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S.B. Civil Miscellaneous Appeal No. 2665/2015

Gumanaram S/o Rambaxaram, R/o Bhichari Ka Bass, Tehsil
Nawa, District Nagore, at present Vvillage Khoor, Tehsil
Dantaramgarh, District Sikar (Raj.).

----Appellant
Versus

1. Bhawarlal S/o Jeewanram, R/o Post Nalot, Tehsil Nawa,
District Nagore (Raj.) (Registered owner tractor No. R]J 37 RA

2280).

2. The New India Insurance Company Ltd., through branch office
Director, oppo Court, Jalan Bhawan, Sikar (Raj.) (Insurance
Company tractor No. RJ 37 RA 2280)

----Respondents
Connected With

S.B. Civil Miscellaneous Appeal No. 1832/2015

The New India Insurance Company Ltd., having its Registered &
Head Office at 87, Mahatma Gandhi Road, Fort, Mumbai 40001
and having its Regional Office at Second Floor, South Block,
Nehru Place Tonk Road, Jaipur, through its Constituent Attorney.

----Appellant

Versus

1. Gumanaram S/o Rambaxaram, R/o Bhichari Ka Bass, Tehsil
Nawa, District Nagore, at present village Khood, Tehsil
Dantaramgarh, District Sikar (Raj.).

2. Bhawarlal S/o Jeewanram, R/o Post Nalot, Tehsil Nawa,
District Nagore (Raj.).

----Respondents

For Appellant(s) :  Mr. Akshat Chaudhary, Adv.

For Respondent(s) : Ms. Nishtha Jain, Adv. for
Mr. Sanjay Singhal, Adv.

HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE UMA SHANKER VYAS
Judgment / Order

27/02/2026
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“AfTH—1923" HET A & Ted IdaRI dI AR A Tfad T
H 9QIaNl B SMUTel WRAT 2665 /2015 AT 3[ATS Bl JURC fHA ST
TG TR —dTHT HFT Bl IR | 31T AT 1832 /2015 U Dl
T B Sad T 3 U B Aoy |9 HEfd 8] Udh Bl eyl
& JegH | ARaiRa & o <@ 2 |

U FoTa & ArewH W fdGd /3ed [HMARME & Uel H
2.91.475 /— w9 GfJHN 12 Ufd9d amfi¥e 1o dfed Harsted—gcaedt
B 1 TAT JATATRIT—AHAT HFAT A AR ST BT 31eeT f&ar 747 7 |

g™ SffSagad JdaR &I Fde © b ufdex IR &1 o
FHIA T e B M B Ffad wU 4 faar # 98 foar o g,
Temt = ¥ suaia g, Safd fAg™ ordieneii—dmr wwue &1
faeT 2 5 S99 g1 S 9 diforll SRy &1 R off, SHd TR
arred Niffa =S o1, 39 SR 9 iiae= Aot siura 89 AT 2

AT Hdied  EATdd g7 e Ui North  East
Karnataka Road Transport Corporation Vs. Smt. Sujatha (2019) 11
SCC 514 ¥ Jg T gfauieq @1 AT & b <9 9@ (&Y @1
HARAT LA dfeld gl 8l, dd d& “IffFH—1923" &1 gRI—30
9, 10, 11 AT 12 FFHTIAR &—

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 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
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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.

qoATE Al H g fIaRer <ITeld §RT UBRIE @l 3R A
TRd 9 R TR &4 & SURI Ufdd A1 T Iqo=r by 7=y
2| 1 Bl B ge Sufcd e off fdb omEd difeRl @ d8d AR
el BT ®, ol SED Sl YTl R IuSTe Wied & AR g
foamRer <ImTed 3 9 wU 9 AR @R erger fAsey feur B, faan
TAT TSRy WIed @ 9 H OBl YAl IUGEl HEYUl Hed bl
TSIRITETST B Y AT FHoia faar 81, ol Rerfay eifeig o =81
=l

SR gRRefaal & A &1 @8 IRaE g9=q s 9H |
JIdfeld A8l 7, 39 YbR I1d 0 North East Karnataka Road
Transport  Corporation (qoﬂﬁ—cﬁ) #  ufourfeqd  oaverm derm
AR —1923 BT IRT—30 & JITAR IUWRIGT a1 el yofig a8l
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degaR  Urarel= fSolg AT 06.04.2015 @1 gfe &HRd BU
ST aFT el @RS &1 St & |

femRor < &1 Sffier™ AfT Ut B XWT ' A 59 Aol
@ gfy @& a1 g Ufvd fhar o |

(UMA SHANKER VYAS),]

Mittal /12-13



