
{\.

IN THE HIGH COURT OF SINDH, KARACHI
C.P.No.D-2644 of 2024

Present:

Mr. Justice Muhammad lqbal Kalhoro
Mr. .lustice Muhamrnad Osman Ali Hadi

09.04.202 5
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ORDER
MUI]AMMA D OSM AN ALI HADI, I:- I'he Constitutional Juriscliction has

been invokecl before this Court, b!,filing of the instarrt constitutional
petition, itt which the Petitioner seeks payment of mgnies uncler a Life
Insurance Policy purchaser'l by hirn against Messrs Jubilee Life Insurarrce.

(ILl") / Respondent No. 2 & 4.

2' The Petitioner aPPearecl in person ancl mainll, cgntenclecl that 6e hati

paid the Respondent No.2/ Jubilee I.ife Insurance pavment of Rs.200,000/- ,

against which he claims he is owecl a furtl-rer sum of Its.800,000/- plus profit
and unspecified damages, for injury allegeclly sufferecl by hirn.

3' The Petitioner had also appearec'l before tl-re [rederal Insurapcr,r

Ombuclslrlan, against which a clecisiorr (clate cl 25.07.2023) was passec'1, which
as per our unclerstanding, dismissed the petitioner's clairn.

1' Learnecl Counsel fclr Responc-lent No.3 / FIIll, stateti that an gffer .'1f

Rs'200,000/- was tnacle to the Petitioner by, JII-, when the matter \^,as

pencling before the Ferleral Ombucisman for Insurance. tfe states that

however the Petitioner clicl not accept the same ancl remained belligerent in
his attitucle. Even toclay, Counsel for Responclent No. 3 statecl that her coulci

perhaps contact JIL / Responclents No. 2 & 4, arrcl L.ven try to increase

payrnent of the Petitioner to Rs.500,0 0O / -, whilst at the same tirne

vehemently maintaining this woulcl L're purelv a charitable act of gootl n,ill,
as the Respondents do not owe the Petitioner any rnonies uncler law. He

subrnitted this offer is only being consiclerecl by wa), of reaching an amicable

solution, as the Petitioner is appeariug irr person ancl has statecl that he is in
need of funcls. Even this proposal was outrightlt,rejectecl by the [)etitioner
today.
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Petitioner Usman Ali present in person.
Mr. Mujtaba sohail Raja, a.l'clcaic. for resp.nclent N..3.
Ms. Shazia Harrjrah DAG.
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5' We have hearcl all Parties who are present, along with the lear
DAG, ancl have found this I']etition to not be rnaintairrable. '['here are severe

clisputecl questions of fact, such as whether or nilt tlle petitione.r L.\,er-l l-rad a

valid insurance policy at the time he loclgecl his clairn? ancl whether or not he
lrad paid the Respondent No. 4 / JrL.complete funrls etc.?

6' The Petitioner having appearecl before the Ornbuclsrnarl, thep failecl to
pursue the proper further course of remecly available to him under secti..s
13 or 1'4 of the Federal Ornbuclsrnan Institutional Reforrns Act, Z0l3 (,,the
Act"), which he shoulcl have clone. Insteatl, he clirectlv approachecl this
Court in its Constitutional ]urisdiction. Moreover, clamages cannot be

assessecl and granted by this Court uncler its Constitutional Jurisc-liction, as

has been claimecl by the petitioner.

7 ' When questioned, the Petitioner ciici not provide any rationale or
explanation as to why he has clicl not follow the statutory remeclies upc'ler the
Act, nor was he able to assist this Court. I-Ie was also unable to unclerstanr-l

that this Court cannot clelve into factual ciisputes in its Colstitutio.al
Jurisdiction.

8' Accorclingly, this Petition is disrnissec'|. I-lowever, the petiti.ner ,1a-\/

avail any aPProPriate remecl\' availaL-rle to hirn uncler the Irecleral

Ombudslnan Institutional Reforrns Act, 2073, an,J/or any other law, subject
to all just exceptions. However, as an irrclulgence, we conclone the time
periods spent litigating before this Court, ancl the same shoull be excluciecl

when calculating limitation, in tl-re event the Petitioner pursues any rev iew /
representation under that Act.
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