers regarding her claim she had spent Rs.

50,000/-  for  carrying dead body and funeral  expenses and last  rite.

She  further  stated  in  her  cross  examination  that  she  had  not  filed

charge sheet, seizure list, FIR, MVI Report in the present case.  She

denied in her cross examination that driver of the offending Tata Magic

vehicle  did  not  have any driving licence and driver  did  not  have a

permit to carry passengers.  She denied in her cross examination that

since policy condition has been violated she is not entitled to get any

compensation  from insurance  company  from the  owner  of  the  Tata

Magic vehicle bearing registration No.AS-19-C/4117.
CW-2 Basanta Paul  in  his  evidence on affidavit  that  he

know the claimant as well  as the deceased of the instant case.  He

further stated in his evidence on affidavit that on 01.10.2013 while he

was standing by the side of NH-31 near Tilapara Tiniali under Bilasipara

P.S. in the district of Dhubri, Assam at about 10:00 A.M. he noticed that

one  Tata  Magic  Vehicle  bearing  registration  No.AS-17-B/3249  was

coming from Maspara towards Bilasipara and when the said vehicle

reached near Bangalipara Tiniali on NH-31 under Bilasipara P.S. in the

district  of  Dhubri,  Assam,  at  that  time  another  Tata  Magic  Vehicle

bearing registration No.AS-19-C/4117 coming from Tilapara side in a

very  high  speed  and  reckless  manner  overtaking  another  vehicle

dashed the Tata Magic Vehicle in which her husband was travelling.  
He further stated in his evidence on affidavit  that as a

result of the said accident victim Sadhan Poddar had sustained multiple

grievous injuries and became senseless on the place of occurrence and

in  the said  accident  some other  passengers  also  sustained injuries.

Tata  Magic  No.AS-17-B/3249  was  completely  damaged  in  the  said

accident.  He further stated in his evidence on affidavit that after the

accident  local  people  gathered  there  and  police  personal  from

Bilasipara P.S. rushed to the place of occurrence and took the injured in

a  very  serious  condition  to  Bilasipara  Hospital  but  immediately  on

being  referred  he  was  taken  to  Dhubri  Civil  Hospital  where  he
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succumbed  to  his  injuries.   Necessary  P.M.  examination  of  the

deceased was conducted in Dhubri Civil Hospital.  
He further stated in his evidence on affidavit that accident

took place due to rash and negligent driving by the driver of the Tata

Magic  Vehicle  bearing  registration  No.AS-19-C/4117 only  and it  was

duly investigated by police and accordingly Bilasipara P.S. registered a

case  vide  Bilasipara  P.S.  Case  No.985/13  U/s.  279/338/304-A  IPC

against  the  driver  of  the  offending  Tata  Magic  Vehicle  bearing

registration No.AS-19-C/4117.  There was no fault on the part of the

driver of the Tata Magic Vehicle No.AS-17-B/3249 in driving his vehicle.

In connection with the aforesaid accident police personal of Bilasipara

P.S. came to the place of occurrence and recorded his statement as eye

witness of the accident.
Learned  counsel  on  behalf  of  New  India  Assurance

Company Limited had cross examined the said witness and in his cross

examination he had stated that he know the deceased Sadhan Poddar

but he is not related to him.  He admitted in his cross examination that

both of them belong to Bilasipara but they are from different localities.

He further stated in his cross examination that he is a businessman by

occupation.   The  accident  had  takenplace  on  01.10.2013  at  the

relevant time he was standing at Bangalipara Tiniali.  He denied in his

cross examination that he was not present near side of the place of

occurrence at the relevant point of time.  He also denied in his cross

examination that he had not seen the alleged occurrence.  One Tata

Magic  vehicle  was  on  its  way  from Maspara  towards  Bilasipara  the

other  vehicle  which  is  a  Tata  Magic  passenger  vehicle  was  coming

towards Maspara.  The vehicle that was coming from Tilapara side tried

to overtake another vehicle and had hit the vehicle of which Sadhan

Poddar was travelling.  He further stated in his cross examination that

he does not remember which vehicle was at fault.  He denied in his

cross  examination  that  whatever  he  had  stated  in  his  evidence  on

affidavit is not true.  
Learned counsel on behalf of Oriental Insurance Company

Limited  had  cross  examined  the  said  witness  and  in  his  cross

examination  he  had  stated  that  deceased  Sadhan  Poddar  was  a
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passenger in the said vehicle bearing registration No.AS-17-B/3249.  He

further  stated in  his  cross examination that  Tata  Magic  vehicle  was

coming from Tilapara side at  very high speed and reckless manner

while overtaking another vehicle on the road hit the vehicle bearing

registration  No.AS-17-B/3249.   After  the  collision  Tata  Magic  vehicle

No.AS-17-B/3249 was completely damaged.  He further stated in his

cross examination that he had mentioned in his evidence on affidavit

that  a case was registered against  the driver  of  Tata Magic  vehicle

No.AS-19-C/4117.   He  further  stated  in  his  cross  examination  that

accident did not take place due to fault of the vehicle No.AS-17-B/3249.

Police personal from Bilasipara P.S. rushed to the place of occurrence

and recorded his statement in the connected GR Case.
CW-3  Manoj  Kr.  Nath  in  his  evidence  on  affidavit  had

stated that he know the claimant as well as the deceased of the instant

case.  He further stated in his evidence on affidavit that he along with

the victim was working as mason at Guwahati for the last two years

prior to his death.  He further stated in his evidence on affidavit that

victim  came  to  his  native  place  to  meet  his  family  members  but

unfortunately he died in a motor vehicular accident which took place

on 01.10.2013.  He further stated in his evidence on affidavit that prior

to his death deceased Sadhan Poddar used to earn Rs. 12,000/- per

month from his profession as a mason and out of which an amount of

Rs. 8,000/- was contributed by him to his wife for maintenance.  He

further  stated  in  his  evidence  on  affidavit  that  victim was  the  sole

earning  member  of  the  family  who  left  behind  three  dependents

including his  wife,  one  minor  son and his  old  mother  but  after  the

death  of  mother  of  the  deceased  they  are  unable  to  maintain  the

family and facing acute financial crisis living by borrowing.
Learned counsel  on behalf  of  insurance companies  had

cross examined the said witness jointly.  In his cross examination he

had  stated  that  he  had  not  submitted  any  certificate  issued  by

competent authority to show that he was a businessman by profession.

He further stated in his cross examination that he had come here to

inform the court about the deceased Sadhan Poddar.  He denied in his

cross examination that he was not a mason by profession and Sadhan
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Poddar was not also a mason by profession.  He denied in his cross

examination that he had not adduced by the claimant side to appear in

the court to give evidence on behalf of the claimant.
In the instant case OP insurance company had submitted

two witnesses.  DW-1 Sri Gobinda Ch. Saha in his evidence on affidavit

had stated that he is the investigator of the above noted case deputed

by insurance company.   Senior  Divisional  Manager  of  the insurance

company authorized him to adduce evidence on the instant case.  Ext-

A  is  the  original  authorization  letter  issued  by  Senior  Divisional

Manager of New India Assurance Company Limited to him.  
He further stated in his evidence on affidavit that on being

deputed by the Senior Divisional Manager of said insurance company

to  verify  the  driving  licence  vide  No.5023/BNG/Proff/08  and  he  is

physically visited the DTO Office, Bongaigaon and verified the driving

licence  and  collected  driving  licence  verification  report  from  DTO,

Bongaigaon.   Ext-2  is  the  original  driving  licence  verification  report

issued by DTO, Bongaigaon.  Ext-A is original authority letter issued by

the Senior Divisional Manager, New India Assurance Company Limited

to adduce evidence in this case.  He further stated in his evidence on

affidavit that after collecting the driving licence verification report he

found that driver authorized to drive the motor cycle and LMV only

excluding passenger service vehicle.  He further stated in his evidence

on affidavit  that driver drove the vehicle vide registration No.AS-19-

C/4117 passenger service vehicle  unauthorizedly  i.e.  driver  was not

authorized to drive passenger service vehicle at the time of accident.
Learned  counsel  on  behalf  of  claimant  had  cross

examined the said witness and in his cross examination he had stated

that  he  cannot  able  to  say  which  company  had  entrusted  him  to

investigate this case.  He further stated in his cross examination that

his present statement and his evidence on affidavit both are correct.

He cannot able to say what is the weight require for a vehicle to be

called LMV vehicle.  Passenger service vehicle may be LMV vehicle or

HMV vehicle.
DW-2  Rafiquez  Zaman,  Senior  Assistant,  DTO  office,

Bongaigaon  in  his  examination  in  chief  had  stated  that  DTO,
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Bongaigaon had received summon in connection with this case and

accordingly DTO, Bongaigaon authorized him to adduce evidence in

this case.  Ext-D is the authority letter issued by DTO, Bongaigaon.

Ext-D (i) is the signature of DTO, Bongaigaon which he know.  Driving

licnece  No.5023/BNG/Proff/08  was  issued  in  the  name  of  Ashok  Kr.

Sarkar.  The driver was authorized to drive upto 2014 motor cycle and

LMV excluding HMV.   Ext-1  is  the  D/L  Register  of  DTO,  Bongaigaon

(PIO).  Ext-C (i) is the relevant page of the D/L Register (PIO).  Ext-C (ii)

is the signature of the then DTO, Bongaigaon which he know.  
Learned  counsel  on  behalf  of  claimant  had  cross

examined the said witness and in his cross examination he had stated

that  driving  licence  was  valid  with  effect  from  07.03.2011  to

06.03.2014 but he cannot able to say actual weight is required to LMV /

HMV vehicle.   He denied in his  cross examination that  no separate

endorsement is required to drive PHV vehicle for the same class of LMV

vehicles.
In  the  instant  case  OP  No.6  had  submitted  written

argument with a copy to other side.  Main contentions of the written

argument submitted by OP No.6 are as follows:
That above case arises out of the alleged accident which

took place on 01.10.2013 involving the vehicle No.AS-19-C/4117 and in

the  said  accident  vehicle  No.AS-19-C/4117  knocked  down  another

vehicle bearing registration No.AS-17/3249 with heavy force and rash

and negligent  manner  and as  a  result  of  the  said  accident  vehicle

No.AS-17-B/3249 on which Sadhan Poddar deceased was a passenger

sustained grievous injuries and ultimately died in Dhubri Civil Hospital

on the same day of the accident and wife of the deceased and mother

of  the  deceased filed  the  above  case  for  compensation  before  this

tribunal.
Claimant  side in order to get compensation filed above

case  by  making  owner,  driver  and  insurer  of  the  vehicle  No.AS-19-

C/4117 as Ops who are liable to pay compensation and insurer of the

vehicle i.e.  pro-forma OP No.4 Anupam roy Choudhury owner of the

vehicle and pro-forma OP No.5 Md. Momtaz Ali and pro-forma OP No.6
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Oriental  Insurance  Company  Limited  and  accordingly  OP  No.6  had

appeared and submitted written statement.  
In para-7 of the written statement submitted by OP No.6

clearly  stated  that  driver  of  the  offending  vehicle  No.AS-19-C/4117

driving in a rash and negligent manner dashed the vehicle No.AS-17-

B/3249 in which husband of the claimant was travelling as an occupant

and it is clear from the version of the claimant that accident took place

due to rash and negligent driving by the vehicle No.AS-19-C/4117.  As

a  result  husband  of  the  claimant  sustained  grievous  injuries  and

ultimately died on the hospital.
Claimant side also mentioned in para-6 of the evidence on

affidavit that Bilasipara P.S. had registered a case vide Bilasipara P.S.

Case No.985/13 against the driver of the vehicle No.AS-19-C/4117 and

clearly mentioned that there was no fault on the part of the driver of

Tata Magic vehicle No.AS-17-B/3249.  I/O of this case in the connected

Bilasipara P.S.  Case No.985/13 after completion of  investigation had

filed charge sheet against one Ashok Kr. Sarkar driver of vehicle No.AS-

19-C/4117.  Xerox copy of the charge sheet is enclosed along with the

written  argument.   Accordingly  OP  insurance  company  had  prayed

before  the  Hon’ble  Court  to  exonerate  OP  No.6  for  paying  any

compensation to the claimant.
CW-1  claimant  herself  stated  in  her  cross  examination

that pro-forma OP No.6 i.e. Oriental Insurance Company Limited that

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

the vehicle No.AS-19-C/4117 and there was  no fault on the part of the

driver of the vehicle No.AS-17-B/3249.  Police had registered a case

against the driver of the vehicle No.AS-19-C/4117 U/s. 279/338/304-A

IPC and admitted in her cross examination had stated that she had

impleaded owner and insurer of the vehicle No.AS-17-B/3249 as pro-

forma OP and stated clearly that there was no fault on the part of the

driver of the vehicle No.AS-17/3249 and so owner, driver and insurer

i.e. OP No.3 is liable to pay compensation.
From  the  perusal  of  the  evidence  submitted  by  the

claimant side clearly established that accident took place due to fault

and rash and negligent driving by the driver of the vehicle No.AS-19-
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C/4117 which is insured with OP No.3 New India Assurance Company

Limited and New India Assurance Company Limited is alone liable to

pay  compensation  to  the  claimant.   Under  the  aforesaid  facts  and

circumstances OP No.6 prayed before the Hon’ble Court to exonerate

OP  Oriental  Insurance  Company  Limited  from  liability  to  pay  any

compensation to the claimant.
In  the  instant  case  claimant  side  had  exhibited  two

documents.  Ext-1 is Form No.54 Report.  As per Form No.54 Report

alleged accident took place on 01.10.2013 at about 10:00 A.M. on NH-

31 at Bangalipara Tiniali and as a result of the said accident Sadhan

Poddar died and registration number of the offending vehicle is AS-19-

C/4117 Tata Magic Vehicle and name and address of the driver of the

vehicle  is  Ashok Kr.  Sarkar  and Sri  B.C.  Sarkar  is  the owner of  the

vehicle  and  vehicle  is  insured  with  New  India  Assurance  Company

Limited and insurance policy is valid with effect from 09.01.2013 to

08.01.2014.  As accident took place on 01.10.2013 so insurance policy

is valid covering the date of the accident.
Ext-2  is  P.M.  Report.   As  per  P.M.  Report  age  of  the

deceased at the time of accident was 52 years.  Although claimant side

had mentioned in his evidence on affidavit that at the time of accident

age of her husband was 32 years but in the P.M. Report it is clearly

mentioned that age of the deceased at the time of accident was 52

years.  As there is no other contradictory evidence adduced by the OP

insurance company at that point so age given in the P.M. Report  is

accepted.
OP insurance company had exhibited several documents.

Ext-A  is  the  original  authority  letter  issued  by  Senior  Divisional

Manager,  Bongaigaon  of  New  India  Assurance  Company  Limited

authorizing DW-1 Sri Gobinda Saha to adduce evidence in this case.

Ext-B is the D/L verification report issued by DTO, Bongaigaon.  Ext-C is

the D/L Register (PIO), ext-C (i) is the relevant page of D/L Register,

ext-D  is  the  authority  letter  issued  by  District  Transport  Officer,

Bongaigaon authorizing DW-2 Rafiquez Zaman, Senior Assistant DTO,

Bongaigaon to adduce evidence in this case, ext-D (i) is the signature

of DTO, Bongaigaon.
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I have perused the exhibited documents minutely.  As per

D/L verification report which is exhibited in this case as ext-B driver of

the offending vehicle named Ashok Kr. Sarkar i.e. OP No.2 is authorized

only to drive motor cycle and LMV excluding PHV.  In the instant case

driver of the offending vehicle named Ashok Kr. Sarkar i.e. OP No.2 had

driven the passenger service vehicle and as per condition of the driving

licence which is exhibited by Senior Assistant, DTO Office, Bongaigaon

OP No.2 is  authorized to drive motor  cycle and LMV only excluding

passenger  service  vehicle.   As  driver  of  the  offending  vehicle  had

driven the passenger service vehicle which was not authorized as per

condition of the driving licence so there is breach of condition of the

insurance policy.
Learned  counsel  on  behalf  of  insurance  company  had

drawn the attention of decision of Hon’ble Supreme Court in 2018 SAR

(Civil)  410,  Pappu & Others  (Appellants)  Vs.  Binod  Kumar  Lamba &

Another (Respondents).
In  the  said  citation  Hon’ble  Supreme  Court  held  that

merely producing valid insurance certificate in respect of the offending

vehicle was not enough for owner of the vehicle to make the insurance

company  liable  to  discharge  its  liability  arising  out  of  rash  and

negligent driving by the driver of the vehicle.  Insurance company can

be fastened with the liability on the basis of valid insurance policy that

the vehicle was not only duly insured but also that it was driven by

authorized person having valid driving licence without disclosing the

name of the driver in the written statement or producing any evidence

to substantiate the fact that copy of the driving licence produced in

support  of  it  was a person who in fact  was authorized to drive the

offending vehicle at the relevant point of time and owner of the vehicle

cannot be said to have extricated himself from his liability, insurance

company is became liable only such foundational facts are pleaded and

proved by the owner of the vehicle.
In the aforesaid citation Hon’ble Supreme Court held that

insurance company is entitled to take the defence – that vehicle was

not having a valid driving licence – onus would shift  only insurance

company only  after  owner of  offending vehicle  pleaded and proved
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basic facts of driver of the offending vehicle was authorized by him to

drive the vehicle with valid driving licence at the relevant point of time

– without disclosing the name of the driver in the written statement or

producing  any  evidence  to  substantiate  the  fact  that  copy  of  the

driving licence produced in support was of a person who in fact was

authorized to drive the offending vehicle at the relevant point of time –

owner of the vehicle cannot be said to have extricated himself from

liability – insurance company would only be liable after such facts are

pleaded and proved by the court.
In  the  said  decision  Hon’ble  Supreme  Court  held  that

insurer  of  the  vehicle  in  the  first  instance  is  required  to  pay  the

compensation amount to the claimant with liberty to recover the same

from the owner of the vehicle in accordance with law.
Claimant side had produced three witnesses in this case.

All the witnesses in their evidence on affidavit had categorically stated

that accident took place due to rash and negligent driving by the driver

of the Tata Magic Vehicle bearing registration No.AS-19-C/4117.  There

was no fault on the part of the driver of the Tata Magic Vehicle No.AS-

17-B/3249 in driving his vehicle.
Other witnesses namely CW-2 & CW-3 also corroborated

the evidence adduced by CW-1 that accident took place due to rash

and negligent driving of the vehicle No.AS-19-C/4117.  Insurer of the

said vehicle i.e. New India Assurance Company Limited is liable to pay

compensation to the claimant.  
I have perused the exhibited documents minutely.  As per

Form  No.54  Report  offending  vehicle  bearing  registration  No.AS-19-

C/4117  Tata  Magic  Vehicle  was  insured  with  New  India  Assurance

Company Limited and insurance policy is valid till 08.01.2014.  As the

alleged accident took place on 01.10.2013 insurer of vehicle No.AS-19-

C/4117 (Tata Magic) vehicle is liable to pay compensation.  Insurer of

another  vehicle  named  AS-17-B/3249  Is  not  liable  to  pay  any

compensation  as  all  the  witnesses  categorically  stated  in  their

evidence  on  affidavit  that  accident  took  place  due  to  rash  and

negligent  driving  by  the  driver  of  the  Tata  Magic  Vehicle  bearing
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registration No.AS-19-C/4117 and insurer of Tata Magic Vehicle No.AS-

19-C/4117 is alone liable to pay compensation to the claimant.
Claimant side in course of  his  argument had submitted

decision of Hon’ble Supreme Court decided in Civil Appeal No.3483 of

2008, Smt. Sarla Verma & Others Vs.  Delhi  Transport  Corporation &

Others.
In the said decision Hon’ble Supreme Court  gave some

guidelines how to calculated multiplier if the deceased died in the age

of 52 years.  As per the said citation if the deceased died in the age of

52 years multiplier 11 will be applicable in this case.  
 As  per  P.M.  Report  injured  named  Sadhan  Poddar

ultimately died in a road traffic accident in the age of 52 years as per

P.M. Report.  
Claimant  side  had  mentioned  in  his  claim petition  that

deceased  was  a  mason  by  profession  and  monthly  income  of  the

deceased was Rs. 12,000/- as he was a head mason worked in Shillong

and Guwahati and other places and used to contribute Rs. 8,000/- per

month for family maintenance but in support of monthly income of the

deceased  claimant  side  could  not  produce  any  income  proof

documents to prove that at the time of accident monthly income of the

deceased was Rs. 12,000/-.  As there is no income proof document so I

treat the income of the deceased at the time of accident notionally and

Rs. 5,000/- is assessed as monthly income at the time of accident.
Claimant  side  had  stated  in  his  claim  petition  that

deceased left behind his wife and two dependents, his mother and one

minor son but during the pendency of this proceeding mother of the

deceased died so deceased left behind two dependents his wife and

one minor son.  As per decision of Hon’ble Supreme Court decided in

the Sarla Verma’s case as discussed earlier if deceased left behind two

dependents  1/3rd is  to  be  deducted  towards  personal  and  living

expenses where the number of dependent family members is 2 to 3,

1/3rd will be deducted in this case.
On  calculation  it  comes  to  Rs.  5,000/-  X  12  X  11

(multiplier)  =  Rs.  6,60,000/-  and  deducting  1/3rd it  comes  to  Rs.

4,40,000/-.
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Claimant side had also drawn the attention of decision of

Hon’ble  Supreme  Court  decided  in  2017  (4)  TAC  673,  National

Insurance Company Limited (Petitioner) Vs. Pranay Sethi & Others.
In  the  said  citation  Hon’ble  Supreme Court  gave  some

guidelines  how  to  calculate  compensation  under  the  conventional

heads.  As per the said citation claimant is entitled to get Rs. 15,000/-

under the head of loss of estate, Rs. 15,000/- under the head of funeral

expenses and Rs.  40,000/-  under the head of  loss of consortium as

claimant had lost her husband in the said accident.  Regarding future

prospects in case of self-employed or fix salary additional amount of

10% is  to  be  added  in  between  the  age  group  of  50  to  60  years

towards the compensation amount.  Now, adding 10% of Rs. 4,40,000/-

with Rs. 4,40,000/- it comes to Rs. 4,84,000/-. 
Learned counsel on behalf of OP insurance company had

drawn the attention of decision of Hon’ble Supreme Court decided in

2018 SAR (Civil) 410, Pappu & Others Vs. Binod Kumar Lamba.  In the

said  case  Hon’ble  Supreme  Court  had  clearly  stated  that  merely

producing a valid insurance policy in respect of offending vehicle is not

enough for the respondent No.1 owner to make the insurance company

liable to pay and discharge his liability arising from rash and negligent

driving by the driver of the vehicle.
In  the  said  citation  Hon’ble  Supreme Court  had  clearly

stated that driving licence produced in support of a person who in fact

was authorized to drive the offending vehicle at the relevant time of

accident.  Owner of the vehicle cannot be said to be extricated himself

from his liability.  Insurance Company would become liable only after

such foundational facts are pleaded and proved by the owner of the

vehicle.
In the said case Hon’ble Supreme Court held that in the

first instance OP insurance company is liable to pay compensation to

the  claimant  with  liberty  to  recover  the  same  from  the  owner  in

accordance  with  law.   So,  OP  No.3  New  India  Assurance  Company

Limited is directed to pay compensation amount to the claimant with

liberty to recover the same from the owner of the offending vehicle in

due process of law.
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Thus, in total, the claimant is entitled to get Rs. 4,84,000/-

+  Rs.  15,000/-  +  Rs.  15,000/-  +  Rs.  40,000/-  =  Rs.  5,54,000/-  as

compensation.

ORDER 

In  the  result,  claim  petition  is  allowed  awarding  Rs.

5,54,000/- (Rupees Five Lakhs Fifty Four Thousand) only to the claimant

payable by OP No.3, M/s. New India Assurance Company Limited with

liberty to recover the awarded amount from owner of  the offending

vehicle.  An interest at the rate of 8% per annum is allowed on the total

compensation from the date of filing of claim petition i.e. 18.01.2014

till realisation.

      Given under my hand and seal of this court this 25th day of Sept,

2019

Member, MACT, Dhubri.       Member,  MACT,

Dhubri.
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APPENDIX 

          MAC Case No.21/2014

Claimant’s witness : CW-1 Dipali Poddar

  CW-2 Basanta Paul

  CW-3 Manoj Kr. Nath

  DW-1 Gobinda Ch. Saha

  DW-2 Rafiquez Zaman

 Exhibits 

Ext-1 Accident  Information  Report  in  Form

No.54

Ext-2 Copy of P.M. Report

Ext-A Original Authority Letter

Ext-B D/L Verification Report

Ext-C D/L Register (PIO)

Ext-C (i) Relevant Page

Ext-D Authority Letter

Ext-D (i) Signature of DTO, Bongaigaon
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   Member: MACT: Dhubri. 


