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HIAYTT uH

"R | TTeld ¢ftheh 3-TTeT Sl e AT & ST Hehell 8, Al T Sifafagm, 1988 Aifed iR gAars & IR # 1
hedT g, TTCI ToIRSIGTST e UR T BT g, 37X o° SiT b aTg R ST AT oh [olq T T 82"

YR A 7T ¢fther §-aTer= apt et 39, Aifea &
AT, AT Y St 3R & ST gob aTg- R &AdT &
Haer H hIef-T U

qIIiar

WRA H TTeAd 3-ATeI oht hUTSS () Tt T ABR hich 3R garet a1 FAaffa =marera # gHtdY S GurT
ST ehdT g, oTedh folq e | deh-ich! T1eg (S thiel 3R YRT 65B UHIUTYA) &l g1 Si-ard g (Sonali
Karwasra v. Union of India (2023))| ST &l TSRIIGTST et UR AT oh SIdgTd H &IV &of 3gdl &, [oed
foheng THTOTOST T URFAE & A1l Jdh & ST &1 a1 s oTF & &g ot afe sirérait (RTO) Renfs &
WA gxdiaikd el gidT g, df gdied Fraed 3 Naveen Kumar v. Vijay Kumar and Ors. (2018) & I8
fRufRa forar & foh dsfierd @ 81 s [ eR =11 38, gTetifeh faeett I=a =amarer™ = Urmila v. Sushma
(2019) H aTEAfdeh ool o MYUR W 94 gfeehtvr e fohaT 81

geafdd gaed w@fafaat adftaan Fofa

18 I=T IATe - 7 qated <ATdTerd High Court of Punjab and Haryana
fRug- gt
1. faega fasqwon 2
1. gifafdes graem= 4
111, I geheaH 6
Iv. HeheH I faerur 8

Vitark Al gRT 3UR - 37d MUY - STANT T Uge SE0T TATUT he
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ARd # Tad ¢ §-aram & gAd I3, Afew 6 amd.. I - fawga RAsdwor

1. fasqd fascwor

qgEg RAgia

o1  TTSTd S-TeTT bl ATet &t o SRR

AR & U AT 916 & FF (compounding) i SR e SR —ATaTerd § 370+ SH[ATG! HIfeld et ahl
SAHR ¢; A Ufchar quld: W & R S STeRA UTUT 6! ST GehdT, Si4T foh Car Carrier Association v. State
of Rajasthan (2018) & e forar mam 81

02  3-9TeT o folq AR depsitehl ATES

ZAGE -eh TR & ATegd & ST fohu 710 Srarferd areri & T Whie! T1ed, Tid/IUehvor AT, Géit 9T /T 3R
VR G187 s 6t arT 65B & T8d e fSfSieet UHI0TT gHT SiTasdeh 8, 3T d deh-ich! & & Ffeqof A
SIEH, 91 Sonali Karwasra v. Union of India (2023) ¥ 3@ifed 8l

03 TS T IR 3R Ud i degar

g SR ardraTd AT sriarfeat & urepfdes =g o Rigidl ot Ut sheT STasdeh §; gTetifch, e i arfier
& dey 7 SRt (Registration Certificate) # &Sf UdT & ST &0 & AT AFT ST STd dh foh 39H AMerT i
ga1 9 & 71 8 (Moolchand Meena v. State of Rajasthan (2025))]

04 TTAT TSIR3IETST hed oh UM -eh TR

Tfe S-TTeAl vt TSRS fohaT ST €, df @ el 'ateT' (Vahan) 3R 'arefY' (Sarathi) 39 & i 384 8, foaa
arg o ftha=g THToTg (Fitness Certificate) & di-1eheor 3R TRfAC gE&AIdRUT aht UM *U ¥ ek fear Srar &
(Narendra Singh v. Union of India (2023) a1 Ravindra Kumar v. Union Of India (2023))|

05 USfiha TaTHT &Y SFaRd 3T (4T 2(30))

gTe1 & afdch Theal ch GEIIARUI o STaS]G, TG IREIST HfHelal J T T g¥didRuT &St gl fhaT ST 8,
USiiend Tt gt st =0 8 "W 91 38T & 3R fohelt it geiea ar daar & forg Swrerdt giar 8 (Naveen Kumar v.
Vijay Kumar and Ors. (2018))I

=rgraal & 38 &9 g frar
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ARd # Tad ¢ §-aram & gAd I3, Afew 6 amd.. I - fawga RAsdwor

gaf=a =araraa &1
gt

I= IATAg HY
faaard

g &1 A&

sfaoffa &= ar Farafrat

Naveen Kumar v. Vijay Kumar and Ors. (2018) ® Saied =IaTed 3 7M1 foh Sifefaas ar
Ie.3 el difedl @t Sidg g&iarull & dshelg & ST 6; 37d: STdl deh ARETSN Repis A
T o1 8, Usiichd WTHT 8 Iaverdl @71 39k faudia, Purnya Kala Devi v. State of
Assam & Anr. (2014) 3R National Insurance Co. Ltd. v. Deepa Devi (2007) &
AT A AT o afe args Ts7 gRT gATE a1 819 St ok forg sifdwfed (requisitioned) @R
forar T o1, af =0T @ S & RO Usiihd W g1 dfedh o0 SR I

feeelt I=a =amarerd 4 Urmila v. Sushma (2019) ® G o9 & Fofa a1 g S AT R
gredfaes fashl 3R chest h gEATaRUT & a1 fehdT o1 IR THTW 81 STIdT 8, ST ddied <arTerd
& Naveen Kumar AT & T3 fAodt & 91 Ueh dTReh a1 I &hdl 61 dal ohied 3=
1T A K.R. Kuttappan v. Anandakkuttan (2021) ¥ Usiighd @rHt & T 3ad1 Rigia
GoR KA

Benetton India Private Limited v. State NCT of Delhi (2024) ¥ it S=a =mamerd 3
aTferd et Rl @ I g1 Tt $-a1a1 o G SR AR Hierg fAwaror & forg §-
e (e-Courts) 3R olieh 31T th ITTNT i deTdT &t hl TIThdl TR I feaT g

Y AR STaTerd] oh HIeIH ¥ TeTd aTel ! gHId! & Uehd &, SATAgIRG €U & BIE I Sl S&Teld! § ST STATeeh
Tl 3R S g1 & HROT 31 ANTRE: ek STarerd! a1 A (compounding) & ST IR &l Ad 8, ST fh
Benetton India Private Limited (2024) & A forar mar g1
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ARd # Tad ¢ §-aram & gAd I3, Afew 6 amd.. IT1 - wifafs graur

11. Gifdfeep U@em= s e

SECTION 136A, MOTOR VEHICLES ACT, 1988 — ELECTRONIC MONITORING AND ENFORCEMENT OF ROAD SAFETY

g URT AT TIAR] ehl ASTHITT 3R T et et H i AU aret hiRl 3R Hferet St Jeheieh ol IUANT ehich TSch
GRET I Fetagi=en TR R Uad FAfYa e o1 sifdeR 3t 81

"(1) The State Government shall ensure electronic monitoring and enforcement of road safety in
the manner provided under sub-section (2) on national highways, state highways, roads or in any
urban city within a State which has a population up to such limits as may be prescribed by the
Central Government. (2) The Central Government shall make rules for the electronic monitoring
and enforcement of road safety including speed cameras, closed-circuit television cameras, speed
guns, body wearable cameras and such other technology." 3gd: g9 SeT€ic | Iucisy Hel # Hieh fafre
®Y @ Igd ol

SECTION 200, MOTOR VEHICLES ACT, 1988 — COMPOSITION OF CERTAIN OFFENCES

gg 91 fAfEE sifdemRal ot sifdfaem & agd o suwref &t Aaffd (compound) &A & srgafa &t &, oo FufRa wf
& T TR Sceio-Ichd | chl ST eh GETcH dhIdTal & Herd e AT SITdT 81

"(1) Any offence whether committed before or after the commencement of this Act punishable
under section 177, section 1774, section 178, section 179, section 180, section 181, section 182, sub-
section (1) or sub-section (3) or sub-section (4) of section 182A, section 182B, sub-section (1) or sub-
section (2) of section 183, clause (c) of the Explanation to section 184, section 186, section 189, sub-
section (2) of section 190, section 192, section 192A, sub-section (3) of section 192B, section 194,
section 194A, section 194B, section 194C, section 194D, section 194E, section 194F, section 196,
section 198 and section 201, may, either before or after the institution of the prosecution, be
compounded by such officers or authorities and for such amount as the State Government may, by
notification in the Official Gazette, specify in this behalf. (2) Where an offence has been
compounded under sub-section (1), the offender, if in custody, shall be discharged and no further
proceedings shall be taken against him in respect of such offence." 3gd: The Jaitpura Cooperative
Transport Society Ltd. v. State of Haryana
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ARd # Tad ¢ §-aram & gAd I3, Afew 6 amd.. IT1 - wifafs graur

SECTION 50, MOTOR VEHICLES ACT, 1988 — TRANSFER OF OWNERSHIP

TG YRT A6 oh SLITARUT o §1¢ farehdT (8dRen) SR WAER (Sd<l) RT SIREST o THeT Wi §&diarul &l RUE e hr
uferar ofik gug-har RufRa &=t 81

"(1) Where the ownership of any motor vehicle registered under this Chapter is transferred,— (a)
the transferor shall,— (i) in the case of a vehicle registered within the same State, within fourteen
days of the transfer, report the fact of transfer, in such form with such documents and in such
manner, as may be prescribed by the Central Government to the registering authority within
whose jurisdiction the transfer is to be effected and shall simultaneously send a copy of the said
report to the transferee; and ... (b) the transferee shall, within thirty days of the transfer, report the
transfer to the registering authority within whose jurisdiction he has the residence or place of
business where the vehicle is normally kept, as the case may be, and shall forward the certificate of
registration to that registering authority together with the prescribed fee and a copy of the report
received by him from the transferor in order that particulars of the transfer of ownership may be
entered in the certificate of registration."” 3gd: Urmila v. Sushma
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ARd # Tad ¢ §-aram & gAd I3, Afew 6 amd..
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Sonali Karwasra v. Union of India
DLHC010378712021

Chander Dev v. Sahil
PHHC011027012014

The Jaitpura Cooperative Transport Society

Ltd. v. State of Haryana
PHHC010596002007

Smt. Harwinder Kaur v. State of U.P.
UPHC020494232025

National Insurance Company Ltd. v.
Meghji Naran Soratiya & Ors.
ESCR010007602009

K.R. Kuttappan v. Anandakkuttan
KLHC010308542010

National Insurance Co. Ltd. v. Deepa Devi
ESCR010003112007

Satpal v. Puran Chand
HPHC010082792015

United India Insurance Company Ltd. v.
Raksha Devi

HPHC010142242016

The State of Arunachal Pradesh v.
Ramchandra Rabidas
ESCR010003792019

Chairman, Thiruvalluvar Transport
Corporation v. Consumer Protection
Council

ESCR010001311995

Moolchand Meena v. State of Rajasthan
RJHC020809222025

Car Carrier Association v. State of

Rajasthan
RJHC021124092018
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q&g FAvfg

STl & 1Y WE e} T1eg 3R 4RI 658
o1 f3fSieet ummoTgs S1ffeard &1

Hiex aTge HfAfaw & d5d = gEAfSd &
&g den-rhl aemait et A forar 511 Fepar
gl

R-2H 1 STORTYT S AT ol GATS Bg
& STeTerd H AT ST ST gl
frurht gntem & g @ uas Afre safdr &
eI S-=Tel T SHI gt oI 2l
ufehaTaen Ffe a1 RO &t srgufedfa 7 &
T & faRter Y srgAfa <8 et i
IREIST Repfs H w@ifiied Iger deh chael
GSiieha Tt g1 ¥R et o Uit STRerd 81

I WhR gRT SHfeufgd arg Hi gefe1 &
forg dSficha ATfereh SRarl el &1

SRENST Repfs H AT &of 3§+ deh Ustighd
afeR & S ® @ @t FE S

aT6H & ShiHeh G&IIaRUT ch STaSIE Usiigd
HTfereh & geeAT SaT THTE g gt |

Tgoh gHeATell § Hiex arg sifdfaaw ok
it (IPC) i gamiaR wrfarfgar @ &1

gk gHeAT & ardl & fAaRoT & forg Iusitart
et & U g AfAHR &1 e B

I F IfifRa dsfigrd ud wr AT mar R
ff e gt w9 @y anfiern &1

I aTg aTeieh Il  SIIEAd 8, df 98
T Y SRR &R AT F oI ehell B
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ESCRO10003672023
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ESCR010004462018
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HBHC010376482007

Umesh Kumar v. Leela Devi
HPHC010630382024
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UPHC010436002023

Patricia Reiter v. Somnath Sharad
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HCBM050009722025

Rabina v. Arshad
PHHC010995042014
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g fAfa

-aTetHl a1 Siers Fuer 3R §-id &
HIEZH § TRelIchd UfehdT i TgTaT 3T

ST T $- ATl & TETY & g gem
UTfRRY o THET 3TTde eh- chl W=l
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ToR ¥ gredfde Arfeies 21

et & i ofi 2fte e g dfaa ofik
G UfehaT SRl UTe aheT AT |
rTfeeRoT il ehrfanfeal & Sart ufthar
Tfgar & e Frawt o T sy

ST {[eeh SR & AT SHT S IR STed
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ARd # Tad ¢ §-aram & gAd I3, Afew 6 amd.. IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

IV

01

02

. waﬂ-m 25 &9 wigd

Sonali Karwasra v. Union of India
HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2023-02-09 - W.P.(C)/13924/2021

Tg T1faet Tes Public Interest Litigation off, fS=# Petitioner 3 araraTd Fawl & Seeio ol UdT oA o folg SUT 6l ST areft
Teneiieh i fasgamaar or i1 saea &t oft| Petitioner @1 dch 7 foh TRA & ST fohy ST aTe) SUHROT 3R dehmiieh (S T1fd ATUeh
I3 3R Breath Analyzers) sraeRr Ffequf &, e amd ArRen! WR TTerd aich & WY STATT oTaT ST <67 g1 Petitioner 3 dgaR
Tt &, SIaRTEI A & STUR IURRUN & AHIHRT, 3R dgar ufreror 6t 7 HY oft | =marer 3 Reprd wr forg g St
3R Motor Vehicles (Amendment) Act, 2019 & UTauTI & dgd TRHR GRT ISTG 7Y HEH! i &dd §Y 36 AT el FROT
foRa|

frofa  =ATATT A AR aTe- (Hne) sifafaam, 2019 iR Heifda ot & aw srgure @ der fean ag RufRa forar ma fa
PRI 167 & ded saagie Tunferat & ST oft &-a1a & a1 WE wiet ared, fafSiea A9 ofik area siffras &Y R 658
% ded gEIeIRd THIUTIS §IHT T4 8l

“All challans issued under rule 167 in electronic form using auto-generation of challan through the
electronic monitoring and enforcement Digitaaly Signed By:BHUPINDER SINGH ROHELLA Signing
Date:09.02.2023 15:32:27 Signature Not Verified Neutral Citation Number: 2023/DHC/000924 W.P.(C)
13924/2021 Page 13 of 19 system shall be accompanied with the following information, namely:-- (i) clear
photographic evidence highlighting the offence and the license plate of the vehicle; (ii) measurement
from the electronic enforcement device; (iii) Date, time and place of the offence; (iv) notice specifying the
provision of Act that has been violated; (v) certificate as per sub-section (4) of section 65 8 of the Indian
Evidence Act 1872 (I of 1872)...”

HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2023 Fa DLHC0103787126021

Chander Dev v. Sahil
HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA - 2025-09-22 - FA0/4516/2014

gg AHaT Motor Vehicles Act, 1988 & dgd H3iTast thl IgM & folg SR <l 718 Srdier & aifda g1 fesgret 7 srdierenat et geien
# et reRoT i & forg ATgent garmerst fear uni ufdarfedt & ac fear fah Section 173(2) & dga MufRa T @ A A g &
HRUT U GAATS T g1 ¢ | I AT A AT foh Faift st depmichl ®U & AT a1 =1gi oft, e =ma & fga & =amarera &
3T Siafifed SifereRRT &1 T ad §Y STt &Y 'revision petition' # uRafda &= fear| =marera 3 sidieendf di %A 39 3R el
! T H 3@ gY H3Mest Y AfA 7 1,00,000 F0 AT gfeg bl 3R 9% ufer af bl &z & =aret et arméer f&am

Rrofa =TT A AT foh Aiex a9 SIfAfAH S SH-hedTurh Rl ST o dgd Ufeharelt chl shoR STREAT dhich AT o I i
IS Ta! fohar ST =iy
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ARd # Tad ¢ §-aram & gAd I3, Afew 6 amd.. IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

“The Hon'ble Supreme Court has consistently underscored that the strict adherence to procedural
technicalities, including the rigid application of the Rules of Evidence and the Civil Procedure Code, is

inapplicable to proceedings under the Motor Vehicles Act.”

HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA - 2025 Hid PHHC011027012014

o3 The Jaitpura Cooperative Transport Society Ltd. v. State of Haryana
HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA - 2012-07-25 - CWP/3030/2007

g AT reoii-eh UiRag o foig fomr d¢ witte & arga g™ &t guw @ defda a1 deie ik gRaron Tsat 3 <ararer & gaer
TARAT TR fohg, fOgd I61A forT wRffie & arg=il & Y=imer ol A @ ol Motor Vehicles Act, 1988 &t Section 192-A 3iR
Section 207 & dgd T Uad (A& STRY &t <l gfE <t | gRATom = sraRter & affereor SR AT o forg ger saafedra uferar
JNUATE, STeIfch TSt 3 Jectaehdistl o AT T I HRaTS 3R arg-l i et iR TR feam| =amarerg 3 i Isal gRT S19=Tg
T 3 e R Gy e fohar oiR 376 371 IS ol hetd & Ut et ol fA&ar 3 g anfrenTd e &)

oo RIS A TE fRaT foh oia hig fAfIe Jeeiad (S 9RT 192A & dgd) 9 a1 78} g1 8, df U8 ATHe! & <ol et
HILA ST 3R FolT o forg W Fem =nlies AfSde & 9 Se11 S @1fe gl

“Since the offence committed under Section 192A of the Motor Vehicles Act, 1988 is not compoundable as
per section 200 of the Motor Vehicles Act as such the challan so made may be sent to the Hon'ble Court
for trial and same may be perused to get the offence penalized under section 192A of the Motor Vehicles

Act, 1988."

HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA - 2012 &g PHHC010596002007

04 Smt. Harwinder Kaur v. State of U.P.
ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2025-07-07 - WRIA/7135/2025

Tg AT 31.12.2016 T 31.12.2021 &t 3rafd & R SRt fhy 71T e-challans et gem &t i1 & J6fda &1 arfcrerdred 3 ach
f&an fa Uttar Pradesh Criminal Law (Composition of Offences & Abatement of Trials) (Amendment) Act, 2023 &
d8d I challans &I &Y & abated (F9TW) 8 goh & | =TT = JHT SR faemdt Teiem & W9 gR1 3 e-challans @a: g
AT gt ¢ & | =rarerd A Transport Commissioner @t fH3er fear a6 § vider @ aifda safd & gft challans &t te 7813 &
oftar geTd | I1U &, Registrar General et &1 feam man for 3 srefier =amarerat @t g1 wifaa A et abated AR &€ i &
forg smrasaes umafen AT SR R

frofa IATEd A gUT I AXAR & hILAT GRNAT BT HAH od Y Yah fAfre Twvamafe (2016 & 2021) & wfed -t &t
faremeft ufehan & g T I (abate) - Y UIEA & geTA ol Smeer e

“Notwithstanding anything contained in any other law for the time being in force,- (1) the trial of an
accused for- (a) an offence punishable under- (i) the Motor Vehicles Act, 1988; ... pending before a

Magistrate on the date of commencement of this Act from before January 1, 2013 shall abate.”

ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2025 Hia UPHC020494232025
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ARd # Tad ¢ §-aram & gAd I3, Afew 6 amd.. IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

05

06

07

National Insurance Company Ltd. v. Meghji Naran Soratiya & Ors.
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2009-02-26 - 2009 INSC 271

Tg AT Motor Vehicles Act, 1988 & Section 149(2) iR Section 170 & dgd sffHTehdl (insurer) @t aTaT @8~ i SrAfd 7
Y G 81 =marera = [k fean fs afé Tribunal direral et arar ae & srgafa &1 8, dt chae gafag fos srgafa sméer & sror
o1 ford 7Y §, I SIgAfd @l € el fohaT ST HendT| afk swRoT TE A8l €, df High Court a1 dt A1 &t gAfGER o g araw st
erdT & I TR AT o qet IR fAaR o TendT 8| =1aTerd 3 I8 off feogft i o <fes sifaw et dfiwmeraf o gt &, zafag
Parliament 3k Law Commission & 9 R faaR &< a1fey foh diwmerat ot fomm srgafa & o arar g ot sifdeR et
1feq a1 e |

frofa AT A HfshaTeden FfedT TR SaR 3@ 0T iR g FMafRa frar {3 arat & oty 3 fog =manfaeor g & 18
STAT chael TRUT A o fhY ST o SR TR 374 @l gl i |

“If the order granting permission required reasons to be recorded, on challenge, High Court could either
set aside the permission granted with a direction to Tribunal to pass a reasoned order or itself consider
whether the case warranted permission - But under no circumstance permission by Tribunal to contest
the claim can be equated to or treated as denial of permission merely on the ground that reasons were

not recorded.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2009 Hid ESCRO10007602009

K.R. Kuttappan v. Anandakkuttan
HIGH COURT OF KERALA - 2021-03-22 - MACA/1325/2010

gg A\aT Motor Vehicles Act & Section 166 & dgd Hafast & ald § defdd &1 faarg o1 9w Jg7 gher & 997 arg- & @i
T 7| STdTetehal, STt aTg T Usiighd Tt o1, 3 Ieh fea foh 3T gHeaT @ uget gt arg- o fam o1 ofk 39 ddfy & gweiia
(agreements) Tgd fhQ | gTetifch, I8 371 axaTasil ot Tiferd et & folg i Hifaes dreg A&t feam =marera 3 uran ok geear &
A T8 T UsiTereor 3R AT diferelt srdieranatl o A W oft| e 3 'Prakash Chand Daga v. Saveta Sharma' ATHe @1
FATT & §U T foh Usfieneur SifdrentRa sl g¥aiaRor sl T A 37 WR Usiighd @t 1R & 781 a9 HordT| JagdR, S =rred
F TRt (Tribunal) 3 3T STIET T SRR I@T [SITH ST ShuT vt Uget 3Tt & 37R fOhe STdicterdl & agett e ot
SRR fe wa el

frofa ITATGTT A ST o foh SRENST siftetal # A1 &sf @ deh ardfdes €U @ T a7 arg gt diR R faghar et
3T Y FAT TG Bl B

“Even though in law there would be a transfer of ownership of the vehicle, that, by itself, would not
absolve the party, in whose name the vehicle stands in RTO records, from liability to a third person... So

long as his name continues in RTO records, he remains liable to a third person.”

HIGH COURT OF KERALA - 2021 Hid KLHC010308542010

National Insurance Co. Ltd. v. Deepa Devi
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SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2007-12-11 - 2007 INSC 1257

Ig AT 39 RS & Hefda & STel T TR gRT AT i o forg foreht fAsh argt &t sifdwgo (requisition) @ forar Sirar @
3R 39 &R IS gHedT gt St 8| =rarerd A RufRa frar i fSra srafey & forg arg= arsa & =1 7 giar 8, 39 dRM gdert g
TR HHTS Rl YA A h folg AT TR IR 8, 7 foh arg o Ustichd Hifeteh a1 IGahT dATehdT | =maTerd 3 AT foh gefa
Motor Vehicles Act, 1988 =Y &TRT 2(30) & dgd Hifcich hl US{Iche0T SRR I8dT &, wifchT STTRIgUT & ER1= Hifeleh ahl dTg TR chis

=0T 78T 5T 8, SHfeIY F3MaSt ol YR ISd WR g1 A1 Q|

frofa T 3 WA Y =g TRUTT & |R ST 9T foh STa aTg bl sy g1 SifFard wu & srfeufgd ferar sirar g, at
Ik AAUT Y RHT ch HRUT G UsTIchd WTHT STRGRT g1 81|

“For the period the vehicle requisitioned by the State remains under the control of the State and/or its
officers, the State shall be liable to pay the amount of compensation to the claimants and not the

registered owner of the vehicle or the insurer.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2007 Ha ESCRO10003112007

es  Satpal v. Puran Chand

HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH - 2024-07-31 - FA0/363/2016

g HIHT Yeh HICR aTg gHeT o J3iTast 4 Hafdd g fSrad e Afger 6t gog 8t 718 ot 1 Hiex geiear arar siferenzur (MACT) A dsiigd
Hiferen 3fR ATE o dTAldeh thesl dTel AT i JITTTS! oh ol TG SR AT Td T T ITRERIT ST UTI I=T TR A
Naveen Kumar v. Vijay Kumar ATt § Gaied =TaTerd & theel el gaTel o gu T faar fés Motor Vehicles Act @l &Rt
2(30) & d&d, STal deh aTgH T Usiieheour THT0T U RTO ReplE # Usiichd Aferen & ATH UR 8, deh dch dal il &0 § "Afeies’ AFT
ST & 3R g & faig fieR uer & arat & ufa SwRardt 3ga1 81 =Ty = ag T foha foh arge e g&aiarun g1 W o Usfigha
wiferen St et @ o =gt gt 81

frofa  =ATITTT 3 Helled ARATerg & ORI <l sRaet et uTel &hd §Q alea foh SRS & Usienzur Repis # FRaRaT &1 e
e Y 3zt 1 urafis SR 81

“The principle that emerges from the precedents of this Court is that even though in law there would be a
transfer of ownership of the vehicle, that by itself would not absolve the person in whose name the

vehicle stands in the registration certificate, from liability to a third party.”

HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH - 2024 |id HPHC010082792015

oo United India Insurance Company Ltd. v. Raksha Devi
HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH - 2024-07-19 - FAO0/355/2016

g AT Geh HIeR gHeAT J3HTaet & Hefdd g1 geferT # Uk afer ol g 81 T8 off 3k Motor Accident Claims Tribunal 3 &far
U eht G3TTerSTT & et FAder fam om) s dhut 3 gamast &t iRy 3R Srat &g (liability) & ent AT & ot

Profa =TT A ST 6 4T 2(30) & AReAT SR §Y Y: YR A ok gefear difsdl st AR gdiaRvT & Sifed el 5
IAET Y MaTehdT el §; USfichd @t € St 21
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“The principle underlying the provisions of Section 2(30) is that the victim of a motor accident or, in the
case of a death, the legal heirs of the deceased victim should not be left in a state of uncertainty. A

claimant for compensation ought not to be burdened with following a trail of successive transfers...”

HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH - 2024 |d HPHC010142242016

10 The State of Arunachal Pradesh v. Ramchandra Rabidas
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2019-10-04 - 2019 INSC 1126

g AT 9 FIEAT U9 TR i & o a1 T grearsi € afda srarref R ahdet Motor Vehicles Act, 1988 3 dgd HehaHT
TATIT ST ¥ehdT & a1 34 W Indian Penal Code (IPC) & dgd it hRaTs &l ekl ¢ | TATEIET I=d =ATITerd A | o foh 9geh
gHeTSHT & foIg Shaet Motor Vehicles Act @ 81| Heifed =IraTerd A 39 iy @l gefed gy we fhar s IPC 3R Motor
Vehicles Act &t 3TeTT-31eT &1 § &1l e & | =TaTerd 3 gl foh IPC & UTae, Sid Section 279, 304A, 337 3ik 338, 9s&
gHeATeT § Hefdq sravre & forg fafre & $fik & Motor Vehicles Act & AT @l Zara Tal 8l dhed g1 31, Yeh ORI TR &Y
LA o Ted Weix TY J HheHT IeIT ST Fehdl 31

Rrofa AT = T foha foh Faift Atex o Sifdfagw wiex are=t & deiy & g @-[fgd &g 8, a8 98 smovief & forg
IMEYI (IPC) Y EaTceh RT3 & UaT aht ufdeferd gl ear g1

“The offences prescribed under the IPC are independent of the offences prescribed under the M.V . Act -
The legislative intent of the M.V . Act, and in particular Chapter XIII of the M.V. Act, was not to override

or supersede the provisions of the IPC...”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2019 Ha ESCRO10003792019

11 Chairman, Thiruvalluvar Transport Corporation v. Consumer Protection Council
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 1995-02-09 - 1995 INSC 107
g HIHA Yeh G&ah gHeAT A g8 9 o flq H3rmast & Feifdid 71 Hadh & g ufafAfady &l 3k @, Consumer Protection
Council ? National Consumer Disputes Redressal Commission & Tef fierad &t &l oft | =marera 3 fAvfa i f& Motor
Vehicles Act, 1988 Ta 'special law' &, STt AleR aTg gHeTsi ¥ 30 ardi o forg fAfre grgem ofk eafdeR ver ear g,
Safes Consumer Protection Act, 1986 Ta 'general law' 81 38forg, 88 gdear gt & falg Motor Accident Claims
Tribunal g 3R sfeR &= &1 =maTera = T R foh T geea A g8 @i fohelt oft 'service' &t &t 781 €, orads farg
Consumer Protection Act & dgd &FTTRIhR T T fohaT ST Tah|

frofa IR A SATIRR TE &id §Q AT foh Hiex arg gHersi & Faifdrd araf ot thaer fasiy =marerat (MACT) gRT gt
forar ST gerar §, 7 foh Iusitear H= grRil

VITARK ffds Rad - mu-fig 12 / 19



ARd # Tad ¢ §-aram & gAd I3, Afew 6 amd.. IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

12

13

“Whenever a complaint in relation to any goods sold or delivered or agreed to be sold or delivered or any
service provided or agreed to be provided arises, the complainant, i.e. the consumer... can move the
appropriate Forum... Section 175 next provides that where any Claims Tribunal has been constituted for

any area, no Civil Court shall have jurisdiction...”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 1995 Hid ESCRO10001311995

Moolchand Meena v. State of Rajasthan
HIGH COURT OF RAJASTHAN - 2025-09-17 - CW/14245/2025

g AT @ aTgA! (mining vehicles) @ T g, STgf arfenteraretl 4 Transport Department gRT &MY 1Y AR SAM 3R
STt <Al ShrfaTgt et ATt & oft1 aTfeRTehdtan et adh o1 R 3 rars fomT IR ufehar & &l 511 %61 81 =amraTera 3 Aret Y AefiRar
ol &d gy Sidien 3Mesr uTRd fehar | =marera = s fean foh afe; anfeerendf dfard Transport Authorities & @#eT e
gHTaST SR dfad @ (outstanding taxes) a1 AT STHT i ST TATE TR &hed &, af UTABRT IT WR S & AR fGaR &
1y g1, 98 TE fohar ma & afe ST =3 & a1e vehicles @Y B & ufehar @& Y STt 8, df I8 aiferd T et srgurer s
ghmi

frofa JTTerd A AYiRa forar fos Aifeq dom & deof 7 ol Repts & <t uar &t st &9 @ 3y 8, ok 39 ud R e T
g oft ifew IR gt et wT SITE

“Regarding service of notices, it is emphasized that the addresses provided in the registration certificate
remains valid until amended and communicated to the relevant department. Therefore, the contention

regarding defective service of notice is not tenable.”

HIGH COURT OF RAJASTHAN - 2025 |d RJHC020809222025

Car Carrier Association v. State of Rajasthan

HIGH COURT OF RAJASTHAN - 2018-12-11 - SAW/1623/2018

IierTehal T 3 ufkae sifderIiat gRT e arg sifdfaaw & dgd arem STRY et &t ufehar & urafRiar ofR st sruTer &t
qiT Y off | arfremrerdl 7 STRYT @I o1 o SIfRTRET GRT STeRA AT agel 511 8T & 3R aTe= ATelchl ot AT 3 T ST g
o 1 <81 81 ST <ararerd A 91 ok afe arge Aferen a1 ATeter WesT ¥ JAMT ST dhich STURTY i dhuTsE (compound) &ed 8, dt
Y STaRad gl AT ST HehaT | =TT = T fha o afe faedt sl arerm o smufy €, t 9 S huTds &t & ST el Uik
& dEd AT H AT & Hehd 6| I R = A H JeTeHh faare g4 o sRuT Re afient oiR &g # grR srdiet et @rist
= fean

frofa T = WE fha foh T SR 817 IR Sursfe shad Uah @i faaey g1 aft arga @t ol nis emufa 8, dt ag
HUTSS e T SThR hech TfAch Hdl UR ST HTHAT IS FehdT &l

“If the petitioners had any objection, they always had the option to contest and challenge the action of
the Transport Authority, which they have not... if any vehicle owner or driver want to contest the

position, he may not agree for compounding the offences...”
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14

15

16

HIGH COURT OF RAJASTHAN - 2018 Ha RJHC021124092018

Benetton India Private Limited v. State NCT of Delhi
HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2024-10-21 - CRL.M.C./6071/2024

Jg ATl Benetton India Private Limited gRT R 6t 7E anfe @ &ifda &, fSaw el sered & 39 smeer it gt & 78
off fSr9H &hut & MD/CEO ot eferiiTd ®U & 2fthes ATl & g & forw IufRq gt ot fRder far mar i feeeft 3= =amarera
AT foh 519 St & Ut Uak sifdigra UfafAfd (Authorized Representative) &, @t CEO &Y &afdenTa Suf@fa sifamd 78t &1
AT  SME ot &, e fear iR et srerera ot sifdigpa ufafAfd & aream @ g Foer a1 FAder fan gae sifaRem,
Ty 7 et Sfther gferd SiR §-antE gumredt # R & fag fafs= gamat & g3 o arfes amRent & fog g-amem ofk et
T AT 31 I T ST Tah|

frofa AT 3 WATferd SR S-Tmar $iiR 3-ahid uuTreft i earaes earent &t 3R gg g foh are Auer & forg dhaer
JReiTehT SATUR TR ATRNT €U I IS ATAehTRAT i AT dcha = 81

“The introduction and adjudication of traffic challans through e-Traffic Courts has revolutionized the
process of disposals of challans and has advanced the public services to the common litigant... the
violator can pay the penalty or the compounding amount online and after the disposal, the same is

reflected in the database.”

HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2024 Ha DLHC010480652024

Narendra Singh v. Union of India
ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2023-01-28 - WRIA/1644/2023

gg arfaent Narendra Singh gRT &RR &l off, fSaH g1 310+ arg & &k SR fhg 7¢ E-challans &t gAY & off sfiR arg &
fitness certificate @t Tai=Ichd e T fEST AT 7| ATfeichrehdrl &t @k o foh & sra=rer Motor Vehicle Act 1988 & dgd
compoundable &1 =ITATd = AT & TUI-3IY TR hig fewqoft fRg forr, arfenrerdl st i Targ & “fiiar Fem uifdert & awer
TS e i SrgAfa & =maTerd = gg e fear fos gar wifderr s & AR anfienrehdl & ard R R a2 ok Ao of | g9
STERT & TS ITHIAT T FUeRT A feam mam|

frofa  ATATAT A ATfARIeRdl St fthen TRTOTTS o I Teli-enur 8 &M UITIhRT & THE sifdd areri o -
(compounding) & foIT Tea URdd e chl WA T&T el |

“He submits that so far as the impugned E-challan is concerned, the same is compoundable in view of the
Motor Vehicle Act 1988... in case petitioner moves an application before the competent authority within
three week's time, this Court hope and trust that the competent authority will proceed and decide...”

ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2023 Ha UPHC010192242023

The State of Himachal Pradesh v. Goel Bus Service Kullu

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2023-01-13 - 2023 INSC 27
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17

18

g AT [HTIS UeRT Hiex arg- ehrer= 1fAfaas, 1972 &t aRT 3A(3) &t derdr & Tafdd g, foiwes aga o de wfte & 91 @
URaE arg-l WR SifdRed ALy Tgeh e’ T 74T 11 I=F <ATTeid A 89 68 (penalty) AR sRidenf-es aifta o fear o)
Yaed =AraTerd 3 59 (A0fg &l ueted gy et foh a8 @ fafames (regulatory) 8k ufduzes (compensatory) Uefa &1 8, 7
¢8| raTerd = ¥ fohaT foh 50 TR & UTH 370 Tgeh! oh Y@@ & oIy & S 3R Ieeted Aeh 8g Mare (deterrent)
I e ohl faemlt & 81 A1 &1, el S Motor Vehicles Act, 1988 &t 4RT 192A & TTY $UH his ¢aneid ol 5, d1Th 8
R IR ESTHS RRIATa! S-Sl Ig T ehl X &hed &

frofa =TT = STfAFAIH Y &RT 192A & dgd SSIcHT hdaledl & &R &t TE fhar 3R 3T AT TRBRI GRT AT Y
faframe s i @ s A

“Section 192A introduced in 1994 provides that any motor vehicle being driven in contravention of the
provisions of sub-section (1) of Section 66 or in contravention of any condition of permit... would be a

punishable offence which will result into imprisonment...”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2023 Ha ESCRO10003672023

Naveen Kumar v. Vijay Kumar and Ors.
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2018-02-06 - 2018 INSC 100

g HHAT HIeR 18 gHedT H JaTTast & ITRad ¥ Hafdd g1 gHeA1 # e arg= & Usiihd Afeiah (registered owner) 3 d&
f&a for 397 are=1 o= fean un, safoiy ag gamast & fog Simier 781 81 Isaaw =amarerg = e fahar foe Motor Vehicles Act, 1988
& Section 2(30) & dgd, {4 =afa & 19 WR aTe Ustichd 8, I8t s ol gf® & Hifores &1 =marera 3 gt o6 gefe & difgat &t
qTE oh HIfeIchFT §oh oh Shitich BEIIARUT ch SIfeel STTel & gl IASITAT ST AR | AfE aT8 o USiicheoT | AT T8 dedT 7T &, dt
Ussiiepd Hifeleh g1 SARGRIT &1 7T | =R A USTie SR gRaron 3= =amarerd & ok et @iiRst avd gy 3l dsiigd Afeich b
H3TTeS! & WA 8 SRR S|

frofa  Gared AHATAT 3 WA Sl DIHAT TRUTHT i T &0 § Tgpfad fowar ok emRr 2(30) & T ursa 3ref &t @ faman

“Having regard to the definition contained in Section 2(30), it was urged that the High Court was in error
in foisting the liability on the appellant who is not the registered owner of the vehicle... the person in
whose name the registration stands must be deemed to continue as the owner of the vehicle for the

purposes of the Act.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2018 Ha ESCRO10004462018

United India Insurance Company Limited v. Y. Adilakshmi
HIGH COURT FOR STATE OF TELANGANA - 2010-11-10 - CRP/346/2007

g HTHAT e AlR dTg- gHeT JaTdst & Hafdd &1 arfadmreal (United India Insurance Company) = arar forar fa geeamd
T ot AT ardd | ufdard ¥ 9 (New India Assurance Company) & Ui AT 3R I9- Heifdd a&drasil al Ul she et
SRty foRar uT1 fAerelt SIaTeTd = deheiichl SMTYUR TR §9 3TaeA ol @RS & & o1 3= =amarera = o f&ar f& Order 11 Rule 14
of the Code of Civil Procedure & dgd foreft uet o) exdrast 021 eet & forg fRder v a1 ifdepR &1 =marerar = fRredt erererd &
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TS T T, I §Y gl S AATARRT i J3MTerst o &ral o M uers & g e wfermat are § ofk 38 =g gRfga s &
oIy U exaraSit & Ire o T 3T =Ry Tl

Rrofa  =ATATTT = J@ifchd fohaT foh Aiex geieT =amaTfdreon et sifafaam &t 4T 169 & dgd U dféred (summary) gfshar st
YT ST TR dTfch aTal ol @i fAwaRon gt adh|

“The Claims Tribunal shall have all the powers of a Civil Court for the purpose of taking evidence on oath
and of enforcing the attendance of witnesses and of compelling the discovery and production of

documents... The Tribunals have to follow summary procedure under Section 169 of the Act.”

HIGH COURT FOR STATE OF TELANGANA - 2010 #id HBHC010376482007

19 Umesh Kumar v. Leela Devi
HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH - 2025-06-16 - CMP.M/179/2025

gg AHaT Motor Vehicles Act & d&d gaTast & a1d & SR Uah aTdeR (claimant) & &g 81 TR 3ah st aTieEl et Repfs TR
A T Gefdd g1 =T A I8 e fohat foh MACT @rfarg! § Code of Civil Procedure @ Order 22 St @ AN A6l gidT &,
3TfeIY 391 ShRjarfeal ol Wd: fAsare (abatement) A8t glaT| gTatifes, =amaTera 3 gg ff FafRa ferar fas ufanfua (substituted)
forg ST aTct STt TRt Rt a8 Rig e 81T o 3 Het geier & tifed (victim) & Hamast & ghaR &1 39 A §, Jd adeR & &
aid, it difsd W R 78T & 3R ST H3MTasT U &l i Wdis st SIS el T, 3= UfaedTy+ & forg srgafa 981 & 151

frofa AT = WE foha fop arit ufthar dfgar & &s vmaem =arnfereRor &t dfea srfarfgal & dhaer T dar des &
AN B 81

“From the aforesaid provisions, it is unambiguous that application of provisions of Code of Civil
Procedure has been made to a limited extent to the proceedings under M.V. Act before MACT. Therefore,

there is implied implicit exclusion of all provisions of Code of Civil Procedure...”

HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH - 2025 Hd HPHC010630382024

20 Ravindra Kumar v. Union Of India
ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2023-02-28 - WRIA/3763/2023

g FTfAehT Teh aTg i STedt 37R e-challans &t gAY 37 & g arR &Y 18 oft | arfiesrendt 3 ach feam f Motor Vehicle Act &

Rule 139(A) & d&d chdct c&aTaSt Sisd fohY STT Tehd &, ATg el | =Terd = AT & TOT-a19 # S7Y fomT arfRiererat ot fAder i

foh afe a8 Motor Vehicle Act & dgd FefRd ST STHT &hedT &, dF aTg- STRT fohall ST HehdT 1 89¢h ATfdRed, afé Goods and

Services Tax Act 3fR Mining Act & dgd 3TI=1er compoundable g, It aTfienTeral t Teifda sifererat o THer siaa de ol
SAfT & 8, O R SHfeRTRaT vt Tl o SIER Mol o et fAger fear mam g1

frofa AT A AT fova o afe Secterenal §-ame 8k o Hifd Yeehl a1 ST &t o folg TgAd 8, af wrfdemral
! STed fohy 7Y T8 St dehTel Jad el A1l
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21

22

“In case the petitioner deposits the amount of challan i.e. 60,000/- after penalty 62,050/-, which is agreed
by the petitioner, the vehicles may be released in his favour, in case there is no other impediment.”

ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2023 Hia UPHC010436002023

Patricia Reiter v. Somnath Sharad Mandrekar
BOMBAY HIGH COURT - 2025-07-21 - WPCR/37/2025

gg AT\ Section 138 of the Negotiable Instruments Act & d8d 3R Uah fRrId & &fdd &1 anfadmrear (sfages) 3
frarett srarerd o 37 smeent et AT & off fSH TaTeT Bt Jer ST SEATAST U1 A o ITeh SATAGH] chl @RS e fam T o
TTIehTehd! ahT deh AT ok T T18T IYh ITd o foIT masaeh €, fAy =0 9 gg Tifad e & g foh 9 gama & fag 1w & greifn,
AT A UTT o YeheR et iaT Wiaw ot TATH fohdT ST 3@T o7 SR TR gRT 717 7Y H1ed AWt o <Iid ot & forg ureifiien
ol A1 il B8 hIE F FRerell SraTerd o MM i Yt eI §Y ATTIehTd WIRST o & 3R FeheH aht st I YT e ahl e fear|

Rrofa  ATATAT A IS Y hH A 7R G&TdT Tg & fog S-a1er= S faare fed TRat A & g o avg @ sifeng
gonferal & e gama fezm

“Use of modern technology needs to be considered not only for paperless courts but also to reduce
overcrowding of courts. There appears to be need to consider categories of cases which can be partly or
entirely concluded "online" without physical presence of the parties by simplifying procedures... Traffic

challans may perhaps be one such category.”

BOMBAY HIGH COURT - 2025 Fa HCBM050009722025

Rabina v. Arshad
HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA - 2025-05-02 - FA0/10256/2014

g ATHAT U HICX T GHeAT & Tafdd g foreH ardart & Motor Accident Claims Tribunal gRT &G 74 gammest st g & g
3rdiet &t off| gefeaT 10 A1 2012 @l g2 off, [9H Arshad gRT ATuRargt € Iemg 7 JCB aTg i Taem & Memuna 3R Sahila &t
g 81 s off, Safch Hakam 3R Rabina =1ac g1 1Q & | =maTerd = Jaeh <t 3R 7faoft & fag 'notional income' R 'future
prospects’ @l &I H 3@d Y HHTISt I A o1 Giedicn fhar| =amarerd 3 Kishan Gopal 3R Pranay Sethi 59 Supreme
Court & fofat &1 gTer shed gQ H3Tmast & A et Fgr T 1mear fer, a1fes I8 Tas 'just and reasonable’ gammasT gAfgd ax
bl

frofa AT A 39 duTfics (AT T ggg fora o arg= i fehi 817 & srasie afe 7o dsiieRRor ot =181 gidT &, df dsiighd
Aiferes g IRErt s=T @

“In a situation such as the present where the registered owner has purported to transfer the vehicle but
continues to be reflected in the records of the registering authority as the owner of the vehicle, he would

not stand absolved of liability.”

HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA - 2025 i PHHC010995042014
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25

Icici Lombard General Insurance Co. Ltd. v. Rambeti

ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2023-12-12 - /6160/2023

Ig g Motor Accident Claims Tribunal gRT STRY fohT 717 39 emeer T Gefdq §, g star dhu-it (arRiarendl) & foeg
TehdRWhT ShIIATE! (ex-parte) [ &l 718 ot | aTfIenTerdl = 31U Gehlel o aelch GIRT ol TS eIl ol BaTell & §U 39 SIT&LT &l aTud
a4 (recall) opr 3maes feam ur, AfehT =TT A 28 59 MR R GIRksT e AT foh 3rded & 91y U&iehR a1 gehled ahl AITY-US
T gl UT| oI <A1 3 <rTiehRor & Aol el T8t 38| 3rererd 2 J1H1 foh Order IX Rule 7 & dgd, R-3uf@fd & fag
'JaTd BRUT' (good cause) Tafd UeThR AT I dchiel GIRT &l AT ST ATEY | AT &Y, 31alerd = T fohar i Order 19 Rule
3, CPC & UTaeI= ~ATaTferehul ch §HE 1] &1 8 8, Sl ATfeIchl hi {[UTSHH HId §g WSl & ferm |

frofa  ITATEd A AT foh TR-IUTRAY o1 HROT hared AT & aRdfdes Y&IehR a1 $ifdepd UfafAfY gr1 fdar S simasass 81

“Order IX Rule 7 provides that where the Court has adjourned the hearing of the suit ex-parte, and the
defendant, at or before such hearing, appears and assigns good cause for his previous non-appearance...

Therefore the good cause for previous non appearance is to be assigned by the defendant.”

ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2023 Hia UPHC020860792023

Purnya Kala Devi v. State of Assam & Anr.
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2014-04-07 - 2014 INSC 253

Ig AT Hgeh goeAT H 7 & J3ATaS! 4 Jaifdd &1 Fadh o Ufd ol 7g I 99 I §3 Sif gHesT o 74 75T AR GRT 'Assam
Requisition and Control of Vehicles Act, 1968' & dgd 31faed (requisition) &t 71E off| I = Ig deh a1 foh arg=1 gieT &
Ugt & Ste faar mar o1, At 3 38 Tifad A & fog i gxardstt Ted ar e AT gl o Tk | =maTers = 71T 3 i i arga
TRPR & YRR 3R [0 7 gla1 €, df TR 'Motor Vehicles Act, 1988" &t &iRT 2(30) & dgd 'owner' &t uReem & 31t &1
3(d:, Y h FIATAS! e WA e T ITRGRIT SEAT 7T 3R ATg o Usiichd Hifereh ol &l © Herd o T M

frofa Gdied AT = TE e & w@nfie’ a1 sref dheret Usfienor gHTOTTS | A1H g1 781 8, dfeeh gHedT & 9y ared R
gTel} sfifcien fA=oT SfR st g1 oft 81

“The High Court further failed to appreciate the legislative intention that the registered owner of the

vehicle should not be held liable if the vehicle was not in his possession and control.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2014 Ha ESCRO10005402014

Urmila v. Sushma

HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2019-03-18 - MAC.APP./917/2017

g HIHT HIex dT8- gHeAT # armast &l foimiert & deifdd 81 srdficrerdl, STt geienT 3 Twa arg- o1 Usiidhd Hifeleh (registered
owner) T, 3 e fea foh 3T gHeaT @ gt ared a9 f&an o1 Reett I=a =amarerg = fFofa f&ar fos arga a1 dsftenor shaar @i
T THTOT 8, ST 189 gRT W o ST ehd &1 =amarerd =t 7141 {36 dfch are-T ol areafaeh g%diarur gefeT & Uget gl ger oT 3R
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ARd # Tad ¢ §-aram & gAd I3, Afew 6 amd.. IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

STUYcTeRdl ST aTE- UR i3 (0T @] 2T, 3Hfelq g geeHT o foly Iavarl gl g1 =amarera 7 Motor Vehicles Act, 1988 & Uraem=t
& dgd 3TdicTehdl ht G3TTerst & WA hl IR 8 Herd o fam iR Ao et enfara foam

frofa  feell IoT ITATerd A Goel o9 o FRGIdl el SIFERUT dhed §Q I8 AT foh ardfden fshl & IuRid fashar gHerr & =
foreft oft AmTRa@s g (tortious or statutory liability) & forg forieR T8t g, et & ITahT A1 SIRESN & Reprd & areft off
Usiiehd W@t & &9 H gof g1l

“A decree or award, in our opinion, can never be made against a person who has sold the vehicle prior to
the date of accident... The fact that he continues to be the registered owner would not make any

difference so far as his liability to pay compensation under tort or statute is concerned.”

HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2019 Hd DLHC014561982017

AT HTOT

g AT Vitark Al gRT Orasii-ier ®9 4 Iuetsy fHofa} 3iik SuTTendt o UsT & SR TR dOR fhar a1 §1 I8 chadt Ra< grdT & fog § sik
ST Teng (legal advice) =18t g1 frdlt off filing, opinion, a1 correspondence & IUTHT &3 & uget I+t case citations, holdings iR
quotations @&t g fAufa (source judgment) & fovg W= ®U T T fohar ST 1R
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