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Sub: New interrreiation of the term
'emplovment injury’ due to verdiet
2iven by Honourable Supreme Court

‘in the case no.1174 of 19079
dated 11th September 1996,

! Of late the cases of ac:zident while going to and from
the work of lace were decidad an. the 1lines of . ‘notional
éXtehsion‘*theory5emerqed out of Saurashtra Salt .Manuf%pturinﬁ
Company v/s. Bai Valu Raija (1958)I1-LLJ-249.. One of the question

"which ‘canter before ‘the consideration of the Honourable ‘Supreme

Court in the -aforesaid case wEwahether the acEident to@nd fronm
the 'place of employment was to be treated ag in the course of

~and out of employment particularly in the context of the latest

Supremé . Court decision in the matter. The Honourable Suprzame
Court while ‘deciding this particula~ case of Saurashtra Salt
Manufacturing Company,had laid down some Principles within which

.any accident occurred has to be Lreated as in the course of and

out of employment. The Honourable Court had cobserveqd that there
can be some reasonable extension in both time and place’ to these
principles. A Workman can be resarded ras in the course of hisg
employment even though he had not reached or had left hisg
employers Premises in special cases. It 'is for these principles

~the cases of employment injurijes Or emplovees meeting {mith a

fatal accident on his way to or from place of employment ‘ were
considered ang benefits extended uptill now. ot 3
The Hohourable Supreme Court of India consisting of
Mr.A.M.Ahmedi Chief Justice of India, Mr.Justice Suhas C.Sen
and Miss Justice Sujata V.Manohar now in a indegment siven in the
case no.CA/1174/79 dt.1l1th Septembe 1996 has elaborately
discussed the aforesaid theory and also other relevant Judgments
delivered . in the cases of South Mitland Railway Pty.Ltd. v/s'
James (67 CLR 496), BEST Undertakings, Bombay v/s."Mrs.Aunes
r1963-II-LLJ-619); Bahubai V/s.Central Railways Mumbaj - (1954
-II-LLJ-403) and has given a revised Judgement, ‘ '
=
: The Main  points which has ibeen discussed . by - the
Honourable Supreme Court in the aforesaid case ‘betwsen the
Regional Director, EST Corporation v/s. Francis Decosta. are the
two familiar words "arising in the course | of" and ;tout of
employmernt", These two conditions vig, "arising out of" and "in
the course of" employment are mandatory far the employee‘tq beY
eligible for compensation under the relevant Provisions 'of  the

«+++. his employpment the
legislative Hives restrictive meaning to employment injury. The
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