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Abstract 

Administrative agencies' ability to keep an eye on ecological conditions and enforce compliance has 

changed as a result of the incorporation of satellite and aerial technologies into environmental 

regulation.  These "eyes in the sky"—drones, high-resolution satellite imagery, and sophisticated remote 

sensing—provide previously unheard-of accuracy in identifying environmental infractions, charting 

changes in land use, and evaluating the exploitation of natural resources.  Although these tools improve 

ecological governance, they also bring up moral and legal issues with regard to property rights, privacy, 

and administrative overreach. 

The relationship between environmental monitoring and individual rights protection is examined in this 

doctrine analysis.  It looks at statutory frameworks, pertinent administrative law principles, and 

constitutional restrictions, especially those related to search and seizure jurisprudence that control the 

gathering and application of aerial data.  It illustrates how courts have struggled to define reasonable 

expectations of privacy in the context of technologically enhanced observation by referencing 

comparative case law from several jurisdictions. 

The study also discusses proportionality as a guiding principle, balancing possible infringements on 

individual autonomy against the interests of the environment as a whole.  In order to guarantee that 

surveillance serves justifiable environmental goals without undermining fundamental liberties, it 

highlights the necessity of procedural safeguards like transparency in data collection, restrictions on data 

retention, and independent oversight mechanisms. 

In the end, the analysis makes the case for a balanced legal strategy that takes into account both 

democratic principles and the advancement of technology.  Administrative environmental surveillance 

can be used as a tool for sustainable governance that upholds rights on the ground while keeping 

watchful eyes in the sky by balancing ecological stewardship with privacy protections. 

 

Keywords: Administrative Surveillance, Privacy Rights, Aerial and Satellite Monitoring, 

Proportionality Principle 

 

I. Introduction 

Technology advancements in the twenty-first century have changed how governments keep an eye on 

and enforce adherence to environmental regulations.  The spread of satellite and aerial surveillance, 

sometimes referred to as "eyes in the sky," is one of the most significant developments.  These systems, 

which include advanced remote sensing platforms, high-resolution orbital imagery, and unmanned aerial 

vehicles (drones), have become essential to contemporary environmental governance.  With previously 
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unheard-of speed and accuracy, they enable administrative agencies to track industrial emissions, 

evaluate land-use changes, detect illegal deforestation, and collect evidence of ecological degradation. 

A paradigm shift from conventional, ground-based inspection techniques to highly effective, data-driven 

monitoring is represented by the incorporation of these technologies into regulatory practice.  By doing 

this, it improves the evidentiary foundation for administrative decision-making, speeds up enforcement, 

and increases transparency.  But there are also serious ethical and legal issues with the use of continuous 

and extensive observational capabilities.  Questions concerning the extent of state power, the 

preservation of private life, and the upholding of civil liberties in the face of technological advancements 

that may encroach on previously private domains are invariably raised by the growth of environmental 

surveillance. 

The administrative use of satellite and aerial surveillance for three main goals—enforcement of 

environmental laws, ongoing environmental monitoring, and regulatory oversight—is the subject of this 

study.  Examining these roles in the context of constitutional principles, statutory authorizations, and 

administrative law doctrines, it acknowledges that environmental stewardship must be pursued within 

the bounds of appropriate and lawful state action, despite its overwhelming public importance. 

Reconciling two conflicting imperatives is the main issue at the heart of this investigation.  On the one 

hand, there is the shared interest in protecting the environment, which is a legal or constitutional duty in 

many places and is based on the ideas of intergenerational equity and public trust.  The individual's 

rights to privacy, autonomy, and property security, which are safeguarded by human rights instruments 

and constitutional guarantees, are on the opposing side.  The conflict between these interests is 

exacerbated when surveillance technologies can continuously monitor subjects without their knowledge 

or consent, potentially undermining long-standing privacy expectations. 

The analysis necessitates a doctrinal engagement with multiple intersecting legal domains.  Statutory 

environmental mandates outline the authority given to administrative bodies, while constitutional 

jurisprudence on search and seizure establishes the acceptable bounds of state observation.  Additional 

restrictions on how surveillance powers are used are imposed by administrative law principles such as 

proportionality, reasonableness, and procedural fairness.  In the context of technologically enhanced 

observation, comparative case law provides insight into how various jurisdictions have struck a balance 

between environmental goals and the defense of fundamental rights. 

Thus, the two main goals of this study are: 

• To assess, with special consideration for constitutional and human rights safeguards, the privacy 

consequences resulting from the administrative use of satellite and aerial surveillance technologies in 

environmental governance; and 

• To examine the judicial decisions, legislative frameworks, and legal theories that define, restrict, and 

support administrative environmental surveillance. 

By this investigation, the study hopes to aid in the creation of a fair legal system that permits efficient 

environmental enforcement while protecting rights "on the ground" from undue interference by the "eyes 

in the sky." 

 

II. Significance and Risk of Eye in the Sky 

The operational environment of environmental regulation has changed significantly as a result of the 

development and advancement of satellite and aerial surveillance technologies.  Today's administrative 

agencies have access to tools that allow for continuous, large-scale observation with a level of precision 
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that was previously impossible, going far beyond traditional field inspections.  These technologies can 

be divided into a number of main categories, each with unique potential applications and legal 

ramifications. 

A. Synopsis of Monitoring Instruments 

• Drones and other unmanned aerial vehicles 

Environmental inspections can now be done more affordably with unmanned aerial vehicles 

(UAVs), also known as drones.  Because of their low-altitude flying capabilities, high-definition 

video recording, thermal imaging, and multi-spectral analysis capabilities, they are especially helpful 

for monitoring pollution discharges, scouting protected ecosystems, and identifying illicit mining 

activities. 

• Observation via Satellite 

Agencies can identify deforestation, urban encroachment on wetlands, or significant changes in 

agricultural land use thanks to the wide geographic coverage provided by satellite imagery.  Sub-

meter resolution can be achieved by contemporary commercial satellites, making small-scale 

environmental disturbances or individual structures visible from space. 

• Aerial Photography with High Resolution 

Advanced imaging systems on manned aircraft continue to be a mainstay of environmental 

monitoring.  They combine flexibility with the capacity to generate evidence that can be used in 

court, with the ability to be used for focused inspections. 

• Technologies for Remote Sensing 

Remote sensing uses spectral analysis, radar, and LiDAR systems in addition to basic photography to 

identify changes in the environment that are not visible to the naked eye.  These techniques are 

essential for monitoring waterway pollution, evaluating vegetation health, and measuring air quality. 

B. Benefits of Monitoring with Technology 

The use of these tools provides several observable advantages from a regulatory perspective: 

• Real-time monitoring allows agencies to keep an eye on environmental conditions as they change, 

allowing for prompt action when violations take place. 

• Improved Evidence-Gathering: In administrative or legal proceedings, high-resolution photos and 

sensor data can be used as objective, convincing evidence. 

• Operational Efficiency: By surveying large areas in a fraction of the time needed for ground 

inspections, enforcement can reach a wider audience and use fewer resources. 

C. Risk on Right to Privacy 

Because of these benefits, technological surveillance has become a vital tool for contemporary 

environmental governance.  However, the same qualities that make it effective also create serious risks. 

1. Pervasive and Continuous Observation 

Constant satellite and drone surveillance increases invasions of privacy.  In Kyllo v. United States 

(2001), the U.S. Supreme Court acknowledged that using sense-enhancing technology to reveal 

information about a home without a warrant is a search under the Fourth Amendment of US constitution. 

Aerial surveillance over open spaces was also supported by California v. Ciraolo (1986) and Dow 

Chemical Co. v. United States (1986), although these cases predate contemporary high-frequency and 

high-resolution technologies.  Researchers contend that the "mosaic theory," which holds that aggregate 

data collection reveals intimate patterns, necessitates a reassessment of what constitutes a reasonable 

expectation of privacy in the age of drones. 
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2. Secondary Applications and Data Misuse 

Large datasets produced by environmental surveillance may be used for purposes other than those for 

which they were intended.  The American Civil Liberties Union filed a lawsuit in Sonoma County, 

California, alleging that drones that were originally meant to monitor illegal cannabis cultivation were 

instead used to spy on common residential code violations, such as taking unwarranted pictures of 

private spaces like backyard hot tubs. Significant privacy concerns were raised when the collected data 

was used as an enforcement tool unrelated to environmental goals. 

3. Declining Impact on Legal Activity 

Constant observation could discourage legal activity.  Privacy experts caution that surveillance systems 

have a "chilling effect," discouraging people from participating in public debates, protests, or 

community service because they are afraid of being watched. Activists in India expressed concern after 

reports surfaced that Haryana police used drone footage to identify and target farmers during protests, 

possibly violating their fundamental rights to speech, privacy, and mobility under Articles 21 and 19 of 

the Constitution. 

4. Inequitable Effect on Communities at Risk 

Particular geographic areas—such as eco-sensitive zones, indigenous lands, or economically 

marginalized areas—are frequently the focus of surveillance, which raises issues of unequal scrutiny.  

Drone use by tourists and potentially by authorities at India's Bhimgad Wildlife Sanctuary's Chikhale 

Waterfall not only disturbed wildlife but also brought up concerns about privacy and insufficient 

enforcement in isolated, environmentally sensitive areas. These regions might not have clear legal 

protections, which increases the possibility of disproportionate intrusion. 

5. Risks to Security and Integrity 

Platforms for surveillance are susceptible to technical flaws.  A GAO report alerted operators to privacy 

violations and security vulnerabilities in drones, including GPS jamming and spoofing, which could 

deceive operators and jeopardize data integrity (WIRED).  Furthermore, a drone carrying several high-

resolution cameras crashed near the India-Bangladesh border in a real-life incident, raising concerns 

about espionage or uncontrolled surveillance. 

6. The Legal and Regulatory Vacuum 

Strong privacy protections for drone deployment are absent from India's regulatory framework.  The 

subsequent Drone Rules, 2021, raised concerns about unregulated surveillance capabilities by omitting 

any explicit privacy guarantees, even though early UAS regulations raised privacy concerns.  The Delhi 

Police's use of drones during protests and elections has been repeatedly criticized by advocacy groups 

for operating without transparency, SOPs, or public guidelines, subjecting citizens to widespread 

surveillance without compensation. 

 

III. Framework of Law and Doctrine 

Administrative agencies' environmental surveillance lies at the nexus of administrative law principles, 

statutory authorizations, and constitutional protections.  Adherence to the substantive and procedural 

limitations imposed by these frameworks is necessary for the legal legitimacy of "eyes in the sky" 

operations. 

A. 

 

Constitutional 

Aspects 

1. Principles of Search and Seizure 

The Fourth Amendment is the main defence against arbitrary searches 

and seizures in jurisdictions that have been impacted by U.S. 
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constitutional jurisprudence.  Although there have been previous rulings 

supporting aerial observation from public airspace (California v. Ciraolo, 

476 U.S. 207 (1986); Dow Chemical Co. v. United States, 476 U.S. 227 

(1986)), these rulings came before the development of satellite and 

persistent, high-resolution drone surveillance.  By ruling that using sense-

enhancing technology to obtain information about the interior of a home 

without a warrant amounted to a search, the Kyllo v. United States, 533 

U.S. 27 (2001) ruling increased privacy protection.  This logic has been 

used to support the need for warrants in contemporary drone surveillance. 

According to the ruling in Justice K.S. Puttaswamy (Retd.) v. Union of 

India (2017) 10 SCC 1, Article 21 of the Indian Constitution affirms the 

right to privacy as a fundamental one, and any violation must pass the 

proportionality, necessity, and legality tests.  Puttaswamy establishes a 

constitutional basis for contesting excessive surveillance, even though the 

Indian Supreme Court has not yet directly addressed drone-based 

environmental monitoring. 

2. The Doctrine of Reasonable Expectation of Privacy 

First introduced in Katz v. United States, 389 U.S. 347 (1967), the 

"reasonable expectation of privacy" test determines whether a person's 

privacy interest is one that society is willing to accept as reasonable.  

Open fields are typically less protected than homes under U.S. law 

(Oliver v. United States, 466 U.S. 170 (1984)).  However, detractors 

argue that the so-called "mosaic theory" may justify renewed protection 

for ongoing aerial monitoring that can reveal patterns of life (see United 

States v. Jones, 565 U.S. 400 (2012), concurring opinions). 

According to the European Court of Human Rights' interpretation of 

Article 8 of the European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR) (see, for 

example, Peck v. United Kingdom, App. No. 44647/98), surveillance 

must be "by the law" and "necessary in a democratic society." These 

requirements are easily applied to environmental monitoring. 

B. 

 

Legal Structures 1. National Environmental Laws That Permit Observation 

Laws like the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. § 1251 et seq.) and the Clean 

Air Act (42 U.S.C. § 7401 et seq.) in the US give organizations like the 

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) the authority to inspect and 

keep an eye on regulated entities.  These laws allow aerial inspections, 

but they don't specifically address drones or satellites, so their use is 

limited by the Constitution. 

Environmental laws in India, such as the Air (Prevention and Control of 

Pollution) Act of 1981 and the Environment (Protection) Act of 1986, 

permit inspection and information gathering but do not specifically 

govern aerial surveillance.  Interpretive ambiguity results from the lack of 

clear language, especially when surveillance intrudes into areas that may 

be covered by privacy rights. 
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2. Information privacy and data protection laws 

Data protection regulations come into play when surveillance produces 

personally identifiable information.  Strict guidelines for lawful 

processing, purpose limitation, and data minimization are enforced in the 

EU by the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) (Articles 5–6).  

Environmental surveillance that gathers recognizable images would need 

to have a valid reason and adhere to proportionality. 

Although there are exclusions for sovereign functions, India's Digital 

Personal Data Protection Act, 2023, places duties on state agencies to 

process data proportionately and lawfully, potentially opening a gap in 

environmental monitoring contexts. 

 

C. 

 

Principles of 

Administrative 

Law 

1. Agency Powers' Scope 

Enabling statutes give administrative agencies their authority.  The ultra 

vires principle forbids agencies from acting outside of their clearly or 

implicitly granted authority.  The UK House of Lords ruled in Anisminic 

Ltd. v. Foreign Compensation Commission [1969] 2 AC 147 (HL) that 

any action taken outside of statutory authority is null and void.  In this 

case, organizations carrying out environmental monitoring without 

explicit legal authorization run the risk of breaking the law. 

2. Due process and procedural fairness in surveillance 

Surveillance measures must be carried out openly and with channels for 

appeal to be considered procedurally fair.  In the United States, notice and 

a chance to contest enforcement actions derived from surveillance may be 

necessary as part of due process under the Fifth and Fourteenth 

Amendments. 

Maneka Gandhi v. Union of India (1978) 1 SCC 248 reaffirmed that 

administrative actions that impact rights in India are subject to the 

doctrine of natural justice, or audi alteram partem.  Affected parties must 

be granted procedural protections, including access to the evidence 

collected, in cases where environmental surveillance leads to fines or 

restrictions. 

 

 

IV. India: Significant Domestic Aerial Surveillance and Privacy Cases 

A. Fundamental Privacy Law 

The Supreme Court of India ruled in Kharak Singh v. State of U.P. (1962), one of the country's first 

privacy cases, that police surveillance, including covert picketing and night time domiciliary visits, did 

not infringe upon fundamental rights guaranteed by Articles 19 and 21.  The majority came to the 

conclusion that the Constitution did not guarantee the right to privacy. 

In the 2017 case of Justice K. S. Puttaswamy v. Union of India, Kharak Singh was overturned, 

confirming the right to privacy as a fundamental right safeguarded by Articles 14, 19, and 21.  
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Additionally, it created a four-part proportionality test—legitimacy, necessity, legality, and procedural 

safeguards—to evaluate state interference with privacy. 

In the 1997 case of PUCL v. Union of India, which dealt with telephone tapping, strict procedural 

protections were needed, such as prior judicial authorization, which was later codified in Rule 419A of 

the Telegraph Rules and the IT Act rules, according to doonlawmentor.com. 

B. Monitoring Methods: Legal Response 

In Peter Samuel Wallace v. IGP, Delhi, surveillance permitted by Police Regulation 236 was declared 

unlawful in the absence of the relevant legislation.  The Court clarified that privacy must be evaluated on 

an individual basis and must be scrutinized even if it is derived from other fundamental rights. 

State of Telangana v. Bokka Vishnu Vardhan (2019):  held that if surveillance, even non-intrusive 

surveillance, is not permitted by law, it is a violation of Article 21.  Life and liberty are severely violated 

by intrusive surveillance; however, Indian law may allow reasonable surveillance to prevent crime if it is 

permitted by law. 

State of Telangana v. M. Laxman (2020):  emphasized that while obtrusive methods are not Indian law, 

non-obtrusive surveillance is acceptable as long as it stays within the law. 

C. sAdministrative and Drone Surveillance 

"Eye in the Sky" & Guidelines for Drones: Before being widely exempted under UAS Rules 2021, drone 

use was subject to COVID-19-specific exemptions under the pre-existing Aircraft Rules.  Under the new 

Drone Rules, this has continued to enable law enforcement drone surveillance with few data protection 

safeguards. 

In this area of administrative surveillance, privacy-sensitive exceptions are essentially non-existent.  

Researchers caution that the risks of indiscriminate drone surveillance are increased by a mosaic theory 

of privacy, which combines granular data points to create intrusive profiles, particularly when paired 

with facial recognition. 

Under Puttaswamy, the Indian judiciary has firmly embraced privacy as a constitutional right after 

previously rejecting it.  Drones and other forms of administrative and aerial surveillance operate in a 

regulatory gray area where laws provide few safeguards.  Although drone use largely avoids this 

oversight, current jurisprudence requires that any intrusion be legal, proportionate, and procedurally 

sound. 

 

V. Conclusion & Suggestions 

A. The Need for a Calibrated Method 

Drones, satellite imagery, and remote sensing are examples of aerial technologies used in environmental 

surveillance. These technologies have become an effective administrative tool for monitoring pollution, 

detecting illegal mining, preventing deforestation, and protecting wildlife.  These "eyes in the sky" 

improve enforcement capabilities, allow for the quick identification of ecological harm, and provide data 

that is not possible with traditional ground inspections due to their speed and scale. 

However, there are ethical and constitutional ramifications to this technological advancement.  The 

Indian Supreme Court upheld the fundamental right to privacy under Articles 14, 19, and 21 in Justice 

K.S. Puttaswamy v. Union of India (2017). This right cannot be restricted unless a law satisfies the 

requirements of necessity, proportionality, and legality.  No matter how admirable, environmental 

imperatives cannot be used as an excuse for unrestricted monitoring.  The preservation of individual 
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liberties and the preservation of the environment are two public goods that must be balanced in a 

calibrated approach. 

This kind of calibration is necessary to avoid mission creep, which occurs when instruments intended for 

environmental monitoring are used for indiscriminate data collection, general law enforcement, or 

political surveillance.  Without restrictions, civil liberties may be sacrificed for administrative efficiency, 

undermining democratic legitimacy and public confidence. 

B. The necessity of flexible legal frameworks 

Legislation always lags behind technological advancement.  The Drone Rules, 2021, India's current 

drone and aerial surveillance regulations, pay little attention to data protection, purpose limitation, or 

citizen consent, instead concentrating on airspace management and safety.  In a similar vein, executive 

authorizations without statutory checks govern satellite-based environmental monitoring. 

A flexible legal system needs to: 

• Incorporate Constitutional Values 

• According to Puttaswamy, any enabling legislation should acknowledge the right to privacy and 

impose stringent procedural safeguards. 

• To avoid arbitrary or overbroad interpretation, surveillance powers should be precisely defined, 

including their scope and purpose. 

• Maintain Technological Neutrality 

• Laws need to be sufficiently broad to address future developments like AI-powered environmental 

sensors, persistent aerial platforms, and high-resolution hyperspectral imaging, in addition to the 

drone and satellite technologies that are currently in use. 

• Periodic Legislative Review Mandate 

To address emerging technological capabilities and changing societal expectations of privacy, 

Parliament should be required to review surveillance laws at predetermined intervals. 

C. Policy Recommendations and Safety Measures 

1. Openness in Monitoring Initiatives 

Legal Foundation: Accountability under the rule of law depends on transparency.  In PUCL v. Union of 

India (1997), the Supreme Court emphasized the significance of procedural safeguards in preventing the 

misuse of state power. 

Policy Actions required reports on Annual Public Surveillance that include: 

• The quantity of environmental and aerial surveillance activities. 

• Covered geographical areas. 

• Objectives for which information was gathered. 

• Examples of third-party data sharing. 

• Required Environmental Surveillance Registers that are auditable and available to designated public 

authorities. 

Transparency exceptions (such as those pertaining to the locations of endangered species) ought to be 

carefully considered and subject to an impartial evaluation. 

2. Limitations on Data Retention and Usage 

Personal or location data must only be kept for as long as is required for the purpose for which it was 

collected, according to the purpose limitation doctrine acknowledged in Indian judicial reasoning and the 

data minimization principle under international standards (such as the GDPR, 2018). 
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• Maximum Retention Periods: Unless necessary for ongoing legal proceedings, environmental 

surveillance data that identifies people or private property should be removed within a set time frame 

(such as 90 days). 

• Purpose Limitation Clauses: Without a court order, data gathered for environmental compliance 

cannot be used for unrelated law enforcement. 

• Anonymization Requirements: Before being stored or analyzed, data should, whenever feasible, be 

anonymized or aggregated to eliminate personally identifiable information. 

3. Separate Supervisory Organizations 

In cases such as Zakharov v. Russia (ECHR, 2015), where extensive, unrestricted surveillance powers 

were ruled to violate Article 8 of the European Convention on Human Rights, the lack of independent 

oversight has frequently been cited as a reason for judicial censure. Create an independent statutory body 

called the Environmental Surveillance Authority (ESA). Require that, except in specific emergencies 

(such as oil spills or forest fires), administrative agencies obtain prior approval from the ESA before 

beginning any aerial surveillance operations. Give ESA the authority to: 

• Examine the methods used to collect data. 

• Examine complaints from the public. 

• Penalize illegal surveillance. 

• To guarantee political accountability, mandate yearly reports to Parliament. 

4. Mechanisms for Consent and Public Participation 

Even though India is not a signatory to the Aarhus Convention, its commitments under its principles and 

Principle 10 of the Rio Declaration (1992) are in line with public consultation. 

• Pre-Deployment Consultations: Agencies should convene stakeholder meetings or public hearings 

before implementing surveillance programs in a given area. 

• Community Consent Models: By the Forest Rights Act of 2006, community consent should be 

sought, particularly in areas that are tribal or ecologically sensitive. 

• Public Notification: Residents should be made aware of the timing, scope, and goal of aerial 

monitoring, except clandestine operations that are warranted by necessity. 

D. Extra precautions and recommendations 

• A court order should be necessary for any aerial surveillance that can identify people or take high-

resolution pictures of private homes. 

• The requesting agency must attest, as confirmed by the oversight authority, that the operation has a 

primary environmental protection objective before deployment. 

• Laws should guarantee adherence to data sovereignty principles and prohibit unapproved transfer to 

countries with less robust privacy protections when satellite imagery or drone data is processed by 

foreign organizations. 

• A more robust Whistle-blowers Protection Act should safeguard surveillance agency employees who 

reveal abuses of their authority to monitor the environment. 

• Aerial and environmental surveillance data should be specifically covered by the upcoming Digital 

Personal Data Protection Act, 2023, with special provisions for sensitive geospatial data. 

• Agencies should be required by law to perform a Privacy and Environmental Impact Assessment 

prior to implementing new aerial surveillance technology, weighing the potential environmental 

advantages against the privacy risks. 
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• To avoid the entrenchment of antiquated or overbearing monitoring practices, authorisations for 

surveillance programs should automatically expire after a predetermined amount of time unless 

renewed through legislative or judicial oversight. 

E. Balancing Rights and Public Interest 

The jurisprudential challenge is to strike a balance between individual privacy rights under the same 

constitutional provision and collective environmental rights, as acknowledged in M.C. Mehta v. Union 

of India and Article 21's right to a clean environment.  A proportionality test is necessary for this balance 

in each case: 

1. Legality: Is there a transparent, easily readable law that permits the 

monitoring? 

2. Legitimate Aim: Does the goal advance a critical public interest, like environmental 

preservation? 

3. Need: 

 

Is using aerial surveillance the least invasive way to accomplish 

this goal? 

4. Proportionality: 

 

Does protecting the environment outweigh protecting privacy? 

5. Protective 

measures: 

Are there enough substantive and procedural safeguards against 

abuse? 

When called upon, courts must strictly enforce this standard and invalidate any administrative action that 

violates one or more requirements. 

Without these, even well-meaning environmental monitoring programs run the risk of turning into a 

widespread surveillance state that restricts liberties and threatens democratic governance. Without 

compromising the dignity, independence, and freedom of its people, India has the chance to lead the way 

in developing a model of environmental monitoring that respects human rights and uses technology for 

ecological stewardship.  The difficulty is in making sure that both "eyes in the sky" and "rights on the 

ground" stay firmly in place, supporting one another, rather than having to choose between them. 
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