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Dr. Naveen Simatwal, Asst. Professor,
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person

HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE SAMEER JAIN

JUDGMENT
1 |Arguments concluded on 21/04/2026
2 Judgment Reserved on 21/04/2026
3 |Full Judgment or Operative Part Pronounced |Full Judgment
4 |Pronounced on 16/05/2026

1. A batch of writ petitions, involving identical and overlapping
questions of fact as well as common issues of law, has been
placed before this Court. With the consent of learned counsel
appearing for the respective parties, all these matters are taken
up together for final adjudication at the stage of admission itself,
in order to avoid multiplicity of proceedings and to ensure
consistency in judicial determination. For the sake of convenience
and clarity, for factual references, S.B. Civil Writ Petition No.
6286/2026, titled M/s Bajaj Allianz General Insurance
Company Ltd. vs. Rajshree Chhabra (Jain) is treated as the
lead matter. The facts and legal issues arising therein are
representative of the controversy involved in the connected
petitions. It is made cautiously clear that the instant judgment
shall be applicable on all the connected petitions on mutatis
mutandis basis.The reliefs sought in the lead writ petition are

reproduced hereunder for ready reference:-

“i. By an appropriate writ, order or direction in the
nature thereof, to set aside the Impugned Award
dated 08.01.2026 (ANNEXURE-1) passed by the
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Learned Permanent Lok Adalat, Jaipur
Metropolitan - First, Jaipur in Case No. 217/2021
titled as "Rajshree Chhabra (Jain) v. M/s Bajaj

Allianz General Insurance Company; AND

ii. Pass any other order(s), which this Hon'ble
Court may deem fit and proper in the facts and
circumstances of the present case.; AND

iii.  Cost of the writ petition may please be awarded

in favor of the Petitioner.”

2. The brief facts, as emerging from the record, and as
submitted by the learned counsel for the petitioner are that for the
period commencing from 26.04.2018 to 25.04.2019, the
petitioner-Insurance Company issued two Premium Personal Guard
Policies in favour of the insured, each carrying a sum insured of Rs.
60,00,000/- along with a bonus of Rs. 50,000/-. On 24.12.2018,
it has been asserted by the respondent that the insured met with a
fatal vehicular accident, allegedly caused due to rash and negligent
driving of another vehicle, pursuant to which an FIR came to be
registered at Police Station Bajaj Nagar, Jaipur. Subsequently, post-
mortem examination was conducted; however, the FSL report was
initially kept reserved. The Post-Mortem Report, nevertheless,
specifically recorded the presence of multiple fatty depositions in
and around the heart of the deceased. Thus, upon consideration of
the PMR along with the FSL findings, the Medical Jurist, SMS
Hospital, Jaipur opined that the cause of death was attributable to
Chronic Ischemic Heart Disease and Atherosclerosis.

3. Subsequently, on 11.07.2019 the police submitted its final
report, wherein it was concluded that the deceased had lost control

over the insured vehicle, possibly on account of a chronic heart
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condition, which resulted in a collision with another vehicle. In the
aforesaid factual backdrop, upon scrutiny of the claim and
examination of the relevant record, the petitioner-Insurance
Company repudiated the claim on the ground that the case did not
fall within the ambit of an ‘accident’ as contemplated under the
terms of the insurance policy, as for any incident to fall within the
ambit of ‘accident’ it is essential that the same had been ‘external,
visible, and violent in nature’; however, since the cause of death
was determined to be chronic heart disease, the instant case falls
outside the parameters of ‘accident’.

4. Aggrieved by such repudiation, the complainant
approached the learned Permanent Lok Adalat, which proceeded to
allow the claim by directing the petitioner-Insurance Company to
release the insured sum of Rs. 60,00,000/- along with interest @
7% per annum, and further awarded Rs. 11,000/- as
compensation towards the mental agony suffered. Therefore, being
aggrieved of the same, and in in these circumstances, the
petitioner-Insurance Company was compelled to file the present
writ petition. It was apprised to the Court that the connected writ
petitions arise out of similar factual and legal matrices and are,
therefore, being considered conjointly.

5. It was further contended that ordinarily, this Court
exercises restraint in interfering with the awards/orders passed by
the learned Permanent Lok Adalat, being a forum constituted
under an alternative dispute resolution mechanism, with the object
of ensuring expeditious and amicable settlement of disputes. The

scope of judicial review in such matters is, therefore, limited.
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However, it is equally well-settled that in exceptional
circumstances, where the impugned order is vitiated by patent
arbitrariness, perversity, or manifest illegality, this Court, in
exercise of its supervisory jurisdiction, may justifiably undertake
judicial review. It was further contended that the provisions
contained in Section 22C of the Legal Services Authorities Act,
1987, which are reproduced hereunder, confer a degree of finality
upon the proceedings before the Permanent Lok Adalat, thereby
underscoring the conclusive nature of its determination:-

“"22C. Cognizance of cases by Permanent Lok
Adalat.—(1) Any party to a dispute may, before the
dispute is brought before any court, make an
application to the Permanent Lok Adalat for the
settlement of dispute:

Provided that the Permanent Lok Adalat shall not have
jurisdiction in respect of any matter relating to an
offence not compoundable under any law:

Provided further that the Permanent Lok Adalat shall
also not have jurisdiction in the matter where the value
of the property in dispute exceeds ten lakh rupees:
Provided also that the Central Government, may by
notification, increase the Ilimit often lakh rupees
specified in the second proviso in consultation with the
Central Authority.

(2) After an application is made under sub-section(1)

to the Permanent Lok Adalat, no party to that

application shall invoke jurisdiction of any court in the

same dispute.

(3) Where an application is made to a Permanent Lok
Adalat under sub-section(1), it—

(a) shall direct each party to the application to file
before it a written statement, stating therein the facts

and nature of dispute under the application, points or
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issues in such dispute and grounds relied in support of,
or in opposition to, such points or issues, as the case
may be, and such party may supplement such
statement with any document and other evidence
which such party deems appropriate in proof of such
facts and grounds and shall send a copy of such
statement together with a copy of such document and
other evidence, if any, to each of the parties to the
application;

(b) may require any party to the application to file
additional statement before it at any stage of the
conciliation proceedings;

(c) shall communicate any document or statement
received by it from any party to the application to the
other party, to enable such other party to present reply
thereto.

(4) When statement, additional statement and reply, if
any, have been filed under sub-section(3), to the
satisfaction of the Permanent Lok Adalat, it shall
conduct conciliation proceedings between the parties to
the application in such manner as it thinks appropriate
taking into account the circumstances of the dispute.
(5) The Permanent Lok Adalat shall, during conduct of
conciliation proceedings under sub-section(4), assist
the parties in their attempt to reach an amicable
settlement of the dispute in an independent and
impartial manner.

(6) It shall be the duty of the every party to the
application to cooperate in good faith with the
Permanent Lok Adalat in conciliation of the dispute
relating to the application and to comply with the
direction of the Permanent Lok Adalat to produce
evidence and other related documents before it.

(7) When a Permanent Lok Adalat, in the aforesaid
conciliation proceedings, is of opinion that there exist

elements of settlement in such proceedings which may
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be acceptable to the parties, it may formulate the
terms of a possible settlement of the dispute and give
to the parties concerned for their observations and in
case the parties reach at an agreement on the
settlement of the dispute, they shall sign the
settlement agreement and the Permanent Lok Adalat
shall pass an award in terms thereof and furnish a copy
of the same to each of the parties concerned.

(8) Where the parties fail to reach at an agreement

under sub-section (7), the Permanent Lok Adalat shall,

if the dispute does not relate to any offence, decide the

dispute.”

6. However, in the present case, the pivotal issue of law, as
canvassed by both sides, pertains to the question of causation
namely, whether the death of the insured can be said to have
arisen out of an accident, or whether it was in fact the result of a
pre-existing medical condition, i.e., chronic heart disease. It was
contended that the loss of control over the vehicle by the deceased
was not an independent accidental event, but rather a
consequence of an underlying cardiac ailment. In other words, the
argument proceeds on the basis that the medical condition
preceded and precipitated the incident, and that the injuries
sustained were merely consequential in nature. On this premise, it
was submitted that the death in question cannot be brought within
the ambit of an ‘accident’ as contemplated under the terms of the
insurance policy, and consequently, the claim would fall ‘outside

the scope of policy coverage’.

7. To conclude and substantiate the arguments made, learned

counsel appearing on behalf of the petitioner had placed reliance
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upon the ratio encapsulated in United India Insurance Co. Vs.
M/s. Harchand Rai : 2004 AIR (SC) 4794; Smt. Alka Shukla
Vs. Life Insurance Corporation of India : 2019 AIR (SC)
2088; The Manager ICICI Lobard Vs. Sivagami & Ors.: 2024

Accident Claims Journal 818.

8. Per contra, learned counsel appearing on behalf of the
respondent while placing reliance upon the factual findings
recorded by the learned Permanent Lok Adalat in the order

impugned itself, advanced the following submissions:

8.1 That as per the averments made in the complaint, the
husband of the complainant, late Pramod Chhabra, on 24.12.2018,
after dropping his relative at Gandhi Nagar Railway Station, was
returning home in his; at about 6:00 AM, his vehicle collided with
another taxi, as a result of which he sustained grievous injuries.
He was immediately taken by ambulance to the Trauma Centre,

where, upon examination, he was declared dead.

8.2 That the stand of the petitioner-Insurance Company, as
reflected in its contentions, is not a denial of the occurrence of the
accident. On the contrary, the accident itself is admitted; however,
the Insurance Company has disputed only the cause of death,
contending that the same occurred due to chronic ischemic heart
disease (atherosclerosis) and not on account of injuries sustained
in the accident. Thus, according to the respondent, the occurrence

of the accident stands admitted and duly proved on record.
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o. Learned counsel submitted that the material available on
record, both oral as well as documentary, clearly establishes that
the accident did take place. The FIR lodged in respect of the
incident was duly investigated by the police, and upon completion
of investigation, a final report treating the incident as an accidental
occurrence was submitted before the competent court. It was
further contended that it is also an admitted position that the
Insurance Company has repudiated the claim of the complainant,
and the sole basis for such repudiation is the assertion that the
death of the insured was not caused by injuries sustained in the
accident but due to chronic heart disease. However, there is no
cogent or documentary evidence available on record to establish
that the deceased was suffering from such disease immediate prior

to the accident, and that the said disease is the cause of death.

10. Learned counsel further submitted that from the factual
matrix, it is evident that the deceased was alive and driving the
vehicle at the time of the accident. There is no material on record
to suggest that he had already suffered a heart attack or had died
prior to the occurrence of the accident. It was also contended that
albeit reliance was placed by the Insurance Company upon the
opinion of the Medical Jurist, such opinion is not supported by any
independent or corroborative documentary evidence showing that
the deceased was suffering from the alleged disease and that no
prior medical record, investigation, or treatment history has been
brought on record, nor has any independent inquiry was conducted

by the Insurance Company in this regard.
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11. Learned counsel further contended that that the opinion of
a medical expert is not conclusive and cannot be treated as the
last word on the subject. Such opinion is required to be tested on
the touchstone of logic, objectivity, and supporting material, and in
absence thereof, the Court is not bound to accept the same. It was
further pointed out that the post-mortem report records that the
death occurred on account of injuries sustained in a road accident.
The inquest report (panchanama) also notes visible injuries on the
body of the deceased, including bleeding from the nose, injury to
the left eye, and swelling on the left jaw, and opines that the death
occurred due to injuries sustained in the accident. Thus, it can be
concluded that the findings recorded by the learned Permanent Lok
Adalat are based on a detailed appreciation of evidence and
material on record, and do not suffer from any perversity or
illegality. Lastly, it was contended that the jurisdiction of this Court
under Article 227 of the Constitution of India is supervisory and
limited in nature, and in absence of any jurisdictional error, patent
perversity, or violation of principles of natural justice, no
interference is warranted with the well-reasoned factual findings
returned by the Tribunal. In support of the contentions made
insofar, learned counsel had placed reliance upon a catena of
judgments, inter alia, Bharat Watch Company Vs. National
Insurance Company Limited : Civil Appeal No.3912/2019;
and Alka Shukla Vs. Life Insurance Corporation of India :

(2019) 6 SCC 64.
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12.Upon considering the submissions advanced by the learned
counsel, having scrutinized the material on record in extenso, and
having evaluated the judicial precedents proffered at the bar, the
factual matrix and legal tenets requisite for a final determination

are delineated hereinbelow:

12.1 At the outset, it is essential to jot down the relevant
extract from the award impugned as passed by the learned Per-

manent Lok Adalat; the same is reproduced here as under:-

"11. URAEHT %1 gRare & 98 &Y ¢ fo gikarean &1 afd
qdsh TG BIESl fAih 24.12.2018 & U R I
3{RoSlo-14-Hlo Tlo-3285 T U4 RIAGR BT el TR Yed
WY R BISHR AU &R 371 Iz U1 aHl e g 6.00 Il
HR B BR Ca! TS 3R 0 S0-14-810F 0-2275 J TGHY
g T, S gRumRe=g ga® & TR 3¢ oz o
3! TR ¥ ¢l ¥’ o ST T, gf R Slde] A
JADT W& IRId 3% gd 9ivad H fear faueht «fimr
B BT 39 Yae H 30 Tare § I8 HYA | [ uRarfem &
ufd @ g gder # ol Ad F BRU 8 gl § s
chronic ischaemic heart disease catheroscierosis &
HRUT g1 g1 39 UHR fauelt diar Heut 3 3= sif¥gemi o
gHe ufed §H 9 SHR el fasan § Td gee afed g A
g, forq UIC BIEST &1 g goeT H i diel & HRUT g
ST STl 81 THTaet WR S AifRde 9 gxardeh 918 § 39
g0l § geledT ufed g1 Wifad g1 gedeT &t Uyd I
RO W gfer gRT SFI¥U R Aol & gdedT &l
AR aTad § U1 a1 T § 1 3(d: YRl § gHedT S

BT Wigpd g Irfed a2 B

12. UH0 & ad ¥ g8 Wi Wied 99 § & faueht dim
ST GRT IRATCT BT YT §HHT FH R Hx fear 7|
USATd ST doiH WIS B o "ae | [dgelt sAr S &1
g YA 8 fob uRardiar & ufd &t g gelen & it <iei &
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URUTHEE=Y 8l E?gc dfch  chronic _ischaemic _heart
disease catheroscierosis & ®RUl Ezﬁ 8| diffig 3t Y I
HRU] IR BIC Tooiiol A | IURITd SHRT & BRI YHEAAT
Rpte St § 9 378 WA 9 SRS %1 Yalg §gd &4 8l Sl
g 9 3idd: 3AM® gadrdld & ®RUl Hfad ®! Jg 8l Sl 8|
SXHTd TR0 o adl § g8 WY ¢ foh 59 uRachr &1 ufd
gAle BFS] Ut HR J et TR ¥ed WY WA
RRAGR P BledR dUY U4 TR S g1 UT @ ITD! HR
gucRRd g1 Tt oY 98 Wy § f R Idd 999
gHcHl ®ING g ¥ Ugd Jdb YHIG SISl Sliidd IRl H
7| TATA! TR U i PR d gxdldell Wi Suasy ol
g for IUP! PR gUeARRd 8F ¥ Td & UHIG BEsT B g
g gt 8l faueh i S &1 g8 By § fF sida:
gedrdld & HRU AF® 3ad SR § Jg g1 Sl § U4
diffrd Pt g B1C il & HRUT g5 ¢ | TAaa R Ut dig
USRS Wed el § Y ug wifad grar 8l i g v
SFS] DI gaardld gdedl ¥ d gl gl 811 39 a1 ¥ off
ZAHR ol (bl o Fhdl fb gHeAT & URUMFARGEY 37l
gdeT § 3Tt el & URUTHGR=T UHIG B1EST B geardrd
g3f gl fauelt dior Hme gRT vdie J1as & ol JiaR)
IRl Tt § I Sfd uHe SesT gd | uiid a1 difsd W)
gl T o K gfdHRS cwarash ey faueht dior Hwh ot
3R ¥ TAEE W O T8 B T 1 gdP P S Ui
AR Faf T § 39 FER & A&y § B YOBHR®
GXATAS 1&g UATael IR el ¢ | 39 SI9d_[dual SHr Hrs
GRI B8 THUMHDd! HYdd B FHur i Tt o 1 &
1 81 GATaet W Hd YHIG GRS U Y Hiied Bidl 8l {h
do Yd # Iad IHRI | ffed U1l gefe ofed g9 ¥ 4d &)
I SMERI & HRU URAEHT & Uid YHIG Bleel B g 8l
g1 81, U1 wifed =gl giar ¢ fauelt ser St 3 st
forad 89 o Afswra SgR¥e, fifde sfiaRt 1 Ruic &1
YR 11 § e SruR UHie 8198l &1 g chronic
ischaemic heart disease catheroscierosis 6’I’Cc fSofisr &

HRUT 1 I 8, fobeg SWRIgd dUTHAT SHRT St Afswa
SR GRT 9t T § 39 SHRT I tifsd gae vHIe S1de]
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& JRIT 8 & TaY | Dls cedIdoll 1&g TFTdelt TR Iuds
T8I ® 1 afkard} ot 3R ¥ Ukdd <1 e¥id e 31 gRamn
I HTIRY 9 3= ® Uig vy feqie 12 A8 1999 #
A ey § gg ufquifed fsar 8 & The Opinion

given by a medical witness need not be the last

word on the subject. Such opinion shall be tested

by the court. If the opinion is benefit of logic or

objectivity, court is not obliged to go by that
opinion. T&Id YAV § Afghd GRI gRT Sl I A
o T § ITF A§Y H HIg YVBR® 1T 31Ydl qxdrdoll
g et 31 OeHrcH Ruié & g uHie Ies! Bt g9
&I 24.12. 2018 I YSH goeAl H AT TIei & BRI
g5 ¢ I8 3ifdhd 81 Jdd & YoM & IR Gd& Pl i 4
A Fwdr gsi 8, Jd® @l &l 3 R dle TeR W
far gsn 8, Ydo & I oas H Yo 81 Iad UM o
Udl $1 G & IR I8P gdedl | At dici & DHRU Jddb

EAR R

13. YATGE TR Sl GTdol A1ed U= &1 T § S9H gee &
ey H gferd gRT [ T Y™ a1aq gxarael Ht O%r fd
T g P AR gas f9 B avig ¥ daed R Hgau
T 9371 fOY g8 gHeT ufed g3 | 51 USR Yford Iy 3
1t gde w1ivd 891 Wied UM 8, o gae §ut &t
qoe ¥ d1ed R 4901 &l d61 81 39 156y &1 Bis 3MUR
UGS R IURRd et 81 g8 JEr i forn e fos difsa
Afserd R gRT Jarf! T SRt 9 difed a1 af ot gao A
dTed IdM H 39d SHRI & HRU] 8l 70 | 81 98 Aled
d WY A8l Bidl &, A1 81 SHBI Bls YR YA R 81 IAD
gl & Ul 15 A1 $ls HRUT 3G Bidl 8| 8l Jbdl & &
BT Ul § <=t fd® o aed WA |l 96T 8
3R Y HRU gdedl dfed 85 8l, fbd Jdd o aed IR
[0 S9d MRt & SR g WA 8 g9at g § Dl
UPHRE eI 9 YR TG W A8l gl 99 d% &
[fdarfed ®u ¥ g Aifad a8t o fear 9 fob Gde A a1
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R 801 fquelt diar et & TR I3 sSHR! &
BRI Bl QT Bl |

14, IRV fGaT-AIYR {quaf S St S SiiHdeH] ol
Hifed o H 3%d Il ¢ Ud fauell i el gri
URardial &1 8%did U0l H o oid WIS fdar SiHr
Yoy $f goft & ofrar € SfR fouelt dfimr O gRI
TSI B §HT daH WIS #34 # URare ™l & Uid Jargy
CRIRGACRIRIIN

15, 3fd: GRAGHET &1 g8 URarg favg faueh SHr wwmet
WeR g U g 1"

12.2 The learned Permanent Lok Adalat has, upon due
appreciation of the material placed on record, taken note of the
following aspects:

12.2.1 It has been observed that on 24.12.2018, the deceased
was himself driving the vehicle and was in a normal and healthy
condition at the relevant time. During the course of such driving,
his vehicle was hit by another car, which fact stands substantiated
from the FIR as well as the final report submitted by the police.
The record further reflects that the deceased sustained serious
injuries, was immediately shifted to the Trauma Centre by
ambulance, and was thereafter declared dead.

12.2.2 The learned Permanent Lok Adalat has further recorded
that there is no tangible or cogent material on record to suggest
that the death of the deceased, Pramod Chhabra, occurred prior to
the accident. It has also been noted that the possibility of cardiac
failure having been triggered on account of the injuries sustained

in the accident, followed by cardiac arrest, cannot be ruled out.
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Additionally, the Tribunal has observed that no evidence has been
brought on record by the Insurance Company to establish that the
deceased had been undergoing any prior treatment for heart
disease.

12.2.3 The learned Permanent Lok Adalat has also held that
the opinion rendered by the Medical Jurist is not supported by any
corroborative documentary evidence and, therefore, cannot be
treated as conclusive or the final word on the cause of death. On
the contrary, the post-mortem report clearly reflects that the
deceased had sustained grievous injuries, including bleeding from
the nose, injury to the left eye, and swelling over the face. The
panchanama further records that the cause of death was
attributable to injuries sustained in the accident.

13. This Court has interacted with the concerned Doctor,
namely Dr. Naveen Simatwal, who was present-in-person, and he
was not able to overrule/refute the findings recorded in the
impugned order.

14. On an overall consideration of the oral and
documentary evidence, the findings recorded by the learned
Permanent Lok Adalat have been found to be reasoned and
justified. The repudiation of the claim by the Insurance Company,
in the given circumstances, appears to be based on presumptive
grounds, particularly when the sequence of events-namely, the
deceased driving the vehicle, the occurrence of the accident, the
sustaining of injuries, and the subsequent death-stands duly

established on record.
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15. Thus, in view of the ratio encapsulated in Bharat
Watch Company (supra), Alka Shukla (supra), and
Manmohan Nanda v. United India Insurance Co. Ltd.: CIVIL
APPEAL NO. 8336/2015 the aforesaid facts and circumstances,
this Court does not find any perversity or illegality in the findings
recorded by the learned Permanent Lok Adalat. It is also
noteworthy that the judgments relied upon by the petitioner are
distinguishable on facts and do not advance its case.
Consequently, no ground for interference is made out in exercise
of writ jurisdiction, and all the writ petitions, being devoid of
merit, are accordingly dismissed.

16. No orders are made as to costs. Pending applications, if
any, shall stand disposed.

17. A copy of present judgment be placed in the connected

petitions.

(SAMEER JAIN), J.

Sudhir/Preeti Asopa



