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U —TdeR QM "SMIeR” P8l SdT) @I 3R H T8
YIS IRT 30 HHDBR effayfdd ASIH, 1923 (M “srfAfH—1923"
el SN & dgd fdgi e Argad dHar effayfd sy,
1923 SRIYR §RT YR E.C.C./F./66/2010 ¥ UiiRd fvig fa-ie
05.04.2024 W AT BIbR U Bl 8 TSI Aregd A 3fdvefiefl &1 ool
AT SRS BT T |

gqE Al § ¥g fddre e © fP TR @1 YA HdP
HIIR 4l & I8l dHeR & wu A Mo or dor fadre
05.10.2009 P Hdd HI JAHINGIH N §RI TR FwR & U
BT B &1 AT | g ARy < gRT I8 fshy fean war

fh T e SR AR W Jdd D1 SURA RIS & SR 78]

off 3N T MR TN FoId ITIbT GRS T T 2 |
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fgT Srferaadr ardienell @1 e & fb Suaer |eg & AR
R IE T 7 (& yId—aeid gRT Jad &I 370 BH 9 Uidfor
& b B WP AFM [SAldR B & o1 WOl o1, IR H SATa]
Yie 8 9 ofiel A1 AFf uRadd &Rd g o o<k A<k dlal
R TR AT T AT, Slfdb I8 Widgd & b doawd a8 ggell @
RIS H SR B BT A1, WK [TeRY RTe™ giRT |qui Hed Bl
TOR JaTol BRd gV iemri= vty uiRa fasan 8, <t o 8m @
FeIH ATIRT WIPR BIF ANY ¢ | fdhed § AME SR <Ry o
gfauiyd fha St &1 e fava |

g faudd fagm afdaad gerefft &1 foes § 5 W gde
@ AT dermer =1 Ul ey H WiaR fhar 2 6 daferdl & die o
S Bg N H O] AR A8l ol ®, ok Ul Regfd o we @
f6 e a W e o SURAT IHD e ¥ Ygd g
EfRd off iR T Refy # faamer <marerm @ foig &1 fafy
T B 9 8¢ JUld @RS fhd S &1 e fdar |
I9hT I8 W fdea 2 5 59 9o & Aaf &1 s 9RaE g
afraferd A8l ©, o Ul Rerfad # “arfSfem—1923" @1 gR—30 &

YIeRITE I A Fdied =TTl &IRT North East Karnataka Road

Transport Corporation Vs. Smt. Sujatha (2019) 11 SCC 514 H
gfrarfed sgaRen @ AR I8 et diyefig & 2 |
AEEIT Fdied <Ot §RT UIRG =1 919 North East

Karnataka Road Transport Corporation Vs. Smt. Sujatha (Supra) P
ETd IR @9, 10, 11 AT 12 AR 8-

9. At the outset, we may take note of the fact, being a
settled principle, that the question as to whether the
employee met with an accident, whether the accident
occurred during the course of employment, whether it
arose out of an employment, how and in what manner the
accident occurred, who was negligent in causing the
accident, whether there existed any relationship of
employee and employer, what was the age and monthly
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salary of the employee, how many are the dependents of
the deceased employee, the extent of disability caused to
the employee due to injuries suffered in an accident,
whether there was any insurance coverage obtained by the
employer to cover the incident etc. are some of the
material issues which arise for the just decision of the
Commissioner in a claim petition when an employee
suffers any bodily injury or dies during the course of his
employment and he/his LRs sue/s his employer to claim
compensation under the Act.

10. The afore-mentioned questions are essentially the
questions of fact and, therefore, they are required to be
proved with the aid of evidence. Once they are proved
either way, the findings recorded thereon are regarded as
the findings of fact.

11. The appeal provided under Section 30 of the Act to the
High Court against the order of the Commissioner lie only
against the specific orders set out in clause (a) to (e) of
Section 30 of the Act with a further rider contained in first
proviso to the Section that the appeal must involve
substantial question of law.

12. In other words, the appeal provided under Section 30
of the Act to the High Court against the order of the
Commissioner is not like a Regular First Appeal akin to
Section 96 of the Code of Civil Procedure, 1908 which can
be heard both on facts and law. The appellate jurisdiction
of the High Court to decide the appeal is confined only to
examine the substantial questions of law arising in the
case.

SWRId Ao § gfcrorfed fafdies sgaver dor sfefaH—1923 @
YRT 30 @ UEEMl & AR W g & (T &1 aRae yw=
3rraferd 8M R &1 3iel gdTs &g U89 @ off |l & |

Jqa HAHel H Ui ISl @1 g8 g@d § b gAd Bl
g A iR gga bR d U bR Bg Gdfordi & @l Al

TIT T, oifh 9P eNT el & fAuRig STy o=dN #-d} &l ai%

R fhdT, Sk AR R Jdob &l IuRefa Faee 9 srgdfa
off | IS aH—1923" &1 &RT 3 (B)(ii) § I8 Uragu= fhar ar g
6 I PHPR gRT FREOGAT & oM< HI fATAAT B Wil B AR
A © B H Blg Tl gicd Bl & Al Folq AT A9 T8
2| g A § e @ fUdr hellel gRI ied § g8 WidR fhar
T & f& Qaferli & did SR 3T H SR AR el JMTdT 7, e
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i Rfd & a7 a1 W 2 Ok 3wk R qda @l SuRefa
I FAIe BRI W e 8ld) gUdh ot | gHed e &
# g3 7 sl 81, U8 favy A9 Hafea =marerd & fAvf North
East Karnataka Road Transport Corporation (Jaidd) ¥ uUfdriad

AN & AR T B U ©, 59 R fAgr fa=mer <grrey A
THEl gEl B g R TR R4 & IW IUTaEE o aika
fpar 2, fag™ faaRer <ImTe™ gRT UATaell W SUael "gcayYl el
DI AR AT B AYAT =By AT BT 3frar ST d2d AT R A
& T, S W R o1 & S mE v R &, o=
Rerfcr aifierm o= =281 2 |

IR uRRefoal & A &7 »is 9RaE U9 39 "M |
Jdferd T8l 8, 59 UBR UT¥d 01T North East Karnataka Road
Transport Corporation (J@aidd) ¥ Wfquiad oga=em qr IffefgH
—1923 B UR—30 B AJAR I8 U] GOy <& B A GRS
B AN © |

TETIR ST vl faA1d 05.04.2024 &1 e &R U I8
arfrer wiiRet &t ot € |

fremReT IrTer @1 SifWel Ife Ut B T ' Al S99 Sfed
@ gfa & 1 fTaRr =marery o ufid fear 99 |

(UMA SHANKER VYAS),]

Murari Lal Sharma /20



