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Witness present and duly sworn in on:10.07.2018. 

Chief Examination by Sri. Advocate for Petitioner.   
 

 I have filed my affidavit in lieu of my examination-in-chief 

and the contents of the said affidavit are true and correct and 

it bears my signature.  

 Today I have produced the following documents in 
support of the case: 
 

 
 
 
 
Cross examination by Sri. Advocate for R.1. 

 It is true to suggest that I have assessed the disability 

within six months of the accident. It is true to suggest that  

during examination, the implant was still present in petitioner. 

I am not aware whether patient took follow up treatment as 

advised by his doctor. It is true to suggest that  as per Ex.P.8, 

discharge summary the patient was advised to review to 

08.02.2018. I am not aware whether patient went to Kims 

hospital on the said day for review. Now I see Ex.P.9, OPD 

card. It is true to suggest that  as per the document he must 

have gone trice for follow up. It is true to suggest that  as per 

the second follow up Ex.P.9, it is mentioned the “wounds are 

healed.” Now I see the third follow up OPD card, Ex.P.9.  It is 

true to suggest that  the patient did not complain in Ex.P.9 

dt:19.04.2018 any of the difficulties as mentioned by me in 

para.3 of my affidavit. 

Ex.P.24 OPD  

Ex.P.25 one x ray 
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 It is true to suggest that as per Ex.P.25, the fractures 

are united. It is false to suggest that I am bound to take 1/3rd 

of 36% for whole body. I have taken 50%. It is false to suggest 

that my assessment is exaggerated in order to enrich the 

petitioner with higher compensation. It is true to suggest that  

the driver can drive the vehicle. The witness volunteers that he 

made drive with difficulties and the disabilities directly effects 

his avocation. It is true to suggest that I did not state about 

avocation disability in my affidavit. In the Govt hospital the 

surgery may cost Rs.15,000. It is false to suggest that since I 

did not treat the petitioner and incompetent to assess the 

disability.  

Re examination : Nil 

 (Evidence deposed by the witness is computerized to my 
dictation in the open court). 
 

      
 R O I & A C 

 

 
V Addl. Court of Small Causes 

Judge, 
Member MACT & 24th ACMM. 

 

 


