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WRA B oRTAR MR, 377 a1 Rer a7 et aret ugiedt & Qe dart (Civil) iR smoRifdes (Criminal) Y
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IR § AAER M, Y37t a1 gATH 37 FHIT ard gLid... I - fawga RAsdwo

1. fasqd fascwor

qgEg RAgia

o1 & UgWUT fATHT o he A SR SrgHd Sf¥ere HAd

gyieRuT (TReron) Sfafaam, 1986 & Sidifd eaf ugwur (fafamm sk fwisron) fam, 2000 srarfia &t & fog fia &
AT (g 6:00 T 3@ 10:00 &51) 55 dB(A) 3R 3d & 97 (7 10:00 T FaIg 6:00 &51) 45 dB(A) &t diar FeiRa
Fd 8, SR Ievied g1 IR gford ok eifad Uit SSTcieh ShIRaTs e o folg a1 §, Sakuthala Vedachalam
v. State of Tamil Nadu (2019) |

02 fsft &9 (Private Nuisance) & dgd MRIReh STRTH I AT ATIGS
Ui o e i Fsers &1 arar s & fog g9 o1 uietor o sfied ofiR fadensiier ara & 9 oIR™ &
RITHI ATen! R fohaT ST §; af 1R a1 Y31 I1d <l Aiig # Teldl STeidT ¢ a1 AT JTddid ohl SEWT ST &, df I8
Hufl & IR ITANT & FaTa ot @IRST Id §Y Yeh hRdTs ang Slari gad AT ST 8, Spoorthi School of Dance
v. V. Ramalinga Reddy (2024) 1

03 IduI-eh Y 3R TRd AfSREe wriartedi o1 &
HqAQH ht 4R 270 (geiard! STt dht 4T 268) 3R TRt St 4RT 133 & dgd aRd AfSEe hRiars! i IuIRT
hadl TSI a1 AHGETI SGAUT o AT | ol [hdT ST HehdT 6, 7 foh &l Sfckral & o9 & g st drart dufd
faarel &t gersma & forg, Sanjeev Kumar v. State of H.P. (2018) |

oa  T&feeT GeneH! <l wifad fRART SR AfSIEdT & rferrd e Tera

IS il & e g@a a1 duft & fdame &t de RAfae &I & ugd @ & et genar dfed & ofk =amarera 3
s (Injunction) SR &R & 8, ot ST faaTg IR SwRiuTeres AfSIee (SDM) gRT THHIAR U & oRT 133 Hemediedt
& dgd MURIfeh hrRidTe! STR X@HT SR 3R - &AL 8, Puranchand Sharma v. State of Rajasthan
(2018) I

o5 FASeTa fEcht @R et o1 IfRAd A1eH

it AT GRT TSI o RIeTeh uTRd fohedt Rt fAsrema fEeht o Iociom 1 R 7 difsa uer ot <dte gfera grem
7 Re et & s f&ifeer ufehar @fgar (CPC) & emeer 21 w32 & dgd fAsures =marera (Execution Court) &T
SIATSIT We@eHT A1fey, Banala Rajesh v. State of Telangana (2623) |
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IR § AAER M, Y37t a1 gATH 37 FHIT ard gLid... I - fawga RAsdwo

06  IaTT foaTal chl SITIRIIAE Ghed T &G & TR Gferd STid h derdT

et gt faare o1 gt Siart a1 <89 Uefa ot g, &ifcha afe whls ueteht fAfae Asters o1 Iecios s AT 31aeeg T
8, Gl ot JehdT UG 8 AT ARIReh gHeAT T 8, af Iferd GIRT &Sf STuRTferes IrfAdh! (FIR) &t Shaet fafaet faare
T EATAT S TE gl [ohdT ST "ehdT, Kanakamedala Arun Rakesh v. State of Andhra Pradesh (2025) |

=rgraal & 38 &9 g frar

gaf=a =arara g &1
gt

3= aTag &
fa=and

g1 &1 fAw1|

VITARK ffds Rad - mu-fig

e ot foRelt faRiy gafarur s a1 =arTfenvor & J1ead & T ®U 8 gHTa 3R depfcien
fafdres Iura Iuerey g, at Siar srererdi ot fafre wga sifdfaas (Specific Relief Act), 1963
hY gRT 41 o dgd fafde Fseram &3 & s ey, ofR uRf¥e U 9 a9 aifad & o1 guf
a1 arél wR giaT1 €, Ratnagiri Nagar Parishad v. Gangaram Narayan Ambekar &
Ors. (2020)1

gfe usidht gRT fRAfae =T & siafm aanf@fa (Status Quo) aT fAstTsT M er & Ieeta
foRaT ST 8, At Iea araTerd e AU & Srgees 226 o dgd Yol YRET ol e &4 9

ZIHRR hd & Flfer iUt & smeer 39 g 2A & Iga drarit sRmar a1 dufxy &t gehf S
T} denfctieh IUTR Uget & IUted &, Shams Khatoon v. State of Telangana (2024) |

Y ATIRITAR AT & dad, TS HRIUTeIh AGIEE GIRT T HIT I SefehT a1 JE & daig |
AR ATTIReR GRE Higdr (BNSS) &t &RT 164(1) o d8d Rl IdTait Aifed SRt fohar Sirar
g,  HifSa uer ot TS Ffew Al g 3 & I Yefda Al & aer sroe Smufxy aof
T 1Ry, I s aa fhar Sitgem, Ramesh Chand v. State of U.P. (2025) |

3/ 17



IR § AAER M, Y37t a1 gATH 37 FHIT ard gLid... ITI - 9ifafds wauars

11. Gifdferep U@em s e

SECTION 268, INDIAN PENAL CODE, 1860 — PUBLIC NUISANCE

Defines public nuisance as any act or illegal omission causing common injury, danger, or annoyance to the

public, people residing in the vicinity, or those using public rights.

"A person is guilty of a public nuisance who does any act or is guilty of an illegal omission which
causes any common injury, danger or annoyance to the public or to the people in general who
dwell or occupy property in the vicinity, or which must necessarily cause injury, obstruction,
danger or annoyance to persons who may have occasion to use any public right. A common
nuisance is not excused on the ground that it causes some convenience or advantage." 3gd:

Sanjeev Kumar v. State of H.P.

SECTION 133, CODE OF CRIMINAL PROCEDURE, 1973 — CONDITIONAL ORDER FOR REMOVAL OF NUISANCE

Empowers District, Sub-divisional, or other Executive Magistrates to issue conditional orders for the

removal or regulation of public obstructions, nuisances, injurious trades, or dangerous structures.

"Whenever a District Magistrate or a Sub-divisional Magistrate or any other Executive Magistrate
specially empowered in this behalf by the State Government, on receiving the report of a police
officer or other information and on taking such evidence (if any) as he thinks fit, considers— (a)
that any unlawful obstruction or nuisance should be removed from any public place or from any
way, river or channel which is or may be lawfully used by the public; or (b) that the conduct of any
trade or occupation, or the keeping of any goods or merchandise, is injurious to the health or
physical comfort of the community... such Magistrate may make a conditional order requiring the
person causing such obstruction or nuisance... to remove such obstruction or nuisance; or to desist

from carrying on... such trade or occupation..." 3gd: research U H s/ T

SECTION 5, RAJASTHAN NOISES CONTROL ACT, 1963 — POWER TO PREVENT NOISE AT ANY TIME AND AT ANY
PLACE

Authorizes the District Magistrate or authorized person to prohibit any kind of noise or its amplification at

any time and place in the public interest.

"The District Magistrate or any other person authorized by the State Government in this behalf
may, on being satisfied that in his opinion it is necessary in the public interest so to do, by an order
in writing recording reasons therefore, prohibit noise of any kind whatsoever, including the
amplification thereof, in any place and at any time." 3gd: research g # IS/ Tt
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IR § AAER M, Y37t a1 gATH 37 FHIT ard gLid... IT1 - wifafs graur

SECTION 292, BHARATIYA NYAYA SANHITA, 2023 — PUNISHMENT FOR PUBLIC NUISANCE IN CASES NOT
OTHERWISE PROVIDED FOR
Prescribes a fine of up to one thousand rupees for committing a public nuisance that is not explicitly

punishable under other provisions of the Sanhita.

"Whoever commits a public nuisance in any case not otherwise punishable by this Sanhita shall be
punished with fine which may extend to one thousand rupees.” 3gd: research g% # IS T

SECTION 270, BHARATIYA NYAYA SANHITA, 2023 — PUBLIC NUISANCE

Defines the offense of public nuisance under the modern penal code, encompassing acts or omissions

causing common injury, danger, or annoyance to the neighboring public.

"A person is guilty of a public nuisance who does any act or is guilty of an illegal omission which
causes any common injury, danger or annoyance to the public or to the people in general who
dwell or occupy property in the vicinity, or which must necessarily cause injury, obstruction,
danger or annoyance to persons who may have occasion to use any public right but a common
nuisance is not excused on the ground that it causes some convenience or advantage." 3gd:
research U # IS/IT 1T

VITARK ffds Rad - mu-fig 5/ 17



IR § AAER M, Y37t a1 gATH 37 FHIT ard gLid...

rrr. dd ﬁih?{fr 19 qah - wel

01

02

03

04

05

06

07

08

09

10

11

12

VITARK ffdw Rad

qHEHT

Sanjeev Kumar v. State of H.P.
HPHC010242762017

Sakuthala Vedachalam v. State of
Tamil Nadu
HCMA010089302002

Spoorthi School of Dance v. V.

Ramalinga Reddy
KAHC010127322019
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g Pfg

Section 133 CrPC & dgd shrdara! st Iuai fAsft
foarel & SoTma dhae ATeST-e gEd o forg foRar S
ghdT g

Sareity &=t & forg ik D (e & 55 dB, @ & 45
dB) 3R @i~ FgHt &1 sheT yad- SifFerd |

STaTATT & & sraaflen iR s iR it RiRen
SR R g # amer s, FsemsT avg 8w 8|

7T 10 T & G 6 T o 1 ASSTHIR TR Uferaiey
3R efy TR o fafvafaa e o e

gy geuo et & | 7 SR 8 & dgd AR A &
fore germ wifderrY & Ut fRARrad &1 urae|

fomT argafar & smarelta & A 9t enfife a1 2k areft
AT e Srgeede 21 ol Iewiod 5l

Lrifergot ofR 2R-Haa arararor & S T sifder
3G 21 & d8d e Hiforeh SifdaR 1

g geuoT et & Ieete UR uafaRoT (ERerT)
AT I &RT 15 & d8d HoR &8 I G|
LTid arareroT, g ok SR Ags & Sifdew
JTLYHATY 3R 3Feade 21 & dgd A&d AfehR g1
et fawt & Ieetad &l R & frem 7 & aga

frepTe} fAARTId TR hRaTS T o [y e g1

G o1 o g AT & fafdre gt ok =g
gRfeAfa & smuR 0 fowar ST 81

Reraeht gt & afy ugwor &t At & forg Fawt sk
gl Pl & FEer a1 uree sifard |
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3 Jenfetich THTAT IUTT HISG 81F UR =TT i
fafger Adama &3 @ s Anfdyl

e feeht & R-Srure W d Re & aoma
Order 21 Rule 32 CPC & dgd Awared srasaen|

fera Erart ATt & amasie BNSS 9RT 164 & Aifed
TR A & THET STaTd &A1 R

et Y & fdtemam smeer ] g R g gr
4RI 133 CrPC &l ShRfaTg! Srgfed gl

fafae faare wfea g9 wR off <ifa 910 = & forg
gferd gRT BNSS fFare srfar! du|

TUfRARY 3MLT & Ieeta R Re & s Order 39
Rule 2A CPC & dgd et St ot U |

ot faare &t e # soRifdes e, gHel a1 duf
ot &ffct gg=m W FIR g 76l gift|
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IR § AAER M, Y37t a1 gATH 37 FHIT ard gLid... IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

IV

01

02

. waﬂ-w 19 &4 wigd

Sanjeev Kumar v. State of H.P.
HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH - 2018-07-31 - CRMMO0/471/2017

g AT Section 133 of the Code of Criminal Procedure & dgd e sl faare & deifdq & S8 ardwifes Suga (public
nuisance) & =0 & Teid d<ich ¥ U1 fohar mar u1| =amarerd 3 71 féh Sub Divisional Magistrate 3k Additional Sessions
Judge ST 3 et T sHeE! Fi 3R Naib Tehsildar & Ruté & faudta fFsen Fearen| =amarera = woe fRa fas Section 133 &1
Sea st faaret at gergm 78, afcn s aer Sl ardsife srgfaar @ e &1 el seredl gRT uiRd siéel &l g aed
g, I AT A gl foh Ufeharaten Ffeat 8k =1iies faden o S1Ta & ShIRUT & SIS I 1 3fE # et v =18 81

frofa QAT UL 3= <Ot = Aol fan o smurifdes ufthar Tfgar it arr 133 & dgd aRier sriare! & I8y [Ash
faarel st e 78T 81 Afoge & gAY g & Afert dhaet a9 AFY gidt & Sia aer a1 fohelt QR gareh o et &
TR T ARIReh 3R &id W g1, 7 foh haet fohedt fafdre @R & FRarfaat o1 [Ash foare gt

“Nuisances are of two kinds, i.e. (i) Public; and (ii) Private. 'Public nuisance' or 'common nuisance' as
defined in Section 268 of the Indian Penal Code, 1860 (in short the 'IPC') is an offence against the public
either by doing a thing which tends to the annoyance of the whole community in general or by neglecting
to do anything which the common good requires. It is an act or omission which causes any common
injury, danger or annoyance to the public or to the people in general who dwell or occupy property in the
vicinity. 'Private nuisance' on the other hand, affects some individuals as distinguished from the public
at large. The remedies are of two kinds - civil and criminal. The remedies under the civil law are of two
kinds. One is under Section 91 of the Code of Civil Procedure, 1908 (in short 'CPC'). Under it a suit lies and
the plaintiffs need 7 not prove that they have sustained any special damage. The second remedy is a suit
by a private individual for a special damage suffered by him. There are three remedies under the
criminal law. The first relates to the prosecution under Chapter XIV of IPC. The second provides for
summary proceedings under Sections 133 to 144 of the Code, and the third relates to remedies under
special or local laws. Sub-section (2) of Section 133 postulates that no order duly made by a Magistrate
under this Section shall be called in question in any civil Court. ... Proceedings under Section 133 are not
intended to settle private disputes between different members of the public . They are in fact intended to

protect the public as a whole against inconvenience .”

HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH - 2018 |Id HPHC010242762017

Sakuthala Vedachalam v. State of Tamil Nadu
MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2019-07-31 - WP/301/2002

gg gifert Chunampet Tid & &4 UgWUT (noise pollution) &t FRIBT & 3R ArseTdier & Tfden IuANT R Ufdee @ &
&= T 77T i AR arR i 1S oft | TfRAeRTeRat A deh fea fok enfifer Icaat & R TsETieR o SifRifa IuAhT ¥ S Sa,
BET 3R AR AfRal St IR TR 81 BT &1 =™ 5 Church of God (Full Gospel) in India v. K.K.R. Majestic Colony
Welfare Association #rHet # gufiH &I gRT utfua feenfacsn e garan o =amarer = e o foh foret oft et et urem geri
T <TifeT AT e ok HATYDPR ehT AT el &l STfdepTial st fFear feam mar fR & Noise Pollution (Regulation and Control)
Rules, 2000 3R Environment (Protection) Act, 1986 & dgd 4R ATel o1 Tt ¥ UTer gAfHd &e
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IR § AAER M, Y37t a1 gATH 37 FHIT ard gLid... IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

frofa  HETH Ied IR A AT foh e ggmor § fRuen & fag eafs vgwor e, 2000 & dgd We Aruds ang g1 e 3 &
ded STy &t & forg eafsy <t Tiar f&7 7 55 dB(A) SR 7d # 45 dB(A) 81 37 10 a5t & gag 6 ot & o9 fomr srgafa &
s afien T IuART guta: Ufdefdd & ofk fRawt & Seeier wR SmuRifdes <89 & wu & <fEa fohar S dehar 21

“Rule 3 of the Noise Pollution (Regulation and Control) Rules, 2000 provides for ambient air quality
standards in respect of noise for different areas/zones as specified in the Schedule annexed to the Rule
which is as under: “Ambient Air Quality Standards in Respect of Noise Area code Category of Limits in
dB(A) Leq Daytime Night-time (C) Residential area 55 45 Note.—(1) Daytime shall mean from 6.00 a.m. to
10.00 p.m. ... 5. A loudspeaker or a public address system shall not be used except after obtaining written
permission from the authority and the same shall not be used at night i.e. between 10.00 p.m. and 6.00
a.m.”

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2019 Ha HCMA010089302002

o3 Spoorthi School of Dance v. V. Ramalinga Reddy

HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA - 2024-06-25 - WA/1212/2019

Ig HHET Goh AR &5 7 agreaaiiies Tiafafd (s79 what) T ok 399 g1 aTel TR UeuuT § §efad g1 arfenrend, 'Spoorthi
School of Dance', 3 Yehel =IraTefiar & I TS et AT & of, fTH 38 Ueh 7 & iR STUHT et &g et a1 RIHIART e
o1 fader e mar o) =amarera 2 ura o 519 Whet o HaTe SIaRita & & Zonal Regulations @t Seie 8, ifch gt
e nfafafat i srgafa 78l 81 35 sifaRem, Karnataka State Pollution Control Board @i Ruté  gfe & fos si@

T & Tiafafeat & iR a1 R FufRa @ @ sifdes gt Sirar &1 =amarera = ag 71 o uget ¥ Hisge MR ugwoT fhdt 8= Seeie at
Tl el ag<raT 8, 3R ey Teher amaTefier T ST SRR T

frofa hiceh Sod ATATeRd 3 ST &Y & RAgidl el Te ehd gu AT foh 3ot Fufxy a1 Iudi & et srferepr qof =8 81
gfe gt} i ford) nifafafd (S amar gffa ar a=fi==Y) & wror a & Hie arfdg gidt § a1 fom & = sradia 78l i
Hehdt, dt T8 SRaTs arg [ &9 ¢ ok 38 dart uyTe & Aread & ekt ST Hehal B

“(3) Generally, unusual or abnormal noise on defendant's premises which disturbs sleep of the occupants
of the plaintiff's house during night, or which is so loud during day time that due to it one cannot hear
ordinary conversation in the plaintiff' s house or which cannot allow the occupants of the plaintiffs
house to carry on their ordinary work is deemed to be a noise which interferes with one's physical
comforts. ... (5) If the noise amounts to an actionable nuisance, the defence that the defendant is making
a reasonable use of his own property will be ineffectual. No use of one's property is reasonable if it
causes substantial discomfort to other persons.”

HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA - 2024 id KAHC010127322019
04 Umesh Sharma v. State of M. P.

HIGH COURT OF MADHYA PRADESH - 2018-10-12 - WP/24541/2018

g FTfAehT TR h GRTT ARSI Sk IUANT TR M 10 FoF & TG TS TS UTee ht FrTeht & oh folg SRR Y 78 ot | arfrentendt
1 Ik o7 ok annfifen smateT & forg @e & STt anfeql =amarera = In Re: Noise Pollution (AIR 2005 SC 3136) & et o dasf
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IR § AAER M, Y37t a1 gATH 37 FHIT ard gLid... IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

05

06

da gu e foha o Article 21 & dgd et ATTReRT eht AR-HerT aTaraRon | g &l ISR 81 =rarerd 3 |11 foh eafx ggyor Aot
3k Madhya Pradesh Kolahal Niyantran Adhiniyam, 1985 @ dgd @ireeeiehs o IUTNT ot fafafid sear sivard g1 o=
WEHR 81 heret fafre uRfRAfAT  ge 37 & g dem wifder 81 dagaR, <rred 7 sifdeRal et v=ferd sl 3R gt shic &
- @1 shets O ute e bt e e

frofa YT UGLT Ied <A A 413 UGHUT ekt oh foig fagd fen-fdser Skt fong | =amarera = w1 foh foneft oft fosht @i
areft eafs goTeft A T 1R 2R o1 TR 39 & & AyiRa aRaeft arg 1qorer Ame @ 5 dB(A) @ sifdes T8t g ey ofk Id
% T3 (10:00 It ¥ Gag 6:00 S5t Ieh) &af fawaren a3t a1 IuAHT O avg ufaeifaa e

“II. Loudspeakers 1. The noise level at the boundary of the public pla ce, where loudspeaker or public
address system or any other noise source is being used shall not exceed 10 dB(A) abov e the ambient
noise standards for the area or 75 dB(A) whichever is lower. ... 3. The peripheral noise level of privately
owned sound system shall not exceed by more than 5 dB(A) than the ambient air quality standard

specified for the area in which it is used, at the boundary of the private place.”

HIGH COURT OF MADHYA PRADESH - 2018 Hd MPHC020267522018

K.V. Kurundkar v. State of Maharashtra
BOMBAY HIGH COURT - 2019-05-02 - WP/3628/2018

gg "HaT Bandra Worli Sea Link Project 3 &RUT g1 aTdt arg 3R eaf Uguur § Fefdd g1 fRehradend’ A s e fh
GRAISHT & aTE AT Sg & UGHUT 3l TR Wiighd HT-eh! O 31fdk gt 7T &1 Agiiferes Afoge 3 fafea axar sifdentiat ok
et & fawg Environment (Protection) Act, 1986 3R Noise Pollution (Regulation & Control) Rules, 2000 & dga
gfehar STRY <t off | anfererreratar 3 39 Seer ol dfrl I =rarerd | ATt & =T 3 o ok fRehrad | siaaes ST uraer=t
3R defeien AT <Y Q1T vt TET UTA AIg] [ohdT TTT T | Ja R, S <RIy = HioRge RT STRT UiehaT &l Ig o e SR aiferd
gifaemTai ot TR @ ol

frofa SR I YR A €4fA UguoT (43, 2000 &Y uriffrend R ==if 61 =amarera 3 we fhar f e 7 & agd, afe fad
&7 § 2R &1 TR RyiRa arent @ 10 dB(A) a1 399 31fdes ¢ STt §, at i off fifsa amies gem uifdenr ot fRepraa &=
YehdT & 3R WfARRT IH IR HRATE hea 3R R 8 & dgd AR Ahq & o fafea smeer SRt e & forw amen €1

“43. Rule 7 of the Noise Pollution Rules states that if at all the noise pollution level exceeds the standards
by 10dB (A), can make a complaint to the authority, and the authority shall act on the complaint and take
action. 44. Rule 8 of the Noise Pollution Rules empowers the authority to report to the officer in charge of
a police station or may issue written order or directions which he thinks necessary to any person for
preventing, controlling and regulating- (a) the incidence or continuance in or upon any premises of - (i)

any vocal or instrumental music...”

BOMBAY HIGH COURT - 2019 Ha HCBM0160375392018

S. Daniel Dhanasekaran v. The District Collector

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2023-03-08 - WP/29998/2017
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Ig TfAIhThd! & SITATT 0 3G ®U & eififer urefar Ge smafSia s & Teifda &1 arfiehrendt 3 grar fora 36 a8 Ige Hiforw
YRR 8, Fafth @ et ofk gfera 3 21k vewor ik i gnifa o e $r fRAdrrd ast | =y 3 e R 6
Article 25 & dgd uTfHc TadaIdT T SifdenR fARder 78T & iRk a8 Article 21 & Sidrfa o= ARt & Lrifaquf Sfia= & sifder &
31 g1 =ITaTerd A AT ok Ay & A IR srgAfa & o 98 49 W e nfafafdat s $ik @fs vgwor S e &
Seetad g1 =T = SfdeRTRaT it fAdsr fear fos & faet & srgar 8t erdy nfafafdat ofk iR vewor R 3fAd SrRars |

e HETH Iod <RI A AT foh Srrareita & # for fohedt g srgafa & eamues T\ oR 1R e aret wfafafear gsifaat &
forg g9 1 st a a1 gerg-gag afen STk oh AR & Hia H ST ST AFHTh 3adTe 3R AU T hRUT ST 8,
e srgede 21 & dgd AR & Mifayuf Stem & SHfYRR i & AT IS I heled a9 ST 81

“If religious activities in a large scale are practised without getting proper permission, undoubtedly the
same would result in causing nuisance and trouble to the neighbours and therefore, such activities are to
be stopped forthwith by the Competent Authorities if they receive any complaint or noticed. ... Every
citizen has got fundamental right of peaceful living and health being integral part of Article 21, which
provides right to life.”

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2023 Hd HCMA012173002017

o7 In Re: Noise Pollution
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2005-07-18 - 2005 INSC 297

g HHAT YR # €af UguuT il 7R IHwT SR 59 ATRen] & Sitad SfiA & $ifdier (Article 21 of the Constitution) TR U@
Y Faifdq g1 =marera 3 wE fRar fh eafs vgwor & qed ararervr & SifdieR Article 21 & d8d e Hifeld SifdaR 8§ SR 3 Article
19(1)(a) & dgd rfHcafcry Sht TdsdT & T TR ST g1 fohdT ST UehdT | Tt =TT = USR] o ITTNT, ATSST [hal, TTesii-ch
Hate gonferdl 3R arg-t & gi-f & day # I fen-Fder SRt fohg | =amarera = 31 10 o<1 & GaIg 6 1 dch gl SR 2R & aret
IUHROT & IUTNT UR Ufeier TRTRIT SfR 750 TRART ot eafy Trewur i fRafa e, Seehar thel 3R Gt IUeHvoT hl STed et
2q Smasadh o7 fefid s a1 fdar

frofa YR o Jared ATy = fRAgia ufaurfea farar ik &g oft aafery sram s oRer & oft 39 1R 78t & Genar STt Ight
HwraT § aTex SR TSIt & forg <g@d s | S1ges 21 & Siarfd MRATqf Sftem & Lrifagut &R a1 st nfie g1 sifereafa
T TdaaT (Srgeee 19(1)(a)) frelt efaT it ag SifererR 81 &t foh a8 Arsewiens oh ATSIH ¥ GERI oh hT-il H chensl STaTSl
Ui

“Anyone who wishes to live in peace, comfort and quiet within his house has -a right to prevent the noise
as pollutant reaching him. No one can claim a right to create noise even in his own premises which
would travel beyond his precincts and cause nuisance to neighbours or others. Any noise which has the
effect of materially interfering with the ordinary comforts of life judged by the standard of a reasonable
man is nuisance. ... Nobody can be compelled to listen and nobody can claim that he has a right to make

his voice trespass into the ears or mind of others. Nobody can indulge into aural aggression.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2005 Hid ESCRO10002962005

s S.R. Nallasivam v. The District Collector
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MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2021-10-29 - WP/941/2016

Ig AHe 3 St & et grr ardwife ffft IR arsswdioR & srcafde 2R SR sy SHTEs ¥ g arell TR § 9aifad gl
gTfAehTend! A STRIT T foh Ie7at <ht @Tett ST T geaanT fohar ST e 8, e wria fFarfaat ot srgfaen gt &t 81 =marera =
Noise Pollution (Regulation and Control) Rules, 2000 3R Environment (Protection) Act, 1986 @T dg¥ &d g7 e fhar
o TreSTfen SrfdreRTiRaT o1 I8 Shded & foh & ATTRenT & Hiferes STfYSRT <ht & &R SR waf Tewur & fAgwt o1 et @ urerm gffga
H| AT 3 ufdanfedt st Fger ez ok afe Fam o Iectes a1 2R & AROT g WA BT 8, dt 3 A & SuR IR drRarg
& 3R 2IYaT TR GehedT =er |

Rrofa HETH Ied IR 3 AT foh eafsy gegmor f4a9, 2000 & Seeiod tR ygiaRor (Refon) sifafaes, 1986 &l T 15 & dgd
& CSTHG hIRATS i ST A8 | 39 ORI o SaR g a1 FEer & Ieciasiend| @t 5 TTeT deh chl ha IT 1 TG TUY ek ohl
At a1 a1 9 &fa forar s dekar 81

“35. In respect of the actions to be initiated Environment (Protection) Act, 1986, more specifically Section
15 provides 'Penalty for Contravention of the Provisions of the Act and the Rules, Orders and
Directions'. ... 36. Sub section (1) to Section 15 of the Environment (Protection) Act, 1986 contemplates
“whoever fails to comply with or contravenes any of the provisions of this Act, or the rules made or
orders or directions issued thereunder, shall, in respect of each such failure or contravention, be
punishable with imprisonment for a term which may extend to five years with fine which may extend to

one lakh rupees, or with both...”

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2021 Ha HCMAG11176842016

Ali Hasan v. State of U.P.
ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2018-05-01 - WRIC/15808/2018

g TTfIenT AFKIG § AISSTIeh: 3 SUANT el STgAf o daier 7 off | anfaehrend! 3 R sifdemRal & arssediien @ &t SrgAfd &
1 SR foRam o) =g 3 Noise Pollution (Regulation and Control) Rules, 2000 3R Supreme Court & g fofat @t

gaTel &d gY TE foha o ey vgwor & farr srifaquf ardrazor # g3 & sifdrenR Article 21 & dgd e Hiferes SR 1 =Imamerd &
a7 foh feRedt oft enf & eeswdienR a1 Iuah ifAart &t & ofik afe gur fehar STrar §, at 39 Noise Pollution Rules &l UTe AT

BT | =araTerd 7 SHfYeRTRAT et fAdsr far foh @ A & AR Ae R AR & ok ag gifgd o i @ o @k Fafa @ a

3k T gl

frofa  JCITGIETE Iod AT A AT foh "HIF <l STaachdr”, "I Gl sasgerar” ok "SRM" #7s &l g Sfaew
JTAFRATG g, STt W IR R T T LI & | DI AN e aTell TSl T I el g foh & QMR & @avl il Ak h fog
TS S ITAR0T & 4 g1 3R et uguur Famt a1 Tt & uad= gRfga &

“Interference by the court in respect of noise pollution is premised on the basis that a citizen has certain
rights being \"necessity of silence\", \"necessity of sleep\", \"process during sleep\" and \"rest\", which
are biological necessities and essential for health. Silence is considered to be golden. It is considered to be
one of the human rights as noise is injurious to human health which is required to be preserved at any

cost.”

ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2018 g UPHC010837962018
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Aash Mohammad v. State of Haryana
HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA - 2017-07-06 - LPA/1023/2017

g HIAET Qoh die & Haifdd & fad Gon cafert = gag o 99 dAseedioR UR 3197 &l STaTsT 9 g9 arell TRerHT IR 370t AR
e <ht Y| aTfRTeRat A arar forar fos ag die Iak Hifcrd SIfIRT a1 Ieeiad & 3R Section 295-A 1.P.C. & d8d 3TRIY 8,
Fafey I8 FIR &St e i 71 <Al off | =marera 3 ATfaiehT aht WIRST shed §Y el foh e sifiaafert T WdaidT & &R & o1l & ofR
g fendlt fasiy e o et =81 81 =marera = /1T foh Geh aafery @R e e HreTsit &t UfafAfdie et ol aram =g e Fend
g9 HfdRerd, =IraTerd = Noise Pollution (Regulation and Control) Rules, 2000 T gaTel &d §Y €af Uguur & FHasor iR SR
feam

Rrofa UoTTe 7R gRATON I=a <amaTera A waf ugwuT fam, 2000 & faw 7 3R 8 i aare s gy A f aft afy 'R
fReiRa ARt @ 10 dB(A) a1 399 31fdes ¢ 1T &, df AR Gie germ Uit T i &R Gond & | A e ™=
UTTAGRRY MR et dTelt AT AT ATITRe Ufeha @l ek o ol feifaa g IRt et o forg s1fdrepd 81

“7. Complaints to be made to the authority.- (1) A person may, if the noise level exceeds the ambient
noise standards by 10dB(A) or more given in the corresponding columns against any area/zone, make a
complaint to the authority. (2) The authority shall act on the complaint and take action against the

violator in accordance with the provisions of these rules and any other law in force.”

HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA - 2017 Ha PHHC011178722017

People for Elimination of Stray Troubles v. State of Goa

BOMBAY HIGH COURT - 2008-12-19 - WP/93/2011

g HIHAT TRT il &l 3TaTe} et FRifRd a3k I78 Iua @Rl @ Haiferd fafea arfRiemrsit w dfed 81 =marera 3 ag we
fa 'Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act, 1960’ @t 'Section 11(3)" 3R Hef&rd TTRUTfcIeRT ST & d8d STTaRT Fal el ARAT
= g 81 81 GehdT| =aTerd 3 Uget WY fhg Y 'Comprehensive Guidelines for Dog Control and Management' &t
TRAR @1, [Seh IR shadt 11k ®U & AR, f§ge, ade &0 @ arae a1 Wit & 7f¥d gl ol 6t AHd1g a3 9 euthanise
foram ST GehdT &1 =amaTerd A STEeT T SR st 3+ & forg defAen SR A gfeentor g wr Sk fe

frofa ST S AT = 7T foh -89 IT e UgdT aTelt ATafd T 3Tehels che o felg ahis Qe STURacd-1a hiser a1

"Re-Siche e el feaT ST TehdT| SiE fea T & a1 T8N, I8 TR ke T U A & oo+ fAfre qea, e ofk awa
Fr uRfAfT R Ak sear 21

“No hard and fast rules can be laid down or neither a straight jacket formula could be provided to infer

whether a particular act amounts to nuisance or annoyance. It depends upon the facts of each case.”

BOMBAY HIGH COURT - 2008 Fa HCBM020081922004

Sushil Chandra Srivastava v. State of U.P.

ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2019-08-20 - WRIC/1216/2019
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Ig ArHe Rgraft STl & et & sturegy IuaT $fR eaf ugwur & S[EI SHfgd arfent R Senid g1 aTficTenarsdi = fRremrd
& foh Srafden 2R & HRUT ST i UeTS 3R ST & il Al hY gd UR X1 STER US @1 & | <RI = urd foh R geme=
Noise Pollution (Regulation and Control) Rules, 2000 $fR Supreme Court gRT ST fA&er @l N et & fathet 281 81
rTerg A il gLmae &Y HRINUTe! IR Sl ARTSHT e e gy T foha ok i et urer SifAamd § 3R U= @l 2k @t
ffa wA & T e sher I TR, dtfeh AMTReRT o Ty SR *1ifa & SifdepR 6y &1 6 <1 &)

s SATEIETG Ied AT 3 i3 UguuT 7™, 2000 & 37 5 & Iu-[IHT & Tt AguTer WR e [&aT| 38 R, fa-1
i srafa o foRel ArSeTiens T IUTNT 81 fhaT ST Tehd, SR Fet T & 3 & ¥ (10:00 ISt & g 6:00 ot ah)
gch JUANT IR guf ufdee g, e 58k foh 579 sic GurTRY a1 I8ier=1 | g8ehT SUdNT fohar ST T 8t

“5. Restrictions on the use of loud speakers/public address system and sound producing instruments- (1)
Aloud speaker or a public address system shall not be used except after obtaining written permission
from the authority. (2) A loud speaker or a public address system or any sound producing instrument or
a musical instrument or a sound amplifier shall not be used at night time except in closed premises for

communication...”

ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2019 i UPHC010066162019

13 Ratnagiri Nagar Parishad v. Gangaram Narayan Ambekar & Ors.
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2020-05-06 - 2020 INSC 388

Jg A\ Ratnagiri Nagar Parishad gRT % @t T2 Uk Solid Waste Disposal Project & fawg R @imdft Fsema
(permanent injunction) & 313 & TS ATI IsadH ATATRT = AT foh gafaRor deief gg or SifdeR & National Green
Tribunal (NGT) & Ut § 3fR Section 29 of the National Green Tribunal Act, 2010 & dgd &taT-t 3TeTetal & IfAhR &7
gfSia &1 =amarerd = ag +ff set foh arfeat = Fvamam Ji= & forg STt ared 1 sitet (burden of proof) =gt fHm afiR Specific
Relief Act, 1963 & Section 41(f) and 41(h) & dgd *ff 7g ez & ST giva 781 o1 =amarea 3 R sl & fHofa &
WIS hed §U TS &l YF & &1 WIRST et ard 7T

frofa gared grITed = sifAfRuiRa forar i Sart siererd ot fafre wga sifafaam, 1963 &t arr 41(h) & dga AT st
A ¥ SRR AT AR TS ATEY S UTH FHM FU I UHTA! hls 317 IUTd Hisle gt | 389k SifaRerd, drart aral # g« aifed
A I UTUTAh YR O a8 & ardl W g 8l

“Hence, the civil Court ought not to have granted injunction simpliciter also because of the stipulation in
Section 41(h) of the 1963 Act, wherein it is made amply clear that when equally efficacious relief can
certainly be obtained by any other usual mode of proceeding except in case of breach of trust, an
injunction cannot be granted. The scheme of Section 41 of the 1963 Act predicates that the civil Court

must refuse to grant injunction in the situations referred to therein...”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2020 Hda ESCRO10003852020

14 Banala Rajesh v. State of Telangana

HIGH COURT FOR STATE OF TELANGANA - 2023-11-22 - WP/21554/2021
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16

gifdeTehdt = Qep el STaTerd gRT TR perpetual injunction decree @l ] - 3R MU T TR 1Y gLI&T i JAeh
forg gfera gRam & | i off | =marera A fofy fear & Sia gah decree uget @ &1 Hivlg 8, dt uareR @t &g Writ of Mandamus
& HTeH Y Gferd GR&M g1 AT A1gq | 36k SoTd, UeTehR f Order 21 Rule 32 of the Code of Civil Procedure (CPC) &

dgd fAsures =arTerd (execution court) T EXATSTT WeeHT TMfeT | =Mt = a8 W fahar fah Civil Court g decree & Ieetae
& AT # gferd grem a1 fAder & o fog Tem 8, ofik gaferg adam Re arfeienr st @miRer & fear mar, dfce arferrerdt st fFsares
IraTerg § IRT 3MdeT R R i WdAdT &) TS|

frofa Al e IR 3 AT b afe Sarh srererd grr uika wimdY Rtersm feeht @1 usiet gRt Seeae fohar siar g, @t
3T fafdes Iurr ddieh & amder 21 w32 & dgd Aeares =marera (Execution Court) & THeT 3iTae e g, 7 foh e
I AT § Gferd gRef a1 A AR

“18. In case there is a grievance of non-compliance with the terms of the decree passed in the civil suit,
the remedy available to the aggrieved person is to approach the execution court under Order 21 Rule 32
CPC which provides for elaborate proceedings in which the parties can adduce their evidence...”

HIGH COURT FOR STATE OF TELANGANA - 2023 #d HBHC010351862021

Ramesh Chand v. State of U.P.

ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2025-08-12 - NA528/20423/2025

Ig AHe Ramesh Chand gRT &RR Teh 3fTde & Hefdd g, [ 381+ 8ITRT & Executive Magistrate gRT Section 164(1)

BNSS & d&d SIRI fohy 7Tq gek e et I & oft| 31aeeh a1 deh o fah gfen faenfea dufx & e # 2008 ¥ gon fafaer gepaar
iferd & o e (injunction) @R 8, $9felg Magistrate &t BNSS & dgd sriaTe! et ol SIfeR 6l & | =T 3 gr fo
impugned 31TEeT thad Yah show cause notice &, 7 foh Sifaw Simearn =maTerd 3 858U e ¥ 3R & faT, dAfdh sidge ot
fAder f&an foh a5 daifd Magistrate & THeT STUHT STaTe & &, [ Taag alich & SiA & SgaR ad fhar s

frofa  SATETSTE Sod <RITerd 3 W fha 3 wrfuTere Afoge gRT WRd ATTRe GRerm dfgar (BNSS) i arT 164(1) & d&d
SR IROT Farelt Aifed & e e srererd | Re anfeent T8t &1 ST ehd| et & S are wifd 8, difed uer &l afoe
& TH&T U MU &of ehrTehR STUAT Ut [a=TT A1yl

“It is merely a show cause notice, wherein it has been mentioned that both the parties have to appear
before the Executive Magistrate and to produce their statements regarding possession of the disputed
property. ... Thus, the applicant may reply in pursuance to the said notice and submit his statement

therein.”

ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2025 i UPHC012830812025

Puranchand Sharma v. State of Rajasthan
HIGH COURT OF RAJASTHAN - 2018-04-23 - CRLMP/2037/2018
gg HTAAT Section 482 Cr.P.C. & d8d aRR &l 713 Qe aTfaiehl & Haifed 8, forad Ferell srarerd & 39 s et gl & 18 off e

Sub Divisional Magistrate (SDM) @& 31T &l g &< f&ar 911 SDM 3 Respondents TR HTesii-ien IR U 371aY F#AT0T 3R
SHfAEhHUT A T SRIY «711d Y Section 133 Cr.P.C. & dgd sridra! Y= el ot gretifes, Revisional Court = g fah
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Respondents = ugat & Qe Civil Suit aRR fhar gaim g 8k Civil Court & I8 4R W guTfRAfT s w@= & fag injunction S
ferar &1 Rajasthan High Court 3 |1 foh 9fch #mer uget & €1 Civil Court & faarrefi &, saferg SDM gRT Shrfarg! STkt 31
IR el &1 dEIUR, <TATerd 2 Tk bl @RSt & e

frofa ST Jed AT A aw1 & fos afe foneft dufr ar faanfea o ot de fafaer anté # Sarht are gt @ gt cifead &
3R f&fae =amarera 3 AgemE (Injunction) S &t 8, @t AfoRe gRT It et & demdiht 6 eRT 133 & dgd TaMIR
AT HRIATE! [F HeEAT DI &0 F SgfRd 81

“The revisional Court below held that since the proceedings are pending before the Civil Court and the
Civil Court had granted injunction, the proceedings initiated by the Sub Divisional Magistrate cannot be
sustained as the Civil Court is seized of the controversy and shall decide the same on the basis of the

evidence.”

HIGH COURT OF RAJASTHAN - 2018 Hia RJHC020408282018

17 Imam Ali v. State of U.P.
ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2025-07-09 - CRLP/6139/2025

g TRt gfeld gRT fAd IS i ek SR fFouer St A st o fGeT T 71T i cione TR T 18 oY | arfciepTenatail ar
Teh T ok Qe iart Amet # SfaRe FAsemar (interim injunction) & sTasig fAueft g ST WR sifderaor e 36 8 SR gferd & o=
SIS IR gof er T8 &1 ST S gehler = TE ok {3 Amer uget @ gt darit siared | difdd & ofk gfer = dhaat snifa s=mg we
& g Section 170, 126, 135 of BNSS & d8d AT i & | =TT = JTf<IeT i TR dheet Y ATf<Ienreharatt ot Gferd gRT
[ <l TS RATS o RAeTth Heifdq AfSEge o urd ST ot fAcsr fea

frofa  FITGIETG Iod TATerd A AT foh et &1 vl & e fAifder genenr <ifara g, Afes afe agt «nifa o g i smefenr &t
fremrad ure gt 8, af gferd gRr 21ifa FgTeft & forg BNSS i fares amrsi (S & 170, 126, 135) & d8d RaTs sel
T R A AU 8|

“...civil suit is pending, wherein an interim injunction in favour of the petitioner, when it was not being
followed the trial Court directed the police to ensure its compliance. Since there was a complaint relating
to non-compliance... the applicants... were advised to maintain peace and proceedings under Section 170,
126, 135 of BNSS were initiated...”

ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2025 Ha UPHC020506722025

12 Shams Khatoon v. State of Telangana
HIGH COURT FOR STATE OF TELANGANA - 2024-01-03 - WP/33703/2023

g ATHAT U SIam1 faare & e 8, STgt arfaehrehd! = TR o o7 foh ufdardy srererd! 'status quo' STIERT T Iewie &2 36 &
3R gferd 59 ey # his hIRATS ol e @1 &1 ATfeichlehdl A R & Yferd QR ot fAder & i AT I off1\n\n=amarer = a8
fofar fean o ag srgeee 226 & dga Re arfRiersit &t 34 st darit fearet & fag 8 G STet 'injunction’ 3TTeRT & UTel &
811 =marera = wE féear {6 Civil Procedure Code (CPC) & Order XXXIX Rule 2A & d8d Yeh UHTdT ST U Uget & HiS[G 8|
rTer 3 ATt @RS e §Q ATfRichTehd ! aht Tefda Sarft =marery & side et Y weaar & 1
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ot delTHT Ie AT 3 9T o fAfde ié grr uiRka siafke Adtersm ar ganfRfa smar & Seoam 6 fafa § difea gar
ot TUIT & 3meer 39 A 2A & dgd et raTerd # ST SRR AT A1feG | 38 dgd Seerd-chd] chl YU &l gehl 3R
T 7R des i R&fae Siet o1 vmae g1

“The Civil Procedure Code (CPC) provides for an elaborate procedure under Order XXXIX Rule 2A in
respect of any injunction granted under Rules 1 and 2 or under Section 151 CPC. In case there is a breach
of the terms of injunction, the court may order the property of the person guilty of such disobedience to
be attached and also order such person to be detained in civil prison for a term not exceeding three

months...”

HIGH COURT FOR STATE OF TELANGANA - 2024 Hd HBHC010622162023

Kanakamedala Arun Rakesh v. State of Andhra Pradesh
HIGH COURT OF ANDHRA PRADESH - 2025-08-21 - CRLP/684/2025

TE HTHAT ATIhThd ! RT I7ch fAATH &of FIR &t T Tt hl AT O Hafdd &1 aTfiehTehdl ol dch o1 ok g e sifed ®u @
&art (civil) Trepfa a1 & 3R 3 hael TRRTH &het o folg SITORTIeR ATTet vt & fem mam &1 =amarera = ura foh 9t €t unféan & ot
Srart qereHT (0S.N0.598 of 2021) # Tt & AR WR faare =« w81 8, Afe FIR & &RT 109, 120-B, 323, 324, 341, 406,
427, 3R 447 of IPC S1& 1R SmuRTfdIes el & STRIT @Y 1Y & | =marera = Aok fean fos dhaer Srarft faare & «fea 87 o
HdcTe Ig 8l & foh IS UeT I Y 3TU 8T H & TehdT &1 37a:, =ATITAT 3 FIR ol 3¢ et T 3R e feam ofk gfera ot fsaer
ST G et ol g feam

Rrofa  3TTY USLT Iea <qraTerd A (i fear fo St gerent a1 Ant @ 2 fAarel & cifad g1 wr & fonedt uet ot s gru &
A7 T YRR T8l et ST afe his gt Rfae Avars 1 Iecied @ gHeT sheal ¢ a1 Hufx el Jehar ugardr g, at
gferd fArad (FIR) @t Eiart faame sdrens fea 78t forar 1 dehar)

“In such circumstances, the attempt of the petitioner to trespass and cause damage to the property forms
the genesis of the complaint. ... When a dispute is essentially civil in nature and is given a cloak of a
criminal offence. The High Court should not hesitate to quash the case. ... but here the FIR has been

registered for substantive offenses...”

HIGH COURT OF ANDHRA PRADESH - 2025 |d APHC010032132025

AT HTOT

g AT Vitark Al gRT 9rasi-ies ®U I Iuetsy fofaf 3iik Suziirendt o Usf & SR IR dOR fhar a1 §1 I8 chaet Ra< grdT & fog § ik
AT Teng (legal advice) =18t g1 fRelt off filing, opinion, T correspondence & IUTHT & & uget A+t case citations, holdings iR
quotations @t g fAufa (source judgment) & fovg W= ¥4 T TATUG fohar ST AR |
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