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BEFORE THE ADDL. MEMBER-2, MOTOR ACCIDENT CLAIMS

TRIBUNAL TINSUKIA ::::::: ASSAM

District : Tinsukia.

Present : Md. A. Hakim, M.A, L.L.B,

Addl.  Member-2,

Motor Accident Claims Tribunal,

Tinsukia.    

            M.A.C.T Case No.  111 of 2012

 
1.    Smt.  Bogi  Karmakar  aged  about  40 years

   W/o. Late   Narayan  Karmakar

   President  of  Lachit  Nagar,  Makum,

   P.O, P.S  - Makum,  Dist.  Tinsukia,  Assam,

(The  Claimant  is   the  wife  of   the  deceased  Narayan

Karmakar)

      .........…………Claimant.

       -Versus-
               

1.     Sri  Mon  Bahadur Biswakarma,

    S/o. Lt. Sasta  Bd. Biswakarma,

    R/o. 7 no.  Santipur  Gaon,

    P.S  Sadiya

         Dist.  Tinsukia,  Assam.

(Driver   of  the Vehicle  No.  AR-02-0242 bus  being  DL no.

4461/prof.  valid  up   to   29/03/2013)

2.     General  Manager

               State  Transport  Service
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    Govt.  of  Arunachal  Pradesh

              Pappu  Nallah,  Naharlagun

(Owner & Insurer  of  the  vehicle   no. AR-02-0242)

Dist. Tinsukia,  Assam.

3.     Sri Saurav  Bose,

S/o. Sri  Narayan  Bose,

R/o. Parbatia,

P.O, P.S  &  Dist. Tinsukia,  Assam

 (Driver  of the Vehicle No. AR-23/G-1819 Bolero  being  DL no.

1778TSK  valid  up   to   07/04/2012)

4.    Sri Pinku  Gogoi, 

S/o.  Handeswar  Gogoi,

R/o.  New  Housing  Colony,  Parbatia,

P.O, P.S  &  Dist. Tinsukia,  Assam

          (Owner  of the Vehicle No. AR-23/G-1819 Bolero) 

 
5.   Sri Ram  General  Insurance  Company Ltd.     

  Tinsukia  Branch Hijuguri, 

  P.O, P.S  &  Dist. Tinsukia,  Assam.

            (Insurer of the  Vehicle  no.  AR-23/G-1819 Bolero).  

  ..................Opposite Parties.  

Appearance:-

  Sri B.N Prajapati

  Advocate……………......……...............…..For the Claimant.

  Sri P. Bhowel 

            Advocate........……........…..For the Opposite Party no. 3 & 4.

    

  Date of Argument   :  31.08.19 

  Date of Judgment   :  18.09.2019

 



3

            J  U D G M  E  N  T

1.          This  is   an   application  filed  U/s. 166 Motor Vehicle Act,

1988  by   which  the  claimant   namely,  Smt. Bogi  Karmakar,

seeking   compensation  on  account   of   the   death  of  her

husband, Lt. Narayan  Karmakar.  It is stated that the deceased

had died  in a motor  vehicle  accident  occurred  on  01.10.2012

at   about   09:15 A.M  in   front   of   Ice   Factory  Chandmari,

Makum   under  Makum Police   Station  &  district    Tinsukia,

Assam. 

2.       The   case   of    the  claimant  in  brief   is  that on

01.10.2012 at  about  09:15 AM while  the bus  no. AR-02-0242

coming  from Tinsukia side  towards  Makum with   high  speed

and  when  the said  bus  reaches  near Ice  Factory, Chandmari,

dashed  the  deceased  on  the  road   while  he was going  in

rickshaw keeping  his  left  side of  the  road and  thrown  upon

the  back side  of  a  standing Bolero   standing  a  few  feet

away. The  deceased  was died  on  the  spot due to  hit  by  the

bus  as well  as  hit  by  the  Bolero. The  said  incident  occurred

due  to  the rash  and  negligent  driving  by  the  bus driver  as

well  as  negligent  parking  of  the Bolero   on  the  road. Due  to

the  negligent  act  on  the part  of  the  bus  driver  as  well  as

Bolero,  deceased  died  on  the  spot.  

3.          In connection  with  the  said  accident Makum Police   has

registered a case Makum P.S  case 201/2012 U/s. 279/304(A)/427

IPC  against   the   driver   of   the   offending   vehicle  and

investigated  the  case accordingly.  The Officer in  Charge has

also  issued an  Accident Information  Report in  Form  No. 54. 

4.         The  Claimant  has  further  stated that the  deceased  was

an earning member  of  his  family maintaining  himself  and his  
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wife,  contributing  in  the  family  also  comprised  with  his sons. The

deceased  was an  agriculturist  and  Rickshaw Puller  also,  he  was

earning  a  sum  of  Rs. 12,000/-  per  month  and  due  to  his  sudden

and   unnatural   death   caused   a   great  hardship   towards   the

claimant  and  other  family  members. The  claimant is the  legal  heirs

of  the  deceased  and  she is entitled  to  get  the  compensation  from

the Opposite Parties  and  the  Opposite  Party  is  liable  to  pay  the

compensation  to  the  claimant.  That  further more  after  the  said

accident  the  police  arrived  on the  spot.  

5.       The  claimant   has   claimed   compensation  of   Rs.

11,81,000/- on  account  of  death  of  her  husband on  the

following  heads:

 

          COMPUTATION  OF  THE  COMPUTATION

1. Loss  of  income 12000 X 12 X 11 X 2/3 Rs.  10,56,000/-

2. Funeral  expenses Rs. 2,00,000/-

3. Loss  of  account of  love  and  affection Rs. 1,00,000/-

4. Loss  of  Estate                                              Rs.       5,000/-

Total Rs.11,81,000/-

            

                           (Rupees Eleven Lakhs Eighty One Thousand ) only.

                  

6.         The   Opposite  Parties  1,2,5 have not  contested   the

case by filing separate written  statements.  Hence,  the  case

proceeded  ex-parte  against  them.  The  Opposite Party  no. 3 &

4 were appearing  in the  case  but  later   they failed  to appear

in   the  case.  Hence,  the  case proceeded  exparte  against

them  also.  
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7.            Upon pleadings  the  following issues  are  framed  by  my

Ld. Predecessor:

 
(i) Whether claim  petition  is  maintainable?

(ii) Whether  the deceased Narayan  Karmakar  died  in

a motor vehicle accident occurred on 01.10.2012  at

about 9:15 AM  on N.H  37  in  front  of  Ice  Factory,

Chandmari, Makum,  Assam  due  to  the  rash and

negligent driving of the Bus No.  AS-AR-02-0242?

(iii) Whether  the  claimants  are  entitled  to  get

compensation?  If  so,  to  what  extent  and  from

whom?   

8.          During  the  course   of   hearing  the  claimant   examined

herself   alongwith   another   witness  in  support  of  her  claim,

whereas the OP’s  did  not adduce any evidence.    

 
9.      The Tribunal   has heard the argument  advanced by the

parties at length and also, deciphered the materials on record

for an appropriate outcome of the instant case. 

DISCUSSION, DECISION AND REASON THEREOF

10.      CW.1,   Smt.   Bogi  Karmakar   has   deposed  in  her

evidence-in- affidavit  that she  is  the  claimant  of  the instant

case. The  CW.1  has  stated  that  on 01.10.2012 at   about

09:15  A.M   while  her  husband   was  going   by   riding   his

rickshaw  towards  Makum  on  duty  keeping  his  left  side  of

the  road  suddenly  one  bus bearing  registration  no. AR-02-

0242 coming  from  Arunachal towards  Tinsukia  with  very  high

speed  dashed  her  husband  near  Ice  Factory, Chandmari,

Makum. Consequently  her  husband  was  thrown  upon   the

back side  of  a  Bolero  Pick  up  standing  a  few  feet  away. Her

husband  died  on  the  spot due to  hit  by  the  bus bearing

registration  no. AR-02-0242 as well  as  hit  by  the  Bolero  Pick
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up  being  registration no. AS-23G/1891. The  accident  occurred due to

rash  and  negligent  driving  by  the  driver  of  the bus  as  well  as

negligent  parking  of  the Bolero  Pick up on  the  road. That  after  the

accident  her  husband  was  immediately  taken  to  the Civil  Hospital

Tinsukia whereas  the  doctors  of  the  Civil Hospital, Tinsukia  done

the Post  Mortem  of  the  dead  body  of  her  husband. 

11.         In connection  with  the  said  accident Makum Police   has

registered a case Makum P.S  case 201/2012 U/s. 279/304(A)/427

IPC  against   the   driver   of   the   offending   vehicle  and

investigated  the  case accordingly. The Officer in  Charge has

also  issued an  Accident Information  Report in  Form  No. 54. 

12.        The   Claimant   has   further   stated  that her  husband

was  a  rickshaw  puller as  well  as  a  farmer  by  occupation

and  through  his  work  he  was  earning  a  sum  of  Rs. 12,000/-

per month and maintaining  his  whole  family  consisting  of

her,  two  children  and  his  old  ailing  father  and  mother. He

was  the  sole  earning  member  of  the  family  and  due  to  the

said  accident  they  are  suffering  great  hardship. That  the

claimant  has  claimed  compensation  of  Rs.  11,81,000/-  on

account  of   death   of   her  husband  in   the  aforesaid  motor

accident on  the following  heads:

             COMPUTATION  OF  THE  COMPUTATION

1. Loss  of  income 12000 X 12 X 11 X 2/3 Rs.  10,56,000/-

2. Funeral  expenses Rs. 2,00,000/-

3. Loss  of  account of  love  and  affection Rs. 1,00,000/-

4. Loss  of  Estate                                                  Rs.       5,000/-

Total Rs.11,81,000/-
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 (Rupees Eleven Lakhs Eighty One Thousand ) only.

        The  Claimant  has  exhibited  the  following  documents

during the  hearing of  the  case: 

Exhibit   1   is  the   Accident   information   report  issued   by

Makum Police   Station.

Exhibit  2  is  the  Xerox  copy  of  FIR, 

Exhibit  3  is  the  Xerox  copy  of  Ejahar, 

Exhibit  4  is  the   Xerox  copy  of charge-sheet   

Exhibit  5  is  the  Xerox  copy  of    Post  Mortem   Report.

             

13.      The  Claimant has  filed  her  Additional  evidence  on

affidavit on  26.07.19 by  which  stated  that she  has  filed  the

above  mentioned  claim before  the  Tribunal  on  account  of

death  of  her  husband  Narayan  Karmakar. The  details  of  the

fact  are  mentioned  in  her  claim  petition  as  well  as  her

evidence  on  affidavit  as  filed  in  this  case.  That  during

pendency  of  this  case  her  father  in law  and  mother  in  law

died  and  her  children  are  not  residing  with  her. 

     

14.       In cross-examination by O.P No. 3 & 4 the CW.1, Smt. Bogi

Karmakar  has  deposed  that  at  the  time  of  incident  she

was  at  home. The P.O  is  1 K.M  away  from  her  house. Her

husband  was  knocked down far behind  by  a Arunachal bus.

The Bolero  was standing on the compound of a house and  the

deceased  was  thrown  away and  his  body  fell  behind  the

vehicle.  The Bolero did not knock  her  husband. 

15.       CW.2, Sri  Tileswar  Tanti has deposed  in his evidence-in-

affidavit  that he is an  eye  witness  of  this  case.  The CW. 2

has  stated  that   he  knows  the  deceased.  He  was  Rickshaw

puller  by  occupation  and  through  his  work  he   was
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maintaining  his  whole  family  consisting  of  his  wife,  2 children  and

his   old   ailing  father  and  mother. He  was  the  sole   earning

member  of  the  family. That on 01.10.2012 at  about  09:15 A.M  while

he  was  standing  nearby  the  roadside  and  waiting  for  auto he  saw

that  a  rickshaw puller was  going  towards  Makum  by  riding  his

rickshaw keeping his  left side  of  the  road  suddenly  one bus bearing

registration  no. AR-02-0242 coming  from  Arunachal towards  Tinsukia

with  very  high  speed  dashed  the  rickshaw puller near  Ice  Factory,

Chandmari, Makum. Consequently  he was  thrown  upon   the  back

side  of  a  Bolero  Pick  up  standing  a  few  feet  away. The rickshaw

puller  died  on  the  spot due to  hit  by  the  bus bearing  registration

no.  AR-02-0242  as  well  as   hit   by   the   Bolero   Pick   up   being

registration no. AS-23G-1891. The  accident  occurred due to  rash  and

negligent  driving  by  the  driver  of  the bus  as  well  as  negligent

parking  of  the Bolero  Pick up on  the  road. That  after  the  accident

the rickshaw puller was  immediately  taken  to  the Civil   Hospital

Tinsukia whereas  the  doctors  of  the  Civil Hospital, Tinsukia  done

the Post  Mortem  of  the  dead  body. 

16.     In   Cross-examination  by  OP No.  3  &  4,  the  CW.2 has

deposed  that at  the  time of  incident he  was  standing  in

front  of   a Gomti which  is  situated  100m  away  from  the  P.O.

The  Bolero  was  in  the  compound  of  a  person Opp.  15 ft.

away from  the  road.   The  Arunachal  State   Bus   knocked

Narayan  and  his  body  was  thrown  to  where the  Bolero  was

standing.   

 
17.         Now   in   view   of   proper  decision  and  adjudication I

am discussing  the  Issue  No. 1 and 2 one  by  one  as follows:

 

ISSUE NO. 1
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18.       With  regard to  the  Issue  no. 1 Ld. Counsel for the

claimant has pointed out that the case is maintainable as per

M.V. Act. The deceased has died due to the accident and the O.P

could not prove that the case is not maintainable in the eye of

law.  Hence  prays  to  decide  the  issue  no.  1  in  favour  of  the

claimant.

19.       Upon hearing both sides I have gone through the material

on record and found that the claimant has filed the case u/s 166

A M.V. Act for the compensation. During the time of trial the O.P.

no. 3 & 4 have contested the case but they could not prove that

the case is filed contrary to the law. As the deceased has died of

an  accident  and  as  the  FIR  &  Form no.  54  have  proved  the

accident  and as there is  nothing contrary to  law I  am of  the

considered view that the claimant has succeeded to prove that

the case is maintainable in the eye of law. Hence the Issue no. 1

is decided in favour of the claimant. 

ISSUE NO. 2

20.    With  regard  to  the  Issue  no.  2  Whether   the  deceased

Narayan  Karmakar  died  in a motor vehicle accident occurred

on 01.10.2012  at  about 9:15 AM  on N.H  37  in  front  of  Ice

Factory,  Chandmari, Makum,  Assam  due  to  the  rash and

negligent driving of the Bus No.  AS-AR-02-0242?  I have gone

through the material on record. 

21.      The CW 1 has deposed that she  is  the  claimant  of  the

instant case. The  CW.1  has  stated  that  on 01.10.2012 at

about  09:15 A.M  while her husband  was going  by  riding  his

rickshaw  towards  Makum  on  duty  keeping  his  left  side  of

the  road  suddenly  one  bus bearing  registration  no. AR-02-

0242 coming  from  Arunachal  towards  Tinsukia  with  very  high

speed  dashed  her  husband  near  Ice  Factory, Chandmari, Makum.
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Consequently  her  husband  was  thrown  upon   the  back side  of  a

Bolero  Pick  up  standing  a  few  feet  away. Her  husband  died  on

the  spot due to  hit  by  the  bus bearing  registration  no. AR-02-0242

as well  as  hit  by  the  Bolero  Pick  up  being  registration no. AS-

23G/1891. The  accident  occurred due to  rash  and  negligent  driving

by  the  driver  of  the bus  as  well  as  negligent  parking  of  the

Bolero  Pick up on  the  road. That  after  the  accident  her  husband

was  immediately  taken  to  the Civil  Hospital Tinsukia whereas  the

doctors  of  the  Civil Hospital, Tinsukia  done the Post  Mortem  of  the

dead  body  of  her  husband.

22.       The evidence of the CW 1 is corroborated by the CW 2. The

opposite parties no. 3 & 4 cross-examined the CW 1 & CW 2 but

could not falsify the death of the deceased in accident. Although

the  claimant  has  tried  to  implicate  the  driver  of  the  alleged

Bolero vehicle but from the evidence of the CW 1 & CW 2 it is

proved that the alleged accident was caused due  to  the  rash

and negligent  driving of  the driver of  the Bus No.   AS-AR-02-

0242. There is no fault on the part of the Balero. Thus the Issue

no. 2 is decided accordingly. 

ISSUE NO. 3

23.       With  regard  to the Issue no. 3 i.e. whether the claimants

are entitled to get compensation? If so, to what extent and from

whom? I heard both sides. 

24.       In view of the above discussion and as the said accident

had occurred due to the rash and negligent driving of the driver

of the vehicle bearing registration no. AS-AR-02-0242 the

claimants are entitled for the compensation for the sad demise of Late

Narayan  Karmakar.

25.       But  with  regard  to   the   payment  of  the  just and
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adequate  compensation to  the claimants  let  us evaluate  the

facts and circumstances arises in the instant case.

26.      In the  case  of  Sarla  Verma  vs. Delhi Transport

Corporation,  reported in (2009) 6 SCC 121, the Hon’ble

Supreme Court has held that,  “Basically only three facts need

to be established by the claimants for assessing compensation

in the case of death : (a) age of the deceased; (b) income of the

deceased; and the (c) the number of dependents. The issues to

be  determined  by  the  Tribunal  to  arrive  at  the  loss  of

dependency are (i) additions/deductions to be made for arriving

at  the  income;  (ii)  the  deduction  to  be  made  towards  the

personal living expenses of the deceased; and (iii) the multiplier

to be applied with reference of the age of the deceased.”

27.       In the  instant  case  the  claimant  has stated  in  the

petition that  the  age  of  the  deceased was about 45 years at

the time of his death. But the claimant has not submitted any

certificate to prove the age of the deceased.  Hence I am of the

view that it would be helpful and convenient to hold the age of

the deceased as per Post Mortem report.  It appears from the

Post Mortem report that the age of the deceased was 65 years

at the time of  the death.  As there is no other documents to

prove the age of the deceased otherwise, I hold the age of the

deceased was 65 years at the time of the death as mentioned in

the post mortem report.

 
28.      Ld.  Counsel  for  the claimant  has pointed out  that  the

deceased was a rickshaw puller and had an income of Rs. 

12,000/- per month. But there is nothing to prove that the authenticity

of the income of the deceased. 

29.      As   the   deceased   was  a  rickshaw  puller  it  can  be
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presumed that  the  deceased was  earning   an  amount  of  Rs.

200/- per day. Accordingly it can be presumed that the deceased

was earning about Rs.6000/- PM. Hence I hold that the deceased

had a income of Rs. 6000/- per month at the time of her death.

Hence total earning per annum of the deceased was Rs. 6000.00

X 12 months = Rs. 72,000.00 only.

30.       With regard to the future prospect of a deceased Hon'ble

Supreme  Court  has  held in the in para  61 (iv)  of  National

Insurance Company Limited v. Pranay Sethi and Ors. SPL

(Civil) No. 25590 of 2014, as follows :  ”In case the deceased

was self-employed or on a fixed salary, an addition of 40% of the

established income should be the warrant where the deceased

was below the age of 40 years. An addition of 25% where the

deceased  was  between  the  age  of  40  to  50  years  and  10%

where the deceased was between the age of  50 to 60 years

should be regarded as the necessary method of  computation.

The  established  income  means  the  income  minus  the  tax

component”.

31.         Now in view of the decision of the Hon’ble Supreme Court

and  as in the instant case that the age of the deceased was 65

years at  the time of   his death I  am not inclined to add any

income under the head of future prospect.

32.       In  the  case of  Sarla Verma   (supra),   the Hon’ble

Supreme  Court  has  held  that-  “Though  in  some  cases  the

deduction to be made towards personal and living expenses is

calculated on the basis of units indicated in  Trilok Chandra, the

general practice is to apply standardized deductions. Having 

considered several subsequent decisions of this Court, we are of the

view that  where  the  deceased  was  married,  the  deduction  towards

personal  and  living  expenses  of  the  deceased,  should  be  one-third

(1/3rd) where the number of dependent family members is 2 to 3, one-
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fourth (1/4th) where the number of dependent family members is 4 to 6,

and one-fifth (1/5th) where the number of dependent family members

exceed six.”

33.        In   the   instant   case,  the  claimant  has deposed the

family of the deceased was consisted of old parents, wife and

two sons at the time of his death. Hence the  dependent family

members  of  the  deceased  was  05,  the  deduction  towards

personal  and living expenses of  the deceased should be one-

fourth (1/4th). One-fourth (1/4th) personal and living expenses of

Rs. 72,000/- is Rs. 18000/-.  Therefore, the claimants are entitled

to receive the remaining  three-fourth (3/4th) of  Rs. 72,000/-  i.e.

Rs. 54,000/- as total savings.

34.      As per the decision of  the of  Sarla  Verma (supra),  the

multiplier  that  has  to be applied to find out  the loss of  total

dependency is 07 as the age of the deceased  at the time of her

death  was  held  to  be  65  years. The  relevant  portion  of  the

decision of Sarla Verma (supra) judgment reads as follows: “21.

We therefore hold that the multiplier to be used should be as

mentioned  in  column  (4)  of  the  Table  above  (prepared  by

applying Susamma Thomas, Trilok Chandra and Charlie), which

starts with an operative multiplier of 18 (for the age groups of 15

to 20 and 21 to 25 years), reduced by one unit for every five

years, that is M-17 for 26 to 30 years, M-16 for 31 to 35 years,

M-15 for 36 to 40 years, M-14 for 41 to 45 years, and M-13 for 46

to 50 years, then reduced by two units for every five years, that

is, M-11 for 51 to 55 years, M-9 for 56 to 60 years, M-7 for 61 to

65 years and M-5 for 66 to 70 years.”

35.         As such, the loss of dependency is Rs. 54,000/- X 07 = Rs.

3,78,000/-  only  (Rupees  Three  lakhs  Seventy  Eight  thousand

only). 

36.       As  per  the  decision of the  Hon’ble  Supreme Court in
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National Insurance Company Limited v. Pranay Sethi and

Ors. (SPL (Civil) No. 25590 of 2014) the claimant is entitled

to get the funeral expenses to the tune of Rs. 15,000/- and Rs.

15,000/- for loss of estate. The claimant is also entitled to get Rs.

40,000/-  due  to  the  death  of  her  husband   as  consortium

amount.   Thus,  accordingly,  the  award  is  computed  in  the

following scale:-

Rs. 6,000 X 12 = Rs. 72,000/- annual Income

1/4th of  Income  of  Rs.  72,000/-  is  =  Rs.  18,000/-

(Dependency of deceased).

(3/4th)  of  Rs.  72,000/-  i.e.  Rs.  54,000/-  as  total

savings.

Rs. 54,000/- X 07 = Rs. 3,78,000/- only (Multiplier

applied)

Rs. 3,78,000/-+ Rs. 15,000/- (Loss of estate) = Rs.

3,93,000/-

Rs.  3,93,000/-+ Rs.15,000/- (Funeral Expense) = Rs.

4,08,000/-

Rs.  4,08,000/-  +  Rs.  40,000/-  (Consortium)  =  Rs.

4,48,000/- (Rupees Four Lakh Forty Eight Thousand

Only).

Hence total compensation would be  Rs. 4,48,000/-

(Rupees Four Lakh Forty Eight Thousand only)   in

total only). 

37.   The above amount is awarded to the  claimants on the

death of Late   Narayan  Karmakar due to the aforesaid vehicular

accident.
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38.  From  the  reasons  as  analyzed  above,  the  O.P  No.  2

General  Manager, State  Transport  Service, Govt.  of  Arunachal

Pradesh is  liable  to  pay  the  compensation  amount  i.e.  Rs.

4,48,000/-  (Rupees  Four  Lakh  Forty  Eight  Thousand)   in  total

only.

39.    In view of the above discussion and considering all facts

and circumstances, it is decided that the claimants are entitled

to get the award of compensation as calculated and computed

above, under the law and equity. Accordingly, the issue no. 3 is

decided. 

O R D E R

40.   In   the  result,  the  claim petition of  the claimant  is

allowed and the total amount of compensation to the tune of Rs.

4,48,000/- (Rupees Four Lakh Forty Eight Thousand only)

in  total  only  computed  on  different  heads  is  awarded  to  the

claimants. O.P No. 2 General  Manager, State  Transport  Service,

Govt.  of  Arunachal  Pradesh is directed to pay an amount i.e.

Rs. 4,48,000/- (Rupees Four Lakh Forty Eight Thousand

only)  in total only to the claimant.

41.   It  is  pertinent  to  mention  here  that  in  regard  to  the

interest  on the amount of compensation  in MACT case Hon’ble

Supreme Court has ordered  on 2 July, 2013 in the case of  Jiju

Kuruvilla  and  vs.  Kunjujamma  Mohan  and  others  Civil

Appeal No. 4945-4946  as follows that:- “The claimants are

entitled to get the said amount of compensation alongwith

interest @ 12% from the date of filing of the petition till the date of

realisation, leaving rest of the conditions as mentioned in the award

intact”.
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42.    Hence  in  pursuance of  the  Judgment of  the Hon’ble

Supreme Court the claimant is bestowed with 12 % interest per

annum  from  the  date  of  filing  of  the  claim  petition  till  the

realization of the total amount of compensation on the basis of

aforesaid terms and conditions.

43.  Accordingly,  this  instant  MAC  case  is  disposed  of  on

contest.

44.  Given under my hand and seal of this Tribunal on this the

18th day of September 2019.

    Dictated and corrected by me.

 

         (A. Hakim)                                      (A. Hakim),                  
      Addl. Member-2                                     Addl. Member-2,               
M.A.C. Tribunal,Tinsukia                               M.A.C. Tribunal,Tinsukia      
                     
             

     

Transcribed  by :

P.D Phukan (Steno)

 


