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| TEM NO. 26 COURT NO. 12 SECTI ON XV
SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A
RECORD COF PROCEEDI NGS
Petition(s) for Special Leave to Appeal (G vil) No(s).19913/2013

(From the judgenent and order dated 29/04/2013 in FA No.417/2013 of The
H GH COURT OF BOVBAY)

NEW | NDI A ASSURANCE CO. LTD. Petitioner(s)
VERSUS
RAMANAND PRALHAD SI NGH & ANR. Respondent (s)

(Wth appln(s) for exenption fromfiling c/c of the inpugned Judgnment and
prayer for interimrelief )

Date: 12/07/2013 This Petition was called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
HON BLE MR JUSTICE H. L. GOKHALE
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE MADAN B. LOKUR

For Petitioner(s)
M. Pranod Dayal , Adv.
M. N kunj Dayal , Adv.
Ms. Payal Dayal, Adv.
For Respondent (s)

UPON hearing counsel the Court nade the foll ow ng
ORDER

1. Heard |l earned counsel for the petitioner.

2. He submits that the Insurance Conpany is not
liable to nmake good the anount of conpensation when t he
respondent has suffered injury arising out of and in the course
of enploynent. This subm ssion cannot be accepted in view of the
judgnent of this Court in Ved Prakash v. Premi Devi and Os
reported in AIR (1997) SC 3854.

-2

3. Learned counsel for the petitioner subnmits that
under the third proviso to Section 30 of the Enpl oyee’ s
Conpensation Act, 1923, the Insurance Conpany should not be
required to deposit the anpbunt while preferring the appea
agai nst the decision of Wirknmen’s conpensation Conmi ssion. In
our viewit follows fromthe liability of the |Insurance Conpany
under the Enpl oyees’ Conpensation Act that in case the Insurance
Conpany wants to file an appeal on behalf of the insured person
it has to deposit the anpbunt required under the third to Section
30 of Enpl oyees’ Conpensation Act. Inasnuch as the deposit was
not made by the I nsurance Conpany, the High Court was right in
di smissing the appeal filed by the Insurance Conpany.

4. The special |eave petition is accordingly
di sni ssed



[ SUVAN WADHWA] [ SNEH LATA SHARMA]
AR- cum PS COURT MASTER



