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IN THE HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA
AT HYDERABAD

THURSDAY, THE THIRTIETH DAY OF JULY
TWO THOUSAND AND TWENTY SIX

PRESENT
THE HONOURABLE THE CHIEF JUSTICE SRI APARESH KUMAR SINGH
AND
THE HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE G.M. MOHIUDDIN

WA.Nos.538, 539, 540, 541, 542 AND 543 OF 2026

WA NO: 538 OF 2026

Writ Appeal under clause 15 of the Letters Patent Writ Appeal preferred
against the order dated 07/04/2026 passed in W P No.39210f 2023 and pass on the
file of the High Court.

Between;

1. E. Usha Rani, D/o: Thulasi Prasad Rao, aged 61 years, R/o D No 8-1-300,
Tancica Residency, Shaikpet, Hyderabad, 500 089

2. Aitham Kodanda Rama Rao, S/o: Venkateswarlu, aged 60 years, R/o 42566
Radhakrishna Nagar Rotary Nagar opposite milk project Khammam Urban
Khanapur Haveli Telangana 507002

representing his daughter Rekha residing in the U S as Registered General
Power of Attorney holder

...APPELLANTS
AND

1. The Union of India, Rep by its Secretary Ministry of Road Transport and
Highways New Delhi

2. The Union of India, Rep by its Secretary Ministry of Environment Forest and
Climate Change New Delhi

3. National Highways Authority of India, Rep by its Project Director New Delhi
110075

4. The Regional Officer, National Highways Authority of India Road No 3 Banjara
Hills Hyderabad

5. Project Director, Project Implementation Unit National Highways Authority of
India Khammam




6. The State of Telangana, Represented by its Chief Secretary Telangana
Secretariat B R Ambedkar Secretariat Bhavan Near Tank Bund Hyderabad,
Telangana

7. The District Collector, Khammam, Khammam

...RESPONDENTS

ILA. NO: 1 OF 2026

Petition under Section 151 CPC praying that in the circumstances stated in the
affidavit filed in support of the petition, the High Court may be pleased to suspend
the operation of the order dated 07.04.2026 passed in W.P. No. 3921 of 2023 and all
further proceedings pursuant to the impugned Notifications issued under the National

Highways Act, 1956. pending disposal of the Writ Appeal.

Counsel for the Appellant: SRl J. PRABHAKAR, REPRESENTING
SRI E. HARI BABU

Counsel for the Respondent Nos.1 and 2: SRI. N BHUJANGA RAO
DEPUTY SOLICITOR GENERAL OF INDIA

Counsel for the Respondent Nos.3 to 5: SRl PADMA RAO LAKKARAJU,

SC FOR NATIONAL HIGHWAY AUTHORITY OF INDIA(NHALI)
Counsel for the Respondent No.6: SRI G. VEERASWAMY, GP FOR GENERAL
ADMINISTRATION DEPARTMENT
Counsel for the Respondent No.7: SRI MURALIDHAR REDDY KATRAM,

AGP FOR REVENUE

WA NO: 539 OF 2026

Writ Appeal under clause 15 of the Letters Patent Appeal Preferred Against
the Order Dated 07-04-2026 Passed in W.P.No 20359 of 2023 on the fite of the High
Court.

Between:

1. Korlapati Rama Rao, sfo Krishna Murthy, aged 56 years, R/o D No 1-1-57/5,
Nehru nagar Khammam

2. Korlapati Sarada. W/o Rama Rao, aged 51 years , Rlo D No 1-1-57/5 7,
Nehru nagar . Khammam

AND ..APPELLANTS
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1. The Union of India, Rep by its Secretary Ministry of Road Transport and
Highways New Delhi

2 The Union of India, Rep by its Secretary Ministry of Environment Forest and
Climate Change New Delhi

3. National Highways Authority of India, Rep by its Project Director New Delhi
110075 '

4. The Regional Officer, National Highways Authority of India Road No 3 Banjara
Hills Hyderabad

5. Project Director, Project Implementation Unit National Highways Authority of
India Khammam

6. The State of Telangana, Represented by its Chief Secretary Telangana
Secretariat B R Ambedkar Secretariat Bhavan Near Tank Bund Hyderabad,

Telangana
7. The District Collector, Khammam

...RESPONDENTS

I.A. NO: 1 OF 2026

Petition under Section 151 CPC praying that in the circumstances stated in the
affidavit filed in support of the petition, the High Court may be pleased to suspend .
the operation of the order dated 07.04.2026 passed in W.P. No. 20359 of 2023 and
all further proceedings pursuant to the impugned Notifications issued under the

Nationa! Highways Act, 1956, pending disposal of the Writ Appeal,

Counsel for the Appellant: SRI J. PRABHAKAR, REPRESENTING
SRI E. HARI BABU

Counsel for the Respondent Nos.1 and 2: SRI. N BHUJANGA RAO
DEPUTY SOLICITOR GENERAL OF INDIA

Counsel for the Respondent Nos.3 to 5: SRI PADMA RAO LAKKARAJV,

SC FOR NATIONAL HIGHWAY AUTHORITY OF INDIA(NHAI)
Counsel for the Respondent No.6: SRI G. VEERASWAMY, GP FOR GENERAL
ADMINISTRATION DEPARTMENT
Counsel for the Respondent No.7: SRI MURALIDHAR REDDY KATRAM,

AGP FOR REVENUE



WA NO: 540 OF 2026

Writ Appeal under clause 15 of the Letters Patent Appeal Preferred Against

Order dated 07/04/2026 Passed in WP.N0.9109 of 2024. on the file of the High
Court.

Between:

1.

Kuthumbaka Naresh. S/o: Late Pandarinatham, Aged about 52 years,
Occ:  Agriculture, R/o H. No.11/6 V  Venkatayapalem village
Raghunadhapalem Mandal Khammam district.

Vempati Venkateswarlu. S/o: Appaiah, Aged about 63 years, Occ. Agriculture,
R/o 119 V Venkatayapalem village Raghunadhapalem Mandal Khammam
district.

Kuthumbaka Aruna Kumari, W/o: Satyanarayana, aged about 52 years,
Occ: House wife, R/o V Venkatayapalem village Raghunadhapalem Mandal
Khammam district.

Akula Uma Kumari, W/o: Ramaswamy, Aged about 50 years, Occ. House
wife, R/o V Venkatayapalem village Raghunadhapalem Mandal Khammam
district.

Bhumireddy Venugopal Reddy, S/o: Late Papi Reddy, Aged about 58 years,
Occ Agriculture, R/o V. Venkatayapalem village Raghunadhapalem Mandal
Khammam district.

Chanumolu Pullaiah, S/o: Venkaiah, aged about 61 years, Occ. Retired
Employee R/o Modimari village, Bonakal Mandal Khammam district.

Potteti Seetharama Reddy. S/o: Konda Reddy. Aged about 57 years,
Occ. Business, R/'o 639 Narayanapuram village, Thallada Mandal, Khammam
district.

Mola Narasimha Rao, S/o: Seelaiah, Aged about 45 years, Occ. Agriculture,
R/o 71 Narayanapuram village, Thallada Manda. Khammam district.

Paruchuri  Laxmaiah, S/o: Anantharamaiah. Aged about 48 years,
Occ. Agriculture. R/o 865 Narayanapuram village, Thallada Mandal,
Khammam district.

1G.Samineni Srilaxmi. W/o: Shiva Prasad, Aged about 46 years, Occ: House

wife, R/o 4-2-152/2G Srinivas Nagar Khammam, Khammam rural, Khammam
district.

11.Neelofar Tabassum, W/o: Shaik Khaja Pasha, Aged about 35 years,

Occ: house Wife R/o 7-1-935 Dwaraka nagar, Khammam, Khammam district.

12.Nallamothu Srinivasa Rao. S/o: Sheshaiah, Aged about 42 yeafS

13.FC()onideIa Sudha Rani, W/o Vattikond

Occ: Agriculture. R/o Ragh d
districe ghunadhapalem, Khammam Urban Mandal, Khamma

a
CC. House wife R/o Flat No 408 Hﬁéeswara Rao, Age

d about 45 yeg
Kaviraj Nagar, Kham yoas,

15-9. -
mam, Khammarm distrc 9-663/2, Harivilly Apartments



14. Garidi Rambabu, S/o Koteswara Rao, Aged about 52 years, Occ. Agricutlure,
R/o, 11/9 V Venkatayapaiem village, Raghunadhapalem Mandal, Khammam
district.

15.Banotu Ramachandra Rao, S/o Banotu Gangya, Aged about 53 years, Occ.
Agricutiure R/o bDE1 C Colony, KTPS, Palvancha Mandalam, Palvancha,
Khammam district.

16.Potteti Aravind Reddy, S/o Seetharama Reddy, Aged about 32years,
Occ. Private Employee R/o 63, Galleds Narayanapuram, Khammam,
Khamma district.

17. Thakkellapati Rajeswari, W/o Prasada Rao, Aged about 55 years, Occ. House
wife, R/o 42752/305, Devi Residency Apartment, Mamatha Hospital Road,
Rotarinagar, Srinagar Colony Khammam , Khammam district

.-.APPELLANTS
AND

1. The Union of India, Ministry of Road Transport and Highways, New Delhi.

2. The Union of India, Ministry of Environment, Forest and Climate Change, New
Delhi.

3. National Highways Authority of India, New Delhi - 110075.

4. The Regional Officer, National Highways Authority of India, Road No. 3,
Banjara Hills, Hyderabad.

5. Project Director, Project Implementation Unit, National Highways Authority of
India, Khammam.

...RESPONDENTS /RESPONDENTS

LA. NO: 1 OF 2026

Petition under Section 151 CPC praying that in the circumstances stated in the
affidavit filed in support of the petition, the High Court may be pleased to suspend
the operation of the order dated 07/04/2026 passed in W.P. No. 9109 of 2024 and ali
further proceedings pursuant to the impugned Notifications issued unde_r the National

Highways Act, 1956, pending disposal of the Writ Appeal.

Counsel for the Appellant: SRl J. PRABHAKAR, REPRESENTING
SRI E. HARI BABU

Counsel for the Respondent Nos.1 and 2: SRI. N BHUJANGA RAO
DEPUTY SOLICITOR GENERAL OF INDIA
Counsel for the Respondent Nos.3 to 5: SRI PADMA RAO LAKKARAJU,
SC FOR NATIONAL HIGHWAY AUTHORITY OF INDIA(NHAI)




WA NO: 541 OF 2026

Writ Appeal under clause 15 of the Letters Patent Appeal preferred against
the order dated 07/04/2026 passed in W P No 20230 of 2024 on the file of the High
Court.

Between:

1. Papineni Venkateswarlu. S/o Sithaiah, aged 65 years. R/o 8-2-183/1, Balaji
Nagar, Khanapuram Haveli Khammam.

2. Mandanapu Subash Chandra Bose, S/o Ravinder, aged 45 years, R/o 3-67,
7th line, Jayanagar colony, Ballepalii, Khammam District.

3. Thakkellapati Prasad Rao, S/o Laxmaiah. aged 62 vyears, Rlo 5-7-
200/11/234/2/1, road no. 12, Pakabanda Bazar, Khammam

4. Pratapaneni Hymavathi, wio late Laxmi Narayana, aged 71 years, R/o 1-72,
Kamachikal, Khammam district.

5. Pati Santhi, C/o Muralidhar Rao, aged 46 years, R/o 13/273, Plot no. 401,
Nunna Nivas. Gudivada, Krishna District.

6. Bhukya Shankar. S/o Lalu, aged 43 years, R/o 1-8-2, Thirthala, Khammam
district

7. Seethala Lakshmi. Wio Narayana, aged 63 years, R/o 1-5/1, Thirthala,
Khammam district

8. Daravathy Ramamurthy, S/o Sakru, aged 40 years, R/o 2-33, Thirthala,
Khammam district

9. Prathapani Ancosha, D/o Ramkoteswara Rao. aged 39 years, R/o 10-6-37/86,
Mamillagudem, Khammam

10. Prathapani Bhavani. D/io Ram Koteswara Rao. aged 32 years, R/o 10-6-37/6,
Mamillagudem. Khammam

11. Kadiyala Venkateswarlu, . Clo Buchaiah, aged 68 years, R/o 1-20,
Tripurapentaveedy (v), Yetapaka (m), Alluri Sitharama Raju Distrct.

12. Thumu Satyanarayana, S/o Narsaiah, aged 90 years, Rjo1 72,
Bhadrachaiam. Tripura Penta Veedi, Thotapalli, Khammam

13.Kadiyala China Pullaiah, S/o Pichaiah aged 73 vyears, Rio 1- 73,
Bhadrachalam Tripura penta Veedi Thotapalli, Khammam

14.Kanuri Bullabbai. . S/o Kondaiah, aged 49 years, R/o 1-140/a, Gowridevipeta
Gramam, Yetapaka {m), Alluri Sitharama Raju District

15.Daara Chinna Maruyamma, Wi/o Yesu, g
Venkatayapalem Khammam district

16. Varadhaboing Jagan Mohan Rao,
R/o 3-24/1, Venkatayapalem, Kham

ged 59 years, Rlio 3-191

. S/o Lakshmj N

. arayana, age
mam district. ged 45 years,
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17 Varadhaboina Ramedevi, S/o Narasimha Rao aged 41 years, Rlo 3- 42,
Venkatayapalem, Raghunadhapalem, Khammam district

18.Avula Acchanna, S/o Kotaiah, aged 60 years, R/o 4-18, V.Venkatayapalem,
Raghunadhapalem Khammam district
19.Pothagani  Pullaiah, S/o Kannaiah, aged 47 years, R0 3-24,
' V.Venkatayapatem, Raghunadhapalem, Khammam district
20.Pandhi Narayana, S/0 Balaiah, aged 84 years, R/o 4-22. \ Venkatayapalem,
Raghunadhapalem, Khammam district

21.Pothagani Nageswara Rao, S/o kannaiah, aged 43 years, R/o 3-26,
V.Venkatayapalem, Raghunadhapalem., Khammam district.

292 Chirra Satyanarayana, S/o Subbaiah, aged 65 years, Rio 3129,
V.Venkatayapalem, Raghunadhapalem, Khammam district.

23.Midde Murali, s/o Krishna, aged 44 years, R/o 3134, V.Venkatayapalem,
Raghunadhapalem, Khammam district

24.pallagani Ramalingam, S/o Venkateswarlu, aged 45 years, R/o 3-134, BC
colony, V.Venkatayapalem, Raghunadhapalem, Khammam district.

25. Pothagani Venkateswarlu, S/o Gopaiah, aged 58 years, R/o 4-3,
V.Venkatayapalem, Raghunadhapalem, Khammam district

26.Cherukuri Upendar Rao, , S/o Pullaiah, aged 62 years, R/io 2-58/3,
Muthyalagudem, Kamachikai, Knammam District

27.Masabathini Prabhu, S/o Laxmi Narayana, aged 52 years R/o 4-6-209/1,
Prakash Nagar, Khammam

28.Vuunapuram Venkateswarlu, S/o Bhadraiah aged 64 years, R/o 15-8-269/10
Prashanthi nagar, Khammam

29 Vani Koduri, W/o Srikumar, aged 41 years, R/o 2-1-5/6, Plot no.6, Indira
Nagarm Shamshiguda, Kukatpally, Hyderabad

20. Thathakkellapati Thirupathi rao, S/o Lakshmaiah, aged 57 years, R/o type 2/2,
RLC Quatrs, All campus, Sivam Road, Vidya Nagar, Secunderabad

31.Takallapally Nageswara Rao, S/o/ Papa Rao, aged 46 years, R/o 5-95,
Raghunadhapalem, Khammam district.

32.Prathapani Krishnaiah, S/o Rangaiah, aged 77 years, R/o 1-41, Kamachikal,
Khammam district

...APPELLANTS
AND

1. The Union of India, Ministry of Road Transport and National Highways, New
Delhi

2 The Union of India, Ministry of Environment, Forest and Climate Change, New
Dethi

3. National Highways Authority of india, New Delhi 110075

4. The Regional Officer, National Highways Authority of India, Road No. 3,
Banjara Hills, Hyderabad



5. Project Director, Project Implementation Unit, National Highways Authority of
india, Khammam

8. Pentyala Gandhi. Sjo Gopaiah, aged 76 years \R/o 1-73, Regula Chelaka,
Raghunadhapalem, Khammam District

7. Pati Venkateswara Rao, S/o Veeraiah » aged 71 vyears, Rlo 3-9/1,
Pativarigudem. Kamachikal, Khammam District

8. Pati Jhansi Rani. wio Venkateswara Rao, aged 69 vyears, Rio 3-
9/1 Pativarigudem. Kamachikal, Khammam district.

9. Jatoth Ravi, S/o Ranja, aged 41 years \R/o 1-57, Thirthala, Khammam district

10.Shaik Abdul Gani. S/o Alim, aged 66 years. Rio 3-5/2. Pativarigudem,
Kamachikal. Khammam district.

11.Shaik Jaleel, S/o Abdul Alim, aged 54 years. R/o 3-5/1, Pativarigudem,
Kamachikal, Khammam district

12.Sayyad Shabara, Cio Salim, aged 42 years, R/o 12-1-12, Rammanapeta,
Mallemadugu, Khammam district.

13.Shaik Jan bee. Wio Khaleel, R/io 3-5/3. aged 46 vyears Pativarigudem,
Kamachikal, Khammarm district.

..RESPONDENTS [PETITIONERS

.LA. NO: 1 OF 2026

Petition under Section 151 CPC praying that in the circumstances stated in the
affidavit filed in Support of the petition, the High Court may be pleased to suspend
the operation of the order dated 07.04.2026 passed in W.P. No. 20230 of 2024 and
all further proceedings pursuant to the impugned Notifications issued under the
National Highways Act. 1956, pending disposal of the Writ Appeal.

Counsel for the Appellant: SR J. PRABHAKAR, REPRESENTING
SRI E. HARI BABU

Counsel for the Respondent Nos.1 and 2: SRI. N BHUJANGA RAQ
DEPUTY SOLICITOR GENERAL OF INDIA
Counsel for the Respondent Nos.3 to 5: SR PADMA RAO LAKKARAJU,
SC FOR NATIONAL HIGHWAY AUTHORITY OF INDIA(NHALI)

Counsel for the Respondent Nos.6 to 13:---

WA NO: 542 OF 2026
—-—-—___———-____

Writ Appeal under clause 15 of the Letter

the Order Dateq (7 . S Patent Appeal pref :
Court. 10412026 Passed in w p g 22802 of 2024 o, theef?rr: iéga”:is't h
e Iq
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Between:

1.

AND

Muvva Jyothi, W/o Nagaeswara Rao, Aged 50 Years, R/O 5-1-E. I5 Kaviraj
Nagar, Khammam

Kadiyala Venkateswarlu, C/O Buchaiah, Aged 68 Years, R/0.5-1- 505,
urapentaveedu (V) ,Yetapaka (M), Alluri Sitharamaraju Dist. Andhra
Pradesh507134.

Chava Rama Linga Vara Prasad, S/o Narsaiah Aged 69 Years,
R/O Brundhavana Apartments, RadahaKrishna Nagar , Rotary Khanapuram
Haveli, Khammam-507002.

Sayed Shahira, , W/O Sadhik Aged 35 Years R/o 8-2-23, Golla Bhadrachalam
507111.

Mohammad Fouzia Parveen, W/O Apsar, Aged 54 Years, R/O 1-5-56,Indira
Nagar Colony, Khammam507002.

Alla Rama Rao, S/O Narayana Aged 67 Years R/O 7-3-421/1 Vijaya Nagar
Colony Khanapuram Haveli, Khammam507002.

Lakkineni Satyanarayana, S/o Kishaiah Aged 70 Years R/O 533/1 Kallury,
Khammam 5072C9.

Vadlamudi Vijay, , S/o Rama Rao, aged 35 Years, R/O 6-3-307/1, Bank
Colony Khanapuram Haveli, Khammam 507002.

Macha Ramesh, C/O Chalamaiah, Aged 56 Years, R/o 7-3-301/2, Flot No
302, Dwaraka Nagar, Khammam&507002

...APPELLANTS

The Union of India, Ministry of Road Transport and Highways, New Dethi.
The Union of India, Ministry of Environment, Forest and Climate Change, New
Delhi.

National Highways Authority of India, New Delhi -110075.G 5 and 6
sector10,Dwaraka

The Regional Officer, , National Highways Authority of India, Road No. 3,
Banjara Hills, Hyderabad.

Project Director, Project implementation Unit, Nationat Highways Authority of
India, Khammam.

Regalia Raja Reddy, C/O Regalia Ranga Reddy Aged 56 years, R/O 8-3-
945/407,SrinilayaEnclave, Yellareddyguda, Hyderbad-50073.

..RESPONDENTS



LA. NO: 1 OF 2026

Petition under Section 151 CPC praying that in the circumstances stated in the

affidavit filed in support of the petition, the High Court may be pleased to suspend
the operation of the order dated 07.04.2026 passed in W.P. No. 22802 and all further

proceedings pursuant to the impugned Notifications issued under the National

Highways Act, 1956, pending disposal of the Writ Appeal.

Counsel for the Appellant: SR] J. PRABHAKAR, REPRESENTING

SRI E. HARI BABU

Counsel for the Respondent Nos.1 and 2: SRI. N BHUJANGA RAQO

DEPUTY SOLICITOR GENERAL OF INDIA

Counsel for the Respondent Nos.3 to 5: SRI PADMA RAOQ LAKKARAJU,

SC FOR NATIONAL HIGHWAY AUTHORITY OF INDIA(NHAL)

Counsel for the Respondent No.6: -----

WA NO: 543 OF 2026

Writ Appeal under clause 15 of the Letters Patent Appeal Filed Against the

order Dated 07/04/2026 passed in writ Petition No.14632 of 2024 on the file of the
Figh Court.

Between:

1.

Veginati Kishore,, S/o Venkaiah, Aged about 41 years, Occ Agriculture, R/o H
No 3-13, Raghunadhapalem village And Mandal, Khammam District

Vemireddy Vijay Kumar.. S/o Rajamouli, Aged about 52 years, Occ Agriculture
R/o H. no. 9-1-194 Station Road, Khammam, Khammam district

Mikkilineni  Chandramukhi.. Wjo Vijay Kumar, Aged about 58 years,
Occ House wife, Rio H No 7-2-17, Old Ciub Road. Khammam, Khammam
district.

Thakkellapati Mani = W/o Venkateswarlu, Aged about 56 years, Occ House
wife, R/o H No 2-5-445/3 Khammam Urban, Khammam district

. Pendyala Mamatha. Wio Surendra Babu, Aged about 38 years, Occ House

wife R/o D9, Kakatiya Sugars. Katlaru, Khammam. Khammam district
Mylavarapu Sankar Rao., S/o Lingaiah, aged about 71 years, Occ Agriculture,
R/o H no 7-1-70, Khammam, Khammam district.

Nallagundla Venkat Rao. S/o Satyanarayana, Aged bout 51 years, Occ

House wife, R0 H No 3-10, Ragh ;
Khammam district , J Uﬂadhapalem w”age And Mandal,



9. Matta Tulisamma,, W/o Venkateswarlu, Aged about 59 years, Occ House wife
R/o H NO 2-297, Baiepalii village, Raghunadhapalem Mandal, Khammam
district

10.Jakkula Veeraiah,, S/o Bakkaiah, Aged about 72 years, Occ- Agriculture, R/o
H No 218/62, Balepalli village, Raghunadhapalem Mandal, Khammam district

11.Yaragarla Suseela, S/o Mallikarjuna Rao, Aged about 52 years, Occ House
wife, R/o H No 1-152/3, Balepalli village, Raghunadhapalem Mandal,
Khammam district

12.Katrala Venkaiah, S/o Laxmaiah, Aged about 58 years Occ-Agricuiture,
R/o H No 2-119, Balepalii village, Raghunadhapalem Mandal Khammam
district

13.Vykuntapu Venkata Narsamma,, Wio Krushanaih, Aged about 68 years, Occ
House wife, R/o H No 3-18, Pocharam village, Khammam district

14.Pati Sulochana,, W/o Satyanarayana, Aged about 52 years, Occ House wife
R/o H No 5-4-175, Sestan Basthi, Yellandu, Khammam, Khammam district

15.Pusuluri Vimala, W/o: Seshukumar, aged 47 years, Occ: House Wife R/o
H.NO.1-63 Balepallii village, Raghunadhapalem Mandal, Khammam District.

16.Maleedu Nageswara Rao, S/o Mysaiah, Aged about 61 years,
Occ: Agriculture R/o H No 2- 167, Balepalli village, Raghunadhapalem
Mandal, Khammam District.

17.Rakesh Bathineni,, S/o: Nagaprasad Rao, Aged about 38 years,
Occ: Agriculture R/o H No 7- 10-229, Srirala Hills, Khammam, Khammam
district

18.Varakala Mohan Rao,, S/o Venkulu, Aged about 52 years, Occ-Agriculture,
R/o H NO 1-74 | Balepalii village, Raghunadhapalem Mandal, Khammam
district

19.Katepalli Upender Rao, S/o Satyanarayana Aged about 73 years QOcc
Agriculture R/o H No 81306 B K Bazar Khammam Khammam district

20.Anumula Dasaiah,, Narsaiah Aged about 79 years Occ Agriculture R/o H No
9-5-29, Kaspa Bazar Khammam Khammam District.

21.Gurram Durgamba,, S/o Venkata Narsaiah Aged about 80 years occ House
wife R/o H No 403 GSL Residency Buranpuram, Khammam Khammam
district

22.Morisetty Ranga Kumari,, W/o Murali Aged about 60 years occ House wife
R/o H No 1517302/A Lotus Haven Krushna A Block Khammam Khammam
district

23.Mandanapu Subash Chandra Bose,, S/o Ravinder aged about 44 vears Occ-
R/o H No 367 7th Line Jayanagar colony Balepailli village Raghunadhapalem
Mandal Khammam district

--APPELLANTS/PETITIONERS

AND

1. The Union of india,, Ministry of Road Transport and Highways, New Delhi.

2. The Union of India,, Ministry of Environment, Forest and Climate Change,
New Delhi.




3. National Highways Authority of India,, New Dethi -110075.

4. The Regional Officer,, National Highways Authority of India, Road No. 3,
Banjara Hills, Hyderabad.

5. Project Director, Project Implementation Unit, National Highways Authority of
India, Khammam

...RESPONDENTSIRESPONDENTS

6. Mylavarapu Rambhairaiah,, S/0: Buchaiah, Aged about 52 years
Occ: Agriculture R/o H No 6- 2-42, Raghunadhapaiem village And Mandal,
Khammam district

7. Sudha Venkateswarlu,,  Sjo- Narayana, Aged about 52 years,
Occ: Agriculture, H No 1-10, Raghunadhapalem vilage And Mandal,
Khammam district

8. Bandary Kanakaiah,, S/o Bixamaianh, Aged about 60 years, Occ- Agriculture,
R/o H No 6-101. Raghunadhapalem village And Manda, Khammam district

9. Jangala Koteswari, W/o Venkateswarlu, Aged about 56 years, Occ House
wife R/o H No 3-78, Raghunadhapaiem village And Mandal, Khammam
district

10.Konakanchi Aruna.. W/o Ramakrishna, Aged about 39 years, Occ House wife,
R/o H No 2-105, Thimmaraopet village, Enkuru Mandal, Khammam district

11.Pradeep Siripurapu, S/o Gopal Rao, Aged about 36 years, Occ Agriculture,
Rio H No 7-31-46, Dwaraka nagar, Khanapuram Haveli, Khammam,
Khammam district.

(Respondents 6 to 11 not necessary)

..RESPONDENTS

LA. NO: 1 OF 2026

Petition under Section 151 CPC praying that in the circumstances stated in the
affidavit filed in support of the petition, the High Court may be pleased to suspend
the operation of the order dated 07/01/2026 passed in W.P. No. 14632 of 2024 and
all “urther proceedings pursuant to the impugned Notifications issued under the
National Highways Act, 1956, pending disposal of the Writ Appeal.

Counsel for the Appellant: SRI J. PRABHAKAR, REPRESENTING
SRI E. HARI BABU
Counsel for the Respondent Nos.1 and 2: SRI. N BHUJANGA RAQ
DEPUTY SOLICITOR GENERAL OF INDIA
Counsel for the Respondent Nos.3 to 5: SRI PADMA RAO LAKKARAJU
SC FOR NATIONAL HIGHWAY AUTHORITY OF INDIA(NHA))

The Court Delivered the following: COMMON JUDGMENT



IN THE HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA

AT HYDERABAD

THE HON’BLE THE CHIEF JUSTICE SRI APARESH KUMAR SINGH

AND

THE HON’BLE SRI JUSTICE G.M.MOHIUDDIN
WRIT APPEAL Nos.538, 539, 540, 541, 542 and 543 of 2026

DATE:30.07.2026

W.A.No.538 of 2026
Between:

Usha Rani and another

And

The Union of India Rep. by its
Secretary Ministry of Road
Transport and Highways New Delhi
and 6 others

W.A.No.539 of 2026

Between:

Korlapati Rama Rao and another

And

The Union of India Rep. by its
Secretary Ministry of Road
Transport and Highways New Delhi
and 6 others

W.A.No.540 of 2026
Between:
Kuthumbaka Naresh and 16 others

And

The Union of India Rep. by its
Secretary Ministry of Road
Transport and Highways New Delhi
and 4 others

....Appellants

....Respondents

....Appellants

....Respondents

....Appellants

....Respondents




W.A.No.541 of 2026

Between:

Papineni Venakteswarlu and 31 others

....Appellants
And
The Union of India Rep. by its
Secretarv Ministrv of Road
Transport and Highways New Delhi
and 12 others
7 ....Respondents
W.A.No.542 of 2026
Between:
Muvva Jyothi and 8 others
....Appellants
And
The Union of India Rep. by its
Secretary Mimstry of Road
Transport and Highways New Delhi
and 5 others
....Respondents
W.A.No.543 of 2026
Between:
Veginati Kishore and 22 others
....Appellants
And
The Union of India Rep. by 1its
Secretary Ministry of Road
Transport and Highways New Delhi
and 10 others
....Respondents

COMMON JUDGMENT
Since the issues that arise in the above writ appeals are
integrally onc and the same, the writ appeals are being disposed of

by this Common Judgment.



2. These six connected writ appeals are preferred under Clause
15 of the Letters Patent against six separate orders, all dated
07.04.2026, passed by the learned Single Judge in W.P.N0.3921 of
2023; W.P.No.'20(l359 of 2023; W.P. No. 9109 of 2024: W.P. No.
20230 of 2024; W.P.N0.22802 of 2024 and W.P.No.14632 of 2024
respectively. In each of the said writ petitions, the learned Single
Judge disposed of the petition, relegating the petitioners
(appellants herein) to avail the statutory remedies available under
Section 3C of the National Highways Act, 1956 (hereinafter, ‘the NH
Act').

3. The appellants in all six writ appeals are land losers whose
properties are sought to be acquired for the development of the
Nagpur-Amaravati Greenfield Highway (National Highway No.
163G) under the Bharatmala Pariyojana, more particularly, the
Khammam-Vijayawada stretch.

4. Heard Mr. J. Prabhakar, learned Senior Counsel
representing, Mr. E. Hari Babu, learned counsel for the appellants;
Mr. Padma Rao Lakkaraju, learned Standing Counsel for National
Highways Authority of India (NHAI), appearing for respondent
Nos.3 to 5; Mr. G. Veeraswamy, learned Government Pleader for
General Administration Department, appearing for respondent
No.6; and Mr. Muralidhar Reddy Katram, learned Government
Pleader for Revenue appearing for respondent No.7 and perused

the record.




Factual matrix

S. The appellants are the owners and possessors of the
properties situated in V.Venkatayapalem Village,
Raghunadhapalem Mandal, and the adjoining Villages of Thallada
Mandal, Bonakal Mandal, Balepalli Mandal, Pocharam Mandal and
Khammam Urban Mandal, all in Khammam District, State of
Telangana, through or along which the alignment of the proposed
Nagpur-Amaravati  Greenfield Highway (National Highway
No.163G), under the Bharatmala Pariyojana, is proposed to pass.
6. The lands of the appellants in W.A.Nos.538 and 539 of 2026
(arising out of W.P.N0s.3921 of 2023 and 20359 of 2023) and
W.A.Nos. 540 and 542 of 2026 (arising out of W.P.N0s.9109 of
2024 and 22802 of 2024) fall within the stretch extending from
Tirdhala Village to V.Venkatayapalem Village, measuring
approximately 16.67 kilometres, within the territorial Jjurisdiction
of the Revenue Divisional Officer (RDO), Khammam. The said
stretch  is  covered by Notification No.S.0.3563(E), dated
29.07.2022 issued under Section 3A(1) of the NH Act, and the
subsequent Notification No0.909 dated 26.02.2024 issued in
continuation of the acquisition proceedings.

7. The lands of the appellants in W.A.Nos.541 and 543 of 2026
(arising out of W.P.Nos.20230 of 2024 and 14632 of 2024) fall
within the adjoining stretch extending from V.Venkatayapalem

Village to Brahmanapally Village, measuring approximately 29.92



kilometres, also falling within the territorial jurisdiction of the
RDO, Khammam, and are covered by Notification No. S.0.4407(E)
dated 21.09.2022 _issued under Section 3A(1) of the NH Act.

8. The appéllants, in their respective writ petitions, questioned
the validity of the notifications issued under Section 3A(1) of the
NH Act, insofar as they relate to their respective lands, as well as
the proposed highway alignment, substantially on common
grounds, namely, that the impugned notifications failed to comply
with the mandate of Section 3A(2) of the NH Act by not furnishing
brief particulars of the lands sought to be acquired; that the
notifications were issued without jurisdiction; that the alignment
was finalized in violation of the applicable environmental norms,
the Environmental Impact Assessment Guidelines, and the
guidelines governing acquisition of land for National Highways;
that there was no meaningful consultation with the local
authorities and stakeholders; and that the proposed alignment
unnecessarily traversed, or passed in close proximity to, thickly
populated residential areas and human habitations, including
parts of Khammam Town, despite the availability of feasible
alternative alignments.

9. Separate counter affidavits were filed by the National
Highways Authority of India (NHAI) and the concerned authorities
in each of the writ petitions and, in W.A.Nos.538 and 539 of 2026,

’ilso by the State of Telangana and the District Collector,




Khammam. The respondents, while disputing the allegations,
asserted that the alignment had been finalized only after detailed
reconnaissance surveys, technical evaluation and consideration of
various alternative alignments, keeping in view engineering
feasibility, safety, environmental concerns and public interest; that
the requisite statutory and environmental clearances had been
obtained; that public consultations had been conducted; and that
the acquisition proceedings had been initiated  strictly in
accordance with the provisions of the Act.

10. It was further stated that, although the District Collector,
Khammam, by communication dated 17.05.2022, had
recommended a change in the proposed alignment, the State
Government, upon reconsideration of the matter, ultimately
conveyed its concurrence to the original alignment by
communication dated 01.02.2024, whereupon the project
proceeded on the approved alignment.

11. Upon hearing the learned counsel appearing for the
respective parties, the learned Single Judge, by order dated
07.04.2026 passed in six separate writ petitions, substantially held
that the grievances raised by the petitioners principally pertained
to the correctness and suitability of the highway alignment and

involved disputed and complex questions of fact requiring

examination of technical and €xpert material, which coyld not



appropriately be adjudicated in exercise of jurisdiction under
Article 226 of the Constitution of India.

12. The learned Single Judge further held that enterfaining the
underlying writ petitions at the threshold would amount to
bypassing the statutory mechanism contemplated under the NH
Act, particularly the remedy available under Section 3C thereof,
and substituting judicial opinion in place of expert determination.
Consequently, all the writ petitions were disposed of, leaving it
open to the petitioners to avail the statutory remedies available
under the NH Act, including by filing objections under Section 3C
thereof.

13. Aggrieved by the said orders dated 07.04.2026 passed in the
underlying writ petitions, the appellants has preferred the present

writ appeals.

Submissions on behalf of the appellant

14. Learned Senior Counsel appearing for the appellants,
advanced his submissions assailing the impugned orders dated
07.04.2026 as under:

i) That the notifications issued under Section 3A(l) of the NH
Act, insofar as they relate to the lands of the respective
appellants, are vitiated by non-compliance with the
mandatory requirement contained in Section 3A(2) of the NH
Act, inasmuch as they do not furnish a brief description of

“the lands proposed to be acquired. It was contended that, in




the absence of such particulars, the affected landowners
were  deprived of an effective opportunity to submit
meaningful objections, thereby violating the principles of
natural justice. It was further submitted that, although the
impugned notifications stated that the land plans and other
connected particulars were available for inspection in the
office of the Competent Authority, the same were allegedly
not available when the affected landowners approached the
said office. Consecquently, according to the appellants, the
statutory right to file effective objections under Section 3C of
the NH Act stood substantially Impaired, thereby frustrating
the verv ohject of Section 3A(2). In support of the said
contention, reliance was placed upon the Judgment of the
Hon'ble Supreme Court in Competent Authority v,

Barangore Jute Factory!,

i)  That the impugned notifications suffer from lack of
Jurisdiction, as the acquisition proceedings were, in effect,
initiated and controlled by the Project Director, NHAI, who is
not the “Competent Authority” within the meaning of Section
3(a) of the NH Act. According to the learned counsel, the
RDO, Khammam, alone was competent to discharge the

statutory functions contemplated under the Act, and the

1(2005) 13 sCC 277



iii)

alleged abdication of such statutory functions vitiates the

entire acquisition process.

That the alignment adopted for both the Tirdhala-V.
Venkatayapalem stretch and the V. Venkatayapalem-
Brahmanapally stretch i1s cohtrary to the Environmental
Impact Assessment Guidelines, 2006, the Manual of Land
Acquisition for National Highways, 2018, and the guidelines
issued by the Ministry of Road Transport and Highways
governing Greenfield Highway projects. It was argued that
the said guidelines require Greenfield highways, as far as
practicable, to avoid human habitations, environmentally
sensitive and noise-sensitive zones, and to be planned at a
reasonable distance from urban settlements with appropriate
spur roads providing connectivity. Contrary thereto, the
impugned alignment traverses or passes in close proximity to
thickly populated residential areas, including Khammam
Town and the newly established District Collectorate,
resulting in avoidable displacement of residents and

acquisition of valuable residential lands.

That the acquisition proceedings have been deliberately
fragmented into multiple notifications covering stretches of
less than 30 kilometres, notwithstanding that the proposed

Nagpur-Amaravati Greenfield Highway constitutes one




continuous project traversing the States of Maharashtra,
Telangana and Andhra Pradesh. It was contended that such
segmentation is not a matter of administrative convenience
but a conscious device adopted to avoid the requirement of
obtaining prior Environmental Clearance under the
applicable Environmental Impact Assessment regime.
According to the appellants, the issuance of separate
notifications in respect of contiguous stretches amounts to a
colourable exercise of statutory power intended to
circumvent the mandatory environmental safeguards

governing interstate Greenfield Highway projects.

That the Manual of Guidelines on Land Acquisition for
National Highways contemplates issuance of a composite
notification in respect of the jurisdiction of a single
Competent Authority for Land Acquisition (CALA), whereas
the respondents, despite the acquisition falling within the
jurisdiction of the same Competent Authority, issued
multiple notifications in a piecemeal manner. According to
the learned Senior Counsel for the appellants, such
departure  from the prescribed procedure further
demonstrates arbitrariness and lends support to appellants’
contention that the notifications were intentionally
fragmented to defeat the statutory scheme governing

environmental appraisal and land acquisition.



vi)

Vii)

11

That the District Collector, Khammam, after examining the
alignment, had, by communication dated 17.05.2022,
recommended a change in the proposed alignment by
pointing out serious deficiencies and the adverse impact
upon habitaﬂons. It was contended that the subsequent
communication dated 01.02.2024, whereby the State
Government conveyed its concurrence to the original
alignment, reflects an arbitrary and unexplained change of
opinion and does not cure the illegality inherent in the initial
decision-making process. It was further submitted that
similar representations had also been made by the local
Member of Parliament requesting that the alignment be

shifted away from Khammam Town.

That the Hon’ble Supreme Court in National Highways
Authority of India v. Pandarinathan Govindarajulu and
another?, while dealing with the interpretation of sub-
ordinate legislation in a mattes arising out of the explanation
of National Highways, under the Act, held that a statutory
rule or notification forms an integral part of the parent
statute, carries the same force and effect, is interpreted on
the same principles as the statute itself, and where its
language is clear and unambiguous, it must be given its

plain and ordinary meaning; and where the language of a

*(2021) 6 SCC 693




vii)

statute 1s clear and unambiguous, the literal rule of
interpretation applies, and the words must be given their
plain and ordinary meaning. The Hon’ble Supreme Court in
the said dccision further held that while National Highways
are  vital for economic growth and infrastructure
development, projects exceeding 100 km cannot be
artificially segmented into shorter stretches to evade
mandatory environmental clearance, as such a strategy

would defeat the object of the environmental notifications.

That the learned Single Judge failed to examine or adjudicate
the specific challenge relating to the vagueness of the
notifications under Section 3A(2), the alleged lack of
Jjurisdiction of the authority issuing the notifications, and the
violation of the mandatory statutory provisions and
applicable governmental guidelines. It was, therefore,
submitted that the impugned orders suffer from non-
consideration of material issues; are vitiated by non-

application of mind, and consequently warrant interference

in appeal.

That the acquisition proceedings have substantially
progressed in respect of both stretches, declarations under
Section 3D of the NH Act having already been issued and the

proceedings for determination of compensation under
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Section 3G having either culminated in awards or reached an
advanced stage. In such circumstances, relegating the
appellants to the statutory remedy under Section 3C, after
permitting the acquisition proceedings to progress to such an
advanced stage, would render the challenge wholly illusory
and infructuous, resulting in irreparable prejudice and

irreversible loss to the appellants.

Submissions on behalf of the respondents

15.

The learned Deputy Solicitor General of India appearing for

the Union of India and the learned Standing Counsel appearing for

the NHAI, along with the learned Government Pleader for General

Administration department, and learned Government Pleader for

Revenue has supported the impugned orders dated 07.04.2026

and advanced the following submissions:

i}

That the NH Act, constitutes a complete and self-contained
code governing the acquisition of land for National Highways,
providing a  comprehensive statutory  mechanism
cornmencing with the issuance of a notification under
Section 3A, consideration of objections under Section 3C,
declaration of acquisition under Section 3D and
determination of compensation under Section 3G. It was
contended that the appellants have an effective and

efficacious statutory remedy under the Act and, therefore,




ii)

iii)

14

the learned Single Judge rightly declined to exercise
Jjurisdiction under Article 226 of the Constitution of India at

the threshold.

That the notifications issued under Section 3A(1) fully satisfy
the requirement of Section 3A(2) of the Act. According to the
learned counsel, each notification contains, in the Schedule
appended thereto, complete particulars of the lands
proposed 1o be acquired, including the survey numbers,
nature and classification of the lands, the extent proposed
for acquisition and the village particulars, thereby
constituting a sufficient “brief description” within the
meaning of Section 3A(2) and enabling every interested
person to identify the land and submit objections before the

Competent Authority.

That the contention regarding lack of Jurisdiction is wholly
misconceived. The notifications under Section 3A(l) were
issued by the Central Government through the Ministry of
Road Transport and Highways in exercise of the statutory
powers conferred under the Act, while the RDO, Khammam,
was duly appointed and notified as the Competent Authority
for the purposes of receiving objections, conducting the
enquiry contemplated under Section 3C and performing the

functions assigned under the Act. It is contended that the
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Project Director, NHAI merely acted as the implementing
agency for execution of the project and did not usurp the

statutory functions of the Competent Authority.

That the selection of the alignment for a National Highway
project is essentially a matter involving technical expertise
and policy considerations resting within the domain of expert
bodies. The alignment was finalized after conducting
reconnaissance surveys, field inspections and technical
evaluation of various alternative alignments, taking into
consideration engineering feasibility, traffic requirements,
safety parameters, environmental considerations, land
availability and overall public interest. It was therefore
submitted that, in the absence of any demonstrable mala
fides, patent arbitrariness or jurisdictional error, this Court
ought not to substitute its opinion for that of the expert

authorities in exercise of judicial review.

That the project has been undertaken strictly in accordance
with the applicable statutory provisions and governmental
guidelines. It was pointed out that the Terms of Reference
were approved on 26.07.2021, Environmental Clearance was
granted on 23.01.2023 after due appraisal by the competent
authority; public hearings were conducted in the affected

project areas; the concerns expressed by the stakeholders

~
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vii)
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were  duly considered and incorporated into the
Environmental Management Plan; and the final alignment for
both stretches was approved only after evaluating various
alternative alignments through detailed reconnaissance

surveys and technical assessment.

That the recommendation made by the District Collector,
Khammam, by communication dated 17.05.2022 suggesting
a change in alignment was duly examined by the competent
authorities, but was found to be technically unviable and
impracticable. [t was submitted that the subsequent
communication dated 01.02.2024, whereby the State
Government conveyed its concurrence to the original
alignment, merely reflected the policy decision taken upon
due consideration of all relevant factors and cannot be
construed as vitiating the acquisition proceedings or the

decision-making process.

That the learned Single Judge rightly declined to entertain
the writ petitions at an intermediate stage of the acquisition
proceedings. particularly when the grievances sought to be
raised involved disputed questions of fact and technical

considerations requiring examination by the statutory

authorities in the first instance.
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16. We have taken note of the respective submissions urged and
perused the material placed on record.

Consideration by this Court

17. The NH Act, is a self-contained enactment providing a
comprehensive statutory mechanism governing acquisition of land
for National Highways. Section 3A contemplates publication of the
notification expressing the intention to acquire land; Section 3C
confers upon every person interested in the land a statutory right
to file objections within the prescribed period and obligates the
Competent Authority to afford an opportunity of hearing and pass
a reasoned order thereon; Section 3D provides for the declaration
of acquisition; and Section 3G deals with determination of
compensation. The statutory scheme, applicable alike to both the
Tirdhala-V. Venkatayapalem stretch and the V. Venkatayapalem-—
Brahmanapally stretch infact, to all acquisitions of land for
National Highways, thus constitutes a complete and efficacious
mechanism for redressal of the grievances sought to be projected
by the appellants.

18. It is well settled that where a statute provides a complete
machinery for redressal of grievances, the High Court, in exercise
of its extraordinary jurisdiction under Article 226 of the
Constitution, ordinarily refrains from entertaining a writ petition,

particularly when the issues raised involve disputed questions of
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fact or matters requiring examination by specialised statutory or
expert authorities.

19. In the present batch of cases, the principal challenge relates
to the correctness of the highway alignment, alleged non-
compliance with the statutory and environmental guidelines, and
the feasibility of alternative alignments. These are matters involving
technical evaluation and factual adjudication, which the statutory
authorities are better equipped to consider in the first instance.

20. It is pertinent to note that the submission that the statutory
remedy stood rendered inefficacious on account of the acquisition
proceedings having progressed to an advanced stage, with
declarations under Section 3D having been issued and proceedings
under Section 3G having either culminated in awards or reached
an advanced stage, does not merit acceptance. The mere
progression of the acquisition proceedings cannot render the
statutory remedy illusory. On the contrary, the record discloses
that the appellants had the opportunity to invoke the statutory
remedy at the stage contemplated under Section 3C of the Act.
Having failed to effectively avail the remedy at the appropriate
stage, appellants cannot contend that the statutory mechanism
has become inefficacious merely because the acquisition
proceedings have progressed in accordance with law.

21. The principal challenge advanced by the ap
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satisfy the requirement of Section 3A(2) of the NH Act, by
furnishing a brief description of the lands proposed to be acquired,
and that they suffer from want of jurisdiction, does not merit
acceptance. The‘ said contention has been raised by the learned
Senior Counsel in respect of the Notification No. S.0.3563(E) dated
29.07.2022, Notification No. 909 dated 26.02.2024, and
Notification No.S.0.4407(E) dated 21.09.2022, which are under
challenge in the present batch of appeals.

22. A perusal of the aforesaid notifications discloses that each
notification is accompanied by a detailed schedule specifying, inter
alia, the name of the village, survey numbers, nature and
classification of the land, the extent proposed to be acquired and
other particulars sufficient to identify the individual parcels of
land, and a note that the actual sketch can be verified at the office.
Section 3A(2) merely requires that the notification contain a brief
description of the land proposed to be acquired so as to enable
persons interested to identify the land and submit their objections.
Thus, the particulars furnished in the impugned notifications
satisfy the statutory requirement contemplated under Section
3A(2).

23. The learned Senior Counsel had in an attempt to elucidate hig
submissions on the inadequacy_ of brief description in the
notifications and to draw a comparison had filed Newspapers

showing notification under Land Acquisition Act. The notification




relied upon by the lcarned Senior Counsel can be compared to
description in a notification under Section 3-D of the Act.

24. The further contention that the land plans and connected
particulars were not available for inspection in the office of the
Competent Authority, despite the recital contained in the
notifications, also cannot be accepted. The said allegation is
seriously disputed by the respondents and raises a pure question
of fact incapable of adjudication merely on the basis of rival
affidavits. More importantly, the appellants have not placed any
contemporaneous material demonstrating that they were denied
inspection of the records or that any request made by them in this
regard was refused. In the absence of such material, it cannot be
held that the statutorv opportunity contemplated under Section 3C
stood frustrated.

25. Further, the reliance placed by the appellants on the
decision of the Hon'ble Supreme Court in Barangore Jute Factory
(supra 1), is misconceived, as the said decision turned on a
notification which did not contain any description enabling
identification of the land proposed to be acquired. Therefore, the
factual matrix of the present case is clearly distinguishable and the
said decision does not advance the case of the appellants.

26. Further, the contention regarding lack of jurisdiction, cannot
be accepted. The notifications under Section 3A(1) have been

issued by the Central Government through the Ministry of Road
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Transport and Highways in exercise of the powers conferred under
the Act. The notifications themselves designate the RDO,
Khammam, as the Competent Authority for the purposes of the
Act, including the receipt and consideration of objections under
Section 3C. The role of the Project Director, NHAI, is confined to
that of the implementing or requisitioning agency and does not
extend to the exercise of the statutory powers vested in the
Competent Authority or the Central Government. Therefore, there
is no jurisdictional infirmity in the issuance of the impugned
notifications or in the acquisition proceedings initiated pursuant
thereto.

27. The appellants contention that the alignment of the proposed
Greenfield Highway has been finalized in violation of the
Environmental Impact Assessment Guidelines, 2006, the Manual
of Land Acquisition for National Highways, 2018; the guidelines
issued by the Ministry of Road Transport and Highways governing
Greenfield Highway projects and that the alignment unnecessarily
traverses or passes in close proximity to densely populated
residential areas, including house sites, the District Collectorate
and the Government Medical College, despite the availability of
alternative alignments which would have substantially avoided
such habitations, does not merit acceptance.

28. It is to be noted that the determination of the alignment of a

Nat_ional Highway is essentially a matter involving technical




[
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expertise  and administrative policy. Such determination
necessarily involves consideration of several factors, including
engineering feasibility, topography, traffic requirecments, land
availability, environmental and social impact, safety parameters,
project cost and long-term public interest. The scope of judicial
review in such matters is limited to examining whether the
decision-making process is vitiated bv mala fides, manifest
arbitrariness, lack of jurisdiction or violation of any statutory
provision. It is not for this Court in writ jurisdiction to substitute
its own assessment for that of the expert authorities merely
because another view or another alignment may also be possible.
29. The Honble Supreme Court, in The Project Director,
Project Implementation Unit v. P.V. Krishnamoorthy and
others?, while dealing with acquisition proceedings relating to the
Chennai-Krishnagiri-Salem (National  Corridor) Eight-Lane
Greenfield National Highway (NH-179A and NH-179B), a project
undertaken under Bharatmala Pariyojana — Phase [, held that the
scope of judicial review in matters relating to land acquisition and
the selection of highway alignments for National Highway projects
is limnited, as such decisions primarily fall within the domain of the
competent and expert authorittes.

30. The material placed on record discloses that the alignment

was finalized only after conducting reconnaissance surveys and

1(2021) 3 8CC 570
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evaluating various alternative alignments. The respondents have
specifically asserted that the seclected alignment was found to be
the most suitable having regard to engineering feasibility, project
cost, environﬁental considerations, traffic requirements and the
overall public interest. The record further discloses that the Terms
of Reference were approved on 26.07.2021, Environmental
Clearance was granted on 23.01.2023, public hearings were
conducted in the affected project areas, and the concerns raised
during the consultation process were duly considered and
incorporated in the Environmental Management Plan. The
Environmental Clearance was thereafter published in accordance
with the prescribed procedure. These materials sufficiently
demonstrate that the decision-making process was preceded by
due technical evaluation and statutory compliance, and cannot be
characterised as arbitrary or lacking transparency.

31. Considerable emphasis was placed by the learned Senior
Counsel for the appellants on the communication dated
17.05.2022 addressed by the District Collector, Khammam,
recommending a modification of the proposed alignment. Equally,
reliance was placed upon the subsequent communication dated
01.02.2024, whereby the State Government conveyed its
concurrence to the original alignment. In our considered opinion,
these communications reflect the deliberative process undertaken

by the executive authorities before the alignment was finalized. The




ultimate acceptance of the original alignment upon consideration of
the relevant technical inputs and feasibility reports cannot be
construed as rendering the decision-making process arbitrary or
illegal.

32. Equally untenable is the contention founded on the alleged
violation of the principles of natural justice. The statutory scheme
itself provides an opportunity to every person interested in the land
to submit objections under Section 3C of the NH Act pursuant to
the publication of the notification issued under Section 3A. The
record further discloses that the notifications were published in the
Official Gazettec and in the newspapers in accordance with the
procedure contemplated under the Act. Whether a particular
newspaper enjovs wider circulation than another is not a
circumstance which, by itself, is sufficient to invalidate the
acquisition proceedings, particularly in the absence of any
demonstrated prejudice. The appellants have not established that
they were denied the opportunity contemplated under the statute
or that any prejudice was occasioned to them on account of the
manner of publication.

33. We are cqually unable to accept the contention that the
acquisition procecdings stand vitiated merely because separate
notifications were issued in respect of different stretches of the
proposed project. The guestion whether the project ought

to have

been treated as u single composite project for the purpose of
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environmental appraisal, or whether the issuance of separate
notifications was intended to circumvent any statutory requirement
relating to environmental clearance, involves examination of
technical, regulatory and factual considerations, including the
scope and applicability of the environmental framework governing
the project. Such questions cannot be adjudicated solely on the
basis of the allegations made in the pleadings and necessarily
require appreciation of expert material. The mere issuance of
separate notifications, by itself, cannot lead to an inference of mala
fides or colourable exercise of power. A careful reading of the very
judgment relied upon by the appellants, namely Pandarinathan
Govindarajulu (supra 2), would reveal that the observations made
therein, in fact, run contrary to the appellants’' contention, as

observed by the Hon'ble Supreme Court as under:

20. Having held that adoption of segmentation of a project cannot be
adopted as a strategy to avoid environmental clearance impact
assessment, the question that arises is whether segmentation of a
National Highway beyond 100 km is impermissible under any

circumstance. As we lack the expertise of deciding upon this issue, we

are of the considered view that an expert committee should examine

the permissibility of segregation. After the issuance of a Notification

dated 14-9-2006 requiring environmental clearance for new projects
and expansion of the existing projects, a High-Level Committee was
constituted by the Government of India to review the environmental
clearances for Highway expansion projects. As per the Notification
dated 14-9-2006, environmental clearance was required for new
National Highway and expansion of National Highways greater than
30 km involving additional right of way greater than 20 m and passing
through more than one State. One of the terms of the reference to the

High-Level Committee was to review the requirement of environmental




clearance for Highway expansion projects beyond a distance of 200
km up to the right of way of 60 m. The High-Level Committee
recommended that environmental clearance would be required for
expansion of National Highway projects beyond a distance of 100 km
and if the additional right of way or land acquisition is more than 40 m
on existing alignments and 60 m on realignments or bypasses. The
said recommendation was accepted by the Government of India and
the Notification dated 22-82013 was issued, amending the
Notification dated 14-9-2006.

{Emphasis supplied)
34. The Project Director in his Counter Affidavit filed in the writ
petition has specifically averred as under:

11. It is submitted that the Respondents herein have followed the
due procedure and submitted requistte documents and reports as per
EIA  Notification-2006 and MoEF&CC granted Enuvironmental
Clearance for "Development of 4-Lane Access Controlled new
Greenfield Highway section of Warangal (Ch:112.240) to Khammam
((Ch.220.480) Section (Total length 108.24 Km]) in the States of EC
identification  Telangana'  vide no.EC23A034TG157248 on
16.02.2023 (Copy enclosed).

In the reply to the Counter Affidavit filed by the appellants in
the Writ Petition the said averment has not specifically been
controverted. In the light of the environmental clearance for 108.24
Km having been obtained under a single notification, the issue of
staggered cleared has been rendered academic.

35. Furthermore, the grievance of the appellants is directed
against the choice of the alignment itself. Acceptance of the relief
sought would necessarilv require this Court to substitute the

alignment determined by the expert authorities with one suggested

by the appellants. Such an exercise lies beyond the permissible
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limits of judicial review under Article 226 of the Constitution.
Therefore, the learned Single Judge has rightly considered the fact
that entertaining the writ petitions on such issues would amount
to substituting judicial opinion for expert determination, which is
impermissible in law.

Conclusion

36. For the foregoing reasons, this Court is of the considered
view that the appellants have failed to establish any violation of the
provisions of the National Highways Act, 1956, any jurisdictional
infirmity, or any patent illegality in the notifications impugned in
the respective writ petitions and that the learned Single Judge
rightly declined to entertain the writ petitions in exercise of
jurisdiction under Article 226 of the Constitution of India, having
regard to the statutory mechanism available under the Act and the
nature of the issues raised, which substantially pertain to matters
of technical evaluation and policy.

37. Accordingly, all writ appeals are dismissed. Consequently,
the respective orders dated 07.04.2026 passed by the learned
Single Judge in W.P.N0.3921 of 2023, W.P.No.20359 of 2023,
W.P.No.9109 of 2024, W.P.N0.20230 of 2024, W.P.N0.22802 of
2024 and W.P.No0.14632 of 2024 are affirmed. It is clarified that
this common judgment shall not preclude the appellants from

availing such remedies as may be available in law. The



respondents are at liberty to proceed with the acquisition in

accordance with law.

Consequently, miscellaneous petitions pending if any shall

stand closed. No costs.

SD/- MOHD. ISMAIL
DEPUTY REGISTRAR
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SECTION OFFICER
To,

1. The Union of India, Ministry of Road Transport and Highways, New Delhi.

2 The Union of India, Ministry of Environment, Forest and Climate Change, New
Delhi.

3. National Highways Authority of India, New Delhi -110075.

4. The Regional Officer, National Highways Authority of India, Road No. 3,
Banjara Hills, Hyderabad.

5. Project Director, Project Implementation Unit, National Highways Authority of
India, Khammam

6. One CC to Sri E. Hari Babu, Advocate [OPUC]
7. One CC to Sri N. Bhujanga Rao, Deputy Solicitor General of India [OPUC]

8 One CC to Sri Padma Rao Lakkaraju, SC for National Highway Authority of
India[OPUC]

9 Two CCs to the GP for Revenue, High Court for the State of Telangana, at
Hyderabad[OUT]

10. Two CCs to the GP for General Administration Department, High Court for the
State of Telangana, at Hyderabad[OUT]
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DISMISSING THE ALL WRIT APPEALS
WITHOUT COSTS



