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HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE FOR RAJASTHAN
BENCH AT JAIPUR

S.B. Civil First Appeal No. 250/2023

1. Urmila Kanwar W/o Laxman Singh, Aged About 36 Years,
R/o Village Aanva, Tehsil Duni, District Tonk, (Raj.)
2. Laxman Singh S/o Bhawani Singh, Aged About 46 Years,
R/o Village Aanva, Tehsil Duni, District Tonk (Raj.)
----Appellants
Versus
1. Jaipur Vidhut Vitran Nigam Limited, Through Secretary,

Jaipur Vidhut Vitran Nigam Ltd, Vidhyut Marg, Jaipur, Dis-
trict Jaipur (Raj.)

2. Jaipur Vidhut Vitran Nigam Ltd. Through Executive Engi-
neer, Civil Lines Ton Tehsil And District Tonk (Raj.)
3. Assistant Engineer, Jaipur Vidhut Vitran Nigam Ltd, Duni,
District Tonk
----Respondents
For Appellant(s) :  Mr. Praveen Kumar Jain
For Respondent(s) :  Mr. Sagar Jindal

HON'BLE MRS. JUSTICE SHUBHA MEHTA

Order
The date of conclusion of arguments; 01-12-2025
The date on which the judgment was reserved; 01-12-2025
Whether the full judgment or only the opera- No
tive part was pronounced;
The date of pronouncement. 23-02-2026

JATIRTo—grdeR / urefivTor @ 3R | I i fagH =amarery
Rrerr =marfer efe (RN oM faaRT <rerd | wifed foar Simeem) grr
A 9T - dRiEud 25/2018 W Uik fAvfw wd fewr fadAi®w
21.01.2023, T dregd | MRIFTU—gdeR! & Y&l § 5,00,000 / —0d DI
afergfcl IR &1 ereer yiRkd fhar 7am, | YT gx Ud S affayfd iy
gfg fFy M & A= § TR @ TS 2 |
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HeY H YhI0T P JeITcAD RATT & AR Qe 11.04.2018 &I
RPN QT TS g0l U™ 3Aar H 11 ddl fdgd g & R TCh’ BRel Afad
A W AR 7 {59 g arar Rerd Aol & digeel § $HR9C YATE 984
SATRT 9§ TAT 3R IfHcRiE SH 12 99 W <fdd WA &I d8 X T
IS fAgld Udre & PR e Rig & IR R fAgd yare g q IHd!
TG B TE | I8 goedT it gRT aTRaEgde fagd @ dEd @ did
S Y AR {ATS T PR D BRI §g ¢ | dieriier 1 ferer <y o
S H a8 a2 oifhd fey & afe sumiior & ¥ s wdal @ ufa
AURAIE gl Bl 9 SfUd @1 9 fgd olsd Bl WR GHd BRd
ar g "cAT gfed F8l 8l | HoR @ & RIgd & SMuR W afayfd i
BT YA B D g Ui fT=1ER € | gae e Rig &1 oMy 12 au
BFT AT T A H Al a9 R ARG 99 B9R ®ud @) ARG
3 3T AT 3ifhd fham qAT Il I & BRI ARl 95 | He
arell 3, Wl GYW, U9 9 ¥E ¥ ¥qd & folg dfed B Y, 31 de
1,33,40,000 / —R0d &fayfe] 111 A &1 e b |

JIATTOT BT IR W I &1 BT Sa1d UL R & H 3ifhad

TJedl ®1 R fBaT| I IR H Sif¥pe 81 2 & i &1 el
JhR I Plg TURAIE!] SH gucAl H T8l 8! & | SADI W &l fb qab
e R oo B R Reyd Reg a1 ©R Rag d8 o @0 o1, 59 99
PROC AT 2 | IR et R @ arfergfcd if¥r & forg Screrlt 7281 21

fag™ foaRTT <IAe gRT UedRl & JAfael @& MR W
faarere foRfad fhy | UeTeRI & 98y ohdg &I s | davard fagH™
famRoT < gRT QM1 el & T gAd Ud UFTEel R U HIRgd Td
TWES A & JMER R AT Mo gRT JUIeeiRTor &1 afogfd
5,00,000 /— S0 7Y o1 featg 18, o <afdd e Saa afogfe iy
gig fhd S 2 AURINU—]daR] &1 3R | I8 U URd @ 7S © |

JHROT | YIATTOT / JUTiToT &) IR & fdll YR & BIs B4
3ifestaer=1 (Cross-objections) T 3Mdiel TRqd el fhy 7Y 2 |

89 gl TS |
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g 3ifdgadr e o—greRi &1 db g & 39 i o
Db ERT dhad [darerd A2 & AR faag 3 afogfd i &1 &
AT & g 7 | Ui T & fdge sAf¥ga @1 9@ © b arde gHel
(Fatal Accident) & #rall ® T #AIex e+ ff&fFR—M & dMal § ufared
Rigri & 3y 8 efagfcd ¥ faearg S =gy |
IAHBI Tb © b fAgM Ry <marey o1 fqaree -2 @
ol o s afagft ¥ q a=a g oI T e # 98 W & qen
e fhe) JMER & Dl Yhgd IR U aRg wud efgfcd 0 T aR <
g o faffema 72 21 ST 9 2 6 " Swdd SIETerd iU
fafeay AT ANTSIMTE ICa—aIH—a1aTTs TRToTS a1 U9 o ffae
A AT 10278 /2025 H I Trea: fofia fhar € & qode @ 99 W
JADB! T B TUFT I Pl HAfHDh HFDR DI Sl AMRY Ud IHT 3R
R 3 DI &l T o1 R afagfcd i1 MeiRa @ S =2y |
IHT Jg Al T B b gad & 3ifaH AWpR & Uc JdelreiiTo &1 ®rg
afrgfcd afy 71 Rag € Safe A Seadq <amared & s fafreeg

National Insurance Co. Ltd. Vs. Pranay Sethi & Ors. ¥ yfqurfed Rigrl

% IIAR 39 A H 15 TR ™Y fQofdy &M =12y | S9@1 I8 41 d@ @
5 Wfd, =8 @1 8™ (Loss of Filial) @ &ft @1 afagid @& wu # g Il
TEl fAdls g ©, Safd 39 Ae H yAd AUl Sad e fafeEay @
TR # 40 TR BUI Bl AR U TR BT SN 2 | 0T I8 N I 8
& Frafeq o1 &1 @1 afaglf ey ff w1 A 76 feag 18 & wefe s
7g # ot srdiemeiior 15 TR wUd @ afagfd IR o A @ AERT 2 |
59 UBR ¥ I &fayfd i § gl R afayfed ¥y faemy S &1 e
@ |

9 fawig fagm ugediiror /smureinror & fag ifdaaaT &1
d® ¢ fo fagM f[IaRer <[Iey <1 9y &1 981 YR 9 e fbar ©
3R S aforgfed fyr a0 & & S9H BIS audT JE B | ST da ® b 12
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¥ & g P Y W ol 5 g wy gfayfd ¥ fkems € g 9T
ST vd faf=1a 2| ofa: ordiel PREA=g 2, FRE &1 ov |

ST Ul & Tl IR AT (b1 AT | UATEel Bl LAFYdD eI
foar |

39 el H MTARITToT / graeRt 7 faarer =marery g1 fAeiRd
gfayfd IR1 &1 98¢ &M gg &1 e fbar €1 gae e g 59 12 9y
D G BIUC W BET A AT © U9 39 G H Bl YR &1 DI 3.
gfed ggefioror /3mumefiror @7 \E R@ B 39 ol W 39 NI @l
dhael Je! o © 6 gae avis RiE S9 12 a9 @1 g ¥ gs &fd @ afu.
S wawu feah fdr srdremeiivror ura e & SRy € |

qg AT RATT ©Tdd gHe AT, 1855 (The Indian Fatal
Accident Act, 1855) @& 9RT 1-Y & Y@&MI & 3id e« o &
A 9§ faetars g afagfd it & wwfd 8 9 arde gdedr & AMal |
gfergfcd IR &1 TUET & YIS F HIe} died guedr H afdyfd e

Rigra &1 aF] 81 ¢ |

g™ fdaRv <IRTerd 9 Jdd Me R @&l ¥ 12 99
AR Uhded &fagfd T o o wud faerary 8 Sefd Saa afayfd &
TOMET ST fb SUR 3fpT T 14T &, AICR args el | JHfHd g &lfd
&1 efayfed & NG & ATwY 8 B ST ==Y |

qdd 3Me Rig & I & A= H By asl godh | U 8]
far war g, O Refa # divedicn RUIE 4 @ifdhd oy 12 ad &7 & MR
AFBR &Afyfd MR B ITET AT IRT 7| JAD 12 99 B ledd AT Sl

IR AT | AT Iedad ATSd - Il Bl 3T & IR0 & FF e
# oo fafreera faer ANTSIMTE. ICa—aH—1aMTE. AARTOTS NaR) T8 37
ffaer srdier | 10278 /2025 & IRT T@a1—9 # 9 R Rigra ufourfed
fopar g—

On the aspect of monthly income of the minor appellant, we are inclined

to interfere with the judgment and order of the Courts below. In the
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present case, it is evident that the Courts below have failed to take into
account the monthly income of the appellant while determining the
quantum of compensation. It is now a well-entrenched and consistently
reiterated principle of law that a minor child who suffers death or per-
manent disability in a motor vehicle accident, cannot be placed in the
same category as a non-earning individual for the purposes of assessing
the amount of compensation because the child was not engaged in
gainful employment at the time of the accident. In such a case, the
computation of compensation under the head of loss of income ought to
be made by adopting, at the very least, the minimum wages payable to
a skilled workman as notified for the relevant period in the respective
State where the cause of action arises. The said observation was ren-
dered by this Court, in Kajal v. Jagdish Chand and Ors.3, and Baby Sak-
shi Greola v. Manzoor Ahmad Simon and Anr.4.

For the purpose of emphasis, it is again clarified here that
when a Tribunal or the High Court in appeal, is concerned with the case
involving a child having suffered injury or having passed away, the cal-
culation of loss of income necessarily has to be made on the matric of
minimum wages payable to a skilled worker in the respective State at
the relevant point of time. It is our hope that this restatement helps
avoiding such errors and thereby obviates the necessity of this Court’s

interference, applying well-established principles of law.

S e fafeaa # wfquifad Rigra & AR dTdd ol
g BIF UR IHD! M B &l B &gl @7 T deT & foly IFab! 3

oA TEfold el SHD Bl FAdH HAolqy] &l &) & AR Femlka @l
ST Bl © | 9AE RO H Jad dI g 12 99 off 3R gHeAr fiAl®
11042018 T s ©| VAT Rafd & awdd 2018 # qurad #1fe &1 <gAaH
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OGN B &R D ATAR JAD bl MY Bl &l Bl &Afyfed Fawd R

MU BT ST SR 2

3 &I dafd (Loss of Income)

TRl § AT gueAdl faid 11.04.2018 &1 BMT Wigd a2 ©
3TU 2018 H HIS AAHD B FATH AOIgY! DI &% 233,/ —w0Y Ufafed off va
9 AR IHD! ARG 3 233 TOM 30 FI 6990 /—H0 UHE Bl ©
9 IRITAT Bl G H A Bl & & MERT & $9 H Jdb & ARSI
6990 /— ®UI HHET ST JfAgad Ud <A & | STTFAR IT0ET FRA R
a1 3T 83880 /— wUY HMI ICll 2 |

<131 A= National Insurance Co. Ltd. Vs. Pranay Sethi

& Ors. ,Ud Sarla Verma & ors. vs Delhi Transport Corporation ¥ foarfad

gl @& IHU I & 9T % &I IR 12 9§ BN T IAD B @
UBfd B &9 H TEd gU Sl wfasy # omy @ gfg @ uwmen & for,
IHD! AT BT 40 UL ATT IGAH AR | SIST ST AT SFdb! A H 15
&1 U (Multiplier) &1 YT far Sm 3fed 2 |

S8l T Jad gR1 WA R [ 9 d1el A @4 & wu A
FHENdT B U 2, g faarer § Fo uiefdr o, 9de & Ad—udl ol 2
AT o 3R | U fbar a1 81 gad gRT @I W I & drel Iy
B wU H I B 1/2 9N &I herdl fbar o1 kg 8, o b #=a

Aded <A T 3= =i¥ye faff=a National Insurance Co. Ltd. Vs.

Pranay Sethi & Ors. (2017) 16 SCC 680 f=offa fhar am 2|
A A d &l I efayfd IRr w1 MR FEaR e
ST Sfrd g -

6.4, qq SIREINENIN
1. |qgae &I 91fiie > 83880/-
2. |dfdr # eHarell 3y @1 ghg @1|33552/- (40% of the income)
UJRIT
3. A 117432/-




[2026:RJ-JP:8135] (7.0f 8) [CFA-250/2023]

4. |q9a® gRT W WR By SIHdTel Wd 1| 58716/- (1/2 of 117432)
derd (1,/2)

5. |Sad ®dl & uTErd oY T (3Mdierr.|117432-58716=58716/-
offror o arf¥es fiva)

6. |Jdb B AP D YR WR YAST Ul |15

7. |3 B &l @1 erfayfd i 58716x18=880740/-

3q: fagM IR gRT 3 @ &ffad &1 &figfd w@wy faars T8
]I 500000 /—FUY ¥ 380740 /— WU @I gig HRd BY 59 ARSI §RI
3 BT &l B erfayfcd Fawy 880740 /— WU RN AT SIMT Sfrd 2 |

URYUR®% HAE (Conventional Heads)

AR Haled =T gRT =13 A==l United India In-
surance Co. Ltd. Vs. Satinder Kaur @ Satwinder (2020) Supreme Court
(SC) 425, New India Assurance Co. Ltd. Vs. Somwati & Ors. (2020) 9
SCC 644 & Magma General Insurance Co. Ltd. Vs. Nanuram & Ors.
(2018) 18 SCC 130 # YRR AGI P YRHIMYT B gY SEH &fcrgfcd
[EEISRIERS

gaHTE YRl H fdgE e gRT 9dd & AG—Udr &l 37U
o B AR, S vd arEad @ Ay @ il vawu o i AE Rens
g 8, 7 8 gl Bl B U9 &8 WWhR & U< Pig MY faels Mg §, S
TR AR ¥ Sad e fafeeal & e § Foid o) faamr S
SiEcR

31a: S e A=l o1 el § gae & Arar—fuar &1
3T g @) Af, g Ud Ay (Filial Consortium) @1 &ffr @t erferafc &
wU H UAD DB 40000/—RUA AT (40,000x2=80000) HUI Hel
80000 / —WR, T8 WHR @I 78 H 15,000 /—FU UG qHfed @I B Pl
afrgfct 2 15,000/ —F9 9 UBR del 1T 110000 / —H0d D1 elfergfel 0
9 wg ¥ e S SiEd 2

g fIaRY <RI gRT 39 A€ H (e ror &l &g f3r
e foas E 2 31 39 IR gRT S 39 HE H 110000 /— WU b
R e ST S 2
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39 UpR fage foarer gR erdfiemeio—<erder &1 fears e

afayfcd 1 H STdFIaR gfg ®)d gy Ferar afagfd e &1 FHeiRor
foam SITam 2|

Eakch qq afergfer =i
1. |3mg @ &l &1 afagfd ir 1056888/-
2. |uR=RS 7T HI VAR 110000/-
3. |got afayfd 880740+110000=
990740/~

gRumea: fag@ faamer gRT e o—<grder &1 feors 78
arforgfc IR 5,00,000 /— T H ITYFATTAR 4,90,740 / —FT Bl gig IR
8U $Nd BU 59 IR gRT JUTARINU—adaR & Uel § del effayfd e
9,90,740 /— U d WY feamw M &1 3meyr faar Sar g1 srdiemeiior g
R qd # o &1 18 ¥y gt afogfld afyr # wamnfsa gnfr|

el IP TSl B U o, O BWAIT AUl 99 2018 Pl goeAl &
A H T AR RTe g§RT U dRg w9y @l afigfd IR R 6
gferd I <ot foos 78 2, | g9R fooR & g&ad oriier & 99 2018 &)
gedeT 8 Td aoadd Yafeld &R @ AR &Te &1 Sad IR # gfg o
ST SfA 21 o 9l g3 afgfd i wsrdeneitror 7 gfeera e @
TSl § TSl &R UG B & ABRT I | TSl T b Bl fIfer der
afagfd ¥ & smgufie fAaver & o8 & 9ava od fagm faarer <mares
& SMSUAIR Y9TEl UG Jorrad <& |

STYFIIAR Ud AR @1 Sl & | dad9R dfdd  UriET
o, e big 8, FRART fHd & 2 |

(SHUBHA MEHTA),]

AJAY KUMAR SINGHAL /113



