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 to be valid after Amendment A
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“7. Coming to the question of va
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mentioned in the licence and, there

does not authorise respondent No.1

not a case where the vehicle being d

carrier or a transport vehicle. Jeep 

Motor Vehicle (LMV) under section

separate definition of jeep available 

This Court in National Insurance

d others, 2011 (2) RCR (Civil) 242 

“8. As regards the validity of 

been argued that respondent
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regard, it may be observe
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Vehicles. There is nothing 

directly traceable to the hold

due to rash driving which led

   

 -
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:- 

The issue being no mo
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because of some other 
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Insurance Company 

149(2)(a)(ii) and provi

and (5) of the Motor Ve

if it is proved that the
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licence. 
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Car and Scooter and the mech

to the mechanism of Jeep 

required to be learnt to drive t

In view of the law laid down by the

the above mentioned judgments, the
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e no licence for driving jeep. It is 

nce both for car and jeep separately. 
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