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 This appeal is preferred by the appellant - insurance com pany, 

who is respondent  No.2 before the Court  below, assailing the 

judgm ent  of the Motor Accidents Claim s Tribunal, Warangal in 

OP.No.763 of 2001 dated 15.04.2005 on the grounds that  the t r ibunal 

below failed to see that  the vehicle involved in the accident  is a pr ivate 

vehicles, m eant  for personal use of the insured for his personal and 

business purpose and that  it  should not  be hired, but , in the instant  

case, the deceased and others engaged the vehicle, hence, there is 

violat ion of the condit ions of the policy;  the Court  below failed to see 

that  the appellant - insurance com pany, by exam ining R.W.2 and 

m arking Exs.B1 and B2, had discharged its legal burden by proving 

that  the vehicle is a pr ivate vehicle m eant  for personal use and that  it  

was used cont rary to the policy condit ions;  the Court  below erred in 

com ing to the conclusion that  the word ‘engaged’ would im ply and 

m ean that  it  was used for the purpose of t ravel;  the Court  below failed 

to see that  Ex.B2 case diary pertaining to Crim e No.61 of 2001 reveals 

that  the vehicle was engaged by the deceased and others, which 

m eans that  the vehicle was hired for the purpose of visit ing Nagarjuna 

Sagar. 

 

2. Heard counsel for the appellant . Counsel for the respondents did 

not  appear. 

 

3. Counsel for the appellant  contends that  as per the term s of the 

policy, the vehicle has to be used only for the social,  dom est ic and 
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pleasure purpose of the insured and for own business of the insured 

and it  does not  cover the use on hire or reward.  

 

4. I t  is t rue that , apparent ly, Ex.B2, which is the case diary, shows 

that  the deceased along with others engaged the Tata Sum o on 

01.05.2001 for excursion from  Kaj ipet  to Nagarjuna Sagar. As against  

the contents of Ex.B2, the evidence of P.W.1 is that  on the date of the 

accident  i.e. 01.05.2001 his fr iends and relat ives including the 

deceased Lakka Rajan Babu were proceeding to Nagarjuna Sagar for  

sight  seeing;  hence, a harm onious reading of Ex.B2 and the evidence 

of P.W.1 is required. I t  is no where stated that  the vehicle was hired 

by the deceased, there is no explanat ion given by any witness with 

regard to what  the word ‘engaged’ m ent ioned in Ex.B2 m eans.  

Hence, in a beneficial legislat ion, interpretat ion of a word,  

of which the m eaning is not  explained by any witness, cannot  be done 

in the above m anner result ing in the defeat  of the object  of the 

legislat ion. The evidence of P.W.1 can be taken as the cr iter ia to 

understand the nature of the usage of the vehicle. He test ifies very 

categorically that  the deceased was his relat ive. The cross-exam inat ion 

of P.W.1, m ade by the appellant  herein, does not , in any m anner, 

discredit  that  part  of his evidence. 

 

5. The word ‘engaged’ can also m ean ‘took’. Hence, unless there is 

cogent  and clear evidence that  the vehicle was hired, no im port  to the 

m eaning of the word engaged can be m ade, as to the m ean that  it  is 

hired. The deceased being a relat ive, t ravelling in the vehicle along 

with other relat ives of R.W.1, the use of the vehicle falls within the 

dom est ic or pleasure purpose. Even if R.W.1 was not  t ravelling in the 
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vehicle, it  does not  disqualify the t ravel from  being for dom est ic 

purpose, as a relat ive can be considered as his extended fam ily.   

Hence, this Court  finds absolutely no reason to interfere with the 

judgm ent  of the Court  below. 

 

The civil m iscellaneous appeal is dism issed. As a sequel,   

the m iscellaneous applicat ions, if any, shall stand closed. There shall 

be no order as to costs. 

__________ 

T. RAJANI , J 
July 27, 2017 
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