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The writ petitioner challenges Condition No.1
in Schedule B of Consent To Operate
Order No.ATP-1183/PCB/ZO/KNL/CTO/2025,
dated 25.02.2026 (CTO) passed by the 3™
respondent-the Joint Chief Environmental Engineer,

Kurnool Zone, Kurnool, which reads as follows:

“The stone crushing unit shall obtain
revocation of closure order from the Board. The
stone crushing unit shall not restart the
operations without obtaining Extension for the
Revocation of Closure Orders issued by the
Board, vide order dated: 26.01.2024.”

2. Learned counsel for the petitioner
submits that the said condition is not capable of
being complied with, and imposition of the said
condition renders the CTO itself ineffective, submits
that the closure order dated 26.01.2024, referred to
in Condition No.1 had already been quashed by this
Court in Writ Petition No.2154 of 2024, vide order
dated 31.01.2024, the relevant portion of which in

paragraph No.9 reads as follows:

“For the aforesaid reasons, the Writ
Petition is allowed, setting aside the impugned
Order bearing No.ATP-1183/PCB/ZO/KNL/
2024, dated 26.01.2024, passed by the
respondent No.2-Joint Chief Environmental
Engineer (FAC), APPCB, Zonal Office, Kurnool,
and the matter is remanded to the 2nd
respondent for fresh consideration of the
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issue and for passing appropriate orders,
strictly in accordance with law, after taking
into consideration the explanation/reply
submitted by the petitioner and also after
giving the opportunity of hearing to the
petitioner. No order as to costs.”

3. He submits that subsequent to the
order in W.P. No.2154 of 2024, when a fresh
closure order was passed on 28.01.2026, the same
was challenged in W.P. N0.1849 of 2026, in which
an interim order dated 22.01.2026 was granted,

which read as follows:

“11. Prima-facie the submissions advanced
by the learned counsel for the petitioner cannot
be said to be without substance. Learned
counsel for the respondent at this stage could
not show consideration of the petitioner’s reply
in terms of the direction issued in W.P.No.2154
of 2024; nor of the letter dated 23.12.2025 of
the alleged compliance with the terms &
conditions of the CTO dated 16.08.2025. Any
Jjustification for the ground No.2 could also not
be shown at this stage, when the order of
closure had already been set aside by this
Court in W.P.No.2154 of 2024.

12. Consequently, case for grant of interim
order is made out.

13. The operation of impugned order dated
08.01.2026 shall remain stayed. However, the
petitioner will not be permitted to operate
without valid CTO and without making
compliance of the conditions of a valid CTO, if
any, till the next date of listing.

14. The competent authority shall also consider
the application for grant/renewal of CTO, if the
application is pending and if there is no other
legal impediment.

15. Poston 12.02.2026.”
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4. He submits that, while passing the
CTO dated 25.02.2026, the authority has passed
the order violating of the orders of this Court,

without application of mind.

5. Sri Burlu Chandra Sekhar, learned
counsel representing Sri Yelisetti Soma Raju,
learned Standing Counsel for respondent Nos.2 to
4, submits that, vide judgment of this Court in
W.P.No0.2154 of 2024, liberty was granted to pass
fresh orders. The exercise was undertaken, and the
matter was reconsidered. An order (Pl) was
passed temporarily revoking the closure order
dated 26.01.2024 for a period of six months (P1).

6. A perusal of the order (P1) shows that
the very same closure order dated 26.01.2024,
which had already been set aside by this Court, has
been revoked temporarily for a period of six months

by the authorities.

7. We are of the view prima-facie that
once the closure order dated 26.01.2024 had been
set aside, where was the occasion for the
authorities to pass an order revoking the same
closure order temporarily for some period. The
remand vide order dated 31.01.2024 was not in
respect of the closure order dated 26.01.2024, but
was to pass a fresh order, after affording an
opportunity of hearing, in terms of the directions
issued by this Court.
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8. Prima-facie, we are satisfied that the
imposition of Condition No.1l relating to closure
order dated 26.01.2024 in Schedule B cannot be
sustained. It appears that the said condition has
been imposed without considering the orders
passed by this Court in the aforesaid two writ

petitions in correct perspective.
9. List on 07.04.2026.

10. Let an personal affidavit be filed by the
3 respondent explaining the justification for
imposition of Condition No.1 in Schedule B before
the date fixed.

11. If such an affidavit is not filed within
the stipulated time, the 3™ respondent shall appear

personally before this Court to explain.

12. The operation of Condition No.l in
Schedule B of Consent To Operate Order No.ATP-
1183/PCB/ZO/KNL/CTO/2025, dated 25.02.2026
(CTO), shall remain in abeyance till the next date of

listing.

RNT,J

BM,J

RPD
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