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ABSTRACT 

The rapid convergence of artificial intelligence, behavioural analytics, and digital surveillance 

represents an unprecedented moment for animal protection in India. Although the Indian 

Constitution embeds a rich ethic of compassion through Articles 48A and 51A(g), and judicial 

decisions increasingly recognise animal dignity and intrinsic worth, enforcement remains the 

weakest link in the legal architecture. Conviction rates under the Prevention of Cruelty to 

Animals Act 1960 remain negligible, municipal bodies struggle to document or respond to 

complaints, and cruelty often occurs invisibly across private spaces, slaughterhouses, farms, 

and wildlife corridors. This structural invisibility prevents the State from fulfilling its 

constitutional duties and undermines the promise of a rights-based jurisprudence affirmed in 

Animal Welfare Board of India v A Nagaraja and subsequent cases. 

 

This paper argues that India is now at a constitutional and technological inflection point. 

Artificial intelligence, when deployed within the proportionality safeguards established in KS 

Puttaswamy v Union of India, offers a transformative opportunity to shift animal protection 

from a reactive, complaint-driven model to a proactive enforcement system grounded in real-

time detection, predictive intervention, and robust digital evidence. Through an analysis of AI-

enabled CCTV systems, drone surveillance, computer-vision models capable of detecting 

stress behaviours or violent conduct, blockchain-based animal registries, and automated 

reporting mechanisms that generate legally admissible electronic records under Anvar PV v 

Basheer, the paper proposes a model of “Digital Animal Rights.” 

 

By integrating constitutional values, judicial precedent, comparative global developments, and 

emerging technological tools, this research demonstrates that AI is not merely a sophisticated 
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supplement to existing enforcement but a constitutional necessity to operationalise compassion 

and dignity. The proposed framework of technological constitutionalism ultimately lays the 

foundation for a proactive, AI-driven future in which the rights and welfare of animals become 

materially enforceable rather than aspirational. 

 

Keywords: AI Governance; Animal Dignity; Constitutionalism; Digital Animal Rights; 

Predictive Policing; Technological Constitutionalism. 

 

1. Introduction 

The growing recognition of animals as sentient beings has transformed animal protection from 

a matter of welfare policy into a constitutional and jurisprudential concern. In India, this 

transformation is reflected in the evolving interpretation of Articles 21, 48A, and 51A(g), which 

collectively establish a framework of ecological stewardship, compassion, and respect for non-

human life. Judicial decisions, particularly Animal Welfare Board of India v A. Nagaraja, have 

reinforced the principle that animals possess intrinsic worth and are entitled to protection from 

unnecessary suffering. Despite these normative advancements, enforcement remains 

constrained by limited institutional capacity, evidentiary challenges, and the largely invisible 

nature of animal cruelty. Against this backdrop, artificial intelligence and emerging digital 

technologies offer unprecedented opportunities to strengthen detection, prevention, 

monitoring, and accountability mechanisms. This paper critically examines the constitutional 

foundations of animal protection in India and explores how AI-driven technologies can be 

integrated into the legal framework to create a more effective, rights-oriented, and 

constitutionally compliant system of animal welfare governance. 

 

2. Constitutional and Jurisprudential Basis for Animal Protection in India 

India’s constitutional vision places animals at the intersection of ecological integrity and ethical 

responsibility. Animal protection is located not only in the Directive Principles but also in the 

Fundamental Duties, signalling a dual obligation shared by the State and citizens. Over time, 

courts have expanded this constitutional framework by interpreting Article 21 to include animal 

dignity, sentience, and intrinsic worth, creating a foundation for modern, technology-driven 

enforcement. 
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2.1 Constitutional Foundations 

Article 48A obligates the State to safeguard forests and wildlife, a mandate interpreted in T N 

Godavarman to require proactive and technologically supported enforcement.1 Article 51A(g), 

recognised as a substantive constitutional value in A Nagaraja, imposes a duty of compassion 

on citizens and guides State action.2 These provisions together justify adopting advanced 

systems, such as AI surveillance and digital monitoring, to meet constitutional expectations. 

 

2.2 Expansion of Article 21 and Animal Dignity 

Building on environmental jurisprudence such as Subhash Kumar and MC Mehta, the Supreme 

Court in A Nagaraja held that animals possess intrinsic worth and a right to live with dignity.3 

The Court incorporated the “Five Freedoms” into Indian law, shifting the focus from preventing 

pain to protecting emotional and behavioural well-being, forms of harm AI can detect more 

effectively than traditional policing. 

 

2.3 Judicial Movement Towards Rights and Personhood 

Following A Nagaraja, courts advanced stronger protections. In Narayan Dutt Bhatt, the 

Uttarakhand High Court recognised animals as legal persons,4 while the Himachal Pradesh 

High Court affirmed their right to live with honour. Municipal enforcement duties in stray-dog 

cases, emphasised by the Punjab and Haryana High Court, further highlight the need for real-

time, technologically supported monitoring.5 

 

2.4 Global Recognition of Sentience 

Global developments reinforce India’s trajectory. Spain’s 2021 law recognises animals as 

sentient; New Zealand’s Whanganui River case expands legal personhood; Argentina’s 

recognition of Sandra the orangutan demonstrates judicial willingness to extend rights beyond 

humans.6 These trends strengthen India’s evolving jurisprudence on animal dignity. 

 

 

 
1 T N Godavarman Thirumulpad v Union of India (1997) 2 SCC 267. 
2 Animal Welfare Board of India v A Nagaraja (2014) 7 SCC 547. 
3 Subhash Kumar v State of Bihar (1991) 1 SCC 598; MC Mehta v Kamal Nath (1997) 1 SCC 388; A Nagaraja 

(n 2). 
4 Narayan Dutt Bhatt v Union of India 2020 SCC OnLine Utt 645. 
5 Raj Panwar v Municipal Corporation of Gurugram 2018 SCC OnLine P&H 1921. 
6 Spain, Law 17/2021; Te Awa Tupua (Whanganui River Claims Settlement) Act 2017 (NZ); AFADA v Buenos 

Aires Zoo (2015). 
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2.5 Constitutional Need for Technological Enforcement 

Despite normative progress, enforcement remains weak due to invisibility of cruelty and 

limited institutional capacity. AI provides constitutionally aligned solutions: autonomous 

detection of abuse, drone surveillance of remote zones, behavioural analytics, and evidence 

admissible under Anvar PV v Basheer via Section 65B certification.7 When deployed within 

the privacy safeguards of KS Puttaswamy, AI becomes a legitimate constitutional instrument 

enabling the State to fulfil duties under Articles 48A, 51A(g), and the expanded Article 21.8 

 

3. Digital Surveillance for Animal Protection in India 

The invisibility of animal cruelty in India has produced a structural enforcement void that 

traditional policing has never been equipped to fill. Much of the violence animals endure occurs 

in places where the law has limited or no reach, unlicensed slaughterhouses, remote agricultural 

zones, informal markets, transit vehicles, and private homes where neglect and abuse go 

unnoticed. Here, the problem is not a scarcity of legal norms but the near-total absence of 

observable, verifiable evidence. Without the ability to witness cruelty in real time or reconstruct 

events through reliable documentation, State authorities struggle to fulfil the duties mandated 

by Articles 48A and 51A(g). Digital surveillance, when constitutionally regulated, offers a 

transformative response by granting the State a new capacity to “see” cruelty that is otherwise 

hidden. 

 

AI-enabled CCTV systems represent one of the most significant advances in this regard. Unlike 

traditional cameras that merely record footage, AI models can identify violent actions, hitting, 

dragging, kicking, as well as non-physical indicators of distress such as overcrowding, 

prolonged restraint, or fear-based behaviours. These systems rely on large behavioural datasets, 

enabling them to distinguish harmless interactions from abusive conduct. Already used 

globally for detecting violence in public spaces, such technology can meaningfully extend 

constitutional compassion into daily enforcement practice. Crucially, the digital evidence 

generated becomes admissible when accompanied by a Section 65B certificate under Anvar 

PV v Basheer, allowing prosecutors to overcome evidentiary barriers that have historically 

undermined cruelty cases.9 

 

 
7 Anvar PV v PK Basheer (2014) 10 SCC 473. 
8 KS Puttaswamy v Union of India (2017) 10 SCC 1. 
9Anvar PV v PK Basheer (2014) 10 SCC 473.  

http://www.whiteblacklegal.co.in/


www.whiteblacklegal.co.in 

Volume 3 Issue 7 | June 2026          ISSN: 2581-8503 

Page | 640   

Drones further expand the reach of surveillance into geographies where human monitoring is 

unreliable or impossible. Forest borders, riverbanks, wildlife corridors, and rural trading routes 

often remain beyond routine patrol. Drones equipped with night-vision, thermal imaging, and 

geospatial mapping can detect illegal entry, movement of poachers, or illicit wildlife transport. 

Conservation agencies in Africa and Southeast Asia have demonstrated the effectiveness of 

drone-based monitoring, and similar deployment in India could significantly strengthen 

wildlife protection efforts.10 Urban authorities can also use drones to detect illegal slaughter 

operations or festival-season violations, thereby extending Article 48A protections into spaces 

where enforcement traditionally fails. 

 

Digital surveillance is not limited to State-run monitoring. Citizen participation, supported by 

AI-enabled platforms, can drastically reduce delays in reporting cruelty. Smartphone 

applications capable of species recognition, harm classification, and automated geo-tagging 

allow ordinary people to document abuse with evidentiary precision. Reports generated 

through these platforms can be directly routed to municipal corporations, animal welfare 

boards, or local police, closing the information gaps that hinder timely intervention. Such 

systems give practical meaning to Article 51A(g) by enabling citizens to participate actively in 

fulfilling their constitutional duty of compassion. 

 

Institutional environments where animals are kept, dairy farms, poultry units, research 

laboratories, large shelters, present another area where digital surveillance can revolutionise 

oversight. These facilities often operate behind closed doors, and cruelty is frequently systemic 

rather than episodic. AI-enabled monitoring can detect stock-density violations, prolonged 

immobility, aggression patterns, or behavioural signs of stress long before human inspectors 

would notice. Automated compliance reports can be transmitted to regulatory authorities, 

reducing dependence on infrequent inspections and creating a transparent record of welfare 

standards. This continuous monitoring gives practical effect to the “Five Freedoms” integrated 

into Indian law through A Nagaraja, ensuring that animals are protected not only from physical 

pain but also from fear, discomfort, and behavioural suppression.11 

 

Behavioural analytics represent an even deeper refinement of enforcement. AI models can 

detect micro-indicators of suffering, trembling, pacing, withdrawal, changes in vocalisation, 

 
10 WWF, ‘AI and Anti-Poaching Technologies’ (2022). 
11 Animal Welfare Board of India v A Nagaraja (2014) 7 SCC 547. 
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that may precede overt abuse and often go unnoticed in manual inspections. Such capabilities 

align with the dignity-based approach articulated in A Nagaraja, where the Supreme Court 

recognised emotional and psychological suffering as forms of cruelty that warrant legal 

protection.12 By identifying distress invisible to the human eye, AI extends enforcement 

beyond the limits of human perception. 

 

These technologies, however, must operate within the constitutional boundaries articulated in 

KS Puttaswamy v Union of India, which requires State surveillance to satisfy the standards of 

legality, necessity, and minimal intrusion.13 The use of AI must therefore be guided by statutory 

authorisation, strict data-retention controls, anonymisation protocols, and independent 

oversight mechanisms. When such safeguards are respected, AI does not threaten constitutional 

rights; rather, it strengthens them by ensuring the State can meet its affirmative duties without 

arbitrary intrusion. 

 

Ultimately, digital surveillance functions as a constitutional tool that strengthens detection, 

evidence gathering, and enforcement. By advancing the mandates of Articles 48A, 51A(g), and 

Article 21, it transforms animal protection from a constitutional aspiration into an enforceable 

reality. 

 

4. Predictive Policing and Algorithmic Prevention of Animal Cruelty 

Predictive policing represents a fundamental reorientation of the State’s approach to animal 

protection, shifting the focus from reactive enforcement to proactive prevention. Traditional 

enforcement mechanisms rely almost entirely on complaints, sporadic inspections, or chance 

discovery of cruelty, which means that most violations occur unnoticed and unaddressed. 

Animal harm is inherently difficult to detect because it happens silently, away from public 

view, and often at the hands of habitual offenders who exploit gaps in enforcement. Artificial 

intelligence introduces the possibility of identifying risk patterns before cruelty escalates, 

allowing authorities to intervene at a stage where suffering can still be prevented. This shift is 

not merely a technological advancement but a constitutional necessity, reflecting the duties 

imposed upon the State under Articles 48A and 51A(g) to protect wildlife and cultivate 

compassion for living beings. 

 
12 ibid. 
13 KS Puttaswamy v Union of India (2017) 10 SCC 1. 
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Predictive policing begins with the recognition that cruelty is not random; it manifests in 

identifiable patterns across geography, behaviour, and time. Machine-learning models can 

analyse diverse datasets, municipal complaints, police reports, veterinary injury patterns, 

rescue logs, public helpline calls, and even social media documentation, to identify localities 

where cruelty occurs with greater frequency. These geographic clusters reveal hotspots of 

abuse, whether in certain market districts, peri-urban zones where illegal slaughterhouses 

operate, or residential areas where abandonment rates are high. By identifying these clusters, 

authorities can allocate resources more effectively, directing patrols, welfare inspections, or 

surveillance equipment towards areas where harm is statistically more likely. This predictive 

orientation gives material effect to the Supreme Court’s insistence in Animal Welfare Board 

of India v A Nagaraja that animal dignity must be safeguarded proactively, not merely after 

harm has occurred.14 

 

Another significant contribution of algorithmic analysis lies in identifying individuals who 

repeatedly engage in cruelty. Many forms of abuse, particularly illegal breeding, dogfighting, 

illicit wildlife trade, and unregulated livestock movement, are perpetrated by offenders who 

operate under the radar of law enforcement but whose activities leave scattered digital traces. 

Artificial intelligence can correlate seemingly unrelated events, such as repeated complaints 

linked to the same address, veterinary injuries associated with particular sellers, or rescue logs 

documenting similar patterns of harm, to construct a clearer picture of habitual offenders. Once 

identified, these individuals can be monitored more closely, and appropriate legal action can 

be initiated. The Supreme Court’s recognition of animal dignity as a constitutional value 

reinforces the need for such targeted interventions, as habitual cruelty often results in prolonged 

suffering that violates the spirit of Articles 48A and 51A(g). 

 

The effectiveness of predictive policing becomes particularly clear in the context of wildlife 

protection. Poaching networks often follow predictable routes, exploiting gaps in terrain, forest 

accessibility, or seasonal migration. Algorithmic models can analyse historical poaching data, 

animal movement maps, and environmental variables to forecast likely poaching attempts. 

Conservation organisations in Africa and Southeast Asia have demonstrated that AI-enabled 

predictive systems significantly reduce poaching incidents when combined with drone 

 
14 Animal Welfare Board of India v A Nagaraja (2014) 7 SCC 547. 
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surveillance.15 In the Indian context, where species such as tigers, elephants, and pangolins 

remain critically vulnerable, the adoption of similar predictive frameworks would allow forest 

authorities to intervene before poachers reach their targets. This approach aligns with the public 

trust doctrine affirmed in MC Mehta v Kamal Nath,16 which requires the State to act as a 

steward of natural resources, including wildlife, on behalf of future generations. 

 

Predictive policing also holds significant promise within agricultural and industrial 

environments where cruelty often occurs on a systemic scale. Dairy farms, poultry units, and 

other intensive farming operations can show early signs of cruelty through environmental or 

behavioural anomalies long before visible harm manifests. Artificial intelligence can detect 

irregularities in temperature, animal movement, mortality spikes, and stress indicators that 

human inspectors might overlook. These predictive insights can trigger welfare inspections, 

ensuring that animals are not subjected to prolonged suffering. Such early detection 

mechanisms give concrete effect to the Five Freedoms articulated in A Nagaraja, particularly 

the freedom from fear and distress, which cannot be protected without recognising subtle 

behavioural indicators of emotional suffering.17 

 

Perhaps one of the most socially transformative aspects of predictive modelling is its ability to 

integrate citizen participation into enforcement. Many cruelty incidents first come to light 

through citizen-reporting platforms or animal welfare organisations. AI can analyse patterns in 

citizen-generated data, identify areas where abandonment, poisoning, or assault occur 

frequently, and flag emerging risks in real time. Mobile applications can incorporate predictive 

insights to automatically recommend appropriate authorities, streamline complaint submission, 

and generate evidence packages for enforcement agencies. This citizen–technology partnership 

reinforces the constitutional value of compassion, transforming Article 51A(g) into a 

participatory duty shared between the State and the public. 

 

While predictive systems offer immense potential, they must operate within constitutional 

limits. The Supreme Court’s decision in KS Puttaswamy v Union of India requires any data-

based State action to satisfy the tests of legality, necessity, and proportionality.18 Predictive 

 
15 WWF, ‘AI and Anti-Poaching Technologies’ (2022). 
16 MC Mehta v Kamal Nath (1997) 1 SCC 388. 
17 A Nagaraja (n 1). 
18 KS Puttaswamy v Union of India (2017) 10 SCC 1. 
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policing relies on data collection and algorithmic analysis, which may at times intersect with 

personal information, property rights, or private spaces. Safeguards are therefore essential. 

Data minimisation, purpose limitation, transparency in algorithmic design, and judicial 

oversight mechanisms can ensure that predictive technologies do not infringe upon privacy 

rights while fulfilling the constitutional duty to protect animals. This balance is not only 

possible but essential for aligning technological innovation with constitutional governance. 

 

Ultimately, predictive policing enables a profound rethinking of the State’s role in animal 

protection. Rather than reacting to cruelty after irreversible harm has occurred, the State can 

evolve into a proactive guardian capable of anticipating threats, identifying offenders, and 

preventing suffering. This transformation reflects a deeper constitutional message: that 

compassion is not merely an emotion but a responsibility that requires foresight, infrastructure, 

and technological commitment. When predictive policing is integrated into the broader system 

of digital surveillance and automated enforcement, India moves closer to realising its 

constitutional promise of dignity for all living beings. 

 

5. Technological Enforcement Mechanisms 

Technological enforcement mechanisms form the operational core of an AI-driven animal 

protection framework. While digital surveillance and predictive policing help detect and 

anticipate cruelty, enforcement technologies determine whether the legal system can respond 

effectively, gather reliable evidence, and hold perpetrators accountable. These tools enable the 

State to fulfil its constitutional duties under Articles 48A and 51A(g) by transforming 

compassion from an abstract value into a legally enforceable standard. Artificial intelligence, 

blockchain, biometric systems, and automated legal processes together form a coherent 

enforcement ecosystem capable of bridging the long-standing gap between constitutional ideals 

and practical realities. Each mechanism carries unique potential to strengthen accountability, 

enhance transparency, and support the judicial principles established in Animal Welfare Board 

of India v A Nagaraja. 

 

5.1 AI-Enabled Evidence Collection 

Artificial intelligence has the capacity to revolutionise evidence-gathering by generating 

documentation that meets legal admissibility standards and preserves the integrity of cruelty 

investigations. Given the invisibility of many forms of animal abuse, AI-enabled evidence 
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systems fill a crucial void in the enforcement chain. 

5.1.1 Real-Time Digital Documentation 

AI systems integrated into CCTV networks, drones, and handheld devices can autonomously 

record incidents of cruelty as they occur. This includes identifying behaviours such as striking, 

dragging, overcrowding, or confining animals in conditions that violate the Five Freedoms 

recognised in A Nagaraja.19 Machine-learning models trained to detect violent interactions 

ensure that evidence is not dependent on human presence or subjective interpretation. These 

systems generate high-resolution footage, geotagged images, and timestamped recordings that 

form a reliable evidentiary trail for prosecutors and law enforcement agencies. In environments 

such as unlicensed slaughterhouses, dairy farms, animal markets, and research laboratories, AI-

enabled documentation prevents the destruction of evidence and creates a verifiable account of 

abuse that cannot easily be manipulated or concealed. 

5.1.2 Section 65B Compliance 

One of the major limitations in prosecuting animal cruelty is the lack of admissible electronic 

evidence. The Supreme Court in Anvar PV v Basheer held that digital evidence is admissible 

only if accompanied by a proper certification under Section 65B of the Indian Evidence Act.20 

AI-generated evidence can be automatically embedded with metadata and system-generated 

certifications that fulfil the legal requirements for admissibility. This ensures that digital 

materials capturing acts of cruelty are not dismissed on technical grounds. The integration of 

legal compliance into AI systems strengthens prosecution and supports the constitutional 

obligation to protect animals as recognised under Article 21. 

 

5.2 Blockchain Animal Identity Systems 

Blockchain technology introduces a decentralised, tamper-proof method of recording animal 

identities, ownership, and welfare status. Such a system addresses a pervasive problem in 

animal law enforcement: the inability to track animals across time, space, and ownership 

chains. 

5.2.1 Traceability of Ownership 

A blockchain-based registry can securely record an animal’s identity, ownership, medical 

history, and welfare status through immutable digital records. By tracking ownership transfers 

and veterinary interventions, it enhances accountability, prevents abandonment and illegal 

 
19 Animal Welfare Board of India v A Nagaraja (2014) 7 SCC 547. 
20 WWF, ‘AI and Anti-Poaching Technologies’ (2022). 
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trade, and supports the recognition of animal dignity affirmed in A. Nagaraja. 

5.2.2 Prevention of Illegal Trade 

Illegal wildlife trade, unlicensed breeding operations, and illicit livestock transport thrive 

because animals are untraceable. A blockchain-based identity system restricts opportunities for 

laundering animals into illegal markets, as each animal carries a digitally verifiable identity 

that cannot be altered retrospectively. In wildlife contexts, blockchain tags can be used 

alongside GPS devices to monitor the movement of endangered species. When integrated with 

enforcement agencies, such systems provide authorities with early warnings of suspicious 

activity. This aligns with the public trust doctrine affirmed in MC Mehta v Kamal Nath, which 

holds that the State must act as a guardian of ecological and wildlife resources.21 

 

5.3 Biometric Identification of Animals 

Biometric systems represent one of the most innovative forms of technological enforcement. 

They allow authorities to identify individual animals without relying on external tags, which 

can be removed or tampered with. 

5.3.1 Facial, Muzzle, and Nose-Print Recognition 

Recent advances in computer vision have made it possible to identify cattle, dogs, horses, and 

even certain wild animals using biometric markers such as muzzle patterns, nose prints, and 

facial features. These markers are as unique to animals as fingerprints are to humans. AI-driven 

identification systems enable authorities to match an animal found injured, abandoned, or 

trafficked with its digital profile recorded in a registry. Such systems are particularly effective 

in preventing abandonment, tracking lost animals, and prosecuting individuals who repeatedly 

mistreat their pets or livestock. 

5.3.2 Automated Registration 

Biometric registration systems can be deployed in municipal shelters, veterinary hospitals, 

animal welfare organisations, and border checkpoints. Automated registration reduces 

administrative burdens and ensures that no animal enters or exits a system without 

documentation. Municipal authorities often struggle to track stray dog populations or enforce 

sterilisation programmes under the Animal Birth Control Rules. Biometric registration enables 

accurate monitoring and supports the constitutional responsibility to safeguard animal dignity 

and well-being. 

 

 
21 MC Mehta v Kamal Nath (1997) 1 SCC 388. 
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5.4 Automated Enforcement Systems 

AI-enabled enforcement mechanisms extend beyond surveillance and identification to direct 

legal processes, enabling faster and more efficient interventions in cruelty cases. 

5.4.1 AI-Generated FIR Drafting 

Artificial intelligence can analyse digital evidence, classify the nature of cruelty, and generate 

draft FIRs or complaints for submission to the police or magistrates. This capability reduces 

delays caused by administrative bottlenecks and ensures that complainants, often citizens or 

NGOs, receive timely legal support. AI-generated FIRs also reduce the risk of incomplete or 

inaccurately drafted complaints, strengthening the likelihood of successful prosecution. Such 

automation is particularly valuable given the low prioritisation of animal cruelty cases within 

general policing frameworks. 

5.4.2 Integrated Reporting to Police and Animal Welfare Boards 

Automated enforcement systems can link AI surveillance tools, rescue organisations, 

veterinary services, and law enforcement agencies into a unified response network. When an 

act of cruelty is detected or predicted, alerts can be automatically routed to designated 

authorities with accompanying evidence files. This integrated approach ensures that the State 

reacts to incidents promptly, reducing the likelihood of escalation. Such systems fulfil the 

preventive spirit of Article 48A by enabling authorities to intervene before harm becomes 

irreversible. 

 

5.5 Constitutional Safeguards in Technological Enforcement 

While technological enforcement mechanisms offer transformative benefits, they must operate 

within the constitutional boundaries articulated in KS Puttaswamy v Union of India. The 

Court’s proportionality framework requires that any State action involving surveillance or data 

processing be supported by law, necessary for achieving legitimate purposes, and minimally 

intrusive.22 

5.5.1 Proportionality and Privacy Compliance 

Ensuring compliance with constitutional privacy standards requires clear statutory 

authorisation for the use of AI, blockchain, and biometric systems. Data-minimisation 

principles must guide collection, ensuring that only information essential for animal protection 

is stored. Anonymisation techniques, encrypted storage, and strict access controls prevent 

misuse of data relating to individuals, particularly where surveillance intersects with private 

 
22 KS Puttaswamy v Union of India (2017) 10 SCC 1. 
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spaces. 

5.5.2 Judicial Oversight and Public Accountability 

Judicial oversight mechanisms ensure that technological enforcement does not become 

arbitrary or opaque. Regular audits, independent review committees, and statutory reporting 

requirements promote transparency. These safeguards harmonise technological innovation 

with constitutional governance, ensuring that enforcement mechanisms respect human rights 

while fulfilling the constitutional mandate to protect non-human beings. 

 

6. Ethical, Legal, and Policy Considerations & Implementation Roadmap 

for AI-Based Animal Protection in India 

The integration of artificial intelligence into India’s animal protection regime presents both a 

moral opportunity and a complex governance challenge. While technology offers 

unprecedented methods of detection, prevention, and enforcement, it must be implemented 

with strong ethical commitments, legal safeguards, and a coherent national policy framework. 

A responsible AI-based animal protection system must align with constitutional morality, 

uphold privacy, ensure proportionality, and remain transparent and accountable. At the same 

time, it must provide a pragmatic roadmap that India’s institutions can adopt without creating 

new inequities or overlooking ground realities. This combined section brings together ethical, 

legal, and policy considerations alongside a structured implementation blueprint that reflects 

both constitutional principles and technological feasibility. 

 

6.1 Ethical Imperatives in AI-Based Animal Protection 

6.1.1 Preventing Algorithmic Bias and Misinterpretation 

AI systems analysing animal behaviour may misclassify harmless interactions as cruelty or fail 

to detect subtle signs of distress such as fear, anxiety, or repetitive motions. These 

misinterpretations can lead to unwarranted interventions or, worse, ignored harm. Ethical 

deployment therefore requires high-quality datasets representing diverse species, breeds, 

environments, and behavioural contexts. Independent experts, veterinarians, ethologists, legal 

scholars, must evaluate training datasets to prevent systemic bias. Without these safeguards, 

AI risks undermining the very compassion Article 51A(g) seeks to promote.23 

6.1.2 Avoiding Over-Surveillance and Protecting Human Rights 

AI systems designed for animal protection may inadvertently record human individuals, 

 
23 Constitution of India 1950, art 51A(g). 
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potentially infringing privacy. For example, cameras in dairy farms may capture workers, while 

drones monitoring wildlife corridors may inadvertently record adjacent private properties. The 

Supreme Court’s recognition of the right to privacy in KS Puttaswamy v Union of India 

requires that surveillance remain strictly necessary, legally sanctioned, and minimally 

intrusive.24 Ethical AI deployment must therefore include anonymisation, restricted access, 

purpose limitation, and judicial oversight mechanisms. 

 

6.2 Legal Foundations for AI Adoption 

6.2.1 Proportionality and Statutory Authority 

The deployment of AI for animal protection must satisfy the proportionality test: it must serve 

a legitimate constitutional objective (Article 48A and Article 51A(g)), be the least intrusive 

method available, and be supported by law rather than mere administrative instructions. A 

dedicated “Digital Animal Protection Act” could define AI tools, permissible surveillance 

boundaries, data retention periods, and citizens’ rights, preventing misuse while empowering 

enforcement. 

6.2.2 Data Protection and Cybersecurity 

AI systems handling biometric markers of animals, ownership records, and geolocation data 

must be protected against breaches. Any leak of wildlife GPS data could unintentionally aid 

poachers. Similarly, veterinary or pet ownership records may expose private information. 

Therefore, compliance with India’s Digital Personal Data Protection Act must be supplemented 

by species-specific cybersecurity protocols, encrypted storage, and tightly controlled access. 

 

6.3 Policy Commitments Needed for Humane and Effective AI Deployment 

6.3.1 National AI Animal Protection Authority (NAIAPA) 

A specialised authority should be constituted to regulate AI systems, approve algorithms, 

conduct audits, certify datasets, and coordinate between ministries. This body should include 

technologists, wildlife experts, legal scholars, ethicists, and animal welfare organisations. Such 

a multi-disciplinary institution would prevent fragmented governance and ensure consistent 

standards nationwide. 

6.3.2 Community-Centric and Inclusive Framework 

AI must not criminalise poverty or disproportionately target informal workers in animal-related 

sectors. Enforcement strategies should differentiate between intentional cruelty and neglect 

 
24 KS Puttaswamy v Union of India (2017) 10 SCC 1. 
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caused by lack of resources. Policy must prioritise education, training, and support systems 

before penalties. Rehabilitation-oriented approaches reflect the compassionate constitutional 

ethos affirmed in Animal Welfare Board of India v A Nagaraja.25 

 

6.4 The Implementation Roadmap: A Step-by-Step National Strategy 

6.4.1 Phase One: Infrastructure and Digital Baseline 

In the first phase, India must establish a unified national digital infrastructure. This includes: 

• A nationwide blockchain-based animal identity registry 

• Biometric registration systems in municipal shelters and veterinary hospitals 

• A single digital platform integrating rescue NGOs, police, and welfare boards 

This foundational layer ensures that every subsequent technological tool operates on reliable, 

authentic data. 

6.4.2 Phase Two: Surveillance and Monitoring Networks 

Once the baseline exists, AI-enabled CCTV systems, drones, and IoT sensors must be deployed 

across high-risk areas such as: 

• Slaughterhouses 

• Dairy farms 

• Poultry units 

• Wildlife borders 

• Urban hotspots identified through predictive analytics 

These systems form the “digital eyes” of the State, fulfilling Article 48A’s mandate to prevent 

cruelty and protect wildlife. 

6.4.3 Phase Three: Predictive and Automated Enforcement 

Predictive models should be deployed to flag habitual offenders, identify recurring cruelty 

clusters, and anticipate poaching events. Automated FIR drafting and evidence compilation 

systems linked to police stations and welfare boards will streamline enforcement and reduce 

bureaucratic delay. 

6.4.4 Phase Four: Continuous Oversight, Accountability, and Reform 

All AI systems must undergo periodic audits, ethical reviews, algorithmic fairness checks, and 

public disclosure. A democratic feedback mechanism, through ombudsman offices or 

grievance portals, should allow citizens and experts to report misuse or malfunctioning. Policy 

must evolve with technological advancements and judicial interpretations. 

 
25 Animal Welfare Board of India v A Nagaraja (2014) 7 SCC 547. 

http://www.whiteblacklegal.co.in/


www.whiteblacklegal.co.in 

Volume 3 Issue 7 | June 2026          ISSN: 2581-8503 

Page | 651   

7. Conclusion 

The constitutional evolution of animal protection in India reflects a broader shift towards 

recognising the dignity, sentience, and intrinsic value of non-human beings. While judicial and 

legislative developments have established a robust normative foundation, effective protection 

continues to be hindered by persistent enforcement deficits. Artificial intelligence offers a 

transformative means of addressing these challenges by enabling real-time monitoring, 

predictive intervention, evidence-based enforcement, and greater institutional accountability. 

However, the legitimacy of such technologies depends upon their deployment within a 

framework that respects constitutional principles of legality, proportionality, transparency, and 

privacy. Properly regulated, AI is not merely a technological tool but a constitutional enabler 

capable of translating the values embodied in Articles 21, 48A, and 51A(g) into practical 

realities. The future of animal protection therefore lies in the careful convergence of law, 

technology, and constitutional morality, ensuring that compassion towards animals is not only 

recognised in principle but realised through effective and accountable governance. 

http://www.whiteblacklegal.co.in/

