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”u'q._i'l‘ﬂ? On 1}2} 12, 1 apposite party lorwarded the claim

in preferring

A nmmmm ';mm denied the claim stating there was delay

' iy : ith elaum
thesclaim and also the documents Were not produced  along with ¢

In Lact all the records along with: petition were produced helore the

apposite party in time.  As per the letter dated 30/1 1715 the Dircetor.
Department ol Health: instructed 0 preler [urther claim belore the
opposite party and vide letter No.C4-20259/06/DMO dated 5/1/16 proper
letter were issucd to Manager of 2™ opposite party. They never replicd 1o
the letter nor paid the moeney: As per the further direction ol the director
the reminder was sent to 2™ opposite party but no actions were taken on
i llence the same intimated o the Director vide letter dated 10/6/16.
I'he decision Lo allow the claim is 10 be taken by the covernment and all
proper courses were adopted by the 1™ opposite party lor the same.  he
claims were denied stating reasons against actual facts and circumstances

by 2 upposite party and i opposite party tukenall the steps in time,
" 1 T & - * - Ll " a1 i
Fence they prayed lor dismussal of complamt against 17 opposite party

wlh cosl

3 1he version of 2™ opposite party is that the complaint is nol
maintainable.  They admit the policy subject to the terms, conditions,
exceplions. himitations stipulated n the policy. They deny that |7
apposite party submitted claim form with all relevant records as pe
poliey conditions,  The notice shall be issued Lo the company within 90
days trom the date ol failure ol sterilisation.  They did not submyjed the
LISGoreport duly attested by DMO which is the violaton ol polic
condition,  They limits the liability 1o Rs.30.000/- he elaim not
supported by relevant documents, Sinee there is nodeficicney ol servic

[rom the part of opposite party, [lence prayed lor dismiss.
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he complamant s o Iy who bonafidely  approach (b
Ny tealth Instiution W el vitloed support I'he vovernrmenl

wdoered she as the l‘..-m,-j'h-ll'll?. O Hhyes g tvpe ol insurnge I"'IH' ! wlter
certam ontertas,  The coneern of the common man 18 (o b

} alivhond lhvmaintan & propef svsiem i the soeiety, This agpec
vest beayy burden on 2™ OpPOSite parly insurance company Lo pros
e demial of the benelit was on specific reason. - Since 2™ (PpPoSI

party faled to prove the same this Commission is inclined o allow this

complaint. Moreover. 2™ opposite: garty ‘admitted in their version: that

T ohabihiy fimited 10 Rs30.000=  Considering the evidence and

plcadinzs as a whole. this complaint stands allowed.

S Ihe result. complaint s allowed and hereby dircet the 2™

P s party 10 pay Rs 30,000/~ ( Rupees Thirty thousand onlyv) o the
complainanm. 2™ opposite party s lurther directed 1o pay cost ol
M 20000 - (Rupees Two thousand onfv) . The entire amount shall be paid
10 the complainant within one month from the date of receipt of copy ol
this order and on failure, the entire amount carries an interest (@ 12% per

annum on the whole sum from the date of this order Ull realization.

Dictated ta the Confidential Assistant, transeribed by her, corrected
_ . e v t
ny me and pronounced in the open Commission  this the 297 diy ol

January 2021,

Sdi- Sd/- _ Sdi=
Sreejas Ir K. Radhakrishnan Nair LyEsan0
President

Member Member



