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BEFORE THE ADDL. MEMBER - 2, MOTOR ACCIDENT 
CLAIMS TRIBUNAL : TINSUKIA : ASSAM 

 

District:     Tinsukia 

Present: Sri J.K  Das,  AJS, 
Addl. Member - 2, 
Motor Accident Claims Tribunal, 
Tinsukia. 
 
 

 

     M.A.C.T. Case No. 04 of 2016  

Sri Lal Babu Rai, 

S/o. Late  Sakaldev  Rai, 

A permanent resident  of Gijas Tola Sisaavaniya,  Anchal  

Saraiya, 

District -  Mujafarapur,  Bihar Pin  843123,  

 
Presently  residing  at 
Masjid Patty, Na-Pukhuri, near Jalan Building,  
P.O., P.S. and Dist. Tinsukia, Assam. ………………..CLAIMANT                                              

 
  

-Versus- 
 

1) Sri Ram Pravesh Rai, 
   S/o.  Sri Pradip  Rai, 

R/o. Na-pukhuri road, Tinsukia. 
P.O., P.S. and District- Tinsukia, Assam. 
 
[Driver of  vehicle  bearing  registration No. AS-23-5565(TRUCK)] 
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2) Sri Manti Devi 
       Sri Ram Pravesh Rai,     

R/o. Na-pukhuri road, Tinsukia. 
P.O., P.S. and District- Tinsukia, Assam   

 
[Owner of  vehicle  bearing  registration No. AS-23-5565(TRUCK)] 
  
 

3) The  Manager, 

       The New India Assurance Co. Limited,  

       Having  its  Division  Office  at  Plaza  Complex, 

       2nd  Floor,  Rangagara  Road,  Tinsukia, 

       P.O. P.S  and  District -  Tinsukia,  Assam.   

 

[Insurer of  vehicle  bearing  registration No. AS-23-5565(TRUCK)] 
   

 

Appeared: 

Sri  S. Chutia 

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

   

Sri   G.  Chakraborty 
Advocate………………........….For the O.P. No. 3. 

 
 
Date of Argument: 11.11.2022    

Date of Judgment: 23.11.2022. 
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        J  U  D  G  M  E  N  T 

 

1.             This is an application u/s. 166 of the Motor Vehicles Act 

(M.V. Act in short), filed by the claimant  namely, Sri Lal Babu Rai, 

claiming compensation, amounting to Rs. 24,58,988.50  for his  

injuries in a  motor vehicle accident. 

 
2.           The brief fact of the case, is  that on 27/02/2014 at about 

7:00 AM, when the claimant was standing near backside) Hjuguri 

Railway Station in between 10 No, railway and 11 No. railway line 

i.e near railway wagons, under  Police Station,   District Tinsukia, 

Assam, suddenly one vehicle bearing registration No.AS-23-5565 

(TRUCK) driven by its driver in a most rash and negligent manner, 

directly dashed the injured as a result of which the injured 

sustained grievous injuries on his person particularly on right leg 

and other vital parts of his body, in the said accident the right leg 

of the injured got badly fractured, After the accident the injured 

was immediately taken to Tinsukia Orthopedic Clinic Hospital & 

Research Centre (S.K. Dey, Khageswar Road) and on the same 

day for better treatment he was referred to Aditya Diagnostics & 

Hospitals, Dibrugarh, wherein after undergoing several operations 

he was discharged on 12/03/2014. As his health condition was not 

improving so for better treatment he was shifted to Muzafarpur, 

Bihar. 
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3.               It is pertinent to mention here that till day the injured 

has not been fully recovered and he has to remain under 

continuous supervision of doctor. The Claimant has incurred an 

amount of Rs.1,78,488.54 in bills against his treatment and 

Rs.80,000.00 without bill. In addition to the aforesaid expenses 

an amount of Rs.50,000.00 has also been incurred by the 

claimant and his family members for lodgings, fooding, 

conveyance charges and other expenses. The injured has 

incurred approximately Rs.3,08,488.54 against his treatment till 

date. Though the claimant was released from hospital but remain 

totally under bed rest till July, 2015. Till day the claimant is 

unable to walk normally and could not lift and carry any weighted 

article. The claimant has also became disabled to drive any 

vehicles. 

 
4.               After the accident, a case being Tinsukia P.S. Case 

No.166 of 2014 under section 279/338 I.P.C.   was registered.  

Hence, the claimant has filed this case claiming compensation. 

 
5.              The  claimant  further  stated  that, the accident 

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

of the vehicle bearing registration No.AS-23-5565 (TRUCK). In 

this regard a case has been registered being Tinsukia P.S. Case 

No. 166 of 2014 under section 279/338 I.P.C. and thereafter said 

case has been charge sheeted against the Driver-Sri Ram Pravesh 
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Rai which is pending for trial in the Court of Learned Chief 

Judicial Magistrate, Tinsukia. 

 
6.                The  injured was working as a driver by  profession 

under Sri Satya Narayan Rai and was paid an amount of 

Rs.8,000/- per month by his employer as remuneration/salary 

and in addition to that he was getting Rs.250/- per day as food 

allowance. 

 
7.             The injured was 43 years of age at the time of his 

accident. Due to injuries sustained by the victim in the accident 

his right leg has been permanently disabled and as a result he 

will not be able to drive the vehicle in future and moreover he is 

unable to carry out his day to day work like a normal person and 

presently he is unemployed and dependent upon other for his 

livelihood. His future prospect has also been damaged. The family 

members consisting of wife, two minor sons and old ailing mother 

were totally dependent upon the sole earning of the claimant.  

The  claimant  has  filed  this  case  claiming  compensation  on  

the  following  heads:- 
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                      COMPUTATION OF  COMPENSATION 
 

1) Loss of  Income (Rs. 15,500 X 17 months) = Rs.  2,63,500.00 

2) Loss of  Future Income (Rs. 15,500 X 12 X 17 X 
30%) 

= Rs.  8,37,000.00 

3) Medical  expenses  in  voucher =Rs.   1,78,488,54 

4) Medical  expenses  without  voucher            =Rs.      80,000.00 

5) Future  Medical  Expenses                          =Rs.   1,50,000.00 

6) Pain and  sufferings                                  =Rs.   3,00,000.00 

7) Loss of amenities                                     =Rs.   4,00,000.00 

8) Loss  of future  prospects                        =Rs.   2,00,000.00 

9) Other  expenses  like  lodging, fooding,  
conveyance charges 

=Rs.     50,000.00 

 Total =Rs. 24,58.988.50 
 

 

 
Rupees  (Twenty four Lakhs Fifty Eight Thousand  
Nine  Hundred Eighty  Eight & Fifty Paise) Only. 
 

8.                On receipt of notice of the instant case, the Opposite  

Party no. 1  & 2 did  not appear  to  contest  the  case. Hence,  

the  case  proceeded  exparte  against  them. The Opp. Party  no. 

3  has  contested   the  case by filing written  statement.  

 
9.               In its written statements  the opposite party  no. 3  has 

stated  that  the present petition is neither maintainable in law 

nor in fact; That, the Claimant has no right to sue. The Claimant 

is not entitled to any compensation from the answering OP and 

the petition is liable to be dismissed. That, the present Tribunal 

has no jurisdiction. That, the petition is vague and does not 

disclose the full particulars of the alleged accident and there is 

suppression of facts and hence liable to be rejected. The 
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answering OP craves leave of the learned Tribunal to file 

additional written statement as and when such full and better 

particulars are furnished. That, the petition is not supported by 

necessary documents and the amount claimed in para 20 of the 

petition is baseless, miscalculated, unjustified and exorbitant. 

Moreover, the Claimant is not entitled to any amount of 

compensation; and as such, the petition is liable to be dismissed. 

That, whatever not admitted in this written statement shall be 

deemed to have been specifically denied by the answering OP 

and the Claimant is required to prove the same in due legal 

manner.  

 
10.     That, without prejudice, the answering OP further begs 

to submit as under: 

(a)  That, the contents of paras-1, 2 and 3 of the petition 

with regard to the identity, address and age of the 

injured- all are not within the knowledge of the 

answering OP; and hence denied; and as such 

required the Claimant to prove the same in due legal 

manner. 

(b) That, the occupation, the name & address of the 

employer and the monthly income of the injured as 

mentioned in paras 4, 5 and 6 of the petition are 

specifically denied; and as such, required the 

Claimant to prove strictly in accordance with law. 

(c) That, the   contents  of  8-16 are  within  the  

knowledge  of  the  answering  Opp. Party hence not  
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admitted as such required the Claimant to prove the 

same in due legal manner. 

(d)  That,  with  regard  to  the  contents  of para  no. 

17 of  the  petition, it  is  submitted  that  the   

claimant  neither  furnished  the  details  of  the   

policy  nor have  furnished   the  copy  of  insurance  

policy,  hence, the answering DP craves leave of the 

Tribunal. 

(e) That, the   contents  of 19 of  the  petition is within  

the  knowledge  of  the  answering  Opp. Party hence 

not  admitted as such required the Claimant to prove 

the same in due legal manner. 

(f) That, the   contents  of 21 of  the  petition is  

specifically  denied for  want of  knowledge, as such 

required the Claimant to prove the same in due legal 

manner. 

(g)  That, the answering OP has no liability under the 

provisions of the Motor Vehicles Act, 1988 (as 

amended up to date).The answering OP craves leave 

of the learned Tribunal to enable to  take  up  all  the 

pleas  to which it  is  entitled to raise under the 

provisions of the Motor Vehicle Act,  1988 and  Rules   

framed there under. 

(h) That, the answering OP further begs to  submit  that  

even  if on  adjudication of the case, the Claimant is 

found entitled to compensation. Then  also  it  
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cannot  be ordered to take the liability of interest as 

there is no statutory  liability  on  it  to pay  interest.  

Hence   the  answering  O.P   prayed  to dismiss the 

petition.   

  
11.           On the basis of the pleadings, following issues were 

framed – 

(i)   Whether Sri Lal Babu Rai injured in a road accident 

which occurred on 27.02.14 at about 7 AM near 

(backside) Hijuguri Railway Station between 10 No. 

Railway line and 11 No. Railway line i.e near 

wagons due to rash and negligent driving of the 

vehicle registration no. AS-23-5565(Truck)? 

 
(ii)  Whether the claimant is entitled to get 

compensation? If so, to what and from whom? 

 

DECISION, DISCUSSION AND REASONS THEREOF: 

12.      The claimant examined two witnesses, i.e  Claimant  

no. 1 and another eye witness as CW.2.  The O.P side  have 

did not adduce evidence  it its  support.  I have heard the 

arguments of ld. counsels of the parties at length and 

scrutinized the materials available with the record. 

 
13.      CW.1,  Sri  Lalbabu  Rai  is the claimant    and he has  

testified in his evidence on affidavit in a similar and identical 
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manner  as that of the contents of his claim petition, which  is 

narrated  above, and as such, his evidence on affidavit is not 

repeated here for sake of brevity. CW1 has exhibited  the  

following  documents   in  course of hearing of the case. 

Ext.1,………….. ..FIR, 
Ext. 2, ………….. Ejahar 
Ext. 3, ………….. Charge-sheet, 
Ext. 4, ………….. Seizure-list, 
Ext. 5, ………….. Sketch map, 
Ext. 6, ………….. MVI  Report, 
Ext. 7, ………….. Form  no. 54, 
Ext. 8, ………….. Salary  certificate  issued  by employer, 
Ext. 9, ………….. Driving  License  of  the  claimant, 
Ext. 10, …………..Photograph  of  the  claimant, 

Ext. 11(1)  to  11(128), ………….…………...Discharge  
certificate(s), prescription(s), medical  report(s),  medical  
bills  and  vouchers. 

 

14.            In Cross-Examination  of C.W.1,  has  stated  that 

he  is  a  driver  by profession. In the year  2014(date  could  

not  be  recollected) he  had  gone  to Tinsukia Railway  

Station  to  load M.O.P  from Reck. On  the  site besides  

Railway  track  there  is road for vehicles. There is  Railway  

ward measuring  around 1/2 KM. The  ward  is  not  connected  

with  main  road. In  the  year  at  the relevant  time,  there  

was  around  200 vehicles. His  vehicle  was  parked  for 

loading. After  the  accident  he fell  unconscious  and  he  

could  not  say  the  happenings till  he gain his  sense after  

his operation  at  around 8 P.M. The  accident  was  not  

reported  to  the  GRP, Tinsukia Railway  Station. No enquiry 
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with respect  to  the  accident  ever  been  conducted  by the 

GRP,  Tinsukia.  

 
15.        His  brother, Sri  Jagdish  Rai  had  reported  the   

accident  to  the O.C,  Tinsukia  police  station on 04.03.14. 

After  the  accident  he had gone  to  his native  place at  

Bihar  and  after  around 2 years he  came to  Tinsukia and 

have  collected  the  report  from  the police  station.  Around  

one year  back  he adduced  evidence  in  the G.R  case  no. 

394/14. He  cannot  say whether  the  driver  of  the offending  

vehicle  was  convicted  or  acquitted. He  cannot recollect on  

which  date  he was  discharged  from Aditya  Hospital,  

Dibrugarh.   He   was  driving  the vehicle  of  Sri  

Satyanarayan Rai  at  the  time  of  accident. Sri  Satyanarayan 

Rai  is having  8 to  10 public  carrier vehicles. After  his    

arrival  from Bihar,  at  around  2 years  back, he  had  

obtained  the  salary  certificate,  Ext. A  from Sri  

Satyanarayan Rai.  He  denies  the  suggestion  that  the  

accident  did not  take place  due  to rash and negligent 

driving  of  truck no. AS-23-5565.               

 

16.        GRP  personnel  were  given  no  chance  to enquire  

into  the  accident. He  denies  the  suggestion  that  he  is 

deposing  falsely  about the  accident.   He cannot   say   

whether   the owner  and  driver of  the  offending  vehicle  

had  given  treatment  expenditure to his family  members  or  
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to him.  He  denies  the  suggestion  that  he  did not  depose 

in  the Criminal  case  about  the  accident.  He cannot  say  

whether  the other  witnesses  who  deposed  in  Criminal  

case  stated   to  the  Court  regarding  payment of  treatment  

expenditure  by  the  owner  and  driver  of  the  offending  

vehicle  to him.  He  denies  the  suggestion  that   the  Ext. 8  

is  a  manufactured  document  and  that  he never  worked  

under  any Sri  Satyanarayan Rai  and  therefore, he  did  not  

mark Exhibit  marking  of  the  signature  of Sri  Satyanarayan 

Rai. He  has   not  submitted   any  Disability  Certificate in  

the  case. He  denies  the  suggestion  that   on the  day  of  

accident   he did not  go there  for  gossip  with  others.   

 
17.        It  is   a   fact  that   he   took  tea  alongwith  the  

driver  of  the  offending vehicle  on  the  day of  accident. 

 

18.        He  denies  the  suggestion  that  he did  not know  

that  the  driver  of  the  offending  vehicle  was  acquitted in  

the  Criminal  case  as  rash  and  negligent  driving  could  not  

be  proved  against  him.  He  denies  the  suggestion  that  he 

is not  entitled  to  the  compensation for  making  of  false  

claim  and  his calculation  is vague  without   supporting  any 

document,  miscalculated  and baseless.  He  denies  the  

suggestion  that  he is  also not eligible  for   loss  of  future  

income  as  no supporting  document  has  been  filed  by  him 

to  substantiate  the Permanent  Disability. 
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19.       CW.2,  Jagdish  Rai  is another witness of the claimant 

and he has  testified in his evidence on affidavit in a similar 

and identical manner  as that of the contents of the claim 

petition, which  is narrated  above, and as such, his evidence 

on affidavit is not repeated here for sake of brevity.   

 

20.        In Cross-Examination by  Opp. Party No.  3 the  CW.2,  

has  stated  that Lalbabu  Rai  is  his  younger brother.  He has 

not  mentioned in his evidence in  chief  that  Lalbabu Rai  is  

his  younger brother. He  is working  as   labour (Motia).  His 

brother  Lalbabu  Rai  is a  driver. On  the  fateful  day  his  

brother Lalbabu  Rai  went  to  the  spot  with his  truck  to 

load  goods. His brother's  truck  was  parked  at the parking 

place  of  the  railway  station. The  offending  vehicle  was  

parked  near  to  the  vehicle of  his brother's  truck. The  

offending  vehicle  hit his   brother  from  the  front  side. His  

brother  was  standing  around  10-12'  from  the  offending  

truck. Prior to  accident,  the offending  truck  was  standing in 

normal  condition.  Suddenly,   there  was  hue  and  cry  for  

loading of  truck.  At  the  moment,  the offending  truck  was 

just started and  moved  forward  and hit his  brother. Around  

20-25 persons  were standing at  the  site  of  occurrence. 

They  did  not  report the  accident  to  the  Railway  police, 

although the  accident occurred  within  railway  boundary.  

They did  not  carry  Lalbabu  Rai  to  any  Civil  Hospital,  but  
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directly  brought  him to  Dr. S.K Dey Nursing Home. He has 

not  mentioned inhis  affidavit in  evidence  that his brother   

was  standing in  safe  position and in  an  attentive  manner  

and  that  the offending  truck  without blowing  horn, hit  his 

brother. He has not  mentioned in his affidavit in  evidence   

as regards  the  case no. in which  he was  interrogated  by  

the police. He  denies  the  suggestion  that  he is deposing  

falsely in  this  case  as  the claimant happens  to  be  his  

brother. He  denies  the  suggestion  that   the  accident  did 

not occur  due  to  rash and  negligent  driving of  offending  

truck  bearing  regn. no. AS-23-5565. He  denies  the  

suggestion  that  he  deposed  falsely  that  his  brother  is not  

driving  vehicle  after  the  accident. He  denies  the  

suggestion  that  his  brother  Lalbabu  Rai  did not  get  

fracture injury on his  right leg.  

 
21.          After  discussion  of  the  above  evidence  of  the 

claimant’s sides now  the  Tribunal   decided  its  opinion  on  

the  issue wise – 

 
22.       Issue  no. (i) Whether Sri Lal Babu Rai injured in a 

road accident which occurred on 27.02.14 at about 7 AM near 

(backside) Hijuguri Railway Station between 10 No. Railway 

line and 11 No. Railway line i.e near wagons due to rash and 

negligent driving of the vehicle registration no. AS-23-

5565(Truck)? Ld.  Advocate   for  the  Claimant  has stated  
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that   on 27/02/2014 at about 7:00 AM, when the claimant 

was standing near backside) Hjuguri Railway Station in 

between 10 No, railway and 11 No. railway line i.e near 

railway wagons, under  Police Station,   District Tinsukia, 

Assam, suddenly one vehicle bearing registration No.AS-23-

5565 (TRUCK) driven by its driver in a most rash and negligent 

manner, directly dashed the injured as a result of which the 

injured sustained grievous injuries on his person particularly 

on right leg and other vital parts of his body, in the said 

accident the right leg of the injured got badly fractured, After 

the accident the injured was immediately taken to Tinsukia 

Orthopedic Clinic Hospital & Research Centre (S.K. Dey, 

Khageswar Road) and on the same day for better treatment 

he was referred to Aditya Diagnostics & Hospitals, Dibrugarh, 

wherein after undergoing several operations he was 

discharged on 12/03/2014. As his health condition was not 

improving so for better treatment he was shifted to 

Muzafarpur, Bihar.   But  till date the injured has not been fully 

recovered and he has to remain under continuous supervision 

of doctor. The Claimant has incurred an amount of 

Rs.1,78,488.54 in bills against his treatment and Rs.80,000.00 

without bill. In addition to the aforesaid expenses an amount 

of Rs.50,000.00 has also been incurred by the claimant and his 

family members for lodgings, fooding, conveyance charges 

and other expenses. The injured has incurred approximately 

Rs.3,08,488.54 against his treatment till date. Though the 
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claimant was released from hospital but remain totally under 

bed rest till July, 2015. Till day the claimant is unable to walk 

normally and could not lift and carry any weighted article. The 

claimant has also became disabled to drive any vehicles. 

 
23.        The  claimant  further  stated  that, the accident 

occurred only due to the rash and negligent driving of the 

driver of the vehicle bearing registration No.AS-23-5565 

(TRUCK). In this regard a case has been registered being 

Tinsukia P.S. Case No. 166 of 2014 under section 279/338 

I.P.C. and thereafter said case has been charge sheeted 

against the Driver-Sri Ram Pravesh Rai which is pending for 

trial in the Court of Learned Chief Judicial Magistrate, Tinsukia. 

 
24.       The  injured was 43 years of age at the time of his 

accident and was  a driver by  profession under Sri Satya 

Narayan Rai and was paid an amount of Rs.8,000/- per month 

by his employer as remuneration/salary and in addition to that 

he was getting Rs.250/- per day as food allowance.  

 
25.       Due to injuries sustained by the victim in the accident 

his right leg has been permanently disabled and as a result he 

will not be able to drive the vehicle in future and moreover he 

is unable to carry out his day to day work like a normal person 

and presently he is unemployed and dependent upon other for 

his livelihood. His future prospect has also been damaged. The 

family members consisting of wife, two minor sons and old 
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ailing mother were totally dependent upon the sole earning of 

the claimant.  As the accident occurred only due to the rash 

and negligent driving of the driver of the vehicle bearing 

registration No.AS-23-5565 (TRUCK)  hence,  I  found  this  

issue  is  decided  affirmative  in  favour  of  the   claimant. 

 
26.      Issue No. (ii) :- Whether the claimant is entitled to 

get compensation? If so, to what and from whom?. Upon  

discussion  of  the  above  issues  no. 1,   the   issue is   

decided in  affirmative  and  accident  occurred  due  to  rash 

and  negligent  driving  of  the  driver  of  the  vehicle  which  

was  proved  by  CWs. In  respect  of  monthly income  of  

injured,  Rs. 8,000/-  per  month and  food  allowance of Rs. 

250/- per  day i.e Rs. 250/- X 30 = Rs. 7,500/-  which is  

proved  by Ext. 8 (Salary  certificate) and  not  disputed  by  

the  Opp. Party.  I  have  gone  through  the  Salary Certificate  

and  I  found  that (Rs. 8,000/- +Rs. 7,500/-) = Rs. 15,500/-  

per  month will   be  justified.   

 
27.        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 18 as the age of the deceased at the time of his 

death was held to be 20 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 



 

18 

 

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- 22 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.”   

 
28.          The  claimant is  entitled  to  get   compensation    

as  per  Motor  Vehicle  Act  and  accordingly,  the  quantum  

of  compensation  to which the claimant is entitled to, is 

assessed as under. – 

  

                          COMPUTATION OF  COMPENSATION 

1) Loss of  Income (Rs. 15,500 X 17 months) = Rs.  2,63,500.00 

2) Medical  expenses  in  voucher =Rs.   1,78,488.54 

3) Medical  expenses  without  voucher             =Rs.      50,000.00 

4) Future  Medical   Expense =Rs.      80,000.00 

5) Pain and  sufferings                                  =Rs.   1,50,000.00 

6) Loss of amenities                                      =Rs.   1,50,000.00 

7) Loss  of future  prospects                        =Rs.      50,000.00 

8) Other  expenses  like  lodging, fooding,  

conveyance charges 

=Rs.      20,000.00 

 Total =Rs. 9,41,988.54 
 

 

 
  

 

  

    In total the claimant is entitled to receive Rs. 9,41,988.54. 
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Rupees  (Nine Lakhs Forty One Thousand  Nine  Hundred Eighty  

Eight & Fifty Four Paise) Only. 

  

O     R     D     E     R 

 
27.         The claim petition is accordingly disposed of. Since 

the offending vehicle was insured under the New India 

Assurance Company Ltd, the O.P. No.3 is directed to pay an 

amount of Rs. 9,41,988.54 Rupees  (Nine Lakhs Forty One 

Thousand  Nine  Hundred Eighty  Eight & Fifty Four Paise) Only 

to the claimant through the Tribunal within two months, failing 

which, the amount of compensation will carry  interest @ 8% per 

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

realisation.   

               Given under my hand and seal of this Tribunal on this 

the  23rd   day of  November, 2022.   

 

Dictated and corrected by me. 

 

         (J.K  Das)                                (J.K  Das)                                    

Addl. Member - 2, MACT,               Addl. Member - 2, MACT 

        Tinsukia                                                    Tinsukia 


