










































































OASPUes 

Vivck Sharma as Cardiologist and had it been clear to the paticnt's 

family that in the absence of Dr. Raman Chawla, Cardiologist, there is 

no available Cardiologist in the hospital, the family members might 

have decided to take the patient to some other hospital, where a 

cardiologist was available at that time. Dr. Raman Chawla was 

available on 10.07.2019 and on that very day, he perforned the 

angiography but angioplasty was not performed immediately. As per 

Ex.OP1/AAE, the Medical Board has opined that there was no gross 

negligence meaning thereby that negligence was found by the Medical 

Board. Thus, in view of the judgments passed by the Hon'ble Supreme 

Court, Hon'ble National Commission and Hon'ble State Commission, it 

is concluded that there was misrepresentation and misleading 

information in relation to the services rendered by the OPs No.1 to 3 

and 7 as per Section 2(28) of the Consumer Protection Act, 2019 while 

treating Smt. Varsha Goel and they were negligent in providing services 

to Smt. Varsha Goel. 
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25. In view of the above detailed discussion, the OPs No.1 to 3 

and 7 are held negligent in providing services to Smt. Varsha Goel. 

Deficiency in service and unfair trade practice has been proved. In such 

circumstances, the OPs No.1 to 3 and 7 are jointly and severally 

directed to pay Rs.5,00,000/- to the complainant. So far as the OPs No.4 

to 6 are concerned, it is concluded that there is no privity of contract 

between the complainant and the insurance companies i.e. OP No.4 to 

6. So, accordingly, we hold that the OPs No.1 to 3 and 7 can lodge the 

claim for reimbursement with the insurance companies i.e. OP No.4 to 

6 and the insurance companies shall decide the same expeditiously as 

per rules. The complainant has not claimed any relief directly from the 

OP No.4 to 6, therefore, the complaint of the complainant against OP 
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