
OMBUDSMAN -RAVINDRA MOHAN SINGH

Mr Ramesh Kumar Nema ....,.... Complainant

vls
SBI Life Insurance Co. Limited ..Respondent

coMptAlNT NO| BHP-L-O4L-2223_1085 ORDER NO: tolBHp/A/rtl l2022-23

t. Name & Address of the
Complainant

Mr Ramesh Kumar Nema
Ambika Bazar, Sujalpur Mandi
Shajapur, (MP)-465333

2. Policy No:
Type of Policy
Duration of policy/eolicy period

25xxxxx5808, 25xxxxx7604
Unit Plus-ll Single
26,L2.2006, t2.t2.2006

3. Name of the insured
Name of the policyholder

Mr Ramesh Kumar Nema, Mrs Bhagvati Devi
Nema
Mr Ramesh Kumar Nema, Mrs Bhagvati Devi
Nema

4. Name of the insurer SBI Life Insurance Co. Limited
5. Date of Repudiation/ Rejection 0L.L2.2022
6. Reason for Repudiation/ Rejection
7. Date of receipt of the Complaint 05.01.2023

I
9.

Nature of complaint Showing less payment of Maturity Claim
Amount of Claim

10. Date of Partial Settlement
11. Amount of relief sought
t2. Complaint registered under Rule Rule No. 13(1)(b) Ins. Ombudsman Rule 2017
13,

L4.
Date of hearing/place 15.02.2023 at OtO, Bhopat
Representation at the hearing

a) For the Complainant Mr Rajesh Kumar Nema, Son of the
complainant under Authority over WebEx App

b) For the insurer Mr Amit Bhargava, AVp & Head CRM & CE
over WebEx App

15. Complaint how disposed Partially Allowed
t6. Date of Award/Order L5.02,2023

77' Mr Ramesh Kumar Nema (Complainant) has filed a complaint against sBl Life Insurance co.

Limited (Respondent) alleging Less payment of Maturitv Claim.

18. Brief facts of the Case -
a) contention. of the complainant (Facts of the complaintl - The complainant has

stated he and his wife had taken a single premium policy from sBl Life. He had taken a policy

on 26.12.2006 for Rs. 50,000/- and at the time of taking policy it was told by the agent that it
was like FDR which will be double along with I



going to be completed but value of maturity claim was visible Rs.1391/- only. Similarly a poticy
of his wife for Rs'g9,000/- was taken on 12.72.2006 in which varue of Maturity craim visibre
Rs 26,000/- onry, Moreover he had not been given any statement / information for sucn
figure' He had given a compraint on or.L2.2022to the sBr but he courd not get any response
from them. He has requested to the forum for solution.
b) contention of the respondent (Facts of the scN)- The respondent in their scN nave
stated that above poricy of Mr Ramesh Kumar Nema Bea.ng por.No. 25xxxxx6gog, Doc.
26.72.2006, S.A. Rs.3,12,500/_, premium_ 5O,OOO/_, Single premium, Term_16 yrs and Mty
date- 26'L2'2022 and Mrs Bhagwati Devi Nema por.No. 25xxxxx7604, Doc. L2.r2.2006, sA-
6,L8,75O/-, premium_99,000/_, Single premium, Term_ 24 years and Mty date- 12.12.2030
were fssued. poricy no.25xxxxx36gog matured on 26.12.2022 and as per the terms ano
conditions of the poricy, Company rereased the maturity amount of Rs.1,366/- which was paid
vide direct credit in the comprainant's saving bank account no.53xxxxxg335 herd in state Bank
of fndia on 27 '12'2022 through UTR no. crV226805600546 and the same was communicated
to the poficyhorder vide Maturity payment Letter dated 28.12.2022. The comprainant nas
admitted to have received the said payment. However, on the receipt of the compraint, the
company reviewed the case facts and has decided to pay Rs.17,o1o/-, i.e. the rast fund varue
of Rs.9,421..O7/- (as on 26.04.2012) along with interest @ 6.25% p.a. for the period from
26'04'2012 tit 31 01'2023 which comes to Rs.g,955/- ress maturity amount paid as on
27 '72'2022 i'e Rs.1,366/- to the comprainant and the same wit be paid shortry. For singre
Premium - The premium Atocation charges, for a Singre premium in the range of Rs.50,000 -
Rs'1'00'000' premium Atocation charges is 2% of the rerevant premium. Under poricy No.
25xxxxx5808, as the Single premium was RS.50,O0O/_ , 2% of Rs.50,000/_ i.e. Rs.1,000/_
(including service tax) was deducted towards premium atocation charges at the time of
commencement of risk' Under poricy No.25xxxxx7604, asthe singre premium was Rs.gg,oo'/,
2% of Rs'99'000/- i'e ns't,sao7- (incruding service tax) was deducted towards premium
allocation charges at the time of commencement of risk. Further an amount of Rs.443/_ and
Rs 440/- were deducted towards risk premium under policy No.Z5xxxxx'g'g and 25xxxxx7604
respectivery and Rs'60/-, Rs.60/- towards poricy administrative charges under poricies trro.
25xxxxx5808 and 25xxxxx76o4 respectively. Thus, a total of Rs.1,503/- was deducted from tne
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initial premium and the net investibre portion was onry Rs.4g,497/- under poricy No.

25xxxxx6808 and a total of Rs.2,4g0/- was deducted from the initial premium and the net
investible portion was only Rs.96,520/- under policy No.25xxxxx7604. Both the policyholoers

opted for 100% investment in Growth Fund. Accordingly, 2g08.16 units were allotted @ NAV

oI Rs.r7 -27 under policy No. 25xxxxx68o8 and 5925.11 units were allotted @ NAV of Rs.16.29

under Policy No. 25xxxxx7604. policy Administration charges (mentioned as AF in the unit
statement) is equal to Rs.60/- per month for the financial year 2oo'-o7 and wi|| increase oy

2% p'a. for each subsequent year subject to a maximum of Rs.300/- per month. A totar of Rs.

5284.52/- was deducted towards policy administration charges under policy No. 25xxxxx6g0g

during the entire policy term. Mortality charges (mentioned as pR in the Unit statement) were
deducted after liquidating the units alotted to the policy horder which was as per the
mortality charges stated under crause g of Annexure- charges of the poricy documenr.
Further, mortality charges which reads as ".......mortarity charges are met by riquidating
appropriate number of units from each Fund." The Risk premium charges (pR) was deducteo
from the Fund Value of the poricy. The proportionate risk premium on the rife of comprainant
was initially Rs.443/- per month and gradually increased to Rs.933/- per month. Risk increases

with the Age. In the instant case, age of the complainant at the time of taking the poricy was

51 years and he took an insurance cover of Rs.3,12,500/- for a term of 15 years. Given the
advanced age and the insurance cover, the mortality charges were obviousry very high.

Further, mortality charges towards the cost of insurance cover and the administration charges

were recovered regurarry every month by cancelation of approp.ate number of units. An

amount of Rs. 50,305/- was recovered towards mortarity charges arone [that is the cost of
insurance coverl for the insurance cover during the term of the poricy no. 25xxxxx6g0g. true
to recovery of these charges by cance ing the appropriate number of units, the barance units
got reduced over a period of time. The unit statement giving the details of all the transactions
under the policies no. 25xxxxx6g0g and 25xxxxx7604 are appended. The complainant was
insured for almost entire term of the poricy No. 25003536g0g and in case of any unfortunare
death of the Life Assured at any time during the term of the poricy, the Company wourd have
paid insurance cover of Rs.3,12,500/- to the regar heirs of the comprainant. That, the poricy

no. 25xxxxx580g matured on 26.72.7022 and the company had intimated regarding the
n
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maturity of the poricy vide retter dated 01.06.2022. Under the poricy No. 25xxxxx5gog, as on
the date of maturity i'e.26.72.2022, the fund varue was Rs.1,355.83/- and hence an amount
of Rs' 1,366/- was paid to the comprainant through direct credit into the saving bank accounr
no.53xxxxx8336 herd in state Bank of India on 27.r2.2022through urR no. crV226805500546
towards the maturity amount and the same was communicated to the comprainant vide
Maturity Payment Letter dated 2g.72.2022. The carcuration of maturity varue paid NAV as on
26'L2'2022- 6g'62, Units- 19.91, Totar Fund varue- Rs. 1365.83. However, as per the terms
and conditions of the policy, if the fu nd value falls below Rs. lo,ooo/-at the time of deduction
of the charges, the poricy wi immediatery be terminated and the fund varue without
deduction of any charges wit be paid to the poricyhorder and arr rights and benefits under the
policy will automatically cease. In case of the complainant Mr. Ramesh Kumar Nema also, the
fund vafue under the complainant,s policy went below Rs. LO,OOO/_ as on 26.04.20L2,
considering the deduction of the mortarity charges. However, due to technicar error, the
policy was not terminated. The Fund Value on 26.04.20!2 was Rs. 9421.01/_. Hence, the
Company has decided to pay Rs. Il,O.,O/_, i.e. the last fund vatue of Rs. 9421.01/_ along with
interest @ 6.25 p.a. for the period ftom 26.o4.20r2ti[ 31.01.2023 which comes to Rs. 8,955/_
less maturity amount paid as on 27.72.2022 i.e. Rs.1,366/- to the comprainant and the same
will be paid shortly. The calculation is given below:

In view of what is submitted above, a, the aregations made in the compraint against the
company are hereby denied being farse and baseress. The company acted strictry on the basis
of the terms and conditions of the poricy and therefore, the Comprainant is not entitred to get
the refund of the prernium under the policy.

The comprainant has fired compraint retter, Annex. vr A and correspondence with respondenr,
while respondent have filed SCN with enclosures. 

I)tl,/, II /t I Illut'v

Fund Value (as on 26.04.2012)

Add: Interest payable

Less: Maturity paid

Total Amount payable

1q



20' I have heard both the parties over webEx App at rength and perused papers fired on beharf ofthe complainant as well as the Insurance Company.
2L' Observation and concrusion - During hearing the representative of the comprainant

submitted that his father had taken poricy Nos.25xxxxx6g0g, 25xxxxx 7604 fromrespondent
company in the year 2006 - one in his name and the other in the name of his wife againstpayment of single premium of Rs.50,000/- and Rs.99,000/- with premium paying term of 16yeafs' 24 years respectivery. He further submitted that at the time of taking the poricy, Agent
had tord him that it is rike FDR and the amount wit doubre /tripre at the time of maturity and
was sold above poricies with this assurance. poricy No.25xxxxx6gog matured on 26.!2,2022
and he received maturity amount of Rs.1,36G/_. He also submitted that in the other policy
No.25xxxxx7604 maturity amount as on date could be seen as Rs.26,000/_ only. He therefore
appealed to this forum for redressal of his grievance as
paid by the company. 

"'J 6r rsvdrrue as very less maturity amount has been

on their turn respondent company submitted that poricy Nos.25xxxxx6g0g,25xxxxx7604
were issued to Mr Ramesh Kumar Nema and Mrs Bhagvati Devi Nema on 26.!2.2006,
72 72'2006 and their age at entry then was 62 years and 50 years against payment of singrepremium of Rs. R'.50,0OO/_ and R'.99,0OO/_ with premium paying term of 16 years, 24 years
respectivery. He further submitted that as the age at entry of the rife assured at the time ofinception of poricy was high, mortarity charges were obviousry very high. Mortarity charges
towards the cost of insurance cover and the administration charges were recovered regurarry
every month by cance'ation of appropriate number of units a per crause g of Annexure -charges of the policy document. unit statement giving detairs of a1 transactions under the
both the poricies have been sent to the comprainant every year. The comprainant was insured
for almost entire term under Policy No. 25003536g0g and in case of any unfortunate death ofthe Life Assured at any time during the term of the poricy, the company wourd have paid
lnsurance cover of Rs.3,L2,500/- to the regar heirs of the comprainant. The fund varue on thedate of maturity i'e' 26'12'2022 was Rs.1,365.83 and hence Rs1,366/- was rightry credited tocomprainant' However on receipt of compraint from this forum, the case was once again
scrutinized and as per the terms and conditions of the poricy, if the fund varue fars berow Rs.rc'ooo/- at the time of deduction of the charges, the poricy wit immediatery be terminated

t/ I
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and the fund varue without deduction of any charges wi, oe paid to the poricyhorder and arl
rights and benefits under the poricy wit automaticaly cease. In the case of Mr. Ramesh Kumar
Nema also the fund value under the complainant,s policy went below Rs. 1O000/_ as on
26'O4'20t however, due to technicar error, the poricy was not terminated. The Fund varue on
26.04.2012 was Rs. 9421.01/_. Hence, the Company has decided to pay Rs. L7,OIO/-, i.e. fie
fast fund varue of Rs' 9427'07/- arong with interest @ 6.25% p.a. for the period from
26'04'2072 ti', 31'01 2023 which conles to Rs. g,955/- ress maturity amount paid as on
27 'L2'2022 i.e' Rs.1,366/- to the comprainant. He stated that as reSard poricy No.25xxxxx7604
the same is due to mature on I2.f2.2030 and that the policy is in force as on date.
The comprainant argued that Agent had never informed about such huge mortarity charges
and also that he had never received any unit statement from the respondent company
throughout the entire term of 16 years either by way of any tefter or SMS.
I have heard both the parties and carefully gone through the documents available in the file.
It is observed that the respondent company has rightry carcurated the maturity amount ano
informed that an amount of Rs.L7,or0/- more is yet to be paid by the company towards poricy
No'25003536909 as per terms and conditions of the contract. The action of the respondenr
company sending Account statement to their poricyhorders every year by ordinary post and
putting the brame on the post office for its appropriate derivery to the addressee is nor
appreciated' In the light of above, respondent company is directed to send the latest Account
statement pertaining to policy No.25xxxxx7604 by registered post immediately. In view of
foregoing, complaint is liable to be partially allowed.

AWARD

The compraint fired bv Mr Ramesh Kumar Nema is partiary atowed and respondent
company is directed to pay Rs.17,010/- (Rupees seventeen Thousand Ten only) to the
complainant under poricy No. 2500353680g to comprainant within 30 days from the date of
receipt of the Award.

23. Let copies of the order
Forum.

Place : Bhopal
Date:15.02.2023

be given to both the pafties. Compliance s s

I
L

(RAVINDRA MOHAN SINGH)
INSURANCE OMBUDSMAN



PROCEEDINGS BEFORE.TH€ INSURANCEOMBUDSMAN.5TATE OF M.P. & C.C,

IUNDER RULE NO: 16{1)/17 Ot THE tNSURANcE oMBUDSMAN RULE 20171

OMBUOSMAN - RAVINDRA MOHAN SINGH

Mr Raj6h P.l ,.,.,,,.,,,,.,,.,.,,,,,,.,,,,,.,,,..,,,,..,,,,..,,,,.,.,,,.,.,,,.,.,.,,,.,.,,,.,, compl.inant

\l'
St.. Union Oaii.hi Lile lnsur.n.€ Co. ltd , ,,,,,,.,.,,,..,,,,...,.,.,.,.,.,.,,,,...,,,.,.,.,,,,.,.,,.,,,.,Respondent

COMPTAfNTNO:AHP-[-045-2223-1154 ORDERNOTIO/aHP/A/w 12022-2023

1,

OuEtion ol poli.y/Poli.V p€riod
sud Llfereevan salar Plan

3,
Name of ih€ pollclholdet

Star Union D.ii.hi Life lnsuran.€ Co, Ltd
Date or R€pudiation/ Rej€dion
Reason lor Repudialion/ Rej€dion
Date of re.eipr ofrh. complalnt

Les Paym€ntof Mty claim

Dale of Padial settlement

t2, Complaint resGlered under Rule RuleNo,13(1)lb)lns,ombudsmanRule20u
24,02,2013atOlO Bhopal

RepEsenradon at rh€ hearinS
M. Rajesh Pal ov€r Web€x App
Mr Nehal Nnbhawane, Asrktant Manager -
Legal & conplian.e overwebExADp

17. Mr Rajesh Pal(Complainant)has iiled a complaint aganst Srar Union Dai-tcht Life Insuran.e

Co. ttd. {Re5pondent) alleglng Le$ Payment of Matu.ity C aih.

13. arl.f fads ot the c.se -
a) conteniion or the comolaiiant (Fads ot the complant), The .ompainant has

naFd that he had taken above policy on 09.11.2012fof a poicy term ol 10 yea6 against

annual paymeft of p.emium was Rs 23,s11l.. He paid a the ten insta ments of premium

totaling Rr.2,33,311/. But on completion of 10yea6 only R5.2,75,433/ was re.eived through
I
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BHP-1.04s-222t-us4

NEFT on 01 12 2022 trom rhecohpanywhich s Rr.9,622-,es rian the totalpremiun paid
by hrm. Ne stated rhat at the tne oirating poicy ir was iotd lhat afier loyea( he wi Set
around s.6 tacs andihere w be ad tnrurance of Rs.2 takhror rir€, which wit be g ven ro hir
su.cessor alter that he todced a complaint to the rRDA on u1.12.2022 n .esponse to that
letter rwasanufed to reso/ve the compta nt within 15 dayr. on contrary he .e.eived a lerter
trom.ompany dared 05.12.2022 that an agreement wa5 done wth the a.ceptance of borh
the parties before taking the potcy Hehasrequestedtolhero.unrorpayfrenrofMatunty
vaiue accordingto ass!rance siven prior totakingrhe poticy.

b) conr€ntjoh olrh€ reslondent (fa.ts of scNl - The rerponoe rn the,scN have stated
that above po|cy war issued on 30.11.2012, premium_ Rs.2s,511/ Suh of torat pfehium
paid.3s.2,75,s60l,, tile cover Rs.2ioo,ooo/-, Maturty an,ounr pard Rs.2,75,433/ and potcy
docuhent wd delive.ed ro rhe.ompainant on 0712.2012 11re.omptainant raised hs
grievance with Int€Srated Grievance Madagehent system ltcMs) as to the non-payhent ot
marurrV amounr fo owing whi.h the cohpany imhediarery pard the elieible amount o,
Rs.2,75,433/ and rhe codmunicaiio. regardiru rhe rame rncrud,ng rhe details ot payment
!feak up was dutysentto him. The e istb e amount of Rs.2,75,433/.c paid in accordan.e with
the tefms and conditions of the poticy bond. Thereafter, flre comptainanl approached the
companywith th€ g.ievanc€ erter dated 7g,72.2022, a ecnrsntsma&h in rhe amounr paid to
nrm at maturiry with ihe sum assured to hrn at the time of inceptjon of the po/icy For rhe
reasonr best known onty to htfri the comp ainanr eger tharrne amount rangins berween 5
6lakh was a$ured to be paid ro hm as maturity benefit. How€ver, on receipt o, the 5ame,
rhe company revi€wed the concerns raised by h m and inrofmed him via repty tetter dated
04.01.2023,that the companycannot accede to hk requeg and thatthe maturiry pay.our i5
akeady pro.e$.d to his bank accouni as per ptan benefits opred by hih. The conptainanr
he.ein had optedlora Non.Link€d panicipating insuran.e poticyin whchSihpt€ reveuionary
bonus, if anr wiltbe decar€d by the company at the end
premumpayhentterfr.,aftera.."r,",",^",r."rr",r".r'r1;]::;i:::Jffi::i::
the "sates tustraiton,,duty rigned bVthe Compainant at ih
F,om the ba,e p.rusar or rhe saes rus$aton, ...r;:::J:::il;::t::::1
guaGnteed maturtty beneiit tn two s.enarios ie.,6% & 10 % ransns from Fs.2,1s,oool to

t/ li
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BHP.t-04t2223 rts4

Rs.3,20,000/. The said alegalion is denied id toto and rie comptaidanr is porto stict proot
@ prove ihat any such promise / a$uranc€ was giv€n to him at the time ofsourcing of poticy,
Th€rek nowher€ menuoned in the potrcy bondthatrt,s anount rangrng berween5_6 takh of
wil b€ paid to hin as maturity benetft. tr k pertinenr ro nore flrat the sales i tustfation k
sSned by cofrptainant himsetf. Moreover, rhe bonus be,og noncuaranreed one, the
alegarion raised by hih as to the amount payab/e ai marunry does nor stand vatid.

19. Thecomptainanr hast ed complatnt telter, Annex Vt A and coftespondence with fespondent,
while rerpondent have filed SCN with enctosures.

zo. lhave h.ard borh rhe panies overWebEx App at ensth and perused pape.slited on behatfof
the conpainantaswetasthetnsuran.ecompany.

21. Obsedaiion and Conctusion Durjng h€a.ine the LUmp,a,nanr subhtted that he had
purcirased abov€ poliryfrom respondenr conpany n 2012. He stated he was inforfred then,
inar on haturity he would €et Rs,5-6 tacs ptus fe cove.agefor Rs.2 acsfor ife. However, he
rece,ved onry Rr.2,75,433/- on marurtywhich k lessthan the basic amounr Henaredrhat
no one woutd aSree to get ess rhan what he has pard under any poti.v. N€ therefo.e
appeat€d to thh forud tor redre$alofhh er evance,

On thek rurn respondent conpa^y submitred rhat potr.y No.0ors143 was hsued to the
complainant on 30.11.2012 udder Je€van safar ptan for a sum assur€d for tu.2 tacs. He
submitted thatthe plan opred by conpainant ij a N.n tinked paftcipatin€ rdsurance poticy
wheren sihpte reveBionary bonus, if any, dectared by tne .ompany at rhe end of every
rinanciaty€ar duringrhe premjum paymeitterfr wit beadded torhe sum a$ufedand is paid
aonS with fraturity. The said i ustraton €ives indcative rgures or maturity benetit in two
scenanosr.e.'erurn@6%asRs.2,13,oo0l and @ 1o%asRs.3,2o,oo0/. Thisaspeclhasbeen
€xpained in ihe sates itustration and rhe same has been duy sjCned by rhe cobpainant.
Hen.e, the marurity amount paid to the .omplainant E n orde. and as per terms and
conditions ofthe polcy and c ariued rhat the.omp ainant w .ontinue to have coverage for

rhav€ heard both rhe parti€s and.arerutySone through ure oocuments avai/abte in the fie. tt
'5 

obseryed thai the respondent corpany has right/y paid the hatunty anount due underthe
porcy as per terms and conditions ot the poticy Gum assured + bonur + tehtnat bonus).,tt/ u

tL t'/ t'



COMPIAI{T NO: BHF[-04S.2223.1154 ORDER NO:

conplainant also dudns herrne acknowtedsed that
lllusft.tion refered to by ihe respondent company,

dlsmlsed,

ne was shared the sane beneflt

H€nce, complaint lt ti:bte to be

22,

23. L.t copies of the order be giv€n to both the parties,

tL /,.-z
INAMNDRA I!i|O8AN SINGIi)

INSURANCE OMBUDSMAN

fte@hplahtfiled by Mr. Ralesh pat nands dtshiss€d he,ewrth,



W
OMBUOSMAN -RAVINDRA MOHAN;iE;

Mrshyamlal upadhyay 
...,.,,... €onptainant

v/s
sBt Ufe Ins!ran.€ Co. timited _..,,,,.....,,....,..,.,..,,R€rpondenr

coMPtAINTNO: BHP-L-041-222311s5 ORDERNO:tOlBHptAtLv 
t2022"23

Indd€ (MPl-4s2oo9

puration of potiqr/poticy period
sal |ite- Ftexi Shan Insurance porcv

Name of the poticyhotder

sBr uf€ hsuranceco. timire;Date ol Repudi.tio./ Rejedion
Renon for Repudi. on/it;;;; Pavmenr nade ,s per rut;p.te ot r.ceipr orrhe compfii

te$ paynent of Maruriiy paym;;i

patc ol Pa.tiat se$t.menr
anounrofr€tiefsoughr
compl,inr regkrer€d under Rute Rur€ No. r3(r,td) Ins. ombud-;;; suG-atpat€ o, hearing/pta@ 24.02.2023 at ojo, BhopalR€prsentation a! the hea,trs

a) Forrfie compt.inant MrShyaml,t Upadhyay ov€rwebErapp
Mramh Bharyava, AVp &;;;-RiiiA
over W€bExApp

Cohplatnt how djrposed

M. Shyamlat UpadhFy (Cohpainant) has

rimited (Respondent) alegiisMk selineol
Bri€f f,cts ofth. C.!e_

(ontention of rhe .om

flled a compta nt aeainst SBt tife Insurance Co

![q - rne .omplainani has

13.10.2011 againn monthy

r, fe had received only

00/- 8e has further stared

Jo.ument it was mentioned

t was a$ured bylhe asent

&!!34 Fads of tne .ombtai

/l
vuh

a
stated that he had been cheated

premiun was Rs.2tOOl which

Rs.1,76,900/ as harurity amount

that how terfrinat Bonus has been

3r 'isum Alured Muttip e. fadof,



coMPLATNTNOT sHP-r-041-?223-11sSORplRNO:rO|BHP/A/u/ /2022-23

lhar at th€ tine of maiuaty, payhent of Rs5,04,000/ sum assufed kguarante.d whlch he

could not 8et. He further stated that he did not get the sum asured plus Bonus which is

decared time to llme He has requened to tha lotum for clarllication with fulldelak ol

b) conr€nnon ofth€ resoondentlFacisolthe SCN) The respondent n theirSCN have

stated that Company receved a duy fllled and signed proposal form in the nafre of the

.ompla nait, Mr.Shyam alUpadhvav a ongwith in tialproposaldeposit ol Rs 2,100/'forCrant

of insorance.over. soely bared o^ the i^fornatioh siven in the proposa lorm, belevlngthe

sameto be true and comp ete, sBrufe- F exi smad po icy beaan8 no.s6*xxx9s06 was issued

to the complalnaft w $ date of commencement as 13,10.2011for a basic sum a$ured of Rs.

s,04,m0/- for a poli.y term and prefriun paying tern of 10 year5 wlth premiun paving

freqoenry a5 MonthlV. The policy i5 a 
^o^-pani.ipating 

raditonal savings plan, wherein

minimum suaranleed imerest is 2.s% p.a. and ruture interest rale would be dec ared on the

basis of investment earningr expenses incuried towards lhe manaCement of fund. In the

nstant case, the Compla nant has paid the premium lor lOyeaE underthe said polcy. As per

clauseno.101, Expense Premi!m Componenl, Risk Premlum component was recovered fiom

the premiums paid by the complanant and part of the premium was invested in lhe policy

account of the compainant, Ihe policy document cleary explalns al the cha.ges payable

under th€ po cy undpr clause no. 10 of the tertu and condiuons of rhe ponv do.ufrent,

"Premium Components". As pe. clause no. 10, the Expense Component wil be re.overed

irom the premium receved,10.1.2 Ths w llbe used to cover expense related to the policy

andcommissionpaidlointermediaries.l0.l.3TheExpenseComponenlwil beasfolows:

Expense Component
percentage ol the pr€mlum

comnission rales as percentage ol the

/u



COMPtAiNTNo: aHp.L.041_2223 rr55ORDER 2022.23

In the policy document, the term poticy account va ue ir dended as ,,The policy premium
component ptur the inrerjm interest rare and the additionatcrediting inrefest rate (ifany)
wil be the batance of you. poticy a.count at any time dunng rne porcy rerm,,That the
poncyhatured on 13.10.2021and accordnCy, theCompanydury pard the maturityamolnt
ol Rs.1,76,331.34 by dnect credir to the poticvhotde.s ravrry bank a.count no.ii!:ii19423 hetd in slar€ Bank of tndia on 2O 10.2021wnrh wa5 inro/med throush rhe
Malurity Paynent telter dared 21.10.2021 and ihe same was adm,ttedty recetved by the
.otoplainant. The catcutation ofrhe har!rityvalue paid k eiven oerowl

Th. policvhotder has paid at his due renewatpremtums unoef the poticyaddthe mattrrty
value underthe poli.ywas As.17633134 after coverng the poliryho/der for 10 yeaE tor the
insurance cover fo. a sun a$u.ed of Rs.5,O4,oOO/,. rhe premruh Increases with ase sti[, rhe
adount paid i5 subnantiatvk-i vk the insurance cover granred ro him. Thus, the idporrance
olinsufance cove.that was avaiable under the policy neeo not be overedphasized. Thus, the
comprarnant i5 not put to any to$. The company nas re.e,ved the .omplaint ,rom lhe
complainant under the poticy vide tetter dated os.03.2o?2 to whi.h the company ha5 duly
reptied to vide repty tetter dated 17.03.2022. tn view oi what s submttted above, sB tife
Inrurance co Ltd hereby denies a the at4ations maoe n the.omptajnt asatnn rhe
company. The action ofsBtr fe lnsurance co Ltd is strtcr yas perrhe terns and cond tions of

19 The complainant has lited compta nt tetrer, AnneN, Vt A dna .ori€spondence wtth respondentl
wnr e r€spondent have fi ed SCN with enctosures.

20. rhave heard both the partier ovorwebEx app at lensrh and perused pape.rlited on behatfof
the comptainant as weI asrhe Insuran.e Company.

21. obseryaiion and con.iusion _ Durins hearins the comprardant
purchased above poticy from respondent company on
matured on 13.10.2021 

^- _"_r;h:l

cro$ Matuitv Amouhr pavabt;

N€t Maturitv Amount payabte



roMprArNTNo: BHP-L-041-2223-1155oROERNOr|O/AHP/A/U/ /2022-23

Rs 5,04,000/- a$ured to him attherine oJ pu(hase ofpolicy. Be therelore appeatedtothk

torum tor.edre$ar of hk grievance.

On then turn respondent company submitted that polcy Nos6xxxxx9so6 was isrued ro

complananl on 13.10.2011 tor a basic sun a$ured oi Rs 5,04000/ with a polcy and

premlum payingterm of 10yeats a8ainst monihly mode of prefriun payment of Rs,2,100/.

The ageof ileasuredonthe date ofentryinioth€ planwar sTVear. He fufther stated thal

the above policy s a variable nsurance plan provldngsum assured plus balan.e in the policy

account oi the date of dealh intidaton as death beneiit. As the age of lile assured was on

hlgher side i e. s7 yeais at the ume ofrakrn8 the po nV, modalny.harges were on the hisher

slde. The policv provides mnimum guaranteed interest 2.5% p.a. and future interest rate

woud be declar€d on th€ basis of lnvestmedt earnln8s, e$enser in.uned towards rhe

manag€ment ol fund. Cause 4.2 provides that maturity benefit as the balance in lhe poi.y

ac.ount on the date of maturity and poi.y account valu€ s the premium componant plus

interim nterest rate and addit onalcrediting inlerest rate at any ume dur ng the po icy term.

Thus the haturity atrount of Rs.1,76i331.34 i5 anived a1 by adding gro5s matuaty amou^t

payableofR3.l,6S,4lO.30pustermrnalbonusamountinStoRs.3,420.s4andthisamounthas

been credited lo the aaolnt of th€ .ompainant on 20.10 2021. Hence noihing more s

rhave heard both the part es and carelu ly gonethroush the docunents available id the file. t
i5obserued tharrhe respo^denrcompany has righty atrived at the maturity amount payable

to the complanant as per terms and conditions oi the policy and pald Rs 1,76,331.34 on

20.10.2021.Inv ewoliorego ng, compla nt is iable to be disdissed,

ThecomplaintfiL€d by Mr. Shyamla Upadhyaystands dismksed herewith.

23 Let.op'es ofthe ord.r b. given to both rhe parties.

/w l, =t2
IRAVINDRA MOHAN SINGH)

NSUNANC' OM 3U OSMAN
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PROCEEDINGS BEFORE  
THE INSURANCE OMBUDSMAN, (States of Tamil Nadu & Puducherry) 

(UNDER RULE NO: 17(1) OF THE INSURANCE OMBUDSMAN RULES, 2017) 
OMBUDSMAN – Shri Segar Sampathkumar 

Case of: Mrs T. Padmavathi Vs Life Insurance Corporation (LIC) of India  

Ref No: CHN-L-029-2223-0902 

        Award No: IO/CHN/A/LI/0332/2022-2023 

                         

1. Name & Address of the Complainant Mrs T. Padmavathi, 

23-25-11/A, Sannidhanamvari Street, 

Satyanarayanapuram, Vijayawada, 

Andhra Pradesh – 520011. 

2. Policy No. 
Death Sum Assured (DSA) 
Date of Commencement of policy 
Date of Commencement of risk  
Instalment Premium/ Mode  
Type of Policy 
Policy Term/Premium Paying term 
Date of Maturity 
Maturity claim settled by the insurer 
Total premium paid 

719384729 
Rs.750000 
28.05.2011 

28.05.2011 

 Rs.9174.50/ Qly  
Jeevan Saral 
10 years / 10 years 
28.05.2021 

-- 

Rs.3,67,480/- 

3. Name of the Life Assured Mrs T. Pamavathi 

4. Name of the insurer Life Insurance Corporation of India,  
DO-2, Chennai 

5.  Date of registration of the complaint 07.02.2023 

   

6. Nature of complaint Dispute over the Maturity Sum 
Assured (MSA) 

7. Amount of Claim (payable, as per 
policy) 

Maturity Sum Assured (MSA) plus 
Loyalty addition, if any 

8. Date of Partial Settlement -- 

9. Amount of relief sought Rs.3,67,480/- with Bonus and Interest 

10. Complaint registered under  Rule No. 13 (1) (b) & (i) of the 
Insurance Ombudsman Rules, 2017 

11. Date of hearing  Through Video Conferencing on  
20/02/2023  
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12. 
 

 

Representation at the hearing  

a)For the complainant 
 

Mrs T. Padmavathi   

b) For the Insurer Mrs. S. Ananthalakshmi, Manager 
(Claims) LIC of India, DO -2, Chennai 

13. Disposal of Complaint By Award 

14. Date of Award 22-02-2023 

 

15. Brief Facts of the Case:  

During the year 2011, the Complainant took a Jeevan Saral Policy (No. 719384729) on 

her own life from the insurer, which matured on 28/05/2021. As she is not satisfied with 

the maturity benefit intimated by the insurer which is less than the premiums paid by 

her, she made a representation to the insurer. As the reply received from the insurer 

was not satisfactory to her, the Complainant has approached this Forum 

16. Complainant’s submission:  

The complainant has stated that the insurer intimated her only Rs.2,31,149/- as maturity 

amount for which she had paid premium amounting to Rs.3,67,480/-. She sought for 

refund of premium paid by her with Bonus and interest. 

17. Insurer’s submission: 

As per the terms and conditions of this policy, the premium amount is decided 

irrespective of age of proponent, at start of policy and the Death Sum Assured is equal 

to 250 times of monthly premium amount. Accordingly, the proponents higher in age will 

get the same insurance cover in same premium amount as of proponent lower in age, 

but the Maturity Value would differ according to the age at entry of the insured. The 

higher the age at entry of insured, lower will be Maturity amount and vice versa.  

As per the plan features, for long term policies Maturity Value / Death Benefit is not a 

static amount, but increases every policy year. In the policy schedule, Maturity Sum 

Assured is not mentioned and left blank inadvertently, which omission the complainant 
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failed to notify to the insurer. The correct Maturity Sum Assured was communicated to 

the complainant vide letter dated 03.10.2020.  Since the policy was taken at the age of 

57 years, the mortality charges are relatively higher and hence the Maturity Benefit is 

Rs.2,31,149/- only and risk is covered for 10 years for death sum assured of 

Rs.7,50,000/-  

In view of the above, the Insurer prayed for dismissal of the complaint. 

18. Documents submitted to the Forum: 

✓ Policy document dated 11-08-2011 
✓ Proposal  
✓ Maturity Claim Intimation cum Discharge Voucher  
✓ Insurer’s reply dated 30-01-2023 
✓ Complaint dated 07-02-2023 to the Forum 
✓ Self-contained Note (SCN) dated 16-02-2023 of the insurer 

 

19. Result of hearing (Observations & Conclusion): 

During the hearing, the Complainant was assisted by her son. The Complainant 

reiterated what has been stated in the complaint. She further added that the insurer’s 

communication stating the correct Maturity Sum Assured after a period of ten years 

could not be acceptable. The Complainant mainly sought for refund of premium paid by 

her with Bonus and Interest. 

The Self-Contained Note of the Insurer explains certain features of the Policy.  The 

same points mentioned in the Self-Contained Note were reiterated by the Insurer during 

the hearing. 

The Schedule of the Policy defines Maturity Benefit as: 

“In the event of the life Assured surviving the date of maturity a sum equal to 

Maturity Sum Assured in force after partial surrenders, if any, along with the 

corresponding Loyalty Addition, if any, shall be payable.”   
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The Maturity Benefit is anchored to the Maturity Sum Assured.  But there is complete 

obscurity on what this Maturity Sum Assured is.  Nowhere does the Policy define 

Maturity Sum Assured.  In the absence of any definition on the basis of computation of  

the Maturity Sum Assured, or a specific value having been stated in the Schedule, the  

Insured, on reading the Contract would be riddled with difficulty in divining what would 

be payable on maturity.  

 

It is also noted that while the policy specifies the date of maturity, the amount payable 

on maturity is not stated. 

 

The   Honourable High Court of Judicature at Madras in W.P. No 8397/2019, ordered on 

01.06.2020 that  

“The only possible inference that could be drawn from this incontrovertible fact 

situation is that the Petitioner and the Third Respondent had not been at 

consensus ad idem on an essential term of the agreement relating to the exact 

value of the “Maturity Sum Assured” at the time of inception of the policy. This 

would obviously mean that there has been mutual mistake rendering the 

agreement itself Void Ab Initio   in terms of Section 20 of the Indian Contract Act, 

1872” 

And the Honourable High Court directed the insurer to refund the premium paid by the 

policyholder with interest. 

The facts and circumstances of this complaint are similar to the case cited. Hence the 

Forum advises the Insurer to refund the premium paid by the complainant with interest 

as applicable after factoring in the earlier settlement towards Maturity Benefit if settled. 
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21. The attention  tIisherebinvitedfollowiprovisiotheInsurancOmbudsmanRul201 

 

a) According to Rule 17(6) of the Insurance Ombudsman Rules, 2017, the insurer 

shall comply with the award within thirty days of the receipt of the award and 

intimate compliance of the same to the Ombudsman. 

b) According to Rule 17(7) of the Insurance Ombudsman Rules, 2017, the 

complainant shall be entitled to such interest at a rate per annum as specified in 

the regulations, framed under the Insurance Regulatory and Development 

Authority of India Act, 1999, from the date the claim ought to have been settled 

under the regulations, till the date of payment of the amount awarded by the 

Ombudsman. 

c) According to Rule 17(8) of the Insurance Ombudsman Rules, 2017, the award of 

the Insurance Ombudsman shall be binding on the insurers. 

  

Dated at Chennai on this 22nd day of   February, 2023.                              

                                                                                                                                                   

 
 

 (Segar Sampathkumar) 
                                                                    Insurance Ombudsman  

                                                                      State of Tamil Nadu and Puducherry 
        

AWARD 

Taking into account the facts and circumstances of the case and the 

submissions made by the insurer and the complainant, the Forum directs 

the Insurer to refund the premium paid by the Complainant under Policy 

no.719384729 with interest applicable at the rate specified in Rule no.17 (7) 

of the Insurance Ombudsman Rules, 2017, after factoring in the earlier 

settlement towards Maturity Benefit if paid.      

 The complaint is disposed of accordingly. 
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Copy to:  

 

           1.   Mrs T. Padmavathi, 

                23-25-11/A, Sannidhanamvari Street,  

                Satyanarayanapuram,  

                Vijayawada,  

                Andhra Pradesh – 520011. 

 

 

          2.   The Senior Divisional Manager, 

       Life Insurance Corporation of India, 

       Divisional office-II, 

       C-47, II Avenue, Anna Nagar, 

       Chennai-600 040. 
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PROCEEDINGS BEFORE  
THE INSURANCE OMBUDSMAN, (States of Tamil Nadu & Puducherry) 

(UNDER RULE NO: 17(1) OF THE INSURANCE OMBUDSMAN RULES, 2017) 
OMBUDSMAN – Shri Segar Sampathkumar 

Case of: Mrs T. Padmavathi Vs Life Insurance Corporation (LIC) of India  

Ref No: CHN-L-029-2223-0902 

        Award No: IO/CHN/A/LI/0332/2022-2023 

                         

1. Name & Address of the Complainant Mrs T. Padmavathi, 

23-25-11/A, Sannidhanamvari Street, 

Satyanarayanapuram, Vijayawada, 

Andhra Pradesh – 520011. 

2. Policy No. 
Death Sum Assured (DSA) 
Date of Commencement of policy 
Date of Commencement of risk  
Instalment Premium/ Mode  
Type of Policy 
Policy Term/Premium Paying term 
Date of Maturity 
Maturity claim settled by the insurer 
Total premium paid 

719384729 
Rs.750000 
28.05.2011 

28.05.2011 

 Rs.9174.50/ Qly  
Jeevan Saral 
10 years / 10 years 
28.05.2021 

-- 

Rs.3,67,480/- 

3. Name of the Life Assured Mrs T. Pamavathi 

4. Name of the insurer Life Insurance Corporation of India,  
DO-2, Chennai 

5.  Date of registration of the complaint 07.02.2023 

   

6. Nature of complaint Dispute over the Maturity Sum 
Assured (MSA) 

7. Amount of Claim (payable, as per 
policy) 

Maturity Sum Assured (MSA) plus 
Loyalty addition, if any 

8. Date of Partial Settlement -- 

9. Amount of relief sought Rs.3,67,480/- with Bonus and Interest 

10. Complaint registered under  Rule No. 13 (1) (b) & (i) of the 
Insurance Ombudsman Rules, 2017 

11. Date of hearing  Through Video Conferencing on  
20/02/2023  
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12. 
 

 

Representation at the hearing  

a)For the complainant 
 

Mrs T. Padmavathi   

b) For the Insurer Mrs. S. Ananthalakshmi, Manager 
(Claims) LIC of India, DO -2, Chennai 

13. Disposal of Complaint By Award 

14. Date of Award 22-02-2023 

 

15. Brief Facts of the Case:  

During the year 2011, the Complainant took a Jeevan Saral Policy (No. 719384729) on 

her own life from the insurer, which matured on 28/05/2021. As she is not satisfied with 

the maturity benefit intimated by the insurer which is less than the premiums paid by 

her, she made a representation to the insurer. As the reply received from the insurer 

was not satisfactory to her, the Complainant has approached this Forum 

16. Complainant’s submission:  

The complainant has stated that the insurer intimated her only Rs.2,31,149/- as maturity 

amount for which she had paid premium amounting to Rs.3,67,480/-. She sought for 

refund of premium paid by her with Bonus and interest. 

17. Insurer’s submission: 

As per the terms and conditions of this policy, the premium amount is decided 

irrespective of age of proponent, at start of policy and the Death Sum Assured is equal 

to 250 times of monthly premium amount. Accordingly, the proponents higher in age will 

get the same insurance cover in same premium amount as of proponent lower in age, 

but the Maturity Value would differ according to the age at entry of the insured. The 

higher the age at entry of insured, lower will be Maturity amount and vice versa.  

As per the plan features, for long term policies Maturity Value / Death Benefit is not a 

static amount, but increases every policy year. In the policy schedule, Maturity Sum 

Assured is not mentioned and left blank inadvertently, which omission the complainant 
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failed to notify to the insurer. The correct Maturity Sum Assured was communicated to 

the complainant vide letter dated 03.10.2020.  Since the policy was taken at the age of 

57 years, the mortality charges are relatively higher and hence the Maturity Benefit is 

Rs.2,31,149/- only and risk is covered for 10 years for death sum assured of 

Rs.7,50,000/-  

In view of the above, the Insurer prayed for dismissal of the complaint. 

18. Documents submitted to the Forum: 

✓ Policy document dated 11-08-2011 
✓ Proposal  
✓ Maturity Claim Intimation cum Discharge Voucher  
✓ Insurer’s reply dated 30-01-2023 
✓ Complaint dated 07-02-2023 to the Forum 
✓ Self-contained Note (SCN) dated 16-02-2023 of the insurer 

 

19. Result of hearing (Observations & Conclusion): 

During the hearing, the Complainant was assisted by her son. The Complainant 

reiterated what has been stated in the complaint. She further added that the insurer’s 

communication stating the correct Maturity Sum Assured after a period of ten years 

could not be acceptable. The Complainant mainly sought for refund of premium paid by 

her with Bonus and Interest. 

The Self-Contained Note of the Insurer explains certain features of the Policy.  The 

same points mentioned in the Self-Contained Note were reiterated by the Insurer during 

the hearing. 

The Schedule of the Policy defines Maturity Benefit as: 

“In the event of the life Assured surviving the date of maturity a sum equal to 

Maturity Sum Assured in force after partial surrenders, if any, along with the 

corresponding Loyalty Addition, if any, shall be payable.”   
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The Maturity Benefit is anchored to the Maturity Sum Assured.  But there is complete 

obscurity on what this Maturity Sum Assured is.  Nowhere does the Policy define 

Maturity Sum Assured.  In the absence of any definition on the basis of computation of  

the Maturity Sum Assured, or a specific value having been stated in the Schedule, the  

Insured, on reading the Contract would be riddled with difficulty in divining what would 

be payable on maturity.  

 

It is also noted that while the policy specifies the date of maturity, the amount payable 

on maturity is not stated. 

 

The   Honourable High Court of Judicature at Madras in W.P. No 8397/2019, ordered on 

01.06.2020 that  

“The only possible inference that could be drawn from this incontrovertible fact 

situation is that the Petitioner and the Third Respondent had not been at 

consensus ad idem on an essential term of the agreement relating to the exact 

value of the “Maturity Sum Assured” at the time of inception of the policy. This 

would obviously mean that there has been mutual mistake rendering the 

agreement itself Void Ab Initio   in terms of Section 20 of the Indian Contract Act, 

1872” 

And the Honourable High Court directed the insurer to refund the premium paid by the 

policyholder with interest. 

The facts and circumstances of this complaint are similar to the case cited. Hence the 

Forum advises the Insurer to refund the premium paid by the complainant with interest 

as applicable after factoring in the earlier settlement towards Maturity Benefit if settled. 
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21. The attention  tIisherebinvitedfollowiprovisiotheInsurancOmbudsmanRul201 

 

a) According to Rule 17(6) of the Insurance Ombudsman Rules, 2017, the insurer 

shall comply with the award within thirty days of the receipt of the award and 

intimate compliance of the same to the Ombudsman. 

b) According to Rule 17(7) of the Insurance Ombudsman Rules, 2017, the 

complainant shall be entitled to such interest at a rate per annum as specified in 

the regulations, framed under the Insurance Regulatory and Development 

Authority of India Act, 1999, from the date the claim ought to have been settled 

under the regulations, till the date of payment of the amount awarded by the 

Ombudsman. 

c) According to Rule 17(8) of the Insurance Ombudsman Rules, 2017, the award of 

the Insurance Ombudsman shall be binding on the insurers. 

  

Dated at Chennai on this 22nd day of   February, 2023.                              

                                                                                                                                                   

 
 

 (Segar Sampathkumar) 
                                                                    Insurance Ombudsman  

                                                                      State of Tamil Nadu and Puducherry 
        

AWARD 

Taking into account the facts and circumstances of the case and the 

submissions made by the insurer and the complainant, the Forum directs 

the Insurer to refund the premium paid by the Complainant under Policy 

no.719384729 with interest applicable at the rate specified in Rule no.17 (7) 

of the Insurance Ombudsman Rules, 2017, after factoring in the earlier 

settlement towards Maturity Benefit if paid.      

 The complaint is disposed of accordingly. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  

IO/CHN/A/LI/0332/2022-2023 6 

 

            

 

 

Copy to:  

 

           1.   Mrs T. Padmavathi, 

                23-25-11/A, Sannidhanamvari Street,  

                Satyanarayanapuram,  

                Vijayawada,  

                Andhra Pradesh – 520011. 

 

 

          2.   The Senior Divisional Manager, 

       Life Insurance Corporation of India, 

       Divisional office-II, 

       C-47, II Avenue, Anna Nagar, 

       Chennai-600 040. 
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PROCEEDINGS BEFORE  
THE INSURANCE OMBUDSMAN, (States of Tamil Nadu & Puducherry) 

(UNDER RULE NO: 17(1) OF THE INSURANCE OMBUDSMAN RULES, 2017) 
OMBUDSMAN – Shri Segar Sampathkumar 

Case of: Mr K.S Mallikarjunan Vs Life Insurance Corporation (LIC) of India  

Complaint Ref No: CHN-L-029-2223-0893 

Award No: IO/CHN/A/LI/0341/2022-2023 

1. Name & Address of the Complainant Mr K.S Mallikarjunan 
27B, Kamaraj Street, Shastri Puram, 
Saligramam, Chennai- 600093 

2. Policy No. 
Death Sum Assured (DSA) 
Date of Commencement  of policy 
Date of Commencement  of risk  
Instalment Premium/ Mode  
Type of Policy 
Policy Term/Premium Paying term 
Status of the Policy 
Date of Maturity 
Maturity claim settled by the Insurer 
Total premium paid 

715279634 
Rs.2,00,000/- 
28.01.2009 
28.01.2009 
Rs.2,450/-  / Quarterly 
Jeevan Saral 
14 years / 14 years 
Matured  
28.01.2023 
Rs.86,760/-  
Rs.1,37,200/-  

3. Name of the Life Assured Mr K.S. Mallikarjunan 

4. Name of the insurer Life Insurance Corporation of India,  
DO-1, Chennai 

5.  Date of registration of the Complaint 07.02.2023 

6. Date of receipt of Annexure VI-A 17.02.2023 

7. Nature of Complaint Dispute over the Maturity Sum 
Assured  

8. Amount of Claim (payable, as per 
policy) 

Maturity Sum Assured  plus Loyalty 
addition, if any 

9. Date of Partial Settlement - 

10. Amount of relief sought Rs.1,37,200/- 

11. Complaint registered under  Rule No. 13 (1) (d) & (i) of the 
Insurance Ombudsman Rules, 2017 

12. Date of hearing & Place of hearing Through Video Conferencing  on  
20.02.2023 

13. Representation at the hearing  

a) For the complainant Mr.KS.Mallikarjunan 

b)For the Insurer Mrs.P.G.Gomathi, Manager (Claims) 
LIC of India, DO-I, Chennai  

14. Disposal of Complaint By Award 

15. Date of Award 27-02-2023 
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16. Brief Facts of the Case: 

During the year   2009, Mr.K.S.Mallikarjunan, herein after the Complainant has taken 

this policy from the Insurer. Since the maturity benefit settled by the Insurer was less 

than the premium paid by him, he made a representation to the Insurer. As there is 

no response from the Insurer, the present Complaint is filed. 

17. Complainant’s submission: 

The Complainant stated that he had paid quarterly premium @ of Rs.2450/- for 14 

years amounting to Rs.1,37,200/-. As per the policy document, the Maturity Sum 

Assured is mentioned as Rs.2,00,000/-. But the Insurer has settled the maturity 

benefit for Rs.86,760/- which is less than the premium paid by him. He mainly sought 

the settlement of Maturity Sum Assured stated in the policy. 

18. Insurer’s submission: 

As per the terms and conditions of this policy, the premium amount is decided 

irrespective of age of proponent, at start of policy and the Death Sum Assured is 

equal to 250 times of monthly premium amount. The amount of premium paid under 

the policy is directly linked to the risk coverage, i.e. Death Sum Assured and it is not 

at all linked in any manner with the Maturity Sum Assured. The complainant has 

purchased the policy and paid premium to avail two different claim benefits, i.e. (1) 

Life cover for Death Sum Assured (2) On survival, Maturity Sum Assured at the end 

of term of the policy. In the policy schedule, nowhere Maturity Sum Assured is 

mentioned and left blank inadvertently, which omission the complainant failed to 

notify to the insurer. This being so, he cannot take advantage of the omission by 

demanding Death Sum Assured in lieu of Maturity Sum Assured. Had the Life 

Assured died during the term of the policy, the nominee would have been paid Death 

Sum Assured plus premiums paid (excluding First year and extra premiums). The 

complainant has already benefited the risk coverage throughout the term of the 

policy. Having enjoyed risk cover, the claim by the complainant for refund of entire 

premium is illegal, against the provisions of law, beyond the terms and conditions of 

the contract. 
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19. Documents submitted to the Forum: 

 Complaint dated  31.01.2023  

 Annexure VI-A dated 17.02.2023 

 Self-Contained Note  dated  07.02.2023 

 Policy schedule no. 715279634 

 Correspondence between the Complainant & the Insurer  

 

20. Result of Hearing (Observations and Conclusion): 

The hearing was held virtually on 20.02.2023 with the consent and participation of 

both the Complainant and the Insurer. 

During the hearing, the Complainant reiterated what has been stated in the 

complaint. He further added that the Insurer’s communication stating the correct 

Maturity Sum Assured after a period of eleven years could not be acceptable. The 

Complainant mainly sought for refund of premium with interest. 

The Self Contained Note of the Insurer explains certain features of the Policy.  The 

same points mentioned in the Self Contained Note were reiterated by the Insurer 

during the hearing. 

 

The Schedule of the Policy defines Maturity Benefit as: 

“In the event of the life Assured surviving the date of maturity a sum equal 

to Maturity Sum Assured in force after partial surrenders, if any, along with 

the corresponding Loyalty Addition, if any, shall be payable.”   

 

The Maturity Benefit is anchored to the Maturity Sum Assured.  In the policy, 

Rs.2,00,000/- is printed just below the field “Maturity Sum Assured” and the Insurer 

is stating that the Maturity Sum Assured is left blank inadvertently. 

 

The  Honourable   High Court of Judicature at Madras in W.P. No 8397/2019, 

ordered on 01.06.2020 that  
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“The only possible inference that could be drawn from this incontrovertible 

fact situation is that the Petitioner and the Third Respondent had not been at 

consensus ad idem on an essential term of the agreement relating to the exact 

value of the “Maturity Sum Assured”  at the time of inception of the policy. 

This would obviously mean that there has been mutual mistake rendering the 

agreement itself Void Ab Initio   in terms of Section 20 of the Indian Contract 

Act, 1872” 

And the Honourable High Court directed the Insurer to refund the premium paid by 

the policyholder with interest. 

The facts and circumstances of this complaint are similar to the case cited. Hence 

the Forum advises the Insurer to refund the premium paid by the Complainant with 

interest as applicable after factoring in the earlier settlement towards Maturity 

Benefit. 

21. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

22. The attention of the Insurer is hereby invited to the following provisions of 

the Insurance Ombudsman Rules, 2017: 

a) According to Rule 17(6) of the Insurance Ombudsman Rules, 2017, the 

insurer shall comply with the award within thirty days of the receipt of the 

award and intimate compliance of the same to the Ombudsman. 

AWARD 

Taking into account the facts and circumstances of the case and the 

submissions made by the Insurer and the Complainant, the Forum directs 

the Insurer   to refund the premium paid by the Complainant under Policy 

no.715279634 with interest applicable at the rate specified in Rule no.17 (7) 

of the Insurance Ombudsman Rules, 2017, after factoring in the earlier 

settlement towards Maturity Benefit.    

 The Complaint is disposed of accordingly. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



IO/CHN/A/LI/0341/2022-2023 Page 5 of 5 
 

b) According to Rule 17(7) of the Insurance Ombudsman Rules, 2017, the 

complainant shall be entitled to such interest at a rate per annum as specified 

in the regulations, framed under the Insurance Regulatory and Development 

Authority of India Act, 1999, from the date the claim ought to have been 

settled under the regulations, till the date of payment of the amount awarded 

by the Ombudsman. 

c) According to Rule 17(8) of the Insurance Ombudsman Rules, 2017, the award 

of the Insurance Ombudsman shall be binding on the insurers. 

 

Dated   at   Chennai on this   27 th day of  February, 2023.  

                                                                                                                                                                                

 
 (Segar Sampathkumar) 

                                                                    Insurance Ombudsman  
                                                                     State of Tamil Nadu and Puducherry 

   

Copy to: 
 

1.  Mr. K.S.Mallikarjunan 

      27B, Kamaraj Street,  

      Shastri Puram, Saligramam,  

      Chennai- 600093 

             

 

 2.  The Senior Divisional Manager, 

 Life Insurance Corporation of India, 

 Divisional office – I, 

 P.B.No.324, LIC Building, 

No.153, Anna Salai, Chennai – 600 002 
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PROCEEDINGS BEFORE 

THE INSURANCE OMBUDSMAN,  
(States of Tamil Nadu & Puducherry) 

(UNDER RULE NO: 17(1) OF THE INSURANCE OMBUDSMAN RULES, 2017.) 
OMBUDSMAN – Mr. Segar Sampathkumar 

 
Mr.T Chellapandian Vs Life Insurance Corporation of India, Madurai DO        

 
COMPLAINT REF: NO: CHN-L-029-2223-0895 

Award No: IO/CHN/A/LI/0335/2022-2023 

1. Name & Address of the 
Complainant 

Mr T Chellapandian, 23 Annamalai 
Chettiar Street, Kamudhi. Ramnad Dt. 
Tamil Nadu 623603 

2. Policy No. 
Sum Assured (SA) 
Date Of Commencement (DOC) 
Mode of payment of premium 
Instalment Premium 
Type of Policy 
Policy Term/Premium Paying term 
Date of Maturity 

 742086131 
Rs 500,000 
28.10.1997 
Qly 
Rs 6819 
Jeevan Shree 
25-16 
28.10.2022 

3. Name of the Life Assured  Mr T Chellapandian 

4. Name of the insurer LIC of India 

5. Date of Rejection of request 26.10.2022 

6. Reason for repudiation Does not arise 

7. Date of receipt of the Complaint 2.2.2023 

8.  Date of registration of the 
complaint 

7.2.2023 

9. Date of receipt of Annexure VI-A  16.2.2023 

10. Date of receipt of SCN  16.2.2023 

11. Nature of complaint Partial settlement of Maturity amount 

12. Amount of Claim (as per policy) - 

13. Date of Partial Settlement 21.12.2022 

14. Amount of relief sought Full maturity amount instead of Paid up 
value 

15. Complaint registered under   Rule 13(1)(b) 

16. Date of hearing(through Video conferencing)  20.2.2023 

17 Representation at the hearing  

 a) For the complainant Mr T Chellapandian 

 b) For the Insurer Mr T S Ganesh, Manager (CRM) 

18 Complaint how disposed By Award 

19 Date of Award 22.2.2023 
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20. Facts of the Case: 
The Complainant requested for the full maturity benefits under the foreclosed Policy.  

21. Contention of the Complainant:  

The Complainant submitted that he had availed loan under the Policy. Out of the 

premium paying term of 16 years, the Complainant had paid 15.75 years premium 

except the last quarterly premium. He did not receive any intimation regarding the 

outstanding interest, loan amount.  The Complainant requested the Insurer to allow 

him to pay the last due premium, loan and interest on 20.10.2022. Accordingly, the 

Complainant paid a sum of Rs 642632 towards the loan interest on 27.10.2022. But 

the Complainant was in receipt of Rs 617400 only towards maturity benefit which 

was less than what he paid. Therefore, on humanitarian grounds, the Complainant 

requested to settle the full maturity benefits payable under the policy.  

Contention of the Insurer:   

The Insurer submitted the detailed Self Contained Note which states; 

1. Due to non payment of loan interest and premium, Foreclosure was taken on 

15.7.2019. SMS was sent to the Complainant in this regard.  

2. The request of the Complainant dated 21.10.2022 to revive the Policy for non 

payment of terminal premium due 07/2013 could not be considered as the 

revival of the Policy after 5 years from the date of first unpaid premium is not 

allowed as per the policy conditions. The Complainant was informed by letter 

dated 26.10.2022. 

3. Despite the advice given by the Insurer, the Complainant paid Rs 642932 

towards policy loan interest on 27.10.22. 

4. Subsequently, the maturity claim was settled for Rs 617400 to the 

Complainant.  

In the light of the above, the Insurer prayed for dismissal of the Complaint.  

23. Documents submitted to the Forum: 

 Copy Receipt dated 27.10.2022 

 Self Contained Note dated  13.2.2023 

 Form VI A dated 16.2.2023 

 Complaint dated 2.2.2023 

 Insurer letter dated 26.10.22 

 Quotation dated 20.10.22 signed by the Complainant  
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24. Result of Hearing (Observations & Conclusion)  

The hearing was conducted virtually on 20.2.2023 with the consent of and 

participation by both the complainant and the Insurer.  

The Complainant submitted the facts as per the Complaint and requested the Forum 

to direct the Insurer to settle the full maturity claim.  

The Insurer reiterated the facts contained as per the Self Contained Note. 

Having heard the Parties, it is observed that the Policy lapsed in July 2013. For the 

Policy loan availed on 7.6.2013, no interest was paid. Hence the Insurer foreclosed 

the Policy on 15.7.2019 as per the terms of the Policy. The Complainant was 

intimated that the revival of the policy after Five Years from the date of first unpaid 

premium was not possible. Despite the denial, the Complainant himself opted to 

repay the policy loan interest. Under these circumstances, the Forum does not find 

any merit in the Complaint.     

                                                              AWARD 

Taking into account the facts and circumstances of the case and submissions 

made by the both parties, the Forum is of the Opinion that the Complaint is not 

admissible and therefore dismissed.   

If the decision of the Forum is not acceptable to the Complainant, he is at liberty to 

approach any other Forum/Court as per laws of the land against the respondent 

insurer 

Dated at Chennai on the         day of                   2023. 

 

(Segar Sampathkumar) 
INSURANCE OMBUDSMAN 

FOR THE STATE OF TAMIL NADU AND PUDUCHERRY 
 

Copy to  

1. Mr T Chellapandian,  

23 Annamalai Chettiar Street,  

Kamudhi. Ramnad Dt. Tamil Nadu 623603. 

2. Senior Divisional Manager, LIC of India, Divisional Office, Madurai.  
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PROCEEDINGS BEFORE  
THE INSURANCE OMBUDSMAN, (States of Tamil Nadu & Puducherry) 

(UNDER RULE NO: 17(1) OF THE INSURANCE OMBUDSMAN RULES, 2017) 
OMBUDSMAN – Shri Segar Sampathkumar 

               Mr.K Selvaraj Vs Life Insurance Corporation (LIC) of India  
Complaint Ref No: CHN-L-029-2223-0922 

Award No: IO/CHN/A/LI/0336/2022-2023 

1. Name & Address of the Complainant  Mr K Selvaraj, F3 B Block, Ruby Builders 
Ashok Menor, No 2, Tamil Poonga Street, 
Irumbuliyur, Tambaram West, Chennai. 
Tamil Nadu 600045 

2. Policy No. 
Death Sum Assured (DSA) 
Date of Commencement  of policy 
Date of Commencement  of risk  
Instalment Premium/ Mode  
Type of Policy 
Policy Term/Premium Paying term 
Status of the Policy 
Date of Maturity 
Maturity claim settled by the insurer 
Total premium paid 

 707957435 
Rs 100000 
06.02.2013 
05.03.2013 
Qly @ Rs 1225 
Jeevan Saral 
10-10 
Maturity Claim Paid 
06.02.2023 
Rs 20649 
Rs 1225*4*10= Rs 50000 

3. Name of the Life Assured  Mr K Selvaraj 

4. Name of the insurer Life Insurance Corporation of India,  
DO-II, Chennai 

5.  Date of registration of the complaint  08.02.2023 

6. Date of receipt of Annexure VI-A   

7. Nature of complaint Dispute over the Maturity Sum Assured 
(MSA) 

8. Amount of Claim (payable, as per 
policy) 

Maturity Sum Assured (MSA) plus Loyalty 
addition, if any 

9. Date of Partial Settlement  06.02.2023 

10. Amount of relief sought  Rs 28351 (Rs 49000-Rs 20649) 

11. Complaint registered under  Rule No. 13 (1) (d) & (i) of the Insurance 
Ombudsman Rules, 2017 

12. Date of hearing & Place of hearing Through Video Conferencing (VC) on  
20.2.2023 

13. Representation at the hearing  

a) For the complainant Mr K Selvaraj   

b)For the Insurer Mrs. Ananthalakshmi, Manager (Claims) 

LIC of India, DO-II, Chennai  

14. Disposal of Complaint By Award 

15. Date of Award 22.2.2023 
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16. Brief Facts of the Case: 

 The Complainant has taken Jeevan Saral Policy with the Insurer. On Maturity, he 

received less than what he had paid under the Policy. Aggrieved by the Insurer, the 

Present Complaint is filed.   

17. Complainant’s submission: 

The complainant submitted that he had paid Rs 1225 per quarterly for a period of 10 

years amounting to Rs 49000. But on maturity of the Policy, the Insurer settled a 

sum of Rs 20649 only. Therefore, he requested the Forum to issue directions to the 

Insurer to refund the balance amount of Rs 28351.    

18. Insurer’s submission: 

The Insurer submitted their self Contained Note which states;  

 The plan was introduced on 16.2.2004 under „File and Use Procedure‟ and 

approved by the IRDA.  

 As per the terms and conditions of this policy, the premium amount is decided 

irrespective of age of proponent, at start of policy and the Death Sum Assured 

is equal to 250 times of monthly premium amount.  As such for the 

Proponents, higher in age will get same insurance cover in same premium 

amount as of proponent lower in age, but the Maturity value would differ 

according to his age at entry. The higher the age at entry of Insured, the lower 

will e maturity amount and vice versa.  

 In the policy schedule, Maturity Sum Assured is left blank inadvertently, which 

omission the complainant failed to notify to the insurer. This being so, he 

cannot take advantage of the omission by demanding Death Sum Assured in 

lieu of Maturity Sum Assured.).   

 The Complainant was already informed by letter dated 28.9.2020 mentioning 

the Maturity Sum Assured as Rs 15884 and Death Benefit Sum Assured as 

Rs 100000. The Complainant never made any complaint on this aspect prior 

to the date of maturity. Hence there is no deficiency on their part 
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 The complainant   has already   benefited by the risk coverage throughout the 

term of the policy. Having enjoyed risk cover, the claim by the complainant for 

refund of entire premium is illegal, against the provisions of law, beyond the 

terms and conditions of the contract. 

19. Documents submitted to the Forum: 

 Policy document numbered  707957435 

 Complaint dated 8.2.2023 to the Forum 

 Insurer‟s communication dated 27.1.2023 

 Annexure VI-A  

 Self-contained Note (SCN)   of the insurer 

20. Result of hearing (Observations & Conclusion): 

During the hearing, the Complainant submitted that he was paid Rs 20649 as 

against the total premium payment of Rs 49000 and requested the Forum to refund 

the balance of Rs 28351.   

The Insurer reiterated the facts as per the Self Contained Note.  

The Schedule of the Policy defines Maturity Benefit as: 

“In the event of the life Assured surviving the date of maturity a sum equal 

to Maturity Sum Assured in force after partial surrenders, if any, along with 

the corresponding Loyalty Addition, if any, shall be payable.”   

The Maturity Benefit is anchored to the Maturity Sum Assured.  But there is complete 

obscurity on what this Maturity Sum Assured is.  Nowhere does the Policy define 

Maturity Sum Assured.  In the absence of any definition on the basis of computation 

of the Maturity Sum Assured, or a specific value having been stated in the Schedule, 

the Insured, on reading the Contract would be riddled with difficulty in divining what 

would be payable on maturity.  

It is also noted that while the policy specifies the date of maturity, the amount 

payable on maturity is not stated. 

The Honourable High Court of Judicature at Madras in W.P. No 8397/2019, ordered 

on 01.06.2020 that  
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“The only possible inference that could be drawn from this incontrovertible 

fact situation is that the Petitioner and the Third Respondent had not been at 

consensus ad idem on an essential term of the agreement relating to the exact 

value of the “Maturity Sum Assured”  at the time of inception of the policy. 

This would obviously mean that there has been mutual mistake rendering the 

agreement itself Void Ab Initio   in terms of Section 20 of the Indian Contract 

Act, 1872”  

And the Honourable High Court directed the insurer to refund the premium paid by 

the policyholder with interest. 

The facts and circumstances of this complaint are similar to the case cited. Hence 

the Forum advises the Insurer to refund the premium paid by the complainant with 

interest as applicable after factoring in the earlier settlement towards Maturity 

Benefit. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

21. The attention of the Insurer is hereby invited to the following provisions of 

the Insurance Ombudsman Rules, 2017: 

a) According to Rule 17(6) of the Insurance Ombudsman Rules, 2017, the 

insurer shall comply with the award within thirty days of the receipt of the 

award and intimate compliance of the same to the Ombudsman. 

b) According to Rule 17(7) of the Insurance Ombudsman Rules, 2017, the 

complainant shall be entitled to such interest at a rate per annum as specified 

in the regulations, framed under the Insurance Regulatory and Development 

Authority of India Act, 1999, from the date the claim ought to have been 

AWARD 

Taking into account the facts and circumstances of the case and the 

submissions made by the insurer and the complainant, the Forum directs 

the Insurer to refund the premium paid by the Complainant under Policy 

No.707957435 with interest applicable at the rate specified in Rule no.17 (7) 

of the Insurance Ombudsman Rules, 2017, after factoring in the earlier 

settlement towards Maturity Benefit.      

 The complaint is disposed of accordingly. 
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settled under the regulations, till the date of payment of the amount awarded 

by the Ombudsman. 

c) According to Rule 17(8) of the Insurance Ombudsman Rules, 2017, the award 

of the Insurance Ombudsman shall be binding on the insurers. 

 

Dated   at    Chennai on this                  day of              2023.   

                                                                                                                                                                              

 
 (Segar Sampathkumar) 

                                                                    Insurance Ombudsman  
                                                                      State of Tamil Nadu and Puducherry 

 

Copy to: 
  

1. Mr K Selvaraj,  

F3 B Block, Ruby Builders Ashok Menor, 

 No 2, Tamil Poonga Street,  

Irumbuliyur, Tambaram West, Chennai. Tamil Nadu. 

2. The Senior Divisional Manager,  

Life Insurance Corporation of India, 

 Divisional office - II, 

 C-47, II Avenue, Anna Nagar 

 Chennai-600 040    
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PROCEEDINGS BEFORE  
THE INSURANCE OMBUDSMAN, (States of Tamil Nadu & Puducherry) 

(UNDER RULE NO: 17(1) OF THE INSURANCE OMBUDSMAN RULES, 2017) 
OMBUDSMAN – Shri Segar Sampathkumar 

Case of: Mr S Nagasamy Vs Life Insurance Corporation (LIC) of India  

Complaint Ref No: CHN-L-029-2223-0931 

Award No: IO/CHN/A/LI/0344/2022-2023 

1.                                                                             Name & Address of the Complainant Mr S Nagasamy 
No.10/12, TNHB Vilvam Towers, 
C.T.H.Road, Villiwakkam, 
Chennai- 600049 

2. Policy No. 
Death Sum Assured  
Date of Commencement  of policy 
Date of Commencement  of risk  
Instalment Premium/ Mode  
Type of Policy 
Policy Term/Premium Paying term 
Status of the Policy 
Date of Maturity 
Maturity claim settled by the insurer 
Total premium paid 

719666542  
Rs.1,25,000/- 
20.01.2012 
20.01.2012 
Rs.510 / Monthly 
Jeevan Saral 
11years / 11 years 
Matured  
20.01.2023 
Rs.54,279/-  
Rs.67,320/- 

3. Name of the Life Assured 
 

Mr S Nagasamy 

4. Name of the Insurer Life Insurance Corporation of India,  
DO-2, Chennai 

5.  Date of registration of the complaint 10.02.2023 

6. Date of receipt of Annexure VI-A 22.02.2023 

7. Nature of complaint Dispute over the Maturity Sum 
Assured  

8. Amount of Claim (payable, as per 
policy) 

Maturity Sum Assured  plus Loyalty 
addition, if any 

9. Date of Partial Settlement Rs.54,279/- (Full Claim Settled) 

10. Amount of relief sought Rs.1,25,000/- 

11. Complaint registered under  Rule No. 13 (1) (d) & (i) of the 
Insurance Ombudsman Rules, 2017 

12. Date of hearing & Place of hearing Through Video Conferencing  on  
27.02.2023 

13. Representation at the hearing  

a) For the complainant Mr. S.Nagasamy 

b)For the Insurer Mrs.S.Ananthalakshmi, Manager 
(Claims) LIC of India, DO- 2, 
Chennai  

14. Disposal of Complaint By Award 

15. Date of Award 28.02.2023 
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16. Brief Facts of the Case: 

During the year 2012, the Complainant took a Jeevan Saral policy from Life 

Insurance Corporation of India (LIC), herein the respondent Insurer, which matured 

on 20/01/2023. As the maturity benefit settled by the Insurer is less than the 

premiums paid by him, he made a representation to the Insurer.  He is not satisfied 

with the reply received from the Insurer. Hence the Complainant has approached this 

Forum. 

17. Complainant’s submission: 

The Complainant submitted that the sum proposed by him under the policy was 

Rs.1,25,000/- and hoped to receive the same amount along with the bonus on the 

date of maturity. But the Insurer has settled only Rs.54,279/-as maturity benefit  for 

which he had paid Rs.67,320/- as premium. He requested the Forum for refund of 

sum proposed. 

18. Insurer’s submission: 

As per the terms and conditions of this policy, the premium amount is decided 

irrespective of age of proponent, at start of policy and the Death Sum Assured is 

equal to 250 times of monthly premium amount. Accordingly, the proponents higher 

in age will get the same insurance cover in same premium amount as of proponent 

lower in age, but the Maturity Value would differ according to the age at entry of the 

insured. The higher the age at entry of insured, lower will be Maturity amount and 

vice versa. As per the plan features, for long term policies Maturity Value / Death 

Benefit is not a static amount, but increases every policy year. In the policy schedule, 

Maturity Sum Assured is not mentioned and left blank inadvertently, which omission 

the complainant failed to notify to the insurer. The correct Maturity Sum Assured was 

communicated to the complainant vide letter dated 05.10.2020.  Since the policy was 

taken at the age of 54 years, the mortality charges are relatively higher and hence 

the Maturity Benefit is Rs.54,279/- only and risk is covered  for death sum assured of 

Rs.1,25,000/- Based on policy conditions on Maturity, whatever amount is due under 

the policy has been paid in toto. 
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19. Documents submitted to the Forum: 

 Complaint dated  27.01.2023  

 Annexure VI-A dated 22.02.2023 

 Self-Contained Note  dated  13.02.2023 

 Proposal/Policy schedule no. 719666542 

 Correspondence between the Complainant & the Insurer  

 

20. Results of Hearing (Observations and Conclusion): 

The hearing was held through Video Conferencing on 27.02.2023 with the consent of 

and participation of the Complainant and the Insurer. 

During the hearing, the Complainant reiterated what was stated in the complaint. He 

was made to believe (at the time of taking this policy) that he would get 

Rs.1,25,000/-  with Bonus as maturity benefit. But he received only Rs.54,279/- as 

maturity benefit. The Complainant mainly sought for refund of sum proposed under 

the policy. 

The Self Contained Note of the Insurer explains certain features of the Policy.  The 

same points mentioned in the Self Contained Note were reiterated by the Insurer 

during the hearing. 

 

The Schedule of the Policy defines Maturity Benefit as: 

“In the event of the life Assured surviving the date of maturity a sum equal 

to Maturity Sum Assured in force after partial surrenders, if any, along with 

the corresponding Loyalty Addition, if any, shall be payable.”   

 

The Maturity Benefit is anchored to the Maturity Sum Assured.  But there is complete 

obscurity on what this Maturity Sum Assured is.  Nowhere does the Policy define 

Maturity Sum Assured.  In the absence of any definition on the basis of computation 

of the Maturity Sum Assured, or a specific value having been stated in the Schedule, 

the Insured, on reading the Contract would be riddled with difficulty in divining what 

would be payable on maturity.  
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It is also noted that while the policy specifies the date of maturity, the amount 

payable on maturity is not stated. 

 

The   Honourable  High Court of Judicature at Madras in W.P. No 8397/2019, 

ordered on 01.06.2020 that  

“The only possible inference that could be drawn from this incontrovertible 

fact situation is that the Petitioner and the Third Respondent had not been at 

consensus ad idem on an essential term of the agreement relating to the exact 

value of the “Maturity Sum Assured”  at the time of inception of the policy. 

This would obviously mean that there has been mutual mistake rendering the 

agreement itself Void Ab Initio   in terms of Section 20 of the Indian Contract 

Act, 1872” 

And the Honourable High Court directed the Insurer to refund the premium paid by 

the policyholder with interest. 

The facts and circumstances of this complaint are similar to the case cited. Hence 

the Forum advises the Insurer to refund the premium paid by the Complainant with 

interest as applicable after factoring in the earlier settlement towards Maturity 

Benefit. 

21. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

AWARD 

Taking into account the facts and circumstances of the case and the 

submissions made by the Insurer and the Complainant, the Forum directs 

the Insurer   to refund the premium paid by the Complainant under Policy 

no.719666542 with interest applicable at the rate specified in Rule no.17 (7) 

of the Insurance Ombudsman Rules, 2017, after factoring in the earlier 

settlement towards Maturity Benefit.    

 The Complaint is disposed of accordingly. 
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22. The attention of the Insurer is hereby invited to the following provisions of 

the Insurance Ombudsman Rules, 2017: 

a) According to Rule 17(6) of the Insurance Ombudsman Rules, 2017, the 

insurer shall comply with the award within thirty days of the receipt of the 

award and intimate compliance of the same to the Ombudsman. 

b) According to Rule 17(7) of the Insurance Ombudsman Rules, 2017, the 

complainant shall be entitled to such interest at a rate per annum as specified 

in the regulations, framed under the Insurance Regulatory and Development 

Authority of India Act, 1999, from the date the claim ought to have been 

settled under the regulations, till the date of payment of the amount awarded 

by the Ombudsman. 

c) According to Rule 17(8) of the Insurance Ombudsman Rules, 2017, the award 

of the Insurance Ombudsman shall be binding on the insurers. 

 

Dated   at   Chennai on this  28 th day of  February, 2023. 

                                                                                                                                                                                 

 
 (Segar Sampathkumar) 

                                                                    Insurance Ombudsman  
                                                                     State of Tamil Nadu and Puducherry 

   

Copy to: 
 

1.  Mr.S. Nagasamy 

            No.10/12, TNHB Vilvam Towers, 

            C.T.H.Road, Villiwakkam, 

            Chennai- 600049 

 

 2.  The Senior Divisional Manager, 

 Life Insurance Corporation of India, 

 Divisional office – II  

 C-47, 2nd Avenue,   Anna Nagar Plaza, 

 Anna Nagar, Chennai-600 040    
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PROCEEDINGS BEFORE  

THE INSURANCE OMBUDSMAN, (States of Tamil Nadu & Puducherry) 
(UNDER RULE NO: 17(1) OF THE INSURANCE OMBUDSMAN RULES, 2017) 

OMBUDSMAN – Shri Segar Sampathkumar 
Case of: Mr R.Lakshmaiah Sarma Vs Life Insurance Corporation (LIC) of India  

Complaint Ref No: CHN-L-029-2223-0948 

Award No: IO/CHN/A/LI/0345/2022-2023 

1.                                                                             Name & Address of the Complainant Mr R.Lakshmaiah Sarma 
76, Big Street, Tiruttani 
Tamilnadu - 631209 

2. Policy No. 
Death Sum Assured  
Date of Commencement  of policy 
Date of Commencement  of risk  
Instalment Premium/ Mode  
Type of Policy 
Policy Term/Premium Paying term 
Status of the Policy 
Date of Maturity 
Maturity claim settled by the Insurer 
Total premium paid 

718982172  
Rs.1,25,000/- 
02.02.2010 
15.02.2010 
Rs.1,531 / Quarterly 
Jeevan Saral 
13years /13 years 
Matured  
02.02.2023 
Rs.44,280/-  
Rs.79,612/- 

3. Name of the Life Assured 
 

Mr R.Lakshmaiah Sarma 

4. Name of the Insurer Life Insurance Corporation of India,  
DO-2, Chennai 

5.  Date of registration of the complaint 21.02.2023 

6. Date of receipt of Annexure VI-A 23.02.2023 

7. Nature of complaint Dispute over the Maturity Sum 
Assured  

8. Amount of Claim (payable, as per 
policy) 

Maturity Sum Assured  plus Loyalty 
addition, if any 

9. Date of Partial Settlement Rs.44,280/- (Full Claim Settled) 

10. Amount of relief sought Rs.80,720/- 

11. Complaint registered under  Rule No. 13 (1) (d) & (i) of the 
Insurance Ombudsman Rules, 2017 

12. Date of hearing & Place of hearing Through Video Conferencing  on  
27.02.2023 

13. Representation at the hearing  

a) For the complainant Mr. R.Lakshmaiah Sarma 
 

b)For the Insurer Mrs.S.Ananthalakshmi, Manager 
(Claims) LIC of India, DO- 2, Chennai  

14. Disposal of Complaint By Award 

15. Date of Award 28.02.2023 
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16. Brief Facts of the Case: 

During the year 2010, the Complainant took a Jeevan Saral policy from Life 

Insurance Corporation of India (LIC), herein the respondent Insurer, which matured 

on 02/02/2023. As the maturity benefit settled by the Insurer is less than the 

premiums paid by him, he made a representation to the Insurer.  He is not satisfied 

with the reply received from the Insurer. Hence the Complainant has approached this 

Forum. 

17. Complainant’s submission: 

The Complainant submitted that he had received Rs.44,280/- as  maturity benefit   

for which he had paid Rs.79,612/- as premium in spite of his financial difficulties. He 

requested the Forum for settlement of balance of the sum assured Rs.80,720/- (Sum 

Assured Rs.1,25,000 – Maturity Claim paid Rs.44,280). 

18. Insurer’s submission: 

As per the terms and conditions of this policy, the premium amount is decided 

irrespective of age of proponent, at start of policy and the Death Sum Assured is 

equal to 250 times of monthly premium amount. Accordingly, the proponents higher 

in age will get the same insurance cover in same premium amount as of proponent 

lower in age, but the Maturity Value would differ according to the age at entry of the 

insured. The higher the age at entry of insured, lower will be Maturity amount and 

vice versa. As per the plan features, for long term policies Maturity Value / Death 

Benefit is not a static amount, but increases every policy year. In the policy schedule, 

Maturity Sum Assured is not mentioned and left blank inadvertently, which omission 

the complainant failed to notify to the insurer. The correct Maturity Sum Assured was 

communicated to the complainant vide letter dated 30.09.2020.  Since the policy was 

taken at the age of 57 years, the mortality charges are relatively higher and hence 

the Maturity Benefit is Rs.44,280/- only and risk is covered  for death sum assured of 

Rs.1,25,000/- Based on policy conditions on Maturity, whatever amount is due under 

the policy has been paid in toto. 
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19. Documents submitted to the Forum: 

 Complaint dated  16.02.2023  

 Annexure VI-A dated 23.02.2023 

 Self-Contained Note  dated  21.02.2023 

 Proposal/Policy schedule no. 718982172 

 Correspondence between the Complainant & the Insurer  

 

20. Results of Hearing (Observations and Conclusion): 

The hearing was held through Video Conferencing on 27.02.2023 with the consent of 

and participation of the Complainant and the Insurer. 

During the hearing, the Complainant reiterated what was stated in the complaint. He 

was made to believe (at the time of taking this policy) that he would get 

Rs.1,25,000/-  with Loyalty Addition as maturity benefit. But he has received   only 

Rs.44,280/- as maturity benefit. The Complainant mainly sought  refund of premium. 

The Self Contained Note of the Insurer explains certain features of the Policy.  The 

same points mentioned in the Self Contained Note were reiterated by the Insurer 

during the hearing. 

 

The Schedule of the Policy defines Maturity Benefit as: 

“In the event of the life Assured surviving the date of maturity a sum equal 

to Maturity Sum Assured in force after partial surrenders, if any, along with 

the corresponding Loyalty Addition, if any, shall be payable.”   

 

The Maturity Benefit is anchored to the Maturity Sum Assured.  But there is complete 

obscurity on what this Maturity Sum Assured is.  Nowhere does the Policy define 

Maturity Sum Assured.  In the absence of any definition on the basis of computation 

of the Maturity Sum Assured, or a specific value having been stated in the Schedule, 

the Insured, on reading the Contract would be riddled with difficulty in divining what 

would be payable on maturity.  
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It is also noted that while the policy specifies the date of maturity, the amount 

payable on maturity is not stated. 

 

The   Honourable High  Court of Judicature at Madras in W.P. No 8397/2019, 

ordered on 01.06.2020 that  

“The only possible inference that could be drawn from this incontrovertible 

fact situation is that the Petitioner and the Third Respondent had not been at 

consensus ad idem on an essential term of the agreement relating to the exact 

value of the “Maturity Sum Assured”  at the time of inception of the policy. 

This would obviously mean that there has been mutual mistake rendering the 

agreement itself Void Ab Initio   in terms of Section 20 of the Indian Contract 

Act, 1872” 

And the Honourable High Court directed the Insurer to refund the premium paid by 

the policyholder with interest. 

The facts and circumstances of this complaint are similar to the case cited. Hence 

the Forum advises the Insurer to refund the premium paid by the Complainant with 

interest as applicable after factoring in the earlier settlement towards Maturity 

Benefit. 

21. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

AWARD 

Taking into account the facts and circumstances of the case and the 

submissions made by the Insurer and the Complainant, the Forum directs 

the Insurer   to refund the premium paid by the Complainant under Policy 

no.718982172 with interest applicable at the rate specified in Rule no.17 (7) 

of the Insurance Ombudsman Rules, 2017, after factoring in the earlier 

settlement towards Maturity Benefit.    

 The Complaint is disposed of accordingly. 
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22. The attention of the Insurer is hereby invited to the following provisions of 

the Insurance Ombudsman Rules, 2017: 

a) According to Rule 17(6) of the Insurance Ombudsman Rules, 2017, the 

insurer shall comply with the award within thirty days of the receipt of the 

award and intimate compliance of the same to the Ombudsman. 

b) According to Rule 17(7) of the Insurance Ombudsman Rules, 2017, the 

complainant shall be entitled to such interest at a rate per annum as specified 

in the regulations, framed under the Insurance Regulatory and Development 

Authority of India Act, 1999, from the date the claim ought to have been 

settled under the regulations, till the date of payment of the amount awarded 

by the Ombudsman. 

c) According to Rule 17(8) of the Insurance Ombudsman Rules, 2017, the award 

of the Insurance Ombudsman shall be binding on the insurers. 

 

Dated   at   Chennai on this  28 th day of  February, 2023. 

                                                                                                                                                                                 

 
 (Segar Sampathkumar) 

                                                                    Insurance Ombudsman  
                                                                     State of Tamil Nadu and Puducherry 

   

Copy to: 
 

1.  Mr.R.Lakshmaiah Sarma 

            76, Big Street, Tiruttani 

            Tamilnadu - 631209 

 

 2.  The Senior Divisional Manager, 

 Life Insurance Corporation of India, 

 Divisional office – II  

 C-47, 2nd Avenue,   Anna Nagar Plaza, 

 Anna Nagar, Chennai-600 040    

 





THE TNsuRANcE oMBUDSMAN, sTATEB?T.Fiil";-8='I^".X!, , MANrpuR, MrzoRAM, ARUNA.HAL
(,NDER*,.=*ffi ili:liifqft$tiii',5ft |EUS,^-;;;;:,,-;,:,,;

OMBUDSMAN - SHRI SOMNATH ONOSX

AWARD NO: IO/GUWA/LI/
e-2223-0341
12022-2023

1. Name & Address of the Comptainant Mr Abhishek Jain
C/O SunilBukiam House
Mahabir Market ,H B Road
Fancy Bazar, Guwahati
Dist: Kamrup (M) Assam- 7g1001
Mo!il.e.-813a8862S52. Policy No:

Policy Type/Duration/period
+dzt3a50l
LlCl, Children Money Back policy

3. Name of the lnsured/LA
Name of thq proposer

rgtt lratn

4.

5.

Name of the insurer
EC;f Reoudiat;

6. ePustaEton Not Applicabte

-

7. Date of receipt of the Cornotaint
8. Nature of complaint Survival Benefit o

?! per policy condition not received9. Amount of Claim
10. Date of Partial SeftlemAnt- Nit

11. Amount of relieTEouqht-
12. ,vw.uu Y llllglE|sl

13. Date of hearina/ntar:a
14. Reoresentation af fha hoi'i" 4 r.vz.zvzr vrr-, tnsutance umbudsman, Guwahati

r For the Comptainant Mr Abhishek Jain ( On tinC-ppearance)o For the insurer
15 Complaint how disposed
,l6

22.02.2023

Facts Case:

Life lnsurance Corporation of lndia

lst SB: 28.03.2020
2nd sB: 29.03.2022

The complainant had todg.ed complaint againstthe insurer on the fottowing points:-i) That, the policy wa.s taken- ui tne plrent of ttre compiain-ant'on 2g:og.2oo2 for sum Assured worthRsJ ,50,000/- when he was 0 vear of aoe . 
- - - " 'r'-rr !e! !'

ii) As per terms of the policy 
-1't 

instal"ment of survival benefit for Rs.30,000/- was due on 2g.09.2020
,,,, pJi,llol-l?:giyeg by the complainant in spite of severaf foffow up'and reminders .ru, 

.r 
ne comprarnant represented the issue with insurer on20.og.2d22 &91j0.2022iv) He prayed before the Hon'ble ombudsman to oe svmpatneticln--nei ano kindly hetps in setling the matter.

18) Cause of Complaint Due to less amount of maturity paid..

' complainant's argument rn point No. 17 it is mentioned categoricalry.r lnsurerc'argument: As per SCN received from the insurer:- i ,a) The lnsurance company vide their mail dated 17.o2.2o23confirmed that the payment has beenmade for Rs.30,000/- to the complainant's Bank nlc on io.oz .2023 .b) The lnsurer further confirmed vid'e mail dt 21 .o2.2o23 th"iit 
" 

*rpr"inant has duty acknowledgedthe receipt of the payment.

19) Reason for Registration of Comptaint- Scope of the lnsurance Ombudsman Rutes 2017Dispute with non payment of Suruivat Benefit' _ 1A (l)t(c)



20) The following documents were placed for perusal.
i) Complaint letter

iii) Proposalpapers
ii) P-form

iv) SCN

21) Result of hearing with both parties (observations & concrusion)

The hearing was schedule d on 21 .02.2023 through webEx app. and both parties were informed accordingly inadvance' The complainant Mr Abhishek Jain attended hearing ihrough online and the representative of insurerMrs Deepa Barman also attended the hearing personally. tn t-he beginning both the parties were asked for anyscope of mediation under sec 16(1) of the tnsurance ombudsman Rules, 2017. Both of them declined for mediationoffered by the forum. Hence the hearing started for passing a suitabre award.

OBSERVATTONS / RECOMMENDATIONS

During the course of the Hearing, the complainant stated that he is the- holder of Money Back children,s Assurancewithout Profits Policy of the Respondent insurer_colm.e1ging on zeoa.zoo2. The poticy vested 2g.03.2020 whenthe first Money Back payment amount of Rs 30000 had fallei due. Ho*"r", despite his repeated persuasion andreminders, the Rl has failed to make the payment.-The comptainant,was qdh ;d;ild by such detay anddemanded that the Rl be asked to pay penai interest ror tne sanie. He atso connrreJ iriai uiing a minor he did nothave a Bank Account in his name. uLnce suoseque"uvi" m" p"vrent due date he has opened a Bank accountand thereafter intimated the Respondent lnsurer .

The representative of the Respondent lnsurer informed that the Bank Account details of the complainant wasintimated to them sub-sequent-to-the payment due date ano accoioingly ttreir ricords ffi j; be updated. They didmake the pavment of Rs 30000 throulh Bank rransfer on tz.oo.z-o2o out th" ;;r;;; mistakenty made toanother lnsured having the same name-of the..comptainintlh;y-h*" rurtrer enquirea o"r"o upon the complaintfrom the complainant and were able to identiff thi error. rnei6ater erorts were-initiaiJio ,""or"r the moneyerroneously refunded' Finally the payment was made. to ne Comprainant through Bank Transfe r on 16.02.2023.They expressed regret for the delay'in the payment lut explainei irr"t it *"iin inrJr"rt"nt error. They furtherconfirmed that the subsequent payment instailment ot ioniiai aiJaoy ueen orr" i, irr""iit pre comptainant.
This Forum queried the complainant and he.acknowledged the recgio! of payments as mentioned by theRespondent lnsurer. lt is further noted that the initiat prvrEni wal maad in tinie fiuiunioiunatety coutd not bereceived bv the complainant due to inadvertent error oniht;,1;ine nr a"'Lipt;i;;'il'ih"m. tr is also noredthat the representative.of the Rl has expressed regret foi [t"-in"onrunience caused to tne complainant andassured that such mistakes shail not recur.

AWARD

I:hii,xIrffi"rlon" 
through the submitted documents and the submissions made durins rhe Hearins by rhe

The due amounts have been discharged.

The Complaint is hereby treated as Ctosed.

221rhe attention of the complainant and the insurer is hereby invited to the following provision oflnsurance Ombudsman rule 2017;-
As per Rule 17(6) of the said rules the lnsurer shall comply with the Award within 30 days of the receipt of theaward and shall intimate the compliance to the Ombudsman.

It is particularly informed that in case the awal! is not agreeable to the comptainant, it would be open forhim/her' if he or she so decides to move any other rorumTcourt as he/she may consider appropriate underthe Law of Land against the insurer

Date at Guwahati the 22"d Day of February,2O23

Copy to: 1) Comptainan* Mr Abhishek Jain
2) !ns. Company: Life lnsurance Corporation of lndia , Guwahati

































PROCEEDINGS BEFORE TTM INST]RANCE OMBT]DSMAN,KOIKAtA
(States of West Bengal, Sikkim and Union Territories of Andaman & Nicobar Islands)

(I.INDER RULE NO.16/17 OF TIM INSURANCE OMBTIDSMAN RT.]LE 5,2017)
Ombudsman Name : MS. KIRAN SAHDEV

CASE OF COMPLAINANT - Samrat putatunda
VS

RESPONDENT: Max Life insurance Co. Ltd.. COMPLAINT REF: NO: KOLLM2AZ?3-1114
AWARD NO:

;^1. :Name & Address of rhe complainant ::TrlPutarunda

Tlpe Of Policy: Life
Policy Details:
fgrcy_N1@ryr,SumAssured FlomDate ToDate DOC Prcmium Policy Term paying Term22s64974825649748 100000 i0-ALrg-2002 30-ALg-2rJ22 i0-Aug-2002 27()j zolsEnateNNiaL ' z"o

3. Name of insured

7

5.

6.

ii;.

8.

.4: :Name of the insurer/broker

San'rrat Putatu.nda

Mrx LLf'e insurarrcc Co. Ltd.

08-Dec-2022

Less seltlement of n-rahrrity proceeds

ll()( r( }()00

30-ALr-s-2022

7000t)

Rule 13(l)(b) - any parlialor rotalrepr-rcliation olclaims
by an insurer

l(r-Feb-2023
Koll<ata

Mr. Sarnrat Putatunda

Mr. Akash Singh

Br condtrcting online hcaring

28-Fcb-2023

9.

10.

11.

72.

Dajeof re*c-erpt of the Complaint

Nature of Complaint

,Amount 
of Claim

rDate of Partial Settlement

, 

AT9"II o{ r_elid s ouehr

r Complaint registered under Insurance
:Ombudsman Rules 2017

:Date of hearing
Place of hearing

:Representation at the hearing
: a)For the_ Complainant

_ ,U)Jor 
the Insyrer

r Complaint how disposed

,Date of Award

13.

Li,.



COMPLANT REF : NO : KOI__L_ 032_2223 _ I I t4
Brief Facts of the Case:
i) The Complainant, Mr. Samrat Putatuntla, purchasecl one 2t) Year Endowment partici;rating Insurance policy
bearing no' 225649748 liom Max Nerv York Life Insurance co. l-tcl. on 30.08.2002 on his orvrr lit'e fbr sLrnr assLLrcrlof Rs'1,00,000/- with semiannual prenriuur of Rs.2,797.60/-. ii) The poIc1, gor rrarurcd on 30.0g.2022 an6 theInsurance Cornpany settled an amoltnt of Rs.90,380.111- as detailecl below: Marirritv Amount - sum Assrn.cil
PUA (Bonus) - Loan with interest accrued - 1,00,000 + 5r,22z.gt - 60,g-+2.t+ : i1s. 90,3g0.77 iii) A parcl UpAddition (PUA) surrender amount of Rs.15,000/- was also disbursecl uncler thc policy on 15.01.2020. ir) .fhc
Complainant alleges that he has receivecl less amount o I mattu'itv value of aro rrncl R s.:O,tl0tt, - unclcr. thc p.lic,r, v )The complainant approachecl the Insu-ance company through a series olemails since 02.og.2022hiehlighting his
concern regardurg less settlernent of rtratLLrity value undcr thc policv and rcclucsteil tbr proliding L..,,t .-,1i ot
calculation and deductions regarcling the nraturil-r anroLrnt partl. Thc Insurance Cornpany n rcsponsc rlatcd
23'09'2022 clarified that the maturity atnourt was correctly settlecl by thern as per terms a,cl conditions o1'thcpolicy' vi) The Complaint lodgecl his complamt with otfice olthc Insurar.rcc Ombr.rcls,a, o, uE.l2.2l22as lrc was
not satisfied with the explanation given by tl're lnsurance Company regardrng settlemclrt olnraturity claim clemanclinq
payrnent of another Rs.20,000/- by the insurer as maturity proceecl under the policy.

Contention of the complainant:
t) That the Complainant initially receivcti comnunication fi"or.r.r thc rusurel regalcling cxpected amount ol ,ltu.t;-
value payable ttnder the policy as Rs. I to 1.1 lacs. BrLt hc finally receir,ea ns.q0,:s0.77l- rvhich is less b1'Rs'20,000/- fiorn their comrnuricatecl atnount. ii) That clillbrenl persons fl-onr the Corrrpany qr-rotccl cliilbrert
maturity amounts under the policy on ellqury which createcl confusion ir.r the rmncl of rhe Cionrplarnant. iii) -l-irat 

thc
Conrplainant requested the Insttrance Cornpany to provicle statenrent tiorr their records to lLrstify the rnanLral
calculation provided by thenr is atithentic and their previorisll,conrrrunicatecl expectccl pa),oLrt of'Rs. I lae r.vas
wrong' iv) That as per regulatory guiclelutcs Max Life rvas sr-rpposed to proyide the systern rjata to custolrcr if thcirpayout is challenged within l5 days rvhich tl.re Company'havefirilecl to provicle. r,) That he has clemanclerl to r.ele.scthe rest of policy maturity payout of aror-tnd Rs.20.000i- along rvith a.juclicioLrs arrolrnt of Rs.50,000,,- firr. hrs
harassment as pohcyholder with proper payout rcceipt. Mr-. Sauriat Pr.rtatuncla. thc C ornplainant. attcnclccl Llrc onlinc
hearing fiom office of the Insttrance or-nbudsrran, I(olkata on 16.02.2023. FIc rcitcr-atccl that thc InsrLi.irr.rcc
Cornpany two months before the clate ol rnatLtrity conrrunie utecl thror-rgh the n'ratLrrity intirnation letter that a,amount of Rs. 1 lac was payable to hirn as the maturity proccecls uucier thc policy. On c1c1uiry. he u,as itfb.trcci
over phone by the customer care of the con-tpany that maturitl, arnount rvoulcl be Rs.l.2 lacs aficr all dcductions.But finally paid Rs'90,380,711- only on clate of rnaturity. tliis has createcl confirsion in his rnircl reuar-tli.-u theauthenticity of the amoult paid to hin'r as matrrily proc:cecls Lrnclcl thc pohcy,. I-ie aslicd fbr thc systcnr g,rcr.utccl
calculation sheet with break ups of bonLrs, loan amorlizatron clctails etc tbl vcrirication IlLrrpose. But thc lnsurancc
Company failed to fttrnish the sarne.

Contention of the Respondent:
The contention of the lnsurance Con-tpany as pcr thcir Sell Contaured Note (SCN) received on 1j.02.201j is asfbllows: i) That the complainant pi-u'chasecl pollcy 225649118 on 30,AUG 2002 fiom I(oll<ara with serni annunl
mode and paid total premii.im artormt of ]is. lo2,2l2.5)l_ against the saicl po[cy. Thc saicl policy gor nutLu.ed on30AUG2022andmaturityamountof Rs.90,380.11i-r'vasicfiurclcclbacktotheconrplarnantthroughNLi.l-.1-.l'trrrt
the complainant was not satisfied with the mlturity rnluLlnt rrnti us sLrch he iip;lroachert r-esponilent,,ultiplr tirrrcs
regarding his grievance of less nlaturity anrount anci askecl fbr nranrrity value calcLrlation lv6ich u,as pro'idcri t, hinras required ii) That as per maturity valtte calcr"rlation. correct maturity amoLu.rt r.vas rcfurcled back t. thccomplainant and hence the allegations levelecl by the complainant ale tgtallv baseless as thc calculation ot'rhc
maturity amount is strictly calculatecl Lrpon the basis of the ierrrs and conclitions of the policy agreeci behveen thcparties and cotrect maturily vahte r'vas given to the cornplainant. iii) That as rnentionecl in the pohcy Contr.act. on thc
ocourrenceofthelnsuredEvent,theCompanyu'ill pal,thelbllori'ingbeneflts(rhe"Benefits ):(a)theSLmlnsLir.cd,
and (b) the accrued bonus. Here, Matttrity Amotutt: SLrnr.\rsLrr"J- PUA-Loarr 

'i.ith 
interest accrLred- 1000(x)

51222'91 - 60842.14: Rs. 90,380.71Marurity A'r'ronnt paicl - lts. 90,380.77 iv) 1-hat the complai.arr l*s ,ordsclosed the complete f-acts rr regard to the prescnt case as the complainant is nou,herc disclosecl that irc iras
withdrawn bonus tt'vice previously fl'orn the policy. Moreover, the complainant took a loan in tSis policl,rvhich *,as
pendurg at the tirne of rnafuriry, hence the salne was clecluctecl fior.rr rnaturity amoLrnt whiuh lact s not discl.sed by,the complainant' It is pertinent to note. that the complaurant has ah'eacly been rcfunclecl a total a,-rount of I{s
1,80,000 refinded to the customer till matttrity the breal<r4'r o1'u,hich is proviclecl belorv: Date RelL,rrl a.,rorr.t



Reason of Refund 1. Excess Premiumo f4,304.00 was refuncled on 3-Jun-14.2. surencler of pt.rA ofRs'21,000'00 on 16-0ct-143- Surrender of PUA ol Rs.15,000.00 on l6-Jan-204. I-oan amornt of Rs.-50,g1x1.(.xlwas paid on i6-Jan-205' Maturrty amolittt of Rs.90,380.77 u,as pard on 30-Aug-22. J'otal amorurt paicl ,nder thispolicy is Rs'180,684'77'v) That it is relevant to mention hcre that since the policy is a contract ancl the sarre isgovemed by the tetms and conditions agreecl belween the pafiies and as sucli the pr-rlicy purchased by thecomplainant created contraclttal relations belween the complainant ancl the responclent 'lhal thr- conrplai.arrt.rdthe respondent are bound to follow the tenns of the contract ancl act accordingly but not beyond that. TSat as pcrthe terms of oontract entered behveen the complainant antl respondent, the amount calculated and pronrisctl l-rasalready been paid to him ancl the colltract has been satisfiecl ancl as of now there is nothing left to be paid tionr theside of the respondent' The allegation as leveled by the complainant has no base at all anci as such the rcsprrdertcannot be forced to go against the terms olthe contract. viiThat the maturity amount is calculatecl strictly on thebasis of the policy terms and conclitions olthe policy and rhe calcLrlarion ol-the manrriry r.;.;;;';;;. r",,;, "i,n.complainant is also in strict adherence to the tenls of'the policy purchasecl by the con4rlainant. The cor,ilinantnowhere denied the delivery of poLicy pack and hence thc atovesar,J allegation rs totally thlse, fl-rvolous a,clconcocted one' Mr' Akash Sirlgh representecl the Max Life Insulance c--o. Ltc1. in the online hearing. He explained. that the Maturity amolult consisted of sum assured of Rs. I lac aud bonus arnount of Rs. 51222.91,,. .l-hc
outstandurg loan amount (Rs.50,000/-)along with ticcrued intcrest olRs. 60842.14r- was deducted fiom it ancl sothe total amount of Rs. 90,380.771- paid as rlatLrrity is correct as per terrxs ancl conclitiorrs of'the policy,. He alsomentioned that the company earlier settlecl Rs.21,00c1/- in oct.20l.1 & Rs.15.000i- in Jan. 2020 as surrcncicr of-PUAunder the pohcy' Thus the complainant receivecl r.norc than Rs.1"B lacs nncler the policy against pa1,rrc.t.l-
around Rs.1.1 lac as total premirur.

Observation and conclusions :

i) The Complainant purchased this 20 Ycar Endowment Participating Insru-ance pelicl,on j0.0g.2002 fbr a su,rassured of Rs'1,00,000/-. The policy got matttrecl on 30.08.2022. ii) Rs per tenxs ancl crcnclitions of'the policl" theamount payable on maturily is the Sr'irr Assured of the poiicy along with the accrLred Lronns. l-he Insnra.cecompany settled the maturity amount of Rs.90,380.77l- accorcihgly on -10.0g.2022 after deducting thc rhe loanalongwithaccruedinterest.iii)Thecomplainantavailecipoilcyloanof Rs.50,000/-on I(r.0l.2020trncierthepolic,r.
He also received payout of Rs.21,000/- & Rs.15,000/- as surrencler of pUA on l(r.10.2014 & 16.0 1.202{)
respectively' iv) In the letter dated 30.05.2022, betbre the datc of rnatu-ity the Insrrance cornpany com,lLnicated to
the Complainant that expectecl maturity value payable on date of rnaturiiy uncler the saicl policy is Rs.1,00,000i- asper tetms and conditions. The company meant the Stu'n Assurecl as nraturity ralue in ih.i, I.tt".. Holvever, they
settled tire rnatunty amount which consisted of sum assurccl anci accruecl bonus as pcr tcrms arci conclitions ol'tlrcpolicy' Thetotal gross mahrity ar-nount rvtts Rs. 1,51,222.911- but tlie net amount pal.able,uvas Rs. 90,3g0.77,- aftcr
cleduction of outstanding loan along with accruecl interest ol Rs. 60842. l4l-. v) Iiowe"e,. the InsLu.a.ce c.orrpa..1,did not furnsh the detailed calculation sheet of thc maturitv proceecls corrsisting of year wise bonus ,lr,t. ,,,t. olioan interest, loan repayment history etc. to the co,rplauiant a.s rcqLrestcd by, him.

AWARD
COMPLAINTT REF: NO: KO[-t -032-2223_tIII

Taking into account the tacts & circumstances of the case. the submissions mack by both fhe parlies
during the course of hearing and after going through thc tlocuments on record it is obseruetl rhut the
Insurance Company settled the maturity claim uncler policl, bearing no. 22561974g in due time r0 the
Complainant. The maturity claim p:rid by the insurer appears to be in order. As such, the case is
dismissed without providing any relief to the Complainanr and the Complaint is treated as disposed ,1.
However, the Insurance Company is directed to provicle the cletails of the maturity value calculation rvithyearlvise break up of reversionary bonus along rvith deduction details ol'loan rnd th. loan interest to the
Complainant rvithin 15 days of receipt of this arvard. Il'the decision is not acceptable to the Complainnnl,
he is at liberty to approach any other Forum / Court as pe r Law ol'the t-and against the llespon4e nt
Insurer.

llril,ltr,(l\ts.'KIRr\ SAITDE\1
INSURANCB OMBUDSMAN

Dared,,...Kq.!k . , rhis .f,.F.y. tuy or..F*.[. )02 J
Copl to: I) Complainant fir. St:,Wutt- Pqfrh"ro,tu

2)Company : t l hx L_L__< tr[toLT)"'*







PROCEEDNG S BEFORE TIM INSTIRANC E OMBT]DSMAN,KoIKAtA
(States of West Bengal, Sikkim and Union Territories of Andaman & Nicobar Islands)

(LNDER RULE NO.l6l17 OF THE TNSURANCE OMBUDSMAN RULES, 2017)
Ombudsman Name : Ms Kiran Sahdev

CASE OF COMPI-ANAI{T - Sanjay Agarwal
VS

RESPONDENT: HDFC Life Insurance Co. Ltd.
COMPLAINT REF: NO: KOI-L-019 -2223-117 9

AWARD NO:

Sanjay Agarwal

r. Name & Address of rhe comprainant ;3-t',,"J"',1'3::'Jf#tJI,, *ile1|31,l;3,1i,[Jil]"
Kolhata - ZO'O OOf .

T;pe Of Policy: Life

) Policy Details:
Policy Nunrber Sum Assured From Date To Date DOC Premium Policy Tenn Paying Term

12345686 142000 l3-Nov-200tt 13-Nor.20lB 13-Nov-2008 17000 10,^f l0

3. Name of insured Sanjay Agarwal

4. Name of the insurer/broker rIDFC Lilb Instuance Co. Ltd.

5. Date of receipt of the Complaint 09-Jan-2023

6. Nature of cornplaint MATURITY CLAIMNOT PAID

7. Amount of Claim 80t)000.00

8. Date of Partial Sefflernent

9. Amount of relief sought t)

lr). complaint registered under Insurance 
Rule l3(l)(a) - dclay in settlement of claims

Ombudsmun Rules 2017

1 r Date of hearing 28-Feb-2023

Place of hearing I(olkata

12. Representation at the hearing

a)For the Complainant Naval kishorc agrawal

b)For the lnsurer SI-MIT SAHA

13. Complaint how disposed THI{OUGH OI\TLINE HEARING

14" Date of r$ard



COMPLAINT REF: NO: KOL-L-O19 -2223-fi79
Brief Facts of the Case:
Complainant purchased HDFC saving assurance plan in which he was requiled to pay yearly premium of R s
17000/-fbr ten years w .e .f l2 Nov 2008 and r,rntil Nov 2017,bfihe pai<l up to Nov 2Ol1and,waited until Nov 201g
to get his matru'ity value. When the policy got maturecl he contactecl to redeem but got no resporlse fio,r the
insurer. On contacting he came to know that soffIeone from Kanpur masquerade conplainant and redeemecl the
albresaid policy. Complainant is requesting for his maturity value.

Contention of the complainant:
Corlplalnant purchased HDFC saving assurance plan in which he was requirecl to pay yearly prcrnium of R s
17000/-for ten years w .e .f 12 Nov 2008 and until Nov 2017,buthe paid up to Nov 2Ol2andwaited untilNov 201g
to get his rlaturity value. When the policy got matured he contacted to recleem but got no response fi.om the
insurer' on contacting he came to know that someone fi'om Kanpur masquerad. 

"o*pluinunt 
ani redeemecl t6e

afbresaid policy. complainant is requesting for his maturity value.

Contention of the Respondent:
Itlsrrer alleged that policy is very old, they have to retrieve allthe docrmrents, data and properly investigate neecls to
be done .Insurance company stated that policy matured in 2018 and complainant came afterfive years therefbre
they need some time to retrieve alldocuments, data to settle tlre case.

Obs ervation and conclusions :

Complainant purchased HDFC saving assurance plan rn which he was required to pay yearly premium of R s
17000/-tbr ten years w .e .f 12 Nov 2008 and until Nov 2017, buthe paid up to Nov 2}l2and,waited until Nov 20lB
to get his maturity value. When the policy got matured he contactecl to redeem but got no response fi-om the
instrer' on contacting he came to know that someone from Kanpur masqueracl" 

"o,rpluinunt 
and redeemecl the

afbresaid policy. Complainant is requesting fbr his maturity value. insurer aiegecl that policy is very old. they havctti retrieve all the documents, data and properly investigate. Insurance 
"o.pony 

stated that policy maturecl in
20l8and complainant came after five yealstherefore thcy n-ced some time to retrieve ail documents. data to scttle the
CASE.

AWARD
COMPLAINT REF: NO: KOLI-019 -ZZZ3 -tt 7 g

Taking into account the fact & circumstances of the case, the submission made by both the parties during
the course of hearing and alter going through the documents on record it is observed that complainant
paid premium for five years but maturity claim is paid to third party .Policy issued in 200g and policy
matured in 2018.Insurer is directed to pay whatever is payable under policy condition on maturity with
interest as per ombudsman rule l7(7) of 20lT,Insureishould p.o.*r, wiitrin three weeks. Hence the
Complaint is dismissed. If the decision is not acceptable to the complainant he is at tiberty to approach
any other Forum/court as per Law of land against the respondent insurer.

*!Mko.,,
INSURANCE OMBUDSMAN

Copy to:1) Complainant: _ iY" "{bx:Ay
2)Compar3) 'Y Hbf-c t-';72{ il*

U
CL QD LM
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PROCEEDINGS BEFORE 

THE INSURANCE OMBUDSMAN, STATES OF BIHAR & JHARKHAND 
(UNDER RULE NO: 16/17 of THE INSURANCE OMBUDSMAN RULES, 2017) 

 

BIMALOKPAL  –MS. SUSMITA MUKHERJEE 
CASE OF (Name of Complainant) : Mr Anil Singhania Vs. Aviva Life Ins Co. Ltd. 
COMPLAINT REF: NO: PAT-L-004-2223-0579 
 
AWARD NO: IO/PAT/A/LI/0177/2022-2023 
1. Name & Address of the 

Complainant 
Mr. Anil Singhania  
FLAT NO 103, BALAJEE GREEN  
BASANT VIHAR, 
KANKE ROAD, Distt- Ranchi  
(Jharkhand)  
PIN-821107 
 
Mobile No. : 9771490770 
Email : anusdpl@gmail.com 

2. Policy No: 
Type of Policy 
Duration of policy/Policy period 

00658196 
Aviva Life Ins Co. Ltd. 
31.03.2008 (DOC) 

3. Name of the insured 
Name of the policyholder 

Mr Anil Singhania  
Mr Anil Singhania  

4. Name of the insurer Aviva Life Ins Co. Ltd. 
5. Date of Repudiation/Rejection N/a 
6. Reason for repudiation/rejection N/a 
7. Date of receipt of the Complaint 13.12.2022 
8. Nature of complaint Non Payment of Maturity Claim 
9. Amount of Claim N/a 

10.  Date of Partial Settlement N/a 
11.  Amount of relief sought Rs. 242000.00 
12.  Complaint registered under Rule 

no: of Insurance Ombudsman Rules, 2017 
13(2) 

13. Date of hearing/place 30/01/2022 (Online hearing through “WebEx” App) 
14. Representation at the hearing  

 a) For the Complainant Mr. Anil Singhania 
 b) For the insurer Mr. Ratnesh Kr Keshri, Aviva Life Ins Co. Ltd. 

15. Complaint how disposed Award 
16. Date of Award/ Recommendation 07th February 2023 
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17) Brief Facts of the Case: 
The complaint pertains to Non payment of Maturity Claim:- 

a. The Complainant purchased a policy in 2008 and paid premium upto 2016 and 
visited the Branch Office, Ranchi for receipt of Maturity proceeds.   

b. The Complainant visited Branch office twice and submitted papers for Payout. 
His claim was rejected by the company on the ground of signature mismatch. 

c. The Complainant visited the Branch Office twice and he was insisted upon by 
Branch officials for reinvesting the Maturity amount with the company 
otherwise he would not be able to receive the Maturity Amount. 

d. During visit no one from the Company asked for Policy Bond from Complainant, 
neither the company could submit any proof that the Policy Bond was asked 
from the Policyholder/Complainant. 

e. The Company has submitted that the Rs. 227841 is lying with the Company as 
on 27.01.2023.                                                                                                                                                                  

 

Cause of Complaint: 
18) Complainants’ argument:  
 

The complainant has submitted that the Company has not paid his Maturity Claim.   
  

19) Respondent’s Contention:  
The Respondent Insurance Company in their SCN Dt 27.01.2023 has submitted that :- 

a) First time in Oct. 2022, complainant through third party approached the Company’s Branch 
Office at Ranchi for request of unclaimed amount with documents, but the said request was 
declined on 15.10.2022 due to incomplete KYC documents non availability of Bank Account 
proof and signature mismatch.   

b) Termination value Cheque of Rs.195766 had been sent to the Complainant but the same was 
undelivered and returned back to the company. The unclaimed value Rs.227841 as on 
27.01.2023 is payable to the complainant. 

c) The Complainant has not filed complainant at Respondent Insurance Company and without 
filing a Complaint to the Respondent Insurance Company, he has approached with grievance 
to Hon’ble Ombudsman. Hence, as per the Insurance Ombudsman Rule 2017, this complaint 
is not maintainable against the Respondent Company. 

 

20) Reason for Registration of Complaint: 
Rule-13(2) of Insurance Ombudsman Rules 2017. 
 

21) The following documents were placed for perusal. 
a) Copy of Complaint  
b) Defence of Respondent Insurer 
c)  Copy of proposal form  
d) Copy of Policy Schedule/Bond with Condition  
e)  Copy of other documents 
 

22) Result of hearing with both parties (Observations & Conclusion):-  
The hearing was scheduled for 30.01.2023 through “Webex” App/link as per the instructions of CIO 
and both parties were informed accordingly in advance. The complainant in person and Mr. Rathesh  
Kr Keshri, the representative of the insurer appeared on the online platform for hearing. In the 
beginning both parties were asked for any scope of mediation under section 16(1) of The Insurance  
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Ombudsman Rules, 2017. Both of them declined for mediation by the forum. Hence, the hearing 
started for passing a suitable award.  
 

During course of hearing the complainant reiterated the content of the written complaint submitted 
by him. The complainant contested that he purchased the policy on 31.03.2008 and paid the premium 
up to 31.03.2016, after that the policy gone lapsed. To keep the policy in force the complainant was 
required to go for revival process. The complainant confirmed during the hearing that he did not go 
for revival during 2 years period, allowed for revival. The Complaint has not submitted the Policy 
bond. The complainant further submitted that he visited the branch twice for receiving 
Terminal/Maturity payment of his policy but no one from the company asked to submit the policy 
bond. Repeatedly people at Branch office were forcing for reinvestment of the Maturity Proceeds with 
the company. The Complainant also submitted to hand over the Policy Bond, but later informed this 
Forum through an E-mail that he has misplaced the Original Policy Bond.   
 

The representative of the insurer submitted that the policy holder revived the policy once in the policy 
period. He did not contact the company b/w 2016 to 2022. He has given a payout form, an Authority 
letter in favour of third party which was not notarized therefore the company could not get it 
authenticated, and therefore did not process the claim. The Company sent an amount of Rs.195766 
through cheque and the cheque returned undelivered. The Forum asked the Representative of the 
company to submit detailed calculation of payable amount. The Representative of Respondent 
Insurance Company failed to submit the calculation within allowed period of 2 days and till date of 
writing of the Award. It’s another example of negligence and casual approach of the Company.  
 

Moreover, the Company has submitted in the SCN that the Complaint is not maintainable as the 
Complainant has approached directly to the Hon’ble Ombudsman without approaching the 
Respondent Insurance Company. The submission is not only wrong but also shows negligence on the 
part of Respondent Insurance Company. As mentioned by the Complainant during hearing, he visited 
the Branch office twice and submitted documents for release of payment. The Company has recorded 
in SCN that an unclaimed value of Rs.227841 as on 27.01.2023 is payable to the complainant, however 
the amount has not been paid to the Complainant which shows casual approach of the Respondent 
Insurance Company. The Forum found insincerity and lack of conviction/documentation on the part of 
Respondent Insurance Company as SCN was not supported by poof of dispatch of payment Cheque, 
proof of return of the cheque, details of offered amount with calculation etc. Thus, deficiency in 
service is proved beyond doubt. As such complaint is very much maintainable by the Forum. Even 
after visiting the Company’s Branch office, if the complainant could not get any solution for simple 
issues like payment of unclaimed/maturity claim amount the complaint is fit for hearing and suitable 
award as there is deficiency of service.  
 

In view of the above contentions of both parties and the documents submitted by them, following 
facts are observed: 

i. The Complainant/policyholder approached the company for receipt of Maturity amount due 
to him.    

ii. The Complainant/policyholder was denied by the company on the ground of mismatch of 
Signature. The Complainant/policyholder submitted a document on which his signature 
was attested by his Banker. The Respondent Insurance Company neither paid the amount 
accepting the attested documents nor asked for any other proof/document.  
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iii. The Complainant/policyholder alleged that the Branch officials were forcing him for 
reinvestment of amount with the Company which was not denied by the RIC.  

iv. The SCN submitted by the Company failed to prove the reason for non payment of amount. 
Hence it is proved that the non payment to Complainant/policyholder is negligence on 
the part of Respondent Insurance Company and deficiency of services.  

v. Company is directed to provide Policy clause and Calculation of amount payable for our 
record. 

   
Hence following is the order:  

AWARD 
Taking into account the facts & circumstances of the case and the submissions made by both 
parties during the course of hearing and failure of respondent Insurance Company to submit 
detailed calculation sheet and copy of Insurance Policy, the Respondent Insurance Company is 
directed to pay full amount due to the Complainant/Policy holder along with Penal Interest at the 
rate decided by IRDA from the due date to actual date of payment, within 30 days of the date of 
the order. 
 
The complaint is hereby disposed off. 

  

23) The attention of the Complainant and the Insurer is hereby invited to the following 
provisions of Insurance Ombudsman Rules 2017:- 

It is particularly informed that in case the award is not agreeable to the complainant, it would be 
open for him/her, if he/she so decides to move any other Forum/Court as he/she may consider 
appropriate under the Laws of the Land against the Respondent Insurer.   

 

Dated at Patna on 07th February, 2023. 
 
 
INSURANCE OMBUDSMAN 

       FOR THE STATE OF BIHAR & JHARKHAND 
Copy to: 1) Complainant 
                2) Company. 


