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“9TRd B aTg- I & 91 THITSIR R AT atwt o forg wnfores il o dhew Iamt anfey, dftar dhoeit vt &R & g
A R FAH WIRST e & IR H SMGTeld] + &7 dhgl 8, 3R 3ees Ruté &t ufchar ar 82"

R | dTg TR & d1€ THIMSIR (FIR), AT grar
(Insurance Claim) uferar, fawfaa g@=T & gara ok

gfers &t srreee Ralé (Untraced Report) &t &Y
farectoor

i

gatea =ATerd & Gurshinder Singh v. Shriram General Insurance Co. Ltd. (2020) ® @fuq faar fas
afe aTgT T & a1 Yo ot gRa G Y THSTESTR (FIR) gof oher & 1€ &, ot fier choeit ot gamim 37 A g
& Il depmilchl STYR UR &Td <l WIS ehint hl A8 hRUT Fal &+ Hchit | ATE Hifelch chl TIRT o dchldl TG
gferd ent 9T 154 CrPC & dgd JfAd A1 d1fey, dagrd A1 ot ot farfed ®u 7 gfad e=am amfay ok
gferd gRT ST o oG U¥dd g Afikde gRT Fiehd 9RT 173 CrPC & sifaw 'sr¢e Ruté' (Untraced Report)
o SMYUR UR FAH T AU 1 A1fgY | Sia ek foh srcaferen faeiw # eikarast ar shuequf #arm (2017 INSC
1001) HTfOId 9 Y, T deh dddeh &Tdl aht herd UfchaTcHeh <1 oh hIRUT TR chedT IUNIT fadl &
TR SR 31 /T SITQ |
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9aRd & arga A & I1% vwengany (FIR), At grar (INSURA... I - fawga RAsdwor

1. fasqd fascwor
g fgia:

01  dchlel UthIATESHR Gof el ol AT A

TR & A H ford ot gid i e Sifard @ arfes Repast &Y wfekan et 7ify & 51 9k | 9Ra & amagiRe
uRFRAITT & HRUT I THIMSIR & g AT T dlfched 31 gidl 8, a I8 T1edT &l IRIh J SITd e o T8 g
@IS fohaT ST GardT 8, 3=IUT &8 Wa: gt &1d i Tfere =g a-1dt (Ravi v. Badrinarayan and Ors. (2011))]

o2 SfIAT U eht & G & 718 T ard o folg Wd: wTdes T8l

e qoRaTSarR T foreft 38 3 oot ot 718 & 3R ST & 91 ot g arafaes urg g &, aF fiar st sl R g
G & YR TR IIATAeh GTal ol deheiteh! STURT TR A& @1 fohar ST @edT (Jaina Construction Company v.
The Oriental Insurance Company Limited & Anr. (2022))I

03 gferd fAfschaar ok derfetien Sura

g gferd urafadhT (FIR) &t et # SaRiHaT fie@rd 8, at difed @t aRs gfow sifdreiat & duds e anfeg ar
foIfEa srmaa URgd SeaT I1ey, St a6 | g1 aTelt el Nd YURSITESTR chl derdT Sl THTIONT el ah STTUR &1dT &

(National Insurance Co. Ltd. v. Vinod Kumar (2016))|

oa  Tiferdft hl raf 3R ST ITRe—a # dger
T wiferet & SR R "deehtel" G Y 21 Gferd & deH d gidl @ drfeh ruRredt el uehg et orams femam ST Jeh|

AT Ut ht AT & Y T FHY-IHAT 7 814 WR &Td et IR &A1 31 & (The Manager, New India
Assurance Company Limited v. Amulya Kumar Nayak (2025))|

05  hISH GEATdSI AT IR Teheileh! STURT TR r&iehfd et (v

AT Shufai O EATasH (S TRY o 1Y 81 @Y 1Y He Usiienor THT0TgS) ht 7T & T8 UR &Td i gl 31cehT dehd!
I8 Ut e fifAq afery & =0T & ameR 8t mam 8t (Gurmel Singh v. Branch Manager, National Insurance
Co. Ltd. (2022))1
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9aRd & arga A & I1% vwengany (FIR), At grar (INSURA... I - fawga RAsdwor

06 HTSIGC GRT Wiiehd 3T¢es RUIE a1 SifcH T1eg geg

g gferd A 8= S & 916 ATATeld § 3¢E HhIg-d RUIE Uegd o & & ok Afoe 3 38 @R o foran 8, af 9t
& gogar Rfdare Tu @ wnfog g St § 8k g9k a1 a1 grd et fAue forar st =@ (New India Assurance
Company Ltd. v. Permanent Lok Adalat (PUS), Rupnagar (2025))|

graTeral A 39 &d «@n faea:

07 aled AT I GIEehIuT
guftH ¢ A g e fohar g foh IuMierT TRETUT I Yeh hedTUTehRI hi-H ¢ Foideh! IqRATYED 312 IRl ST <18 g
g aTg o GHEARIRA 81 a1 TRI & R a1e difsd «ivl & Sita- 3R Raf &l sr= a1 sruRerd uRfefaat & sror
FAH I e H faeia gian g, ot e shufat st 38 iR &A1 g1 (Rajesh Kumar v. National Insurance
Co. Ltd. (2024))1

08 mwaﬁrfﬁamﬁf

AR I T A AT o 5T THITEIR 3R 31 7 srcafden, sreusichd & giet § St gwfa=mguf 18 (mala
fide intent) ar +fder T2t Y SR FBUR 6 R ART Tt 8, at T Wferer uRfRARFA # grat &t @Re s
T IRE & IEd g GhdT & (National Insurance Company Limited v. Sethia Oil Industries Limited
(2025)) 1 38 faudta, dere $iR gRaTon I=a <ararerd = 711 foh haet Ufehateare faei™ dtar shust & ufd is gafug ar
11 T8 ugaran, SafeIy arsdfden TRI TATOIT B9 UR &Te eht @RSt &1 31gfad & (United India Insurance Co.
Ltd. v. Samarjeet Singh (2016))I

09 BT ol faehTg

giferar fAofal # =amarerat = T fovar & ok geear SR TRt & aral # Fedl ol HedichT 'EHTGTST chl T
(preponderance of probabilities) & STeR TR foraT SiTaT & 7 foh 'Tg @ TR yATOr' (proof beyond reasonable
doubt) & 3MYR TR, ST ardfae aral st @Ra Tgd At & (Gulab Kothari v. Rajiv Chugh (2620))I
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9aRd & arga A & I1% vwengany (FIR), At grar (INSURA... II - wgifaf@s graaE

11. Gifdferep U@em s e

SECTION 152, MOTOR VEHICLES ACT, 1988 — DUTY TO GIVE INFORMATION AS TO INSURANCE

g UTaYy™ g e dear g foh g oft aafery foiaeh faveg offar arar forar mar 8, I8 SrRiy el WR 37U+ &A1 shast &
faaRoT o1 AT BT B

"Section 152. Duty to give information as to insurance. (1) No person against whom a claim is made
in respect of any liability referred to in clause (b) of sub-section (1) of section 147 shall, on demand
by or on behalf of the person making the claim, refuse to state whether or not he was insured in
respect of that liability by any policy issued under the provisions of this Chapter, or would have
been so insured if the insurer had not avoided or cancelled the policy, nor shall he refuse, if he was
or would have been so insured, to give such particulars with respect to that policy as were specified
in the certificate of insurance issued in respect thereof." 3gd: ¥ SrLH AFTefiehT & &9 § uger|

SECTION 173, CODE OF CRIMINAL PROCEDURE, 1973 — REPORT OF POLICE OFFICER ON COMPLETION OF
INVESTIGATION

g URT 719 G 811 R Yoy SifdarRt gRT AfSge ot sifad RUtE uvgd ot &t srmasaehar sl FafRa et 8, St arga I
& AT # reTe RUl &1 SR gt 81

"Section 173. Report of police officer on completion of investigation (1) Every investigation under
this Chapter shall be completed without unnecessary delay. (2) (i) As soon as it is completed, the
officer in charge of the police station shall forward to a Magistrate empowered to take cognizance
of the offence on a police report, a report in the form prescribed by the State Government, stating--
(a) the names of the parties; (b) the nature of the information; (c) the names of the persons who
appear to be acquainted with the circumstances of the case; (d) whether any offence appears to
have been committed and, if so, by whom; (e) whether the accused has been arrested; (f) whether
he has been released on his bond and, if so, whether with or without sureties; (g) whether he has
been forwarded in custody under section 170." Igd: GMH &I ATTGHRIeRT & U H Tger |
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SECTION 154, CODE OF CRIMINAL PROCEDURE, 1973 — INFORMATION IN COGNIZABLE CASES

g YRT YT STRTel & forg v g Ruté (FIR) & dsiten<or sl FRif3a et &, STt arge 9t 19 IR gid IS/T ST arett
Uge 3R 3rfard dhed g1

"Section 154. Information in cognizable cases (1) Every information relating to the commission of a
cognizable offence, if given orally to an officer in charge of a police station, shall be reduced to
writing by him or under his direction, and be read over to the informant; and every such
information, whether given in writing or reduced to writing as aforesaid, shall be signed by the
person giving it, and the substance thereof shall be entered in a book to be kept by such officer in
such form as the State Government may prescribe in this behalf: (2) A copy of the information as
recorded under sub-section (1) shall be given forthwith, free of cost, to the informant." 3 Dilip
Jagdish Deshmukh v. Chandrakant Mahadeo Shinde

SECTION 193, BHARATIYA NAGARIK SURAKSHA SANHITA, 2023 — REPORT OF POLICE OFFICER ON
COMPLETION OF INVESTIGATION

et ot G 1 0 I R g are S e R e ebeed B s Sfha o ReiRe o) 2, Sed
SolaeiAeh SR & faehey off anfiet g1

"Section 193. Report of police officer on completion of investigation (1) Every investigation under
this Chapter shall be completed without unnecessary delay. (3) (i) As soon as the investigation is
completed, the officer in charge of the police station shall forward, including through electronic
communication to a Magistrate empowered to take cognizance of the offence on a police report, a
report in the form as the State Government may, by rules provide..." 3gd: G S Arfefienr & &9

# ugad |

SECTION 157, CODE OF CRIMINAL PROCEDURE, 1973 — PROCEDURE FOR INVESTIGATION
g YRT T WY T FIT e TR S YF A oh [oig Yferd It o URfHes shadl 3R Ruifén silRiat e faazor &t
gl

"Section 157. Procedure for investigation (1) If, from information received or otherwise, an officer
in charge of a police station has reason to suspect the commission of an offence which he is
empowered under section 156 to investigate, he shall forthwith send a report of the same to a
Magistrate empowered to take cognizance of such offence upon a police report and shall proceed in
person, or shall depute one of his subordinate officers... to proceed, to the spot, to investigate the
facts and circumstances of the case, and, if necessary, to take measures for the discovery and arrest

of the offender." Sgd: AT S ARTe=iehT & &9 & Tge|
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IV. WWWUT 25 &9 wisd

o1 Dilip Jagdish Deshmukh v. Chandrakant Mahadeo Shinde

BOMBAY HIGH COURT - 2018-02-07 - FA/2538/2017

Ig "1 G motor accident claim @ T&fdd g1 Appellant Ter T geT § 910 g1 147 o1, @fch Tribunal = FIR &sf aheet |
g2 38 3R vehicle number # faEmfaa T gater 33 gT 39 Formast & aTd i @iieT o e o11 3= =marers 7 g wE R f
MACT & &ral & Sdl T Jedie 'preponderance of probabilities' & 4R W frar S =1feg, 7 f 'proof beyond
reasonable doubt' & STYR WR| <RI 7 Ravi v. Badrinarayan AT & SMTER WR &gl foh dhaet FIR # &8t & hRT 319 i
QIR g1 fohaT ST HehdT, fAveRe 519 3= a&arast st MLC 3R spot panchanama geesT i g &ed §f 1 uRumwesy,
Tribunal @& 0T @t g & T a7 SR AT SRl Fammest <l TOMT o forg arue st feam

fofa ST TS G A I8 FafRa forar s gefen & arat & YrwaTSerR &t e | g8 Ufeharaten 33 ol dervich! ShRUT & BT
TE! AT STHT AT | <ITITerd 3 hal foh ST deh g&ardsht yamon ok uRfefaat @ Strerarsht o1 9eg 7 8, a9 d& aedia
gRfEfaT & dgd g1 arefl & ot IaRATgder A1 fohaT ST =i g |

“In Ravi ( supra), the Hon'ble Supreme Court, at paragraphs 20 to 23, has categorically ruled that delay in
lodging FI R cannot be a ground to doubt the claimant's case. Knowing the Indian conditions as they are,
we cannot expect a common man to first rush to the Police Station immediately after an accident. Human
nature and family responsibilities occupy the mind of kith and kin to such an extent that they give more
importance to get the victim treated rather than to rush to the Police Station. Under such circumstances,
they are not expected to act mechanically with promptitude in lodging the FIR with the Police. Delay in
lodging the FIR thus, cannot be the ground to deny justice to the victim. It cases of delay the Courts are
required to examine the evidence with a closer scrutiny and in doing so; the contents of the FIR should
also be scrutinized more carefully. If Court finds that there is no indication of fabrication or it has not
been concocted or engineered to implicate innocent persons then, even if there is a delay in lodging the
FIR, the claim case cannot be dismissed merely on that {8} fa253817.0dt ground. 21 The purpose of
lodging the FIR in such type of cases is primarily to intimate the police to initiate investigation of
criminal offences. Lodging of FIR certainly proves factum of accident so that the victim is able to lodge a
case for compensation but delay in doing so cannot be the main ground for rejecting the claim petition.
In other words, although lodging of FIR is vital in deciding motor accident claim cases, delay in lodging
the same should not be treated as fatal for such proceedings, if claimant has been able to demonstrate
satisfactory and cogent reasons for it.”

BOMBAY HIGH COURT - 2018 g HCBM030277222017

o2 Gurshinder Singh v. Shriram General Insurance Co. Ltd.

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2020-01-24 - 2020 INSC 84

g HTHAT dTe- Tt Y fie T @ Gaifda &1 arfRienrehar ot daer It 17 TR FIR gid gof s 718 oft, S sftwr dhoeft al g
A H go & g8, ST YR WR Ut 3 st Sr&diehR ar feam| =marery = Te féa f& 'Consumer Protection Act' Geh
HeUTUTRRY T & SR IfE FIR R <ot Y TS & SR AT shurit & Tderes 3 Tt ot areafaes uran g, at e shuh it gfd o |
haeT &3 h SR TR FelH WTRST The-AT Ueh S Teeh dehrilchl gIEhIUT § | =ITaTer™ 4 Om Prakash v. Reliance General Insurance
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9aRd & arga A & I1% vwengany (FIR), At grar (INSURA... IV - g&gH &7 g

& et o1 GH FRd gU et foh sfiHT Shut el i et J ATt &8 'duty to co-operate’ & Seeia T8 ¢ 3R &RkiH el TR
forar ST gl

frofa  Farted AT S di9 =arareier di die 3 TE e & 3 afe diAreRe & IR & J<he J1e gford sl TheTSsTR &St
& & 8, at gfers famT qa aftha gt Sirar 81 3 A st ot gae fem § Argeft 38 @ @i st g (prejudice)
e ugad, Rifch H&A STrd ol &l gferd ol & 3R TR ehl TATfOTehar R gH WR dehrieh! &3 & STTYR TR &1d &t
SRR Al fohaT ST GehdT|

“In an appeal, this Court found that the claimant (the appellant therein) had assigned cogent reasons for
the delay of 8 days in lodging the complaint. It further found that the word “immediately”’ cannot be
construed narrowly so as to deprive claimant the benefit of the settlement of genui ne claim, particularly
when the delay was explained. It further held, that rejection of the claim on purely technical grounds
and in a mechanical ma nner will result in loss of confidence of policy holders in the insurance industry.
It further held, that if the reasons for delay in m aking a claim is satisfactorily explained, such a claim
cannot be rejected on the ground of delay. This Court also held that it would not be fair and reasonable to

reject the genuine claims which have already been verified and found to be correct by the investigator.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2020 Hda ESCRO10001702020

o3 New India Assurance Company Ltd. v. Permanent Lok Adalat (PUS), Rupnagar

HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA - 2025-09-15 - CWP/28763/2024

g ATHAT aTg- ARY gi- IR <f1HAT &7 ot STtk aheel § Haifdrd &1 New India Assurance Company Ltd. & Permanent Lok
Adalat gRT UTRa 39 31T i Tl & off Fored A shueit ot Tt & JerdT™ oh folg 97T et ant e féam mam o) aftar ahaeit
&1 e T o <1 &Y = 3 3R FIR &t e # 33 & ot Uiferdt &bt <1l et Sewie g31 §1 glelifeh, =amrerd 3 Gurshinder
Singh v. Shriram General Insurance Co. Ltd. @ gaTell &4 §Q A1 foh afe FIR T#a wR &t & 718 & 3R =R} el AT ardfden
T T 8, it fAT Ut et e & A g3 38 o SR WR &1 ot @IRST gl kT ST Hehd | <TATer A dieh 3raTerd & Hofa et
TR T Afch g1a i AFA ! Tenifda e 3 uiferdt & AefRa insured value (Rs.7,99,892/-) de difad o= e

frofa UoTTe SR gRRaTon Iea =araTerd A vy fean o argr =1 & wmet | g fftent gfer & gidt 8, St gwadam &
STYR TR ATEA I TATT 3R ORI} Rl Tehg T TITH et & | AT Shu T Tei&ich chacl AT ehl aRdfdehdT I YfE &hdl 81
3d:, 519 gford arees Rlé ST ae el a1 ok ARSI = I8 WienR e fora g, at e ahoeit ot gemr & 3 g8 12 At
& g e G HEs ! gl Sl |

“"20. We, therefore, hold that when an insured has lo dged the FIR immediately after the theft of a
vehicle occurred and when the police after investigation have lodged a final report after the vehicle was
not traced and when the surveyors/inves tigators appointed by the insurance company have found the c
laim of the CWP-28763-2024 -4- 105 theft to be genuine, then mere delay in intimating the insurance
company about the occurrence of the theft cannot be a ground to deny the claim of the insured.” 8. In
Dharamender Versus United India Insurance Co. Ltd. & Ors. (2024) 1 SCC 381, Supreme Court came to the
conclusion that argument regarding delay in lodging the FIR need no t be examined as the case of the

insurance company throughout has be en based upon the delay in intimation to the insurance company.”

HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA - 2025 Ha PHHC011418422024
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04

05

United India Insurance Co. Ltd. v. Samarjeet Singh
HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA - 2016-07-28 - CWP/13922/2016

Tg AT oA ard & fAuer @ Haifda &1 anfenrerar (A dhut) ¥ Permanent Lok Adalat & 39 aimeer &t ATt & off foras 38
IaRarar (fHTeReR) et sHT ATA T YT e aht A& e mar wm) s ot T adh o ok e Y gaen e 7 & gs o,
zfery grar @Ikt e T T | =amarerd = J1HT foh dhael Ufcharaes 33t 3 TR TR &1d ol WTRST heAT 3T 81 &, WIS S1d geT
& TN R g g 7 8| YRITeTd = &A1 ST Y eftel el @IRST & §U el fob chut et fehelt aRg el Jehar =8l g3 8 3R
Lok Adalat T 31es1 It =0 & Fal oT| 3idd:, =TTy = ATfeienl i SMYReH AFd §g @rist a

frofa  UoTTe SR gRATOT Iea <ITaTerd A e & foh ST Shut hl GET &7 T R Ied ard i FeaTs hl S AT g1 At
gferd 3 AT &Y T STid dht 3fR Sidd: argd A e W e # "untraceable” Ruté der Y, e =amaTerd gRT @R
&R forar T, at dhaer Ufeharees faei™T g1d ht WTRST e &1 3 SR &l sl

““if there was a delay in informing the insurer it was surely relevant for assessing the truth of the claim
but it cannot be such as to provide cause for the insurance to repudiate in the same manner that the
claim beyond the limitation could be said to be barred. The statutory bar for lodging a complaint for
recovery of the amount of a policy of insurance is at all times three years as per Article 44 (b) of the
Limitation Act, 1963, the period of which will commence from the occurrence of loss or where the claim

of the policy is denied. Case law relied upon by the applicant is to be followed.”

HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA - 2016 &g PHHC010783982016

Gulab Kothari v. Rajiv Chugh
HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH - 2020-09-17 - MAC/776/2014

gg AHT Section 173 of the Motor Vehicle Act, 1988 & d&d 3R e 7t & Heiferd 1 gefesm # urge gs Afger (Claimant)
7 IRIY T foh Gk R &t Tk @ I A1 311 3R I 88l ge TS| fHT ot (Appellant) 3 38 @ FIR &sf & ik anedt &
3T el deh & §G FHHT chl BHT ehl HIG ST I YRITerd A YT foh SIeUdTet o &dresil # T &4 ¥ 'dash with Car' &1
Jeetg T 3R SUAR o SR Ul Afgell & S&ddT & el Yeh 34 SHRUT oY | =ARITerd = &A1 ehut &t aefiet] et @TRST &vd gg el
JTETAd gRT &Y 7T Farrast o thdel al Tal g SR a7diiet ot @iRs e fea

fiofa 3o RITR A A1 fob Aiex arg Sifdfaas & dgd aral & forg amdia sl oik aragiRes uRfRafaat &t FoRsiers
g1 foRam ST Tehar| WS uet @ gefed & qRd a8 U 9T Y IFE et ST §; afe sreuaret o Repfs ok sy
ETITAST T8 T chl TAdT ah! THTIOIT hed 8, ol ThITTSSR B 231 &b SR TR E1a i WIRST Tal fchaT ST TehdT|

“*17. It is well-settled that delay in lodging FIR cannot be a ground to doubt the claimant's case. Knowing
the Indian conditions as they are, we cannot expect a common man to first rush to the Police Station
immediately after an accident. Human nature and family responsibilities occupy the mind of kith and
kin to such an extent that they give more importance to get the victim treated rather than to rush to the
Police Station. Under such circumstances, they are not expected to act mechanically with promptitude in
lodging the FIR with the Police. Delay in lodging the FIR thus, cannot be the ground to deny justice to the

victim."”
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HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH - 2020 @ CGHC010172912014

Shriram General Insurance Company Ltd. v. Arvind Chauhan & others

HIGH COURT OF UTTARAKHAND - 2020-02-24 - A0/406/2017

gg "\at Motor Accident Claims Tribunal gRT &G 7T gemast & thafe & &« Shriram General Insurance Company
Ltd. gRT &R & 718 Srdfte § Fafdd 81 srdfteied! = 9 ¥ & gHedT dI FIR &1 e # g8 Uid Aals i & el et & ot
Ty = WE R foh el & o fifed & sruare § ol g o Il srerar & sRur &t 3R ot 35es sifaRe, =marera &
Ravi v. Badrinarayan & thct @l gaTell &d gG gl foh FIR H 33 H37ast & 3Td ahl @IRST &t ol YehATS STUR 8l 81 Gehell o
3ifd #, I=a AT A fEegee & et sl aResR 3@d gY diet ot @it o fear ok gamast &t @@t A

frofa  ITIRGS I ATATT = Gl UTATETT o I bl GIBAT foh USSR &St ehel= eh UTUTAch I3 Shlel Yferd eht
STORTE I ST F et o oIy JRAT o1 81 A araet difed 61 AT 3R suare & ot g & 319 axarast goT €, af Ot

) ol AT e o1 &R T8 ST ST gendr

“*17. It is well settled that delay in lodging the FIR cannot be a ground to doubt the claimant’s case.
Knowing t he Indian conditions as they are, we cannot expect a common m an to first rush to the police
station immediately after an acc ident. Human nature and famil y responsibilities occupy the mind of
kith and kin to such an extent that they give more importanc e to get the victim treated rather than to
rush to the police st ation. Under such circumstances, they are not expected to act me chanically with
promptitude in lodging the FIR with the police. Delay in lodging the FIR thus, cannot be the ground to

deny justice to the victim.”

HIGH COURT OF UTTARAKHAND - 2020 Hia UKHC010005882017

United India Insurance Company Ltd. v. Smt. Renu
HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA - 2011-10-31 - FA0/4803/2010

Ig HTHT Ueh T geT & HaMTast O Faifdd & s ues diexansfore Tar & gg g 718 oft| dftmr o=t (appellant) & Motor
Accident Claims Tribunal gRT T 7Q gatmast & SMEer &t AT & off 1 shut 3 FIR & &, contributory negligence 3R Fde
I T & 3Teher TR FaTd I81Y & | 3o 1T = HHT ok GeierT o a1g Uifed 3 URaR & Iy 3aTsT ot Urfienar 31 @i g,
ETeg FIR & AT 33 3Tt o &1 Sl QTS ehe T TR &1 8 Gehdt | T A tribunal & Ao it T8t sgxm iR urn
foh Fcen <Y 31T o GEdTaST Harvorch &1 Sidd:, =R = ST Shu-t ehl STUTS ahl WTRST T AT SR FHTESIT SRAIR I@T |

frofa  ToTTe SfR gRATUN I=a AT = I8 algerd foh STaT deh YhaTSSTR | Sirerarstt a1 fonedt ey eafa et tham <t gwifamr
WE ¥4 Y g 7 81, I qh hael THITSIAR H &3 & YR WR &Td i SRR g1 fhar ST gl
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“*20. It is well-settled that delay in lodging FIR cannot be a ground to doubt the claimant's case. Knowing
the Indian conditions as they are, we cannot expect a common man to first rush to the Police Station
immediately after an accident. Human nature and family responsibilities occupy the mind of kith and
kin to such an extent that they give more importance to get the victim treated rather than to rush to the
Police Station. Under such circumstances, they are not expected to act mechanically with promptitude in
lodging the FIR with the Police. Delay in lodging the FIR thus, cannot be the ground to deny justice to the

victim.”

HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA - 2011 Hid PHHC010893812010

es  National Insurance Company Limited v. Sethia Oil Industries Limited
CALCUTTA HIGH COURT - 2025-08-20 - APD/1/2020

gg HTHAT Gk Marine Cargo Open Policy & dgd dHT &ra & 9fTa & Hafdd 81 Respondent = arae &l of&ft & def o aRag
%GR i argHl & Ferd™ 3R geferT & HRUT §Y Ihd & felg Insurance Company @ RaeTth JeredT arR fomar o
Insurance Company = 3ifd-R (overloading) iR i &I 2raf & Ieeied a1 gaTeT &d §Y aTd l @ISt o & 1| Tand
=rarefier 3 Respondent & get & thaelt gAmaT R ura fas Insurance Company Seeie diferd & | fathe w811 Appellate
Division & @\e1, Insurance Company = & f&ar foh graet i = ot areat iR fomT g fohy 717 wedor RUYE & smaR R
fAufa feram SfiR arar Limitation Act & dgd afStd U911 =rTerd 3 ATHe & a2l 3R AT dehl ol GRTaeIch fhaT|

frofa  Thelch<ll Iod ATATd = T fohar foh e sigeier wve Ig@ (utmost good faith/uberrima fides) & fagidl
TR gid & | fE THITMESTR &of et AT ST Shu-T hl i et 7 31 3R T aXg @ sreudiehd & gt 6, 3R I8 &
fonet difeer am, qeat ot UM a1 71efiR AToRard) &t 8Nk 3AURT Sl 8, dt Ut eraraRer uRfRfawt # 21d @t etk fohan
ST g kg & fafe dwra ghmi

“According to the principle of “Uber rima Fides” as enunciated under Section 45 of the Insurance Act,
1932, any fraudulent misrepresentation, knowledge of misrepresentation of the insured, his deliberate
non-compliance with breach of duty of good fai th, utmost care, to be accurate with his statements and
information asymmetries due to such accuracy of the statement made by him, any material
misrepresentation or concealment would render him liable under the exclusion clauses of the insurance
policy. Th e legal standards for identifying suspicious circumstances leading to the rejection of vehicle
insurance claims during transit preliminary hinge on the timing and manner of compliance with
statutory and policy conditions, the materiality of non -disclosures or breaches and the presence of
genuine, bona fide reasons for any irregularities. The Court is vested with the duty to scrutinise whether
deviations from policy conditions are material and whether they suggest mala fide intent or concealment

which could justify repudiation.”

CALCUTTA HIGH COURT - 2025 Hd WBCHC00002552020

o9 2017 INSC 1001

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2017-10-04 - 2017 INSC 1001
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frofa  Hated AR 3 eee & b afe i are el a1feer e an i dhut el giad &t A g3 8 faHT ol &3 &l shimares
G difchen ®U & T fohar a1 € (S foh a8 gfora sifenrRat & ary arg+ &t @i & @R aa%d o1 SR gfod & dga )
3G EIATST Tehod e 3T AUT), aF VX aRafdeh Sl ehi chael dehwichl SR UR WIS g1 fohaT ST Fehd|

“It is common knowledge that a person who lost his vehicle may not straightaway go to the Insurance
Company to claim compensation. At first, he will make efforts to trace the vehicle. It is true that the
owner has to intimate the insurer immediately after the theft of the vehicle. However, this condition
should not bar settlement of genuine claims particularly when the delay in intimation or submission of
documents is due to unavoidable circumstances. The decision of the insurer to reject the claim has to be
based on valid grounds. Rejection of the claims on purely technical grounds in a mechanical manner will
result in loss of confidence of policy-holders in the insurance industry. If the reason for delay in making

a claim is satisfactorily explained, such a claim cannot be rejected on the ground of delay.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2017 Hda ESCRO10000942017

The New India Assurance Company Ltd. v. Permanent Lok Adalat

HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA - 2013-03-25 - CWP/3569/2012

g HTHAT Ueh STAT Shu-il ZRT R TR o &1d aht WIRST e § J&fAT &1 SAER hl R -) g1 78 oft, [T dhuel 7 39 SR W
IIIRR R & fon i efert 7 I1eieh il e ed T8 IRId AT g sRet 37 ITehT SIS ATS4d Wil AT
Permanent Lok Adalat ¥ ara el T8t 31T = =rarerd = ok fea fos =Y a1 arar gefe & S1erT 8, STel grefdn amgds i
AT BT A e 81T & | =TT = HIAT foh SifAa ekt 6l SR T ATURATE! T STRIY &Ta ah WIRST e T YAT TR &l &,
faiveRe STe Tderes i RUTE 7 off Jrd™ ot ardfces A1 811 Sidd:, =ATaTerd = AT husT chl ATfIeRT l @RS e fea|

frofa  UoTTel SfR gRaTOT I=a =amaTerd 3 AT foh AT Srgey Tgia o senRd gid €, A Sifda eafay w9 & grai 7 39
Ten-1ht faimTforat (Si9 =meres &t fAgferT & SR gs ATTel! SrATaYT) <l RIT 61 #eT ST Gehd fSi-1ehT TR chl ar&afaes T
Y IS U &Y g1 | SI9 WA Sfidehd| 3R Hd&rdh A T} hl Fgt 1T g, dl &1d &l 7T ot ST =nnfgy|

“The Surveyor was deputed by the Insurer on 28.9.2010 to investigate into the theft of the vehicle stolen
on 23.9.2010. It has been opined at the end of the report that the loss was independently investigated and
it was CWP No.3569 of 2012 -4- recommended as follows:“found the same is genuine and keeping in view
the loss may be settled as per the policy conditions”. Though a Surveyor's report may not be final but it is
a valuable document coming from the pocket of the insurer. It has also not been assailed before this

Court as improper or incorrect.”

HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA - 2013 Hid PHHC010849602012

Rajesh Kumar v. National Insurance Co. Ltd.
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2024-12-17 - ESCR010007532024

g AT Geh Motor Vehicle Accident @ @ 9efdd &1 Appellant 3l R gHeATIRA g Uk @ | R 778 off, 3fR arieT 98-
i et SIEUCTe o ST ehl STeaaTsil H dTe @ dgl ©is fear mar o1, foed ATé-afdhe & RuT R @l 3R ifdeh Jehar gaim| &t
Ut 7 T UiferdT T 21aT ol Jeetad AT District 3R State Commissions 3 Appellant & ger & fofg f&ar, @fee National
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Commission = ST A & STt @z &1 FofiA arte = Hofa fezm fh National Commission = 81+ Revisional Jurisdiction @t
SiferHoT foRa 8, ifeh g al &l concurrent findings # §&I&T A8l &R TerdT UTI =TT = AT foh Appellant 3 fagsrar &

Ig heH IS[T 71 31, Supreme Court 7 National Commission & 37&RT bt T€ @< State Commission @ STTELT i FgTeT Y
feam

frofa  GdTed AR = AT {3 Smuradhre= ffdat ofik At Ssfiaw st s & v & Rt afe; arg ot fomT grem &
Bl ugd g 3R a1g # IS SifaRed Jord™ gia1 8 a1 31 § G THY I faei™] gidT 8, f sAT ShuT 21l o Seeia I garar
PR FAH i Ak ol Gehal | VLT & 3R uRfRAfTaY vt arfches =g @ ATw foRar ST =nfgul

“the District Commission held that the delay in intimating the insurer was caused due to the appellant’s
attempts to rescue his co-passenger and that, by itself,cannot be fatal to the insurance claim. The
Commission also found that the 2 Hereinafter, referred to as the ‘District Commission’. 3 Hereinafter,
referred to as the ‘State Commission’. 1112 [2024] 12 S.C.R. Supreme Court Reports appellant’s claim was
genuine and it is evidenced by prompt reporting to the police... In any event, the respondent has not
explained as to how the unavailability of the appellant during the said period has led to further damage
of the vehicle and that burden heavily lies on the respondent and the same was not discharged.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2024 Ha ESCRO10007532024

12 Jaina Construction Company v. The Oriental Insurance Company Limited & Anr.
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2022-02-11 - 2022 INSC 177

Tg AT 16 A1t o 1T &1 @ T &1 arfRichTendl 3 arg= &l Tt 817 R FIR gRd aof i 73 oft, Afehe e shueft ot gahr
a1 &7 7 & g8, O SmuR IR &t A ard ahl @RS & a1 =marera = Faffa fomar fos afe g &t gaar rddg A 81, at
had AT & J & o STUR TR &A1 o 37 ot G g & SRATRR g1 o dehdll & | =1ATerd = Gurshinder Singh v. Shriram
General Insurance Company Ltd. & i o +R141 &k g8 NCDRC & 3M1e31 &t E & faar 3R State Commission & 39
& o TET @7 Fore= a1 vt TiiehR foha ol

frofa  Fared AT A g & b STgt et (FIR) ged &t g 718 off 3R mRId ant gfers A ueks ot foram o, e
AT SRS gl fhaT ST Tehl, agi atHT Shul &l 5 HEIA o faei™t & a1 & 1S g1 ard ahl @RS & T gaied STUR 8l 8
A < 7= 21 gferd &t gia Gieid et At € dTfch SToRIfAdT chl UeheT ST deh, STt 39 AT § O3 &t 718 ot

“At the outset, it may be noted that there being a confli ct of decisions of the Bench of two Judges of this
Court in c ase of Om Prakash vs. Reliance General Insurance & Another and in case of Oriental Insurance
Company Limited vs. Parvesh Chander Chadha, on the question as to whether the delay occurred in info
rming the Insurance Company about the occurrence of the theft of the vehicl e, though the FIR was
registered immediately, would disentitle the claimant of the insurance claim, the matter was referred to
a three Judge Bench. The three Judge Bench in case of Gurshinder Singh vs. Shriram General Insurance
Company Ltd. & Another reported in 2020 (11) SCC 612 in similar case as on hand, interpreted the very
condition no. 1 of the Insurance Contract and observed as under:”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2022 Hd ESCRO10001542022

13
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National Insurance Company Limited v. Sarita Jaiswal

HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH - 2024-06-24 - MAC/709/2015

gg "HaT Motor Vehicles Act, 1988 & dgd H3iTast & &rd § Haifdd &1 &er ot 3 Claims Tribunal gRT &g ¢ gamast &
STERT oY 39 STUR WR AT &1 ot foh e # I7eh arg et dferedar dfdry off 3R FIR &5f &z # 40 f&T 61 & g8 off =marerg &
AT St S TRt ol WTRST o T arifeh Shat o TaTel gRT OLT fohu U eardsT 3rTTa & 3R I8iA aTg <hl STaTSiTa! al i
g1 Repls 81 3@ Ut g9eh rfdfert, =amarerd 3 A1 foh dhaet FIR H & & SMYR WR &rd &l @RS =81 fhar ST dehdT, fasivew s

gaaerasll (eye witness) &Y TaTgt © geedT Gl gfE gl §1 =marerd A Tribunal & Mo st @@t 3g3rd g w1 o=t et srdie
QIR o < |

Rrofa BTG 3o AT 3 TE foha foh 519 aerceiial gRT goear ofk T &l TeadT &t gt &Y 778 g, SR 7de & Afa-
Rarstt a1 srafRerd TRFRAfTTT & SR THIATSIR &t e 7 40 T o faear ganm &Y, T &8 et @TRST e &1 YR Tal
AT ST TRT

“FIR in this regard was lodged on 24.04.2009 i.e. after about about 40 days of the incident. The eye
witness to the accident namely Ramswarup who was travelling along with the deceased Omprakash
Jaiswal had informed the son of the deceased about the incident. But at that time, he had not told the
vehicle number to the son of the deceased and after 13-day rituals of the deceased he told him the vehicle
number and after that the FIR was lodged. Therefore, the delay occurred in lodging the FIR. Hence, in the
light of the aforesaid judgments of the Hon'ble Supreme Court and taking into consideration the facts
and circumstances of the case, the ground of delay in lodging the FIR raised by the Insurance Company

also stands negated.”

HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH - 2024 | CGHC010226962015

14 Bajaj Allianz General Insurance Company Limited v. Mousumi Das (Chatterjee) &
Ors.

CALCUTTA HIGH COURT - 2024-01-10 - COT/53/2019

g HIHAT Yeh HIeR gHeAT H3iTast 4 Hafdd g1 gefeT & victim el 7 & a1e, 3 3fdl 9 Section 166 of the Motor Vehicles
Act, 1988 & dgd HaTmast & forg srde fohar o sftar shut 3 deh fea fos mfaeT gen ot gefe A ol iy 181 o1 3R FIR &5f A
# 33 g8 ot gretifen, Tribunal 3 w1edt 3R vregerasft & saml & SMTUR WR gefeaT # geh <hl dferedt &t @gl AT High Court 4 39
R ot SRR <@ ok AmTiRes ATel | garmast i FeRoT 'preponderance of probabilities' & STeR WR faaT SiTaT 81 ST&Teld
3 sl St Y Srdie et @TRST = e ofk gammast o a1 ol w1eg-3mUTRa A gY Tribunal & fofa &6t g fan

frofa hefehdl e NI A 18T foh YhSHTSR &5l e | g8 &30 T g ardl o Uil ifasyra el shRUT T8 & Hehell,
a2l ®U & 99 STa1 gHeT a1 IRT hl T 3T WoiH Gd [Agaeia diedl (S gereiial o ) € gl avg g gt 8t
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“If Court finds that there is no indication of fabrication or it has not been concocted or engineered to
implicate innocent persons then, even if there is a delay in lodging the FIR, the claim case cannot be
dismissed merely on that ground.” Thus, bearing in mind the aforesaid proposition laid down by the
Hon'ble Supreme Court and in the absence of any evidence of fabrication or concoction or engineering of
the F.I.R., delay per se in lodging of the F.I.R. in the facts and circumstances of the present case does not

make the claimants’ case doubtful.”

CALCUTTA HIGH COURT - 2024 Ha WBCHCA0243462019

National Insurance Co. Ltd. v. Kamala
MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2012-11-27 - CMA/3505/2012

g HIHT Yeh HIR gHAT H3ATIS o & O Haiferd g1 ofiHT hueit 3 Jarmast & e ahl 39 SMYUR WR AT & o gefe i FIR &St
FRA H 9 & ot &8 g8 oft oIk geriiEe ISR # &of STHaRY (Trsfhe & fRam) ofRk a1 & <t fatemrg o) =amarera 3 /1 o FIR
#H qTg =T AT Jeeid A g1 a1 Rulé # &8 g1 dhael 38 STYR WR SraT WIRS &l o ol gafe g1 8, fAfiwe S7ar geean # ik
R i =i og g1 <araTer = e fohan foh AT SMeR WR SR Srudrel § 3Tl ohl UTAHehdT o ShRUT &34 g1 Tehd! g1 3iad:,
YT 3 gHAT H aT8- el | e I8 AT §Y ST o= chl STHie @RS 3 &Y 3R 31Tt o hdfel el SReheR T

frofa AT S <Al = ot fam o <iie & uarme, A oik AR 9ei aur Srudie # <afRd SURIR chl 3MasTehdT &
HRUT YHSATSHR &5t eheA | g3 & i G g @ A1t e ST A1fg Q1 Sharet Hfsharrares @RadT 2ht STt s ehr h

91T & Ui gl

“Under such circumstances, they are not expected to act mechanically with promptitude in lodging the
FIR with the Police. Delay in lodging the FIR thus, cannot be the ground to deny justice to the victim. In
cases of delay, the courts are required to examine the evidence with a closer scrutiny and in doing so; the
contents of the FIR should also be scrutinized more carefully. If court finds that there is no indication of
fabrication or it has not been concocted or engineered to implicate innocent persons then, even if there
is a delay in lodging the FIR, the claim case cannot be dismissed merely on that ground.”

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2012 Fd HCMA011057482012

Gurmel Singh v. Branch Manager, National Insurance Co. Ltd.
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2022-05-20 - 2022 INSC 619

g ATHAT ST &1d o (U | ST Shurit gRT ST dhri1chl GEhIUT SO & T&Tad g1 Appellant T g a=T g 1T o1, fSraeh
forg I ffHAT Shut & ur araT &R foRaT AT AT ShuT = 71T UsiiRur gHTOT U (Registration Certificate) @l STguereerd sl
FATel & Y araT @St & f&aT| giedifas, Appellant = dsficheor i hieientdt SR 3 faaror uer fang o, wifchey =Y &t gam &
HRUT RTO 7 giterehe HT0T U5 STRT et © 741 e e o1 datea =amarerd = Aok fear o dftar o=t ot 88 axarastt chl 7171 et
3gfa & O Ut sheAr Appellant 3 f3Ri=0T @ aTgR ATl =R A 3@ 'Deficiency in Service' AT 3R AT dhut @t grar
1T 3R HeheHaTSi NI T YT e el e fear|
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frofa  Fated AT A AT huf-al t Aares & 6 3 grat & Auem 7 srafees ok SR AFAMT derrichl 3BT 7 US|
g are=T IRt gt T & SR e SRt (RC) oft arge & a1 Fett 718 €, JuT gferd It Rt Rl &< g7 & ol ke ot <dfeh
A &t & O gferche SRt STRY 78 81 urelt, It SemeRes ol Giciepltt & STER UR &1aT 31T U1+ T Ut SifdenR 81

“While settling the claims, the insurance company should not be too technical and ask for the documents,
which the insured is not in a position to produce due to circumstances beyond his control. ... In many
cases, it is found that the insurance companiesare refusing the claim on flimsy grounds and/or technical
grounds. While settling the claims, the insurance company should not be too technical and ask for the
documents, which the insured is not in a position to produce due to circumstances beyond his control.
GURMEL SINGH v. BRANCH MANAGER, NATIONAL INSURANCE CO. LTD.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2022 Ha ESCRO10001402022

Bajaj Allianz General Insurance Company Limited v. Pogula Jayanth Reddy
HIGH COURT FOR STATE OF TELANGANA - 2013-07-19 - MACMA/1192/2012

g HTAHT e AlCR gHeAT TS oh ard & Haifdd &1 sAT o=t 3 geeT i ardfdendr, & € FIR &S g1, S18eR & A1sad i qerdT
SR Farmast & AfA Al AT & off | =marera A Ravi v. Badrinarayan ATt &l aTel & §Q et foh &t § FIR &1 g4 AT 9 gran

GRS =161 fohaT ST Fendl, AfE e aRdfdes g1l §9d 31T, S. Iyyapan v. M/s. United India Insurance Company Limited
& JTUR TR AT U=t ot aTarst & &l T Hord g fohal 77| 37 #, AT shut 3R arfaiehrendl el Ggwfa & SmaR ), Rifdhar
Tl & A I HA Heeh FuerT frar

frofa  ~ITATTT = g <) foh afe soRifdes =marer & gt gRr S1aeT SroRTy Wi @R foraT T 8, at had ThITSSTR It
Trsiafie e & | g8 ufeharcres &3 geer a1 TRt & faya-iadr st I T8t ar Fehd |

“If the court finds that there is no indication of fabrication or it has not been concocted or engineered to
implicate innocent persons then, even if there is a delay in lodging the FIR, the claim case cannot be
dismissed merely on that ground. The purpose of lodging the FIR in such type of cases is primarily to
intimate the police to initiate investigation of criminal offences. Lodging of FIR certainly proves that
factum of accident so that the victim is able to lodge a case for compensation but delay in doing so cannot

be the main ground for rejecting the claim petition.”

HIGH COURT FOR STATE OF TELANGANA - 2013 Hta HBHC010000632012

Shriram General Insurance Company Limited v. Hiraundi Bai
HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH - 2025-07-15 - MAC/1359/2022

g AT Motor Vehicles Act &1 Section 173 & dgd U ordiel @ 9efdq &, i Shriram General Insurance Company
Limited gRT Motor Accidents Claim Tribunal & 3faTs el g & §Q SRR T 71am 11 AT chut a1 qea deh I8 ot f FIR
TST e | g3 & S TR UR H3TTEST &1 S WIS [l ST A1fe g AT I=a =ararerd = Gofid &hie & Ravi v. Badrinarayan Ame
o Ffa &1 gaTen 3d gg TuE foma fos haet FIR A &3 & STYR WR G1d & WTRST 761 AT ST HehdT, 11 geeT & a6 difed &
RS Y UrufAehar Sreudre A SUIR ST 8T &1 31d:, =ITITeld 3 S1AT chu-T bl rtiel ahl @it e fea|
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frofa BUIEIG Iod AR 3 WE o foh Aty Feearsii 3k arafdes IuaR <t srasgendrsi st e | 3@d gg,
ORISR H g+ aTeft Y ahl g1 HTh foham ST a1fgy ofiR 38 gTal ohf fARed avt ol ¥R F8l s=mar ST anfgal

“In this regard, the decision rendered by the Supreme Court in the matter of Ravi Vs Badrinarayan and
others 1 may be notice herein profitably in which their Lordships have clearly held that delay in lodging
FIR cannot be a ground to doubt the claimant's case and observed in para 17 & 19 as under... In that view

of the matter, the delay in lodging the FIR can not be a ground to reject the claimant'’s case.”

HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH - 2025 | CGHC010388052022

Dilawar Singh v. State of Delhi
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2007-09-05 - 2007 INSC 893

g HTHT Sehd! 3R BfR & 9T & emRig) @ T&ifa €, fSiad ardieierdi &t Indian Penal Code, 1860 &Y &RT 397 & dgd aIsT
ST T AT| HelTed =raTerd = urd fob FIR &of et # g8 < o folq g daliwoien Taeftenzor g1 fea 1 o1, it Sif ot uat &
ATH ol TfeTy ITT &1 39k SIeTTdT, =TTerd = TE fohar foh 9R1 397 & dgd Sviife & g ag arfed &ear smasae g fh st =
ar&dd | ©ideh §IAUR o1 SuT fohar o, 3R e g8l &his i T8t ugets g o, gafery gg srovry g el gl wredt A fanfaat
3R Ufeharcrch hial el dEd §Q, =maTerd = Sidiefend| chl aIWfife ot @Rt e fea

e Faled AT A TE fhat foh fRerad &t e@ | g1 arelt srfden 3R O g & Sreudiehd ot AT &t fagaiaar
Y Gfery g7 St 81 IS Gfor USSR gof dhert © HAT et 8, ot st aafery ar frerraerdt et &RT 154(3) SfR e
156(3) CrPC & dgd I=a sifdrerriat a1 AfSde & THeT dehfctics ST UfehaTe STU=T =1fag|

“The complainant has attempted to explain the delay by stating that the matter was reported to the police
but the police did not take any action. G Such statement can hardly be taken to have explained the delay.
It is the simplest of things to contend that the police, though report had been lodged with it, had not
taken any steps. But it has to be established by calling for the necessary records from the police to
substantiate that in fact a report with the police had been lodged and that the police failed to take up the
case. The principle has been statutorily recognised in Section 210 of the Cr.P.C.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2007 Ha ESCRO10012862007

National Insurance Co. Ltd. v. Vinod Kumar
HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA - 2016-04-29 - CWP/7520/2016

g AT Ueh $94RY Shu! gRT Permanent Lok Adalat & 38 ofa &t getdt 34 & ar # o1, e 9 g8 &R & ard ol ©ier
o mmam o1 anfeRreRdt (Insurance Company) T deh T fh FIR &S shet 7R ol ot geT 31 gaeT & A & §8, §9ferg amar
GRS g1 =1y | =marerd 3 ur fok ufdardt (Respondent No. 1) = gfer siferemiat o et 333 & ot FIR &f e | &3 &l
3fAd sRoT fear AT 3R FIR & gid aTe o=t et giad e f&ar o11 =amarera 3 /141 & Oriental Insurance Co. Ltd. v. Parvesh
Chander Chadha @1 fAufa agf @R 8l gidT aRilfeh 39 A 7 & STfdeh off | Sida:, USTe SR gRaron =g =amarera = arferet
QTS R &
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frofa  Iod AT A AT {36 A gferd sifireriRat & Sarfi= 338 a1 Trereiel o IRUT UOhSHTSSTR &of g+ | 8 f&T et &3 gieft
2, T TSR &5f 1M o Ikl a6 SiHd e AT Shut ent Gfad o2 &dT 8, df 39 &1 I O3t =g © H1h foham Sem
ElEHY

“but insofar as the present case is concerned, the reason s have been given by respondent No.1 for non-
registration of the FIR because of indifferent attitude of the police officials to whom he had ma de a call
at No.100 and also gave an application mark X' to the SHO, Police Station... Thus, in view these facts and

circumstances, I do not find any merit in the present petition and hence, the same is hereby dismissed.”

HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA - 2016 Hid PHHC010986772016

21 HDFC Ergo General Insurance Company Ltd. v. Laxmi Nath
HIGH COURT OF MADHYA PRADESH - 2023-11-28 - MA/3136/2018

g HIAAT Goh GSh GeT & HHTaS 9§ Haifdd g s gae Sunil Nath & 7 & aTe a1 hust 3 gamast et gt af ot aftar
ST T ek AT foh gefeT & ey | FIR # &3 g8, 9xwdie Targ tfasga-ia ot 3iR =ieteh &Y gt GehT oT1 I=a =1y 3 A1 foh
haedl FIR # &3 a1 STuR1fdes At § aR) 814 1 STYR a1d &l @RS &he & forg vaf =181 8, afe s area gHerr &l gfe &nvd 81
=raTerd = ura f Motor Vehicles Act & dgd arar 9edl TR TR & 3R sraxielt a1 2ty g g1 srfqard =&t 81 ora: =amarera =
TSt i AR el IfTd AT §Y AT ot i st Y @RS e e

frofa  HE TSI Ied ATATerd A Aoy a6 afe gfor @l sreaarer ar Rifdhaar gt & gefer i SR uge & ured gt geht
g, ot RS gRT a1E H &of hers 718 YhSTEIR # g8 &3 I e & d1fchh & R i1 huht ot oo arfiral & et 89 ot
TR gl U&H T |

“So above discussion it is found that explanation of delaying the FIR is sufficient so, on the basis of
delaying the FIR claim case has not been discarded. 12. Learned counsel for the Insurance Company
submits that driver of the offending vehicle was acquitted from the criminal court. In Rajjoo Y adav (Dr)
versus Imrat Singh Alias Amrit Singh 2002 (II) M.P.W.N SN 24 6 coordinate Bench of this High Court Court
has held that the acquittal of the accused in criminal trial does not absolve him from the liability of
compensation.”

HIGH COURT OF MADHYA PRADESH - 2023 Hta MPHC010303152018

22 The Manager, New India Assurance Company Limited v. Amulya Kumar Nayak
ORISSA HIGH COURT - 2025-01-17 - WP(C)/98/2025
g AT T8 1R oh &Tel e T & Hferd g1 &A1 hu=t = <TeTeh o REeTth STuRIfAeh Shrferg! el gaTell 4o §Q ard i &k
& fam ami District Consumer Dispute Redressal Commission (DCDRC) 7 &1d @t @iter ke, @fehT State Commission
3 39 IaAc feam sida:, National Consumer Dispute Redressal Commission (NCDRC) % DCDRC & 31721 @l SigTel e fea|

Orissa High Court = ster dhut &l Re arfarenr st @miet & fear, ag Amd gg fon difert 2t & Ieeied ar FIR/TET &R &t #
&3 h YR TR U= T STaT @IRST 3 T s 314 YR &1 & 3R uget & g Jusiat 71 gRT 30 W 3Ifa Fofa foran S gar 81
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Rrofa  ISIET Id AT A AT o g st aifcifat & ard eft off dimr shoeit ot gfea o & forg onls T a9g-dian
iR 78l sl | I7ent g Igea IRt &l [T 7 gfer ot gfaa s ofk sroxifaal et o fieam & 9gah a1 gidm 81
31d:, 519 deh WE Jeoit g 7 8, dhaet 5-6 1 Fi ufeharcaae 33 g1d o) @RS e ol H1ROT 81 & Gehd 1|

“Since, the policy conditions never stipulates any time to lodge an FIR, it cannot be said that mere delay
of five or six days is sufficient to repudiate the genuine claim of a person... In this case, one of the
contentions of the Insurance Company is delay in intimating the Company, but the same is not a ground
to repudiate the claim as there was no condition stipulated in the policy specifying any time for
intimating the company or lodging of FIR, much less condition does not prescribe for intimating the

company.”

ORISSA HIGH COURT - 2025 Ha 0DHC010916642024

The Oriental Insurance Co. Ltd. v. Munna Lal Gupta
HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2023-11-29 - MAC.APP./231/2020

g HIHAT Goh GSh goeT A Jarast & efdd g1 claimant e # 7R &0 @ 9 gt 1Y & fSreeh uRumTasy 3eh )R &1
amputation &A1 UgTI Insurance Company 3 39 YR WR 3dieT i fah FIR &sf e # &3t g8 oft 3R gefe 7 anfiet arg &t
U fere &1 3= =amarerd 3 #T o sreddret 7 el g1 ofR 7R el & ot FIR # 38 w@rfaes € oik I8 ard it @i e
T SR 81 8 TerdT| =TT & Supreme Court & Ravi v. Badrinarayan ATHe &1 gaTell &d g4 el foh af& claimant &
cross-examination @& R g fagail or I 181 & 718 8, It a1e # U srufat gl IoTE S Wt | degdR, STdie @it v &
T

frofa fecel Iea <amaTera 3 g & o afe dftar ot A et sered ar fésgaa & gwer ufdardt € kg (cross-
examination) &Xd THY YHATSIHR H g3 &3 WR ohlg TaTel a1 MU 8l IaT8, af a8 TdIeT o TR UR §9 dehrich! STUR et
ZTa oht WIRST et oh ol g TRgd et bl Ur =Tl B

“In such circumstances, an adverse inference cannot be drawn against the respondent no.1 for not
rushing to the Police to get the FI R registered rather than caring for his own body and health... though
the respondents specifically pointed out in their written statements that there was delay of 37 days in
lodging of the FIR, but no question or suggestion regarding the said delay was put to PW-1 during his

cross examination.”

HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2023 Ha DLHC010307062020

Ravi v. Badrinarayan and Ors.
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2011-02-18 - 2011 INSC 139

g ATHAT UEeh gHeAT § grie] Ueh 8 I diTeteh gRT Motor Vehicles Act, 1988 &t Sections 140 3R 166 & dgd g3Tas chl AR
Y Hafdq g1 el srrera $fik High Court 7 FIR &S & # g8 &t & ehRUT &Td el @RS & e ol gdi=s <ararerd = 39 [ufg
! Teled Y T foh FIR &of et # &3 ST S1TT H GTaT WTIRST Theet T STTUR 81 81 Uehell, AT aTal &1 & ol Hatsoieh shRuT
UG & Goh | =ATaTerd = AT foh geiedT o fAIeR aafad o aRaR & fog Amiflies aed & &RoT FIR &Sf & 8 &3 @it 81 50%
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Tt fepetirar 3R a1 fAisror @i St 7efR =i ol S gu, =amarerd = difed el 2.5 dRa dud &1 qarest & 1 e fear, it
vifcrarieat g1 37 81

frofa aTed ATITd = Hidl &l YRR ATd 814 aTet 310+ +ofa & g foh Rt uRfeafaat & o st @ gder ar okt &
TR TG TS AT 9T Y INAIG Tl T ST Fehdt | AT STETd 3R gTRaTRen Sttt safead o AT o gt gidi 81 o1,
JfE TRITSSIR H ohls IREATST AT g1 TG ST oh 18T ATal g, i chael faeiHd RUIET &1et ehf fARET et ol vl hRoT gl
g Tepdlt|

“It is well-settled that delay in lodging FIR cannot be a ground to doubt tha claimant's case. Knowing the
Indian conditions as they are, we cannot expect a common man to first rush to the Police Station
immediately after an accident. C Human nature and family responsibilities occupy the mind of kith and
kin to such an extent that they give more importance to get the victim treated rather than to rush to the
Police Station. Under such circumstances, they are not expected to act mechanically with promptitude in
lodging the FIR with the Police. Delay in lodging the FIR thus, cannot be the ground to D deny justice to

the victim.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2011 Hd ESCRO10005262011

National Insurance Company Ltd. v. Babu Ram
HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH - 2009-04-20 - RFA/130/2002

g ATHAT Ueh ¢oh ohl TIRT oh oTQ ofTAT &1 & ST O T &1 &HT chut = FIR AT hidl STHT = e oh STER TR &Td hi @IRST e
fem o, STafes argt Tt 3 =1 <Y e gfers ot & oft wife FIR &t 78T el 781 <amarera = A o e difereht F FIR &t e
1T TR & & forg SAfard o1 81 off iR gfers &t Mfshadr & sror T 4Res @t 3ua du ard § dfad T8t fomar ST geman

TIET o STYR UR I AT B 71T foh geoh AT 31T AT I IRUIAEEY, rATerd 3 i1 ot 3 ard ot @RS o fear iR i 2y &
YA T T TN SRARR T |

frofa  fEATES TSI 3= <TaTerd A fAvfg fean o afe gfom usmam difed & ar-aR dudh & ok simded 37 & arg off
Uh3ITSIMR &of et A [Athel §dT &, af SAT U=l TehaRwhT A Uga: a1d ot WIS gl e Geht | ST aafary gr1 =1
gferd SifderiRal (S gfers srefteren) @l ford Qg o geT dhl adfdenar ofk Sifid & dgra &t gATford & & fog ot avg
qaf areT g1

“The learned counsel for t he respondent No.1 has supported the impugned judgment, decree and has
submitted that respondent No.1 approached the Police Stat ion, Parwanoo repeatedly for registration of
FIR for the theft of the truck but despite that no case was registered by the police. He has submitted that
registra tion of FIR for the theft of the truck or supplying the copy of FIR of the theft of the truck to
appellant was not a condition precedent as per policy Ex .PW-1/A for settling the claim of respondent
No.1. ... appellant had no right to repudiate the claim of respondent No.1 by unilaterally reading a non-

existent condition in the policy.”

HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH - 2009 Hid HPHC010027112002

A ETHIOT
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g AT Vitark Al gRT Orasii-er ®9 4 Iuetsy Hofaf 3iik SuTTendt o UsT & SR TR dOR fhar a1 1 I8 chadt Ra< grdT & fog § ik
FIEAT 9eTg (legal advice) =18l 81 fnsdt +ff filing, opinion, a1 correspondence # IualT & & ugat @t case citations, holdings 3R
quotations @&t g fAufa (source judgment) & g W= ¥4 T T fohar ST AR
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