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J U D G M E N T

1. This is an application filed under section 166, along with an 

application  under  section  140  of  the  Motor  Vehicles  Act,  1988,  by  the 

claimants, namely 1. Smt. Amiya Das, 2. Smt. Anjana Das, 3. Smt. Anuradha 

Das and 4. Shri Sanjib Kr. Das praying for granting compensation on account 

of the death of one Biswajit Das in a motor vehicle accident.

2. The case of the claimants in brief is that on 29-05-2014, at 
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about  06:00  P.M.,  on  the  Maniram  Dewan  Road,  riding  the  motorcycle 

bearing  registration  No.AS-01-AW-6317,  while  the  deceased  Biswajit  Das 

(son of the claimant No.1 and brother of the claimant Nos. 2, 3 and 4) was 

proceeding  from  Chandmari  side  towards  Narengi  side,  near  East  End 

Nursing Home, coming from the same direction and driven in a rash and 

negligent manner, the City bus bearing registration No.AS-01-J-0494 knocked 

him  down,  as  a  result  of  which,  he  sustained  grievous  injuries  and 

succumbed to the injuries.

3. The  claimants  have  further  stated  that  the  said  accident 

occurred  due  to  the  rash  and  negligent  driving  of  the  City  bus  bearing 

registration No.AS-01-J-0494 on the part of its driver. In connection with the 

said accident, the Chandmari police has registered the case No.274/2014, for 

commission of offences punishable under sections 279, 304(A) IPC against 

the driver of the said vehicle and investigated the case. 

4. The  claimants  have  further  stated  that  the  deceased  was 

working  at  the  Hindustan  Filed  Services  Pvt.  Ltd.  and  his  salary  was 

Rs.20,000/- per month. He was the sole bread earner of their family. At the 

time of his death, he was 3 years old. Due to his premature death, they have 

been facing severe financial hardships. Therefore, they have filed the instant 

claim  petition  seeking  compensation  of  Rs.45,00,000/-  (Rupees  forty  five 

lakh)  only.  Pending  disposal  of  the  claim  petition,  they  have  prayed  for 

awarding Rs.50,000/- only, towards no fault liability as per the provisions of 

section 140 of the Motor Vehicles Act, 1988.

5. The opposite party No.3 Insurance Company, the insurer of 

the City bus bearing registration No.AS-01-J-0494 has contested the case by 

filling a written statement and an additional written statement and the case 

proceeded  ex-parte  against  the  opposite  party  No.1 Smt.  Tapti  Dey,  the 

owner and the opposite party No.2 Shri Dilip Ch. Deka, the driver of the said 

vehicle. In its written statement, the Opposite Party No.3 has taken all the 

routine pleas, denied the case of the claimants and has prayed for dismissal  

of the claim petition.

6. On merit, the opposite party No.3 has averred that on the day 

of the alleged accident, the offending City bus bearing registration No.AS-01-

J-0494 was not insured with it. The alleged accident occurred on 29-05-2014 

whereas the offending vehicle was insured with it vide policy No.530901311 

40200000613 from 30-05-2014 to 29-05-2015. Therefore, it is submitted that 

it is not liable to pay any compensation to the claimants. The owner of the 
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offending vehicle is liable to pay the compensation to the claimants. 

 It has enclosed with the written statement a Photostat copy of the policy 

No.53090131140200000613.

7. Upon  pleadings,  the  following  issues  were  framed  by  my 

learned predecessor:- 

I.  Whether the victim Biswajit  Das died in the alleged road 

accident dated 29-05-2014 involving vehicle No.AS-01-J-0494 

(City Bus) and whether the said accident took place due to the 

rash  and  negligent  driving  of  the  driver  of  the  offending 

vehicle ?

II.  Whether  the  claimant  (s)  are  entitled  to  get  any 

compensation and if yes, to what extent and by whom among 

the opposite  parties  the  said  compensation  amount  will  be 

payable ? 

8. During  the  course  of  hearing,  the  claimants  examined  two 

witnesses. The Opposite Party No.3 examined one witness.

DECISION AND REASONS THEREOF

9. I  have  carefully  examined  the  evidence  on  record,  gone 

through the relevant documents on record and after hearing the arguments 

advanced by the learned counsel for the claimants and the Opposite Party 

No.3, give my decision on the above issues as follows:

ISSUE NO.I

10. PW-1  Smt. Amiya Das, the claimant No.1  has stated in the 

affidavit of her examination-in-chief that on 29-05-2014, at about 06:00 P.M., 

on  the  Maniram  Dewan  Road,  riding  the  motorcycle  bearing  registration 

No.AS-01-AW-6317,  while  her  deceased  son  Biswajit  Das was  proceeding 

from Chandmari side towards Narengi side, near East End Nursing Home, 

coming from the same direction and driven in a rash and negligent manner,  

the City bus bearing registration No.AS-01-J-0494 knocked him down, as a 

result of which he sustained grievous injuries and succumbed to the injuries.

11. She has further stated that the said accident occurred due to 

the rash and negligent driving of the City bus bearing registration No.AS-01-

J-0494 on the part of its driver. In connection with the said accident, the 
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Chandmari  police has registered the case No.274/2014, for commission of 

offences punishable under sections 279, 304(A) IPC against the driver of the 

said vehicle and investigated the case. 

12. She has further stated that the deceased was working at the 

Hindustan Filed Services Pvt. Ltd. and his salary was Rs.20,000/- per month. 

He was the sole bread earner of their family. At the time of his death, he was 

38 years old.  Due to his  premature death, they have been facing severe 

financial hardships. Therefore, she has prayed for granting compensation of 

Rs.45,00,000/- (Rupees forty five lakh) only.

13. She has exhibited the Ext.-1 accident information report; the 

Ext.-2(1 to 3) certified true copy of the charge-sheet, seizure list and MVI 

report; the Ext.-3 certified true copy of the post-mortem report; the Ext.-4(1 

to 2) copy of the PAN Card and driving license; the Ext.-5(1 to 2) salary slips  

and the Ext.-6 the identity card of the deceased.

14. In the cross-examination, she has stated that she did not see 

the  accident.  At  the  time  of  accident,  her  deceased  son  was  riding  the 

motorcycle bearing registration No.AS-01-AW-6317. She was informed about 

the accident by the Chandmari police. Her elder son had informed the police 

about  the  accident.  She  has  not  submitted  any  educational  qualifications 

documents of her deceased son to prove his age. She has not brought the 

employer of her deceased son to prove the Ext.-5(1). She has one surviving 

son  and  the  deceased  was  his  younger  brother.  She  has  denied  the 

suggestion that the accident occurred due to the rash negligent driving of the 

motorcycle by her deceased son. She has denied the suggestion that at the 

time  of  the  alleged  accident,  the  offending  vehicle  did  not  have  valid 

insurance policy. She has also denied the suggestion that she has prayed for 

granting excessive compensation.

15. P.W.-2  Sri  Sibaram Dutta has  stated  in  the  affidavit  of  his 

examination-in-chief that he has come to adduce evidence on behalf of Shri 

Sandesh Ji Pattel, Legal Manager of the Hindustan Filed Services Pvt. Ltd. 

Late Biswajit Das was working in their company as Field Supervisor and his 

salary in the month of March, 2014 was Rs.13,614/-; in the month of April, 

2014 was Rs.31,437/- and in the month of May, 2014 was Rs.14,377/-. The 

Ext.-10(1) to 10(3) are his pay slips. Late Biswajit Das used to pay income 

tax and paid Rs.208/- per month as Professional Tax. Late Biswajit Das was a 

very good employee of their company and he received the best employee 

award in the year 2013.
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16. In the cross-examination, he has stated that in the Ext.-11(1), 

the  minimum  rate  of  wages  payable  to  the  deceased  Biswajit  Das  is 

mentioned. In para-2 of his affidavit, he has stated the payments made to 

the deceased as the salary. He has not stated the same as the wages. He 

has not brought the service record of the deceased Biswajit Das. The service 

of  the  deceased  was  terminable  issuing  prior  notice.  Bonus  paid  to  the 

deceased was not part of his  salary.  He has not brought Form-16 of the 

deceased Biswajit Das. There is a provision in their company for payment of 

accidental death benefit to the dependents of the deceased employee. At the 

time of death of the deceased Biswajit Das, the said provision was not there. 

He does not know about the CPF of employees.  He does not look after the 

accounts  of  the  company. He  does  not know  details  of  the  company 

accounts, but, he has some knowledge of accounts.

17. Let us now discuss the rebuttal evidence. 

18. D.W.-1 Smt. Shriti  Brahma, an Administrative Officer of the 

opposite party No.3 Insurance Company has stated in the affidavit of her 

examination-in-chief  that on the day of the alleged accident, the offending 

City  bus  bearing  registration  No.AS-01-J-0494 was  not  insured  with  their 

Insurance Company. The alleged accident occurred on 29-05-2014, whereas 

the said vehicle was insured with their Insurance Company with effect from 

30-05-2014 to 29-05-2015. Therefore, she has submitted that the opposite 

party No.3 Insurance Company is not liable to pay any compensation to the 

claimants  and  the  owner  of  the  offending  vehicle  is  liable  to  pay  the 

compensation to the claimants.

 She has exhibited the Ext.- B certified true copy of the policy 

No.53090131140200000613 of offending City bus bearing registration No.AS-

01-J-0494, which proves her contention.

19. In the cross-examination, she has stated that the Ext. B policy 

was issued from their insurance company. The policy was a break policy. The 

policy was valid from 30/05/2014 to 29/05/2015. She has not submitted the 

proposal  form of  the  policy.  She  cannot  say  how the  insured  made  the 

payment of the insurance premium. She has denied the suggestion that she 

has deposed falsely.

20. As the  City bus bearing registration No.AS-01-J-0494 dashed 

the Motorcycle driven by the deceased Biswajit Das from behind on a public 

road and caused his  death and  opposite party No.1 Smt.  Tapti  Dey,  the 

owner and as the opposite party No.2 Shri Dilip Ch. Deka, the driver of the 



MAC Case No.1179 of 2014

6
said vehicle did not contest the case to rebut the case of the claimants and 

as the Opposite Party No.3 Insurance Company, the insurer of the said vehicl 

also did not adduce any rebuttal evidence regarding factum of the accident, 

it must be held that said accident occurred due to the rash and negligent 

driving of the said vehicle on the part of its driver.

21. In view of the above discussion, it is held that, (i)  on 29-05-

2014, at  about 06:00 P.M.,  on the Maniram Dewan Road,  near  East  End 

Nursing Home, under Chandmari Police Station, an accident has arisen due to 

the rash and negligent driving of the City bus bearing registration No.AS-01-

J-0494 on the part of its driver; (ii) the said accident has caused the death of 

Biswajit  Das and hence,  his legal heirs and representatives have filed the 

instant claim petition seeking compensation; (iii) the claim has been made 

against the owner, driver and insurer of the said  vehicle, the issue No.I is 

decided in the affirmative.

ISSUE NO.II

22. As the said accident has arisen due to the rash and negligent 

driving of the City bus bearing registration No.AS-01-J-0494 on the part of its 

driver and the said accident has caused the death of Biswajit Das and hence, 

his  legal  heirs  and  representatives  have  filed  the  instant  claim  petition 

seeking compensation; they are entitled to receive compensation. But, the 

deceased was a bachelor and the claimants are his mother, adult sisters and 

elder  brother.  In  the  case  of  Sarla  Verma  vs.  Delhi  Transport 

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

held that,  Where the deceased was a bachelor and the claimants are the 

parents, the deduction follows a different principle. In regard to bachelors, 

normally, 50% is deducted as personal and living expenses,  because it is 

assumed  that  a  bachelor  would  tend  to  spend  more  on  himself.  Even 

otherwise, there is also the possibility of his getting married in a short time, 

in which event the contribution to the parent/s and siblings is likely to be cut 

drastically. Further, subject to evidence to the contrary, the father is likely to 

have his own income and will  not be considered as a dependant and the 

mother alone will be considered as a dependent. In the absence of evidence 

to the contrary, brothers and sisters will not be considered as dependents, 

because  they  will  either  be  independent  and  earning,  or  married,  or  be 

dependent on the father. Thus even if the deceased is survived by parents 

and siblings, only the mother would be considered to be a dependant, and 
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50% would be treated as the personal and living expenses of the bachelor 

and 50% as the contribution to the family. However, where family of the 

bachelor is large and dependant on the income of the deceased, as in a case 

where he has a widowed mother and large number of younger non-earning 

sisters or brothers,  his  personal  and living expenses may be restricted to 

one-third  and  contribution  to  the  family  will  be  taken  as  two-third.” 

Therefore,  in  the  instant  case,  the mother  of  the  deceased  can only  be 

considered  as his  dependent  and  hence,  she  only  is  entitled  to  receive 

compensation. The  adult  sisters  and  the  elder  brother  of  the  deceased 

cannot be considered as his dependents. They also did not appear before this 

Tribunal to prove that they were dependent upon the deceased. Therefore, 

they are not entitled to receive any compensation.

23. Now,  let  us  decide  what  should  be  the  just  and  proper 

compensation in the facts and circumstances of the case?

24. In  the  case  of  Smt.  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.”

25. In the instant case, though the claimants have stated in the 

claim petition that at the time of his death in the said accident, the age of 

the deceased was 33 years, they have not submitted the birth certificate or 

school  certificate of the deceased to prove his  date of birth.  In the Ext.-

10(1), 10(2) and 10(3), the date of birth of the deceased is mentioned as 11-

02-1976. In the Ext.-4(1) PAN Card of the deceased also his date of birth is 

mentioned as 11-02-1976. Therefore, I am constrained to hold that at the 

time of his death in the said accident, the age of the deceased was 38 years, 

03 months and 18 days.

26. In view of the above testimony of the P.W.-2, it must be held 

that at the time of his death in the said accident, the deceased was working 

as Field Supervisor in the Hindustan Field Services Private Limited and in the 

month of  May,  2014,  his  salary was Rs.14,377/-. As the  P.W.-2 has also 
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deposed that the deceased  Biswajit Das used to pay income tax and paid 

Rs.208/- per month as Professional Tax, I deem it proper to deduct Rs.208/-

from the monthly salary Rs.14,377/- and hence, his  monthly salary became 

Rs.14,269/-. Further, I also deem it proper to deduct 10 % of his monthly 

salary  towards  income  tax  and  as  such,  his  monthly  salary  became 

Rs.12,843/-. Therefore, his annual income was Rs. 1,54,116/-. 

27. In view  Sarla Verma  (supra) an addition of 50% of actual 

salary to the actual salary income of the deceased has to be made towards 

future prospects as the deceased had a permanent job and was below 40 

years of age. Fifty per cent of Rs. 1,54,116/- is Rs. 77,058/-. Therefore, his 

annual income was Rs. 2,31,174/-. 

28. In  view  of  Sarla  Verma  (supra),  the  deduction  towards 

personal and living expenses of the deceased should be fifty per cent. Fifty 

per cent of Rs. 2,31,174/- is Rs. 1,15,587/-. Therefore, the claimant No.1 is 

entitled to receive the remaining fifty per cent of Rs. 2,31,174/- , that is Rs. 

1,15,587/- as compensation.

29. Now, let us decide what should be the multiplier that has to 

be applied to find out the loss of total dependency. 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 15 as the age of the deceased at the time of his  

death in the said accident was 38 years, 03 months and 18 days.

30. But, in the case of  General Manager, Kerala State Road 

Transport Corporation, Trivandrum Vs. Mrs. Susamma Thomas and 

others., reported in  AIR1994SC1631(1994)2SCC176, a two-Judge Bench of 

the Hon’ble Supreme Court has held that, 

 “...While  the chance of  the multiplier  is  determined by two 

factors, namely, the rate of interest appropriate to a stable economy and the 

age of the deceased or of the claimant whichever is higher....” 

31. In  the  case  of  U.P.  State  Road Transport  Corporation 

and Ors., Vs. Trilok Chandra and Ors.,  reported in,  (1996)4SCC362, a 

three-Judge Bench of the Hon’ble Supreme Court has held that, 

 2. The short question which we are called upon to consider in 

this appeal relates to the use of the correct multiplier for determination of 

compensation to be awarded to the legal representatives of a victim of a 

road accident. The question arises in the backdrop of the following facts.
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 18. “...Besides, the selection of multiplier cannot in all cases 

be  solely  dependent  on  the  age  of  the  deceased.  For  example,  if  the 

deceased,  a bachelor,  dies  at  the age of  45 and his  dependents are  his 

parents,  age  of  the  parents  would  also  be  relevant  in  the choice  of  the 

multiplier…”

32. But,  in  the  case of  Munna Lal  Jain  and Ors.  Vs.  Vipin 

Kumar Sharma and Ors., reported in (2015)6SCC347,  another three-

Judge Bench of the Hon’ble Supreme Court has held as follows:- 

“12.  The remaining question is  only on multiplier.  The High 

Court  following Santosh  Devi (supra),  has  taken  13  as  the multiplier. 

Whether the multiplier should depend on the age of the dependants or that 

of the deceased, has been hanging fire for sometime; but that has been 

given  a  quietus  by  another  three-Judge  Bench  decision  in Reshma 

Kumari (supra). It was held that the multiplier is to be used with reference to 

the age of the deceased. One reason appears to be that there is certainty 

with regard to the age of the deceased but as far as that of dependants is 

concerned, there will always be room for dispute as to whether the age of 

the eldest or youngest or even the average, etc., is to be taken…”

33. In  the  case  of  Central  Board  of  Dawoodi  Bohra 

Community and Anr. Vs. State of Maharashtra and Anr., reported in 

AIR2005SC752,  (2005)2SCC673,  a  five-  Judge  Constitution  Bench  of  the 

Hon’ble Supreme Court has held that, 

“12. Having carefully considered the submissions made by the 

learned senior counsel for the parties and having examined the law laid down 

by the Constitution Benches in the abovesaid decisions, we would like to sum 

up the legal position in the following terms :-

(1) The law laid down by this Court in a decision delivered by 

a Bench of larger strength is binding on any subsequent Bench of lesser or 

co-equal strength.

(2) A Bench of lesser quorum cannot doubt the correctness of 

the view of the law taken by a Bench of larger quorum. In case of doubt all  

that the Bench of lesser quorum can do is to invite the attention of the Chief 

Justice and request for the matter being placed for hearing before a Bench of 

larger quorum than the Bench whose decision has come up for consideration. 

It will be open only for a Bench of coequal strength to express an opinion 

doubting the correctness of the view taken by the earlier Bench of coequal 
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strength, whereupon the matter may be placed for hearing before a Bench 

consisting of a quorum larger than the one which pronounced the decision 

laying down the law the correctness of which is doubted.

34. In view of the above, as the law laid down by the Hon’ble 

Supreme  Court  in  a  decision  delivered  by  a  Bench  of  larger  strength  is 

binding on any subsequent Bench of lesser or co-equal strength, the ratio of 

Trilok  Chandra  (supra)  will  prevail  over  ratio  of  the  Munna Lal  Jain 

(supra). 

35. In view of the above, in the instant case, I deem it proper to 

use to age of the claimant No.1 for selection of the multiplier. The claimant 

No.1 has not submitted her birth certificate or school certificate to prove her 

age. But,  in the affidavit of her examination-in-chief dated 14-12-2015,  she 

has mentioned her age as 62 years. Therefore, on the day of the alleged 

accident on 29-05-2014, her age was about 61 years. Therefore, as per the 

Sarla Verma (supra),  the multiplier that has to be applied to find out the 

loss of dependency is 7. 

36. As such, the loss of total dependency is Rs. 1,15,587X 7 = Rs. 

8,09,109/-.

37. In  the  case  of  Shashikala (supra),  the  Hon’ble  Supreme 

Court has awarded compensation as follows: 

 “In Rajesh  and  Ors. v. Rajbir  Singh  and  Ors.,  (supra) 

and Jiju Kuruvila and Ors. v. Kunjujamma Mohan and Ors. (2013) 9 

SCC  166, this  Court  has  awarded  substantial  amount  of  Rs.  1,00,000/- 

towards  loss  of  consortium and  Rs.  1,00,000/-  towards  loss  of  love  and 

affection and Rs. 25,000/- towards funeral expenses. Following the same, Rs. 

1,00,000/- is awarded towards loss of consortium and Rs. 1,00,000/- towards 

loss of love and affection to the minor children and Rs. 25,000/- towards 

funeral  expenses and Rs.  25,000/-  towards loss of  estate totalling  to Rs. 

2,50,000/-. Thus, the compensation awarded to the claimants is enhanced to 

Rs. 19,32,310/-.” 

38. Again,  in  the  case  of  Sandhya  Rani  Debbarma  Vs. 

National Insurance Company Limited, vide judgment dated 16-09-2016, 

the Hon’ble Supreme Court has awarded compensation as follows: 

 “Funeral  expenses  of  Rs.25,000/-;  loss  of  consortium  of 

Rs.1,00,000/-; loss of guidance to minor children of Rs.1,00,000/-; loss of 
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love  and  affection  to  aged  parents  of  Rs.1,00,000/-;  loss  of  estate  of 

Rs.1,00,000/- and litigation cost of Rs.25,000/-.”

39. In view of the above, in the instant case, in addition to the 

aforesaid amount  of  Rs.  8,09,109/-,  the claimant  No.1 is  also  entitled  to 

receive Rs. 25,000/- towards funeral expenses, Rs. 1,00,000/- towards loss 

of estate and Rs. 1,00,000/- towards loss of love and affection of her son. In 

total, the claimant No.1 is entitled to receive Rs. 10,34,109/- (Rupees ten 

lakh thirty four thousand one hundred and nine) only, as compensation. 

40. Now, let us decide who, amongst the opposite parties shall 

have to pay the said compensation amount?

41. It  is settled law that the primary liability under the law for 

payment of compensation for rash and negligent driving is that of the driver. 

Once the driver is liable, the owner of the vehicle becomes vicariously liable 

for payment of compensation. It is the vicarious liability of the owner that is  

indemnified  by the insurance company.  In the instant  case,  D.W.-1 Smt. 

Shriti  Brahma,  the  Administrative  Officer  of  the opposite  party  No.3 

Insurance Company has proved that on the day of the alleged accident, the 

offending vehicle was not insured with their Insurance Company. The Ext.- B 

certified  true  copy  of  the  policy  No.53090131140200000613  proves  her 

contention. Therefore, in the instant case, the Opposite Party No.3 Insurance 

Company is not liable to indemnify the owner and hence, the Opposite Party 

No.1 Smt. Tapti Dey, the owner of the offending City bus bearing registration 

No.AS-01-J-0494 is liable to pay  the compensation amount to the claimant 

No.1.

42. In view of the above discussion, it is held that  the  Opposite Party 

No.1 Smt. Tapti Dey, the owner of the offending City bus bearing registration 

No.AS-01-J-0494 is liable to pay the compensation amount of Rs. 10,34,109/- 

(Rupees ten lakh thirty four thousand one hundred and nine) only, to the 

Claimant No.1. The issue No.II is decided accordingly.

43.
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O R D E R

43. In the result, the claim petition is allowed on contest and an 

amount of Rs.10,34,109/- (Rupees ten lakh thirty four thousand one hundred 

and  nine)  only, is  awarded  as  compensation  to  the  Claimant  No.1.  The 

Opposite Party No.1 Smt. Tapti Dey, the owner of the offending City bus 

bearing registration No.AS-01-J-0494 is  directed to  pay the compensation 

amount  of  Rs.  10,34,109/-  (Rupees  ten  lakh  thirty  four  thousand  one 

hundred and nine) only, to the Claimant No.1, along with interest at the rate 

of 6 per cent per annum from the date of filing of the application under  

Section 166 of the Motor Vehicles Act, 1988, till the date of payment. 

44. Out  of  the  compensation  amount  payable  to  the  Claimant 

No.1,  fifty  percent  shall  be  invested  in  long  term  fixed  deposit  in  a 

nationalized  bank  of  her  locality.  The  bank  shall  not  permit  any  loan  or 

advance on the said fixed deposit. The bank also shall not allow premature 

withdrawal  of  the  fixed  deposit  without  prior  written  permission  of  this 

Tribunal. 

45. In the facts and circumstances of the case, the parties are left 

to bear their own costs. 

46. Signed, sealed and delivered in the open Court on this the 10 th 

day of January, 2017, in Guwahati.

 

(Shri A. Chakravarty)

Member, M.A.C. T. No.2,

Kamrup (M), Guwahati

Dictated & corrected by me.

(Shri A. Chakravarty)

Member, M.A.C. T. No.2,

Kamrup (M), Guwahati
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