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Judgement

1. THE complaint filed by the appellant/complainant being Complaint Case No. 410
of 2003 was dismissed in limine vide order dated 5.11.2003 passed by the District
Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum-II, U.T., Chandigarh [for short hereinafter
referred to as the District Forum] on the ground that the vehicle in question i.e.
Mahindra Jeep was purchased by the appellant-Company which is a commercial
organisation for commercial purpose and as such the appellant/complainant is not
covered under the definition of a Consumer as defined under Section 2(1)(d) of the
Consumer Protection Act, 1986 [for short hereinafter referred to as the C.P. Act] as
amended vide Amendment No. 62 of 2002.

2. THE learned Counsel for the appellant Mr. Sanjay Judge, Advocate contended that
the Mahindra Jeep vehicle which is a vehicle in question insured by the
respondent-New India Assurance Company Limited [for short hereinafter referred
to as the Insurance Company] was though registered in the name of the
appellant-Company yet it was not for commercial purpose.



The learned Counsel for the appellant tried to distinguish the vehicle in question
from a truck used for carrying the goods and contended that though the Company
purchased Mahindra Jeep yet the same was not for commercial purpose. Apart from
the fact that it is the sole argument raised, there is no material shown to show that
the Company had purchased the vehicle in question i.e. Mahindra Jeep to be used
for the purpose other than a commercial purpose. In the absence of any such
material placed on record, we find it unable to hold that the vehicle in question was
not purchased by the Company for commercial purpose but for a purpose other
than commercial purpose.

The District Forum has thus rightly dismissed the complaint in limine after giving
hearing to the learned Counsel for the appellant as required under Section 12(3) of
the C.P. Act. The appeal lacks merit and is dismissed in limine. Copies of this order
be sent to the parties free of charge. Appeal dismissed.
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