Client Brief – Summary of NGT Judgment dated 30.10.2025 - Dr. Raja Singh v. Union of India & Ors. (O.A. 298/2023)
Bench: Hon’ble Justice Arun Kumar Tyagi (JM) and Dr. Afroz Ahmad (EM)
Respondent No. 4: Fibre Cement Products Manufacturers Association (represented by Ms. Rashmi Virmani, Mr. Ankit Virmani and Mr. Hrithik Sharma)
1. Case Overview
The applicant, Dr. Raja Singh, sought directions to prohibit the use of asbestos-cement roofing sheets in schools across India, citing health hazards from asbestos fibre emissions and invoking the precautionary principle (s. 20, NGT Act) and Articles 21, 47, 48-A of the Constitution of India.
The Original Application (O.A.) was filed against three Respondents, namely: 
a) The Ministry of Environment, Forest and Climate Change (MoEF&CC) as Respondent No. 1;
b) The Ministry of Housing and Urban Affairs (MoHUA) as Respondent No. 2; and 
c) The Ministry of Education (MoE) as Respondent No. 3.
FCPMA was subsequently impleaded as Respondent No. 4 (I.A. 67/2024, allowed 19.02.2024) to represent manufacturers of asbestos-cement products.
2. Tribunal’s Core Findings
(a) Jurisdiction and Maintainability (Para 35 onwards)
FCPMA argued that the application was not maintainable, as it sought policy-level reliefs beyond NGT’s jurisdiction. The Tribunal, however, rejected this objection:
Para 38–40:
“We find force in the submissions made by the applicant… Asbestos fibres will fall within the definition of air pollutant under s. 2(a) of the Air (Prevention and Control of Pollution) Act, 1981 and environmental pollutant under s. 2(b) of the Environment (Protection) Act, 1986… In view of sections 14 and 15 of the National Green Tribunal Act, 2010, this Tribunal has jurisdiction to entertain and decide the present case… The application is not liable to be dismissed on the ground of lack of jurisdiction or being in the realm of policy.”
(b) This issue does not stand decided by the Judicial Precedent that have been cited by the Parties
Paras 117–119:
· The Tribunal at para 117 observed that none of the judicial precedents cited by the parties conclusively determine the issue of adverse health impacts of asbestos cement sheets in schools or elsewhere in India.
· The Kerala and Calcutta High Court judgments were either interim, limited in scope, or unsupported by scientific evidence.
· NHRC orders do not conclusively determine the environmental questions involved in the present case.
(c) An immediate direction for nationwide discontinuance and replacement of asbestos cement roofing sheets in schools is not warranted at this stage
Para 121:
· The tribunal at para 121 notes that “We find that there is no specific study with reference to adverse health impact of asbestos cement roofing sheets in school buildings despite the fact that specific order was passed by this Tribunal in this regard.”
· While the MoEF&CC stated that asbestos in buildings does not spontaneously release fibres, it admitted that asbestos fibres can enter the air, water, and soil from weathering, renovation, or demolition of asbestos products, exposing people through inhalation. In light of this admission, the Tribunal found the claim of FCPMA that asbestos fibres remain fully locked in the cement matrix and cannot become airborne, to be incorrect. 
· The Tribunal also observed that restricting the relief only to schools overlooks similar exposure risks in residential and other buildings frequented by children. 
· However, the Tribunal held that, in the absence of positive and specific scientific evidence, an immediate direction for nationwide discontinuance and replacement of asbestos cement roofing sheets in schools is not warranted at this stage, even under the Precautionary Principle or by invoking India’s obligations under the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child. 
· The Tribunal recalled that the Supreme Court in Kalyaneshwari v. Union of India (2011) 3 SCC 287 had declined to impose a ban on asbestos use, preferring stronger regulation instead. 
3. Final Directions
Paras 122 and 123 onwards:
The Tribunal at para 122 noted that the MoEF&CC’s own “Vision Statement on Environment and Human Health” (para 4.3.1) which states that “alternatives to asbestos may be used to the extent possible and the use of asbestos may be phased out”, the Tribunal directed MoEF&CC to deliberate on the issue and prepare an Action Plan with appropriate time lines for use of alternatives to asbestos as may be scientifically feasible and environmentally and economically viable.
Further, the Tribunal has framed certain directions inter alia, as under:
A. To prevent occupational exposure to asbestos:
· Employers must assess asbestos levels, demarcate regulated areas, display hazard signs, install ventilation systems with filters, and ensure mandatory use of Personal Protective Equipment (PPE).
· Smoking, eating, or drinking in asbestos-exposed areas must be prohibited; dry sweeping and similar activities avoided.
· Workers must undergo periodic medical monitoring and annual training on asbestos hazards, safe work practices, and the link between smoking and lung cancer.
B. To prevent non-occupational exposure in schools:
· Handling, installation, and removal of asbestos cement sheets must follow BIS guidelines and manufacturer’s instructions using proper tools and safety precautions.
· Encapsulation with sealant or paint may be adopted where roofing is in good condition; damaged sheets must be removed carefully with wetting and proper handling techniques.
· State Pollution Control Boards (SPCBs)/ Pollution Control Boards (PCBs) and school authorities must conduct regular inspections through qualified professionals to assess condition and safety.
· School staff must be educated about asbestos risks and safe handling practices.
C. Transportation and disposal of asbestos waste:
· Waste must be transported in sealed, leak-tight containers and disposed of only at authorized hazardous waste facilities.
· CPCB and SPCBs/PCCs are to establish monitoring mechanisms and maintain complete disposal records.
D. Issuance of advisories, SOPs, and policy action:
· The Ministry of Education (MoE) shall issue an advisory to all schools to:
(i) maintain asbestos roofs in good condition with protective coating,
(ii) follow IS 11769 (Part 1) for installation and handling, and
(iii) ensure disposal only at authorized sites under the HOWM Rules, 2016.
· The CPCB shall issue a Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) for proper handling and disposal of asbestos waste.
· The MoEF&CC shall:
· Review the entire scientific evidence/material available and also review global best practices within 06 months and to take appropriate decision and make appropriate policies permitting/minimizing use of asbestos cement roofing sheets and other asbestos contained material in schools, residential houses and other buildings, and proper management and disposal of asbestos waste in accordance with its vison statement with an action plan and appropriate time lines,
· And issue guidelines for manufacture, installation, maintenance, dismantling, and disposal of asbestos-containing materials.


