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HIAYTT uH

“JATERT gl ohl FEeT, B3 HITEd # UTelq STHeR & 3R Gl & e chl [FGRY TR YR I &1 shgdl
8, Forad ugy s1=1 T fam, argeriies gl R srarerdt Rdsr ok Qarsd! 6t ursifet & Rt urerq #ferenl &
SRR A gi?”

TIRT Tl ohl AR, SRR TIE J uTerq SRt =R
ufdses 3R < & hrex i fafdew te’): wrda @A
vd i RAgidal o1 fasagor

HI’ier

VR ST oh dgd ANTREAI eht U3 o U Sheur e 3R UTel STHaR Tel el STfenR U &, o ol
3= g 3 N. Prakash v. State of Kerala (2020) & Sitad iR fAs7dr & iR (srgede 21) & sife=
fee & ®U 7 AT & §1 SMaRT Sl o g7 o forg ugy 51+ fAdsor AgHT & dgd chdel A9edl 3R Seprensor
&6 argafa g, 7 o 3% SRt & AR Y1 g, Ut g7 foRY Bt ahTet TR HTfetehl R WRdRg €8 wfgar
(IPC) Y &RT 289 o dgd TITURATa! T TR &I T g, STelfch START Gl oh hled o AT | TR
fAerrat &t fatherar urg S WR difgd aRart et garresit uer fhar Sirdr 81

wwmfia gaed sRfat adtaan Afa
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TaRT Al &t A, grIT Waradt § urag FAa.. I - fawga RAsdwor

1. fasqd fascwor

qgEg RAgia

01 UTeTq] STTFeR I T AATTReh SRR 3R [AsTar

NIRRT GRT ST TSI T UTeA STHAR! chl IGHT 3R ITeh! SEHTE hT I1ch AfRTd it 3R fASTar & tfdepR o
fa%aR 81 Md. Balesharief v. State of Andhra Pradesh (2014) & e fhar a1 foh gafaRor $iR ug] Sita- & a1
AT G- 3rgeoe 21 & fawaRa aref & dea Grfard 8, STaf usyah hl Wells 3R R&f ot denfies AT=ar urd 8|

02 JTART Pl bl UeE SR Aqaer (ABC o)

I TR UTfeiehIsT T a8 SHard a1 & foh 3 STaRT St ahl FeedT & AR & Soimg ug) s+ a=or (ABC) st
& dgd I TU T TS 37R TehTehvl hiichH TATY | il I=d IR § M.R. Ajayan v. State of Kerala
(2015) H ug gaear & ¢ foh garft Amq Sfia= gataR 8, fhe ot SRt $if & @ar & fd=vr & fog wiftd g
ufeharat T hets § UTerd fehar STHT eyl

03 UTIq &l oh hleA TR Hfcich T ATURTIAR ST

I g UTerq Hifeleh STU STFaR aht foT SiStiR (unchained) & Eer 81 3ar 8, fSae foreh amikes @t 9te ar dawfaa
EaxT UaT gidT 8, df a8 YR &8 dfgdr (IPC) i &R 289 & dgd @iTuRaTs! &l ISt gl Suman Ray v. State of

West Bengal (2025) H hefeh<l Sod I = HIHT foh U] W@IHAT TR 9Tfad ol § HId Sias ehl I&TT e i
WE 3R H3T HAT & 8l

04 HTART Gl oh gHA R TR Aehrdl 1 qtlRia

&ded g1 Lukesh Kumar Razak v. State of Chhattisgarh (2020) ¥ ST&Taid = 7141 foh SITART $f o dleA I g
aTelt 7Y o AT H 310G 21 & dgd dich I SRR H G3TST UaH fohal ST =gyl

05 T[S} hl uiw YT Tdsdd (Five Freedoms)

SIARIEIT U] SheTuT AT oh STTER URLSHT eh o, T, STfae, &¢ 37 0T ¥ Hod 36+ ol SIGR &1 T I
=raTerd = Prem Singh v. State of Rajasthan (2019) ¥ @ifchd foraT foh usysit &t 3 Wdardrat st dieiiy sifafras
& aRrstt 3 3R 11 & dgd durfie et ure g, S8 Hifeies 1Rl o THeher gusT ST Anfgu|
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TaRT Al &t A, grIT Waradt § urag FAa.. I - fawga RAsdwor

06 T SRR o Ul I I A feh et

Stiat & ufc Seo o1 Hifereh hded chadt ST AR deh AT 61 8, dfceh ATfedh €U & T AHRR TR |t a1 gidr
&1 Mahisagar Mataji Samaj Seva Trust v. State of Gujarat (2012) ¥ TR 3= <A1 = W fohar fh T
oY gggait & Tveror ok IR @ & oY Tt ¥ 9 & IRaEr 81

=rgraal & 3@ &9 g frar

waler rarad F START il T ST Y R AT ez 3R U] shedTol & &ffa T I & I8 § aied

afewtr TaTer A gd & a1f-arAwor 3R garast & ardt & geatd & forg fdy affrt 1isa 1 8,
St fR Dhanraj Sahu v. State of Chhattisgarh (2020) 3R Jamuna Bai v. State of
Chhattisgarh (2020) & Tef¥d g, STgf TR fAar 6t sifar] SraeRal s aifera forar

up
S # fafeers I=a =maTera A In Re: Menace of Stray Dogs in Gangtok (2019) ¥ Tared
feisarg T & THeT A STRT gl &l GHe @ S Ui ATHe! &l G oid §Y @MY

SiferenTieat st T & T Ut ot e e ek sifafvem, fermeer veer I =marera 4
Ramesh Sharma v. State of Himachal Pradesh (2014) 3R Brqz1 3= =mmerd =
Subhas Bhattacharjee v. State of Tripura (2019) & #fe3i # enfifer SIS & 19 W &
ST aTedt ug] afel el ST gl ATa §Q Ufcsitad fham fag & aier mieat & Iuah &
& H, Animals and Birds Charitable Trust v. Municipal Corporation of Greater
Mumbai (2015) = U3 ! IHTETh &6 3R HIST & S o ANTReAI & Hifcleh e i
@iferd fahar| g€t U, Court on its own motion v. Deputy Commissioner, Shimla
(2018) = Ul HIEH H S-ER] ol SHERT BISA Sl Hedl AT, Siafeh SP. Chockalingam v.
Principal Chief Conservator of Forests (2022) ® #g¥ 3o I = UTRIAde T
3R ggsital et GR&M & foIg Td o 9 argHl i ATarsiTe! R Ufdsel el 34 A1 U] Hdl &
STRIAY aht STt 184 A & & Rigid W Compassion Unlimited Plus Action v. State of
Karnataka (2021) § &gl 3@ 3791 17|

g1e &1 AT ETcT o <1Teh thaell # H3ATTS! hl UTehaT Sl SHTAGTRS I 7T & | B<ae I=d =AraTerd =
State of Chhattisgarh v. Bhaiya Lal Gond (2023) & @< & foh S1aRT §t & chret 9
g3 Hidl o forg fam forelt fasga aeg-srawon (fact-finding inquiry) R 3T & Jed™ &
T HTeher o YehHd 'thae Jammast' (blanket compensation) =T8T feam ST epd|

sifaoffa &= ar arafrat
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TaRT Al &t A, grIT Waradt § urag FAa.. I - fawga RAsdwor

Ha3MTast & forg FoR fafde uferar

TeIft I o a1 ®A1fUd §, Ui State of Chhattisgarh v. Bhaiya Lal Gond (2623) & fofg & e ¢ fah ardi &
fATeR & oIy e At o fAfre qei, AToRaTs! & wWR 3R anfier Jeram ol st &U & FyiRor giar sifFard 8, s
@RA YehgRd W8 o adl | [T SIfeedr o S &

VITARK ffds Rad - mu-fig 4/ 15



TaRT Al &t A, grIT Waradt § urag FAa.. IT1 - wifafs graur

11. gifdferep U@em= - e

SECTION 11, PREVENTION OF CRUELTY TO ANIMALS ACT, 1960 — TREATING ANIMALS CRUELLY

g UGy U3l o Ufd T & faf9= el al aRINT ot 8, S8 378 ARAT-UieAT, 3icfen gt areT, s, ur ar
3T 1 &1, 3R I8 ST BIS AT, dUT 576 8414 TR TN el 5

"11. Treating animals cruelly.—(1) If any person— (a) beats, kicks, over-rides, over-drives, over-
loads, tortures or otherwise treats any animal so as to subject it to unnecessary pain or suffering or
causes or, being the owner permits, any animal to be so treated; or ... (h) being the owner of any
animal fails to provide such animal with sufficient food, drink or shelter; or (i) without reasonable
cause, abandons any animal in circumstances which render it likely that it will suffer pain by
reason of starvation or thirst; or" 3gd: Mahisagar Mataji Samaj Seva Trust v. State of Gujarat,

Ramesh Sharma v. State of Himachal Pradesh

SECTION 2, PREVENTION OF CRUELTY TO ANIMALS ACT, 1960 — DEFINITIONS

g YRT SAATH § Uged WRa ST &gl i TRHTNG el 8, s 'Og]’, 'O 99’ (domestic animal) $iR &
(owner) &t fakqa afkmaTg enfee €1

"2. Definitions: In this Act, unless the context otherwise requires,— (a) \"animal\" means any living
creature other than a human being; ... (d) \"domestic animal\" means any animal which is tamed
or which has been or is being sufficiently tamed to serve some purpose for the use of man or
which, although it neither has been nor is intended to be so tamed, is or has become in fact wholly
or partly tamed; ... (f) \"owner\", used with reference to an animal, includes not only the owner but
also any other person for the time being in possession or custody of the animal, whether with or
without the consent of the owner." 3gd: Mahisagar Mataji Samaj Seva Trust v. State of Gujarat,
Ramesh Sharma v. State of Himachal Pradesh
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TaRT Al &t A, grIT Waradt § urag FAa..
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III - uffa gwed

g Pfg
gt o afcr T SR sedTor gt
AT ATTR] T Hifeldh e gl

ST ARt at fomT gt & sTaRT
i o (AgI0T & e

START GYSHT o TR il AT 7 e
TR I BT H3TTEST ST |

P ol ¥ g IR 3ee 21 H
B g3MTaST 37 B

Srat & uf o T Tt dder
T R ot AL gt &1
STEART Gt o e & Fog TR TR el

farchetaT &g gamas|

AR 7 enfifer el & A W Uy
el ol ghzar A ufaefda fopar

T o ! Gl Bie 3R e |R
wiferes & T 289 IPC IR |

fArsTa sfiR TR & T8 UTerq SR
T ahT ATTRERT bt Hifereh ifdepr|

U] ShedTor & Uid fgidl t \nT 111 &
THRET &l UTd B

U] hearor 3R TRATYf Sem @t
TG 21 & dgd faaTRa famam mam

STEART Gl o AT 8 ARA & T
Tge<! (ABC Rules) 3ifaamd g1

TR Tger iR a=sfial 6t grem
2 19T R Uiy a9 g1

T & SRIYY &AfeRT el STaq ugait el
IR ! T8 & STwt

aggait et ot argese 21 & dgd TRAT
3fIR TRETUT T STfAPR B
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TaRT Al &t A, grIT Waradt § urag FAa..

# HehEHT TaTag

16 Court on its own motion v. Deputy HIGH COURT OF
Commissioner, Shimla HIMACHAL PRADESH
HPHC010195472017

17 State of Chhattisgarh v. Bhaiya Lal Gond HIGH COURT OF
CGHC010230662020 CHHATTISGARH
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III - uffa gwed

gea fAfa

gfiigeer HIeH & U[si &l gar iR
ARG Bl e &

G & e W Jaras! T fRor qe-
ST ST & A1 R
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TRt Hl & @A, gRiT Swmd § grag a3, IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

IV. WEF[%EI?-UT 17 & wgd

o1 Animals and Birds Charitable Trust v. Municipal Corporation of Greater Mumbai

BOMBAY HIGH COURT - 2015-06-08 - PIL/36/2011

gg SiHfed atfaen (PIL) Has 2rer # faaeiRar ik ater mfsat & Iuahr & SR il 3k eegsit & a1y g1 arefl gdT 3R 3k w8
& e AT ot ISR et 81 aTfichTend st 3 deh faa foh & STeRr srees dadl # 7@ SiTd & 3R 37T IuANT Shdel HARSH
(joyrides) o forg forar SITaT 8, ST U] ShedTor st SR Hag R A sifdfaad, 1888 qur arl dfseiah hwd e Uae, 1920 &

T el Jeeie &1 SH&Terd 3§86 A # HH dd gQ Tgaf, e & fRfd 3R Siert & ey @ gefd Fames sigure
Y ST Y| =TT = US] hedToT 3R Freroii-eh GR&mm AT st & fag sifdremRat ot g fean-fAdert &1 urer st 3R smasaen
HRaTS e T AT

frofa  ATATAT A AT foh TR dfdems & srgeee 51A(g) 8RR (h) & dgd ArTRen o1 I8 Hiferd dhded & foh 3 aoft sfifaa
Tfor & ufa oo T | ggreit aht RAT 3R THA o T1e SR o SifdeeR 8, fOTw e, sraifed ad ofk dier & gRem enfAe
gl

“Article 51-A( g) states that it shall be the duty of citizens to have compassion for living creatures. In State
of Gujarat v. Mirzapur Moti Kureshi Kassab Jamat [(2005) 8 SCC 534] , this Court held that by enacting
Article 51-A(g) and giving it the status of a fundamental duty, one of the objects sought to be achieved by
Parliament is to ensure that the spirit and message of Articles 48 and 48-A are honoured as a
fundamental duty of every citizen. Article 51- A( g), therefore, enjoins that it was a fundamental duty of
every citizen “to have compassion for living creatures”...”

BOMBAY HIGH COURT - 2015 Ha HCBM020174492011

o2 In Re: Menace of Stray Dogs in Gangtok

HIGH COURT OF SIKKIM - 2019-10-24 - WP(PIL)/7/2017

Ig SHfed TTfeht TiTcieh TR # STaRT gl (stray dogs) ! THT & dee J SR <l 718 off, o 7R fme srfeerRar et
ST HRATS e bl FGeT & Y 7T &Y 775 off | aTfRiehTendl = STaRT gl e 37Tcich & HRUT Yeh eafert & °TI g4 ol gaTell f&an
aml

frofa  FOfeRRH IoT =TaTerd A STTaRT Gl & T SR 3w @ Haifdd fafa arfadrett w faemR ed gg dat= =marea &
e ot eof feam ofik T TRl @t ug) S fAdsoT fAgHl & dgd sher S o fAdT fagl

“...Hon'ble Supreme Court was considering various issues relating to steps taken for destruction/
removal of stray dogs. In the order dated 18.11.2015, Hon'ble Supreme Court had directed as follows:-
“19. A copy of the order passed today be sent to the Chief Secretary of each of the States and the
competent authority of Union Territories, so that they can follow the same in letter and spirit.”

HIGH COURT OF SIKKIM - 2019 Hid SKHC010001612017
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TRt Hl & @A, gRiT Swmd § grag a3, IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

o3 Dhanraj Sahu v. State of Chhattisgarh
HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH - 2020-08-26 : WPC/2021/2019

g HIHAT TfAehTehd! & &t a1 S &Y TART <l & ehlet T gs Heg & fo1g Jarrast ehl 7771 @ Haiferd g1 Sttt U= 3 98 sgd §¢
ISt <Al &1aT WISt e feaT o7 foh 7 & Revenue Book Circular # Tt g1 & foig H3imast o1 hls Urae g1 ¢ | aTfehtend|
A 29 SHfed 3R AT & el A fAtheldT &1 He&T dTd Y IHta &l

frofa IR A ST o foh SITART Edl o @a ot MR ST R Ume at SifAard ahded g1 fatherar & wRoT g8
ST & g umae 1o foriert & a9 981 Tonar ok I& Jairaet &7 & forg Saverd 7 g

“In Sanjay Phophaliya v State of Rajasthan and Ors. relying on L.K. Koolwal v State of Rajasthan and Ors.
it was observed thus : "It is primary, mandatory and obligatory duly (sic duty) of Municipality to keep
city clean and to remove insanitation, nuisance etc. The Municipality cannot take plea whether funds or

nr

staff is available or not.

HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH - 2020 | CGHC010197962019

o4 Lukesh Kumar Razak v. State of Chhattisgarh
HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH - 2020-09-17 - WPC/1713/2019

g AT ATIehTehdl oh [T Sl STERT Gl o ehle A §8 7 o (o1 15T & JIATTST hl AT & IR H g1 ITf<Iehlehd| A gefiet & fh
STIRT G| ehl W1 Geh ATeiot+eh Jugd ¢ o Fifa e | e usmae fathet 281 81 s = &rar faar f 'Revenue Book
Circular' (RBC) & d&d 39 UehR el TeT & folg Harrarst et el UTarer ol & | =1aTerd 3 e =1fieh (Aot a1 garer dd gg /e
o TS AT ehcled ATTReRT Y GRam ATY a1 & 3R ATaRT U3l & e &l Aeha # [AtheTar sy Sl ATuRaTe! 81 =Ferd 3
FTfIehTehat ht JITaST 3 a1 g i, a8 WieR o g foh dfdem & srgese 21 & d8d Sftad & SifIeR &1 e g1 IR
HTeSTeh I STIGRR & ST AT Geh T4t IUT &1

Rrofa BUIIG I <IATeRd A HIHT foh STERT gl © STHT <l GRET RTHT a1 57 SR R wrfeearRat &l e
fSmiert 81 afe uemafaes draRars! & g & sled 4 Hid gl 6, af 3o 21 & dgd cleh Bl SR H FIATIST e
foram ST =gl

“The duty becomes more onerous on the respondents with regard to the dogs and such animals. The staff
cannot say that its duty is complete if action is taken only on complaints... If still any accident happens,
then the injured person or relative of the deceased person would be competent to invoke the provisions

of Section 188 of IPC against such a negligent staff.”

HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH - 2020 Hid CGHC010162732019

os Mahisagar Mataji Samaj Seva Trust v. State of Gujarat
HIGH COURT OF GUJARAT - 2012-03-12 - WPPIL/173/2011

gg AT\ Cattle Trespass Act, 1871 3 dgd UR[SH ol STed fohg S ofR I7eht ReTE & deifda g1 arfientendt et deh T foh U]
ATferent (Maldharis) & ST age- & aTasa, WK ERT AT 31=1 HRUN T gaTell Sehe L[S ot ReT et & Srfad &8 e 3@
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TRt Hl & @A, gRiT Swmd § grag a3, IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

| e A ¥ ok o Cattle Trespass Act @l &RT 13 o SIER, AT Aferer RafRa JAMT SR [eeh T AT &l 8, dt
g1t et dechret Ret fohar ST anfeq | =amarera = unfeertRaT et Fdar fea ok & e & uraerm=t &1 arer ahe SiR e forelt d sRor
% U]t ol ferad & 7 3 | afe S aafory s1dy STt ol adT T 8, df a8 URT 20 & d8d A o el AR I FehdT 81

frofa =TT 3 AT foh S1e¢ 51A(g) & dgd Siifad wiforat & ufd swon fezam a1 Hiferds dhded dhael ARTReR deh e
el ¢, Jfech ATfodh U Y Ig T AR TR TR ant ff sl 81

“...though Article 51A does not expressly cast any fundamental duty on the State, the fact remains that
the duty of every citizen of India is, collectively speaking, the duty of the State.” Now as per the ruling,
fundamental duty under Article 51A(g) to have compassion towards living creatures is extended to State
Government and Government authority. State is equally responsible for due care and protection of

animals.”

HIGH COURT OF GUJARAT - 2012 | GJHC240237622011

o6 Jamuna Bai v. State of Chhattisgarh

HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH - 2020-09-17 - WPC/1514/2019

g AT Yeh Afge GRT 37U Ufct i START it & hlest T gs HId oh (oG H3MTEST i 71T & HeifAd &1 fSierm gema 3 98 &g g9
g1aT @it e & o1 fh Revenue Book Circular ® Ut forelt i & fog gamasn 37 o1 i uraem 81 &1 I=a =amarerd = 711
o TreSTfen Sfiamt <l R T a1 WTufies S & SR SITaRT Edl o GaR i A e | fathetdT URIMEH i ATURaTg! Sl
et g1 =rarery A faf9a gd =anflen [ofat e garer &d gy et foh Article 21 & dgd St & SAfIhR T Seeied g TR J3rTest
T JATELT ST I hT HAYTAR heied &1 TETIR, =TI = 5T ht ifed uRar ot IRa garmas 7 a1 e feam

frofa AT A <A1 foh R Pt a1 ag wrufies S g o6 3 Tl el sarT ugsi & Haxd & | <t & et @ g
areft g o ATl A difsd uRar ot dieh ehdled chl SiaaerT oh folg J3TTISIT U h1 HAUTHH SIfIFR &1

“The Supreme Court referred to the provisions of the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals, Act, 1960 (for
short ‘the PCA Act’) and Animal Birth Control (Dogs) Rules, 2001 (for short ‘the Rules, 2001’)... The
Supreme Court observed that on the basis of the report of the committee, subject to adjudication of the

responsibility of the State, it would be in a position to think of granting of compensation.”

HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH - 2020 Hid CGHC010140642019

o7  Ramesh Sharma v. State of Himachal Pradesh

HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH - 2014-09-26 - CWP/5076/2012

Tg AT feTae ueer & fafvra dfe & enfifer srqsmi & A W SHaRt & afer 33 Y g et A 3 areft safga arfaeret &
Tfd 81 arfeRreratett 3 dch o o ag wur srafdes = 8, it 9fdem & Article 51-A (h) & dgd aenfie g fefid & &
el T Jete ! & AR rersi-eh WIHT W g1 ot srerar it §1 7 TR = deh fean o ag g afeat qrit @ ofk o aren
1 b STTaTeh o ¢, [ dfdem & Article 28 3 dgd TR&T0T UTW 8| =1aTerd 3 HiHet i 1fiRaT ot &ad gy 39 Ul &l AFd
It o famRia 711 SR TrdisiAe R! qr #iexf & gReR # SiHakt &6 afel iR Aes o & e feg)
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TaRT Al &t A, grIT Waradt § urag FAa..

08

09

IV - fg&E# @1 gz

frofa  fEATIS TSI 3o <ATATerd 3 AT foh ennfifen SrgerT & A1 WR Qrdsif-es w1 a1 wfeRY # Uy afer 371 ghear 81 =marera &
ggfaRor 3R a=gsital eht GRem & forg ArTRent o Hifolds Shdeal & TemreT 7 38 O avg & ufaefaa foma

“Section 11 and Section 28 of this Act are to be interpreted as per Articles 48, 48 - A, 51 - A(g), 51 - A(h)
and 51 - A(i).”

HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH - 2014 Hia HPHC010087402012

Suman Ray v. State of West Bengal

CALCUTTA HIGH COURT - 2025-05-23 - CRR/4428/2022

g HTHT Section 482 Cr.P.C. & dgd MRSk shdaTe! ehi I i hl AT & Tafdd g1 fAenradendt = SMRT o fh
ITfrehTehal o UTeTq Hit o gHell o hRUT ag R T ofk I e o1 | anfiehTendf = adh fea o emRiu 318 &, et a1 htg Tor =8
8, SR 59 & ong enfarat off | <amarer 2 &gl foh Section 289 IPC & dgd SIURTY o ST dcd HISIG & 1R hidd AToRaTe! &
G faare aw & us 81 =ararera A fofa f&ar i Section 482 & d&d 371 a2l &Y Te1s & ST @1 &l ST Gehdl! Rlfeh ag Trial
Court & & g, 39T AT ol @RS & far

frofa Shelehal e AT = ST fohdT foh 9Reta & €fgar (IPC) &t 4RT 289 & dgd UTelq <l & Hifcieh o Ug il a1l
& foh a8 31U SR ot i A 3@ drfes fohelt oft AmTRes et deifaa @awr a1 7isfR =te 7 ug= | gt ol Gt SigAT aroRarg!

H A Bl

“Section 289 of the Indian Penal Code, 1860, states: “289. Negligent conduct with respect to animal —
Whoever knowingly or negligently omits to take such order with any animal in his possession as is
sufficient to guard against any probable danger to human life, or any probable danger of grievous hurt

from such animal, shall be punished...”

CALCUTTA HIGH COURT - 2025 Fd WBCHCAB539532022

N. Prakash v. State of Kerala
HIGH COURT OF KERALA - 2020-04-06 - WP(C)/9416/2020

g AT COVID-19 Fiehers oh R Ug] 3eR (pet food) @i o forg SarTeig! i Srgafd @ Hefd g1 arfehrerdr = dch fear
for ST uterq fafeerat ent Aty i1 &t armasaehar & 8k Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act duT Constitution of India
& dgd U3 o AT 3R I7eh Ul He0T Yeh HaeTeh thied g | =raTerd A AT fah 'animal feed and fodder' smasads axgsit
&t Soft 7 3rd 81 =TaTerd A ATfeieR WiehR dd gy ATfahiend| st W8T (self-declaration) & 91 defdd AT deh A= et

3R 3rTeres Ug] MER Eie i srgAfa &

frofa  hee Ied IR = TE TR foh UTerq STHeRT il utei 3R ITeh! RET e T AT a1 YRR I7eh Sfias &
YRR SR FASTaT (Article 21) T e R &1 IS Alhes o &R U3 TTER (pet food) i Ter SHTaTeh I AR S
A Y AT & T
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“...every citizen has a right to enjoy his life and liberty conferred under Article 21 of the Constitution of
India by having a choice of rearing pets. So much so, a citizen's choice to rear pets is traceable to his

fundamental right to privacy as recognised by the Apex Court in Puttaswamy’s case, which in turn is a

facet of his right under Article 21.”

HIGH COURT OF KERALA - 2020 Hia KLHC010240092020

10 Prem Singh v. State of Rajasthan
HIGH COURT OF RAJASTHAN - 2019-07-02 - CW/5078/2007
g AT Trilokpura Tia # TRETE (pasture) &t ¥ @l Ger Fsit ARIT Pieist il STafed @t el Tl & arell T ¥ Tefdd
g1 ATfIahreharall = deh f&ar foh I8 efde Rajasthan Panchayati Raj Act, 1994 3R Ssifdra famT &1 Secied 8, Fifch 399 Tid &
HAfATT & forg =TS A1 & oA gt T &1 wfaanfedt = ah e foh sirdes rdsife fgd & o1 oik o=y ffft TReTE & o Iuetey Bl
TaTerd A faaTfed gy & sirdes Y ufthar SR i gyl W AR fRan| siqq:, =marerd 3 SFfgd ok yafavofia grem &
frgidt ot e & wEd g srum fAofg feam

Rrofa ISTEAT I 1A = AT feh U3 & hednor & foig e SIeRTE &R W Wighd Tesramd (Y@, @, srgfaer, a&
3R T 9 Hfer) diwfty sifdfam oy arreif 3 8k 11 7 ffgd € 8k 52 Hiferes SIfARRT & THehel THET STHT 918l

“Rights and freedoms guaranteed to the animals Under Sections 3 and 11 have to be read along with
Article 51A(g)(h) of the Constitution, which is the magna carta of animal rights."”

HIGH COURT OF RAJASTHAN - 2019 Hia RJHC020225362007

11 Md. Balesharief v. State of Andhra Pradesh
HIGH COURT FOR STATE OF TELANGANA - 2014-09-26 - CRLP/11193/2014

g ATHET 29 Tt & 31y 3R g URagH & Haifdd 8, f9=8 a4 & fog o St S g1 1) arfenterdt &R Prevention of Cruelty to
Animals Act, 1960 3k Andhra Pradesh Prohibition of Cow Slaughter Act, 1977 & dgd STURT} ST STRIT SRT™T =7 AT
AT = T & Ufd R ent TR A §Q SR 9 UhR o STURT o foig gusmensit # T (=07 i Sraeaehdl R 9 &d g4
S ST aTfIeRT @TiesT & &1

frofa =TT A AT foh ugait &t TRAT ofR GRem Srgeds 21 & dgd Siia o fawqd 31ef & Siavia et g1 fohelt oft ugy et
JTEEe &6 3R UTeT Ug=HT shigaH [fteg ¢ 3R ofererial ot g ohcied ¢ foh 3 37 denfies SiferepRT <t vam &l

“Animals’ well-being and welfare have been statutorily recognised under Sections 3 and 11 of the Act
and the rights framed under the Act. Right to live in a healthy and clean atmosphere and right to get
protection from human beings against inflicting unnecessary pain or suffering is a right guaranteed to
the animals under Sections 3 and 11 of the PCA Act read with Article 51A(g) of the Constitution.”

HIGH COURT FOR STATE OF TELANGANA - 2014 Hd HBHC010772462014

VITARK ffds Rad - mu-fig 12 / 15



TRt Hl & @A, gRiT Swmd § grag a3, IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

12 M.R. Ajayan v. State of Kerala
HIGH COURT OF KERALA - 2015-11-04 - WP(C)/28255/2011
g HHAT el | AR $l (stray dogs) & ok 3R T8 g1 arell Hial g gHcll & Hefdd SHfed arfaerreit (PILs) T Uah 998 8|
ITfrenTehatal % R SfARIRET T TSeh! T 3 il ol §eT TT AE T T (A& 7 R 77T Y off, STk U] shedTor Tira—t 3
Prevention of Cruelty to Animal Act, 1960 3fR Animal Birth Control (Dog) Rules, 2001 & dgd &<l &l ARA & T4
TgedY 3R Septeheut (sterilization and vaccination) &l aepiera il <araTerd & WE fohar fah geft o Shae 3R Article 21 &
dEd Sita et SfUHR Fated §, T Tl &t S I uTe &ed §g Animal Birth Control (Dog) Rules, 2001 & 3R
Zafed sterilization wRIH AR &<AT AT(RT

frofa el I AT A TE AT foh SRt il o @aR @ fAuen & fog wurita fenrat @t ugy s s ot & 9ga
AT THE 3R EehTensoT hRIshHA i AN HeAT 1Y, 7 foh I8 gt & ARAT A8 Q|

“The PCA Act, as already indicated, was enacted to prevent the infliction of unnecessary pain, suffering
or cruelty on animals. S.3 of the Act deals with duties of persons having charge of animals, which is

mandatory in nature and hence confer corresponding rights on animals.”

HIGH COURT OF KERALA - 2015 Ha KLHC010710932011

13 SP. Chockalingam v. Principal Chief Conservator of Forests
MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2022-04-06 - WP/1830/2022

gg "\aT Sathyamangalam Tiger Reserve € TSR+ alefl §8eh UR Id o THT aTgH1 i TaTeTal R ufdey & d&fad g1
FrfaenTehatstt 7 39 Hfdae @t Article 19(1)(d) 3R Article 19(1)(g) & d8d Fiferes SIfAHRT &1 Iewiae adTd Y v & oft, STafes
gsfial S gRef & oy 39 W SR f&an| #em 3= =amarerd 7 Article 48A 3R Article 51A(g) & dgd uafaror iR g=asita TRefor
& Haenfes Sl wR & & gy U foh TReror & fod & IR ufdey srasges &1 <raery A d & 99T AR WR gfdd & vy
ot AT SErT SR SRRt Sl 3T ety F v A ANy e o fAdsr fem

frofa  HETY Ied AT A AT foh uafaror 3R ug) Sited &t &1 &1 s &1 Haemes el §1 a=asitdl i rar & fag
37 & T AT WR Ufdey @ a1 Aok gt avg @ 39 3R smasah gl

“The right to dignity and fair treatment is, therefore, not confined to human beings alone, but to animals
as well. The right, not to be beaten, kicked, overridden, overloaded is also a right recognised by Section

11 read with Section 3 of the PCA Act.”
MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2022 &g HCMAG10143732022
14 Compassion Unlimited Plus Action v. State of Karnataka

HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA - 2021-02-09 - CRL.P/5344/2020

g HHAT U] Xl o IRIYT afert & STed fhg 7Q gl el SiaR#A seedl & Hafd &1 arfiehrendt, Y NGO, 3 grar fohar for smRidt
Sfehd TU T Gl ol TS o 38T AT 3R I8 Srear=s R & war o1, St & difga &1 afSge A Sl @l aroe Ridt t
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ST T SATSRT AT AT| =T AT = 39 TSR i I e G| =grmera 3 Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act, 1960 3R
3IGY Feifdd Rules, 2017 @l gaTell &d Y chal foh aSgait <l ramm iR drearor gatuR 81 Fofa & gg e fvar man fos srRid et e
& SR oh &R U3 T HEe! Tg1 &Y ST Fendlt, 3R TS o1 WTeed 3R I7h! @ Jad AgaqUf g

Rrofa =TT = TE foha foh STar foredt ug) o Arforen a1 Shecifeas or Sk Ui Ghear &1 3TRIY &Y, ot SiaRA Igd & wu &
g[Sl Y hecS! aTad 39 SIRIUY et g1 Wil ST Hehelt | U] SHedToT SfAFTIH & Tgd Sch W 3R GReM i 9aruR 7gd
fear S =gl

“The paramount consideration of the case before this Court is in view of Rule 3 of the PCA Rules, 2017
and Section 11 of the PCA Act, this Court has to examine whether the order passed by the learned

Magistrate is legally sustainable.”

HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA - 2021 |id KAHC010305932020

15 Subhas Bhattacharjee v. State of Tripura
HIGH COURT OF TRIPURA - 2019-09-27 - WP(C)(PIL)/2/2018
gg SHfed arfaen (PIL) Ay & wfedt &, gty wu @ Arar Hqzgedt @iz 8, et &t afer (Bali) i uem st gAY &t 81
gTfAehTendt ot deh AT foh a8 o fég e ot s1fr ot AT & SR I8 GedT & T1Y-T1y Adenfes UTaeT=l T Jeeta e g | T5d
WER = a a1 & ag v afeat g & iR & J1eET &l Ueh sirasae foe 8, Ord dfaem & Article 25 & dgd «tfifcs @
uTed 81 =amraTerd = ag FufRa e o1 yara foman fon e ag v "enfies Sadadan & arR & STt 8 a1 39 AT SR SiHakt & ufd
AT ddeTai (Article 51A) & &ad gQ afasifera femar ST =mfeg|

frofa PRI Iea <ITATerd A AT fob Afdem & srgede 21 & dgd a3 &l Sfte «ft TRATYU sifede & SifIeR & arR 7 sirar
8| fam foneht s fafdren ar enfifer smerR & siufsyra a1 qRuxr Y 3mg # Uy fer AT I TRAT & HfARR T &4 81

“...so far as animals are concerned, in our view, “life” means something more than mere survival or
existence or instrumental value for human-beings, but to lead a life with some intrinsic worth, honour

and dignity........ "

HIGH COURT OF TRIPURA - 2019 Hta TRHC010006102018

16 Court on its own motion v. Deputy Commissioner, Shimla
HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH - 2018-01-10 - CWPIL/152/2017

g AT e # RST (Ridge) R a<al &l 9ar} & ol s%amTet g4 aret gel i ga-ia ffa @ 9afda om1 arfRierenal 3 =marer
! Giora forar o1 foh aTRar SR That & R 37 918t & fog @l sera 781 o1, 9?38 9RI &€ giaT U1l =rared 3 741
Article 21 & dgd STHeRt et off TRATYUT Sftae A &1 s1fdR & 8k Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act, 1960 & d&d S
TRE UaH AT SIfemiRa ofk Arferen! a1 ahefed &1 AR v, fRger 3 39 w9 & a1 & &0 § Rl & urd ges Qrfeva @ &t
UG Y 8, ST81 U1S! hl @RI HIGH # @1 ST Heh | =TT A 5 Ugel &l TRIgT ehid §Y ATf<Iehl el FAEaror fowa|

frofa  =ATATAT A AT foh Ufddeet Hiem & Sa”t (SR Ret & =tet) ot IRa s & o ararRa stgar 39e ufd iefiR grar
&1 3Tgea 21 o GRETTHS SIART US] Sfia aht +ff TTied shedT ¢ SR URITEH i I-7ch! IR gram gfgd st @nfeyl
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“Neither the horse owners nor the authorities issuing the licences can adopt an attitude of indifference to
this suffering, causing immense cruelty... Article 21 covers under its umbrella every species and all forms

of life in the environment.”

HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH - 2018 |d HPHC010195472017

17 State of Chhattisgarh v. Bhaiya Lal Gond
HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH - 2023-04-28 : WA/409/2020
g AT START il o hiet T §8 Hid! o [og I8 TR gRT feY ST aTet T & Heifdd 81 Iea ArTerd o Gened UTs A difsdl
& URART oY GATarSt T AT e ST ST AT oT1 57 TR 7 39 Fofa &t I & gu adh fea s fom foneft aearmeras st
(fact-finding inquiry) $fR TeET & TRt o FarTast 6t Y FAfYa AfA FefRa s IRa 78t &1 3= =marera 3 T<g & daf &
genfa agad &t 3R @et fh Anupam Tripathi v. Union of India & S8R, gamast &l fA et eiRor ucde drmet s aRf@afast,
37T & Jhd™ SR ATIRaTe! <l f3ift o maR wR fohaT ST 91fe, = foh chact Ten chelet STIERT & U H | —ATITed A 1 HTH] ehl arad
foar gg AT 81

fProfa  ATATT A I8 TUE a1 foh SR < & h1e § g1 dTet JehaT o ol T A (blanket) H3iTasT T8 f&am ST Hehar|
ATIREATE! ehl AT SR Tdfdeh JehET T 3TTehel et oh felg Teh d28-3=aW0T 514 (fact-finding inquiry) sifHard g1

“...before passing the order of compensation, certain scale has to be applied to grant different
compensation to different members of the Society, therefore, a blanket order of compensation cannot be
sustained... Those quantums of compensation would also depend upon the degree of negligence looking

to the nature of each case.”

HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH - 2023 | CGHC010230662020

AT HTOT

g AT Vitark Al gRT 9rasii-ier U O Iuetsy fHofaf 3iik Suziirendt o Usf & SMUR IR dOR fhar a1 1 I8 chaet Ra< grdT & fog § sik
AT Ieng (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= ¥U T T fohar ST A1R2Y |
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