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HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE FOR RAJASTHAN
BENCH AT JAIPUR

S.B. Civil Miscellaneous Appeal No. 6705/2017

United India Insurance Company Ltd. Through Its Manager,
Regional Office, Sahara Chamber, Tonk Road, Jaipur.

----Appellant
Versus
1. Shriram Jat S/o Shri Kaluram Jat, Aged about 44 Years,
R/o Kanwarpura, Tehsil Shrimadhopur, Distt. Sikar Raj.
2. Bhairuram S/o Shri Hanhumanram, Aged about 51 Years,
R/o Nahron Ki Dhani Rayal, Tehsil Shrimadhopur, Distt.
Sikar Raj.
----Respondents
For Appellant(s) : Mr. Sandeep Jain, Adv.
For Respondent(s) :  None Present.

HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE UMA SHANKER VYAS

Judgment / Order

25/02/2026

JAIERfi—dHr Bul @1 AR W Ig Uld fAgm =grarerd
A HHARI afayfd s, SgR fSTer M S—YR §RT Yol
ECCNF-460/2011 ¥ uiRa foig f39ie 05.10.2017 I AT 8l
U3 B 7, e dqregd 9 ygedl /IheR SIRME Sie & uel § g
217,644 /— W YUdHR 12 UA9d o1 Flzd oy SIH &1
arraer giika fabam T3 |

gl &l IR A HIs IURT ] |

fagm orfeaadr raneli—d T Husl &1 " 2 fa el
BT AR A AF ek ATAd Dl SIIRGH & FdeT & & Wy foran
AT AT & BT SIRM Sl do8qd gde’k I OS] IR WR
FHHAN] & ®T H BRIRT AT, Fd: dHFT BUAT BT Bls alldcd  TfTd
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IR # 98 21 wE A aes B f& ger fRAid 09.03.2011 @ 7
e dag | Jomer RAlé 06.06.2011 I AT MRl O GOl
HRARN Y B, Afh 39 |9 T B AR TS d) dedl 9 fafy
& fAuRId SR emdterel= fofa oIk fasar 2, S euRa 89 ar
=l

fagm famrer =marera & vk g ifera & saeed o e
g & ordiemeft / fivr ®u gRT o/ Ut de—2 & gdeR &
e W gavi—6 Il Ul  SIRT & 8Y gaey WX BRI
HHARI BT SIRGH Bl 1 fhar a1 8, Id: AT ATAD Dbl B
7 81, O Reafd 9 do W@ieR g 98 2 | Suder |ed 9 AR
& JJAR fURUT <ggTerm gRT g fshy feuwr war § b
JMET /TMAER dodq . AR & U8l Fafsia s9ary or 3iR
RIS BT | I8 geedr gfed g3 ¢ |

ST gdied SR eRT O 9 North  East

Karnataka Road Transport Corporation Vs. Smt. Sujatha (2019)
11 SCC 514 H Jg JMAFIRT far 1ar g & 59 ao Al &1 aig

ARAE U Jfddferd dgl 8l dd d& ARfTaH—1923 B &RT—30 B
YRl & AR ITdiel dIyofig 98 2 |
AEAT Fdied <ORITAd gRT giRd =a1fe 9o North East

Karnataka Road Transport Corporation (Supra) @& URT H&I1—9, 10,
11 QAT 12 FAId 8, ST AR 58—

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
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the age and monthly 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.

S8l ddb gedl & ddg #H Ao Ruré fads &9 gl e
®BT geq © I8 faug ) duf & Hdy H iR S99 WX W fauror
AT gRT 9= wd 9 faar f&Har 1 g |

g9 JH § faeRer =marera gwT e mar vty |ty &
TG H B AT HSAYUT A& DI ASR—IGIST [HAT ITAT BT 3Nl
ST g 31fAeg IR el 8, 99 WX fa=r fear war 8, o= Rerfa
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T8 7| foaru =marem g™ o ey R war 8, gg goia
fafr=1a 21

4fh 3 Al § Ay &1 P18 uee radferd 78 8, o I®
U WIRST 8F AFY T | ISWIG g gaR e o
faFi® 05.10.2017 @1 gfe &=l gY I8 MU WIRST B S & |

e U UF ) ISWRIGAAR @Rl faar Siar g |

ARG T M &I Ufd & Iy AR <—IR—Tad &1 ufvd
[ERIESIEE

(UMA SHANKER VYAS),]

Murari Lal Sharma /32



