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ACT:
Constitution of India, 1950:--
Article 51A( Q) - - Envi ronnent .- - Preservati on

of - - Ecol ogi cal bal ance keepi ng unaffected-- Task-- Gover nnent
as al so every citizen undert ake.
M neral Regulations Act, 1948/ M nerals Concession Rules,
1949.

Li nest one--Quarrying of--Grant of nining |eases--Depos-
its not to be exploited at cost of ecol ogy and environnent al
consi der ati on.

HEADNOTE

A letter received fromthe Rural Litigation and Entitle-
ment Kendra Dehradun was treated as a Wit Petition and
notices issued. The main allegations therein related to
unaut hori sed and illegal mning operations carried onin the
Mussoorie Hlls and the area around adversely affecting the
ecology of the area and |leading to environnmental disturb-
ances. In July, 1983 this Court directed all fresh quarrying
to be stopped.

On 11.8.1983 this Court appointed Bhargav Comrmittee. for
i nspecting all the mnes except those belonging to the State
of Uttar Pradesh and the Union of India for determning
whet her the safety standards laid down in the Mnes-Act 1952
and the Mnes Rules were being observed or not and whether
there was any danger of |andslides or was any hazard to
i ndividuals, cattle or agricultural |ands by carrying on  of
m ni ng operations. Blasting operations in the area were also
directed to be stopped. On the basis of the main report of
the said Cormittee this Court on August 24, 1983 pernmitted
renoval of |inestone already quarried. The Committee direct-
ed closure of some of the nmines and reported the defects
appearing in other mnes and called upon the mne owners to
carry out rectifications.

The Bhargav Conmittee classified the mines in A B and C
groups. So far as the nines in Goup C were concerned, the
Conmittee reconmended that they should he closed down. As
regards the mnes in Goup A the Conmttee opined that the
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quarrying could he carried on w thout any environnental or
ecol ogi cal hazard. The Conmittee al so
642
recommended cl osure of B Group m nes permanently. The Union
Government had al so appointed a Wirking Group on mning of
i mestone quarries in Dehradun and Miussoorie area sone time
in. 1983 which was also headed by Shri Bhargav who was
heading the Commttee appointed by this Court. The Working
Group submitted its report in Septenber, 1983. After a
conparative analysis of the two reports, the Court found
that the Working Group had taken these very mines for their
study and had divided the mnes into two categories, nanely,
Class | and Cass Il. Al the mnes then categorised as
Class | were now included by the Bhargav Committee in G oup
A and the remaining mnes now classified as Goup B and C
were in Cass Il

This Court had-al so appoi nted an Expert Comrittee headed
by Professor Valdia to consider the problens of ecology and
environnent with reference to mining. Professor Valdia gave
a separate report while the other two nmenbers gave a joint
report. In_ its order of March 12, 1985, this Court observed
that it does not propose to rely on the report of Professor
Valdia and it would not be safe to direct continuance or
di sconti nuance of mining operations in linmestone quarries on
the basis of Main Boundary Thrust. In 12th March, 1985 order
this Court directed that the |inestone quarries located in
Sahasradhara Bl ock and placed in Category Il by the Wrking
Group should be closed down, that the |inestone quarries
pl aced in Category Il by the Wrking G oup other than those
whi ch are placed in Category B and C by the Bhargav Conmt-
tee should also be closed down save and except  for the
i mestone quarries covered by the mning | eases nunbers 31
36 and 37 for which the sane direction should be given as
would be given in regard to the limestone quarries | classi-
fied as Category B in the Bhargav Conmittee Report, and that
if there are any subsisting |leases in respect of  any of
these linestone quarries they will forthwith cone to an end
and if any suits or wit petitions for continuance expire on
unexpired | eases in respect of any of these |inestone quar-
ries are pending, they too will stand dismn ssed.

This Court also directed closing down of the mnes in A
Category located within the nunicipal |imts of Missoorie.

In regard to B Class quarries of the Bhargav Committee
Report which featured in Category Il of the Wrking Goup
Report, as also of the A Category quarries within the munic-

ipal limts, this Court set up a Conmittee headed by Shri
Bandopadhyay, then Secretary in the Mnistry of Rural Devel -
oprment and cal |l ed upon the m ne owners to submit a full and

detail ed scheme to that Conmittee for its exam nation

643

and report to the Court about the sanme. It was directed that
until further orders fromthis Court on the basis 'of the
Bandopadhyay Committee Report these nmines shall not be
wor ked. Bandopadhyay Committee submitted its report reject-
ing the schemes put forward by various | essees of the nines
whi ch have been cl osed down.

On  20th Novenber, 1986 this Court granted time to the
erstwhile | essees of nmines to file objections to Bandopadh-
yay Conmittee Report within six weeks and reply, if any, to
be filed by the petitioners and the State within four weeks
thereafter. The petitions were to cone up for hearing in
February, 1987.

By order dated March 12, 1985 the Court nmade a detail ed
order containing various directions reported in [(1985) 3
SCR 169] and the reasons therefor were to follow |l ater.
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Hon’ ble M. Justice A N Sen one of the menbers of the
Bench who heard these petitions before his retirenent deliv-
ered judgnment on 30th Septenber 1985 expressing his views
that it is not necessary to give any further reasons than
those which are already stated in the order made on 12th
March, 1985 because the broad reasons have been adequately
set out in the order and it would be an unnecessary exercise
to el aborate them
G ving the reasons the Court,

HELD: 1. On a perusal of order dated 12th March, 1985
the other nenbers of the Bench are inclined to agree wth
the view taken by Hon’ble M. Justice A.N. Sen that the said
order covered alnost all the relevant aspects and touched
upon every issue germane to the matter. [646E]

2. The question whether the schenes submitted by the
m ne |essees to Bandopadhyay Committee have been rightly
rejected or not and whether under those schemes, the nine
| essees can be allowed to carry on mning operations w thout
in any way adversely affecting environnment or ecologica
bal ance or causing hazard to-individuals, cattle or agricul-
tural lands still remain to be considered and would have to
be decided in the light of the view taken by this Court in
the order dated 12th March, 1985 and the instant judgnent.
[ 650C E]

3. Preservation of the environnent and keeping the
ecol ogi cal balance unaffected is a task which not only
CGovernments but also every citizen nust undertake. It is a
soci al obligation and every |ndian citizen
644
is remnded that it is his fundanental duty as enshrined in
Article 51 A(g) of the Constitution. [653D E]

4. Consciousness for environnental” protection is of
recent origin. Scientific devel opnent have made it possible
and convenient for man to approach the  places which are
beyond his ken. The consequences of such interference wth
ecology and environment have now come to be realised.
[ 652F- H

5. Governnment both at the Centre and in the State-mnust
realize and remmin cognizent of the fact that ~the stake
involved in the matter is large and far reaching. The evi
consequences would last |ong. Once that unwanted - situation
sets in, amends or repairs would not be possible. The green-
ery of India may perish and the Thar desert may expand its
l[imts. [652 E-F]

6. It has been commended earlier to the State of ~Utar
Pradesh as also to the Union of India that afforestation
activity may be carried out in the whole valley and the
hills. Such activity has been undertaken. This Court is. not
oblivious of the fact that the natural resources have to be
tapped for the purposes of social devel opnent but one cannot
forget of the sane tine that tapping of resources have to be
done with requisite attention and care so that ecology and
environnent may not be affected in any serious way; ‘there
may not be any depletion of water resources and |long term
pl anni ng nmust be undertaken to keep up the national wealth.
[ 653B- C]

7. 1t is for the Government and the Nation-and not for
the Court--to deci de whether the deposits should be exploit-
ed at the cost of ecology and environnental considerations
or the industrial requirenent should be otherw se satisfied.
It may be perhaps possible to exercise greater control and
vigil over the operation and strike a bal ance between pres-
ervation and utilisation and that would indeed be a nmatter
for an expert body to exam ne and on the basis of appropri-
ate advice, Governnent should take a policy decision and
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firmy inplenent the sanme. [652D E]

8. In the instant case, the linmestone quarries in the
area are estimated to satisfy roughly three per cent of the
country’s denmand. At the present rate of nmining, the depos-
its are likely to last sone 50 years. Digging of |inmestone
and allowing the waste to roll down or carried down by rain
water to the lower levels has affected the villages as also
the agricultural |ands |ocated belowthe hills. For renoving
t he
645
i mestones quarried fromthe m nes, roads have been laid and
for that purpose the hills have been interfered with; traf-
fic hazard for the local population both animals and
nen- - has increased. [652B]

9. In 1949 the Mnerals Concession Rules nade by the
Central Covernment under the M nerals Regul ations Act, 1948
authorised grant -of mning |l eases and several applicants
came forward for quarrying of high grade |I|inmestone. Unti
1962, ' extraction of linmestone was pernitted on tenporary
permts by the State Govt. of Utar Pradesh. [651 F- @

JUDGVENT:

ORI G NAL JURI SDI CTI'ON

WRI T PETI TION NO. 8209 & 8821 of 1983.

(Under Article 32 of the Constitution of |ndia)

M A Kri shnanoorthy, Pranod Dayal, Rishi. Kesh, R B.
Mehrotra, M G Ranmachandran, C.M Nayyar, M  Karanjawal a
S. A Sayed, Sushil Kumar Jain, S. Dikshit, P-P. Juneja, P.K
Jain, KN Bhatt, D.N.-Msra, |. Makwana, A. -~ Subba Rao,
Harjinder Singh, B.P. Singh, Parijat Sinha, C P. Lal, Shr
Narain, S. K Gupta, KR Nanbiar, S. S’ Khanduja, K K Jain,
C.M Nargol kar, Kapil Sibal, R Ramachandran and Mss A
Subhashini for the Appearing Parties and Devi Ditta M
Petitioner in person
The Judgrment of the Court was delivered by,

RANGANATH M SRA, J. On March 12, 1985, after hearing
counsel and parties appearing in person at great length this
Court made a detailed order wherein it was said

"This case has been argued at great |ength
before wus not only because a large number  of
| essees of |inestone quarries are involved and
each of them has painstakingly and exhaustive-
Iy canvassed his factual as well” as |ega
points of view but al so because this is the
first case of its kind in the country involv-
ing issues relating to environnment and ecol og-
ical balance and the questions arising for
consi deration are of grave nmonent and signifi-
cance not only to the people residing in the
Mussoorie Hill range forming part of the
H mal ayas but also in their inplications to
the welfare of the generality of people living
in the country. It brings into sharp focus the
conflict between devel oprment and conservation
and serves to enphasise the need for reconcil -
ing the two in the larger interest of the
country. But since

646

having regard to the volum nous materi a
pl aced before wus and the nonentous issues
rai sed for decision, it is not possible for us
to prepare a full and detailed judgnment inme-
diately and at the same time, on account of
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interim order made by us, mining operations
carried out through blasting have been stopped
and the ends of justice require that the
| essees of Ilinestone quarries should know,
wi thout any wunnecessary delay, as to where
they stand in regard to their |inestone quar-
ries, we propose to pass our order on the wit
petitions. The reasons for the order will be
set out in the judgnent to follow later."

In the nmeantine, one of us our |earned Brother Sen, J.,
has retired fromthe Court. Before that event happened, on
30t h Septenmber, 1985, he delivered a judgnent expressing his
views on the matter. He indicated:

"I do not think it necessary to give any
further reasons than those which are already
stated in the order made by us on 12th March
1985." Speaki ng personally for nyself, | think
that the broad reasons have been adequately
set out in the order and it woul d be an unnec-
essary exercise to el aborate them"
On a perusal of our order of the 12th March, 1985, we are
inclined to agree with his viewthat the detailed order
covered alnost all the relevant aspects and touched upon
every issue germane ‘to the matter.

As this was the first case of its type with w de and
serious ramfications, we would Iike. to give a brief ac-
count of the manner in which the proceedi ngs comrenced, were
carried on and are to be concl uded.

By an order dated 14.7.1983, this Court directed a
letter received fromthe Rural Litigation and Entitlenent
Kendra, Dehra Dun dated 2.7.1983 along wth ~acconpanying
affidavits to be treated as a wit petition and issued
notice to the State of Uttar Pradesh and the Collector of
Dehra Dun. The main allegation therein related to unautho-
rised and illegal mning operations carried on in the 'Miss-
oorie Hlls and the area around adversely affecting the
ecology’ of the area and | eading to environnmental /disturb-
ances. Later on, another application was directed to be
tagged on and both the applications were dealt with togeth-
er. Several parties, mainly, mning | essees nunbering nore
than 100, got inpleaded either at the instance of the peti-
tioners or on their own seeking. By a |later order made in
the nonth of July 1983,

647

this Court directed all fresh quarrying to be stopped and
called wupon the District Magistrate and the Superintendent
of Police of Dehra Dun District to strictly  enforce that
or der.

On 11.8.1983, after heating the counsel for parties then
appearing, this Court appointed a Conmittee for the purpose
of inspecting all the mines other than those belonging to
the State of Utar Pradesh and the Union of India, wth a
view to determ ning whether the safety standards laid down
in the Mnes Act, 1952, and the M nes Rules nade thereunder
wer e bei ng observed or not and whether there was any danger
of landslides on account of the quarrying operations partic-
ularly during the nonsoon in any of the mnes and if there
was any other hazard to individuals, cattle or agricultura
lands by reason of the carrying on of mning operations.
Bl asting operations in the area were also directed to be
stopped. This Commttee cane to be known as the Bhargava
Conmittee and its nenbers were authorised to inspect the
mnes and give suitable directions. The Committee made its
main report on the basis whereof this Court on August 24,
1983 permitted renoval of limestone already quarried. The
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Conmittee directed closure of sonme of the mines and reported
the defects appearing in the other mnes and call ed upon the
m ne owners to carry out rectifications.

The Bhargava Committee classified the mines in the area
into three groups being A, Band C So far as the mnes in
Goup (O were concerned, the Committee was of the view
that.they were not suitable for continuance and should,
therefore, be closed down. So far as the question related to
the mnes in Goup Athe Conmittee was of the opinion that
the quarrying could be carried on wi thout any environnental
or ecological hazard. In regard to the B group mnes, the
Bhar gava Committee opined that those may not be closed down
permanently though it did notice the adverse inpact of their
mning activities. In its order of 12th March, 1985, this
Court took note of the fact that the Union Governnent had
appoi nted a Wrking Group on mning of |inestone quarries in
Dehra Dun and Miussoorie area sone tine in 1983 and the
Wirking Goup was also headed by Shri Bhargava who-was
heading the Committee appointed by this Court. The other
nenbers. ‘of 'the Working Group were experts in the field and
the Wirking Goup had submtted the report in Septenber
1983. A conparative analysis was nade by this Court in
regard to the mnes by referring to both the reports. The
Court found that the Wrking Goup had taken these very
mnes for their study and had divided the mines into two

categories--nanely, Class | and Class Il. It transpires
648
that all the mines then categorisedas Class | were now

i ncluded by the Bhargava Conmittee in Goup A and the re-
mai ni ng m nes now cl assified as Goup B and C by the Bharga-
va Conmttee were in Class |l
This Court also, appointed an Expert Conmittee wth
Professor Valdia and two Menmbers mainly to consider the
probl ems of ecol ogy and environment with reference to mn-
ing. Professor Valdia gave a separate report while the other
two nenbers gave a joint report. Dealing with the separate
report furnished by Professor Valdia, this Court inits of
March 12, 1985 st ated:
W nmmy-observe straightaway that we do not
propose to rely on the report —of Professor
Valdia who was one of the Menbers of the
Expert Conmm ttee appoi nted by our order dated
2.9.1983 as nodified by the order dated 23rd
October 1, 1983 This. Comittee consisted of
Prof essor Valdia, Shri Hukum Singh and~ Shri
D.N. Kaul and it was appointed to enquire and
investigate into the question of disturbance
of ecology and pollution and affectation of
air, water and environment by reason of -~ quar-
rying operations or working of stone crushers
or limestone kilns. Shri Hukum Si ngh submtted
a joint report inregard to various ‘aspects
while Professor Valdia submtted a separate
report. Professor Valdia s report was confined
shortly to the geological aspect and his
report he placed considerable reliance on the
Mai n  Boundary Thrust (shortly referred to as
MB.T) and he took the view that |imestone
quarries which were dangerously close to
M B.T. should be closed down, because they
were in the sensitive and vul nerable belt. W
shall examine this report in detail when we
gi ve our reasons but we may strai ghtaway point
out that wdo not think it safe to direct
conti nuance or di scontinuance of m ning opera-
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tions-in linmestone quarries on the basis of

MB.T."
At the further. hearings after the said order, parties did
not address argunments with reference to MB. T. and we are of
the viewthat this topic need not be dealt wth by us: In
12th March 1985 order we directed that the |inmestone quar-
ries located in Sahasradhara Block and Il by the Working
Group should be cl osed down.

al so direct, agreeing with the Report made by

649

the Working Group that the Iinestone quarries

placed in_ Category Il by the W rking G oup

other than those which are placed in Catego-

ries B and C by the Bhargava Conmittee should

al so not be allowed to be operated and shoul d

be cl osed down save and except for the |ime-
stone quarries covered by the mining |eases
nunbers -~ 31, 36 and 37 for which we wll give
the same direction as we are giving in the
succeedi ng paragraphs in regard to the |I|ine-

stone quarries classified as Category B in the
Bhargava Comittee Report. If there are any
subsi sting leases in respect of any of these
i mestone quarries they will forthwith come to
an end and if any suits or wit petitions for
continuance expire or unexpired leases in
respect of any of these linestone quarries are
pendiing, they too will stand disnissed."
This Court directed closing down of the mnes in A
Category located within the municipal limts of Missoorie.
In regard to B C ass quarries of the Bhargava Committee
Report which featured in Category Il of the Wrking G oup
Report, as also of the A Category quarries within the nunic-
ipal limts, we set up a Commi ttee under the chairmanship of
Shri  D. Bandyopadhyay, then Secretary in the Mnistry of
Rural Devel opment and call ed "upon the mne owners to submt
a full and detailed schene to that Conmttee which would
exam ne the said schene keeping in viewthe provisions of
the law as al so the expedi ency of allow ng mning operations
in the area and report to the Court about the same. W have
directed that until further orders fromthis Court on the
basi s of Bandopadhyay Comm ttee report these mnes shall not
be worked. It may be pointed out that the Bandopadhyay
Conmittee has submitted its report rejecting the schenes put
forward by various |essees of the mines which have been
Closed down and on 20th Novenber, 1986, this Court has
di rect ed:
"We are informed that Bandopadhyay Conmittee
has submitted its report rejecting the
schenmes put forward by various erstwhile
| essees of the mines which have been closed
down now. This Report was nmade as far back as’
in April 1986 and those who wanted to raise
obj ections, ought to have done so wthin a
reasonable tine after the report was submtted
and those who have failed to do so, we cannot
shut themout and prevent them from raising
their objections; and in any event delay in
filing cannot prejudice public interest since
stone quarrying had al ready cl osed
650
down. We would, therefore, grant tine to the
erstwhile | essees of nmines, who wish to raise
objections, to file their objections wthin
six weeks fromto-day and reply, if any, to
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those objections may be filed on behalf of the
petitioners and the State of Utar Pradesh
within four weeks thereafter.

The old record of the case may also
be kept in Court at the tine of the hearing of
this Wit Petition.

Wit Petition wll come up for
hearing on 3rd Tuesday in February 1987 before
a Bench of which Hon’ble M. Justice Ranganath
Msra is a nenber."

Fromthe aforesaid order it is clear that in view of the
directions given by this Court the question still remains to
be considered whether the schenes subnitted by the mne
| essees to the Bandopadhyaya Conmittee under our Order dated
12th March 1985 have been rightly rejected or not and wheth-
er under those schemes, the mine | essees can be allowed to
carry on mning operations without in any way adversely
affecting . environment™ or ecological balance or causing
hazard to individuals, cattle and agricultural lands. This
guestion  woul d, of course, have to be decided in the 1|ight
of the view taken by us in our Oder dated 12th March 1985
and the present judgnent-.

The Hi mal ayan range on the Northern Boundary of India is
the nost recent nountain- range and yet it is the tallest. It
has formed the Northern boundary of the country and unti
recent tines provided an inpregnable  protection to the
Indian sub-continent from the Northern direction. This
nmount ai n range has been responsi bl e to regul ate the nonsoons
and consequently the rainfall inthe |Indo-gangetic belt. The
H mal ayas are the source for perennial rivers--the Gnges,
Yamuna and Brahnputra as also several other tributaries
whi ch have joined these nmain rivers. For thousands of vyears
nature has displaced its splendour through the |lush green
trees, innunerable springs and beautiful flowers. The ' H ma-
| ayas has been the store house of herbs, shrubs and plants.
Deep forests on the lower hills have helped to generate
congeni al conditions for good rain

The Doon Val |l ey has been an exquisite regi on bounded by
the Himalayan and the Shivalik ranges and the  Ganga and
Yamuna rivers. The perennial water streanms and the fertile

soil have contributed not only to the growth of dense |ush
green forests but have hel ped the yield
651

of basnmati rice and | eeches. Missoorie, known as the queen
of Indian hill stations situated at a height of° 5000 ft.
above sea |evel and Dehra Doon | ocated below the  heights
have turned out to be important places of tourist attrac-
tion, centres of education, research and defence conpl ex.

At present the Valley is in danger because of erratic,
irrational and wuncontrolled quarrying of Ilinmestone, The
| andscape has been stripped bare of its verdant cover. G een
cover today is about 10 per cent of the area while from
decades ago it was al mbst 70 per cent.

The |inestone belt has acted as the aquifer--to hold and
rel ease water perennially. Al the inportant streans--Song,
Baldi, Rispana, Kairuli and Bhitarli originate from this
area. Reckless nining, carel ess disposal of the nine-debris
and random bl asting operations have disturbed the natural
wat er system and the supply of water both for drinking and
irrigation has substantially gone down: There is a grow ng
apprehension that if mning is carried on in this process, a
stage wll cone when there would be dearth of water in the
entire belt.

About a hundred years back around the middle of the |ast
century, Britishers penetrated into the area and devel oped
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Mussoorie as a Hill Resort. The existence of huge |inestone
deposits cane to be discovered by the beginning of this
century. Quarrying operations on snmall scale began. Direct
human interference in |linestone quarrying seems to have
begun in 1900. Around 1904 all the quarries were declared as
property of the Governnent and as appears from the Bando-

padhyay Report, in the year 1911 there existed only four
linmestone quarries. |t had been working in the Dehra Dun
area. Around 1947, linmestone quarrying took a new turn and a

nunber of persons who had migrated from Pakistan started
wor ki ng on |inestone deposits by quarrying in private |ands.
In 1949, the Mnerals Concession Rules nade by the Centra
Government under the M nerals Regul ations Act, 1948, autho-
rised grant of mining | eases and several applicants cane
forward for quarrying of high grade |inestone. Until 1962,
extraction of linestone was permitted on tenporary permts
by the State Government of Uttar Pradesh.

In these proceedings we cane across 105 mning |eases
and these, as the various reports have indicated, had direct
environnental inpact on the area. It is said that the [|ine-
stone deposits in this area are of high grade having upto
99.8 calcium carbonate. Mning operations in these areas
have led to cutting down of the forest. Digging of
652
limestone and allowing the waste to roll down or carried
down by rain water to the lower levels has affected the
villages as also the agricultural |lands |ocated below the
hills. The naturally formed streans have ‘been bl ocked.
Blasting has disturbed the natural quiet, has  shaken the
soil, loosened the rocky structures and disturbed the entire
ecology of the area. For renoving the |inmestones quarried
from the mnes, roads have been laid and for~ that  purpose
the hills have been interfered with; traffic hazard for the
[ ocal popul ation--both ani mal s and nen--has increased.

The limestone quarries in this area are estimated to
satisfy roughly three per cent of the country’'s demand for
such raw material and we were told during the heating that
the Tata Iron and Steel Conpany is the |argest consuner of
this linmestone for nanufacturer of a special kind of ~steel
At the present rate of mining, the deposits are likely to
last some 50 years. It is for the CGovernnent  and the
Nati on-and not for the Court--to deci de whether the deposits
shoul d be exploited as the cost of ecol ogy and environnenta
considerations or the industrial requirenent should  be
ot herwi se satisfied. It nmay be perhaps possible to exercise
greater control and vigil over the operation and strike a
bal ance between preservation and wutilisation that would
i ndeed be a matter for an expert body to exam ne and on. the
basi s of appropriate advice, Governnent should take a policy
decision and firmy inplenent the sane.

Governments--both at the Centre and in the State--mnust
realize and remmin cognizant of the fact that the | stake
involved in the matter is large and far-reaching. The  evi
consequences would last |ong. Once that unwanted situation
sets in, anmends or repairs would not be possible. The green-
ery of India, as sonme doubt, may perish and the Thar desert
may expand its limts.

Consci ousness for environnental protection is of recent
origin. The United Nations Conference on World Environnent
held in Stockholmin June 1972 and the followup action
thereafter is spreading the awareness. Over thousands of
years nmen had been successfully exploiting the ecologica
systemfor his sustenance but with the growth of population
the demand for |and has increased and forest growth has been
and is being cut down and man has started encroaching upon




http://JUDIS.NIC IN SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A

Page 10 of 10

Nature and its assets. Scientific devel opnents have nade it
possi bl e and conveni ent for man to approach the places which
were hitherto beyond his ken. The consequences of such
interference wth ecology and environment have now cane to
be realised. It is necessary that the
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H mal ayas and the forest growth on the nobuntain range shoul d
be left uninterfered with so that there may be sufficient
quantity of rain. The top soil nay be preserved without
bei ng eroded and the natural setting of the area nay remain
intact. W had comended earlier to the State of Utar
Pradesh as also to the Union of India that afforestation
activity may be carried out inthe whole valley and the
hills. W have been told that such activity has been under-
taken. W are not oblivious of the fact that natural re-
sources have got to be tapped for the purposes of social
devel opnent but _one cannot forget at the sanme time that
tappi ng- of resources have to be done with requisite atten-
tion and care so that ecol ogy and environnment may not be
affected inany serious’ way; there may not be any depletion
of water resources and | ong-term pl anni ng nust be undertaken
to keep up the national wealth. It has always to be remem
bered that these are permanent assets of mankind and are not
i ntended to be exhausted in one generation

We nust place /' on record our appreciation of the steps
taken by the Rural Litigation and Entitlenent Kendra. But
for this nmove, all that has happened perhaps nmay not have
cone. Preservation of the environment and keeping the eco-
| ogi cal bal ance unaffected is a task which not only Govern-
ments but al so every citizen must undertake. 1t is a socia
obligation and let us rem nd every Indian citizen that it is
his fundanmental duty as enshrined in Article 51 A(g) of the
Constitution.

We are of the view that the Kendra should be entitled to
the costs of this proceeding. W assess the same at Rs.
10.000 and direct the State of Uttar Pradesh to pay the same
either directly or through Court w thin one nonth.

A P.J.
654




