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VERDICTS IN THE VALLEYS: HIGH COURT OF
HIMACHAL PRADESH AND ITS ENVIRONMENTAL
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“Everyone deserves a clean, healthy, sustainable and liveable
environment.”

- Dr. Robert Bullard

ABSTRACT

This paper examines the environmental jurisprudence of the Himachal
Pradesh High Court, situating its role within the broader constitutional
framework of India. Through landmark judgments between 2010 and 2025,
the Court has reinforced the fundamental right to a clean and healthy
environment under Article 21, mandated strict compliance with
environmental laws, and emphasized sustainable development. Case studies
reveal judicial interventions in waste management, industrial regulation,
biodiversity conservation, and heritage protection. The analysis highlights
the Court’s proactive stance in addressing ecological degradation while
underscoring the shared responsibility of state institutions and citizens in
safeguarding the fragile Himalayan environment.
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Introduction

Himachal Pradesh, often celebrated as Dev Bhoomi or the “Abode of Gods” is a Himalayan
biodiversity hotspot marked by snow-clad peaks, verdant forests, and fragile ecosystems. Yet,
rapid urbanization, industrial expansion, hydropower projects, and mass tourism have
precipitated severe ecological stress, manifesting in deforestation, soil erosion, landslides, and
pollution. Legislative measures have frequently proven inadequate, necessitating judicial
intervention to safeguard environmental integrity. The High Court of Himachal Pradesh has
emerged as a pivotal institution in advancing environmental jurisprudence, delivering
landmark rulings that reinforce constitutional rights under Article 21 and mandate sustainable
development. Its proactive role underscores the judiciary’s responsibility in balancing
ecological preservation with socio-economic growth, while also highlighting the collective

duty of citizens, communities, and the state to protect natural resources for future generations.
Himachal Pradesh: Land of Snowy Mountains

Derived from the Himalayas, the name “Himachal” translates to the “Land of Snowy
Mountains”. Accessible via the Punjab plains, Shivalik hills, or Shimla's elevated terrain, the
region resembles a self-contained world featuring winding valleys rich in pine trees and native
mountain flora. Poetically described as a realm nestled in the northwestern Himalayas,
Himachal Pradesh is characterized by perpetual snow, vibrant forests, flowing streams,

abundant wildlife, clear lakes, lush meadows, bright glaciers, and cheerful local youth.!

Himachal Pradesh, often revered as Dev Bhoomi or the “Abode of Gods”, derives its name
from the Sanskrit roots Aim (snow) and achal (land), signifying the “4bode of Snow”. Nestled
at the foothills of the Himalayas, primarily within the Shivalik range, the state shares national
boundaries with Jammu and Kashmir, Ladakh, Punjab, Haryana, Uttarakhand, and Uttar
Pradesh, while its eastern frontier touches Tibet (China). Himachal Pradesh attained full
statechood on 25" January, 1971, a date commemorated annually as Statehood Day.
Comprising twelve districts, each distinguished by unique traditions and local deities, the state
has long captivated visitors with its verdant landscapes and tranquil mountain vistas, emerging

as a prominent tourist destination in recent decades.

However, rapid population growth, developmental pressures, and the expansion of tourism

! Jag Mohan Balokhra, The Wonderland Himachal Pradesh5 (H.G. Publications, New Delhi, 2023).
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have precipitated severe environmental degradation. Legislative measures enacted by the state
government to mitigate these impacts have often proved inadequate, hindered by loopholes and
weak enforcement. In such circumstances, the judiciary assumes a pivotal role, stepping in to
safeguard ecological integrity and ensure harmony between human activity and nature. By
actively intervening where governance falters, the courts uphold environmental protection as a

matter of constitutional and societal responsibility.
Environmental Pollution Impact on Himachal Pradesh

Himachal Pradesh, a Himalayan biodiversity hotspot spanning the Siwalik, Middle Himalaya,
and Himadri zones, faces mounting ecological stress from industrial expansion, deforestation,
hydropower and road projects, unregulated mining, and mass tourism. These pressures have
triggered habitat fragmentation, soil erosion, landslide vulnerability, and pollution, with forest
loss exceeding 5,000 hectares between 2001 and 2023—particularly in border districts such as
Solan, Sirmour, and Una. Scholars emphasize the need for rigorous environmental impact
assessments, community-led forest governance, diversification beyond Chir pine
monocultures, and investment in resilient green infrastructure to balance economic growth with
ecological integrity and cultural preservation. Complementary analyses highlight watershed
management reforms, successful eco-tourism initiatives, and comparative studies of industrial

incentives versus conservation outcomes across Himalayan states.”

The analysis of Hindi-language press in Himachal Pradesh demonstrates that while both
national and regional newspapers report extensively on ecological concerns, regional outlets
devote greater attention to issues such as pollution, deforestation, and state-led initiatives.
Content analysis reveals that the press not only disseminates information but actively shapes
public awareness and mobilizes support for campaigns like Swachh Bharat Abhiyan. The
findings highlight how state policy priorities influence media framing, underscoring the critical
role of regional journalism in advancing environmental consciousness and fostering

community action in the Himalayan context.?

A Comprehensive Assessment of Anthropogenic Effects on Environmental Degradation, Community Structures
and Socio-Economic Dynamics in Himachal Pradesh, available at:
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/385502785 A Comprehensive Assessment_of Anthropogenic Effec
ts_on_Environmental Degradation Community Structures and Socio-
Economic_Dynamics_in Himachal Pradesh (last visited August 18, 2026).

3 Coverage of Environmental Issues in Himachal Pradesh: Comparative Study of National and Regional
Newspapers, available at:
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A study evaluates district-level sustainability in Himachal Pradesh through two composite
indices—a Human Well-Being Index (covering literacy, urbanization, employment, education,
health, and infrastructure) and an Environmental Quality Index (assessing forest cover, land
use, and fertilizer intensity)—mnormalized via a mean-deviation method. Mapping the twelve
districts along development and degradation axes reveals nine typologies, from high-
development/high-degradation (Kangra, Mandi) to low-development/low-degradation
(Hamirpur, Lahaul & Spiti), with Kinnaur standing out as high development with low
degradation. The findings underscore a persistent trade-off between socio-economic
advancement and ecological health, highlighting the need for balanced, context-sensitive
policies that promote equitable human development while safeguarding the fragile Himalayan

environment.*
Environmental Provisions

Environment is the very basis for livelihood and to have a cleaner, greener and healthier
environment is a blessing, keeping this in mind, the Constitution and major Environmental

Laws implement certain provisions to protect the environment.
a) Constitutional Provisions

Prevalent after Independence, Article 21° plays a crucial role as it became the founding stone
for extending the scope of right to life towards pollution free environment, clean air and safe
water. Article 48A directs the State to protect and improve the environment and safeguard
forests and wildlife.®* The Fundamental Duties listed under Part IV-A also makes it a duty of
the citizens to protect the environment’ along with the proper protection of heritage and
monuments as they are impacted by the human activities as well. Constitution also empowers
the Parliament to make laws for implementing international environmental agreements through

Article 253. Provisions dealing with the protection of forests and wildlife were shifted from

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/364949534 Coverage of Environmental Issues_in Himachal Prades
h Comparative Study of National and Regional Newspapers (last visited August 18, 2026).

4 Nitin Punit, An Analysis of Human and Environmental Indicators to Measure Sustainability in Himachal
Pradesh, 9 Journal of Emerging Technologies and Innovative Research, b5S04-b512.

5 The Constitution of India, art. 21, “No person shall be deprived of his life or personal liberty except according
to procedure established by law.”

¢ Inserted after 42" Constitutional Amendment Act, 1976.

7 The Constitution of India, art. 51A, inserted after 42" Constitutional Amendment Act, 1976.
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state list to concurrent list.®
b) Environment Protection Act, 1986

The Environment (Protection) Act establishes liability for both companies and government
departments engaged in polluting activities. Under Section 16(1), any person directly in charge
of a company at the time of violation is deemed guilty, unless they prove lack of knowledge or
due diligence. Similarly, Section 17(1) makes the head of a government department
responsible for offences, with liability extending to other officers if negligence or approval is
shown. However, Section 24 significantly weakens enforcement by stipulating that if an act
constitutes an offence under both this Act and another law, punishment will only follow under
the latter. Courts can take cognizance only upon complaints by the central government or
authorized officers, or by private individuals giving notice within 60 days. Penalties include
imprisonment up to five years and fines up to X1 lakh, with additional daily fines for continuing
offences and up to seven years imprisonment if violations persist beyond a year. In effect, while
the Act provides a framework for accountability, Section 24 undermines its deterrent strength,

rendering it less effective in practice.’
¢) The Indian Forest Act, 1927

Forest laws impose penalties for damaging reserved trees, quarrying, collecting produce, or
violating regulations, with imprisonment up to six months or fines up to 3500, doubled for
repeat or aggravated offences. Offences such as wilful or negligent forest fires can lead the
State Government to suspend rights of pasture or produce. Forest or Police officers may seize
tools, vehicles, or cattle involved, mark them and report to the Magistrate; confiscation requires
notice and hearing, and innocent owners are protected. Seized cattle are maintained under the
Cattle Trespass Act, 1871 and may be auctioned if unclaimed. Officers who unlawfully seize
property face penalties, while intentional damage to timber or boundary marks can attract up
to two years’ imprisonment. For breaches without specific penalties, offenders may face up to
one month’s imprisonment or fines up to X500. Overall, the framework emphasizes deterrence,

accountability and procedural safeguards in forest governance.!°

8 The Constitution of India, Seventh Schedule, inserted after 42°¢ Constitutional Amendment Act, 1976.
° The Environment Protection Act, 1986 (Act 29 of 1986).
10 The Forest Act, 1927 (Act 16 of 1927).
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d) The Wildlife Protection Act, 1972

Under the Wildlife (Protection) Act, violations of its provisions, rules, or license conditions
generally attract imprisonment up to three years or fines up to X1,00,000, or both. More serious
offences - such as those involving Schedule I animals, their products, or hunting in sanctuaries
and national parks - carry stricter penalties of three to seven years’ imprisonment and fines of
at least 325,000, with enhanced punishment for repeat offenders. Breaches of Chapter VA also
mandate three to seven years imprisonment and fines of at least 325,000, while violations of
Section 38J are punishable with up to six months’ imprisonment or fines up to 32,000,
escalating to one year or X5,000 for repeat offences. Additionally, courts may cancel Arms Act
licenses used in such offences and bar fresh licenses for five years. This framework underscores

the Act’s stringent deterrence against wildlife crimes.!!
e) The Water (Prevention and Control of Pollution) Act, 1974

The Water (Prevention and Control of Pollution) Act, 1974 is India’s foundational
legislation for regulating water quality and preventing pollution. It created the Central and
State Pollution Control Boards to oversee standards, grant consents, and enforce compliance.
Industries are prohibited from discharging effluents into water bodies without prior approval,
and both companies and government departments can be held liable for violations. Over time,
amendments have strengthened the Act, most notably the 1988 amendment, which expanded
enforcement powers, and the 2024 amendment, which modernized the law by decriminalizing
minor offences, introducing monetary penalties ranging from 10,000 to 15 lakh, and
empowering the Centre to issue uniform guidelines through Section 27A. The amendment also
allowed exemptions for low-risk industries and introduced transparent penalty procedures,
while retaining strict sanctions for serious pollution offences. Together, the Act and its
amendments balance environmental protection with economic realities, ensuring
accountability while promoting compliance. The Water (Prevention and Control of Pollution)
Act prescribes a graded framework of penalties for non-compliance. Failure to follow State
Board directions under Section 20 or rules under Section 42 can lead to imprisonment up to
three months or fines up to 10,000, with daily fines for continuing offences. More serious
violations of orders under Sections 32, 33, and 33A or of provisions under Sections 24-26,

attract imprisonment from 1.5 to 6 years with fines, escalating to 2 - 7 years for repeat offences.

! The Wildlife Protection Act, 1972 (Act 53 of 1972).
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Tampering with monitoring devices or boundary marks also carries penalties. The Act allows
publication of offenders details to deter recidivism. Under Section 47, company officers in
charge at the time of an offence are deemed guilty unless they prove due diligence, while
Section 48 similarly holds departmental heads accountable for violations by government
agencies. Overall, the Act combines punitive sanctions, reputational consequences and

personal liability to enforce compliance with water pollution control norms.!?
f) The Air (Prevention and Control of Pollution) Act, 1981

The Air (Prevention and Control of Pollution) Act prescribes stringent penalties for violations.
Non-compliance with Sections 21, 22 or 31A attracts imprisonment from 1.5 to 6 years with
fines, escalating to 2—7 years for prolonged offences, plus daily fines for continuing violations.
Lesser offences, such as damaging Board property, obstructing officials, failing to provide
information, or furnishing false data, carry up to three months imprisonment or fines up to
X10,000. General breaches without specific penalties are similarly punishable, with additional
daily fines for repeated non-compliance. Corporate liability under Section 47 extends to
persons in charge unless they prove due diligence, while Section 48 holds departmental heads
accountable for government violations, with liability extending to negligent officers. Courts
may only take cognizance upon authorized complaints or notices and jurisdiction lies with
Metropolitan or first-class Magistrates. Civil courts are barred from interfering in matters under
the Act, ensuring exclusive authority of appellate bodies and pollution control boards. This
framework combines punitive sanctions, personal accountability and procedural safeguards to

strengthen air pollution regulation.'?
g) The Biological Diversity Act, 2002

The Act imposes strict penalties for violations of Sections 3, 4, 6, or including attempts or
assistance in such breaches. Penalties range from a minimum of X1 lakh up to I50 lakhs, or
equal to the damage caused, with continuing offences attracting additional fines up to 1 crore.
Adjudication is carried out by officers of Joint Secretary rank (Central) or Secretary rank
(State) appointed under Section 55A, who may summon evidence and must provide the
accused an opportunity to be heard before imposing penalties. Appeals against such orders lie

with the National Green Tribunal, to be filed within sixty days of receipt of the adjudicating

12 The Water (Prevention and Control of Pollution) Act, 1974 (Act 6 of 1974).
13 The Air (Prevention and Control of Pollution) Act, 1981 (Act 14 of 1981).
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officer’s decision. This framework ensures accountability through substantial financial

deterrence, procedural fairness, and appellate oversight.'*
h) The National Green Tribunal Act, 2010

The National Green Tribunal (NGT) has jurisdiction over all civil cases involving substantial
environmental questions and enforcement of rights under laws listed in Schedule I.
Applications must be filed within six months of the cause of action, extendable by 60 days,
while claims for relief, compensation or restitution may be filed within five years, with a similar
extension. The Tribunal can order compensation for victims of pollution, restitution of property
and environment and apply principles such as sustainable development, precautionary principle
and polluter pays. Appeals against decisions of authorities under environmental statutes may
be filed within 30 days, extendable by 60 days. The Tribunal follows natural justice, is not
bound by the Civil Procedure Code or Evidence Act, but has equivalent powers of a civil court,
and its orders are deemed civil decrees. Appeals from NGT orders lie to the Supreme Court
within 90 days, extendable for sufficient cause. This framework ensures specialized

adjudication, accountability and environmental justice.'>
High Court of Himachal Pradesh

The judicial evolution of Himachal Pradesh began with the establishment of the Court of the
Judicial Commissioner in 1948, later replaced by the Himachal Bench of the Delhi High Court
in 1967. With the attainment of full statehood on 25" January, 1971, the High Court of
Himachal Pradesh was formally constituted, marking a significant milestone in the state’s legal
framework. Over the decades, the Court has been led by eminent jurists, many of whom were
elevated to the Supreme Court of India, including M.H. Beg, R.S. Pathak, N.M. Kasliwal, S.N.
Phukan, M. Srinivasan, D. Raju, C.K. Thakker, Kurian Joseph, A.M. Khanwilkar, Deepak
Gupta, Surya Kant, V. Ramasubramanian, and Sanjay Karol. Notably, M.H. Beg and R.S.
Pathak rose to the position of Chief Justice of India, with Justice Pathak also serving as a Judge
of the International Court of Justice at the Hague. At present, the High Court is headed by
Hon’ble Chief Justice Gurmeet Singh Sandhawalia. The sanctioned strength of the Court is
seventeen judges, of which thirteen, including the Chief Justice, are currently in office. Despite

its relatively modest size, the Himachal Pradesh High Court occupies a place of distinction in

!4 The Biological Diversity Act, 2002 (Act 18 of 2003).
15 The National Green Tribunal Act, 2010 (Act 19 of 2010).
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India’s judicial landscape, contributing significantly to the development of constitutional and

environmental jurisprudence.'¢
Environmental Legacy of Himachal’s High Court

The High Court of Himachal Pradesh was constituted on 25" January, 1971, coinciding with
the state’s attainment of full statehood. From its inception, the Court has exercised its judicial
authority with discernment, extending the ambit of justice not only to human concerns but also
to the preservation of nature. Its interpretative approach to laws and judicial pronouncements
has consistently evolved in response to contemporary needs, thereby ensuring relevance and
efficacy. In this regard, the High Court has distinguished itself through a series of landmark
rulings. While notable judgments were delivered prior to the year 2010 as well, particular
emphasis is placed on decisions rendered between 2010 and 2025 for this paper, which
underscore the Court’s pivotal role in advancing environmental protection and ecological

balance within the state.
1. Sustaining Ecology
Him Privesh Environment Protection Society vs. State of Himachal Pradesh

The Himachal Pradesh High Court found that JAL misrepresented forest land to secure project
clearance, concealing material facts and bypassing mandatory public consultation. The Court
clarified that interim stay orders apply only to the parties involved and do not dilute binding
precedents. It held that the environmental approval was invalid due to dishonesty and
procedural lapses, stressing that judicial review must ensure fairness, transparency, and

alignment with sustainable development principles. I”
Yog Raj and Ors. vs. State of Himachal Pradesh'®

The Himachal Pradesh High Court underscored that stone-crushing units must comply with

strict distance norms to prevent air, water, and noise pollution. It clarified that a “natural

16 History (High Court of Himachal Pradesh), available at: hitps://highcourt.hp.gov.in/ (last visited August 18,
2026).

17 CWP No. 586 of 2010 a/w CWPIL No. 15 of 2009, available at
https://highcourt.hp.gov.in/viewojpdf/view.php?path=2010&nc=null&fname=200100005862010 1.pdf&smflag
=N (last visited August 18, 2026).

182012 (2) Him. LR. 960.
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barrier” must serve as an effective ecological safeguard, not merely obstruct visibility.
Criticizing lapses by statutory authorities, including the State Pollution Control Board, the
Court highlighted failures in impact assessment and enforcement under the Environmental
Protection Act, stressing the need for vigilant monitoring and adherence to environmental

standards.
Sonali Purewal vs. State of H.P."”’

The Himachal Pradesh High Court reaffirmed environmental protection as a constitutional duty
of both the State and its citizens, recognizing a healthy environment as essential to public
welfare. It mandated strict enforcement of laws against activities that threaten ecological
balance or deplete natural resources, and emphasized that financial or administrative excuses
cannot justify neglect. The Court further underscored the importance of public awareness and
education, urging proactive government measures to ensure compliance and promote

sustainable practices.
In Re: State of Himachal Pradesh?®’

The Himachal Pradesh High Court reinforced the primacy of environmental protection in
applying the Forest Conservation Act, 1980 and the Wildlife (Protection) Act, 1972. It issued
directives against deforestation, illegal felling, and unauthorized construction in protected
areas, stressing that forest wealth is vital for human survival. The Court mandated that no forest
land be de-reserved without its approval and called for strict compliance with environmental
laws, highlighting the shared responsibility of citizens and the State to safeguard the region’s

green landscapes.
Bhag Singh vs. State of Himachal Pradesh

The Himachal Pradesh High Court delivered a landmark ruling affirming that its constitutional
writ jurisdiction under Article 226 cannot be displaced by the statutory authority of the NGT.
The case centered on the ecological risks of stone crushers near water bodies, with expert
reports validating uniform distance norms for all streams. The Court stressed that any

relaxation of environmental safeguards must rest on robust scientific evidence—absent in

19 CWPIL No. 3 of 2015, available at https://highcourt.hp.gov.in/?nt=cs (last visited August 18, 2026).
20 C.W.P.LL. No. 8 0f 2015, available at https://highcourt.hp.gov.in/?nt=cs (last visited August 18, 2026).
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submissions by the State and operators—and accordingly rejected their review petition. The
judgment highlights the balance between economic activity and ecological protection,

reinforcing judicial oversight as essential to sustainable development.?!

Shankar Stone Crusher vs. State of Himachal Pradesh*’

The Himachal Pradesh High Court directed stone crusher units to comply with the NGT’s order
of October 29, 2018, requiring submission of compliance reports within seven days. It warned
that failure would invite prosecution under the Water and Air Pollution Acts. The Court also
extended similar protections to petitioners outside the original Supreme Court appeal, allowing

them to seek modifications or reviews of the NGT order.
Gian Chand vs. Secretary®

The Himachal Pradesh High Court stressed that mining and quarrying must strictly comply
with environmental laws. It noted that the State Pollution Control Board had inspected and
granted permissions based on adherence to standards, and held that allegations of illegality
must be supported by evidence. Absent proven violations, state authorities are presumed to act

impartially in enforcing environmental regulations.
State of Himachal Pradesh vs. Ramesh Chand®*

The Himachal Pradesh High Court stressed maintaining the status quo over the suit land to
safeguard the environment, advocating a pragmatic balance between governance and
ecological concerns. It endorsed measures preventing unlawful gains and reaffirmed the need

for legality and validity in environmental regulation.
Yogesh Verma vs. State of Himachal Pradesh?

The Himachal Pradesh High Court examined alleged violations by Ambuja Cement’s stone
crushing units near residential areas, stressing strict adherence to environmental guidelines

issued by the Department of Science and Technology and the State Pollution Control Board,

2L CWP No. 2205 of 2018, available at https://indiankanoon.org/doc/109557713/ (last visited August 19, 2026).
22 CWP Nos. 2926, 2931, 2943 and 2969 of 2018, available at https://highcourt.hp.gov.in/?nt=cs (last visited
August 19, 2026).

23 Civil Revision No. 252 of 2018, available at https://highcourt.hp.gov.in/?nt=cs (last visited August 19, 2026).
24 CWP No. 2086/2019, available at https://highcourt.hp.gov.in/?nt=cs (last visited August 19, 2026).

25 CWP No. 7886 of 2021, available at https://highcourt.hp.gov.in/?nt=cs (last visited August 19, 2026).
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particularly distance norms from habitation.
Hygenic Research Institute Private Limited vs. H.P. State Biodiversity Board

The Himachal Pradesh High Court examined a dispute under the Biological Diversity Act,
2002, where the State Biodiversity Board demanded X5 crore from an Ayurvedic cosmetics
company for accessing biological resources without approval. The petitioner argued only prior
intimation was required, not approval or payment. The Court noted that the 2023 amendment
empowering the Board came after the demand and thus lacked statutory basis at the relevant
time. It stayed further proceedings on the demand, underscoring that financial obligations must

rest on explicit legal authority.?
2. Waste Control Measures
General Manager, NHPC Stage II1 vs. HP Forest Department®”

The Himachal Pradesh High Court held NHPC liable for illegally dumping muck on forest land
without approval under the Forest Conservation Act, 1980, and in violation of the Indian Forest
Act, 1927. It ruled that permission from the Additional District Magistrate was irrelevant since
the sites used were not authorized by the competent authority. Upholding summons against
NHPC officials, the Court stressed that unlawful dumping must be strictly penalized,
reaffirming that compliance with environmental laws is essential to protect forests, ensure

sustainable development, and maintain ecological integrity.
Suleman vs. Union of India

The Himachal Pradesh High Court, through multiple PILs and writ petitions, addressed
systemic failures in solid and biomedical waste management across urban and rural areas. It
directed government departments and municipal bodies to file compliance affidavits and
roadmaps, noting challenges such as land disputes, inadequate infrastructure, local resistance,
and poor technological adoption. While biomedical waste management showed partial
progress, solid waste disposal remained fragmented and uneven despite the Solid Waste
Management Rules, 2016. The Court highlighted that effective waste governance requires

integrated strategies combining strict legal oversight, administrative efficiency, public

26 CWP No. 3051 of 2024, available at https://highcourt.hp.gov.in/?nt=cs# (last visited August 19, 2026).
272012 SCC Online HP 3449.
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participation, and technological innovation to achieve sustainable outcomes.?8
Nikhil Kumar Sen vs. State of Himachal Pradesh

Justice Sandeep Sharma of the Himachal Pradesh High Court disposed of Nikhil Kumar Sen’s
petition concerning local infrastructure and waste-blocked roads, noting that the requested
works—steel crash barriers, culverts, and garbage clearance—had been completed. With no
further issues left for adjudication, the petition was closed, though the petitioner retains the
right to pursue remedies elsewhere if aggrieved. The case reflects effective municipal

compliance in resolving the grievances raised.?
Madan Lal vs. State of Himachal Pradesh

Justice Tarlok Singh Chauhan of the Himachal Pradesh High Court addressed illegal muck
dumping around Govind Sagar Lake, criticizing state authorities for failing to clear debris,
prosecute offenders, or recover fines despite prior orders. The Court scrutinized misleading
reports and delays by officials, issuing a contempt notice against the Environmental Engineer.
It emphasized offenders’ responsibility to remove muck and directed stricter compliance from

all agencies, including the Pollution Control Board, to safeguard environmental integrity.*
3. Balancing Growth and Nature
Court on its own motion vs. State of H.P.%!

The Himachal Pradesh High Court directed strict regulation of construction debris, ordering
the Engineer-in-Chief to prevent dumping into rivulets or hills and to halt projects if violations
occur. It further mandated prompt issuance of No Objection Certificates for tree removal linked
to public utility buildings, underscoring the need to balance environmental protection with

developmental requirements.

28 CWP No. 2369 of 2018 a/w CWP No.1074 of 2019, CWPIL No. 32 & 42 of 2021, CWP No.3334 of 2021
and CWPIL No. 4 of 2022 and CWP No.3511 of 2022, available at https://indiankanoon.org/doc/35498221/
(last visited August 19, 2026).

29 CWP No. 6545 of 2021 available at https://highcourt.hp.gov.in/?nt=cs# (last visited August 19, 2026).

30 CWPIL No. 31 of 2023, available at https://highcourt.hp.gov.in/?nt=cs# (last visited August 19, 2026).

3L CW PIL No. 03 of 2014, available at https://highcourt.hp.gov.in/?nt=cs (last visited August 19, 2026).
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Anil Aggarwal Vs. H.P. Housing and Urban Development Authority Shimla*’

The Himachal Pradesh High Court underscored strict adherence to municipal laws and town
planning schemes to safeguard the environment and public health. It noted that illegal
constructions exacerbate pollution, congestion, and health risks, particularly for vulnerable
groups. The Court reiterated that violators of environmental regulations are not entitled to

relief, as such leniency undermines ecological integrity and legal compliance.
Abhimanyu Rathor vs. State of H.P.%}

The Himachal Pradesh High Court underscored the necessity of strict enforcement of planning
laws to ensure sustainable development and environmental protection. It held that unauthorized
constructions endanger public health, safety, and ecological balance, while undermining urban
aesthetics and citizens’ rights. The Court reaffirmed that adherence to development plans is

essential to prevent lawlessness and promote the broader public interest.
Court on its own motion vs. Union of India**

The Himachal Pradesh High Court stressed safeguarding the Kalka—Shimla Railway’s World
Heritage status, warning that gradual geological and environmental changes threaten its
preservation. It ordered the formation of a committee for effective conservation, emphasized
empowering local stakeholders, and reaffirmed adherence to UNESCO’s preservation

guidelines.?
Kusum Bali vs. State of Himachal Pradesh

The High Court addressed illegal and uncontrolled construction in ecologically sensitive areas,
involving hill-cutting and unauthorized buildings. Rejecting the State’s claim that no regulation
applied outside planned regions, the Court found multiple violations and broadened the PIL to
cover the entire state. It directed senior officials to ensure strict control of construction

activities, reinforcing the need for environmental safeguards and regulatory oversight in

32]LR 2017 6 HP 397.

33 ILR 2017 VI HP 499.

3% CWPIL No. 270 of 2017, available at https://highcourt.hp.gov.in/?nt=cs ( last visited August 19, 2026).
35 Id at pl, p2, p3, p4 & pS5.
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unplanned areas.®
Kamal Dev vs. State of H.P.%”

The Himachal Pradesh High Court condemned the collusion between builders and planning
authorities that fosters unauthorized construction, undermining municipal law and public
welfare. It held that such structures cannot be regularized and must be demolished, stressing
that judicial discretion cannot condone illegality. The Court emphasized that public interest
must prevail over private gain and underscored the need for accountability among officials who

fail to enforce building regulations.
4. Water and Air: Life’s Essentials
Roop Lal Gautam vs. State of H.P.>

The Himachal Pradesh High Court stressed officials’ duty under the Water (Prevention &
Control of Pollution) Act, 1974, and the Environment Protection Act, 1986, to ensure
compliance and safeguard public health. It criticized leniency toward senior officials while
penalizing juniors, calling for uniform enforcement. The Court directed stringent action against
negligent authorities and mandated regular water quality testing to avert health crises such as

jaundice.
Manav Kalyan Sanstha vs. State of Himachal Pradesh’’

The Himachal Pradesh High Court permitted operation of the Bio-Medical Waste Treatment
Plant subject to strict compliance with the Environment (Protection) Act, 1986, and Pollution
Control Board conditions. It mandated that all statutory clearances be observed to prevent water
pollution and protect public health, warning that violations would invite legal action against

responsible parties.
Sat Paul vs. State of H.P.*’

The Himachal Pradesh High Court affirmed that ponds, as vital ecological resources, must be

36 CWPIL No. 13 of 2021, available at https://highcourt.hp.gov.in/?nt=cs# (last visited August 19, 2026).
37 CWP No. 8269 of 2022, available at https://highcourt.hp.gov.in/?nt=cs (last visited August 19, 2026).
31LR 2016 2 HP 171.

391LR 2016 6 HP 422.

401LR 2017 1 HP 64.
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preserved to uphold the right to a healthy environment under Article 21 of the Constitution. It
directed the State to restore and develop disused ponds to prevent ecological harm and enhance
public welfare, reiterating that land classified as pond cannot be allotted for construction. The

ruling reinforced the State’s duty to safeguard natural resources for community benefit.
Court on its own motion vs. State of H.P.*!

The Himachal Pradesh High Court underscored strict compliance with environmental laws to
safeguard public health and ecology. It mandated regular inspections of industrial units to
monitor effluent discharge and enforce standards, highlighting pollution’s severe health
impacts on local residents. The Court directed firm action against non-compliant entities to

ensure accountability and environmental protection.
Baldev Singh Attri vs. State of H.P.**

The court emphasized the importance of protecting natural resources, such as air and water,
and acknowledged the growing concern that public interest litigation (PIL) is being misused
for personal gain rather than genuine public interest. It reiterated that PILs should primarily
aim to safeguard the basic human rights of the disadvantaged and should not be abused,
highlighting the need for clear parameters for their use. The court recognized its duty to address
illegal acts by state authorities that harm the environment, ensuring that any wrongs committed

are remedied.
5. Towards Wellness
Sanjeev Kumar vs. State®

The Himachal Pradesh High Court addressed the indiscriminate use of non-biodegradable
plastic in packaging non-essential items, particularly junk food, citing risks to children’s health
and ecological harm. It emphasized the fundamental right to a clean environment under Article
21 and mandated the State to promote biodegradable alternatives. The Court directed proactive

measures, including stricter penalties and enforcement, to discourage non-biodegradable

4'ILR 2018 T HP 78.

421LR 2023 1 HP 663.

43 CWPs Nos. 1732, 1885 and 7033 of 2010, available at https://highcourt.hp.gov.in/?nt=cs (last visited August
20, 2026).
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materials and safeguard public welfare and fragile ecology.
Sanjeev Kumar vs. State of H.P.*

The Himachal Pradesh High Court reaffirmed the State’s duty to protect the environment as
integral to the right to life under Article 21. It directed stringent conservation measures,
including eco-tourism promotion and biodiversity awareness, and mandated a committee to
assess the impact of non-biodegradable materials. The Court emphasized exploring bans on

such packaging to safeguard public health and ecological integrity.
Vijay Verma vs. State of H.P.*

The Himachal Pradesh High Court examined petitions challenging mobile tower installations
on public health grounds, concluding that claims of electromagnetic radiation hazards lack
scientific support. Citing studies and WHO findings, it noted exposure levels are well below
harmful thresholds and even lower than radio transmissions. While rejecting a blanket
prohibition, the Court emphasized ongoing review of emerging data, stricter siting regulations
near sensitive areas, and adherence to Inter-Ministerial Committee recommendations to

safeguard public health and the environment.
Court on its own motion vs. State of H.P.*

The Himachal Pradesh High Court reaffirmed citizens’ fundamental right to a clean
environment under Article 21 of the Constitution. It emphasized the State’s constitutional duty
under Articles 48A and 51A to protect and improve the natural environment, declaring that any
interference with the right to a pollution-free environment is impermissible. The Court
mandated strict compliance with environmental standards and regulations to safeguard public

health and ecological integrity.
Deepak Gupta vs. State of H.P.*

The Himachal Pradesh High Court affirmed citizens’ fundamental right to a wholesome

environment, encompassing clean air, safe water, and freedom from noise pollution under

442013 (Suppl.) Him. LR. 2163.

452016 (1) Him. LR. 457.

46 CWPIL No. 8 of 2016, available at https://highcourt.hp.gov.in/?nt=cs (last visited August 20, 2026).
47 AIR 2016 HP 42.

Page: 6678



Indian Journal of Law and Legal Research Volume VIII Issue IV | ISSN: 2582-8878

Article 21. It held that environmental pollution impermissibly violates prescribed standards
and endangers quality of life. The Court emphasized that a hygienic environment is essential
for healthy living and declared that actions causing pollution or public nuisance are subject to

legal sanction.
Satish Seth and Ors. vs. State of H.P.**

The Himachal Pradesh High Court underscored the protection of environment and biodiversity
as integral to public health and welfare. It recognized that ecological degradation poses serious
health risks, necessitating strict adherence to environmental laws. The Court highlighted the
judiciary’s role in enforcing these safeguards to ensure a sustainable ecosystem for present and

future generations.
Conclusion

The judiciary, as integral to democracy, has played a pivotal role in advancing environmental
protection. Guided by Supreme Court principles, the Himachal Pradesh High Court has actively
delivered judgments safeguarding ecology, though human activities continue to degrade
natural resources, causing landslides and loss of mountain biodiversity. The Court’s efforts
highlight that environmental preservation is not solely the responsibility of state institutions
but also requires collective action from individuals, communities, and society at large.
Sustainable development demands judicious use of resources and preservation of flora and

fauna to secure the future of humanity.

Suggestions

As per the findings of the paper it can be clearly drawn that the High Court of Himachal Pradesh
has made sufficient efforts to combat the sustainable development issue in the State. Certain

other measures that can be taken into consideration are as follows:

1. Inhilly regions such as Himachal Pradesh, eco-friendly alternatives to cement (lighter
than cement) are increasingly preferred for their adaptability to terrain and reduced
environmental impact. Fly ash and GGBS, derived from industrial by-products,

enhance durability while lowering carbon emissions. Lime and rice husk ash, being

“ LR 2019 111 HP 274.

Page: 6679



Indian Journal of Law and Legal Research Volume VIII Issue IV | ISSN: 2582-8878

lightweight and locally available, suit small-scale and traditional hill constructions.
Emerging geopolymer binders offer high strength and resilience to climatic extremes,
while bamboo and engineered timber provide renewable, flexible options that
harmonize with the natural landscape. Collectively, these materials promote
sustainable, low-impact construction aligned with ecological preservation in

mountainous regions.

2. Imposing fine on any kind of litter, spitting or any activity affecting the beauty of hills.

3. Tourism can be regulated by implementing tourist carrying-capacity limits, zoning and

eco-tourism models to prevent overcrowding and ecological stress.
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