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The present writ petition has been preferred 

alleging inaction on the part of the Insurance 

Ombudsman in considering the petitioner’s application.   

During the course of the hearing, Mrs. Roy 

Chaudhuri, learned Advocate representing respondent 

nos. 1 and 3, produced a copy of the order passed by the 

Insurance Ombudsman and submitted that the 

Insurance Ombudsman, by an order dated 26th July, 

2021, had already disposed of the petitioner’s 

application.  

Mrs. Roy Chaudhuri further pointed out that the 

petitioner had previously submitted an application, 

which was duly considered by the Insurance 

Ombudsman, resulting in an award dated 26th July, 

2021. However, suppressing this fact, the petitioner 
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made a fresh application before the Insurance 

Ombudsman and citing inaction on the part of the 

Ombudsman in considering his subsequent application, 

the present writ petition has been preferred. 

Document, as produced by Mrs. Roy Chaudhury  

in Court is taken on record. 

Mr. Mookherjee, learned Advocate representing 

the petitioner, submits that the award dated 26th July, 

2021, was not communicated to the petitioner. 

This contention has been seriously disputed by 

Mrs. Roy Chaudhuri, learned Advocate. However, a copy 

of the order dated 26.07.2021 has been handed over to 

Mr. Mookherjee in Court today.  

Be that as it may, since an award was passed on 

26th July, 2021, upon consideration of the petitioner’s 

grievance, I am of the view that no further order needs to 

be passed in this writ petition. 

However, it is clarified that if the petitioner is 

dissatisfied with the award passed by the Insurance 

Ombudsman, he may challenge the said order by 

preferring an application before the appropriate forum, if 

permitted under the applicable law. 

With these observations and order, this writ 

petition is, thus, disposed of. 

There shall be no order as to costs.  

     

(Partha Sarathi Chatterjee, J.) 
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