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BEFORE THE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL, PRINCIPAL 
BENCH AT NEW DELHI 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO. 461 OF 2025 

In the matter of: 

NGT Bar Association (PB), Legal aid Committee ...APPLICANT 

versus 

State of Himachal Pradesh & Ors.    ...RESPONDENTS 

REPLY ON BEHALF OF RESPONDENT NO. 4 

Most respectfully showeth: 

I. PRELIMINARY SUBMISSIONS & OBJECTIONS –  

A. That the answering Respondent No. 4, is a socio religious society 

duly registered under the Societies Registration Act 1860 and a 

law-abiding entity, active since the year 1957. The replying 

respondent is filing the present reply to the Suo Motu directions 

passed by this Tribunal on 27.02.2026. The Respondent No. 4 is 

being represented by Sh. Harvinder Puri, who is duly authorized 

and competent to swear this reply by virtue of the resolution 

passed in his favour (which is already on record as filed with the 

Vakalatnama) and is well-conversant with the facts and 

circumstances of the case. 

 

B. That the allegations forming the basis of the present suo motu 

proceedings, pertaining to alleged illegal hill cutting, muck 

dumping in the water body, and unauthorized tree felling etc. by 

the answering Respondent, are vehemently denied as being 

contrary to the factual position on the ground. The present reply 

is being filed to place the correct and true facts before this 

Tribunal for its kind consideration. The answering Respondent 

craves leave to refer to and rely upon the documents annexed 
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herewith at the time of the hearing and any such other document 

as it may file in the course of the proceedings with the leave of 

the Tribunal.  

 

C. That the present proceedings are a result of misrepresentations 

and concealment of facts by the original applicants. The 

answering Respondent has not violated any environmental law or 

regulation. On the contrary, the replying Respondent has 

undertaken significant measures at a substantial personal cost to 

improve and protect the local environment, including the very 

water bodies in question and has also undertaken extensive 

compensatory afforestation. 

 
D. That the matter had also been inquired into by the Joint 

Committee duly constituted by this Tribunal, and the replying 

Respondent has participated in the same. The respondent shall 

also make adequate response to the said report of the Joint 

Committee in the present composite reply. The Respondent 

reserves liberty to file any additional response/ rejoinder as it 

may consider necessary upon receipt of the Reports/ Reply if any 

filed by the Respondents 1 & 2 as well as the Respondent No.5. 

 
E. At the outset, it is pertinent to mention here, that apart from the 

present matter, a similar complaint was made by the original 

complainants (i.e. Seema Kumari – the then Pradhan GP & Ors) 

before the DC Kangra, on 08.05.2025, which was forwarded to 

SDM Palampur for action. That whilst the said complaint was 

being enquired into by the SDM Palampur, and the proceedings 

were pending before the said authority, the Applicants filed the 
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instant OA before this Tribunal. In fact the SDM Palampur, acting 

upon the Complaint and following the procedure as required by 

law had an inspection carried out by JEE, HPSPCB on 

03.06.2025 and report was prepared on 09.06.2025. On the basis 

of site inspection, it was found that the Respondent No. 4 had not 

dumped any muck in the Taal Khad and while the Hill Cutting 

was done, and muck was generated, no protecting/crate wall was 

built and apprehending that the muck may fall in the taal khad, 

protection measures were directed along with direction to obtain 

necessary permission from HPSPCB in the said report. A copy of 

the report is annexed herewith and marked as ANNEXURE R-

4/1.  Pursuant to the said report, necessary action was taken by 

Respondent No. 4 by seeking permission for Hill Cutting, that 

was duly obtained vide document bearing no. PCB/Non-

Polluting/ RO/ D/ Sala)2025/6327 dated 21.11.2025. A copy of 

the same is annexed herewith and marked as ANNEXURE R-

4/2. Considering that the Respondent No.4 did not choose to 

violate any legal obligations and was most willing to meet all or 

any of such legal obligations, as may be applicable and had so far 

acted very responsibly in not damaging the environment, which 

was in fact mis-understood by the Complainants, and the 

Respondent having expressed its willingness to demonstrate to 

the Complainants that it had in fact not violated any law, and that 

the allegations of the Complainants were based upon conjecture 

and mis understanding of facts and law, the Respondent No.4 and 

the Complainants entered into a Memorandum of Understanding 

such that the grievances of the Complainant stood addressed. 

Hence, whilst this Complaint was pending before this Tribunal, 

the Complainants did not choose to ‘Press’ its complaint before 
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the SDM, Palampur. Hence, The SDM Palampur, disposed of the 

said proceedings in terms of the memorandum of understanding 

arrived at between the Respondent No. 4 and the complainants, 

whereby Respondent No. 4 addressed the grievance of the 

complainants. A copy of the memorandum dated 14.12.2025 and 

the order dated 29.12.2025 are annexed herewith as Annexure 

R-4/3 and Annexure R-4/4 respectively. The Applicants 

understood their error in approaching this Tribunal by OA did not 

chose to ‘press’ and withdrew the OA on 27.02.2026. At this 

juncture, it is necessary to state that the issues raised in the 

complaint before this Tribunal are ex-facie frivolous and similar 

to those made in the original complaint made before the DC 

concerned. The instant complaint has been filed to deliberately 

seek to invoke the suo motu jurisdiction of this Tribunal by 

making frivolous allegations against Respondent No. 4 and seek 

to invite the exercise the jurisdiction by Tribunal in a manner to 

pressurise Respondent No. 4. This is more so stated by the 

conduct of the Complainant where subsequent to the jurisdiction 

being taken by this Tribunal the complainant chose to withdraw 

the original application, being satisfied by the said memorandum 

arrived at.  

 
II. ISSUE WISE RESPONSE BY THE RESPONDENT –  

That this Tribunal sought the response / information on certain 

issues, which are framed in para 10 of the order dated 27.02.2026; 

and, the reply of the answering Respondent (issue wise) is as 

hereunder –  

1) Jt. Committee report dated 14.11.2025 regarding – Hill 

Cutting and dumping of muck in water body –  
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(i) The answering Respondent purchased portion of the 

land in the questioned area, approximately two years 

ago, vide registered sale deeds; and, started work of 

land levelling, which included hill cutting in a small 

area. However, after coming to know that some 

permissions were to be sought, applied for the same at 

the same time.  

(ii) That with respect to the allegation of hill cutting, it is 

submitted that the same was carried out for the 

legitimate and safe use of the Respondent's own land. 

Furthermore, as stated above, the answering 

Respondent has obtained a permission for the said hill 

cutting from the competent authority, i.e., HP State 

Pollution Control Board, Kangra HP, vide order no. 

PCB/Non Polluting/ RO/ D/ Sala)2025/6327 dated 

21.11.2025 (i.e. Annexure R-4/2). The grant of this 

permission regularizes the activity, and it is submitted 

that no unauthorized cutting has taken place.  

(iii) That the grant of permission by the competent authority 

for hill cutting signifies that the activity is in 

compliance with the regulatory framework. Pertinently, 

the State of Himachal Pradesh being a hilly state, every 

development activity invariably requires some amount 

of Hill Cutting and it is usual practice to carry out such 

cutting and permissions are granted time to time by the 

authorities for the sane. While such permissions are 

granted, their existence cannot be overlooked and 
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serves to legitimize the action undertaken by the 

Respondent. 

(iv) The Answering Respondent refers to the report dated 

09.06.2025 (Annexure R-4/1) and directions of the 

HPSPCB dated 13.08.2025 (i.e. annexure VIII of the Jt. 

Committee Report dtd. 16.12.2025), which evinces that 

muck was never dumped in the water body, rather it was 

only an apprehension of the engineers of the HPSCPB. 

As stated above, permission as obtained and adequate 

protective measures were taken by the Respondent No. 

4 in compliance of the directions of this Tribunal as 

stated in the said report dated 09.06.2025. Following 

corrective measures were taken by the Respondent No. 

4 –  

a. Muck Management Report dated __ 

(ANNEXURE R-4/5) was prepared and 

submitted to the HPSPCB and TCP. In terms of 

the same, Respondent No. 4 made it clear that it 

has dumped muck (earth/mud) on its own 

property and it shall construct crate wall to 

ensure that the muck dumped on its own property 

(plain lands) does not fall into the taal khad as 

apprehended. Further, the muck (earth/mud) is 

utilised for levelling uneven spaces of land 

within the plain lands of the Respondent No. 4, 

and the same is not accumulated / stacked so as 

to cause any risk to environmental damage. 

Copies of the photographs are annexed herewith 

and marked as ANNEXURE R-4/6. 
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b. In pursuance to the report submitted, permission 

to cut the hill and to manage the muck 

(earth/mud) was granted, supra. 

 

c. Pursuant to the present OA, in a personal hearing 

held on 02.02.2026 before the Member Secy 

HPSPCB, he categorically recorded that 

protective measures had already been initiated 

by the Respondent No. 4 and various 

compliances required to be met had already been 

satisfied by Respondent No. 4; thus, accordingly 

recommended that no environmental 

compensation is required to be imposed. A copy 

of the said minutes of personal hearing is 

annexed as ANNEXURE R-4/7.  

 

d. It may be stated that the activity of providing a 

retaining structure to contain the muck is an 

ongoing activity, and will be continued to be 

provided in every space where the muck 

(earth/mud) is dumped in compliance with the 

muck management report as submitted. A few 

Photographs evincing the Crate Walls already 

built as well as being built are annexed and 

marked as ANNEXURE R-4/8. 

 
2) The Muck Dumping in water course as well as the banks of 

the water body –  

239

Petit Juris
Typewriter
7



 

(i) As already stated, supra, the Respondent No. 4 has not 

dumped any muck in any water course or on the banks 

of the water body. The muck was on the plain lands of 

the Respondent No. 4 and some portion of the lands 

adjacent to the water bodies in Khasra Nos. 264, 579, 

581, 2813/582, 2814/582, 2815/588, 2816/588 and 590 

of village Balla Tehsil Sulah, Distt Kangra, HP which 

is in the ownership of Respondent No. 4. These facts 

are acknowledged during the very first inspection held 

even before these proceedings were initiated, viz., the 

Inspection by the JEE, HPSPCB, Dharmshala, on 

03/06/25 and reflected in his report dated 09/06/25 

(already Annexure R-4/1) where he has categorically 

stated muck is ‘along’ the Tal Khud and not ‘in’ the Tal 

Khud. These facts had been stated in the application of 

Respondent No. 4 dated 27.08.2025 submitted under 

the Water (Prevention & Control of Pollution) Act 1974 

and Air (Prevention & Control of Pollution) Act 1981 

before the HPSPCB Dharamshala seeking the NOC for 

levelling the land for development of Parking Area. A 

copy of the same is annexed herewith and marked as 

ANNEXURE R-4/9 It is worthwhile to mention that 

the above noted Muck Management Report was also 

attached with the said Application.  

 

(ii) That the answering Respondent, demonstrating utmost 

environmental consciousness and in an effort to prevent 

any soil erosion or slippage in the future, has 
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constructed a robust embankment and Wire Crating 

protection along left bank of Tahal Khad to protect the 

water way of the Tahal Khad, and the boundary of its 

property adjacent to the water body. This protective 

measure was undertaken voluntarily and at the 

Respondent's own expense. The material cost alone for 

this construction was approximately ₹30,00,000/- 

(Rupees Thirty Lacs) i.e. exclusive of labour charges. 

The Respondent has not claimed any reimbursement 

for this substantial expenditure from any government 

body. Photographs of the crating wall and are already 

annexed herewith as Annexure R-4/8 (Colly). It may 

also be stated that this is continuing activity and 

additional crating/boundary wall wherever required is 

being undertaken.  

 

(iii) That the water body, locally known as Sihi Nala and 

Taal Khad, are recorded in the official revenue 

documents. Whereas the width of nalah as reflected in 

the revenue documents is not changed by the answering 

Respondents. The answering Respondent, far from 

encroaching upon or damaging the said water body, has 

undertaken extensive cleaning and desilting work. As a 

result of the Respondent's efforts, the water channel has 

been cleared and present muck is roughly 15 to 60 ft 

away from the water basin, thereby the water-carrying 

capacity is not at all touched by the Respondent No. 4.  
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(iv) Whilst there is no dumping of muck in the waterbodies 

it is stated that the land of the Respondent No. 4 is 

situated adjacent to the water bodies on either side 

thereof. Hence, in order to access the properties on 

either side it became necessary for the Respondent No. 

4 to provide a limited crossover (‘Pulliya’) with the 

assistance of two flood culvert pipes (hume pipes) 

measuring 1200 mm dia each, so that the flow of water 

remains unobstructed. A committee of the SDM 

Palampur, DFO Palampur, Assistant Engineer Pollution 

Control Board, Dharamshala, Assistant Engineer IPH, 

Dheera and Assistant Engineer Town and Country 

Planning, Palampur had visited the spot on  07.04.2026 

and observed that there was no obstruction in the free 

flow of water at the place where a Pullia had been raised 

by putting up hume pipes so as to connect the land of 

Respondent No. 4 on both sides of Sinh (Sihi) Naala 

and Tahal Khad. This is the normal practice adopted in 

the State of Himachal Pradesh where large numbers of 

private properties are adjacent to water bodies and 

similar are established to enable the private use of 

property and to allow for unobstructed flow of water. 

Relevant to state that even while constructing the main 

roads, the NHAI and PWD have adopted the similar 

procedures by installing hume pipes to allow the flow 

of water. The use of hume pipe is not act of pollution / 

obstruction of water in any manner; on the other hand, 

it is facilitating the continuous flow of water in its 

natural course. This is also observed in the inspection 
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report dated 10.11.2025 of the AE HPJSV Sub Div. 

Dheera (ANNEXURE R-4/10), wherein he has 

categorically found that the flood culvert pipes have 

been affixed on a small seasonal nalah and is not 

causing any harm to the local water bodies and aquatic 

life of Taal Khad. The relevant revenue records and 

photographs showing the 'before' and 'after' condition 

of the water body are annexed herewith as 

ANNEXURE R-4/11 (COLLY). 

 

3) Approvals and Permissions for such hill cutting and 

dumping / reclamation of the water body to be provided –  

(i) The Answering Respondent humbly relies upon 

aforesaid para nos. II(2) and II(3) for the response to 

this issue.  

 

4) The original course of the water body as per the revenue 

map be provided and the area reclaimed may be indicated –  

(i) No course of the water body has been changed by the 

answering Respondent. The Joint Inspection Report 

also does not state that there is any change in the 

original course of the water body.  

(ii) It is the report of the Jas Shakti Vibhag that no Kuhul 

or irrigation channel under the control of Jal Shakti 

Vibhag has been damaged. (Ref. Annexure IX of the Jt 

committee report). 

(iii) The detailed reply as given in para II(2) and II(3) may 

kindly be referred as relied upon by the Respondent No. 

4 to this point as well.  
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(iv) The Jal Shakti Vibhag of the State of Himachal Pradesh 

is responsible to carry out flood protection work at the 

places, where land erosion is apprehended, along the 

banks of Khads and Nalas in the State of Himachal 

Pradesh. However, in the present case the Respondent 

No. 4 has partially already carried out and is in the 

process of carrying out the remaining flood protection 

work on its own on the bank of Tal Khad and Sihi Nala 

so as to provide protection to the land from its erosion.  

 

5) 35 Trees are stated to have been illegally felled but such 

illegal felling of trees has been penalised with a meagre 

amount by compounding for a total compensation of Rs. 

5,000/- whereas the cost of the timber would be much higher 

than the value compensated –  

(i) It is worthwhile to be noted herein that the land in 

question is a private land belonging to the answering 

Respondent and is not classified as forest land. The 

provisions of law pertaining to forest land are therefore 

not applicable. The fact that the trees felled are not on 

forest land is already confirmed by the Joint Inspection 

Report.  

 

(ii) Even for the forest areas, the Answering Respondent 

understands that a Memo / Circular of rules bearing no. 

CXII-1/Vo-VI/1661-63 dated 07.06.2014 was issued by 

Conservator of Forests to all the DFOs regarding 

compounding of forest offences under Section 68 of 

Indian Forest Act, 1927; a copy of which is annexed 
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herewith ANNEXURE R-4/12. Clause XII of the said 

memo / circular, also provides the manner in which the 

offences in private land are to be dealt with. The 

contents of the same are reproduced herein for the sake 

of convenience of this Tribunal as under –  

“All the offences regarding felling of trees 
from private land preparation of charcoal 
should be dealt with under HP LPA, 1978 and 
rules made thereunder and if it is in violation 
of said Act, compensation not more than 
₹500/- shall be realised from the offender for 
each case and involves felling of large 
number of trees, the case should be 
challenged in the court of law/registered with 
police.” 

Further, the said circular also categorises the trees on 

the basis of the diameter.  

 

(iii) In furtherance thereof, it is also submitted that the 

answering Respondent had duly obtained a permission 

from the competent authority, i.e., Dy. Conservator of 

Forests (DCF), Palampur for the felling of 15 trees of 

different species / classwise trees, on private property 

vide letter no. Sale/C/VII.4/PLP/4251/G dated 

20.03.2025. A copy of the said permission is annexed 

herewith as ANNEXURE R-4/13. 

 

(iv) So far as other trees are concerned, they were not fully 

grown-up trees but of small size and the same fell in 

Class IV & V categories primarily usable only as fuel 

wood and having no other commercial value. The same 

as accordingly compounded under the provisions of 
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Himachal Pradesh Land Preservation Act 1978 and 

amount of ₹7,000/- (Rupees Five Thousand) as 

compensation was deposited by the answering 

Respondent. Copies of the damage report and the 

photographs of Saplings by Respondent No. 4 are 

annexed as ANNEXURE R-4/14_(colly). 

 

(v) The compounding charges were rechecked by the 

concerned authority, leviable under HP Land 

Preservation Act 1978, i.e. @ ₹500/- per tree, and 

accordingly a differential compounding fee in a sum of 

₹10,500/- was additionally collected from the 

Respondent No. 4. Accordingly, the compounding fee 

has been paid in full in accordance with law. 

 

(vi) Apart, from the fact of having discharged the 

compounding fee/ fine, it is also brought to the kind 

notice of this Tribunal, that The Respondent No. 4 in 

the spirit of afforestation, has already planted 700 

saplings in lieu of 35 trees felled within the premises of 

answering Respondent. Demonstrating a strong 

commitment to environmental restoration and in 

compliance with the principles of compensatory 

afforestation, the answering Respondent has planted 

700 saplings on its land. These saplings are being 

diligently cured and maintained on a regular basis. This 

fact has been duly inspected and verified by the 

Divisional Forest Officer (DFO) concerned at the 

relevant visits at the premise of the Respondent No. 4.  
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(vii) That the act of planting 700 saplings and ensuring their 

regular maintenance, as certified by the DFO, far 

exceeds any compensatory requirement and 

underscores the Respondent's commitment to 

ecological balance and environmental responsibility. 

This proactive measure mitigates any perceived 

adverse impact of tree felling. 

 

(viii) That the said felling of trees on private land were 

especially non-timber species, and governed by 

specific state rules. The trees felled were not of timber 

category but were primarily fuelwood trees, which have 

a different regulatory framework and lower ecological 

impact. The answering Respondent has fully complied 

with these rules by obtaining prior permission for some 

trees and compounding the felling of the remaining 

trees. This demonstrates adherence to the legal 

framework rather than a violation. 

 
6) As per Report re-demarcation of the forest boundaries but 

the changes not indicated –  

 

(i) It is an admitted position that the lands of answering 

Respondent lie adjacent to notified forest land. A joint 

demarcation of the forest boundary was earlier carried 

out in 2017 and 2023, which confirmed that no 

encroachment existed by answering Respondent on 

forest land at that time. A fresh demarcation exercise 
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was directed and after re-demarcation it has been noted 

by the revenue department vide report no. 1529/SDK 

dated 16.12.2025 of SDO(C) Palampur Distt Kangra 

that no encroachment by answering Respondent on 

adjoining forest land has been detected. The reports are 

already on record as submitted by the Jt. Committee as 

well as R-1 & R-2 in their reply. 

 

III. OTHER SUBMISSIONS  

1. That the answering Respondent has not violated any provisions 

of the National Green Tribunal Act, 2010, the Environment 

(Protection) Act, 1986, the Water (Prevention and Control of 

Pollution) Act, 1974, the Forest (Conservation) Act, 1980 (as the 

land is not forest land), or any other environmental legislation. 

The actions of the Respondent have been bona fide and aimed at 

the sustainable development and protection of their property. 

 
2. That the Respondent has a fundamental right to the enjoyment of 

their property, and the actions undertaken, such as levelling a 

portion of the land and constructing a retaining wall, were 

necessary for its safe and lawful use. These actions were not 

undertaken with any malicious intent to cause environmental 

degradation. 

 
3. That the Hon’ble Supreme Court in T.N. Godavarman 

Thirumulpad v. Union of India has consistently emphasized the 

distinction between forest land and private land, and the 

regulations applicable to each. In the present case, since the land 

is private, the felling of trees is regulated by the relevant state tree 
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protection acts and rules, which the Respondent has complied 

with. 

 
4. That regarding the comment of the Jt. Committee on the working 

estimate of ₹60 Lacs and recovery from Respondent No. 4 is 

concerned, it is humbly submitted that, it is an administrative 

practice (ground reality) that the pipelines are normally laid along 

road Right of Way (ROW) and on Govt Land or through private 

land as last resort. As utility corridor concept, pipelines should be 

shifted to edge of ROW in State of Himachal Pradesh. It was their 

own observation for rain damage, shifting and re-alignment of 

the pipeline considering future and estimate for which was done 

by JSV (Jal Shakti Vibhag), and no damage has been caused by 

the Respondent No. 4 to this. The tendering process was much 

prior to the work of the Respondent No. 4, and showing that the 

tender for restoration of Rain Damages to LWSS Jharet Rajhoon 

in Palampur particularly change of alignment of Gravity main 

150 mm dia from RD 5400 to RD 5995 near Ghaneta along Taal 

Khad was processed by Jal Shakti Vibhag (copy of which is 

ANNEXURE R-4/15), which is for ₹4,49,078/- only. 

 
5. On 07.04.2026 an inspection took place at the premise of the 

Respondent No. 4, and a report was issued by HPJSV Sub 

Division Dheera, a copy of which is annexed herewith as 

ANNEXURE R-4/16 which reflects that there is no alteration in 

the water way of the stream Tahal Khad. 

In light of the foregoing facts, circumstances, and submissions, it is 

most respectfully prayed that this  Tribunal may be pleased to accept 

the present reply and take the submissions made herein on record; 
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II 
I 

discharge the suo motu directions issued against the answenng 

Respondent No. 4; and drop the present proceedings against the 

answering Respondent No. 4, as they are based on incorrect and 

misleading information; and I or pass any other or further order( s) as 

this Tribunal may deem fit and proper in the interest of justice. 
For RAOHA SOAMI S~BEAS 

PLACE: New Delhi 

DATE: 15.04.2026 

. t-t~ 
RESP~m1800or1 

Through Counsel 

-RitesJ];,J&Qatti·f\stMe~.ate • Ritesno.\nmn \c,;/;:t:v"-"' . r!' 

Advocat~ en Rec.ord, Supreme Cou:t. of.ln .... .~a 
Phone 9899891989 emaii: rk@petltJuns.m 

VERIFICATION 

I, Harvinder Puri, son of Late Sh. Som Nath Puri, aged about 52 years, 

resident of 436, Kotwali Bazar, Dharamshala (T), Kangra, HP 176215, 

do hereby verify that the contents of the above reply from paragraphs A 

to E of (I) Preliminary Submissions, Para 1) to 6) and all sub paras 

thereunder of (II) Issuewise response and para 1 to 5 of the (III) Other 

Submissions, are true and correct to my knowledge and based on the 

records maintained by Respondent No. 4, and the legal submissions are 

based on advice received and believed to be true. No part of it is false 

and nothing material has been concealed therefrom. 

Verified at New Delhi on this 15th day of April, 2026. 

For RADHA SOAMI ~T~·B~AS 

yte-.{.""'0& \v 
~ \ Authorised Signatory 
DEPONENT 

'' II 
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BEFORE THE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL, PRINCIPAL BENCH AT 
NEW DELHI 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO. 461 OF 2025 

In the matter of 

NGT Bar Association (PB), Legal aid Committee ... APPLICANT 

versus 

State of Himachal Pradesh & Ors. . .. RESPONDENTS 

AFFIDAVIT IN SUPPORT 

I, Harvinder Puri, son of Late Sh. Som Nath Puri, aged about 52 years, 

resident of 436, Kotwali Bazar, Dharamshala (T), Kangra, HP 176215, 

presently at New Delhi do hereby solemnly affirm as hereunder-

1. That I am the authorized signatory of Respondent No. 4 in the above­

mentioned matter and am well-conversant with the facts and 

circumstances of the case. I am duly authorized and competent to swear 

this affidavit. 

2. That the accompanying Reply to the OA has been drafted by our counsel 

under my instructions. I have read and understood the contents of the 

same, and the facts stated therein are true and correct to the best of my 

knowledge and belief. 
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(Authoritative English Text of this Department Order No. FFE-B-A(3)-5/2020- dated 4th 
January, 2025 as required under Clause (3) of Article 348 of the Constitution of India) 

Government of Himachal Pradesh 
Department of Forest 

No. FFE-B-A(3)-5/2020- Dated  Shimla, the 4th January, 2025 

ORDER 

Whereas, the Governor of Himachal Pradesh, in exercise of the powers conferred 

by section 4 read with section 7 of the Himachal Pradesh Land Preservation Act, 1978, had 

issued Order No. FFE-B-A(3)-4/99, dated 10.09.2002 for temporarily regulating, restricting and 

prohibiting throughout the areas in Himachal Pradesh (Except the areas falling within the limits 

of Municipal Corporation, Municipal Councils, Nagar Panchayats and Cantonment Boards) as 

specified in Schedule appended to the said order, the acts specified therein for a period of 30 

years from the publication of the said order in Rajpatra, Himachal Pradesh and the said order was 

published in the Rajpatra, Himachal Pradesh dated 4th October, 2002;  

And whereas, vide order No. FFE-B-A(3)-1/2017, dated 8th February, 2021, some 

provisions of para-1 of the above orders were amended; 

And whereas, vide Order No. FFE-B-A(3)-5/2020 dated 28th August, 2023, 

further amendments were made in the Order No. FFE-B-A(3)-1/2017, dated 8th February, 2021;  

And, whereas, the State Government after due inquiry is satisfied that it is 

necessary and expedient to modify the said orders dated 10-09-2002, 8th February, 2021 and 28th 

August, 2023 in the interest of maintenance of ecology, forest and wild life conservation and for 

preventing the exploitation of farmers; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of powers conferred by section 4 read with section 7 

of the Act ibid the Governor of Himachal Pradesh is pleased to make the following amendments 

in the said orders namely; 

AMENDMENTS 

Amendment of Para 1. for Para 1 of the order dated 10th September, 2002, the following shall 

be substituted, namely:- 

er and removal thereof in such areas shall be prohibited except for 

the following species of trees: 

Sr.No. Local Name of Species Botanical Name of Species 

1 Safeda Eucalyptus species 
2 Poplar Populus deltoids 
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3. Bamboo culms/ Lathi Dendrocalamusstrictus/ 
bans/ Maggar/ Dharainch/ Dendrocalamushamiltonii/ 
Bans Bambusanutans/Bambusa bambos 

Provided that there will be no prohibition or restrictions on the number of trees to be 

felled for the purpose of bonafide domestic uses of fodder and fuel: 

Provided further that the owners may, for their bonafide domestic and agricultural use, fell up 

to three trees each year without permission. Any felling of more than three trees requires written 

permission from the competent authority, i.e., the Divisional Forest Officer concerned: 

Provided also that trees of Khair shall be felled for sale in accordance with the ten-year felling 

programme, which may be framed by the officers of the Forest Department and approved by the 

State Government. The trees shall only be felled after obtaining permission from the following 

authorities:- 

Sr. No. Number of Trees  Competent Authority 
1 Upto 200 trees in a year  Divisional Forest Officer 

2 Upto 300 trees in a year  Chief Conservator/Conservator of Forests 

3 Upto 400 trees in a year     Principal Chief Conservator of Forests ( HoFF). 
4 Above 400 trees in a year Himachal Pradesh Government. 

Note: The felling of trees for sale in respect of other species shall be permitted by the Principal 

Chief Conservator of Forests (HoFF), provided that the process of demarcation/marking of trees 

was completed under the ten-year felling programme before the issuance of the said amended 

order of 2025. 

Provided also that any person felling trees, either for domestic, agricultural use, or for sale, shall 

be required to plant at least three trees for each tree felled. If a fruit orchard is planted in such 

areas, it shall be done according to the norms laid down by the Horticulture Department of 

Himachal Pradesh for the complete stocking of the area;. 

 By Order, 

      Kamlesh Kumar Pant, IAS 
 Addl. Chief Secretary (Forest) to the 

Government of Himachal 
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