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BEFORE THE HON'BLE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL 
WESTERN ZONE BENCH, PUNE 

APPEAL NO. 74 OF 2026 (WZ) 

DEEPESH THAKORBHAI TANDEL 
… APPELLANT

Versus 

DAMAN DIU COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT 
AUTHORITY AND ORS   ...    RESPONDENTS 

REJOINDER TO THE COUNTER 

AFFIDAVIT FILED BY 

RESPONDENT NO. 1,2 AND 4 

MAY IT PLEASE THE HON’BLE TRIBUNAL 

Rejoinder on behalf of the abovenamed Appellant is as under: - 

At the outset, the Appellant herein denies all the contentions and 

averments, made in the Affidavit in Reply. The Appellant, not dealing with 

any statements, shall not be deemed to be admitted. The Appellant most 

respectfully submits that this Rejoinder along with supporting documents 

to clarify the factual position regarding the said land and the structure. 

PRELIMINARY SUBMISSIONS 

1. At the outset, the Appellant denies each and every averment, contention,

allegation and statement made in the Counter Affidavit filed by 

Respondent No.1 unless specifically admitted hereinbelow. The 

Appellant submits that mere non-traversal of any averment shall not be 

construed as admission thereof. 
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2. The Appellant submits that the Counter Affidavit filed by Respondent

No. 1 is a one-sided, selective and misleading narration of facts 

designed to justify a grossly unlawful and procedurally infirm order 

dated 30.01.2026 ('Impugned Order') (Refer Page 33 to 35 of Appeal 

paper book). The Respondent has conveniently suppressed material 

facts and relied upon concocted characterizations of events which are 

directly contradicted by documentary evidence on record. 

3. The Appellant further submits that the Counter Affidavit of Respondents

does not rebut the substantive legal grounds raised in the Appeal and 

instead relies on an erroneous and distorted chronology of events to 

paint the Appellant in a false light before this Hon'ble Tribunal. 

REPLY TO PRELIMINARY SUBMISSIONS OF RESPONDENT 
NO. 1,2 AND 4 

4. In reply to the preliminary submissions of Respondent No. 1 (Para 3(i)),

the Appellant denies that the present Appeal is an attempt to legitimize 

any violation of CRZ law. The Appellant states that the bungalow 

situated at Plot No. 27 is at 115 meters from the HTL.  

5. In reply to Para 3(ii) of the Counter Affidavit, the Appellant does not

dispute that CRZ-III designates the land up to 200 meters from the HTL

as No Development Zone (NDZ). However, the Respondent has

omitted to mention that the CRZ-2011 is not applicable to the Appellant

and that the CRZ-1991 would be applicable to the Appellant.

6. In reply to Para 3(iii) of the Counter Affidavit (CRZ Violation), the

Appellant submits as under: 

(a). The CRZ Screening Committee's clearance dated 02.08.2006 (Case 

No. 11/06) granted permission for renovation and strengthening of 
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the existing old house. The condition imposed was that no extra 

structure other than what is already there should be allowed. The 

Appellant submits that the renovation and strengthening was carried 

out in accordance with the permissions granted, and no entirely new 

structure was constructed. (Refer Page 75 to 76 of Appeal paper 

book) 

(b). The Demolition Notice dated 30.10.2007 issued by Member 

Secretary, CRZ Screening Committee, does not, by its terms, 

explicitly revoke the CRZ Permission dated 10.08.2006 or 

02.08.2006. Further the Demolition Notice dated 30.10.2007 by 

Member Secretary, CRZ Screening Committee issued without 

approval of CRZ Screening Committee/DDCZMA. The 

Respondent's claim that such permission 'effectively became null 

and void' is an ex-post-facto legal interpretation that has no basis in 

the language of the said notice. 

(c). The Appellant submits that the structure existing on Plot No. 27 has 

been in existence since Portuguese times i.e., prior to the enactment 

of the CRZ Notification, 1991. The said fact is also confirmed by 

Respondent (Refer Page 282 of Appeal paper book/R-5). The 

structure is therefore a pre-existing structure and directing its 

complete demolition is a disproportionate and legally unsustainable 

measure.  

(d). The Appellant reiterates that there are more than 20 RCC structures 

in the surrounding area of the Appellant's plot, including those of 

hotels, against which no action has been taken by the Respondent. 

The selective and targeted action against the Appellant is arbitrary, 
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discriminatory, and violates Article 14 of the Constitution of India. 

The action of the Respondent No.1 clearly demonstrates bias against 

the Appellant. Copy of the map showing 20 RCC structures and 

photographs of structures are annexed hereto and marked 

as ANNEXURE-A-1 

7. In reply to Para 3(iv) of the Counter Affidavit (Construction Permission

and Occupancy Certificate), the Appellant submits as under: 

(a). The Appellant obtained the Occupancy Certificate dated 

02.02.2009 from the Technical Officer / Assistant Engineer, PWD, 

Panchayat Subdivision, after due inspection of the structure. The 

Respondent's characterization that the Occupancy Certificate was 

obtained by fraud and misrepresentation is false, baseless and 

scandalous. (Refer Page 82 of Appeal paper book). This clearly 

demonstrates that the structure of the Appellant was ready in 2009 

and hence the provisions of CRZ-2011 would not be made 

applicable to the Appellant and that of CRZ-1991 would apply.  

(b). The Appellant was also re-granted permission on 27.01.2009 by the 

Marwad Group Gram Panchayat after a physical inspection by the 

Technical Officer / Asst. Engineer, PWD, District Panchayat & 

BDO, who certified that the structure was as per CRZ Norms, 

Notifications, and Permissions and all other building regulations of 

the Village and District Panchayat. (Refer Page 167 of Appeal 

paper book) 

(c). The Appellant submits that at the relevant time of the status report 

letter dated 27.02.2009 and the Occupancy Certificate dated 

02.02.2009, the Appellant had not yet commenced hotel activity. 
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The Respondent's averment that the structure was used as a hotel at 

this stage is factually incorrect. 

(d). The Appellant was granted commercial permission on 24.04.2009 

(Refer Pg No.172 of Appeal Paper Book) by the then Collector, 

Daman, who at the relevant time held the charge of Tourism, Daman 

and was also designated as the Monitoring and Enforcing Authority 

for CRZ Regulations. The fact that the very authority empowered to 

enforce CRZ norms granted commercial permission to the Appellant 

conclusively establishes that there was no CRZ violation.  

(e). The Director of Tourism has issued the Certificate of Registration 

of Hotel and the same has been renewed annually for over 16 years, 

the latest renewal being dated 19.11.2025. The Respondent's claim 

that the Tourism License is null and void is an attempt to 

retroactively revoke permissions granted by coordinate authorities 

of the Government. (Refer Pg No.170 to 176 of Appeal Paper 

Book.) 

8. The Appellant submits that vide registered Sale Deeds dated 20.01.2005,

Mr. Sam Maneksha Bilimoria sold, conveyed & transferred the subject 

property along with bungalow structure to the Mr. Amirali Damania and 

Mrs. Farida Damania. Then after Appellant along with his partner 

purchased the said property by registered Sale Deeds dated 18.08.2005 

and the Appellant’s ownership was duly recorded in the revenue 

records. The Appellant received CRZ clearance on 02.08.2006 and he 

received sanction construction plan on 26.09.2006, the Appellant 

received the Occupancy Certificate on 02.02.2009. The Appellant 

further submits that the at the time when all above mentioned 
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permission were granted CRZ Notification 1991 was in place and hence 

the CRZ Notification 2011 cannot be made applicable to the Appellant. 

9. In reply to Para 3(v) of the Counter Affidavit (Forged/Tampered

Documents), the Appellant submits as under:

(a). The Appellant denies having tampered with any Government record

or survey document. It is the responsibility of the City Survey 

Department to prepare, maintain and issue Site Plans. The Appellant 

is not the custodian of Government records and cannot be held 

responsible for any discrepancy therein. The Appellant submits that 

till date no criminal action has been initiated by the Respondents in 

that regard would clearly demonstrate that this defence is an 

afterthought on behalf of the Respondents and that there is no 

material basis in the same.  

(b). The Appellant's Site Plan dated 13.09.2005 (Refer Page 74 of 

Appeal paper book), issued by the Enquiry Officer, City Survey 

Dept., Daman, reflects a plinth area of 400 sq. mtrs. which is the 

same as the previous owner's (Mr. Amirali Damania & Mrs. Farida 

Damania) Site Plan dated 24.02.2005 (Refer Page 73 of Appeal 

paper book). Above mentioned Site plans were issued after 

conduction of field survey by Field surveyor & Head surveyor.  The 

Respondent's claim that the original plinth area was 150 sq. mtrs. is 

based on a record dated 1968 and does not account for subsequent 

surveys and official plans. 

(c). The Appellant further submits that the Renovation & Strengthening 

Plan dated 26.09.2006 was technically verified by the Assistant 

Engineer and Technical Officer, PWD and approved by the 
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Department of Planning & Architecture. Nowhere in this plan was it 

mentioned that the structure height is more than 9 meters. The 

Respondent's claim to the contrary is an afterthought. (Refer Page 

78 to 81 of Appeal paper book) 

(d). As regards the basement, the Appellant draws the attention of this 

Hon'ble Tribunal to the fact that the Comprehensive Inquiry Report 

prepared by Member Secretary, PDA, dated 31.07.2025 (Refer 

Page 324 to 329 / Annexure-R-27 of the Counter Affidavit) does 

not mention any basement in its findings regarding the Appellant's 

structure. The Respondent cannot rely upon the alleged existence of 

a basement to justify the Impugned Order when the Respondent's 

own inquiry report is silent on this aspect. 

(e). The Plot Book annexed by the Respondent as Annexure R-6 is not 

authorized as it is not endorsed with any sign of authority. It cannot 

be relied upon as evidence of the original plinth area. ( Refer Page 

284 / Annexure-R-6 of the Counter Affidavit) 

REPLY TO CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS 

10. The Appellant submits that the Respondent has presented a selective

and distorted Chronology of Events to paint the Appellant as a fraudster. 

The Appellant responds to the key events as under: 

(a). Event of 02.08.2006 (CRZ Committee Clearance): The CRZ 

Committee cleared Case No. 11/06 for renovation as per CRZ-III 

regulations. The Appellant acted in full conformity with the 

permissions granted. The Panchayat / District Panchayat was 

assigned responsibility to ensure compliance with CRZ norms. 
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(b). Event of 10.04.2007 (PWD Letter): The Appellant denies that the 

nature of work carried out was totally changed. The Appellant 

submits that the renovation and strengthening was carried out as per 

the approved plan. Any discrepancies observed were addressed in 

subsequent inspections and certifications by competent authorities. 

(c). Events of 16.10.2007 and 25.10.2007 (Demolition Notices): The 

Appellant submits that the Collector, Daman, vacated the status quo 

on demolition notices dated 25.10.2007 and 16.10.2007 vide Order 

dated 02.11.2007 in Revision No. 1/2007.  The Appellant further 

states that while the Revision Application was dismissed, the 

Collector's order disposed of the matter in accordance with law. 

Further, the subsequent re-grant of permission by the Panchayat on 

27.01.2009 after physical inspection shows that the issue was 

resolved to the satisfaction of the competent authority. 

(d). Events of 15.10.2007 (Partnership Deed): The Appellant submits 

that the execution of a Partnership Deed on 15.10.2007 does not 

evidence that the hotel was operational at that time. The Appellant's 

partner filled the prescribed Application Form for registration of 

Hotel (Form II) on 10.09.2007, after which Tourism Department 

conducted a Joint Inspection through six officers. Hotel Registration 

Certificate was issued only on 24.04.2009. 

(e). Events of 27.01.2009 and 02.02.2009 (Panchayat Permission and 

Occupancy Certificate): The Appellant submits that these 

permissions were granted after physical inspection by competent 

authorities, who certified that the structure as conforming to CRZ 

norms & notification. The Respondent's characterization of these 
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permissions as 'null and void' is legally untenable, as it is well-settled 

that an authority having jurisdiction to grant permission cannot be 

treated as a nullity unless set aside in due process of law. 

(f). Events of 28.06.2017 (Withdrawal of Notice dated 29.05.2017 by 

PDA) (Refer Page 85 of Appeal paper book): The Appellant draws 

the attention of this Hon'ble Tribunal to the fact that the Member 

Secretary, Planning and Development Authority, expressly stated in 

the withdrawal letter that the reply and other related documents and 

plans submitted by the Appellant were verified with the actual 

construction and found satisfactory and acceptable. This amounts to 

a solemn acknowledgment by the competent authority that the 

Appellant's structure was in order. The Respondent has completely 

suppressed this crucial fact. 

(g). Event of 09.10.2024 (Complaint by Soma Patel / Refer Page 320 

of Appeal paper book/R-23) : The Appellant submits that this 

complaint was never received by the Appellant and its format is 

irregular and the complaint date is mentioned by the Authority 

instead of the Complainant, which raises serious questions about its 

authenticity and admissibility. 

(h) Event of dated Nil ( Complaint by Rajesh R. Patel / Refer Page 323 

of Appeal paper book/R-26) : The Appellant submits that this 

complaint was never received by the Appellant and its format is 

irregular and the complaint date and address both are not mentioned. 

Even the Authority also not mentioned the date when he received 

said complaint, which raises serious questions about its authenticity 

and admissibility. 
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REPLY TO PARA-WISE REPLY IN COUNTER AFFIDAVIT 

11. In reply to the Respondent's claim (Para 5(ii)) that the Impugned Order

dated 30.01.2026 is a reasoned order passed in accordance with law, the

Appellant submits that the said order was passed in gross violation of

Rule 4 of the Environment (Protection) Rules, 1986, specifically on

following points:

(a). The Appellant was not provided with a copy of the Comprehensive

Inquiry Report dated 31.07.2025 prepared by the Member Secretary 

(PDA) before the Impugned Order was passed. 

(b). No copy of the complaint of Rajesh R. Patel and Soma Patel was 

furnished to the Appellant prior to the passing of the Impugned 

Order. 

(c). The DDCZMA notice dated 28.11.2024 did not disclose the nature 

of the alleged CRZ violation, nor did it contain any proposed 

directions under Rule 4 of the EP Rules. 

(d). The letter of Respondent No. 1 dated 09.12.2024 was not provided 

to the Appellant despite requests. The Respondent has not even 

annexed the said document in its Counter Affidavit. 

(e). As per EP Rules, 1986, Rule 4(4), upon receipt of the complaint and 

inquiry report, the Member Secretary (DDCZMA) was required to 

give the Appellant an opportunity to be heard and seek the 

Appellant's reply or objections within a prescribed 45-day period. 

Instead, approximately 170 days elapsed before the inquiry report 

was considered which is a gross violation of the mandatory 

procedure.  
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(f). The Appellant submits that the Respondent No. 1 discriminating in 

the similarity situated person’s/entities. As per Rule 4 of The 

Environment (Protection) Rules, 1986 the authority before taking 

any action under section 5, must issue a notice mentioning the 

proposed direction which authority has decided to issue and then 

give the opportunity. The Respondent No. 1 issued show cause 

Notice under section 5 read with Rule 4 to M/s Al-Saad Terrace on 

02/02/2026 (Refer Page 142 to 144 of Appeal paper book) and to 

Jagdish Tangal & Others on 10/02/2026 (Refer Page 140 to 141 of 

Appeal paper book) regarding alleged violation of CRZ 

Notification,2011. 

(g). The Appellant submits that whereas the similar procedure of 

following the principal of natural justice is not followed in case of 

Appellant. Responder No. 1 directly issued impugned Order of 

demolition dated 30/01/2026 without issuing Show Cause Notice to 

Appellant. Thus, it is clear violation of principal of natural justice 

and discrimination by Respondent No. 1 in following the procedure 

established by law. This shows that the Appellant is being singled 

out in the process which has caused great prejudice to appellant. 

12. The Appellant denies the Respondent's averment that the Panchayat has

no authority to certify CRZ compliance. The Panchayat's certification

was done jointly with the Technical Officer / Asst. Engineer, PWD,

District Panchayat & BDO; all being officers of the competent District

authority. The CRZ Committee itself assigned responsibility to the

Panchayat/District Panchayat to ensure CRZ compliance, and the

certification issued by them is therefore binding.
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13. The Appellant submits that the Respondent's reliance on the judgment

in S.P. Chengalvaraya Naidu vs. Jagannath (1994) regarding fraud on 

the Court is entirely misconceived and inapplicable to the facts of the 

present case. The Appellant has not suppressed any material documents. 

On the contrary, it is the Respondent who has selectively presented 

documents while suppressing the withdrawal letter of PDA dated 

28.06.2017, the annual renewal of Hotel Registration up to 19.11.2026 

and the commercial permission granted by the Collector on 24.04.2009. 

14. The Appellant submits that the environmental compensation formula

derived from the judgment in Paryavaran Suraksha Samiti vs. Union of 

India (OA No. 593/2017) cannot be applied to the Appellant's case as 

the Appellant runs a hotel and not an industrial establishment. The said 

formula and the Pollution Index (PI) of 30 applied by the Respondent 

is applicable to industrial establishments and cannot be mechanically 

applied to a hospitality business. Infact, prior to issuance of the 

impugned order, no notice, no hearing was afforded to the Appellant. 

There is no justification given to come to the conclusion of the amount 

of the Environmental Damage Compensation (EDC). 

15. The Appellant submits that Respondent No. 1 in its RTI response dated

30.03.2026 to the Appellant's RTI application dated 02.03.2026,

provided only a one-word response 'Yes' when asked about CRZ

violation complaints and refused to provide copies of complaints,

orders and notices. This arbitrary and incomplete response further

establishes that the Respondent's proceedings were vitiated by a lack

of fair procedure and transparency. Copy of the application of the

Appellant dated 02.03.2026 and the order of the Respondent No.1
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dated 30th March 2026 is annexed hereto and marked as ANNEXURE-

A- 2 (Colly). 

ON THE QUESTION OF NATURAL JUSTICE 

16. In reply to the Respondent's averments regarding the minutes of the

meeting of DDCZMA dated 20.01.2026, the Appellant submits that the 

Impugned Order was passed on 30.01.2026 without the minutes of the 

meeting dated 20.01.2026 being approved. The said minutes were 

approved only in the DDCZMA meeting dated 18.02.2026 i.e. after the 

Impugned Order was passed. This establishes that the Impugned Order 

was passed in deliberate and undue haste, vitiating its legality. Copy of 

DDCZMA Minutes of Meeting dated 18.02.2026 is annexed hereto and 

marked as ANNEXURE-A-3. 

17. The Respondent's claim (Para 5(ii) of Counter Affidavit) that the

Appellant was 'fully aware' of the subject matter and was an 

'experienced public figure' is not a substitute for due compliance with 

the statutory procedure mandated by Rule 4 of the EP Rules, 1986, and 

the DDCZMA's own order dated 25.07.2023. Knowledge of past 

proceedings cannot validate non-compliance with the procedure 

prescribed for the present proceedings. 

ON THE QUESTION OF DEMOLITION 

18. The Appellant submits that the structure at Plot No. 27 has been in

existence since Portuguese times i.e. before the enactment of the CRZ 

Notification, 1991. Nowhere in the CRZ Notification is it mentioned 

that a pre-existing structure conducting commercial activity can be 

demolished. The direction for demolition of the structure is therefore 
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far-stretched and constitutes an overreach of the powers of the 

Respondent. 

19. The Appellant further submit that during the tenure between year 2006

to year 2009, when appellant obtained the plan approval of renovation

of existing structure on 26.09.2006, an occupancy certificate on

02.02.2009 issued by PWD and commenced Hotel activity on

24.04.2009 after certificate issued by Collector/Director Toursim, the

CRZ Notification, 1991 is in forced.

The provision 3(3)(iii) of Regulation of Permissible Activities of CRZ

Notification, 1991 is as

“in the interim period till the Coastal Zone Management Plans 

mentioned in para 3(3)(i) above are prepared and approved, all 

developments and activities within CRZ shall not violate the 

provisions of this Notification.” 

The Appellant submits that Coastal Regulation Zone Management Plan 

(CZMP) in accordance with CRZ Notification, 1991 is not approved 

nor High Tide Line (HTL) line is demarcated and therefore the 

developments and activities within CRZ shall not violate the provisions 

of this Notification.  

20. The Appellant submits that the Para 27 of Judgment Court of Chief

Judicial Magistrate, Daman in RCC No. 64/2001 between Collector

versus M.G. Tandel ( Partner of Hotel Jazira ) is as :

“On perusal of evidence of prosecution witness it appear that, there

is no evidence about demarcation of High Tide Line in order to

measure the distance of 500 meter or 200 meter which require for
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the determination of the Coastal Regulation Zone. The witness Dr. 

Surya Prakash (PW.4, Deputy Conservator of Forest) in his cross 

examination in-chief itself stated that the determination of high tide 

line and low tide line are crucial for determination of are under 

C.R.Z. He further stated that their Administration referred this 

matter to Naval Hydrographer office for fixation of high tide line 

and low tide line in Daman. The Naval Department prepared map 

with only one line which was not sufficient for determination of HTL 

and LTL. The prime witness complainant Manish Gupta (PW 1, 

Collector-Daman) in his cross examination stated that, he did not 

come across any approved map of Coastal Zone Management Plan 

for Daman district. Even at the time of filing complaint he had not 

received any approved plan”      

“All these facts go to show that the allegation of violation of 

Notification in respect of Coastal Regulation Zone is without 

demarcation of High Tide Line, without referring any approved 

Coastal Zone Management Plan (CZMP) and without ascertaining 

the identification, classification of Costal Regulation Zone. 

Therefore it cannot be said that the allegation act of making 

construction by the accused was within coastal Regulation Zone.”  

Copy of the Judgment Court of Chief Judicial Magistrate, Daman in RCC 

No. 64/2001 in the matter of Collector  versus M.G. Tandel ( Partner of 

Hotel Jazira ) is annexed hereto and marked as ANNEXURE-A-4 

21. The Appellant further submits that the Para 20 (Page No.14) of

Judgment of  Court of Session Judge, Daman in  CA No. 03/2015
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between Collector  versus M.G. Tandel ( Partner of Hotel Jazira ) 

concluded as :- 

“Without demarcating of High Tinde Line (HTL) and without any 

approval of Coastal Zone Management Plan and without 

ascertaining the identification of Coastal Regulation Zone the 

prosecution has been intiated. Thus the complainant-prosecution 

has failed to show the construction was carried out within 200 meter 

of high tide line”   

Thus the Appellant submit that para 3,3(iii) is applicable to his case as High 

Tide Line (HTL ) is not demarcated nor CZMP is approved in accordance 

with CRZ Notification, 1991. Therefore all developments and activities 

within CRZ shall not violate the provisions of this Notification.” Copy of 

the Judgment of Court of Session Judge, Daman in CA No. 03/2015 in the 

matter of Collector versus M.G. Tandel (Partner of Hotel Jazira) is annexed 

hereto and marked as ANNEXURE-A-5 

22. The Appellant further submits that, CZMP is not approved in

accordance with CRZ Notification, 1991.  the same is evident based

on the reply received by Appellant from Respondent No.1 on

14.05.2026, which states that

“detailed and diligent search of the records available in the office of

the Daman & Diu Costal Zone Management Authority (DDCZMA)

has been carried out, However, the  records pertaining to the

approval of CZMP under the CRZ Notification, 1991 are not

available in the custody of this office, the same cannot be furnished.”

377



Copy of appellant RTI application dated 30.03.2026, reply of MoEF 

dated 09.04.2026 and DDCDZMA reply to appellant dated 

14.05.2026 are annexed hereto and marked as ANNEXURE-A-

6(Colly). 

     Thus, the Appellant submits that para 3.3(iii) of CRZ Notification-1991 

is applicable to his case as approved CZMP in accordance with CRZ 

Notification, 1991 is not available with Respondent No.1 nor 

Respondent No.1 can furnish the copy of approved CZMP. Therefore, 

all developments and activities within CRZ shall not violate the 

provisions of this Notification.” 

23. The Appellant submits that the Respondent No.1 relied on the

approved Outline Development Plan (ODP), 2023 to measure

distance of structure from High Tide Line (HTL) for alleged

violation of provisions of CRZ Notification, 2011 in the case of Al-

Saad Terrace As per approved ODP, 2023 of Daman District, No

Development Zone (NDZ) line of CRZ is demarcated at 50 meters

from High Tide Line (HTL). The Respondent No. 2 (i.e Collector,

Daman/Chairman (DDCZMA) is delivered the message that this

“ODP is removing ambiguity in CRZ regulation implementation”

while published ODP in year 2023. A Copy of Inspection report

dated 30.01.2026 is as annexed hereto and marked as ANNEXURE

A-7.

24. That on 30.01.2026 Chief Officer DMC informed DDCZMA that no

CRZ clearance or permission was subrnitted or applied lbr in respect

of the said building during the process of grant of the said building

during the process of grant of construction permission. A copy of

378



Letter dated 30.01.2026 is as annexed hereto and marked 

as ANNEXURE A-8. 

25. The Appellant submits that, if the Respondent No.1 considers and

relies on the Outline Development Plan (ODP), 2023, in which “No

Development Zone” (NDZ) line of CRZ is demarcated at 50 meters

from High Tide Line (HTL) in case of Appellant, then the

Appellant’s structure which is at 115 meters from the HTL does not

fall under the “No Development Zone” (NDZ). therefore, the

activity beyond “No Development Zone” (NDZ) is not prohibited

activity and thus it is not a violation of CRZ Notification. Copy of

the approved ODP-2003 map is annexed hereto and marked

as ANNEXURE-A-9

PRAYER 

26. In view of the foregoing submissions, the Appellant most respectfully

prays that this Hon'ble Tribunal may be pleased to: 

(a). Reject and disregard the Counter Affidavit filed by Respondent No. 

1 as being misleading, selective and contrary to the record; 

(b). Quash and set aside the Impugned Order dated 30.01.2026; 

(c). Set aside the Environmental Damage Compensation (EDC) as 

calculated and imposed by the Respondent; and 

(d). Grant such other and further reliefs as this Hon'ble Tribunal may 

deem fit and proper in the facts and circumstances of the case. 

Place:   Pune 
Date:    06/06/2026 

Advocate for the Appellant 
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GOVER 
OTAR AOTTAN MANG 
& UT.OF DNH & DD DIST. DAMAN 

Reg No. DMN 03/2024 INDIA EXP. 01/03/2027 
WMENS 

SOVER 

BEFORE THE HỌN'BLE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL 
WESTERN ZONE BENCH, PUNE 

AT PUNE 

DEEPESH THAKORBHAI TANDEL 

DAMAN DIU COASTAL ZONE 
MANAGEMENT AUTHORITKnd Ors 

APPEAL NO. 74 OF 2026 (WZ) 

Versus 

RAOF DNH & DD 

MAY IT PLEASE THE HON'BLE TRIBUNAL: 

DIST DAMAN 
Rcg. No DMN 03/2024 

NDIA 
EXP. 0:/02/2027 

GAL 

VMEN NT 

Sr. No. 

Respondents 
AFFIDAVIT 

Page No... Date :...2- G R2( 

Appellant 

I, Deepesh Thakorbhai Tandel , adult, Occu.: business, having address at 
Hotel Ocecan Panorama, Devka, Nani Daman – 396210 do hereby state 
on solemn affirmation as under: 

I am the Appellant above named and responsible for day to day 
administration of my business. As such, I have gone through the 
Rejoinder and annexure thereto being filed today. I find that the contents 
therein are true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief and 
which may be treated as part and parcel of the present affidavit. 
WHATEVER STATED ABOVE is true and correct to the best of my 

knowledge and belief. In witness whercof I have signợd) hercunder at 
Demag On 1hday of June 2026. 

......... 

DEEPEŞH THAKORBHAI TANDEL 
DEPONENT 
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To, 

Application Form under Right to Information Act, 2005 (Ministry of Environment & Forests in Paryavaran Bhavan, New Delhi) 

Under Secretary & Nodal Officer (RTI), 
Ministry of Environment, Forest and Climate Change 
Jal Block, 1st Floor, Indira Paryavaran Bhawan, 
Jor Bagh Road, Aliganj, New Delhi 110003. 
1(a) Name and Address of the Applicant: Deepesh Thakorbhai Tandel, 

House No. 14-77/D-1/F-1, Krishma Kunj, Lane No. :6, Dilip Nagar, Daman - 396 210. 
(b) E-mail address: deepeshtandel@gmail.com 
(c) Phone/Fax. No. :9825127082 

2. Date of Submission of Application : 30/03/2026 
3. Subject Matter: Approved Coastal Zone Management Plan (CZMP) of Daman 
District of U.Tcf Demen & Diu in gccordance ith CRZ Notification-4991. 

4. Details of Information requested: 

4.1> Certified Copy of Approved Coastal Zone Management Plan (CZMP) of Daman 
District by Ministry of Environment & Forest in accordance with CRZ Notification 
1991. 

4.2 > Certified Copy of Approval Letter issued by Ministry of Environment & Forest to 
U.T Administration of Daman and Diu by which Coastal Zone Management Plan 
(CZMP) is approved by Ministry of Environment & Forest in accordance with CRZ 
Notification -1991. 

5. Period to which the information relates: Between 01/01/1991 to 31/12/1996. 

6. Fee enclosed (in cash/DD/Banker's cheque): Rs. 10/- IPO No. 146006 & 
Rs. 10/-IPO No. 146007 

7. Due dates by which information is to be furnished 
(30 days from submission of application) 

8. How the applicant would like his information to be sent 
(a) By post 
(b) To be collected by hand 
(c) By e- mail! 
(d) By fax 

(Signature of Applicant) 

Jeepech Tandel 
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To 

F. No. 20/18/2024-IA.II 
Government of India 

Ministry Of Environment, Forest and Climate Change 
IA-III Division (CRZ) 

The Member Secretary 

2. 

Conference Hall, Secretariat, 
Moti Daman 

Sir/Madam, 

Daman & Diu Coastal Zone Management Authority, 

396220. 

Subject: RTI application No. MOENF /R/P/26/00 196- Regarding. 

Indira Paryavaran Bhawan 
Jor Bagh Road 

New Delhi - 110003 

Copy to 

cioh April, 2026 

This is with reference to your RTI applications No. MOENF /R/P/26/00196 
seeking copies of Approved Coastal Zone Management Plan (CZMP) of Daman District 
of U.T of Daman & Diu in accordance with CRZ Notification-1991. 

Upon review, it has been noted that the requested information falls under the 
jurisdiction of the Diu and Daman Coastal Zone Management Authority (DDCZMA). 
Accordingiy, the application has been transferred to the respective Central Public 
Information Officers (CPIOs) of DDCZMA for appropriate action. 
3. With this transfer, the Ministry considers the matter disposed of. KCZMA is 
requested to provide the information sought by the application in accordance with 
RTI act 2005. For any further correspondence or updates, the applicant may directly 

contact the concerned CPIOs of KCZMA. 

3. Office Copy/Guard File 

(Dr. Ragavaa P) 
Scientist C/CPIO (SCMD) 

MoEFCC, New Delhi 

1. The Under Secretary, RTI Cell, MoEF&CC, IPB, Jor Bagh Road, New Delhi 
110003-for information. 

2. Shri Deepesh Thakorbhai Tandei, 14-77/D-1/F-1, Krishma Kunj, Lane No: 6, 
Dilip, Nagar Daman, Pin:396210, Email: deepeshtandel@gmail.com, Mobile: 
9825127082 
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No. PCCIDDCZMA/RTIVW2019-20/ 09 

Daman & Diu Coastal Zone Management Authority 
Office of the Director - cum-Deputy Secretary, 

Forest, Environment and Wild life, 
DNH & DD, Fort Area, 

Moti Daman. 
Daman-396220 

To, 

Sub: Application for information - reg 

2. 

With reference to your application dated 30.03.2026 received on 15.04.2026 for the 
following information are as under; 

Ref: Your application dated 30.03.2026 addressed to the Under 
Secretary & Nodal Officer (RTI), MOEF& CC, New Delhi 

1 Certified Copy of ApprovedIt is informed that a detailed and dligent 
Coastal Zone Management search of the records available in the office of 
Plan (CZMP) of Daman District the Daman & Diu Coastal Zone Management 
by Ministry of Environment &Authority (DDCZMA) has been carried out. 
Forests in accordance with 
CRZ Notification-1991 

Certified Copy of approval 
letter issued by Ministry of 
Environment & Forests to UT 
Administration of Daman & Diu 
by which Coastal Zone 
Management Plan (CZMP) is 
approved by Ministry 
Environment & Forests 
accordance 
Notification-1991 

with 

Shri Deepesh Thakorbhai Tandel, 
H. No. 14-77/D-1/F-1, 
Krishna Kunj, Lane No. 6, 
Dilip Nagar, Darnan. 

Dated: 14/05/2026. 

of 
in 

CRZ 

However, the records pertaining to the 
approval of CZMP under the CRZ Notification, 
1991 are not available in the custody of this 
office. 

In this regard, it is submitted that under the 
provisions of the Right to Information Act, 
2005, only such information as is held by or 
under the control of a public authority and 
available in material form can be provided. 
Since the requested records are not available 
with this office, the same cannot be furnished. 

Same as above 

Member Secretary, 
Daman & Diu 

Coastal Zone Management Authority, 
Daman 
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Date of Inspection : 30.01.2026
Location: Al-Saad Terrace
Nani Daman.

Oflicials Present :

ANNEx'oPF-Pd

, on survey No. S0/l3O H, I & K at Khariwad,

ioi'il*nr
PDA, Daman

JOINT SITE INSPECTION REPORT

Ajoint site inspection was conductrd b;r the undersigned ollicers for the purposeof reri$ing and ascertaining the distance of tf," Uu aing known as ,Al-Saad
Terrace", situated on Sur.€y No. SO/tg0 H, I & K at fhariwad, Nani Daman,

f;". 
High Tide Line (HTL *as demarcated in ODp 2023) of thc Daman Ganga

o Chief Oflicer, Daman Municipal Council.
o Mamlatd4l, p4p211.

c Enquiry Officer, City Survey, Daman.
o Junior Town planner, pDA, Daman.
o Junior Engineer, Daman Municipal Council.

\t'

o Scope and Observation
physica,rocation,," j';,:i"11-.Tffi 

ffi:Tffi:"o'ii,I-il::*"1:
the High ?ide Line (HTL) as indicated in the Outline Development pl&n
2023. Upon verilication at site, it u,as observed that the "Al-Saad Te6ace,building is situated within IOO meters from the High ?ide Line (HTL) of theDaman Ganga River.

Based on the site inspection carried out by above oflicers, it is observed that the'AI-Saad Terrace" building located on sureey No. SO/l3O H, I & K at Khariwad,Nani. Daman, lies within IOO meters from the High Tide line as indicet€d in theoDP 2023.

The map showing location of t.
r00m rine rrom HrL is."","J"#:::.:1."o" line (HrL) and rine showins

5$Junior eer, DMC

Mamlatdar/ EOCS, Daman
, DMC

ANNEXURE-A-7
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4NNE\TS PF_pV
@

DlIIJlI MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, DAMAN
oFFrcE oF THE cHrEF oFFrcER, roni anra,^- 

.

MOTI DAMAN.

-".t."".4*\
"...J.1{fg

Ph. No. 0260 2230879, 2230066.

\o. .r,3-454)MC,20t
email

t3tczMNZS-261
i.r t, | -!^ Dared: - 30 t0v2026.

1--he llembcr Secretan
Saman & Diu Co:s:ai;/o:re Managemenr -Aulhorit].

Sub: Submission ofJoinr Sit
o, xi]"ri,,,..i. lr,,io;;;-l;..lrto*,,", Repon in respecr of ..At_Saad 

fenace,.buitding

L Ihis office ietter No. 4/3_,

i, I:H :f,r ffi il:'i#ffiffi#i{Wi#ii;ffi Ii[}iiq;,

'wirh 
rettrence to the subjcct cited above and in compliance with your ofiice retter dated18.01.2026, a Joint Site Inspectio

u iicipar co*"ir, prunnioe iil:,"ffi :ilffi T*:!v 
rhe orfioers or the Daman

omce to ascertain rh" 
"*"a-lo""tron of the building *"*, 

^ "oi#il#,',:'ffil1
Sun'e1, No. 50/130 H, I & K at tr

HTLi as demercateC in tbe Outlin 
, Nani Daman, Mrh refererce to ihe High Tide Line

e Development plan (ODp) 2023.

During d:e course of the inspection- the physica.l location of the said building wasl'erifisd on site \\.ilh iefercnce to d
observed &at the ,."u-saad rerras 

llrl of the Darun Gangs River. Upoa verification" it was

Line (HTL) as iodic",*in *" orj ril'ing 
is situated within t00 meErs aoln ,rr" nieh rid"

Accordingl,v. it is conffrmed that the building locared on Survey No. joi 130 H, I & K at

. The Joint Site Inspcction R,
map shou.ing the ro",oon or* o,oilo:#i ;Tj.ffi::ffi""*:;i:T;l*
herewith for your kind perusal and firther necessary actior.

This is submjned for your informadon and further dircctions.

i .a0e1 . iecretar, , ....;. Evn a ll/L);&lt|,,.,.rJ; :. Olu
l'lrlardrJo. ._ :Lt Or.eOLl*LlA

( Dr. -Sin

Copy ro:
l) The Collector. Daman2) Guard File.

Daman Municipal Coucil,
Daman.

Rei

,4-
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