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SUPREME COURT OF I NDI A
RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS

Civil Appeal No. 5347 of 1998

LI FE | NSURANCE CORPN. OF I NDI A, RAI PUR Appel | ant (s)
VERSUS

HARI BANDHU SAHURespondent (s)

Date : 29/01/2004 This Appeal was called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE SHI VARAJ V. PATIL
HON BLE MR JUSTICE D.M DHARMADHI KARI

For Appellant (s)M. A V. Rangam Adv.
M. Buddy A. Ranganadhan, Adv.
M. A. Ranganadhan, Adv.

For Respondent (s)Ex-parte

UPON hearing counsel the Court nade the foll ow ng
ORDER

Heard the | earned counsel for the appellant for a while.
The civil appeal is dismssed.

No costs.

[ T.1. Rajput ][ Shelly Sengupta ]
Court Master Court Master

[ Signed order is placed on the file]

I'N THE SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A
Cl VI L APPELLATE JURI SDI CTI ON
ClVIL APPEAL NO. 5347 OF 1998

Life Insurance Corpn. of India, Raipur ... Appel | ant (s)

Ver sus



Har i bandhu Sahu ... Respondent ( s)

O R D E R

The appel | ant -1 nsurance Conpany repudi ated the policy of Kaml a Bai Sahu, wife of the responden
t, on the ground that there was naterial suppression of fact of her suffering fromleucorrhoea
The District Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum|[for short, ‘the District Forum ], on the ba
sis of the evidence placed before it, found agai nst the appellant holding that there was no ma
terial suppression of fact, as sought to be made by the Insurance Conpany. The State Consumer
Di sputes Redressal Conmi ssion [for short, ‘the State Conm ssion’] again, having re-reconsider
ed the material placed on record, affirned the findings of fact recorded by the District Forum
noticing that the appellant’s own doctor’s evidence did not support the case of the appellant
and further the other evidence placed on record also did not establish the case of the appe
Ilant. In that
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view of the matter, the State Conmi ssion dismssed the appeal. The revision petition filed by
the appell ant before the National Consunmer Disputes Redressal Conmmission [for short, ‘the Nat
i onal Commission’] was al so dism ssed holding that no illegality or jurisdictional error was f

ound in the order passed by the State Conm ssion

In this appeal, before us, against the order of the National Conm ssion, the |earned counsel f
or the appellant contended that the findings recorded, as to the suffering of Kanla Bai Sahu
that the said fact was not suppressed is untenable. W are not in a position to take a differ
ent view on the facts found and established in this case. The findings of fact recorded are b
ased on evidence and cannot be disturbed. This being the position, we decline to interfere wi
th the inmpugned order, having regard to the facts and circunstances of the case. Hence, the c
ivil appeal is dismssed.

No costs.

...................... J.
[ SH VARAJ V. PATI L]

...................... J.
[D.M DHARVADHI KARI

New Del hi ,

January 29, 2004.



