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BEFORE THE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL
(WESTERN ZONE AT PUNE)

EXECUTION APPLICATION NO. 70F 2023 (WZ)

IN
ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO. 101 OF 2022 (WZ)

IN THE MATTER OF:

RAMA RANI ARORA ... APPLICANT
VERSUS

GOA COASTAL ZONE
MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY & ORS. ... RESPONDENTS

AFFIDAVIT ON BEHALF OF
RESPONDENT NO. 1
GOA COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY

PAPER BOOK
(KINDLY SEE INDEX INSIDE)

ABHAY ANIL ANTURKAR
ADVOCATE FOR RESPONDENT NO. 1

GOA COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY
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BEFORE THE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL {{
(WESTERN ZONE AT PUNE)

EXECUTION APPLICATION NO. 7 OF 2023 (WZ)
IN
ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO. 101 OF 2022 (WZ)

IN THE MATTER OF:

RAMA RANI ARORA ... APPLICANT
VERSUS

GOA COASTAL ZONE
MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY & ORS. ... RESPONDENTS

AFFIDAVIT ON BEHALF OF
RESPONDENT NO. 1
GOA COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY

I, Dr. Sneha Gitte (IAS), being the Member Secretary of the Goa
Coastal Zone Management Authority,having office at: 4™ Floor,
Dempo Towers, Patto, Panaji, Goa, do hereby solemnly affirm

and state as under:

1. T am the Member Secretary of the Respondent No. 1 Goa
Coastal Zone Management Authority [hereinafier,
“GCZMA”] in the captioned Execution Application. T am
well-conversant with the facts and circumstances from
which the captioned Application arises and am, as such,
capable of affirming the present Affidavit. I have examined
the documents pertaining to the captioned Application as
available in my office, and am affirming the present

Affidavit on the basis of the said documents.
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I say that nothing in the present Affidavit may be deemed to
be any admission of any content of the
captionedApplication, unless the same is categorically
admitted herein. 1 further submit that nothing in the
captioned Application may be deemed to have been

admitted for want of specific denials.

The answering Respondent has filed Affidavits dated
06.09.2023 and 18.10.2023 in respect of the captioned
matter in compliance with the directions of this Hon’ble
Tribunal. The contents of the said Affidavits may be read to
be a part of the present Affidavit, and are not repeated

herein for the sake of brevity.

The controversy involved in the captioned Execution
Application pertains to the judgement dated 22.11.2022
passed by this Hon’ble Tribunal in the Applicant’s
captioned Original Application. By the said judgment, this
Hon’ble Tribunal had directed the answering Respondent to
decide the Applicant’s application/complaint  dated
12.07.2022 within a period of one month after its re-

constitution.

I say that the answering Respondent has concluded all
proceedings in respect of the Applicant’s aforesaid
application/complaint during the answering Respondent’s
364™ Meeting dated 23.10.2023. The answering Respondent
has issued an order dated 13.11.2023 in this regard by

L
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directing Respondent Nos. 4 and 5 to demolish all structure

identified by the answering Respondent to be illegal.

A true copy of the minutes of the 364" Meeting dated
23.10.2023 is annexed and is marked as ANNEXURE R—1.

A true copy of the minutes of the demolition order dated

13.11.2023 is annexed and is marked as ANNEXURE R-2.

By its order dated 19.10.2023, this Hon’ble Tribunal had
directed the answering Respondent to file a compliance
report in respect of the implementation of its demolition
order dated 30.06.2022. In this regard, I submit that vide the

aforesaid demolition order dated 13.11 2023, the answering

Respondent has directed the demolition of all illegal
structures constructed by Respondent Nos. 4 and 5 over the
same properties bearing Survey Nos. 176/17 and 175/1 that
were the subject matter of the proceedings in the captioned

Original Application.

7. The Answering Respondent states that when the Authority
went on site to execute the demolition order dated
30.06.2023 the violations described in that order had been
merged with the new violations and so was unable to
identify the old violation. The Executing team then found it
necessary to merge both the old violation which was for
demolition with the new violation.

8. The Answering Respondent states that now after passing the

fresh demolition dated 13/11/2023 the Authority has to wait

@
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for the Appeal period i.e till 13/12/2023. The Answering
Respondent undertakes that on the 15/12/2023 if no appeal
is received by the Authority both the Orders will be

executed within 15 days thereafter.

The answering Respondent has the utmost respect and
regard for the majesty of this Hon’ble Tribunal. It has
\ . always strived to uphold and implement all directions of this
Hon’ble Tribunal in letter and spirit. The answering
: Respondent undertakes to implement its aforesaid orders in

compliance with the directions of this Hon’ble Tribunal as

expeditiously as possible. The answering Respondent
tenders its unconditional apology to this Hon’ble Tribunal
for the delay caused in implementing its orders. In view of
the aforesaid, it is prayed that the captioned Execution

Application may kindly be disposed off.

-
DEPONENT

MEMBER SECRETARY

‘: GOA COASTAL Z0NE I\/?ANAGEI"»GENTAUTHOR!TY

PANAJI - GOA

VERIFICATION

I, the abovenamed Deponent, do hereby state on solemn oath and
affirmation that the facts stated hereinabove in this Counter
Affidavit are true and correct to the best of knowledge,

information and belief, and nothing has been concealed.
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Verified at Panaji on this 30™ day of November, 2023.

IDENTIFIED BY: DEPONENT

* MEMBER SECRETARY
- GOA COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY
PANAJI- GOA

Solemnly affirmed before me
-_Dv- SA e/)a 3. CO%C

Who 1s 1dentified before me by

e

At Panjim - Goa
Sr. No. 344/“ 1202—3
Date. 22/l /1013_

/]

NOTARIAL -

/ DN
Venefrad;gﬁ.P.B Gracias
Advocate & Notary Goa State

NOTARIAL -




- ANNEXURE R-1
S7

MINUTES of THE 364%™ MEETING OF THE GOoA COASTAL ZONE
MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY (GCZMA) TO BE HELD ON 23/10/2023 at 03.30
PM. IN THE CONFERENCE HALL, FOURTH FLOOR, DEMPO TOWER,
PATTO-PANAY I-GOA.

The 364™ Meeting of the Goa Coasta] Zone Management Authority (GCZMA) was

held under the Chairmanship of the Secretary (Environment) on 23/10/2023
(Monday) at 03.00 p.m. in the Conference hall, Fourth floor, Dempo Tower, Patto,

The following members were present for the meeting on 23/10/2023:

—

- Secretary, Environment & Climate Change/Chairman (GCZMA)
- Representatjve on behalf of Director, Department of Tourism, Panaji, Goa

2
3. Representative on behalf of Director, Directorate of isheries, Panaji, Goa
4

5. Mrs. Radha Rao. Expert Member (GCZMA)
6. Shri Ganesh B. Velip, Expert Member (GCZMA)
7. Director, Environment & Climate Change/Membper Secretary (GCZMA)

At the outset, the Chairman (GCZMA) welcomed the Members of GCZMA present

and decision,

Item No.1.1

Background: The office of GCZMA was in receipt of g complaint letter dated
04/12/2019 from Mr. Prem  Pun wi regard to use of Khazan land for
development/commerciai activity in survey no.23/1, village Nerul, Bardez, Goa by Mrs.
Pratibha L Kudchadkar, The said complaint wag forwarded to District Jeve] Committee
North Goa vide letter dated 24/02/2020 tor iInquiry and report.

An Original Application bearing n0.86/2020 was fije before the Hon’ble Nationaj Green
Tribunal interalig being aggrieved by violation CR7 Regulation by raising construction at

Survey No. 23/] of Village Nerul, Goa, admeasuring 35125 sq. mts. As per applicant



505; which as per the Panchayats Records showed that the structures were standing prior
1991. However, the Authority noted that this was just a mere statement made by the
Respondent with no substantial documentary evidence placed on record to support the
contentions of the Respondent. Hence, the plea of the Respondent that, the two structures
both bearing House no 91 and 505 were legal and could not be taken into consideration as
the Respondent had failed to produce any valid requisite permissions / documents from

any of the Licensing Authorities.

The Respondent had also applied for regularization of the existing structure; thereby
admitting and confirming the fact that, the structures erected were without any prior
approvals, resulting to now, seeking to regularize the illegal structures existing in Sy No.
72/6 of Arambol Village. The Authority in the course of the proceeding had clearly stated
that the CRZ Notification; does not have any provisions to regularise the structures and
thereby rejected the plea of regularising the illegally constructed structure in Sy No. 72/6

of Arambol Village.

The Respondent failed to produce any permissions, approved plans, house tax receipts or
conversion sanad with regards to the structures mentioned in the SCN as well as the DLC
Site Inspection Report. On account of such non-production of any document to
substantiating the legality of the structures erccted therein by the Respondent and that
too,within the CRZ Area of the property bearing Survey No 72/6 of Arambol Village and
Further, in blatant admission of the fact that the structures are constructed without any
approvals and furthermore, now seeking regularization of the illegal structures; confirms
the fact that the structures mentioned in the SCN are illegal and hence need to be

demolished.

Case No.1.8

To decide on complaint from Rama Rani Arora illegal structures come up in the

property bearing Sy. No. 176/17, of Calangute Village by Mr John Jude Adolfo

Crecencio L.obo .

Background: The Authority when visited the site to implement the demolition order

dated 30/06/2022; it has come to the knowledge of the Authority that there are various
other illegal structures come up in the property bearing Sy. No. 176/17, of Calangute

Village.

The Authority directed the Directorate of Settlement and Land Records to conduct
a site inspection /mapping of the property bearing Sy No 176/17 and 176/16-B of
Calangute Village.

5 A
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The Site Inspection notice was issued to all the parties Mr John Jude Adolfo
Crecencio Lobo, Mrsl. Lobo and Mrs Rani Arora vide letter bearing No
GCZMA/N/ILLE-COMPL/21-22/67/1183 dated 15/09/2022 directing them to remain

present for the Site Inspection on 16/09/2022 at 11 am onwards.

The Authority through the Field Surveyor of the GCZMA and the Field Surveyor
of the DSLR carried out a Site inspection in the presence of Mr John Jude Adolfo
Crecencio Lobo and Mr RajibTontobar, Manager of Rama Rani. The Surveying Team of
the DSLR mapped the existing structures on sitc of both the Complainant Rama Rani and

the alleged violator Mr John Jude Adolfo Crecencio Lobo.

Based on the report drawn by the surveying team of the GCZMA and the DSLR
the violations were notice, and the parties were issued fresh Show Cause Notice, to which
both the parties were heard, Arguments were advanced and the matter was posted for
clarification/orders.

At the hearing before the GCZMA the Respondent in their reply had produced an
approved plan. The Authority directed the Respondent’s Advocate to superimpose the
approved structure on the plan drawn by the DSLR dated 16/09/2022 which showed all
the illegalities.

The Respondent submitted the plan on 04/05/2023; along with the superimposed
structures. However, at the time of drawing the order there are certain discrepancies
noted by the Authority hence this notice of personal hearing is issued to clarify the issues

in hand.

During 359" GCZMA mecting held on 07/09/2023. Adv. Gosavi appeared for
Respondent and sought time to file reply. Advocate Caroline Collaso appeared for the

Complainant.

The Authority after hearing both the parties decided to grant additional time and decided
to post the matter on 14/09/2023 at 3.00 pm.

The said matter was placed in 361th Meeting of GCZMA held on 14/09/2023 the
minutes to be read as under: Complainant absent. Advocate Gosavi present for the
Respondent and submitted that he has filed reply to the fresh Show Cause notice
and his reply may considered as arguments. The Authority after hearing the

Respondent posted the matter for orders.

Decision: That the Respondent Mr. John Jude Adolfo Crecencio Lobo filed his reply to
the SCN on 27/12/2021. The Respondent in his reply has stated that the documents were

not furnished, however the same was furnished on a later date, after which the

Respondent filed his detailed reply on the 22/11/2022.
B3 -
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Issue No. 1. Whether the Respondent tried to misguide the Authority with regards
to the Illegalities carried out in Sy. No.176/17, of the Village of Calangute.

That the Respondent has mislead the Authority by stating in para 4 of his reply
that, the metal stage erected on the beach does not belong to him and as such belongs to a
third Party namely, Mr Viren Shirodkar; thereby misguiding the Authority to issue a SCN
in the name of one Viren Shirodkar. Further, there was also a letter dated 08/04/2022;
wherein the Respondent has deceitfully given the name and address of the so called Third
Party as Mr Virendra Shirodkar; who was also issued a SCN and further given a personal
hearing. At the hearing Mr Shirodkar vide his reply dated 08/06/2022 has clearly stated
that he has no connection with any structures in Sy No. 176/17 of the Village of
Calangute; and that the Authority may take appropriate steps without involving him into
any manner. Upon further perusal of the documents i.e. Form [ & X1V it has been noted
by the Authority that the property stands in Sy. No. 176/17 of the Village of Calangute

and further stands registered in the name of the Respondent.

The Authority noted that the order could not be executed due to the identification
process, however when the Executing team of the GCZMA went on site it was observed
that there were several other violations noted on site to which SCN was issued the
Respondent had submitted a plan issued by the erstwhile GSCCE wherein it showed that
the stage formed part of the approved plan. The plan of which does not form part of the
records maintained by the GCZMA. Having the knowledge that the stage on the beach
was part of his approved plan, the Respondent misguided the Authority thereby trying to
delay the process and wasting the revenue of the Authority which warrants action in

terms of law against the Respondent.
The issue is answered in the affirmative.

Issue No.2. Whether the Respondent proves that the structures erected in the

property bearing Sy. No. 176/17 are legal structures?

The Respondent states that the structures were existing prior to 1991 and that the
Respondent had applied for repairs and renovation of the existing structure. The
Authority noted that this contention of the Respondent that he has approval is shown in
the approval of the Erstwhile Authority i.e. the GSCCE. However it is strange that the
GSCCE has granted permission for the repairs and renovation as these structure falls
within the NDZ and even close to Intertidal Area. Secondly, this permission bearing No
DB/8465/TCP-94/1920 dated 27/5/94 never formed part of the records of the neither
GSCCE nor GCZMA. The Authority noted that the old structure as shown on the survey

plan does not exist/stand at loco in the same position.

@',ﬁ//y Page 22 of 61 &ﬂ?—‘
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This approved plan does not tally with the structures plotted on site by the DSLR.
The structures plotted on the Approved Plan could not have been approved for the simple
reason, the approved plan shows that, the structures are for repairs and renovation of the
existing structures and since the structure falls within the NDZ; the permission ought to
have been given for the area of the house which was existing then and as shown in the
Survey Plan only. However since the approval is placed on record to substantiate that the
structure is approved and since the approval is not challenged before any competent

Court the Authority has to go with the approval dated 27/05/1994.

The Authority directed the Respondent to produce the Original Plan and the
Approval Granted by the GSCCE. Upon perusing the Original Permission it was noted
that the plans submitted was not an old approval as the old permission produced before
the Authority seemed to be as fresh as a notarized copy and further when checked with
the records of the GSCCE and the GCZMA this document was not available in official
records. But the fact that it bears the stamp of the erstwhile GSCCE and since the
approval has not been challenged and set aside, the Authority has to go with the

document placed before them in deciding the matter.

The Authority noted that the old structure shown on the survey plan drawn by the
DSLR, was a Restaurant having all the valid approvals but the Authority is not on the
business of the Respondent. Rather. the Authority has it’s jurisdiction only to check the

validity of the structures.

The Authority noted that as per the survey records show that there existed a
Structure as shown in a dotted line on the survey plan. However, the Respondent has
extended the old structure by demolishing the old structure and erecting a fresh new
structure beyond the permissible limits thereby encroaching within the intertidal area. It
is true that the Respondent has an aged old family run Restaurant Business, which was
running in the old structurc as shown on the photographs produced. Since the structure
‘L’ is on the submitted approved plan dated 27/05/1994 by the Respondent the structure
“L” as plotted on the plan attached to the Site Inspection Report dated 22/09/2022 is

discharged.

The Authority noted that the approval dated 27/5/1994 does show that the
structure designated as “M” on the approved plan. The Respondent has also failed to
show or produce any documentary cvidence on record to prove that the structure
designated as M which is G+2; has been erected with approvals Since the Respondent has

not produced approved plan the structure M is illegal and warrants demolition.

Q3
/ @(—/
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With regards to the easementary rights to the property, the GCZMA does not have
any jurisdiction to decide on that subject matter and that the Respondent may take

necessary action in accordance with the law.

With regards to structure “K” the Authority noted that the plinth of the Structure
as per Survey plan is not in its original shape at loco hence has to be demolished and the
land restored to its original position. With regards to the structure shown on the Gut book,
incidentally; the GUT Book maintained by the Village Talathi does not have any legal
bearing and is only a referential book given to the Concerned Office of the Local
Panchayat Talathi for mere reference purposes only. 'The GUT Book being a sketch book
given to the Talathi, does not have any legal bearing nor can it be considered as a

document to be relied upon to prove the legality of the structure.

With regards to structures at “O” and “N” these structures are erected without
any approvals and the Respondent has not substantiated the legality with any
documentary evidence and hence these structures cannot be term legal structures. The
Authority decided to issue demolition order with regards to the Structure at “O” and “N”

as plotted on the plan attached to the Site Inspection Report dated 22/09/2022.

With regards to structures at “P” the Respondent has not come clear on the
legality of the structure and since it falls in the No Development Zone. The Authority
noted that no new structures can be erected even if it amounts to a temporary shed. The
Respondent has failed to produce and permission for the erection of the temporary shed
in the NDZ and hence it is illegal. ‘The Authority decided to issue demolition order with
regards to the Structure at “P” as plotted on the plan attached to the Site Inspection

Report dated 22/09/2022.

With regards to development / laid pavers “Q”, the Pavers too are laid without any
prior approvals and in gross violation of the CRZ Notification and hence has to be
removed. The Authority decided to issue demolition order with regards to the Structure at

“Q” as plotted on the plan attached to the Site [nspection Report dated 22/09/2022.

The Authority noted that even though the Respondent is claiming that the
illegalities at “G” and “H” are legal in nature and belong to the Respondent, there are no
documents placed on record to show the Respondent’s basic right to the property bearing
Sy. No. 176/16-B; 176/25-A and 176/24-A. Moreover, the Respondent also admits that
Ms Conventional Hotel Pvt. Ltd has been Show Caused on that illegalities and asked for
demolition of the compound wall and removal of pavers. The very fact Mr. Lobo the
Respondent was Not Show Caused on the illegalities at G and H; he does not have the
rights to demolish the illegalitics carried out in G and I the violations falls in the

different survey number of which Mr lobo is not the owner. This Authority cannot grant

W Page 24 of 61 ;“:_a
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relief to the traditional access as this is not a Civil Court and it is beyond the Jurisdiction

of this Authority.

The Authority noted that there is a staircase in the intertidal zone, the Respondents
have failed to produce any documentary evidence regarding the legality of the staircase

hence warrants demolition.

The Authority noted that the structure/stage at “I” shows that the stage has been
erected on the government land. The Respondent states that the portion marked as “I”
and “J” has to be demolished as the same comes in the intertidal area and the Respondent
has not taken any approval from any Authority for erecting the stage hence the arca

marked as “I”” and “J” has to be demolished.

In view of the above the Authority concluded that the Structures “L” is discharged
and structures from “I”, “J”, “K”, “M”, *N”, “O”, “P”, and Q" have to be demolished/

removed and site restored to its original condition.

However the issue is answered partly in affirmative to the extent that the
Structures “L” is discharged and partly in negative that the structures from “I”, “J”, “K”,
“M”, *N”, “0”, “P”, “Q™ have to be demolished/ removed and site restored to its original

condition.

Case No 1.9
To decide on site inspection report regarding violations carried out by Rama Rani

Aroral76/16-B of Calangute Village.

Background: The Authority when visited the site to implement the demolition order

dated 30/06/2022; it has come to the knowledge of the Authority that there are various
other illegal structures come up in the property bearing Sy. No.176/17 of Calangute

Village.

The Authority directed the Directorate of Settlement and Land Records(DSLR) to
conduct a site inspection /mapping of the property bearing Sy.No176/17 and 176/16-B of
Calangute Village.

The Site Inspection notice was issued to all the partiecs Mr John Jude Adolfo
Crecencio Lobo, Mrs Lobo and Mrs Rani Arora vide letter bearing No GCZMA/N/ILLE-
COMPL/21-22/67/1183 dated 15/09/2022 directing them to remain present for the Site

Inspection on 16/09/2022 at 11 am onwards.

The Authority through the Field Surveyor of the GCZMA and the Field Surveyor

of the DSLR carried out a Site inspection in the presence of Mr John Jude Adolfo

B P
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Crecencio Lobo and Mr Rajib Tontobar, Manager of Rama Rani. The Surveying Team of
the DSLR mapped the existing structures on site of both the Complainant Rama Rani and

the alleged violator Mr John Jude Adolfo Crecencio Lobo.

Following violations are noticed during execution of demolition by Rama Rani

Arora.

I. The plinth of the Structure as per Survey plan is not in its original shape at loco.
However the graphical area of Structure as per Survey plan works out to 129 Sq.mtrs. As
per Form [ & XIV records the Class (a) area is mentioned as 221 Sq.mtrs. (marked as

A).

2. The New Structure is constructed on the plinth of Structure as per Survey plan in
Sy.No. 176/16-B and further extends in S.No.176/25-A and does not match with the
plinth of the Structure as per Survey plan. The graphical area of New structure works out

to 132 Sq.mtrs(marked as B).

3. The plinth is laid in Sy.No. 176/16-B and further extends in S.No. 176/ 25-A & 24-

A.and the graphical area works out to 90 Sq.mtrs. (marked as C).

4. The Compound Wall is erected in Sy.No. 176/16-B and further extends in 176/ 25-A
& 24-A. (marked as D).

5. Two Gates are fixed on the Compound Wall. The 1% gate is erected in Sy.No. 176/24-
A and the 2" Gate is erected in Sy.No 176/16-B & 25-A(marked as E).

6. The Temporary Shed is erected in Sy.No. 176/16-B and the graphical area works out to
13 Sq.mtrs(marked as F).

7. Laterite Masonry Compound Wall is erected in Sy.No. 176/16-B and extends in Sy.No
176/ 25-A & 24-A having a length of 9 mtrs. (marked as G).

8. The Pavers are laid in Sy.No. 176/16-B and extends in Sy.No. 176/25-A & 24-A and
partly in the beach area of Arabian Sea and the graphical area works out to 38 Sq.mtrs.

(marked as H).

9. The Stage is erected on in the beach area of Arabian Sea and the graphical arca works

out to 215 Sq.mtrs. (marked as 1).

10. The Temporary Shed is erected in the beach arca of Arabian Sea and the graphical

area works out to 19 Sq.mtrs. (marked as J).

The said matter was placed on 326" GCZMA meeting held on 27/10/2022 Advocate
Abhijit Gosavi present on behalf of John Jude Lobo. Ld None appeared for Rama Rani

Arora.

w) Page 26 of 61
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The Authority decided to post the matter on 17/11/2022 at 3.30 pm.and meanwhile

issue fresh notices on Rama Rani Arora.

The Matter were posted in the subsequent meetings and was decided to

communicate the order.

DECISION:
The Authority perused the reply of both the Respondent Rama Rani and the
complaint of the Complainant Mr. John Jude Lobo and also the Site Inspection report

drawn by the GCZMA and the DSLR team and has arrived at a decision that:

When the Authority visited the site to implement the demolition Order dated
30/06/2022; it had come to the knowledge of the Authority that there were various other
illegal structures erected in the property bearing Sy. No. 176/16-B, of Calangute Village.
Seeing this, the Authority directed the Directorate of Settlement and Land Records to
conduct a site inspection / mapping of the property bearing Sy No 176/17 and 176/16-B
of Calangute Village.The Surveying Team of the DSLR mapped the existing structures
on site and it was specifically noted that there were violations from A to J as mentioned

in the Report

With regards to violation shown at ‘A’; the violation noted was that “the plinth of
the structure erected on site does not tally with the approval granted as there is an
extension of the area of plinth”. The Authority also noted that the area of the structure
shown on the Form I & X1V and the area of the old structure shown on the survey plan
does not tally and this discrepancy was not cleared by the Respondent nor substantiated

with a any documentary evidence.

With regards to the violation at ‘B’and *C’; the violation noted was that “the New
Structure is constructed on the plinth of Structure as per Survey plan in S. No. 176/16-B
and further extends in S.No.176/25-A and does not match with the plinth of the Structure

bl

as per Survey Plan” The Authority noted that, for the new structure the Authority had
granted approvals bearing No GCZMA/N/18-19/75/1713 dated 11/12/2018 for the repair
and renovation of the existing structure, However no such permissions were granted for

the extensions in property bearing Sy No 176/25-A. The Authority concluded that the

structure to the extent which is erected as per the approvals may be retained and the

extentions beyond the approved plan may be demolished.

With regards to the violation at ‘D’; the violation noted was that, “the Compound

Wall was erected in Sy. No. 176/16-B and further extends in 176/ 25-A & 24-A". The

Authority noted that the Respondent has failed to produce any approvals from any

Governmental Department for the purpose of erection of the Compound Wall in Sy.No.
W /
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176/16-B and further extended into property bearing Survey No. 176/ 25-A & 24-A, and

hence warrants demolition.

With regards to the violation at “I:"; the violation noted was that, “7wo Gates are
fixed on the Compound Wall. The 1" Gate is erected in S. No. 176/24-A and the 2" Gate
is erected in S.No.176/16-B & 25-A” The Authority noted that the Respondent has failed
to produce any approvals or permissions from any Governmental Department for erection

of the two gates on the Compound wall in Sy. No. 176/16-B and further extended into

property bearing Survey No. 176/ 25-A & 24-A, and hence warrants demolition.

With regards to the violation at “I'*; the violation noted was that, “The Temporary
Shed was erected in 176/16-B and the graphical area works out to 13 sq. mtrs” The
Authority noted that the Respondent has failed to produce any approvals or permissions
from any Governmental Department for erection of the temporary shed in property

bearing Survey No. 176/16-B, and hence warrants demolition.

With regards to the violation at ‘G’ the violation noted was that, “Laterite
Masonry Compound Wall is erected in Sy. No. 176/16-B and extends in Sy. No. 176/ 25-A
& 24-A having a length of 9 metres’. The Authority noted that the Respondent has failed
to produce any approvals or permissions [rom any Governmental Department hence

warrants demolition.

With regards to the violation at *H’ the violation noted was that, “The Pavers are
laid in Sy. No. 176/16-B and extends in Sy. No. 176/25-A & 24-A and partly in the
beach area of Arabian Sea”. The Authority noted that the Respondent has failed to
produce any approvals or permissions from any Governmental Department hence

warrants direction for removal of the pavers and restoration of the area to its original

condition.

With regards to the violation at ‘I’ the violation noted was that, “The Stage is
erected on in the beach area of Arabian Sea™ The Authority noted that the Respondent
has failed to produce any approvals or permissions from any Governmental Department

hence warrants demolition. The Authority directed the Chief Executive Engineer, PWD

Altinho Panaji to carry out the demolition of the stage and further which also extends into

the Government Land as the same was ecrected without any prior permissions or

approvals

With regards to the violation at ‘J” the violation noted was that, “The Temporary
Shed is erected in the beach area of Arabian Sea and the graphical area works out to 19
Sq.mtrs™ The Authority noted that the Respondent has failed to produce any approvals or

permissions from any Governmental Department hence warrants demolition. The

Authority directed the Respondent Rama Rani to carry out the demolition of the ¢J°
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structure as it falls into the Government Land and is erected without any permissions or

approvals.

The Authority therefore concluded that the Respondent has failed to prove by way
of documentary evidence that the violations mentioned in the Show Cause Notice are
existing with valid approvals. The Respondent has neither produced any documents from
the Tourism Department nor from the concerned Village Panchayat to prove that his
structures are legal. The Respondent has only proved that he has obtained a permission
from the GCZMA bearing Ref No GCZMA/N/18-19/75/1713 dated 11/12/2018 for the
purpose of for the repair and renovation of the existing structure; and hence the structure
as per the approved plan of the GCZMA dated 11/12/2018, stands to be retained and the
balance structures extended or erected without any approvals as shown in the DSLR plan

dated 16/09/2022, to be demolished.

Case 1.10

To discuss and decide on illegal construction of extension to Hotel Germany

comprising of ground plus two upper floors within 500 meters from the Hish Tide

Line in the property bearing Survey No. 205/1, namely Block E in gross violation of

the CRZ Regulations.

Background: The office of the Goa Coastal Zonec Management Authority had received
complaint dated 16/03/2021; from Mr. Anthony Trindade r/o. H.No. 286, Bamon waddo,
Candolim Bardez Goa with regard to the alleged illegal extension of the Hotel Germany
of G+2 structure and has not left any setback in Sy. No. 205/1 Block E of Calangute
Village, Within 500 mts from HTL carried out by Mr. Sukhdev Singh, Proprictor of
Hotel Germany.

Based on the Complaint the office of the GCZMA issued a Show Cause Notice was
issued to Mr. Sukhdev Singh, proprietor of Hotel Germany with a direction to file reply
on or before 29" February 2012. The Respondent had filed reply along with the
documents to the Show Cause Notice.

This matter was placed in the 192" GCZMA Meeting held on 29/01/2019, the
Authority decided that, “The Authority heard both the parties and as per the request
made by both parties. Authority decided to place the matter for hearing on 12th February
2019. Notices were waived off”.

This matter was placed in the 193" GCZMA Meeting held on 21/12/2019, the
proceeding at the hearing is that, “The Complainant remained present in person.
Advocate M.S. Joshi appeared on behalf of Respondent. The complaint wished to
withdraw his complaint on account of illness and health condition. The advocate on

behalf of Respondent sought time to address the matter”. &
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ANNEXURE R-2
R

GOA COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY

Clo Department of Science, Technology & Environment, (Govt. of Goa)
4™ Floor, Dempo Towers Patto, Panajl Goa.
Website: www.czma.goa.gov.in

Ref. No. GCZMA/N/ILLE-COMPL/21-22/67/22¢1 © Date: /1 1/2023

DIRECTION UNDER _ SECTION 5 OF THE ENVIRONMENT
(PROTECTION)ACT,1986,READ WITH RULE OF THE ENVIRONMENT
(2RO TEC'I'ION)RULE§, 1986. . ; :

SUB: (i) Show Cause Notice_ GCZMA/N/ILLE-COMPL/Z1-22/67/ 1551 ‘ :
dated 13/12/2021 | i
I (1) Show Cause Notice GCZMA/N/ILLE COMPL/2 1-22/67/36Q
dated 16/05/2022
(ii1) Notice bearing No. GCZMA/N/ILLE COMPL/21-22/67/.>14
dated 04/09/2023

Ao WHEREAS the Goa Coastal Zone Management Authonty (heremafter referred
to as ‘the GCLMA in short) has been constituted by the Mlmstry of Enwronment &
Forests (MoEF ) Govemment of Indla pursuant to the directions of the Hon ble Supreme
Court of India to dea. mter alla, with violation of the Costal Regulauon Zone (CRZ)
Notification 2011 and unplementatron of the CRZ Notlﬁcatlon .

AND WHEREAS, the Office of the Goa Coastal Zone Management Authority
(hereinafter referred as ‘the GCZMA’ in short) had received a complaint letter dated
22/1 1/”021 from Mrs. Rama Rani Arora, resident of B224, Priyadarshini Vlhar Laxml
Nagar, Shakdrr‘ur East Delhl 110092 and presently residing at H. No. 5/ 154 Umta
vaddo Cala:rgute Bardez Goa with respect to Illegal eonstructlon of a metal <tage on the
oeach and compound wall lllegally placed stone pavers on the beach in NDZ Area, in the
property beanng survey no 176/17 Calangute Vlllage Bardez Goa carried out by Mr. J ohn
Jude Adolfo (,reeencm Lobo and his wife Mrs L. Lobo c/o Souza Lobo both resident of
Calangute, Bardez Goa within NDZ area.

AND WHEREAS, the Authority through its field survevor and Engineer
conducted a Site Inspection on 07/12/2021

AND WHEREAS, the Authority issued Show Cause Notice bearing No.
GCZMA/N/ILEE-COMPL/21-22/67/1551 dated 13/12/2021 to Mr.John Jude Adolfo
Creoencio Lobe and his wife Mrs. L. Lobo stating the illegalities.
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AND WHEREAS the Respondent Mr.J ohn Jude Adolfo Crecenoo Lobo ﬁled his
reply to the Show Cause Notice. Rex g
AND WHEREAS, the matter was placed in the 280" GCZMA Meeting held on
16/12/2021.The proceeding at the hearing is that, “Adv for the Complamant p1 esent, Adv
Naik for Respondent. Complamant seeks copy of the report.” ; it

| AND WHEREAS the Authonty in its 280" GCZMA Meetmg held on 16/ 12/2021
directed both the partles fo peruse the file and take the required documents and report
from the file during working days. The Authonty further directed the Respondent to file
reply with advance ¢ copy 0 the Complamant The matter is posted on 23. 12 2021 at 3pm.

AND WHEREAS the matter was placed in the 281’lt GCZMA Mcetmg held on
23.12.2021. Due to paucity of time the matter is adjourned and p_osted on 13/01/2022
at3.00p.n1 il

AND WHEREAS the matter was placed in the 285th GCZMA Meetln'7 held on
13/’)1/2022 The proceedmg at the hearmg is that, Complamant absent. Adv Abhijeet
Gosavi appeared for Respondent Adv Gosavi requested . for copy. of Slte Inspection

report and th\. copy of the complamt based on Wthh the Show Cause Notice was is sued

: AND WHEREAS the Authonty in the 285th GCZMA Meetmg held on 13/0]/2022
d1rected the party to collect the documents from the ofﬁce file durmg workmg hours and
granted last opportunity to file reply failing which the Authonty will proceed with the
matter. Matter is posted for Reply/arguments on 27/0 1/2022 at 3.00 p m.

AND WHEREAS, the Authonty in the 287" GCZMA Meetmg held on 27/01/z0”
the Adv Caroline Present on behalf of the Complainant, Respondent absent when the
mat‘er was called out. The Authority decided “to seal the property bearing Survey
No.1 76/17 (‘alangute Vzllage Bardez Goa and posted the matter on 24/02/20?” 3 s

AND WHERLAS the Authonty in the 289th GCZMA Meetm g held on 08/02/2022
decided to ratify the decision of the Member Secretary to keep'the sealing Order on hold

and further decided to recall the sealing order dated 01/02/2022 and decide the matter on
merits.

AND WHEREAS, the matter was placed in the 293" Meeting of the GCZMA heid

on 07/04/2022, the Authonty decided that, The Authority heard the partzes and posted the
matter cn 10.3.2022 at 3. 00pm for arguments”.

~ AND. WHEREAS the matter was placed in the 298™ ‘Meeting of the GCZMA
held on 07/04/2022 the Authonty decided that, “The Authorzty heard the partzes and

QA
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decided to issue show cause notues to the partzes on receipt of names and addresses of

i qumc g

/

AND WHEREAS the Respondent Mr. John Jude Adolfo Crecenclo Lobo ﬁlea his
reply dated 08/04/2022 and furnished the name of Vlolator/Respondent as Vlrendra
Shlrodkar :

AND .WHEREAS? the _‘ Authqrity issued a Show Cause Notice bearing no
GCZMA/N/ILLE~COMPL/21-22/67/369 dated 16/05/20”2 to Mr Virendra Shlrodkar
w1th a direction to remam present for the hearmg to be held o the 19/05/2022 '

D

AND WHEREAS the matter was placed in the 305th GCZMA Meetmg held .on
20/05/2022. The Authority decided that, “the Authority decided to grant one opportunity

1o parties on prmczple of natural justice and aeczded to issues fresh heahng notices to
SR |

purtzev in piresent proceedmg and posted matter on 16/06/2022 at 3 30 pm

AND WHEREAS the Authonty 1ssued a fresh hearmg notu.e beanng no
GCLMA/N/ILLE-(,OMPL/Z1-22/67/483 dated 31/05/2022 drrectmg the partres to remain
present for a personal heanng on the 16/06/2022 at 3.00 p.m. onwards : :

AND WHFREAS the now Respondent V1rendra Shlrodkar mwarded lns reply to
the Show Cause Notice in the office of the GCZMA on 08/06/2022 thereby stating that

he has no connection to any illegal construction in survey no 176/17 of v111age Calangute

and requested not to involve him in the matter.

)' | AND WHEREAS the matter was placed in the 310"GCZMA Meeting held on
16/06/2022 the nroceedmg at the hearmg was that, “the Adyv for the _Ct)mpla'mant_ Adv

Gaunaelkar was present Respondent absent.

AND WHEREAS the matter was placed in the 310“’GCZMA Meetmg held on
16/06/2022 the Authonty after perusing the records the Authorltv perused the Form I &
XIV and observed that the name of the Respondent Mr.John Jude Adolfo Crecencio Lobo
appears in the occupant’s coloumn which means that he is the Co-owner of the propertv

bearing sy no 176/17 and is 'denying the illegalities as the1rs and deflecting the same to
one Mr Virendra Shirodkar. :

In view of the Respondent not claiming the illegalities carried out by him directed for
demohtxon of the Illegal construction of a metal stage on the beach of .approx. 80 sq mts,
Hlegally erected laterite masonary compound wall of height 0.9mts and length 9 mts

constructed along eastern boundary of the plot and removal of Illegally placed stone
pavers as path way on the beach in NDZ Area, ' |

2
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~ The - Authority decided- to issué “directions to PWD to restore the land to its
original position’ and the Dy Collector & SDO, Mapusa to recover the cost from the

Violator-as arrears of Land Revenue. .

“AND WHEREAS the Authonty when v1s1ted the  site to . 1mp1ement the
demolition order dated 30/06/2022 it has come to the knowledge of the Authority that

there are various other illegal structures come up in the property beanng Sy No 176/ 17,
of Calangute Vlllage

AND WHEREAS tne Authonty dlrected the Duectorate of Settlement and Land
Records to conduct a site mspecuon /’nappmg of the property bearing Sy. No 176/17 and
176/ 16-B of Calangute Vlllage

"AND WHEREAS, the Site In.spec’uon notice was issued to all the paraes Mr Jonn
Jude Adolfo ‘Crecencio Lobo, Mrs L Lobo and Mrs Rani Arora vide letier bearing No
GCZMA/N/ILLE-COMPL/21-22/( 7/1183 dated 15/09/2022 dlrectmg them to remam
présent for the Site Inspectlon on 16/09/2022 at 11 am onwards. 5 |

AND WHEREAS the Authonty through the Fleld Surveym of the GCZ,MA and
the Fleld Surveyor of the DSLR carried out a Site mspectlon n the presence of Mr John
Jude Adolfo Crecencio Lobo and . Mr. Ra_]lb Tontobar, Manager of Rama Rani. The
Surveying Team of the DSLR - mapped the existing structures on site of both the
Complainant Rama Rani and the alleged v101ator Mr John Jude Adolfo Crecencio Lobo.

AND WﬁEREAS based on the report drawn by the surveying team of the
GCLMA and the DSLR the following violations were nouced

NAME OF THE |Sy Noand | VIOLATION  [Letter | Distance

VIOLATOR VILLAGE : : from HTL
1.Joao Martires . | 176/17 . of | The Class (a) area is 450 Sq. mtrs | ‘K°. Within the
saa . | i as per Form I & XIV records. e B NDZ
| § Calangute | 7y plinth of the Structure as per
2. Laverne Joana Survey plan is not in its original
Labo ‘ shape at loco.
: However one Temporary shed Q)
3. John  Jude ' |and  four New structures
Adolfo" ~ |@LMN,) are constructed znd
Crecencic Lobo Pavers (Q) are laid at loco :
aliasJudeLobo |°. - . [The New structure is partly | ‘L’
et constructed on the plinth of the
Structure as per Survey' plan in
S.No. 176/17 and further extended | .
in $.No. 176/16-B and in the beach
area of Arabian Sea and the |
graphical area works out to 452 _
Sq mtrs, L
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The New structure consisting of | ‘M’
G+2 is partly constructed on the
plinth of the Structure as per
Survey plan in S. No. 176/17 and
further extends in S. No. 175/1
and the graphical area works out to
109 Sq.mtrs in S.No. 176/17.

The New structure is partly | ‘N’
constructed on the plinth of the
Structure as per Survey plan in. S.

No. 176/17 and the graphical area .
works out to 17 Sq.mtrs and
further extends in S.No. 175/1.

The New structure is partly [ ‘O’
constructed on the plinth of the
Structure as per Survey plan in
| SNo. 176/17 and the graphical
area works out to 5 Sq.mtrs and
further extends in S. No. 175/1.

The  Temporary Shed is| ‘P’ ,
constructed on the plinth of the
Structure as per Survey plan and in |- -
Sy. No. 176/17 and the graphical
area works out to 42 Sq.mtrs.

The Pavers are laid in . ‘No, ‘Q
176/17 and extends in the plinth of | -
the Structure as per Survey plan
and Sy. No. 176/16-B of Calangute
village of Bardez Taluka and area
works out to 267 Sq.mtrs in by No.
176/17.

AND WHEREAS, the Authority issued a fresh hearing notice with the violations
‘mentioned 2t K to Q bearing no GCZMA/N/ILLE—COMPL/21-22/07/ 1454 dated

11/10/2022 dlrectmg the partles to remain present for a personal hc.armg on the
27/ 10/202’7 at 3.00 p.m. onwards. ' '

AND WHEREAS, the matter was placed in. the 326" GCZMA Meeting held on
27/10/2022, the proceeding at the hearihg was that, “Addvocate Abhijit CGosavi present on
behalf of John Jude Lobo. None appeared Jor Rama Rani Arora. Ld advocate for
respondent submitted he got the approval of GCZMA to erect the structure which are
mentioned in the Show Cause Notice and prayed for time to file reply along with

documents”

AND*WHEREAS, the matter was placed in the 326th GCZMA Meeting held on
27/ 10/2022 the Authonty dec1ded that, “The Authorzty deczded to post the matter on

17/1 1/2022 at 3.30 pm Sfor reply of the Respondent meanwhzle zs.sue fresh notlces on
Rama Rani Argra” '

L
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AND WHEREAS as the term of the Authonty had exp1red there were no
meetings taken up for hearing. No sooner the Authority was reconstituted the ‘matter was

placed for hearmgv

AND WHEREAS the matter was placed in the 327" GCZMA Meetmg held on
16/0 1/2023, the proceedmg at the hearing was that, “Ld Advocates for the Complaznant
and Respondent present. Advocate Jor the Respondent teauested for copy of site

inspection report so that he can file reply on the same”

AND WHEREAS, the matter was placed in the 327" GCZMA Meeting held on
16/01/2023, the Authority decided that, “The Authority directed the Respondent to collect
the copy of site znspectzon report and f ile reply accordingly and posted thé matter on
09/02/2023at30017m ' AR F TR e

AND WHEREAS the matter was placed in the 330th GCZMA Meetmg held on
09/02/202’3 the proceedmg at the hearlng was that, “ddvocate Carolme Colaco appeared
fo; the Complatnant Advocate Gosavi appeared for the Respondent. Advocate Jor the
Complaznant stated that he has not received the copy of the reply of the Respondent and
as such could not file his rejoinder. The Advocate Jor the Respondent furnished a copy of
the reply and the same was endorsed as received. The Advocate for the Complainant
stated that she had earlier filed a complaint to which a demolition order was issued but
the same was not executed The Authority explained that the order could not be executed
on site as the stage could not be tdentzf ed as there were several other illegal structures
erected bv both the Complamant and the Respondent. The Authority further explamed
that they have surveyed all the structures in that survey number/property and the subject

matter of the demolztton order is merged with this Show Cause Notzce Advocate for the

Complatnant stated that he needs time to f ile rejoznder

AND WHEREAS the matter was placed in the 330th G(‘ZMA Meetmg held on
09/02/2023 the Authonty decided that, “Authorzty after hearing both parties and
considered the request and granted time to both the parties and directed the Respondent
t0 file a reply and posted the matter for arguments on the 16/02/2023 at 3.30p.m

AND WHEREAS, the matter was placed in the 331% GCZMA Meeting held on
16/02/2023, the proceedmg at the hearing was that, “ddvocate ManOJ Kumar appeared
Jor the Complamant Advocate Abhijit Gosavi appeared for the Respondent. Advocate for
the Complamant sought for time to f le rejomder in the matter.

AND WHEREAS the matter was placed in the 331" b(‘Z MA Meeting held on
16/02/2023, the Authonty decided that, “The Authorzty constdered the request and

granted time to file reply and posted the matter for final arguments on 09/3/2023 at 3.00

pm.
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AND WHEREAS, the matter was Flaced in the 334" G%m Miﬁﬁmg “ U UH

09/3/2023, the proceeding at the hearing was that, “ddvocate Caroline Colaco appeared
Jor the Complainant. Advocate Abhijit Gosavi appeared for the Respondent and sought

time.

AND WHEREAS, the matter was placed in the 334% GCZMA Meeting held on
09/3/2023, the Authority decided that, “The Authority decided to post the matter to
23/03/2023 at 3.00 pm.

AND WHEREAS, the matter was placed in the 337 * GCZMA Meeting held on
23/03/2023, the proceeding at the hearing was that, “Addvocate Caroline Colaco appeared
for the Com plainant. Advocate Guruprasad Naik appeared for the Respondent and
sought time as his senior advocate is unwell and cannot argue the matter. Advocate for

the respondent stated that they have already filed a reply.

AND WHEREAS, the matter was placed in the 337 GCZMA Meeting held on
23/03/2023, the Authorlty decided that, “The Authority afier hearing both the parties
directed Complainant to file rejoinder if any before next date of hearing and further,
decided to post the matter on 05/04/2023 at 3.00 pm.

AND WHEREAS, the matter was placed in the 338" GCZMA Meeting held on
05/04/2023, the proceeding at the hearing was that, “ddvocate Caroline Colaco along
with Manoj Kumar appeared for the Rama Rani. Advocate Abhijit Gosavi appeared for
the John Jude. Advocate for the Rama Rani stated that all their structures have been
demolished by the Panchayat. Adv Jor Jude Lobo stated that a structure G, H belong to
the Rama Rani and structure 1 belongs to the Jude Lobo. Rama Rani agrees 10 the

statement structure I belongs to the Jude Lobo”.

AND WHEREAS, the matter was placed in the 338" GCZMA Meeting held on
05/04/2023, the Authority decided that, “The authority after hearing both the parties
decided 10 post the matter on 04/05/2023 at 3.00 pm. for final arguments”.

-~ AND WHEREAS, the matter was placed in the 342" 'GCZMA Meeting held on
04/05/2023 but rescheduled on 05/05/2023, the proceeding at the hearing was that, “4dv
A Gaundekar appeared on behalf of Rama Rani. Advocate Abhijit Gosavi appeared for
Mr. John Jude. Adv for Mr Jude placed o# record a copy of the superimpose the stricture
shown on the report prepared by the GCZMA along with the plah‘ dpproved by the
GSCCE. Copy of the Document is given to Ady for Rama Rani. Adv for Rama Rani
sought for time to file say in the matter and requested for a longer date in the month of

June”.
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AND WHEREAS, the matter was placed in the 342" GCZMA Meeting held on

(04/05/2023 but rescheduled on 05/05/2023 the Authority decxded that, “The Authority
granted time to Rama Rani to file say on the plar and at the request of Adv Jor. Rama
Rani granied time_in June and posted Jor say/ arguments on 08/0(/2023 at 3.30 pm

onwards”.

AND WHEREAS the matter was placed in the 347th GCZMA Meeung held on
22/06/2023, the Pproceeding at the hearing was that, “ddv. for the Complamant Ppresent
and sought time to argue the matter, Adv further stated that he does _hot. wish to f le
Jurther writien arguments and his reply may be treated as arguments. /‘ dvocate Gosavi

appeared for the Respondent ”.

' AND WHEREAS, the matter was placed in the 347" GCZMA Meeting held on
22/06/2023, the Authority decided that, “The Authority heard the parties and directed the
Respondent to produce' the copy  of GSCC Approvals  for verifi Seation ‘regarding

authentication of the documents and posted the matter for orders”,

AND WHEREAS at the heanng before the GCZMA the Respondent in the1r
reply had produced an approved plan The Authonty directed the Respondent S Advoca*e
to superimpose the approved structure on the plan drawn by the DSLR dated 16/09/2022
which showed all the 111ega11t1es

AND WHEREAS the Respondent subnutted the plan on 04/05/2025 along with
the superimposed structures. However at the t1me of drawing the order there are certain
discrepancies noted by the Authonty hence this notlce of personal heanng is issued to

clarify the issues. in hand.

AND WHEREAS the Authority Show Causes the Responaent Mr. John Jude
Adolfo Crecencio Lobo, Mrs. L. Lobo under section 5 of the EPA read With Rule 4 Of
The Environment (Protection) Rules, 1986.with regards to the item shown as ‘I’ in the
DSLR plan dated 16/09/2022 and directed to remain present on 07/09/2023 for personal
hearing in the matter. The Details of the fresh SCN are:

LETTER |8, No/ Total Area | Name of | Legend as | Remarks/Observati
- S.Div |in Sq. mtrs as Occupant | per Site F0 '
i per Form I & | as per Plan
XYV records FormI& |
X1v

records '
‘r Beach | =4 LR Stage (Pink | The Stage is erected
ey ofl - — | Colour | on in the beach area
Arabian | diagonallin | of Arabian Sea and
T e : : es) the graphical area
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‘works out to. 215 |

Sq.mtrs.
_ AND
NAME OF THE [Sy No and | VIOLATION _ 7 |Distance
VIOLATOR = [VILLAGE * | - - .- | from HTL
MrJohnJude | 175/1; 175/1A |Illegal extension of the Within the
Adolfo Crecencio | £ Cal I structures in Sy No 176/17 in | NDZ'
Lobo SR this survey number

AND WHEREAS the matter was placed in the 359™ GCZMA Meetmg held on
07/09/2023 the proceedmg at the hearing was that, “Addv Caroline appeared for the
Complainant. Adv Gosavi appeared for the Respondent and ought time to f ile reply”.

AND WHEREAS the matter was placed in the 359th G(‘ZMA Meeting held on
07/09/2023, the Authority decrded that, “The Authority afier nearmg both 'the parties
decided to grant adaztzonal time and decided to post the matter on 14/09/2023 Ml

AND WHFREAS the Respondent remained present for the hearmg and ﬁled his
reply thereby contendmg that all the structures are as per the approved plan; =

AND WHEREAS the matter was placed in the 361" GCZMA Meeting held on
14/09/7023 .he proceedmg at the hearmg was that, ”Complaznant absent. Advocate
Gosavi present for the Respondent and submitted that he has fi led reply 1o the

fresh Show Cause notice and his reply may considered as argument« ¥

il AND WHEREAS Lhe matter was placed in the 361st G(‘ MA Meetmg held on
14/09/2023 the Authonty decrded that “The Authoruy afte, hearzng the Respondent
posted the matter for orders

AND WHEREAS the matter was placed in the 364th GCZMA Meetmg held on
23/ 10/4023 the Authonty decided as under:

That the Respondent Mr. J ohn Jude Adolfo Crecencio Lobo ﬁled his repiy to the
SCN on 27/ 12/2021 The Respondent in his reply has stated that the documems were not

furnished, however the same was furnished on a later date, after wh1"h the Respondent
filed his detalled reply on the 22/11/2022.

_ The Authonty framed two issues to decrde the Show Cause Notlce

Issue No. 1. Whether the Respondent tried to misguide the  Authority wnth regards
to the Illegalltles carned out in Sy No.176/17, of the Village of Calangute

That the Respondent has mislead the Authorlty by stating in para 4 of lus reply
that, the metar stage erected on the beach does not belong to him and as such belongs to a
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third Party namely, Mr Viren Shirodkar: thereby\misguiding the Authority to issue a SCN
in the name of one Viren Shirodkar. Further, there was also a letter datéd- 08/04/2022;

wherem the Respondent has deceitfully given the name and address of the 5o called Third
Party as Mr Virendra Shirodkar; who was also issued a SCN and further given a personal
hearing. At the hearmg Mr Shirodkar vide his reply dated 08/06/2022 has clearly stated
that he has no connection with any structures in Sy No. 176/17 of the 'Village of
Calangute; and that the Authorrty may take appropriate steps without involving him into
any manner. Upon further perusal of the documents i.e. Form I & XIV it has been noted
by the Authonty that the property stands in Sy. No. 176/17 of the Village of Calangute
and further stands registered in the name of the Respondent

-The Authonty noted that the order could not be executed due to the identification
process, however when the Executrng team of the GCZMA went on site 1t was: observed
that there were several other vrolatrons noted on site to. whrch SCN was issued the
Respondent had subrmtted a plan issued by the erstwhrle GSCCE wherein it showed that
the stage formed part of the approved plan. The plan of which does not fornr part of the
records mamtamed by the GCZMA Having the knowledge that the stage on the beach
was part of his approved plan, the Respondent misguided the Authorrty thereby trying to
delay the process and wasting the revenue of the Authority whrch wanants actron in

terms of law against the Respondent
The issue is answered in the afﬁrmative.

Issue No.2. Whether the Respondent proves that the structures erected 'in the

property bcarmg Sy. No. 176/17 are legal structures?

The Respondent states that the structures were ex15t1ng prror to 1991 and that the
Respondent had apphed for repairs and renovation of the  existing structure. The
Authonty noted that this contentron of the Respondent that he has approval is shown in
the approval of the Erstwhrle Authonty 1.e. the GSCCE. However it is strange that the
GS( CE has granted permission for the repairs and renovation as these structire falls
within the NDZ and even close to Intertidal Area. Secondly, this permrssron bearing No
DB/8465/TCP-94/1920 dated 27/5/94 never formed part of the records of the neither
GSCCE nor GCZMA. The Authonty noted that the old structure as shown on the survey

plan does not exist/stand at loco in the same posrtron .'

This approved plan does not taliy with the structures plotted on site by the DSLR.
The structures plotted on the Approved Plan could not have been approved for.the simple
reason, the approved plan shows that, the structures are for repairs and renovation of the
emstrng structures and ‘since the structure falls w1th1n the NDZ; the permission ought to

have been given for the area of the house which was existing then and as suown in the
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Survey Plan only. HoWever since the approval is placed on record to substantiate that the
structure is approved and since the approval is not challenged before any competent
Court the Authorit}t has to go with the approval dated 27/05/1994.

The Authod;ty directed the Respondent to produce the Original Plan and the
Approval Granted by the GSCCE. Upon perusing the Original Permission it was noted
that the plans <subntitte'd was not an old approval as the old permission produced before
the Authority seemed to be as fresh as a notarized copy and fuyrther whe_n: checked with
the records of the GSCCE and the GCZMA this document was not available in official
records. But the fact' that in bears the stamp of the erstwhile GSCCE ,and singe. the
approval has not been challenged and set aside, the Authorlty has. to go with the

document placed before them i in deciding the matter.

The 'AuthOrity noted that the old structure shown on the "snrvey plan drawi by the
DSLR, was & Restaurant having all the valid approvals but the Authority is not on the
business of the Respondent. Rather, the Authority has it’s jurisdiction only to ‘check the
validity of the structures.

The ‘Au’th'or’ity noted that as per the survey records show that there existed a
Structure as shown in a dotted line on the survey plan. However, the Respondent has
extended the old structuré by demolishing the old structure and erecting a'fresk new
structure beyond the permissible limits thereby encroaching within the intertidal area. It
is true that the Respondent has an aged old family run Restaurant Business, which was
running in the old structure as shown on the photographs produced. Singe the structure
‘L’ is on the submitted approved plan dated 27/05/1994 by the Respondent the structure
“L” as plotted on the plan attached to the Site Inspection chqrt dated 22/09/2022 is
discharged.

The Authon*y noted that the approval dated 27/5/ 1994 does show that the
structure demgnated as “M” on the approved plan. The Respondent has also fa11°d to
show or produce any documentary evidence on record to prove that the structure
des1gnated asM whxch is G+2 has been erected with approvals Since the Respondent has
not produced approved plan the structure M is lllegal and warrants demouuon

With regards to the easementary rights to the property, the GCZMA does not have
any. jurisdiction to decide on'that subject matter and that the' Respondent may take

necessary action in accordance with the law.
With regards to structure “K” the Authority noted that the plinth of the Structure
as per Survey plan i$ not in its original shape at loco hence has to be demolished and the

land restored to its original position. With regards to the structure shown on the Gut book,
mc1dentally, the GUT Book maintained by the Village Talathi does not have any legal
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bearing and is only a referential book given to the Concerned Office of the Locat
Panchayat T Talathi for mere reference purposes only. The GUT Book bemg a sk cch book
given to the Talathi, does not have any legal bearmg nor can it be constdered as a
document to be relied upon to prove the legality of the structure :

With.regards to structures at “0” and “N” these structures are erected without
ary approvals and the: Respondent has not substantiated the legality with any
documentary evidence and hence these siructures cannot be term legal structures. The
Authority decided to,issue demohtlon order with regards to the Structure at “0” and “N”
as plotted on the plan attached to the Site Inspection Report dated 22/09/2022.

With regards to structures at “P” the Respondent ‘has ot come clear ‘on ‘the
legality of the structure and since it falls in the No Developmen't' Zone. The' Atuthonty

noted that no new structures can be erected even if it amounts toa temporary shed. The

Respondent has failed to produce and penmssmn for the erection of the temporaxy shed
in the NDzZ and hence it is 1llegal The Authority decided to 1ssue demohtlon order with

regards t0 the Structure. at “P” as plotted on the plan attached to the olt\. Inspectlon
Report dated 22[09/2022,._.. :

With regards {o development / laid pavers “Q”, the Pavers too are laid without any
prior approvals and in gross violation of the CRZ Notification and hence has to be
removed. The Authority decided to issue demohtlon order with regards to the Structare at

“Q” as plotced on the plan attached to the Site Inspection Report dated 22/09/2022.

The Authonty noted that even though the Respondent is clalmmg that the
illegalities at “G” and “H” 3 are legal in nature and belong to the Respondent, there are no
documents placed on record to show the Respondent’s basic right to the property bearing
Sy. No. ]”6/16~B 176/25-A and 176/24-A. Moreover, the Réspondent also-admits that
Ms Convenhonal Hotel ‘Pvi. Ltd has been Show Caused on that illegalities and asked for
aemohtlon of the compound wall and removal of pavers. The very fact Mr. Lobo the
Respondent was Not Show Caused on the ﬂlegahnes at G and H; he does not have the
rights to demohsh the illegalities carried out in G and H the v101at10ns falls in the
different survey number of which Mr lobo is not the owner. Thr Authority cannot grant
relief to the traditional access as this is not a Civil Court and it is beyond the Jurisdiction
of this Authority. ‘

The Authonty noted that there is a staircase in the mtertldal zone, the Respondents
have failed to produce any‘documentary cv1dence regardmg the legallty of the staircase

hence Warrants de'nohtlon !

'The Authority noted that the structure/stage at “I” shows that the stage has been

erected or the government land. The Respondent states that the portion ‘marked as “1”
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and “J” has to be demolished as the same comes in the intertidal area and the Respondent
has not taken any approval from any Authority for erecting the stage hence the area

marked as “I” and “J” has to be demolished.

In view of the above the Authonty concluded that the Structures “L” is cuscharged
and structures from © ... o, “O”, “P”, and “Q” have to be demolished/

removed and site restored to its ongmal condition,

However the 1ssuc is. answered partly in afﬁrmanve to the extent that the
Structures “L” i Is d1scharged and partly in negative that the Structures from “I”, “J”, “K”,

e, g it “Q” have to be demohshed/ removed and site restored to its ongmal
condition. : i 2

NOW THEREFORE the GCZMA in exermse of the powers c.onferred under
Secuon 5 of Lhe Envnromnent (Protectlon) Act 1986 (Central Act 29 of 1986) read with
sub-rule (3) (@ of Rule 4 of the Env1romnent (Protection) Rules 1986, and read with
power vesteu with the GCZMA vide Order S.0. 6071 (E) dated 27/ 12/202” 1ssued by the
Mnnsny of Env1ronment & Forests Government of Ind1a, hereby drrects John Jude
Adolfo Crecencm Lobo ahas Jude Lobo, resident of House No 5/155A UmtaVaddo
Calangute Bardez Goa and Laverne Joana Lobo, resident of House No 5/ 155A
UmtaVaddo, Calangute Bardez Goa to demolish the structures from “I” “J” “k” “M”
-, “P”, and “Q” as shown in the DSLR Plan dated 16/09/20z2 and the P
attached to the Report dated 22/09/2022 s1tuated in Sy No 176/ 17, 175/ 1 and 175/ 1A of
Calangute Village, Bardez Goa and area on the beach, as decided in the 364™ Meeting of
the GCZMA held on 23/ 10/2023, and further to restore the land to its original condition,
within 30 st from the date of receipt of this order. The Dy. Ccllector & S.D. O Bardez,
Mapusa, Go to ver)fy if the said structure is demohshed as per these directives failing
which the concerned- Deputy Collector/ $.D.0O shall demohsh the siructure to enable
restoration of land to its ongmal state within 15 days and recover the expenses mcurred
from John Jude Adolfo Crecenclo Lobo alias Jude Lobo and Laveme J oana Lobo, as the
arrears of land revenue. Further, Dy. Collector & S.D. o Bardez Mapusa, Goa is
required to submit a comphance report in respect of above directions to the GCZMA

within next 3 days of expiry of the aforementroned time penod of 30 days

rurther the Authority in the same meetmg 364th GCZMA Meeting held on
23/10/2023 has discharged the structure marked as “L” shown in the DSLR Plan dated

16/09/2022 a’ld the Plan attached to the Report dated 22/09/2022 51tuated in Sy No
176/17 of (‘alangute Vlllaoe ViR ; |

The proceedmgs are dlsposed off accordmgly alai | @,ﬁ(}
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. For and on behalf of the
Goa Coastal Zone Management Authority

Dr. Sneha S. Gitte IAS)
Member Secretary {GCZMA)

1. ‘John J-ﬁ(ie Adolfo Crecencio Lobo alias Jude Lobo, fesidcpt of House No. 5/155A,

UmtaVaddo, ‘Calangute Bardez.Goa. . fllie ol R
Laverne Joana Lobo, resident of House No. 5/155A, UmtaVaddo, Calangute
Bardez Goa

Copy to: ‘

1;

The Collector & District Magistrate (North), Office of the Collector (North),

Collectorate Building, Panaji-Goa. .. for information and necessary action.

The Dy. Coliector& SDO of Bardez, Goa....... who is required to enforce these
direcﬁ.ons. |

M/s. Convention Hotels Pyt Ltd, 370/14, Porba Vaddo, Calangute Bardez Goa

. Mrs. Rama Rani Arora, resident at H.No. 5/ 154, Umtavaddo, Calangute, Bardez

Goa.
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