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WRIT PETITION (CIVIL) NQ(s). 476 OF 2005

JEEDI METLA EFFLUENT TREATMENT LTD. Petitioner(s)
VERSUS
A. P. POLLUTI ON CONTROL BCARD & ORS. Respondent (' s)

(Wth appln(s) for stay and office report)(FOR FI NAL DI SPCSAL)
W TH

Wit Petition (C) No.497 of 2005
(Wth appln. for direction/stay and office report)(FOR FI NAL DI SPCSAL)

Wit Petition (C No.441 of 2005
(Wth appln.(s) for stay and ex-parte stay and pernission to file
addi ti onal docunments and directions)(FOR FI NAL DI SPOSAL)

Wit Petition (C) Nos.499, 498, 513, 511, 555, 548, 552, 553, 554, 563, 564, 566,
567, 570, 568, 571, 573, 584, 588, 591, 594, 595, 596, 604, 605, 606, 622, 626, 611,
615, 616, 617, 618, 619, 620, 627, 632 of 2005 and 382 of 2006

(Wth appln.(s) for stay/direction and office report)

(FOR FI NAL DI SPOSAL)

Date: 17/07/2007 These Petitions were called on for hearing today.
CORAM :

HON BLE MR JUSTICE S.H KAPAD A
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE B. SUDERSHAN REDDY

For Petitioner(s) M. Krishna Kumar, Adv.
M. Arun Jaitley, Sr.Adv.
M. S. Chandra Shekhar, Adv.

For Respondent (s)
-State: Anoop G Chaudhary, Sr. Adv.
Manoj Saxena, Adv.

Raj ni sh Kr. Singh, Adv.
Rahul Shukl a, Adv.

T.V. Ceorge, Adv.

SSSS55

- APPCB: M. Ranjit Kumar, Sr.Adv.
Ni khi | Nayyar, Adv.
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M. Ankit Sehgal, Adv.

- CPCB: M. Vijay Panjwani , Adv
M. Mhanprasad Mehari a, Adv. (NP)

UPON hearing counsel the Court nmade the foll ow ng
ORDER

In Wit Petitions(C) No.476, 497, 499, 498, 513, 511, 555, 548, 552,
553, 554, 563, 564, 566, 567, 570, 568, 571, 573, 584, 588, 591, 594,



595, 596, 604, 605, 606, 611, 615, 616, 617, 618, 619, 620, 622. 627
626, 632 of 2005 and 382 of 2006

In these cases, an Action Plan has been submitted to the Court

That action plan has been prepared by the Conpetent Authority after

hearing the affected parties. This Court is not inclined to go into the

validity of the paraneters prescribed by the Conpetent Authority under
the Action Pl an. The question basically which has been raised on
behal f of the petitioners is that under the said Action Plan, the
paraneters applicable for discharge into the river cannot be applied t
the discharge into nallas. W do not find nmerit in this contention on
behal f of the petitioners. These are matters of technical details. It
matter of degree. We do not wish to interfere. The Action Plan is
accepted by the Court which shall be inplenmented at the earliest
possi ble tine.

Accordingly, the Wit Petitions are disposed of. Interimorder
stand vacat ed.

In Wit Petition (C No.441/2005:
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It is not in dispute that the petitioner neets the inlet standards

prescribed by the Action Plan. It is made clear, however, that the

petitioner shall also conply with the outlet standards prescribed and
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mentioned in the Action Plan. However, fulfillnent of outlet standards
can happen only after the connectivity is established with the S T.P

The requi site anmount has al so been deposited by the petitioner. It is
made clear that the outlet standards will have to be conmplied with by
the petitioner after the connectivity is given with the S. T.P. The

connectivity nmay be given as per the Action Plan.

Accordingly, the Wit Petition stands di sposed of.

(N.  Annapur na) (Madhu Saxena)
Court Master Court Master



