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

MAC Case No.165/2008

Parties:-

Rabi Choudhury
S/O: Late Bhola Choudhury
Ward No.III, Balurchar, Dhubri
P.O., P.S. & Dist: Dhubri, Assam   ..Claimant

Vs.

1.New India Assurance Company Limited 

Represented by its 

Divisional Manager, Bongaigaon

P.O., P.S. & Dist: Bongaigaon, Assam

2.Sri Biswadev Goswami (Owner)
S/O: Late Gunakanta Goswami
VILL: Mahora, North Lakhimpur
P.O. & Dist: North Lakhimpur

3.Sukumar Barman (Driver)
S/O: Ajit Barman
VILL: Mohesh Bathan
P.S: Chapar
Dist: Dhubri, Assam ..Opp.

Parties

 

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

Appearance:-

Sri Manoj Kumar Pathak, Advocate for the claimant

Sri S.K. Das, Advocate for OP No.1
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Sri M.C. Bhatta, Advocate for OP No.2 & 3

Date of argument:  08.05.2019

Date of judgment:  28.05.2019

Judgment 

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

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

accident which occurred on 15.12.2007 at Bortezpur on NH-37 under

Palashbari P.S.
Claimant’s  case  in  brief  was  that  on  15.12.2007  at

Bortezpur  at  about  5:30  A.M.  under  Palashbari  P.S.  the  aforesaid

accident took place.  As a result of the said accident brother of the

claimant  named Mohan  Choudhury  had  sustained  multiple  grievous

injuries in various parts of his body.  
In  respect  of  the  aforesaid  accident  a  police  case  was

registered vide Palashbari P.S. Case No.197/07 U/s. 279/338/304-A IPC.
Claimant side further  stated in their  claim petition that

due  to  the  said  accident  brother  of  the  claimant  named  Mohan

Choudhury  had sustained  head injury,  fracture  of  back  bone  (Burst

Fracture of D-2) and unable to do his normal works and always bed

ridden  and  he  has  no  capacity  to  take  his  food  on  his  own  hand.

Claimant side further stated in his claim petition that after the accident

his brother was shifted to GMCH, Guwahati  and admitted at GMCH,

Guwahati  as  an  indoor  patient  on  15.12.2007  and  discharged  from

hospital on 28.12.2007 and after that injured was taken to Patna for

further  treatment  and  he  was  under  treatment  at  Popular  Nursing

Home, Patna and spent  Rs.  3,00,000/-  for  medical  treatment of  the

injured.  Claimant side further stated in their claim petition that his

brother is on dead bed and on mercy of god and at the time of accident

age of his brother is 25 years and he was the only earning member of

the family and he was earning Rs. 4,000/- per month from his business
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and after the accident his life is finished and at present all the hopes

has been lost.
Claimant  side  further  stated  in  his  claim  petition  that

friend of his brother late Surojit Dey hired the offending vehicle bearing

registration No.AS-01-AC/5173 (Truck) was duly insured with new India

Assurance  Company  Limited  for  carrying  goods  and  his  brother

accompanied with his friend as helper and the truck was loaded with

wooden furniture, Sofa Set, refrigerator, TV set for presentation for his

newly married sister and started his journey with the said articles on

15.12.2007  from  Dhubri  to  Guwahati  and  suddenly  the  offending

vehicle  met  with  an  accident  at  Bortezpur  under  Palashbari  P.S.  in

which brother of  the claimant got fracture injuries and friend of  his

brother  died  on  the  spot.   Due  to  said  accident  injured  has  been

suffering mentally as well as monetarily.  
Claimant  side  further  stated  in  his  claim  petition  that

Convener  of  the  District  Medical  Board,  Dhubri  has  given  80%

permanent disability but in other word his brother is 100% disabled.  
Claimant  prayed  before  the  Hon’ble  Court  to  award

compensation amounting to Rs. 8,00,000/- for the injuries sustained by

his brother Mohan  Choudhury with pain and sufferings for the said

accident from the date of accident.
On receipt of  this petition an MAC Case was registered

and  summon  was  issued  to  the  opposite  parties.   On  receipt  of

summon OP No.2 & 3 owner and driver of the offending vehicle had

appeared through their counsel and filed written statement.  The main

contentions of the written statement submitted by OP No.2 & 3 are as

follows:
That  present  claim petition  is  not  maintainable  in  both

facts and law, that there is no cause of action against the answering

OP No.2 & 3, that the answering OP denies the allegation made in the

claim petition save and except those which are matter of record and

which has been specifically admitted, that as regards to the statement

made in para-1 to 6 of the claim petition regarding name, address, age,

occupation,  etc  of  the  injured  present  answering  OP are  not  aware

about the same and claimant is put strict proof of the same, that as

regards the statement made in para-8 & 9 of the claim petition the
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answering OP denies the correctness of the same and claimant is liable

to prove the same, that while admitting the statement made in para-10

of the claim petition answering OP denies that vehicle was involved in

the accident, that regards the statement made in para-10 & 13 of the

claim  petition  answering  OP  has  no  personal  knowledge  in  which

claimant is to put strict proof of the same, that while admitting the

statement made in para-15 (A) & (B) of the claim petition to that fact

that answering OP No.2 is the registered owner of the vehicle No.AS-

01-AC/5173  and  the  answering  OP  No.3  was  the  driver  of  the  said

vehicle at  the relevant time and the driver of the vehicle had valid

driving licence and driving licence is valid upto 21.09.2008 covered the

date of the accident and owner had authorized the driver to drive the

said vehicle.  Answering OP denies that said vehicle was involved in the

said accident as such claimant is  liable to  prove the same, that as

regards  to  the  statement  made  in  para-16  of  the  claim  petition

answering OP states that the vehicle in question was insured with New

India Assurance Company Limited and insurance policy is valid upto

17.06.2008.  Since the vehicle of the OP No.2 was duly covering by a

valid insurance policy and in view of the fact that on the date and time

of the accident vehicle was driven by a person who had a valid licence

as such in terms of the policy owner of the vehicle i.e. answering OP

No.2  said  to  be  indemnified by  the  New India  Assurance  Company

Limited.  Therefore answering OP does not admit any personal liability

in respect of the claim made in the claim petition, that as regard the

statement made in para-17, 18 & 19 of the claim petition answering OP

denies the correctness of the same, that as regard the statement made

in para-21 of the claim petition answering OP states that compensation

of Rs. 8,00,000/- claimed by the claimant is highly exaggerated and

without any lawful basis, that while partly admitted the statement in

para-22 of the claim petition to the fact that alleged injured person was

traveling  in  the  vehicle  along  with  some  furniture  but  rest  of  the

statement answering OP denies the correctness of the same as such

claimant is liable to prove the same.  OP prayed before the Hon’ble

Court to dismiss the claim petition against the answering OP No.2 & 3.
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OP No.1  insurer  of  the  offending  vehicle  had  appeared

through his counsel and filed written statement.  The main contentions

of the written statement submitted by OP No.1 are as follows:
That 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  rejected,  that  claim  petition  is

barred by the principle of estoppels, waiver and acquiescence, hence it

is liable to be dismissed, that claim petition is baseless, speculative,

hence not entertainable under law, that OP does not admit the alleged

accident and also alleged that accident was caused due to rash and

negligent driving by the vehicle allegedly insured with the answering

OP, that all  the material  allegations made in the above petition are

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

under the given circumstances, hence  the claim petition is liable to be

dismissed with limine with costs, that respondent does not admit and

denies all the allegations made in the petition and petitioner is put its

strict  proof of all  the allegations except those which are specifically

admitted hereunder, that driver of the vehicle alleged insured with OP

insurance company was not holding valid and effective driving licence

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

obtaining  such  driving  licence  and  further  has  not  satisfied

requirements of rule No.3 of Central Motor Vehicles Rules, 1989, OP

owner has handed over the possession of the vehicle to the said driver

and therefore contravened with provision of M.V. Act and rule framed

there  under  and  committed  breach  of  the  terms  and  conditions  of

policy, the respondent seeks protection U/s. 147 and 149 of the M.V.

Act, that respondent humbly submits that as per Section 134 (c) of M.V.

Act,  1988  it  is  the  mandatory  duty  of  the  insurer  to  furnish  the

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

injured and the name f the driver and particulars of the driving licence

but  the  injured  /  first  opposite  party  has  not  complied  with  the

statutory  demand,  hence  respondent  is  not  liable  to  pay  any

compensation  and  the  case  is  liable  to  be  dismissed  against  this

respondent  for  non  compliance  of  statutory  demand.   Respondent
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further  submits  that  as  per  Section  158  (6)  of  M.V.  Act  it  is  the

mandatory  duty  of  the  concerned  police  station  to  forward  all  the

relevant documents to the concerned insurer within 30 days from the

date of information but the concerned police station failed to forward

the documents and not complied with the statutory demand, that as

regard the para-8 and 9 of the claim petition the answering OP hereby

submits that claimant or the relevant official may be issued necessary

directive  to  cause  production  of  the  police  report  or  other  relevant

papers for the claim to be substantiated, that the medical certificate,

injury report and other papers relating to the alleged injury causing

death  may  be  directed  to  the  petitioner  to  be  produced  for  the

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

substantiated, that answering OP at this stage unable to say whether

interest of the vehicle allegedly involved in the accident had insured

with answering OP at the relevant time of accident unless further and

better particulars regarding the policy is directed to be produced by the

owner of the vehicle otherwise OP insurance company is not liable to

pay  any  compensation,  that  route  permit,  valid  &  effective  driving

licence, registration document, fitness certificate may be directed to be

produced by the owner otherwise it shall  be presumed that there is

statutory violation of the policy condition and hence answering OP is

not  liable  to  pay any compensation and claim,  if  any,  is  subject  to

compliance of Section 64 VB of Insurance Act.  OP prayed before the

Hon’ble Court to dismiss the claim petition with costs in favour of the

answering OP.
After  going  through  the  pleadings  of  both  sides  my

learned predecessor had framed following issues.
1 Whether  the  accident  took  place  due  to  rash  and

negligent driving of the vehicle No.AS-01-AC/5173 and

claimant sustained injuries 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?
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 In  the  aforesaid  case  claimant  side  had  examined  two

witnesses.  OP side did not adduce any evidence.

Heard arguments on behalf of both sides.

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.

CW-1 Smt. Sushila Choudhury in her evidence on affidavit

had stated that she was earlier claimant of this case and she is well

acquainted  with  the  facts  of  the  case.   She  further  stated  in  her

evidence on affidavit that injured person named Mohan Choudhury is

her son who met with an accident on 15.12.2007 at Bortezpur at about

5:30 A.M. under Palashbari P.S.  

 She further stated in her evidence on affidavit that after

the accident a case was registered at Palashbari P.S. vide Palashbari

P.S. Case No.197/07 U/s. 279/338/304-A IPC.

She further stated in her evidence on affidavit that in the

said accident her son named Mohan Choudhury had sustained head

injury, fracture of backbone and other grievous injuries and unable to

do his normal works and always bedridden and he has no capacity to

take his food by his own hand.  She further stated in her evidence on

affidavit that after the accident her son was shifted to GMCH, Guwahati

and admitted in GMCH, Guwahati as an indoor patient on 15.12.2007

and discharged from hospital on 28.12.2007 and after that injured was

taken  to  Patna  for  further  treatment  and  he  is  under  treatment  at

Popular Nursing Home, Patna and spent Rs. 3,00,000/- for his medical

treatment.  

She further stated in her evidence on affidavit that life of

her son is totally crippled and he is death bed and on the mercy of god.

She  further  stated  in  her  evidence  on  affidavit  that  at  the  time  of

accident age of her son will be 25 years and he was the only earning
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member of the family and he was earning Rs. 4,000/- per month from

his business and after the accident his life is finished and at present all

the hopes has been lost.  

 She further stated in her evidence on affidavit that friend

of  her  son  named  Surojit  Das  hired  the  offending  vehicle  bearing

registration No.AS-01-AC/5173 (Truck) was duly insured with New India

Assurance  Company  Limited  for  carrying  goods  and  her  son

accompanied  with  his  friend  as  helper  and  truck  was  loaded  with

wooden furniture, refrigerator, TV set, Sofa set for presentation for his

newly married sister and started their journey with the said articles on

15.12.2007  from Dhubri  to  Guwahati  and  on  way  to  Guwahati  the

vehicle met with an accident at Bortezpur under Palashbari P.S. and as

a result of the said accident her son got fracture injury and friend of

her son died on the spot.  Due to aforesaid accident entire family has

been suffering mentally as well as monetarily.

She  further  stated  in  her  evidence  on  affidavit  that

Convener  of  the  District  Medical  Board,  Dhubri  has  given  80%

permanent disablement but in other word her son is 100% permanent

disabled.  

She further stated in her evidence on affidavit that she

claimed Rs. 8,00,000/- as compensation for the injuries sustained by

her son named Mohan Choudhury with pain & sufferings for the injuries

sustained by her son in the aforesaid accident.

Claimant side had exhibited following documents.  Ext-1 is

the  Discharge  Slip  of  GMCH,  Guwahati  with  diagnosis,  ext-2  is  the

original Form No.54 Report of Palashbari P.S., ext-3 is the MRI of the

whole spine, ext-4 to 7 are the cash memos of GMCH, Guwahati, ext-8

is  the  certificate  of  Medical  Board,  Dhubri,  ext-9  is  the  School

Certificate of  her son,  ext-10 to 13 are the Reports,  Examination of

Blood, ext-14 is the Discharge Certificate of Dipak Nursing Home, ext-

15 is the Muscle Test Report Charge with Report on the back side, ext-

16 is the Discharge Slip of Popular Nursing Home, Patna, ext-17 is the



9

Blood Test Report, ext-18 is the Report of ECG, ext-19 is the Report of

GMCH, Guwahati, ext-20 is the Blood Obtain Request, ext-21 is the ECG

Report, ext-22 to 33 are the Money Receipts of GMCH, Guwahati, ext-

34 to 71 are the Cash Memos,  ext-72 to 107 are the Medical  Cash

Memos along with Railway Tickets,  ext-108 to 131 are the Vouchers

and Cash Memos along with Railway Ticket, ext-132 to 138 are the X-

Ray Plates.

Learned  counsel  on  behalf  of  insurance  company  had

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

stated that name of her injured son is Mohan Choudhury and he was

unmarried at the time of occurrence.  He further stated in his cross

examination that he has not submitted any educational documents to

prove  the  age  of  her  injured  son.   She  further  stated  in  her  cross

examination that at the time of accident injured was 20 / 22 years.

She  further  admitted  in  her  cross  examination  that  she  has  not

witnessed  the  accident.   She  further  admitted  that  she  has  not

submitted original of ext-8 as same is a Xerox copy.  As ext-8 is a Xerox

copy same is  not admissible.   Ext-9  is  also a Xerox copy of  school

certificate and same is not admissible as it is Xerox copy.  She further

stated in her cross examination that she has no knowledge who had

lodged the FIR in respect of the alleged accident.  She further admitted

in  her  cross examination that  she has not  exhibited Ejahar,  Charge

Sheet and Seizure List connected with the police case in the aforesaid

case.  She further stated in her cross examination that she had no

knowledge for whose fault accident occurred.  She further admitted in

her cross examination that doctor of Patna did not issue disablement

certificate.  She denied in her cross examination that she is not entitled

to get compensation for the injuries sustained by her son in a motor

vehicular accident as injured was travelling as passenger in the truck.

She denied in her cross examination that bills and vouchers submitted

by her do not tally with the prescriptions.  It is not a fat that she has

not submitted medical report of her son.
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CW-2  Rabi  Choudhury  in  his  evidence  on  affidavit  had

stated that claimant is her mother who had filed this case and after her

death he was impleaded as a claimant in this case.  He further stated

in his evidence on affidavit that he know the facts of the case and

injured who sustained injury on 15.12.2007 at Bortezpur at about 5:30

A.M.  under  Palashbari  P.S.   He  further  stated  in  her  evidence  on

affidavit that his brother named Mohan Choudhury has been lying on

death bed since the date of the accident and he is unable to do his

normal work and his brother get head injuries, fracture of back pain,

brushed of D-2 as reported by doctor.  He further stated in his evidence

on  affidavit  that  after  the  accident  injured  was  shifted  to  GMCH,

Guwahati  and  admitted  in  the  GMCH on  15.12.2007 and thereafter

injured was taken to Patna and was admitted at Popular Nursing Home,

Patna for treatment.  He further stated in his evidence on affidavit that

they have spent Rs.  3,00,000/-  /  Rs.  4,00,000/-  for  treatment of his

brother but he is still lying on bed.  

Ext-139  is  the  disablement  certificate  issued  by

Government of Assam where disability is mentioned as 80%.

Learned  counsel  on  behalf  of  insurance  company  had

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

stated  that  he  did  not  personally  see  or  witness  the accident.   He

further stated in his cross examination that his mother named Sushila

Choudhury also did not see or witness the accident.  He further stated

in  his cross examination that  he had mentioned in  his evidence on

affidavit that how the accident had occurred.  His injured brother who

later had expired was admitted at GMCH, Guwahati for about 15 days.

GMCH Authority did not issue any disablement certificate.  However, he

had filed disablement certificate issued by District level Medical Board

vide ext-139.  Accident occurred on 15.12.2007.  He further stated in

his cross examination that he does not know who issued ext-139.  He

further stated in his cross examination that he had applied for issuance

of permanent disablement certificate to his injured brother who later

expired.   However,  police  or  medical  authority  did  not  refer  us  to
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District Social Welfare Officer for issuance of permanent disablement

certificate.  He denied in his cross examination that disablement and

other  injuries,  deformity,  etc  referred  in  the  disablement  certificate

vide ext-139 did not relate to any RTA.

Perused  the  evidence  adduced  by  the  claimant  side

minutely.  Perused also exhibited documents.  

In  the  instant  case  claimant  side  had  submitted  ext-1

document i.e. Discharge Slip of GMCH, Guwahati.  As per ext-1 injured

was admitted in the GMCH, Guwahati on 15.12.2007 and discharged

from hospital on 28.12.2007.  So, as per ext-1 injured named Mohan

Choudhury  was  admitted  at  GMCH,  Guwahati  on  15.12.2007  and

discharged from hospital on 28.12.2007.  So, injured was in hospital as

indoor  patient  for  12  days.   As  per  diagnosis  of  Guwahati  Medical

College MRI of the whole spine study reveals brushed fracture of D-2

vertebra with acute compressive and hemorrhage. 

Ext-2 is the Form No.54 Report.  As per Form No.54 Report

registration number of the offending vehicle is AS-01-AC/5173 and as

per Form No.54 Report accident occurred at Bortezpur on NH-37 and

date of accident was 15.12.2007 at 5:30 A.M. under Palashbari P.S.  As

per Form No.54 Report  the vehicle in question was insured with OP

No.1 i.e. New India Assurance Company Limited and insurance policy is

valid  covering  the  date  of  the  accident.   Claimant  side  had  also

exhibited ext-3 i.e. Report of GMCH, Guwahati.  As per Report of GMCH,

Guwahati injured suffers brushed fracture of D-2 vertebra with acute

compressive and hemorrhagic injury with rotated retropulsed fragment

along  with  the  mound  of  disc  material  indents  and  compress  the

underlying  thecal  sac  and  theca  producing  focal  edema  and

hemorrhagic contusion.  There is injury to the posterior column and the

paraspinal muscles as described in the text.  Bilateral pleural effusion

with underlying altectasis.

Claimant side had submitted bills and vouchers including

pathological report, ECG Report, Railway Tickets for going to Patna for
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treatment.  On calculation of bills and vouchers brother of claimant had

incurred expenditure amounting to Rs. 1,71,959/- for long treatment of

the brother of the claimant at GMCH, Guwahati.

Although  claimant  side  had  mentioned  in  his  claim

petition that claimant had suffered 80% permanent disablement due to

aforesaid injury but claimant is not entitled to get any compensation in

respect  of  the  report  of  the  medical  board  as  claimant  had  not

examined the Convener of the Medical Board or any doctor to prove

the same.  OP insurance company at the time of argument had drawn

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

Appeal  No.8981 of  2010 decided by Hon’ble Supreme Court  on 18 th

October, 2010, Raj Kumar Vs. Ajay Kumar & Others.

In  the  said  citation  Hon’ble  Supreme Court  gave  some

guidelines how to assess the report of the Medical Officer in respect of

permanent disablement.  

Tribunal should act with caution if it proposed to accept

the expert evidence of doctors who did not treat the injured but who

gave  ready  to  used  disability  certificate  without  proper  medical

assessment.   There  are  several  unscrupulous  doctor  who  without

treating the injured readily giving liberal disability certificate to help

the claimants.  Whether the disability certificate are given by the duly

constituted  Medical  Board,  they  may  be  accepted  subject  to  the

evidence regarding the genuineness of such certificate.  Tribunal may

invariably  make it  point  to  require  the  evidence  of  the  doctor  who

treated the injured or who assessed the permanent disability.   Mere

production of disability certificate or discharge certificate will  not be

prove to the extent of disability stated therein unless the doctor who

treated  the  injured  or  who  medically  examined  and  assessed  the

extent of disability of the claimant is rendered for cross examination

with reference to the certificate.  If, the Tribunal is not satisfied with the

medical evidence produced by the claimant it can constitute a Medical

Board from panel maintained by it with consultation with reputed local
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hospital / medical colleges and referred the claimant to such medical

board for assessment of the disability.  Doctor who treated the injured /

claimant or who examined him subsequently to assess the extent of his

permanent disability can give evidence only in regard to the extent of

permanent disability.  The loss of earning capacity is something that

will have to assess by the Tribunal with reference to the evidence in

entirety.   

In  the  instant  case  doctor  who  issued  the  permanent

disability certificate was not examined.  As in the instant case claimant

had  mentioned  in  his  claim  petition  that  injured  had  sustained

permanent disability to the extent of 80% disablement but in support

of the same except production of ext-139 issued by District Medical

Board,  Dhubri  same  was  not  duly  proved  as  neither  District  Social

Welfare  Officer  i.e.  Convener  of  the  Medical  Board  nor  doctor  who

treated the injured at GMCH, Guwahati during his long treatment at

Guwahati  was  not  examined to  prove  the  same.   So,  I  treat  injury

sustained by the injured is not a permanent disablement and simply a

grievous injury.

As injured had sustained grievous injury, fracture injuries

and MRI of the whole spine reveals brushed fracture of D-2 vertebra

with  acute  compressive  hemorrhagic  injury  with  rotated  fragment

along  with  mound  of  disc  materials  indents  and  compress  the

underlying  thecal  sac  and  theca  producing  focal  edema  and

hemorrhagic contusion.  There is injury to the posterior column and the

paraspinal muscles as described in the text.  So, injury sustained by

the injured is  very grievous in nature so claimant is  entitled to get

compensation under the head of pain & sufferings amounting to Rs.

1,00,000/- as claimant was in hospital as indoor patient for long period

in GMCH, Guwahati as well as Popular Nursing Home, Patna.  Regarding

medical  bills and vouchers claimant is  entitled to get compensation

amounting to Rs. 1,71,951/-.
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Thus, in total, claimant is entitled to get Rs. 1,00,000/- +

Rs. 1,71,900/- = Rs. 2,71,900/- as compensation.

OP  No.1  is  directed  to  pay  the  compensation  to  the

claimant along with 6% interest from the date of institution of this case

till realisation.

This MAC Case is accordingly disposed of.

ORDER 

In  the  result,  claim  petition  is  allowed  awarding  Rs.

2,71,900/- (Rupees Two Lakhs Seventy One Thousand Nine Hundred)

only to the claimant payable by OP No.1, M/s.  New India Assurance

Company Limited through an account payee cheque.  An interest at the

rate of 6% per annum is allowed on the total compensation from the

date of filing of claim petition i.e. 30.04.2008 till realisation.

      Given under my hand and seal of this court this 28th day of May,

2019

Member, MACT, Dhubri.       Member,  MACT,

Dhubri.

APPENDIX 

MAC Case No.165/2008
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Claimant’s witness : CW-1 Sushila Choudhury

  CW-2 Rabi Choudhury

 Exhibits 

Ext-1 Discharge Slip

Ext-2 Form No.54 Report

Ext-3 MRI of the whole spinal

Ext-4 to 7 Cash Memos

Ext-8 Certificate of Medical Board

Ext-9 School Certificate

Ext-10 to 13 Blood Examination Reports

Ext-14 Discharge Ticket

Ext-15 Muscle Testing Chart

Ext-16 Discharge Slip

Ext-17 & 18 Blood Test & ECG Report

Ext-19 Report of GMCH, Guwahati

Ext-20 Blood component request

Ext-21 ECG

Ext-22 to 33 Money Receipts

Ext-34 to 71 Cash Memos

Ext-72 to 107 Medical Cash Memos

Ext-108 to 131 Cash Memos & Vouchers

Ext-132 to 138 X-Ray Plates
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