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BEFORE THE MEMBER MOTOR ACCIDENT CLAIM 

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

MAC CASE NO-24/2018 
 

 
1. Smt Bharati Chetia, 

W/o-Sri Budheswar Chetia 
 

2. Sri Budheswar Chetia 
S/o. Late Muleswar Chetia 
 

3. Smt Nabanita Chetia 
         D/o. Sri Budheswar Chetia 

 
4. Smt Dibyajyoti Chetia @ Mainu Chetia 

 D/o-Sri Budheswar Chetia 

 

All residents of: 

Na-Maithong Gaon, 

P.O.- Dirak Maithong, 

P.S.- Kakopather, 

Dist.-Tinsukia, Assam,……………………….CLAIMANTS 

 

              VERSUS 
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1. Union of India 

205,  Field Workshop, 

Indian Army,  

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

  (Owner of Recovery Van bearing Registration No. 02P14330W) 

 
2. Sri Ranjit Kumar (Hav.) 

S/o-Late Mahabir Mahato, 

Of 205 Field Work Shop of Laipuli, 

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

 

        And a permanent resident of Jamaldipur 

        PO. Samsha, PS Mansur Chowa, 

        Dist. Bengusaray, Bihar. 

 (Driver of Recovery Van bearing Registration 02P14330W) 

 
3.    The Divisional Manager, 

       The National Insurance Ca. Ltd.,  

       Tinsukia Division, Inder Mansion (2nd Floor), 

       A.T Road Tinsukia Town, 

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

  (Insurer  of  the  Tata ACE Vehicle, bearing Registration No AS-23-BC-3374) 

     Covered under Policy 55270031166360113704, 

    Valid 04-12-2015 up to 03-12-2017)…………………..Opp. Parties.  

 

Appeared:   

Sri B. Changmai,  Advocate………………..For the Claimants 

Smt. M. Devi , Advocate……………….......For the O.P. No. 1.  

Sri  S. Nag, Advocate………………........….For the O.P. No. 3.  
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Date of Argument: 02.11.2022 

Date of Judgment: 15.11.2022. 

  

 

                                    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 claimants namely, 1) Smt 

Bharati Chetia, 2) Sri Budheswar Chetia, 3) Smt Nabanita 

Chetia 4) Smt Dibyajyoti Chetia @ Mainu Chetia  claiming 

compensation, amounting to Rs. 41,52,500/- for death of their 

only son  and  brother   Lt. Debojit  Chetia in a motor vehicle 

accident. 

 
2.             The brief fact of the case, is that on 30-06-2017 at 

about 11.00 pm while the  deceased  alongwith  two  other  

passengers, namely,  Polash  Gogoi   and  Raju  Khan were 

going  to Namsai (Arunachal  Pradesh) from Kakapathar 

through NH 52  his  Tata  Super  ACE bearing registration  no. 

AS-23-BC-3374  and  reached  near Bordirak Hospital   under 

Kakopathar Police Station, one  Army  Recovery  vehicle  

bearing  registration  no. 02P-14330W   which was coming 

from the opposite direction, i.e from Namsai towards 

Kakapathar  and was driven in a very rash and negligent 

manner dashed the vehicle driven by the deceased, by coming 

to its wrong direction. The deceased tried his level best to 

avoid the collusion by moving to the extreme left side of the 

road, but he did not succeed as there was no space left. In the 
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accident deceased Debojit Chetia died on the spot and Polash 

Gogol died while he was being taken to the Hospital by 108 

vehicle and the other co passenger - Raju Khen also sustained 

grievous injuries for which he is availing treatment at 

Sankardeva Nursing Home, Dibrugarh and his heath condition 

is also critical. The Post Mortem of the deceased - Debojit 

Chetia was conducted at Tinsukia Civil Hospital on 01-07-2017. 

 
3.           The deceased Debojit Chetia was a businessman by 

occupation and he was hard worker. His monthly income was 

more than Rs.20,000 At the time of death the deceased was 

22 years and he had a bright future prospect. The deceased 

was the sole bread earner of his family, having his parents, 

3(three) minor sisters, who were completely dependent upon 

the income of the deceased for their livelihood. Due to the 

untimely death of the deceased - Debojit Chetia, all the family 

members are passing their lives miserably. 

 
4.           After the accident, a case being Kakopathar PS Case 

No. 36 of 2017, U/s. 279 304(A)/427 of the I.P.C. was 

registered.  Hence, the claimants have filed this case claiming 

compensation. 

 
5.            The  claimants have  filed  this  claim  petition  for   

award  of  an amount  of  Rs.41,52,500/- as compensation for  

death  of  their  deceased son  and  brother    in a  motor  

accident on the following heads :  
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COMPUTATION OF COMPENSATION 
 

1. Loss of Earning  (Rs 20,000/- X 17 X 2/3 %) 
 
 

   Rs. 27,20,000/- 

2. Funeral Expense 
 

   Rs.     20,000/- 
 

3. Loss of Future Prospects (Rs. 27,20,000/- X 50%) 
 

   Rs.13,60,000/- 
 
 

4. Loss of Estate 
 

   Rs.    50,000 /- 
 

5. Other expenses (for carrying dead body etc.) 
 

   Rs.      2,500/- 
 

6. Total 
 
 

  Rs. 41,52,500/- 
 

 
       (Rupees  Forty One Lakhs  Fifty Two Thousand   and  

Five Hundred) Only.  

 

6.            On receipt of notice of the instant case, all the opposite 

parties contested the case by filing their written statements 

separately. 

     

7.       The Opposite  Party no. 1,2 & 3  have  contested   the  

case by filing written  statements. In their written statements  

the opposite parties  has  taken all the  routine  pleas and 

denies  the  case  of  the claimant and  prayed  for  dismissal  

of  the  claim  petition. The Opposite  Party no. 3  has  stated  

that the  deceased  driver  of   the Tata ACE  vehicle  was  not  

holding  a  valid  and  effective  driving  license, valid  permit  

and  registration  certificate  at  the  time  of   alleged  

accident,   hence  the  same  is  liable  to  be  dismissed.    



6 

 

  

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

framed – 

 
(i) Whether  the deceased Debojit  Chetia died  in a 

motor accident   that  occurred  on  30.06.2017  as  a  

result  of  rash  and  negligent  driving  of  the  

vehicle  being  registration  no. 02P-14330W(Army  

Recovery  vehicle)? 

(ii) Whether  there  was  contributory negligence  of  both  

the  vehicles  involved  in  the  accident/ 

(iii) Whether the claimants are entitled to get 

compensation?  

If so, to what extent and from whom?  

 

DECISION, DISCUSSION AND REASONS THEREOF: 

 
9.          The claimants examined three witnesses, i.e  Claimant  

no. 1, 2 and 3.  The O.P side  have adduced  evidence  of  

one  witness. I have heard the arguments of ld. counsels of 

the parties at length and scrutinized the materials available 

with the record. 

 
10.            PW.1  Smt. Bharati  Chetia is the claimant  no.1 and 

she has  testified in her evidence on affidavit in a similar and 

identical manner  as that of the contents of her claim petition, 

which  is narrated  above, and as such, her evidence on 

affidavit is not repeated here for sake of brevity. CW1 has 

exhibited  the  following  documents   in  course of hearing of 

the case. 
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11.         In Cross-Examination  by  Opp. Party no. 1,  2   the   

PW.1    has  stated  that today  she  has  come  to  depose  in  

this  case  for  the  death of  her son. She has adduced  her 

evidence in  chief. Whatever  is  written  in  her evidence in  

chief  are true. On 30.05.2017  her  son  was   proceeding  

towards  Namsai in  a Tata ACE vehicle. She could not  

recollect  the  registration number  of  the  said vehicle but  

and  the  vehicle  was  owned  by  her son, Sri Debojit  Chetia. 

On  the  very fateful  day,  the  vehicle  was  driven  by  her 

son. The incident  took place  at  11 AM.  But in her  claim 

petition  the time was  mention  as  11 PM. She  did not  

witness  the accident,  she  came  later. At the time of  

accident, her son  was  inside  the  vehicle alongwith  two 

other persons, namely, Raju Khen  and Palash Gogoi.  Their  

vehicle  was  a  goods  carrying  vehicle. HEr  son  was  not  

employed. 

 
12.          She has  submitted  the  documents  of  the  vehicle  

in  this  case.  The  accident  took  place  at  Dirak hospital  

Tiniali and  the  vehicle  of  her  son   collided  with  an  Army  

vehicle. She  denies  the  suggestion  that  she has not  

submitted the  documents  of  the  Tata ACE vehicle  of  her 

son in  this  case. She  denies  the  suggestion  that there  was 

no  valid documents  of  their  vehicle  and  the  vehicle  was  

plying  illegally.  She  does  not  know whether it  is mentioned  

in  her  claim  petition or not that  the  vehicle  was plied  by 

her son. 
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13.        Though  she  went  to the  P.O,  she  was   not allowed  

to  stay  at  the  P.O  and  she was returned back  home  in  

another  auto  by some people.  Except  her son  and  two 

other  persons, she  did not  see anything  at  the  P.O. She 

has also  not  submitted  MVI report, Permit, Driving  License  

of her son in this  case.  She has  also not submitted  any 

document   regarding  the  age, occupation  and  monthly  

income of  her son. She  denies  the  suggestion  that  no  

such  occurrence  took place  at 11 PM  on  the  fateful  day as 

per her  claim petition. She  denies  the  suggestion  that  the  

alleged  incident  took place  with any  Army  vehicle. She  

denies  the  suggestion  that she is not  entitled  to  get  any 

compensation from  the Opp. Party no. 1 & 2. She  denies  the  

suggestion  that  he   has  lodged  totally  false  case. She  

denies  the  suggestion  that the averments made in  her chief 

are  false  and  baseless. 

 
14.         In  Cross-examination  by Opp. Party  no. 3, the  PW.1  

has  stated  that at the place of  occurrence,  she  saw her 

son's  vehicle  and  some  army  vehicles.  She  does  not  

know  for   whose   fault  the  accident  took  place.  She has  

claimed  compensation  from Government  for  the  demise of  

her  son.  

 
15.         PW.2  Sri Ashim Borah is the claimant  no.2 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 
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repeated here for sake of brevity.   

 
16.         In Cross-Examination  by  Opp. Party no. 1(Union  of  

India) the  PW.2,  has  stated  that  he   knows  Debojit  Chetia  

and  today  he  came  to  give   evidence  of  death claim  of  

the  deceased. His   house  is  at  Doomdooma  and  the place  

of  occurrence  is  about  33 KM  from his  house. He was 

proceeding  to  the  house  of one person and  on  the  way, 

he heard  a  big  sound  and  thereafter he saw the  accident. 

He has  not  given  evidence  in  the  criminal  case. Police  did  

not interrogate  him.  

 
17.          He  denies  the  suggestion  that  he  has  not  seen 

the  accident. He  denies  the  suggestion  that  he  was  not  

present  at  the  P.O  and  given  his evidence  falsely. He  

denies  the  suggestion  that he  was  not  present  at  the  P.O  

and  as  such,  police   has  not  recorded  his statement. He  

denies  the  suggestion  that  he has  given  false  evidence  to  

support    the  case  of  the  claimant. He  denies  the  

suggestion  that  by   his  own  assessment, he  has  given his   

evidence. He  denies  the  suggestion  that   the  vehicle  of  

the  deceased  was  loaded  with  wooden  articles  and  due  

to his  rash  and  negligent  driving,  hit the  Army  vehicle.  He  

denies  the  suggestion  that   the  whole  incident  took  place  

due  to rash  and  negligent  driving  of deceased  Debojit  

Chetia. 

 

18.          In Cross-Examination  by  Opp. Party no.3 the  PW.2,  

has  stated  that he  saw  the  accident personally  being   he  
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was  at a  distance of  about  10 meter from  the  spot. Due  to 

the rash  and  negligent  driving  of  the Army  vehicle  the  

accident  took place.  The vehicle  of  the  deceased  was   in 

its  right  way.  

 
19.          PW.3,  Smt. Arati Deka has  testified in her evidence 

on affidavit in a similar and identical manner  as that of the 

contents of her claim petition, which  is narrated  above, and 

as such, her evidence on affidavit is not repeated here for sake 

of brevity. 

 
20.             In Cross-Examination by  Opp. Party no. 1(Union  of  

India)  the PW.3,    has  stated  that  she  knows  Debojit  

Chetia who  is  her    nephew. He  died  in  a motor  accident. 

He  was  travelling  by  his Super  Tata ACE  bearing no. AS-

23-BC-3374. He  was  owner  of  the  said  vehicle  and  doing  

business  using  this  vehicle.  On the  fateful  day he  was 

accompanied  by Sri Palash  Gogoi, Raju Khen in  the  said 

vehicle for  the purpose  of  business. They  were  carrying  

some  plank  in the vehicle. The  accident  took place on 

30.06.2017  at  11:30 AM. She immediately  rushed  to  the 

spot.  Her sister  also reached  the spot.  She  was  busy  in 

consoling  her  sister. She  has not personally seen   the  

accident,  so  she  cannot  say how  the accident took place.  

She  denies  the  suggestion  that   the  accident took place  

due  to  rash  and   negligent  driving  of  her nephew  being   

the  vehicle  was  load  heavy articles. On  that   day, the  

climate  was  not  favourable. She  denies  the  suggestion  

that     the  whole  incident  took  place  due  to  fault of  her  
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nephew.   

 
21.         In Cross-examination  by Opp. Party  no. 3   the  PW.3  

has  deposed  that  the accident  took  place  between  two 

vehicles. She came  to  know  on  the spot  that   the  accident  

took place  due  to the  fault   of  the  Army  vehicle. 

 
22.          DW - 1,  Sri  Ranjit  Kumar has  testified in his 

evidence on affidavit in a similar and identical manner  as that 

of the contents of his petition, which  is narrated  above, and 

as such, his evidence on affidavit is not repeated here for sake 

of brevity.  The  DW.1  has  mentioned the following  

documents  in  support  of  his  case. But  exhibited only  Ex. 2 

the  driving  license  and Ex. 7, the Statement  of  Civil  witness 

(Video  recording  on  CD). 

 
(i)   The  Ex.  A  is  the  FIR    dt. 30.06.17, 

(ii) Ex. 2  is  the  driving  license, 

(iii) Ex.  3  is   the  Car  Diary, 

(iv) Ex. 4  is   the  transport  check  post, 

(v) Ex. 5  is  the  Military  Police  Report, 

(vi) Ex.  6  is  the Court   of  Inquiry  Final  Report, 

(vii) Ex. 7  is  the  Statement  of  Civil  witness (Video  

recording  on  CD). 

 
23.       In Cross Examination by claimant  the O.P. no. - 1,   has  

deposed  that in  his  Evidence in  Affidavit,  he has  

mentioned  about  Ext. A  and  Ext. 2 to 7  but  he has 

exhibited  only  two  documents namely,  Ext. 2 and  Ext. 7. 

Rest  of  the  documents  have  not  been  exhibited in  this  
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case  due  to  unavailability. He has not  filed  any  certificate  

in support  of  electronic  video CD  as  required   U/s. 65(B) of  

Evidence  Act. He  denies  the  suggestion  that     Ext. 7  is 

not  admissible in  evidence  due  non filing of  requisite  

certificate.  Ext. 7  is   not  available  in  the  case  record,  but  

the  CD  about  which  he  is  saying   is  available   in  Ext. A.  

He admitted  the  fact of  accident which  took place on  

30.06.2017   between Army  Recovery  vehicle  and Tata ACE.  

One  Sri Debojit  Chetia  died  on  the  spot in  the  said  

accident. He  has  not  exhibited  the  FIR,  which  was lodged  

by him. There  is  another   analogous  case  filed   by Raju  

Khen arising  out of  same  accident  in  which an Army  

vehicle was  directed  to pay awarded  amount. The  case  no. 

of  that  MAC  case  was  MAC  07/18  of  this  Tribunal.  

 
24.           He  denies  the  suggestion  that    the  accident   did 

not take  place   due  to  rash  and  negligent  driving  of  the  

army  vehicle.  Though  he use  Smart  phone having facility  

of  capturing  photo, video  recording, but  inspite  that  he  

did  not   take photograph  and  recorded  video  of  the  

accident  to prove  his   innocence. He  denies  the  suggestion  

that   he  deliberately did  not   take photograph   as  there  

was  fault  and  negligence  on his  part. He  denies  the  

suggestion  that   the Tata ACE  vehicle  was not loaded  with  

wooden  planks hanging  outside  the  vehicle  driven  by  its  

driver. He  denies  the  suggestion  that   there  was  no  fault  

and  negligence on  the part  of  the  driver of  the  Tata ACE. 

He  denies  the  suggestion  that    the  accident  did  not  take  

place  while  overtaking  the  a  vehicle  moving  ahead,  and 
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on  the  turning point he  lost  control  and  hit  his  vehicle. He 

has   not    filed   evidence  of   any  other  independent  

witness  in  this  case  to prove negligence  on  the  part of  

Tata  ACE. He   will not  file  any  further  evidence  in  this  

case. 

 
25.           After  discussion  of  the  above  evidence  of  both  

sides now  the  Tribunal   decided  its  opinion  on  the  issue 

wise – 

 
26.          Issue  no. (i)  Whether  the deceased Debojit  Chetia 

died  in a motor accident   that  occurred  on  30.06.2017  as  

a  result  of  rash  and  negligent  driving  of  the  vehicle  

being  registration  no. 02P-14330W(Army  Recovery  vehicle)? 

Upon hearing  both  sides and going through  the  materials  

evidence  on record, I have gone  through the evidence of  the 

claimant  who  stated  that   on 30-06-2017 at about 11.00 pm 

while the  deceased  alongwith  two  other  passengers, 

namely,  Polash  Gogoi   and  Raju  Khan were going  to 

Namsai (Arunachal  Pradesh) from Kakapathar through NH 52  

his  Tata  Super  ACE bearing registration  no. AS-23-BC-3374  

and  reached  near Bordirak Hospital   under Kakopathar Police 

Station, one  Army  Recovery  vehicle  bearing  registration  

no. 02P-14330W   which was coming from the opposite 

direction, i.e from Namsai towards Kakapathar  and was driven 

in a very rash and negligent manner dashed the vehicle driven 

by the deceased, by coming to its wrong direction. The 

deceased tried his level best to avoid the collusion by moving 

to the extreme left side of the road, but he did not succeed as 
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there was no space left. In the accident deceased Debojit 

Chetia died on the spot and Polash Gogol died while he was 

being taken to the Hospital by 108 vehicle and the other co 

passenger - Raju Khen also sustained grievous injuries for 

which he is availing treatment at Sankardeva Nursing Home, 

Dibrugarh and his heath condition is also critical. The Post 

Mortem of the deceased - Debojit Chetia was conducted at 

Tinsukia Civil Hospital on 01-07-2017. The deceased was  22  

years  old  at  the  time  of  his  death.  He was the sole bread 

earner of his family, having his parents, 3(three) minor sisters, 

who were completely dependent. His monthly income was 

more than Rs.20,000. Due to the untimely death of the 

deceased   all the family members are passing their lives 

miserably. Hence,  I  found  this  issue  is  decided  affirmative  

in  favour  of  the   claimant. 

 
27.            Issue  no. (ii)   Whether  there  was  contributory 

negligence  of  both  the  vehicles  involved  in  the  accident? 

Though the Opp. no. 1, 2 and 3 have cross examined 

vigorously but they could not falsify the evidence of CW 1, 

CW.2 & PW.3 so far the accident is concerned. The CW 1, 2 

and 3 unequivocally alleges that the accident took place due to 

the fault of the Army Recovery vehicle but they are not the eye 

witness to the accident. They did not  see the accident  how it 

had occurred.   CW 1 stated  that  the  accident  took  place  

due  to  the rash  and  negligent  driving  of  the  Army  

Recovery  vehicle  which  was  coming  in  wrong  side.   

Anyway it is   that at the time of the accident the Tata  Super  

ACE bearing  registration  no. AS-23-BC-3374 was driven by 
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the deceased  Debojit  Chetia. The claimant has stated  that  

said  vehicle  was   goods  carrying  vehicle  and  her  son  is  

not employed.  As there is crystal clear evidence the accident 

the was taken place  in  between  the  two  vehicles  in view of 

that the accident was caused due to the contributory 

negligence of the driver of the Army  Recovery  Vehicle and the 

Tata ACE vehicle. The accident was taken place due to the rash 

and negligent driving of the driver of the Army  Recovery  

Vehicle bearing registration no. 02P-14330W and the   

registration no. of  the Tata ACE vehicle  is AS-23-BC-3374. 

The  Insurance  Company  of one  vehicle and  Army  officials  

are liable   for  payment  equally. Hence the issue no. 2 is 

decided accordingly   

 

28.         Issue  no. 3:-   Whether the claimants are entitled to 

get compensation? If so, to what extent and from whom? --

Upon  discussion  of  the  above  issues  no. 1  &  2,  both  the   

issues  are  decided in  affirmative  and  accident  occurred  

due  to  rash and  negligent  driving  of  the  driver  of  the  

vehicle  which  was  proved  by  CWs. The claimant    is  

entitled  to  get   compensation    as  per  Motor  Vehicle  Act.    

 
29.         From  the perusal  of  the  entire  evidence  on  record,  

it  appears   that   deceased  was    22  years  of  age  at  the  

time  of  his  death.   Apart  from  the  document,  no other  

document  is  submitted.  The  claimant  claimed  that  

deceased   was  a businessman  at  the  time of  his  death  

and  earned   Rs. 20,000/- per  month  which  was  not  

proved  as  no  Income  certificate  was produced  regarding 
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Income of  the  deceased.  The  deceased  left  behind  his 

parents, brother  and  sister.  Since  the  deceased  had  left  

behind  four  dependents,  hence  1/4  of  his  income  is  

deducted   from  his  total  income  and  hence Notional 

Income of i.e  Rs. 4500/-  is  able  to  get  per  month.  

 
30.          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.” 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 23 years.  

 
31.            In view of the above decision I am of the considered 

view that as the deceased was a businessman by  profession 

and his Notional  Income was Rs. 4,500/- per month at  the  

time of his  death at the age of  22 years.   50% Future  

Prospect added.   As such the total monthly  income will  be  

Rs. 4,500/- + Rs. 2,250/- = Rs. 6,750/- annual income of the 

deceased would be Rs. 6,750/- X 12 months X 18 

(multiplied  applied)= Rs. 14,58,000/-only ( Rupees 
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Fourteen Lakhs Fifty Eight Thousand )   only. The  claimant  is  

entitled  to  Rs. 5,000/- on  other  expenses(for carrying dead  

body  etc.). The  deceased  left  behind  four  dependents. 

Hence  1/4  is  deducted  from  his total  income  i.e  Rs. 

14,58,000/- - Rs. 3,64,600/-  =  Rs.  10,93,500/-.  The  

claimant is  entitled  to  get   funeral  expense of  Rs. 

16,500/- and  Rs. 50,000/-  on  the  head  of  Loss of  

Estate.  As  such 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. – 

 scale:- 

Rs. 4,500/- per month + 50% added 

 Rs. 6,750/- X 12 months X 18 

 (multiplied  applied) = Rs. 14,58,000/- 

 

 Rs.14,58,000/- - Rs. 3,64,600/-       = Rs.  10,93,500.00 

                     Funeral  expense          Rs       16, 500.00  
                     Loss  of  estate            Rs      50,000.00 
                    Other  expenses 
(for  carrying  dead  body etc.)            Rs.        5,000.00      
                                                     =Rs.  11,65,000.00. 
 
 The above amount Rs. 11,65,500.00 (Rupees Eleven Lakhs  
Sixty  Five  Thousand) only. 
 

 

O     R     D     E     R 

32.      The claim petition is accordingly disposed of. Since 

one of the offending vehicle was insured with the National 

Insurance Co.   Ltd, the O.P. No.3 and  other  vehicle  being  

Army vehicle and  half  of  awarded  amount  are  equally 
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liable  for  payment   of Rs.  11,65,000.00. (Rupees Eleven 

Lakhs  Sixty  Five  Thousand)   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.   

 
33.         Given under my hand and seal of this Tribunal on this 

the 15th  day of November, 2022.   

 
 
Dictated and corrected by me. 

 

         (B. J.K  Das)                 (J.K  Das)                                 
    Addl. Member - 2, MACT,     Addl. Member - 2, MACT 
  Tinsukia       Tinsukia 
  

  

       


