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BEFORE THE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL, 

(WESTERN ZONE) BENCH AT PUNE 

Original Application No. 15 of 2023 (WZ) 

BETWEEN 

Alchemist Asset Reconstruction Company Ltd. 
. .. Applicant 

Vis 

Goa Coastal Zone Management Authority & Ors . 

. . . Respondents 

AFFIDA VIT IN REJOINDER ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT TO THE REPLY FILED BY THE 
RESPONDENT NO.3 

MOST RESPECTFULLY SHEWETH: 

I, Akshat Sharma, Sio Shri S K Sharma, aged about 34 years, 

I say that the Applicant has filed the captioned Original 

Application (OA) which is pending adjudication before 

this Hon'ble Tribunal. The captioned OA has been filed 

the multiple illegal constructions, 
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encroachment and commercial operation of resort/ hotel! 

restaurantlmown as "Dream Discovery Sea View Resort 

& Beach Cafe" by the Respondent No.2, in the property 

bearing Survey No. 100/1 0 of village Agonda, Canacona 

- Goa ("demised premises"l "demised property "). The 

property on which the said resort is being illegally 

operated has been purportedly leased out by Respondent 

Nos. 3 and 4 to the Respondent No.2. 

B. I say that the Respondent No. 3 has filed its reply 

affidavit to the captioned OA, the contents whereof are 

specifically and vehemently denied. I say that no part of 

this rejoinder should construe as admission of any sorts, 

unless anything particular has been admitted therein. I 
~. . .. 

say that the contents of the captioned OA are reiterated 

and reaffirmed as correct. 

C. At the outset, the Applicant states that on a bare reading 

of the reply filed by Respondent No.3 it appears as if the 

said Respondent is trying to answer/ cover for the 

wrongdoings/ illegal acts of the Respondent No.2. The 

contents of reply of Respondent No. 3 are structured in 
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such a way that they aim to protect the interest of the 

Respondent Nos. 1, 2, 3 & 4. Pertinent to note at this 

stage that the Respondent No.2 has purposely chosen not 

to file a reply to the captioned OA till date, moreover, 

the Respondent No.1 has also deliberately avoided from 

its reply on merits or traversing the specific averments 

made by the Applicant. The said circumstances 

unequivocally establish the fact that all the Respondents 

are hand-in-glove with each other and ultimately aligned 

to cover-up for the illegal and unlawful acts of the 

Respondent Nos. 1,2,3 & 4. 

D. I say that the Respondent No.1 being a statutory 

authority incorporated under the Ministry of 

Environment and Forest (MoEF) is entrusted with the 

powers and duties to ensure preservation of the beaches 

in Goa and to ensure the maintenance of their ecology. 

E. I say that while discharging its duties as a statutory 

authority, the Respondent No.1 is bound by the CRZ 

Regulations, 2011. However, the facts of the present case 
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in manifest and wilful violation of various regulations, is 

hand-in-glove with the Respondent Nos. 2 to 4 and as a 

consequence, has gone out of way to allow the 

Respondent Nos. 2 to 4 to continue with the illegal and 

unlawful operation of the "Dream Discovery Sea View 

Resort & Beach Cafe" in the property bearing Survey 

No. 100/1 0 in Village Agonda, Canacona, Goa. 

F. I say that the present case attempts to unearth the glaring 

arbitrary way of working of the Respondent No. I who 

has all throughout kept its eyes closed towards the illegal 

running and operations of the Dream Discovery Resort 

by Respondent No.2. I say that the GCZMA is in 

connivance with the Respondents and has been complicit 

in engineering and perpetuating encroachment of land 

and creating a false narrative to facilitate the 

encroachment and development of permanent structures 

in the ecological sensitive area. This is evident from the 

fact that the original available area of 50 Sq. Mtrs. was 

illegally enlarged to 79 Sq. Mtrs. under the ISLR plan, 

which then became 411.08 Sq. Mtrs. as per the 
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permissions fraudulently obtained by Respondent No.3 

from the GCZMA, and the same is now being illegally 

occupied to the extent of 1160 Sq. Mtrs. (as per the joint 

site inspection report). It is submitted that from the year 

2017 large scale constructions were undertaken by the 

Respondent Nos. 2 to 4 and structures were created 

which are now being illegally used for commercial 

operations. The proof of construction of the illegal 

structures can be corroborated with the year wise images 

downloaded from Google Earth website and annexed by 

the Applicant herewith as Exhibit R-l (Colly). For the 

ready and kind perusal of this Hon 'ble Tribunal, a table 

showing the extent of illegal construction carried out by 

the Respondent Nos. 2 to 4 over the years in Survey No. 

100/10 is appended below: 

Sl. No. GoogJe Earth Remarks 
Image Date 

1. 18.12.2002 No construction! house is 
visible on site 

2. 10.02.2003 No construction! house is 
visible on site 

31.03.2009 Images show presence of 
to a small structure I house 

December 2013 
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4. 14.12.2014 

to 

11.01.2017 

5. 2017 

6. 22.11.2017 

to 

30.04.2021 

7. 29.01.2022 

Evidently, green cover is 
seen reducing and the 
footprint of building is . . 
seen mcreasmg 

Licensel Permission 
obtained by Respondent 
Nos. 3 & 4 for 
reconstruction of house, 
however, construction 
carried out for a full 
fledged resort. 

A pink colour shed is 
visible which is used as 
shed for "Dream 
Discovery Shack! 
Restaurant" 

The pink colour shed is 
repainted with green 
colour. 

In the background of the above, it is submitted that the 

said pictures show a sorry state of affairs as the 

constructions have been carried out with impunity and in 

connivance with the local authorities. 

G. Further, for the ready and kind perusal of this Hon'ble 

Tribunal, a table showing the illegal occupation of land 

by Respondent Nos. 2 to 4 in Survey No. 100/10 and the 

changes made in occupation thereof is appended below: 
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H. I say that the present case further attempts to unearth the 

blatant violation of numerous CRZ Regulations by the 

Respondent Nos. 2 to 4 by bringing to the attention of 

this Hon'ble Tribunal about use of concrete structures, 

RCC slabs and cement base etc. The said illegal 
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construction of permanent cemented, and tiled platform 

and steps. The structures were enclosed by construction 

of permanent compound wall using RCC and laterite 

stones, on the periphery of the demised property. The 

said fact now also stands unequivocally admitted and 

evidenced in the Joint Site Inspection Report dated 

10.04.2023 submitted to this Hon'ble Tribunal. In this 

regard it is pertinent to place on record the screenshots 

taken from the website of Respondent No. 2 i.e. 

https://www.dreamdiscovery.ini, whereby the extent of 

illegal construction carried out by the Respondent No.2 

are self-evident. The Respondent No. 2 also 

acknowledges that it is operating a full fledge resort. 

Copy of screenshots taken from the website of 

Respondent No. 2 i.e. https://www.dreamdiscovery.ini 

on 13.07.2023 are annexed as Exhibit R-2 (Colly). 

1. I say that neither of the Respondents have till date 

produced any document on record of this Hon 'ble 

Tribunal to show that the Respondent No.2 has any 
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authorities (including the Respondent No.1) to 

commercially run and operate the Dream Discovery 

Resort. Infact, as stated above, the Respondent No.1 has 

very conveniently chosen not to file a reply to the 

captioned OA, as stated in the order dated 25.04.2023. 

The said stand of Respondent No. 1 unequivocally 

proves that they have no material to produce before this 

Hon'ble Tribunal regarding the Respondent No.2 having 

requisite sanction! approval/ license/ permission to 

operate a commercial resort. I further say that even the 

Joint Site Inspection Report dated 10.04.2023 inter-alia 

specifically states that the unit "Dream Discovery"/ 

Respondent No.2 has been operating without consent of 

the Board to operate. 

J. I say that in the background of such peculiar 

circumstances where the Respondent No. 2 has all 

throughout been running and operating a full-fledged 

commercial resort and restaurant, the Respondent No.1 

till date has not taken any action against the same. Infact, 

the Respondent No. 1 has adopted a blind eye approach 
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to the illegal activities on the demised premises as to 

maybe discharge their certain self-serving obligations. 

K. I say that by way of the captioned OA, the Applicant has 

principally challenged (i) the illegal encroachments 

carried out by Respondent Nos. 2 to 4 in Survey No. 

10011 0; (ii) construction for commercial exploitation by 

Respondent Nos. 2 to 4 within 100 m of HTL in Survey 

No. 100110; and (iii) hampering of ecological sensitive 

area and turtle nesting site in Survey No. 100110. In 

connection with the said challenge, the Applicant has got 

hands on the permission dated 04.04.2017 issued by 

Respondent No.1 in favour of Respondent No.3, against 

which the dispute is relating to the areas as mentioned in 

the said permissions and existence of structures 

mentioned therein. However, I say that in the reply filed 

by Respondent No.3, it appears that the said Respondent 

has itself taken the onus to defend the illegal existence, 

use and operation of the Dream Discovery Resort by the 

Respondent No.2. 



427

L. At the outset, on a bare perusal of the approvals/ 

permissions / sanctions dated 04.04.2017, it is apparent 

that the same has been obtained by fraud, 

misrepresentation and concocted facts. 

M. I say that by the reply affidavit filed by the Respondent 

No.3, a specific attempt has been made to overshadow 

the wrongdoings of the Respondent No.2. The said 

attempt also appears to have been done by the 

Respondent No. 1 while submitting the Joint Site 

Inspection Report dated 10.04.2023. In the said report, 

the Committee has very conveniently side-stepped the 

illegalities and irregularities committed by "Dream 

Discovery". Rather, the said report makes innocuous 

references to two houses, which were purportedly 

existing before 1991 and hides their direct nexus to the 

activities of a full-fledged resort, namely Dream 

Discovery. In this regard, the Applicant states that: 

• The Report completely ignores and side-steps the 

illegalities and irregularities committed by Dream 

Discovery. 
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• The Report makes innocuous references to two 

houses, which were purportedly existing before 

1991. 

• The Report hides the direct nexus of the identified 

structures (Structures 'A', 'B' and 'C') on site to 

the activities of a full-fledged resort, namely 

Dream Discovery. 

• The Report purposely fails to explain whether the 

unit i.e. Dream Discovery is running on the basis 

of any permission! sanction! NOC from any 

authority. 

• The Report fails to clearly highlight that the unit 

i.e. Dream Discovery is itself being unauthorisedly 

and illegally operated from Structures' A' , 'B' and 

'C' as found on site. 

• The Report mischievously does not talk about the 

alleged wooden shed measuring 252 Sq. Mtrs., 

r.h6 eas, it is in this structure that the Dream 



429

Discovery is operating a full fledged restaurant for 

which there is no valid permission. 

• The Report fails to highlight that despite being 

wooden, the structures are not temporary in nature 

but are permanent. 

The Report further fails to point out that a construction 

purported to be a house has been unauthorisedly and 

illegally converted into a commercial unit and is being 

run without any valid permission. 

N. I further say that the Joint Inspection Report fails to 

mention the following specific irregularities, besides the 

irregularities mentioned in the preceding sub-paras, 

namely: 

• Whether the purported House No. 438 is being 

used as a house or as a Resort being run for 

Commercial purposes? 

• Whether the purported House No. 439 is being 

used as a house or as a Resort being run for 

Commercial purposes? 
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• Whether or not Dream Discovery is being run 

under a valid authority/ permission and, if not, the 

violations committed by it of the provisions of 

CZMP,2011? 

• How did the area of 50 Sq. Mtrs. (as available to 

Ms, Maria Fernandes) increase to 411.08 Sq. Mtrs. 

as per the GCZMA permissions? 

• How did the area of 411.08 Sq. Mtrs. (as per the 

GCZMA permissions) increase to 1160 Sq. Mtrs. 

as mentioned in the joint site inspection report? 

Even if it is accepted for the sake of argument that 

GCZMA has rightly sanctioned the reconstruction of 

Houses No. 438 & 439, it was clearly stipulated In 

Clause 4 of their sanction letter dated 04.04.2017 that 

"the structure should not be used for commercial 

purpose and not to be sold or transferred to the non­

traditional community". However, Respondent No. 3 

violated both the conditions included in this clause. He 

the property to Mr. Vijay Gokuldas 

for a non-traditional community usage by 
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giving a lease and he also allowed the property to be 

used for commercial purposes which is not only in 

violation of GCZMA sanction but also in blatant 

violation of the provisions of CRZ Notification, 2011. 

The Report is very conveniently silent about these 

violations & misdemeanours. 

O. I further say that the ISLR site plan annexed to the Joint 

Inspection Report mentions about existence of Structures 

'A' and 'B' in Survey No. 100110 situated in Agonda 

Village, Canacona Taluka, Goa, having (alleged) original 

area as per Survey Plan of 47.00 Sq. Mtrs. and 32.00 Sq. 

Mtrs. respectively. Whereas, the area at present illegally 

and unlawfully occupied by Respondent Nos. 2 to 4 (as 

per the ISLR site plan annexed to the Report) is 1160 Sq. 

Mtrs. In this regard, the Applicant submits as under: 

(i) As per the Form I & XIV, the Respondent Nos. 3 

and 4 (being descendants of Maria Fernandes) are 

entitled to only 50 Sq. Mtrs. in Survey No. 100/10 

situated in Agonda Village, Canacona Taluka, 

Goa. 
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(ii) As per the ISLR site plan annexed to the Report, 

the Structures 'A' and 'B' are alleged to be 

measuring 47.00 Sq. Mtrs. and 32.00 Sq. Mtrs. 

respectively. Thus, at the outset, there is excess 

illegal occupation of 29 Sq. Mtrs. 

Accepting without admitting, the Report itself states the 

cumulative occupation of Structures 'A', 'B' and 'C' to 

be of 1160 Sq. Mtrs. Thus, unequivocally and 

unhesitatingly, the Respondent Nos. 2 to 4 are in illegal 

and unlawful occupation of a much larger area of land to 

what they are originally entitled to. Moreover, such 

illegal occupation of land is also of permanent 

construction which is clearly in violation of the CZMP, 

2011 . 

P. I say that originally there existed only one house, as 

mentioned in the Fonn I & XIV of Sy. No. 100/10. The 

relevant portion of the said Form I & XIV is extracted 

hereunder: 

Other Rights 

ame of Person holding rights 
and nature of rights: 

Mutation Remarks 
No. 

/ 
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House belongs to: 

A: 1) Maria Fernandes 

One 

However, it is submitted that the records of the present 

case will unequivocally demonstrate that over the years 

the Respondent Nos. 3 and 4 illegally usurped further 

land and erected structures. It is on these structures that 

the Respondent No.1 purportedly issued the impugned 

permissions. However, despite the said permissions, the 

Respondent Nos. 3 and 4 are in breach as the Respondent 

No.2 is illegally and unlawfully operating a full-fledged 

commercial resort and restaurant, which is neither 

permissible nor does the Respondent No.2 have any 

permission for the same. It is reiterated that that the 

GCZMA is in connivance with the Respondents and has 

been complicit in engineering encroachment of land and 

creating a false narrative to facilitate the encroachment 

and development of permanent structures in the 

ecological sensitive area. This,is evident from the fact 

that the original available area of 50 Sq. Mtrs. was 

egally enlarged to 79 Sq. Mtrs. under the ISLR plan, 
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which then became 411.08 Sq. Mtrs. as per the 

permissions granted by the GCZMA and the same is now 

being illegally occupied to the extent of 1160 Sq. Mtrs. 

(as per the joint site inspection report). It is submitted 

that from the year 2017 large scale constructions were 

undertaken by the Respondent Nos. 2 to 4 and structures 

were created which are now being illegally used for 

commercial operations. The proof of construction of the 

illegal structures can be corroborated with the year wise 

images downloaded from google earth website and 

annexed by the Applicant. Moreover, originally as per 

Form I & XIV, there existed one house, which was later 

passed as two houses and purported permissions have 

been granted by the GCZMA on the said structures. 

Q. At this stage it is pertinent to bring to the notice of this 

Hon 'ble Tribunal that the Applicant herein has received 

information from the Respondent No.1, obtained under 

the Right to Information Act, 2005 (,RT!'), which 

information unconditionally proves that there is no valid 

.. 4.. ermissionl license/ sanction whatsoever granted by the 
~~ 
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Respondent No. 1 in favour of the Respondent No. 2 to 

carry out any commercial activity (ies) in Survey No. 

100/10 of Village Agonda, Canacona, Goa. A copy of 

the information obtained by the Applicant under the 

Right to Information Act with respect to Survey No. 

100/10 of Village Agonda, Canacona, Goa, is annexed 

herewith as Exhibit R-3 (Colly). 

R. I say that based on the information received under the 

RTI, it is crystal clear that the only permission granted 

by the Respondent No.1 under Survey No. 100/10 of 

Village Agonda, Canacona, Goa is with respect to the 

permission for reconstruction of House bearing H. Nos. 

438 and 439 and that no other permission have been 

granted to any other party on the said survey numbers. I 

say that the information obtained under R TI coupled 

with the fact that neither of the parties have till date 

placed on record any valid permission! sanction! 

approval in favour of the Respondent No. 2 to run! 

operate the illegal Dream Discovery Resort 



436

clear violation of the CRZ Rules and other prevalent 

laws. 

S. I say that the information obtained under RTI also 

highlights that the GCZMA in its 144th Meeting held on 

21.03.2017 specifically noted that the houses bearing no. 

438 and 439 are within 200 m of HTL which is a No 

Development Zone. Further, while quoting the 

provisions of para 8 III A (ii) of the CRZ, the GCZMA 

noted that no construction shall be permitted within NDZ 

except for repairs and reconstruction of the existing 

authorised structure and in case of traditional coastal 

communities, constructions and reconstructions is 

permissible for dwelling units between 100 to 200 m 

from the HTL. 

However, in this aspect, the GCZMA conveniently 

purposely overlooked that the two offending houses i.e. 

House Nos. 438 and 439 are infact both located within 

100 m of HTL and that no permission under para 8 III A 

(ii) of the CRZ could have been granted/ issued by it for 

the same. The distance of the said houses from HTL can 
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be corroborated from the ISLR site plan annexed to the 

joint site inspection report which notes the distance of 

structures from HTL viz. 56 Mtrs, 17.90 Mtrs, 30 Mtrs. 

and 62.50 Mtrs, respectively. 

T. It is also worth mentioning here that the ISLR site map 

annexed to the Joint Site Inspection Report categorically 

mentions the area of structure' A' and 'B' as per survey 

plan to be 47 Sq. Mtrs. and 32 Sq. Mtrs., respectively. 

However, while granting the purported permission in 

favour of the Respondent No.3, the GCZMA has issued 

the said purported permission for 217.60 sq. mtrs for 

House No. 438, and, 193.48 sq. Mtrs for House No. 439, 

totalling to 411.08 Sq. Mtrs. 

U. It is also apposite to mention here that with an intent to 

seek information from the Village Panchayat of Agonda 

regarding Survey No. 100/1 0 of Village Agonda 

Canacona, Goa, the Applicant had sought specific 

information under the R TI by way of an application 

dated 23.05.2023. However, till date the Applicant has 

4. eceived no response to the same. It appears as if specific 
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V. 

attempts are being made to curtail/ withhold information 

and all efforts are being made to overshadow/ protect the 

illegal acts of the Respondent No.2. A copy of the RTI 

application dated 23.05.2023 filed before the Village 

Panchayat of Agonda, Goa is annexed herewith as 

Exhibit R-4. 

At this stage it is also pertinent to mention that to 

independently ascertain the levels of illegal 

encroachment and constructions carried out by the 

Respondent Nos. 2 to 4, the Applicant on 12.07.2023 had 

got a drone survey done on site (i.e. Survey No. 100/10 

of Village Agonda, Canacona, Goa) to obtain necessary 

pictures and videos which will prove to the satisfaction 

of this Hon 'ble Tribunal that the structures present on 

site are permanent in nature, made of permanent 

construction material and the area (illegally) occupied is 

far in excess of the area that the Respondent Nos. 3 & 4 

are entitled to. Copy of photographs obtained by 

Applicant through drone survey conducted on site on 

12.07.2023 are annexed as Exhibit R-S (Colly). 
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w. I reiterate that the entire attempt of the Respondents is to 

cover-up for their self-serving respective illegal acts 

which have been unearthed by the Applicant by way of 

the captioned ~A. However, in light of the facts that 

have surfaced, the said wrongdoings need to be put at 

rest by this Hon'ble Tribunal by resOliing to stringent 

methods so as to ensure that the ecological sanctity of 

the Agonda beach is preserved and maintained. 

PARA WISE REPLY TO THE REPLY AFFIDAVIT OF 

RESPONDENT NO.3 

1. I say that the contents of para 1 of the reply affidavit in 

so far as they relate to matter of record, need no reply. 

However, the remaining contents are denied being wrong 

and incorrect. I say that the contents of the captioned 

appeal are reiterated and reaffirmed as correct. 

2. I say that the contents of para 2 of the reply affidavit are 

wrong and incorrect hence, denied. I specifically deny 

that the works carried out by Respondent Nos. 3 & 4 are 

in terms of the approval dated 04.04.2017 granted by the 

Respondent No. 
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that apart from the fact that the areas mentioned in the 

purported approval dated 04.04.2017 are falsely written 

and more than the area that the Respondent Nos. 3 & 4 

are entitled to, the said purported approval at Clause 

No.4 specifically states that "the structure should not be 

used for commercial purpose and not to be sold or 

transferred to the non-traditional community". I say that 

not only the Respondent Nos. 3 & 4 have leased the 

demised premises to the Respondent No.2 who has been 

running a full-fledged commercial resort in the name and 

style of "Dream Discovery", the said resort is also being 

used for non-traditional community usage. Thus, there is 

a clear violation of Clause No. 4 as stated in the 

purported approval dated 04.04.2017. I say that the 

principal challenge in the captioned OA is to the fact that 

the offending structure(s) i.e. the Dream Discovery 

Resort have been in illegal operation and use without 

there being any requisite sanction! approval! license/ 

permission from Respondent No. 1 to operate a 

commercial resort. However, in connection with the said 
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challenge, the Applicant has got hands on the permission 

dated 04.04.2017 issued by Respondent No.1 in favour 

of Respondent No.3, against which the dispute is 

regarding areas as mentioned in the said permissions and 

existence of structures mentioned therein. 

I say that the contention raised by Respondent No. 

3 that the nature of relief sought in the captioned OA 

should not be granted as the Applicant ought to have 

challenged the approval dated 04.04.2017 under Section 

16(g) of the NGT Act, 2010 is wrong and incorrect. The 

Applicant reiterates that the captioned OA principally 

challenges (i) the illegal encroachments carried out by 

Respondent Nos. 2 to 4 in Survey No. 100/10; (ii) 

construction for commercial exploitation by Respondent 

Nos. 2 to 4 within 100 m ofHTL in Survey No. 100/10; 

and (iii) hampering of ecological sensitive area and turtle 

nesting site in Survey No. 100/10. Since, a "substantial 

question relating to environment" (as defined under 

Section 2(m) of the NGT Act) has been raised in the 

captioned OA, which question has held to be a 
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substantial by this Hon'ble Tribunal in order dated 

21.02.2023, this Hon'ble Tribunal has sufficient powers 

to deal with "all civil cases" under Section 14(1) of the 

NGT Act. I say that in the captioned OA a substantial 

question relating to environment degradation and 

hampering of ecology of a turtle nesting site situated at 

Village Agonda, Canacona, Goa, has been raised which 

requires detailed adjudication by this Hon'ble Tribunal 

under Section 14 of the NGT Act. In this regard, 

reference of this Hon'ble Tribunal is invited to one of its 

earlier decision passed by the Hon 'ble Principal Bench 

in the matter of Goa Foundation & Peaceful Society vs. 

Union of India & Drs., MA No. 49 of 2013 in 

Application No. 26 of 2012, wherein this Hon'ble 

Tribunal discussed In detail about the scope, 

applicability and jurisdiction of exercising powers under 

Section 14 versus Section 16 of the NGT Act wherein 

the Hon'ble Principal Bench inter alia held that " ..... the 

Tribunal will have jurisdiction over all civil cases where 

a substantial question relating to environment arises. 
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The Tribunal will also have jurisdiction where a person 

approaches the Tribunal for enforcement of any legal 

right relating to environment. Of course, in either of 

these events, a substantial question arises out of the 

implementation of the enactments specified in Schedule I 

to the NGT Act. Section 15 of the NGT Act provides for 

awarding of relief and compensation to the victims of 

pollution and other environmental damage, restitution of 

property damaged and restitution of the environment for 

such area(s) as the Tribunal may think fit, in addition to 

the provisions of Section 14(2) supra". Such a scope and 

applicability of provisions of Section 14 has also been 

discussed and considered in detail by a full bench 

judgment of the principal bench of this Hon'ble Tribunal 

in the matter of J. Mehta Vs. Union of India & Ors., 

bearing MA. No. 50 7/2013, MA. No. 595/20J3, MA. 

No.644/2013, MA. No.649/2013 in Application No. 88 of 

2013. 

3-4. That the Contents of Para 3 & 4 are wrong and incorrect 

hence vehemently and specifically denied. I say that 
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captioned OA has been filed primarily challenging the 

offending structure(s) i.e. the Dream Discovery Resort 

which have been in illegal operation and use without 

there being any requisite sanction! approval/ license/ 

permission from Respondent No. 1 to operate a 

commercial resort. I say that the said challenge inter alia 

constitutes a substantial question of law to be decided by 

this Hon 'ble Tribunal in terms of Section 14 of the NGT 

Act. I further say that the contents of submissions made 

in Para 2 above may kindly be read as part and parcel to 

the instant Para under reply, as the contents whereof are 

not being repeated for the sake of brevity. 

5-6. That the Contents of Para 5 & 6 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. I say that the cause of action for filing the 

captioned OA is a bundle of causes of action which are 

interdependent to one another. In this regard it is 

pertinent to state that the doctrine of continuous cause of 

action was reiterated by this Hon'ble Tribunal in its 

decision in the Forward Foundation v. State of 

Karnataka [2015 see OnLine NGT 5J, Original 



445

Application No. 22212014 wherein this Hon'ble Tribunal 

held that a recurring or continuous cause of action may 

give rise to a fresh cause of action resulting in fresh 

accrual of right to sue. This Hon'ble Tribunal was also of 

the opinion that a subsequent wrong or injury would 

become an independent first wrong or injury and a 

subsequent, composite and complete cause of action and 

will not be hit by the term, "when the cause of action 

first arose ", as provided in Section 14(3) of the NGT 

Act. Moreover, facts of the present case unequivocally 

demonstrate that a fraud had been perpetuated right from 

the beginning, information whereof the Applicant is 

trying to gather till date. Moreover, a full bench 

judgment of the principal bench of this Hon'ble Tribunal 

in the matter of J. Mehta Vs. Union of India & Ors., 

bearing MA. No. 50712013, MA. No. 595120J3, M.A. 

No. 64412013, M.A. No. 649120J3 in Application No. 88 of 

2013 wherein inter-alia this Hon'ble Tribunal held that 

the cause of action must have a nexus to such dispute 

which relates to the issue of environment/substantial 
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question relating to environment, or any such 

proceeding, to trigger the prescribed period of limitation. 

The term 'cause of action' has to be understood in 

distinction to the nature or form of the suit. A cause of 

action means every fact which is necessary to establish 

to support the right to obtain a judgment. It is a bundle of 

facts which are to be pleaded and proved for the purpose 

of obtaining the relief claimed in the suit. A cause of 
. ' .: 

action means every fact which, if traversed, would be 

necessary for the plaintiff to prove in order to support his 

right to a judgment of the court. In other words, it is a 

bundle of facts which, taken with the law applicable to 

them, gives the plaintiff a right to relief against the 

defendant. Thus, the cause of action has to have 

relevancy to the dispute sought to be raised, right to raise 

such dispute and the jurisdiction of the forum before 

which such dispute is sought to be raised. 

7. That the Contents of Para 7 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is submitted that if this Hon'ble 

Tribunal finds merit in the captioned OA under Section 
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14, it then thereafter has powers under Section15 to 

provide for relief, compensation & restitution in order to 

balance the loss caused to the victims / properties I 

environment, as the case may be. In view of the above, 

there lies no merit in the objection raised by the 

Respondent No.3 in the para under reply. 

8. That the Contents of Para 8 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. The Applicant reiterates that the captioned 

OA principally challenges (i) the illegal encroachments 

carried out by Respondent Nos. 2 to 4 in Survey No. 

100/1 0; (ii) construction for commercial exploitation by 

Respondent Nos. 2 to 4 within 100 m of HTL in Survey 

No. 100/10; and (iii) hampering of ecological sensitive 

area and turtle nesting site in Survey No. 100/10. In 

connection with the said challenge, the Applicant has got 

hands on the permission dated 04.04.2017 issued by 

Respondent No.1 in favour of Respondent No.3, against 

which the dispute is regarding areas as mentioned in the 

said permissions and existence of structures mentioned 

Once, the captioned OA is 
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respect to the allegations of environmental violations 

carried out by the Respondents, there lies a consequential 

direction to be passed by this Hon'ble Tribunal to set 

aside the purported approval/ pennlsslOn dated 

04.04.2017 as the same is being unlawfully used to 

create further illegalities. 

9. That the Contents of Para 9 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is submitted that the submissions made 

by the Applicant herein above may kindly be read as part 

and parcel to the present Para under reply, as the 

contents whereof are not being repeated for the sake of 

brevity. However, it is submitted that a cause of action 

with respect to the purported approval dated 04.04.2017 

would attract challenge only once the same is brought to 

the notice/ knowledge of a particular party. In the instant 

case the Applicant has categorically pleaded in Para 4.5 

of the captioned OA that it was for the first time in the 

month of June 2022 that the Applicant noticed a huge 

structure on the beach front of the demised property. 

Thereafter, upon making enquiries, it came to the 
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knowledge of the Applicant that one Mr. Selso 

Fernandes was issued a letter dated 04.04.2017 bearing 

Ref No. GCZMAlS116-17169/34 by the Respondent No. 

1 conveying permission for reconstruction of House 

bearing No. 439, located in the demised property, 

admeasuring 193.48 Sq. Mtrs. A similar letter was issued 

for yet another structure bearing No. 438, located in the 

demised property, also admeasuring 193.48 Sq. Mtrs. 

Thereafter, the Applicant immediately complained to the 

Respondent No. 1 about the illegal and unauthorized 

construction carried out in the demised property. 

However, Respondent No.1 took no action in the matter. 

Thus, the Applicant started making further enquires and 

had to dig concrete information which took time. In view 

of the above the captioned OA came to be filed inter 

alia challenging the illegal ,and unlawful use of the 

demised premises by the Respondent No.2, on which the 

Respondent Nos. 3 & 4 had a purported approval dated 

04.04.2017, which in the facts of the present case ought 



450

That, while dealing with a similarly placed matter 

on facts, and dealing with the issue of limitation with 

respect to an Original Application under Section 14, a 

full bench judgment of the principal bench of this 

Hon'ble Tribunal in the matter of J Mehta Vs. Union of 

India & Ors., bearing M.A. No. 50 7/2013, M.A. 

No. 595/2013, M.A. No. 644/2013, M.A. No.649/2013 in 

Application No. 88 of2013 inter-alia held as under: 

"55. The cause of action is not restricted to 'in 

personam' but is an action available to any person 

in terms of Section 14 of the NGT Act. It empowers 

any person aggrieved to raise a substantial 

question relating to environment including 

enforcement of any legal right relating thereto. 

Every citizen is entitled to a clean and decent 

environment in terms of Article 21 of the 

Constitution and the term 'cause of action first 

arose' must be understood in that sense and 

context. The applicant has been able to establish 

that he first came to know about the misuser and 

change of user, particularly with regard to 

adverse environmental impact, only in the middle 

of December, 2012 and immediately thereafter, he 

eps requiring the authorities concerned to 
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take action as per law but to no avail. Then he 

filed the present application within the prescribed 

period of six months. The respondents have not 

been able to rebut successfully the factual matrix 

stated by the applicant. As already stated, they 

have withheld relevant facts and information from 

the Tribunal. 

56. A cause of action is a bundle of facts which 

should give, in its composite form, right to a 
, . 

plaintiff against the defendant to approach a court 

or Tribunal for a legal remedy or redressal of his 

grievance. Thus, the existence of a legal remedy to 

the plaintiff is a sine qua non for an actionable 

cause of action. In view of the above reasoning, 

we have no hesitation in concluding that the 

present application is not barred by time. " 

10. That the contents of Para 10 of the reply affidavit are 

wrong and incorrect, hence, denied. Even though the 

Respondent No. 3 purportedly attempts to reply with 

respect to the approval/ permission dated 04.04.2017 

only, however, the real import of the entire submissions 
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states that the purported approval/ permISSIOn dated 

04.04.2017 was obtained by misrepresentation. A perusal 

of the conditions stated in the said permission shows that 

the Respondent No.2, 3 and 4 have violated all the 

conditions and in particular the Clause No. 4 which 

categorically states that the structure should not be used 

for commercial purpose and not to be sold or transferred 

to the non-traditional community. 

11. That the Contents of Para 11 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is submitted that the submissions made 

by the Applicant herein above may kindly be read as part 

and parcel to the present Para under reply, as the 

contents whereof are not being repeated for the sake of 

brevity. It is submitted that having found preliminary 

favour with the issues raised in the captioned OA, this 

Hon'ble Tribunal issued not only a notice, but also a 

direction to carry out a joint inspection of the demised 

premises and in which report, glaring instances of 

illegalities have been reported. Infact, this Hon'ble 

Tribunal vide its order dated 21.02.2023 has specifically 
;@~~~---
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observed that there is a substantial question relating to 

environment made in the present case and thus, admitted 

the application. 

12. That the Contents of Para 12 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is submitted that under the provisions of 

Section 14 of the NGT Act, 2010 the Applicant is a 

directly affected party owing to the manifest ecological 

degradation caused by the Respondents. Secondly, the 

captioned OA raises a substantial question of 

environment which is sine qua non for filing an 

application under Section 14 NGT Act. 

13. That the Contents of Para 13 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is submitted that the captioned OA 

raises a substantial question of environment which 

requires detailed adjudication by this Hon'ble Tribunal. 

Rather, it is the Respondent No.3 who has been illegally 

occupying the demised premises much in excess of the 

area that he, or his ancestors, were originally entitled to, 

and has further leased out the said premises to the 

Respondent No.2 who has been illegally and unlawfully 
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I 

operating the commercial establishment therein. Further, 

it is beyond reasonable understanding that under the 

guise of being a member of toddy tapper community, the 

Respondent No.3 is in possession of 1160 Sq. Mtrs. of 

land whereas as per the ISLR records he is entitled to 

only 79 Sq. Mtrs. and as per Form I & XIV read with the 

registered Sale Deed dated 28.06.1982, he is entitled to 

only 50 Sq. Mtrs. ofland in Survey No. 100/10. 

14. That the Contents of Para 14 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is submitted that without prejUdice to 

the rights available to the Applicant under relevant civil 

law, the captioned OA has been filed in order to bring 

the grave violations of CRZ Rules caused by the 

Respondents to the notice and knowledge of this Hon'ble 

Tribunal so as to protect the ecology of the turtle nesting 

site at Agonda Beach. 

15. That the Contents of Para 15 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is submitted that the submissions made 

hereinabove may kindly be read as part and parcel to the 
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present para under reply as the contents whereof are not 

being repeated for the sake of brevity. 

16. That the Contents of Para 16 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is submitted that the captioned OA has 

been filed by the Applicant without prejudice to its rights 

and contentions as available under civil law to seek its 

claim over the demised premises. However, it is 

reiterated that the captioned OA involves a substantial 

question relating to environment which requires judicial 

interference by this Hon'ble Tribunal and this Hon'ble 

Tribunal vide its order dated 21.02.2023 has also 

specifically observed that there is a substantial question 

relating to environment made in the present case and 

thus, admitted the application. 

17. That the Contents of Para 17 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is submitted that the submissions 

advanced in the para under reply are not at all relevant 

for the purpose of deciding the substantial question of 

environment raised by the Applicant. Rather, the 
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Respondent No. 3 is raIsmg baseless and frivolous 

statement seeking to prejudice this Hon 'ble Tribunal. 

18. That the Contents of Para 18 in so far as they relate to 

Respondent No. 3 filing documents, need no reply. 

However, the Applicant reserves its right to dispute the 

veracity and! or effect of such documents, as and when a 

need arises. 

19. That the Contents of Para 19 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is submitted that the purported approval 

for reconstruction of existing structure dated 04.04.2017 

was granted by the Respondent No.1 on the following 

conditions: 

i. All the provisions of the CRZ Regulations 

2011, as amended should be strictly complied 

with. 

ii. This NOC/approval is issued without prejudice 

to any other permission as required under the 

law including that of ownership of house, court 

case etc. As such, prior to the commencement 

r--.-I--------fH-' the {re-construction' work, it will be 
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incumbent upon the applicant to obtain 

permission for any other authority as required 

under the law including from the local 

authority, Town and Country Planning 

Department, Revenue Authority etc., 

iii. Traditional access/easement shall not be 

blocked. No construction should be carried out 

in the NDZ area between 0-200 mts from the 

High Tide Line. 

iv. The structure shoidd not be used for 

commercial purpose and not to be sold or 

transferred to the non-traditional community. 

v. This permission is liable to be revoked, if it is 

found, at any stage, that the application 

contained false information/ wrong plans 

!calculations/ documents/ misleading or false 

information, etc., or account of violation of 

aforementioned conditions. 

Notwithstanding the fact that the said approval of 

reconstruction dated 04.04.2017 was obtained by 
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misrepresentation, a perusal of the conditions stated 

therein shows that the Respondent No.2, 3 and 4 have 

violated all the conditions and in particular the condition 

no. (iv) which categorically states that the structure 

should not be used for commercial purpose and not to be 

sold or transferred to the non-traditional community. 

Further, the said structure has been leased to the 

Respondent No. 2 by the Respondent Nos. 3 and 4 and 

the said structure was and is being commercially 

exploited as a Bar and Restaurant/ Resort and open space 

with beach beds. The Applicant has further reasons to 

believe that the original structure, which could not in any 

case me[\$ure more than 50 Sq. Mtrs. came to be 

extended from time to time and its plinth came to be 

extended, without obtaining any permission therefor by 

the Respondent No.3. 

20. That the Contents of Para 20 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is submitted that originally there existed 

only one house, as mentioned in the Form I & XIV of 
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Sy. No. 100/10. The relevant pr)rtion of the said Form I 

& XIV is extracted hereunder: 

Other Rights Mutation Remarks 

Name of Person holding rights No. 

and nature of rights: 

House belongs to: 

A: 1) Maria Fernandes 

One 

However, it is submitted that the records of the present 

case will unequivocally demonstrate that over the years 

the Respondent Nos. 3 and 4 illegally usurped further 

land and erected structures which were used for 

commercial purposes and nGn-traditional community 

usage. It is on these structures that the Respondent No.1 

purportedly issued the impugned permissions. However, 

despite the said permissions, the Respondent Nos. 3 and 

4 are in breach as the Respondent No.2 is illegally and 

unlawfully operating a full-fledged commercial resort 

and restaurant, which is neither permissible nor does the 

Respondent No.2 have any permission for the same. 
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21. That the Contents of Para 21 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is submitted that the NoC dated 

09.05.1984 bearing no. VPAlCAN/1984/85/23 granting 

no objection for repair and renovation of House No. 438 

is premised upon incorrect and concocted facts. In this 

regard, it is pertinent to state that by Sale Deed No. 

142/82 dated 28.06.1982, one Mrs. lanaki Devappa 

Dessai, and 4 other persons collectively sold their one 

third shares to 'Elbee Dugal Engineering Co. Pvt. Ltd.' 

(later name changed to 'Dugal Projects Development 

Company Pvt. Ltd. ') in several properties bearing Matriz 

No. 82, 84, 85, 87 and 89 of the Taluka Revenue Office 

Canacona Taluka, which correspond to Survey No. 

100114 and 100110, together admeasuring 7200 Sq. Mtrs. 

(The name of Mrs. Janaki Devappa Dessai continues to 

appear on the Form I & XIV as on date). Pursuant to the 

said sale, under survey No. 100114, DPDCL became 

owner of 1900 Sq. Mtrs. (full area), and under Survey 

No. 100110 DPDCL became owner of 5300 Sq. Mtrs. 

(out of total land admeasuring 5350 Sq. Mtrs. in Survey 
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No. 100/10). In this regard it is further pertinent to state 

that the said sale deed does not mention existence of any 

structure or any house existing therein and only 

describes the property as beach property with some trees 

and plants thereon. However, it is a matter of fact that for 

the balance area of 50 Sq. Mtrs. in Survey No. 100/10, 

the name of one Ms. Maria Fernandes is shown in the 

relevant Form I & XIV under the category of 'other 

rights' and the Respondent No.3 herein claims to be son 

of Ms. Maria Fernandes. Thus, in view of the above the 

purported NoC dated 09.05.1984 with respect to House 

No. 438 having plinth of 338 Sq. Mtrs. is not only 

malafide and erroneous, but is also a fraud played upon 

the concerned authority. In view of the above it is 

submitted that the said alleged permission for altering 

the existing plinth of House No. 438 of 338 Sq. Mtrs. is 

also contrary to the area which Respondent No.3 may be 

legally entitled to, hence, untenable. 

That the Contents of Para 22 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is submitted that the NoC dated 
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4. 

30.03.1985 bearing no. VPAlCANI1984/85/146 granting 

no objection for repair and renovation of House No. 439 

is premised upon incorrect and concocted facts. In this 

regard, it is pertinent to state that by Sale Deed No. 

142/82 dated 28.06.1982, one Mrs. Janaki Devappa 

Dessai, and 4 other persons collectively sold their one 

third shares to 'Elbee Dugal Engineering Co. Pvt. Ltd.' 

(later name changed to 'Dugal Projects Development 

Company Pvt. Ltd. ') in several properties bearing Matriz 

No. 82, 84, 85, 87 and 89 of the Taluka Revenue Office 

Canacona Taluka, which correspond to survey No. 

100114 and 100/10, together admeasuring 7200 Sq. 

Mtrs.. Pursuant to the said sale, under survey No. 

100114, DPDCL became owner of 1900 Sq. Mtrs. (full 

area), and under Survey No. 100110 DPDCL became 

owner of 5300 Sq. Mtrs. (out of total land admeasuring 

5350 Sq. Mtrs. in Survey No. 100110). In this regard it is 

further pertinent to state that the said sale deed does not 

mention existence of any structure or any house existing 

therein and only describes the property as beach property 
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with some trees and plants thereon. However, it is a 

matter of fact that for the balance area of 50 Sq. Mtrs. in 

Survey No. 100110, the name of one Ms. Maria 

Fernandes is shown in the relevant F onn I & XIV under 

the category of 'other rights' and the Respondent No.3 

herein claims to be son of Ms. Maria Fernandes. Thus, in 

view of the above the purported NoC dated 30.03.1985 

with respect to House No. 439 having plinth of 465 Sq. 

Mtrs. is not only malafide and erroneous, but is also a 

fraud played upon the concerned authority. Also 

submitted that the alleged pennission for repair of 

wooden structure of 250 Sq. Mtrs. in House No. 439 is 

also contrary to the area which Respondent No.3 may be 

legally entitled to, hence, untenable. 

23. That the Contents of Para 23 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is submitted that not only the very 

existence of the structures on the demised premises are 

illegal and unlawful, they are also in manifest violation 

of the existing CRZ nonns. The Applicant submits that 

the contents of submissions made above may kindly be 
~o...-;;;::::,...... 
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read as part and parcel to the instant para under reply, as 

the contents whereof are not being repeated for the sake 

of brevity: 

24. That the Contents of Para 24 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is submitted that though the very 

existence of the three structures on the demised premises 

are disputed being illegal, unlawful and unwarranted, the 

Applicant submits the Joint Site Inspection Report dated 
.. 

10.04.2023 filed before this Hon'ble Tribunal clearly 

state that the said wooden shed has a concrete flooring. 

Moreover, all the three structures, including the 

purported wooden structure, are within 100 mts. of the 

High Tide Line. In view of the specific finding 

mentioned III the Joint Site Inspection Report, the 

contention of the Respondent No. 3 that the said 

structure is temporary in nature is refuted accordingly. 

25. That the Contents of Para 25 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is submitted that the Respondent Nos. 3 

& 4 are in illegal occupation and possession of an area 

under Survey No. 100/10, than they might be legally 
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entitled to. Further, instead of one house/ structure (as 

mentioned in the Form I & XIV for Sy. No. 100/10), the 

Respondent Nos. 3 & 4 have now erected three 

structures on site along with a separate wooden structure. 

In this regard the Applicant submits that erection of all 

such structures and illegal over occupation of land shows 

malajide on the part of the said Respondents. Further, the 

Respondent Nos. 3 & 4 after submitting forged and 

fabricated documents have obtained purported approvals/ 

NoC from the concerned authorities, which are liable to 

be set aside by this Hon'ble Tribunal appropriately. 

Moreover, under the guise of such purported approval / 

NoC, the Respondent Nos. 3 & 4 have leased out the 

demised premises to Respondent No.2 for the purpose 

of running and operating a full-fledged commercial 

resort and restaurant, which is strictly not permissible in 

terms of the conditions to the approval dated 04.04.2017. 

Thus, it is clearly established that the Respondents are 
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26. That the Contents of Para 26 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is submitted that the averments raised in 

the para under reply are incomplete contrast to the Joint 

Site Inspection Report dated 10.04.2023 submitted to 

this Hon'ble Tribunal. The Applicant craves leave of this 

Hon'ble Tribunal to rely upon and refer to the said report 

to demolish the stand of the Respondent No.3 in the 

para under reply. 

27. That the Contents of Para 27 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is submitted that in the para under reply 

the Respondent No.3 has submitted that the impugned 

permissions pertained only to the portion of existing 

structures, however, the said Respondent has failed to 

place on record any other valid permission regarding any 

other structure, as alleged. In the absence of same, the 

reconstruction work carried purportedly in terms of the 

impugned permissions, on which an amount of approx. 

Rs. 3 Crores was spent, was clearly not within the 

parameters of said impugned permissions. 
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28. That the Contents of Para 28 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is submitted that from the peculiar facts 

of the present case it transpires that it is the Respondent 

No. 2 who manipulated the Respondent No. 3 in 

obtaining illegal! forged permi~sions so as to serve their 

malafide ends and objectives. 

29. That the Contents of Para 29 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is submitted that by the extent of 

construction carried out by the Respondent Nos. 2 to 4 

on the demised premises with a coverage of about 1160 

Sq. Mtrs. having permanent construction nature, as noted 

in the Joint Site Inspection Report, it is implausible to 

fathom that the same has been done without cutting of 

sand dunes or land filling or felling of any natural 

vegetation or soil erosion or pollution or disturbance of 

ecological balance. It is specifically stated that the 

Respondent No.3 is not only ih illegal over occupation 

of the demised premises, but is also in breach and 

violation of following the terms and conditions of the 

impugned permissions, and in this process Respondent 
* /' :ruel!;;' 

~(,o<'; ....• '"'''''''' ~ 'l1?.... ~ ',0. 
_ " />..10 '''0 
<lJ i &.: ill ~;~ '01\'/';' V'! lice " . i-...: 
&.! , (;el\\I,I,... 
~, .... \ ..... !1Ij. 

. • ~ ..... ~. /J 

~Y;jV"* ~'3 
-..:::::: ~ 



468

No.3 has allowed the Respondent No.2 to illegally and 

unlawfully operate a full-fledged commercial resort and 

restaurant, which otherwise is impermissible on the 

demised premises. 

30. That the Contents of Para 30 are wrong and incorrect 

hence den:led. It is submitted that the contents of 

submissions made above may kindly be read as part and 

parcel to the instant Para under reply, as the contents 

whereof are not being repeated for the sake of brevity. 

31. That the Contents of Para 31 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is submitted that the BCCR is a widely 

published and publicly available document which details 

about the carrying capacity of beaches. It is submitted 

that as per the Report titled 'Carrying Capacity of 

Beaches of for Providing Shacks & Other Temporary 

Seasonal Structures in Private Areas', prepared by the 

National Centre for Sustainable Coastal Management, 

(NCSCM), MoEFCC, Government of India, submitted to 

the Government of Goa, it has been recommended that 

"no additional shacks, huts / Tents / 
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cottages should be considered as this is a designated 

turtle nesting site". The said report has been accepted by 

the Respondent No. 1 in its 218 th meeting of held on 

18.12.2019 wherein the Respondent No. 1 observed 

under Case No. 1.10, that the Beach Carrying Capacity 

Report (BCCR) has been accepted by the GCZMA and it 

has been the base for deciding all such applications 

which are received in the NDZ area. It is pertinent to 

note that even as per CZMP approved in the year 2022, 

for the coastal zone of Village of Agonda, the demised 

property is shown in the NDZ area and abutting turtle 

nesting sites, right in front of the demised property. The 

Respondent No.2 has in fact even encroached a portion 

of the beach by construction of permanent cemented and 

tiled platform and steps in the CRZ-I area. 

32. That the Contents of Para 32 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is submitled that the photographs 

annexed to the application and report dated 23.12.2022 is 

in complete sync with the Joint Site Inspection Report 
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dated 10.04.2023, which only goes to prove the 

authenticity and veracity of the same. 

33. That the Contents of Para 33 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is submitted that the submissions made 

hereinabove may kindly be read as part and parcel to the 

present para under reply as the contents whereof are not 

being repeated for the sake of brevity. It is submitted that 

the Respondent No. 1 granted the impugned permission 

dated 04.04.2017 under Clause 8 III. A (ii) of the CRZ 

Regulation, 2011 wherein reconstruction of existing 

authorized structure not exceeding FSI, plinth, density 

and reconstruction of dwelling units of traditional coastal 

communities including fisherfolk was permitted between 

100 and 200 metres from the HTL along the seafront. 

However, the Applicant submits that the Respondent No. 

1 misconceived the facts that the structures in question 

are all within 100 Mtrs. of HTL. Further, the Respondent 

No.2 does not pertain to any traditional community and 

in fact is hand in glove with other local authorities such 

the purported N oC' s dated 
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1984 and 1985. The Applicant submits that in the said 

purported NoC's, a much excess area has been shown 

than what the Respondent No. 3 is entitled to. It is 

further pertinent to note that though the Respondent No. 

3 claims to have been running the said structures for 

commercial purposes prior to 19.02.1991, the said 

Respondent has however failed to place any material on 

record to substantiate the same. Rather, the Applicant 

submits that the said structure(s) was a dwelling house of 

not more than 50 Sq. Mtrs. as per the Form I & XIV. The 

said fact is also corroborated upon perusal of the 

application dated 07.12.2016 submitted by the 

Respondent No.3 before the GCMZA seeking CRZ 

clearance which itself records the subject as 'NoC for 

proposed reconstruction of residentiaV existing house '. 

Further, the Site Inspection Report prepared by the 

Expert Member of GCZMA in pursuance of the said 

applications also clearly mentions the existing land use 

as "Residential House". Thus, the submissions made by 

the Respondent No. 3 are a mere narrative to justify 
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mIsuse of the premIses and to wriggle out of his 

liabilities. In light of the above, the Applicant submits 

that the purported NoC's of Panchayat of the year 1984 

and 1985 appear to be forged and fabricated and the 

Respondent No.3 be put to strict proof of the same to 

show his bonafide. 

It is further submitted that the said structures are 

right on the beach and within the closest proximity the 

turtle nesting site on the Agonda Beach and within less 

than 100 Mts. from the HTL as brought out in the Joint 

Site Inspection Report. Therefore, as per their own 

conditions, no permission for reconstruction of even 

dwelling units of traditional coastal communities could 

be granted by the Respondent No.1 under 8 III. A (ii) of 

the CRZ Regulation in any case. It is further submitted 

that the Respondent No. 3 is trying to give an 

unreasonable and an impractical meaning to the 

conditions mentioned in the impugned permission to suit 

its ill motives. It is submitted that even if it is admitted 

sake of argument that the offending structures 
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were being used for commercial purpose prior to 1991, 

the same will have no bearing on the present matter 

whatsoever as the same are now being run by a third 

party for non-traditional community usage. 

The Applicant submits that it is difficult to fathom 

the interpretation of the Respondent No. 3 that the 

Condition (iv) of the Permission dated 04.04.2017 is not 

applicable to the present constructions as they are 

(allegedly) applicable to only those structures which 

were regularized in terms of Regulation 6( d). The said 

interpretation finds no relevance/ reference in the CRZ, 

Regulation 2011. The regulation under Paragraph 8 III A 

(ii) is a self-contained provision under the CRZ, 2011 

Regulations, applicable to the case of the Respondent 

No.3 and has been applied as such. As stated above, the 

application dated 07.12.2016 submitted by the 

Respondent No.3 before the GCMZA seeking CRZ 

clearance itself records the subject as 'NoC for proposed 

reconstruction of residentiaV existing house'. Further, 

the Site Inspection Report prepared by the 
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Member of GCZMA in pursuance of the said 

applications also clearly mentions the existing land use 

as "Residential House". Thus, the submissions made by 

the Respondent No. 3 are a mere narrative to justify 

misuse of the premises and to wriggle out of his 

liabilities. The Applicant submits that the original 

purpose of usage of the premises was residential, 

therefore, the GCZMA while granting the permission 

dated 04.04.2017 has pertinently laid down Condition 

No. (iv) without there being any caveat to its application. 

Had there been an intent to use the said premises for 

commercial uses, the Respondent No. 3 would have 

stated so in his application and/ or such a Condition No. 

(iv) would not have been incorporated by the GCZMA 

therein. It is specifically submitted that Regulation 6( d) 

is not at all applicable in the present case and the 

Respondent No. 3 is trying to take shelter under 

incorrect/ inapplicable provisions in order to mislead this 

Hon'ble Tribunal. 
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34. That the Contents of Para 34 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is submitted that the offending structure 

in the present case are similarly situated as that in 

Appeal Nos. 22 of 2022 and, 23 of 2022. It is submitted 

that the demised premises in the present matter are 

clearly within the NBZ area where no permission for 

construction could have been granted by the Respondent 

No. 1. 

35. That the Contents of Para 35 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is submitted that in terms of the 

submissions detailed in the captioned OA as well as in 

the instant Rejoinder, the captioned OA deserves to be 

allowed with costs. 

36. That the Contents of Para 36 merit no response. 

37. I say that the contents of Paras A to J, 0 to P, V and, 

Paras 2(P), 9(p), 19(P), 20 to 22, 25(p) and 32 are true to 

my knowledge, and the contents of Paras K to N, Q to T, 

Wand, Paras 1, 2(p), 3 to 8, 9(P), 10 to 18, 19(p), 23 to 

24, 25(p), 26 to 31, and 33 to 36 are based on legal 
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... . 

submissions which I b l' e leve to b 
annexed e true. 

The Exhibits 

are tru . e COpIes of the on' . gmal. 

PLACE'N . ew Delhi 

DATE: 17.07.2023 

~t 7 JUl 2013 

~ . 

for the Appl· Icant 

... Lh-, iFit:O fHtViHE C,··ifEP Nt\I· r" L"-... -

Shn I srnt. I Km ~ J v v- -5/0 I • .... ......... ..: ....... .. 

.. WIO R/O ..... •· " .. , .~"" .,. 

id;;;;ii~;;;;··;;~·;;;~2;;~:r:·· :::~ 
Has solemnly affirmed be~.{)r -
oelr~ on ................. ···as $ \1 N 
That the cont~nts of t\19 aft; ...... ··:·h 
h~ve been read & expffiined to 
"lin are true ~ C':)rrect ~ I*; "nowledg

e 

, 1 JUl1013. 

ATTE{;Eo 
DEBAJYOTl BEHURlA 

NOTARY 
GOVT. OF \NOlA 
CENTRAL DELHI 
Regn. No. 19716 

) J -- ..,..,.,,;' 



47718th December, 2002 
GXHIIJIT 11-/ (colly) 
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10th February, 2003 
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318t March, 2009 
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20th December, 2013 

Q Search A ENG n <))) ~ 
IN ':cd 13-07-2023 -
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14th December, 2014 

'r ... Q Search A ENG ro ~) ~ 
IN '=' . -



482
03rd April, 2015 

Q Search 
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28th January, 2016 

Q Search 13-072023 



484
11 th January, 2017 

Q. Search 



485
16th May, 2017 

Q Search 



486
22nd November, 2017 

Q Search 



487
15th November, 2018 

Q Search -



488
23rd November, 2019 

Q Search 
• 



489
23rd January, 2021 

, , ~ , 

Q Search A ENG 
IN 13-072023 



490
30th April, 2021 

Q Search 
IN 
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29th January, 2022 

Q Search "" ENG It! ~I) @ 
IN ">:::zI -
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• I 

18th December, 2022 

Q. Search 
• 
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'HO l\-m ' 'STAY' 'R.EIAXI ICAU.F.:R. .... ! 'CONTACT usl 
REAM DISCOVERY 
">50£ I YOURSELF I DIS<""OVEJ.t I YOURSEL. 

WelcorneTo 
DREAM. DISCOVERY 

BEACH CAFE. 
'\F.ArOOO I INDIA.N I C::QNTlNENTAL I CI·UNESE. 

Our Y@>c!JC .. 'l j-.. ..:;~onc Cd:f~ q.l.ve-s 

s~unning v~c~ o~ Fa~ous Agonda 

Beach whRrp t?np- C <2n enJoy t:11~ 

mea~/d~~nk over~ook1nq bc~ueifu2 

serve a11 kind o~' Liqour To 

exper."ience our 'rest-auran!: please­

c.iicJc DeJ..ow 

., " in @) 

WHATSAPP US +9'18'18'18'10208 

Vie"" From Restaur.nt 

ABOUT US CANCELLATION POUCY TERMS «. CONDITIONS PRIVACY POUCY 

~" "f"",,,.~ 

~~D~~~S.DVWwRo_ 

SOuth f. net Of ,,,.. 9~.eh. VRI. Agond. 
Co .... 03702 , 

..... 7 ,.~ 

~ ............. 

.. 
5Ub:;)ftct 

EX-h'!!] /T- /1-2 

MANAOE MY BOOKING 

., "" In @) 
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A IHOMEI I§] ~ ImAxl @AlllRyl kONTACl'usl 

)REAM DISC@VER.Y WHATSAPP us +918181810208 
lOS! I mURSm I DlstcMR I YOORIHf 

About Us 
Finding Ins~ratlOn in EvcryTum 

Dream Discovery group is a reqistered company under PartnershIp Ace of Govt Of India Our 

Cor.pany lS ;;J50 reccgnised by TOUClsm Department, Gave. of Goa.We started a jo~mey In 

DeceMber 2g10 with Sea Faclna ~ach cafe and then exactlv after tw~ yew that is In 

December 2m we opened a.~ a fuJ) fJedgr. resort. fie Rr~ located llght on the world 

[.wous Aqonda Beacn WhId: is also known as Turtle Beach.OUr moto is to cater world class 

serVICP to our guest whO will VJSit oor resort for :heir hOliday. Our Reson offers Five 

scar category Accor.odatlons mouth watering food in our sea facing beacr. cafe. For further 

aetalls Q.r engulry please feel tr~e to contact liS throuqh email ,pnone call or ~hatsApp. 

Our Partners 

NOTED 

A80UTUS CANCElLATION POlICY TERMS& C0NOl110NS 

Dmm DI&eMY S. VIIw Rt.. 
SouIhrIldOfT"I&!tc" VI! Aforo<II 
Co»401lnl , 

4.7 59 .... .. ." .. 

8 

o 

PRIVACY POUCY MANAGE MY BOOKING 

.~ 1" 
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DREAM DISC@VER.Y 
LOSE I YOURSELF I DISCOVER I YOURSElF 

Beach 

'STAY/ 'EAT' 'RELAXI 'GALLERyl 'CONTACT usl 

WHATSAPP US +918181810208 

BOOK NOW 
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DREAM DISC@VER.Y 
LOSE I YOURSELF I DISCOVER I YOURSElF 

Property Exterior 

'STAyl I EAT' I RELAX I 'GALLERyl !c0NTACTUsl 

WHATSAPP US +918181810208 

BOOK NOW 

Ap~ed ~ Tourism D .... 
GeM. of Goa ." .. , 
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DREAM DISC@VERY • ~ §J !RELAX! !GALLER~ CONTACT US 

LOSE I YOURSELF I DISCOVER I YOURSELF W H AT SAP PUS + 91818181 020 8 

Exterior 

BO OK NOW 01] 
A~1!d ~ Tourism n....t 

Govt. of Goa ""'I"" 



498

DREAM DISCOVER.Y • ~ §IIREl.AX1 IGALLERYI CONTAcrus 

LOSE I YOURSELF I DISCOVER I YOURSELF W HAT SAP PUS + 91818181 0 20 8 

BOOK NOW 

AP-m!! By Tourism De'" 
GoYl of Goa "", 

Property Exterior -



499



500



501



502



503

GOA COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY 
C/o Department of Environment & Climate Change (Govt. Of Goa) 

Dernpo Tower 4th Floor, Patto Plaza- Panaji Goa 
Website: www.czma.goa.gov.in 

Tel.: 0832-2951089 
Ref No. GCZMAlRTI/22-23/01l1:fo 

To, 
~ntKarn, 

5th Floor, Satt Adhar Chambers, 
Patto Panaji Goa. 

Date: 13 106/2023 

Sub: Information under Right to Information Act 200~. 

Ref: Your RTI Application dated 23/05/2023 and received by this Authority on 
23/05/2023. 

Sir, 

With reference to above referred RTI application dated 23/05/2023, it is infonned as 
under. 

Sr. Infonnation Sought 
No 

1 Entire documentationlfile relating to any -
pennission /license given to any person 
pertaining to survey no. 100/10 of village 
Agonda, Canacona, Goa. 

2 All documents/file pertaining to the 
permission granted to Mr. Selso Fernandes 
with respect to the property bearing Survey 
No. 100/10 of Village Agonda, Canacona 
Goa. 

3 Docwnents submitted by Mr. Selso 
Fernandes for availing any pennission 
llicense with respect to any structures in 
survey No. 100110 of Village Agonda 
Canacona, Goa. 

4 Any pennissionllicense granted to Mr. 
Selso Fernandes, Ms. Concecao Fernandes, 
Mis. Dream Discovery with respect to any 
structures in Survey No. 100110 of village 
Agonda, Canacona, Goa. 

-

Reply ofPIO 

Enclosed Copy of entire file 
:- No. GCZMA/S/16-17/69 and 

No. GCZMNS/16-17170. 

5 Wheather Mr. Selso Fernandes has been The applicant has sought the opinion 
permitted to carry out any commercial which is not infonnation under the 
activity in any structures in Survey No. RTI, As such this office cannot 
100/to of Village Agonda, Canacona, provide opinion under the RTI Act. 
Goa.? 
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The reply/information available with this office may be collected on payment of 

Rs. 106/- ( Rupees One Hundred Six Only) 

The period within which an appeal against such rejection may be preferred within 30 

(Thirty) days and the particulars of the Appellate Authority are as follows: 

"The Member Secretary, Goa Coastal Zone Management Authority, who is the First 

Appellate Authority (FAA) having Office at Dempo Tower, 4th floor, Patto Plaza - Panaji 

Goa." 

Encl : As above 

y~ o faithfully 

.!!> 06 e20~"; 
Public Into a· on Officer 

(Goa Coastal Zone Management Authority) 
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I' INfORMATIOH ISSUED UNDER RTl ACT, 2005 . ... 

GOA COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY 
c/o Department of Science, Technology & Environment, (Govt. of Goa) 

151 Floor, Pandit Deendayal Upadhyay Bhavan, Pundalik Nagar,Porvorim-Goa. 
Email: dir-ste.goa@nic.in.goacoastalzone@gmail.com. 

Ref. No. GCZMAJSI16-17/6'l J3tt Dated: OY-l0lJi2017 

To, 
Mr. Selso Fernandes 
Agonda-Canacona 

Sub: Clearance for proposed re9onstruction of house bearing H.No. 439 located in the property 
bearing Survey No.1 00/1 0 at Agonda Village Canacona Taluka 

Ref: Your application no. nil dated 19/07/2016. 

With reference to your application on the above mentioned subject, it is hereby conveyed 

that the Goa Coastal Zone Management Authority (GCZMA) has examined your proposal in the 

144lh GCZMA Meeting held on 21103/2017 in accordance to the para 8 of the CRZ Notification 

2011, as amended. Accordingly approval/clearance is hereby granted in terms of CRZ angle in 

terms of the CRZ Notification 2011, as ammended, to you for re-construction of the existing 

... __ ~~~b~e~an~·ng H.No. 439 located in Sy. No. 100/10 of Agonda Village, Canacona Taluka, as 

!::.!~~~lM·«l~1,Il thereby not exceeding existing FAR, existing plinth area and existing density, 

Certified opy Document 
to the confirmation with local building bye laws. ~ 

-::-~--;:W.~6'br, al' b' th I' f fi II' d' . Avallabl ce Records ,.. ov IS su ~ect to e comp lance 0 0 owmg con ltions: 
K"----==;;;;;i;:;~m the provisions of the CRZ Notification 2011, as amended should be strictly complied 

with. : 
2. This NOCI Approval is issued without prejudice to any other permission as required under 

the law including that of ownership of house, court case etc. As such, prior to the 
commencement of the ore-construction' work, it will be incumbent upon the applicant to 
.obtain pennission for any other authority as required under the law including from the 
local authority, Town and Country Planning Department, Revenue Authority etc., 

3. Traditional access/easement shall not be blocked. No construction should be carried out 
in the NDZ area between 0-200 mts. from the High Tide Line. 

4. The structure should not be used for commercial purpose and not to be sold or transferred 
to the non-traditional community. 

5. This permission is liable to be revoked, if it is found, at any stage, that the application 
contained false infonnation / wrong plans / calculations / docmnents I misleading or false 
information, etc. or account of violation of aforementioned conditions. 

End: As above 
Copy to: 

Yours faithfully, 

~~~ (Agn~andeS) 
Member Secretary (GCZMA) 

1. P.A to Secretary (Environment) I Chairman (GCZMA), Secretariat, Porvorim ..... for kind 
infonnation. 

2. The Chief Town Planner, Town & Country Planning Department, Patto, Panaji - Goa ...... 
for information and necessary action. 

3. Th~ Deputy Collector & S.D.D. (Canacona), Canacona - Goa .... for infonnation and necessary 
actIon. 

4. Th~ Secretary, Village Panchayat of Agonda, Canacona - Goa .... for infonnation and necessary 
actIOn. 
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INFORMATIOH ISSUED UNDER RTI ACT, 2005 

To, 

GCZMA 

Porvorim - Goa 

Memb~r Secrefary 
r, "., A / .:J . I. . . .... . ~~., q L 
Inw<:lrd NO,f.,!:I."./,'!i;3. 
Date . ..I f1 .. Q~/J.ZJ 

Ref:No.GCZMA/S/16-17/69/2372 Dated: 16/03/2017. 

Sub: Clearance for proposed reconstruction Hno 439 Bearing 

Survey no 100/10 Agonda village Canacona Taluka . 

With reference with the above cited subject and decision taken by 

your authority in the 13ih GCZMA meeting on 24th Jan 2017. I am 

here to submit that I am from the traditional toddy tapper 

community. And i am here by submitting my new plans for only the 

ground floor. , 

. IVlAr~ ige with the matter 
~",:~" 

'JT O~ EN\1RONMENT) "9 
h1ATE CliANGf /.v ~/ 
__ -- ov-;,j' 
* J-J.\'ti:;pr 
, " Ing You 

Selso Fernandes 

Enclosed Plans 5 copies 
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INFORMATION ISSUED UNDER RTI ACT, 2005 

EXTRACT OF THE MINUTES OF THE 144TH GCZMA MEETING HELD ON 

21103/2017 

Case No. 4.4 

Clearance for proposed reconstruction of house bearing H. No. 439 located in the 

property bearing Sy. No. 100/10, Agonda, Canacona Taluka by Mr. Celso 

Fernandes. 

Background: The applicant has sought clearance for proposed 

reconstruction of house bearing H. No. 439 located in the property bearing Sy. No. 

100/1 0, Agonda, Canacona - Goa. The applicant has submitted a copy of Certificate 

issued by the Village Panchayat of Agonda wherein it is stated that the said house was 

assessed for house tax in the name of Smt. Maria Fernandes since the year 1980-81 to 

2004-05 and the same was trw:slerred in the name of Self') Fernandes in the year 2005-

06 and has also submitted a certified copies of house tax receipts from the year 1979-80 

etc. And a copy of Celtificate issued by the Toddy Tapers Association stating that Mr. 

Selso Fernandes, S/o. Late Mr. Pedro Fernandes and Maria Fernandes belongs to the 

MA . ian Renders" Community 1 Class which is recognised as OBC. The name of. 
<,.,. GEJI,f . 

Ap other i.e. Maria Fernandes is reflected in the column of other rights. 
mVIRONMENT .., 

;:,~~~ P~ ion Report: The site was inspected by Shri.R*lgunath Dhume, the then 

~O" ember of the GCZMA. The inspection report indicated that the existing land has 

residential houses. There exists an acpess. There exists ornamental trees within hte plot. 

The proposed plot is within 200 m of HTL. There exists an old house. The house is 

shown on DSLR plan. The name of Applicant's mother is reflected in Form I & XIV. The" 

applicant belong to a toddy tappers community, Certificate is enclosed to the file. The 

Applicl~t has a Certificate of Pane hay at stating htat the house taX is payed from 1980-81 

till 03/06/2015 regularly. Since the Applicant belong to local community Applicant may 

be allowed for construction. 

The said proposal was placed in the 137th GCZMA meeting held on 24/01/2017 wherein 

the Authority observed that the said proposal is for construction of a First floor on 

existing ground floor as could be seen from the plan attached to the Application. The said 

plot is located in the No Development Zone (NDZ) i.e. within 200m from the HTL. 

As provided in para 8 III. A (ii) "No construction shall b~ permitted within NDZ except 

for repairs and reconstruction of the existing authorized structure not exceeding the Floor 

Space Index, existing plinth area and existing density. In case of traditional coastal 

communities including fisherfolks constructions and reconstructions is permissible for 

dwelling units between 100 to 200 m from the HTL along the seafront in accordance with 

the comprehensive plan prepared by the State Government in consultation. with 
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traditional coastal conununities including fisherfolks and incorporating necessary disaster 

management provision as reconunended by State Coastal Zone Management Authority to 

the National Coastal Zone Management authority for approval of Ministry of 

Environment and Forests" 

The Authority noted that a comprehensive plan as required under para 8 ill A (ii) is not 

yet fonnulated and approved by the MoEF and hence the Authority decided that the 

present Application for proposed construction of first floor on existing ground floor 

cannot be considered and the Applicant may be informed accordingly. 

Now, the Applicant has submitted revised plans in respect of ground floor on the existing 

plinth. 

Area of the plinth = 193.48 sq. ill 

Proposed Ground floor area = 193.48 sq. ill 

Decision: The Authority noted that the Applicant has now submitted revised plans only 

in respect to the ground floor by maintaining the existing plinth. As such the Authority 

after detailed discussion and due deliberation and on considering the site inspection 

report of the then Expert members of the GCZMA, decided to approve the said proposal 

of reconstmction of house bearing H. No. 439 located in the property bearing Sy. No . 

. ~ Agonda, Canacona - Goa in terms of the CRZ Notification, 2011, as amended . 

. ::::~~" t CIiANGE ,;: 
O~ * ,,~\~~. 

-~ 
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INFORMATION ISSUED UNDER RTI ACT, 2005 

GOA COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY 
C/o Department of Science, Technology & Environment, (Gov!. of Goa) 

lSI Floor, Pandit Deendayal Upadhyay Bhavan, Pundalik Nagar,Porvorim-Goa. 
Email: dir-ste.goa@nic.in.goacoastalzone@gmail.com. 

Ref No. GCZMA/S/16-17/~CjI'2.'bi'2- Dated: 10103/2017 

To, 
Mr. Selso Fernandes 
Agonda-Canacona 

Sub: Clearance for proposed reconstruction of house bearing H.No. 439 located in the property 
bearing Survey No. 100110 at Agonda Village Canacona Taluka 

Ref: Your application no. nil dated 19/0712016. 

Certified ~ The Document 
Sir, Availa~ecords 

With reference to your application on the above mentioned subject, it is hereby conveyed --
that the Goa Coastal Zone Management Authority (GCZMA) has examined your proposal in the 
13ii1 GCZMA Meeting held on 24/01/2017. The Authority noted that a comprehensive plan as 
required under para 8 III A(ii) not yet formulated and approved by the Ministry of Environment 
and Forests and hence the Authority decided that the present application for proposed 
constJ.uction of first floor on existing ground floor cannot be considered. 

Ene!: As above 

YOZth~~ 

(Agnelo Z~deS) 
Member Secretary (GCZMA) 

'0 Ie 

P.A to Secretary (Environment) I Chairman (GCZMA), Secretariat, Porvorim ..... for kind information 
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INFORMATION ISSUED UNDER RTI ACT, 2005 

EXTRACT OF THE M1NUTES OF THE 137TH GCZMA MEETING HELD ON 

24/0112017 

Case No. 2.4 

Clearance for proposed reconstruction of house bearing H. No. 439 located in the property 

bearing Sy. No. 100110, Agonda, Canacona Taluka by Mr. Celso Fernandes. 

Background: The applicant has sought clearance for proposed reconstruction of house 

bearing H. No. 439 located in the property bearing Sy. No. 100110, Agonda, Canacona - Goa. 

The applicant has submitted a copy of Certificate issued by the Village Panchayat of Agonda 

wherein it is stated that the said house was assessed for house tax in the name of Smt. Maria 

Fernandes since the year 1980-81 to 2004-05 and the same was transferred in the name ofSelso 

Fernandes in the year 2005-06 and has also submitted a certified copies of house tax receipts 

from the year 1979-80 etc. And a copy of Certificate issued by the Toddy Tapers Association 

stating that Mr. Se1so Fernandes, S/o. Late Mr. Pedro Fernandes and Maria Fernandes belongs to 

the "Christian Renders" Community / Class which is recognised as OBC. The name of 

Applicant's mother i.e. Maria Fernandes is reflected in the column of other rights. 

Site Inspection Report: The site was inspected by ShrLRagunath Dhume,the then Expert 

Member of the GCZMA. The inspection report indicated that the existing land has residential 

houses. There exists an access. There exists ornamental trees within hte plot. The proposed plot 

is within 200 m of HTL. There exists an old house. The house is shown on DSLR plan. The 

name of Applicant's mother is reflected in Form I & XIV. The applicant belong to a toddy 

tappers community, Certificate is enclosed to the file. The Applicant has a Certificate of 

Panchayat stating htat the house tax is payed from 1980-81 till 03/06/2015 regularly. Since the 

~ ~ ant belong to local community Applicant may be allowed for construction. 
- ___ ~,J1i ;", 

" : E~YiROI<[jI:iIl:T ' 1it rity observed that the said proposal is for construction of a First floor on existing $ oor" could be seen from the pi"" ,ttachO<! to the AppHcation. The "id plot is locoted 
\):\""/ * ~~ ~4 e No Development Zone (NDZ) Le. within 200m from the HTL. 

As provided in para 8 III. A (ii) "No construction shall be permitted within NDZ except for 

repairs and reconstruction. of the existing authorized structure not exceeding the Floor Space 

Index, existing plinth area and existing density. In case of traditional coastal communities 

including fisherfolks constructions and reconstructions is permissible for dwelling units between 

100 to 200 m from the HTL along the seafront in accordance with the comprehensive plan 

prepared by the State Government in consultation with traditional coastal communities including 

fisherfolks and incorporating necessary disaster management provision as recommended by State 

Coastal Zone Management Authority to the National Coastal Zone Management authority for 

approval of Ministry of Environment and Forests" 

Decision: The Authority noted that a comprehensive plan as required under para 8 III A (ii) not 

yet formulated and approved by the MoEF and hence the Authority decided that the present 

Application for proposed construction of first floor on existing ground floor cannot be 

considered and the Applicant may be informed accordingly. 
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SITE INSPE~TIO~ ~E~ORT 

Date & time of inspection: . 

2 Nam e of: the project: }lOL -r f f(':>pQ)~ -<~~,,~. G~v~ h-

3 . Location : 
Survey No. '10 '0\ ,0 Village: h ~clQ -Jaluka: (,4..fVL-V3()/.A,. 

Chalta No. P.T.S. No: Town: 

of adjoining properties; 

\..OO&&tn SJ,J!R(L»)~~ \-J~ 

6 . Acces8.ibility: \J. .. ~ ... .$ 

7 . Topography : 
Type 'of ~oil: Sandy t Rocky t Clay, Lat~tic etc. 
Topography: P~n, Undulating, Gently sloping, C~iff e~C. 

Existence of Sand dunes I Yes/~ 
r~.· Ye.s, Number of dunes {n the PFoper·ty: 

,Hei,ght of the dunes : <]JCl 
Slope: 
Whether' the dunes are virgin or tampered: Yes/N,:) 
If Yes, give details 

) 

Whether any laguons, backwate:r;s, ' 9r other w,a,ter bodi'es exist 
in the plot. 

~ }la· 
(The J.oc,ation of s~nd duries and' watel: b.odies sh·:>uld· be matked 
on_the site plan) 'fJ\) 

'8 . Vegetotion : 
Fione,lilr 'vegetation like bus~, creepers and .gi.:l~s,: 
Secondary vegetation like . coc~, casua.tina or other trees . 
Mang.r:o'\(~s: tJo ' 
Any other vegetation or tr~es: 

'O((1o....n~ ¥~ . 

9. Distance of seaward boundary from river/sea High Tide Line: 

~~ ~o ~ ~ H'1'-L-
... 2/ :" 
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JNFORMATfON ISSueD UNDER RTI ACT, ~uo.; 

- 2 -

10. Ex isti.ng structures within the plot : -o\e\. ~'-<.. 

11- "hethe, any p,oposed .o,k has been ca"ied out et the ,ite­
la b,ief de •• ,iption of th- type and extent of ~he wo,k 

carries out) 

any tradit'iona1 access th·rol.l;gh the plot exists: 

Any othe' info,mation about the ,ite that is ,elevan
t 

to 

the env-ir9nment ·: 
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INFORMATION ISSUED UNDER RTJ ACT, ZOOS 

Sir, 

~ember S€cre~C!rv 
G.CZM .. c, -
inward r'!o . .I.7!P../F 
Dale . .lQ/Q.:7l!f . 

I i m":lld to J;'m'v ( • 
u" I~/IO (('" I ' . l\U lnc t1nd~r-mcm\l)ll1:~ d~\'clnpIl)C"'1n (he: "'~01 or ,. Ild un·:!l!r S~ln'l:!r 

lid 1<1. N~, 11 T <"h N ' , ~ ~ • , '- -.-_.,_ ' -;'l ~el ll. } or \0 ,l\a~e:T(\"'r\. 
I '1',f~ .. I aluka. in accI.'nhmcC' wilh the COllSI!ll R;g~latipn Zon.e ((:RZ.) Notificat;\l1L d.ated 

c rmu'\' {\}I.,I, 'It'd 611• J . , • nuu .. U)' 201 ~ ,,~amended 'iubsequ~s\lly 

Wkasl." gi\'c p;tni~1I1ars urlhe Pmpus~1 dc .... clomncm) 

I am ':[1c1t):'.rn~ hcn:-,,~·ith tbe f,}lIowin~ lfo\;osl)~nl~ _ 

I, c h,\11crshlp dllcuments. 

~~'~1rI~t.1 &. XIV ... 
7:,-"1 ---1 1\~J \"t),,), ~)1 Svr.'cy Plan issll~ by mNC\t)rut~ ill'"Sculemem:.: &. Land ReCl)rds, 

':··:{Xi~~" • ~O(J meter'to 500 metel'line {G(llllp\llsoQ') 

~:~~~~~:))'~I !>h,)\\ Il\~ Ih~ t:\islLng and propo:)~d c~v~Jo.)rm~nls \dl1ly cc,l"u. ~J ~ pee colOlSr 
~~;! unt<::C$islt..:"d by dl~ Owner illid :,\C\.:.llll':CI:clIgluecr,Tuw,\ P~,llmer ftg,~~er«l \\\th 

",61\ ' -' t;S~leClj ... ·~ <ls£ocia[ions. 
)ne Cl\P~' ()f thr detailed plans (If th~ propC'!:<;ed dc\·e-lopmeoH countcrs'gu('d by the 

(,)'\ncr .md Archit~Ct"En~meerJ'J'own l'lilnner reglsr~r~d ~itll thclt rc!.-pecbve 

:t~!.nci:'lH>n~. 

o Ccm[Our PI~n of the plOt with SO <.:m. Counfer mtcr\'il) (NQl (,ppliC<1bl~ in cas<! Qf r~, 
\"\IIlSII'lICliun ;)l1Q I'~pajr) 

1 Ott t'le;trClnc,"-s t}ucsthmn.'\il"c duly completed (Furm "A"~ 

SEn\. irNlll1l!ntallmpllcl Assessment (EIA) TkptJcl (Nm applk:ibk for I:l\l\'1t-nnmd "aU~, re' 

t!("mslruc.:!ion. r~p!.lir and singk dwd11ng "nits). 
lJ t-xi:;ring Jod pTUpo~d \.'~gelalinn plan (1':ul <lppHl:ahk for compu\Lnd v..'d.Hs. r~-

,:on;;lrm.'ll(ln und ~p:.rk), 
~ou,,~rophs i)f the property from aU side!> showins the existiug lands~pe. ~U'\iClure ~1\ 

11 Jhi~ NOt" will be issued su\lseqt1ent to tll~ p:!ymt!nt ~')f f'l!e..' b~ ~h~ '\Pplt~"1l\ of 
~ R!i. '7.-0 ~ t...J- vide D,D, No. 7 ~ (.\ to) S. '1 dtl~i:d _:_ .1_ _.tn fa"\'ouf \,)f 

Go. C ••• I.I Z.,te ~1onag.nl.nl.~u'h.rily payable 3t I·.njim. ~ 

r requ~sl [hilt the c1earanc~ for the proposed de\'t!lllpm<:'\1t in the t"RI may be 

acctlrd<:d. 

pate: 7/1 t,.J1 b 
.. ~r h (' SIgnature \) \ c: ,,)WllCI' 
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" ,. , 
, " -~ 

r ,. _ _ .! ...... , .... 

I ; ! . . -! , '; : . 
" 

,7 :.: '" J " 

,R.tef. 

I • \' '.,: '", 

/ . ~::_ .. ~.~: J r. ~~~:~ ~i 

!\'~I " ':-~ ~;i ... ~j, 
·G;OA.~ ~)~(Hsf1 ,1 

~1;~a ~j'lCi! ~~ I~lG ~ ~ 271~{~":1~ 

AGTTAJ96/10/1208 

CERTIFICATE 

7'liis is to certify tliat :M.r. $efso.Jl. Po Pernanrfes son of fate :M.r. Peefro 
.Jl. Pernanefes anef fate 9Ilrs. :Maria P. Pernand'es c.R.§sUfent of Jf.}(o. 439, 
Waref o/a( 'Vi(fage .Jlgonc[a, <Ta(u/ig- of Canacona, Su6 (j)ivision Soutfi goa 
([)istricf;, in tfie State of qoa CBeCongs to the «CJBIUSTI.Jl!N ~!NqY.F/I<S" 
CO:M.9VfV:N!TY/CL}lSS Wliicfi is recognized' as OJ!J-fP/R CBJlCKW.JlCJ?.CD 
eL.JlSS for tfie State of goa vide qcyvt. :;votijfation no. 13/ 13/2003-
So/0D/1 740 eftd' 22.6.2009. 

:M.}l 1\J]}lO-qoJl.. 
6tft Jury, 2010. 

for jUL qo}l. !()(J?_V?77}1cp:pE,CR..,S ' )lSSOCI}l'TIO:N 

¥1(JiEwr 
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Ph. No. : 2647357 

OFFICE OF THE VILLAGE PANCHAYAT 
Agonda - Canacona - S. Goa 

~Jl1 ci:q I <q\i 3t P neu 

CERTIFICATE 

This is to certify that, House No. 439, was assessed for house tax in the 

name of Smt. Maria Fernandes ,since the year 1980-81 to 2004-05 and in the 

year 2005-06 the said house was transferred in the name of Shri Selso A. P . 
. -~----

Fernandes as per Village Panchayat Assessment Register and he is paying --said house tax regularly till date in the name of Selso AP. Fernandes . 

This certificate has been issued on the request of Selso A.P. Fernandes 

rio Vall Agonda, Canacona Goa, in order to produce before Tourism 

Department Panaji Goa . 

. ~ 
(Navanita N, Naik Gaunkar) 

VIL~~~rl}!tl~~IA YAT 
"Gd'Ilh~£bNA.GOA 
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iNFORMATION ISSUED UNDER RTI ACT, 2005 

Reference jSh entry . ~ 
~~ha~ Book ..........•........• __ . ___ ..... r\f..ilIN,e Panchayu ~-

:"'-f.;c. I~.:\"V 

VILLAGE P '. NCl ~.' ";'\' j " 



518
,NFORMATIOH ISSUeD UNDER RTf ACT, 2005 

l. 

Original 
FORM No.4 

RECEIPT 

Receipt Book No . .. .\.~ ..... Receipt No. ,~~ ... 
The . .... . .. .. " ......... , .......... \[.:<.f.~, ... ~',~~?!.\., .. ... , .. ,.Q. , .. "" 
Received with thanks from ··f"ttt..::'n: .¢1l .... p. .'::-:r.:~~::.,.2 ., ... . 
Rupees $~'Y1.~~.~-:-:~" " :,'7. (~s. , . Il J ff . ~ 
on account Of-:1c.-e.~k~.~7""~~: ..... t.1.,,~.:N.-:,, l:--t.3. ,) ... ~-r ' 
.Date 1-t.!1*1~"~~~'" ~~= t~ ~2'- !S3 ~ 
Reference f~ cash entry "'t-'\. .~ ~ ---fr:{, 
Book 

Page No. 
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iNFORMATION ISSUED UNDER RTI ACT 200S 
~ , 

". '. 

'v 

FORla. No. 4. 

RECEIPT 

Receipt Book No . .J.4..6 .... .. , Receipt No. 

The .. ···· .... ·· .. · .. · .... ·· .... ····v.·(~·~ .. ~~ .. · .. ····· .. ~· .. · ..... · O··~· 
Received ~ thanks from .'i.g.~.~ ........ F.~.~ . 
Rupeest·.J·~·~···~····~·~·rf 1*'7> rr-j' l­
on aooount O~~~4,}f(i6#.1.l c.f --,--
Date J'b'h!~' .... ~ ... 't ~ 1--'t .-%J. 

Reference to oa entry ./ 

Book 

Page No ........................... . 
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t ! 
'---

Date: 0'l109IZ()16 

.~ 
FO~XIV 

, '--- -~;f q <f q~. 

Taluka CANACONA .. 
m<;fiiT , . • \\ 

. ~ ~ 
Village Agonda . :. Ii 1 
1fiq r. :; {q 
Name of the Field Val \. .. /l 
~'fiq c·, // 

Cultivable Area (Ha.Ars.Sq.Mtrs) ~ ~ (~. 31R:-:~,.:1ft.1'" .. ,,,.:,=:";:;>/ 

Page 10f 1 

Survey No. 
wrm 
Sub Div. No. 

~m 
Tenure 

mIT"Il'm: 

100005732521 

100 

10 

Dry Crop 
~ 

Garden 
"ilT'lT'I<f 

Rice 
trlT 

Khajan 
l'Ir.lr.!: 

Ker 
iT.< 

Morad 
li'ra 

Total Cultivable Area 

~\'fFT1IT~ 

0000.00.00 0000.52.50 0000.00.00 0000,00,00 0000.00.00 0000,00,00 0000,52.50 

Un-cultivable Area (Ha.Ars.Sq.Mtrs) ~ ~ (t 31R:. '<it. +It.) 
tfrc Pot-Kharab ~ Remarks I Class (a) Class (b) Total Un-Cultivable Area Grand Total , 

. if'f (or) if'f (<1") ~;offiiR; ;;rNi-.r lWT 
10000.01,00 0000.00.00 0000.01.00 0000.53,50 

Assessment: 
Rs. 0,00 Foro 

Rs. 0.00 Predial Rs. 0.00 Rent Rs. 0,00 
3!f'IiT'{ 'lin: -~ '{z-

IS ·No, Name of the Occupant Khata No. Mutation No. Remarks ~ 
~m- 1iffir~ ~;f 

1 Janki Devappa Dassai One 

S.No. Name of the Tenant ~m- Khata No. Mutation No. Remarks 

<ai<t*" ~;t mr 
1 -------·------Nil------------

Other Rights ~ ~ Mutation No, Remarks 

t::!£lfJl~,gt~rson holding ri~hts and nature of rights: ~;j' m-r 
.m~~ 1-': '~', ~m <!R q WI! lI'!iT{ 

.~~~ " '-• .... ~,!f ., 

. iJ\f: :W·f.{i·M~n~e~ 
~ --!!A.~ '-/,':' 

I Ofte.' ~', \' . :\·A' .... :~· ...- f" ____ ~y 

Details of C rOJlpe dAr fiI es 'l'llSl<1 \'l 

Year Name of the Mode Season Name Irrigated Unirrigated Land not Availabte for Source of Remarf<s 
;nof;:-,r,mfl;or 

'fur -.mm !of Crop 'fI'TTlfif ~ 
Irrigation W 

~ Cultivator 
~ature Area w.r ~ 

ffillVf~~ ~iIt<r Ho.AnI.Sq.MI& Ha.Ara.Sq.""" r-<ofiR 
Ha.Ara.Sq.""" TIft: 

iIt<r t 0lR. 'It. >ft. t, i!K.'It. >ft, ~. ilK. '!'t. >ft. 

.......... __ .. - ---NiI- -
, ... 
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GOVER."NMENTOF GOA 
Directorate of Settlement and Land Records 

Office of Inspector of Survey and Land Records 
UEPEM-GOA 

Plan Showing pl?'S situatcdat 

VIllage: AGONDA 

Taluka : CANACON.A 
Survey NoJSubdivision No. : 100/ J O. 
Scale: 1 :2000 

Inward No: 4051> 

Inspector of Survey & ~ ~rds. . I 

. 
L-- s 

I 
I 

SURVEY No. 100 

SJ':o.151 
I ' ._-'- '" 

; ---~--.. ~.: 

;- .~: -- ----! 
13 

if 
GeoeratedBY:~)vtan Gr. ll.) 
On: 01-09-2016. 

~\\.{, 
Co~By: 
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N 

~~FORMAnON JSSUED UNDER RTI ACT,. 2005 
~ .-\, 
l· l 

GOVEK"JlvIENT OF GOA 

Directorate of Settlement and Land Records 
Office of Inspe.::tor of Survey and Land Records 

S.NG.J51 

I I 
i I 

/f'.i 

.. ,,;,;?iJ:: 

.. Q1LEPE}yI-QOA .. _._.~ __ ~_ . __ .... . _~ .. _____ . _____ ._ .. _. 

?;r:. Sh.:i'wLrtg piots situated at 

Village: AGONDA 

Taluka : C..>,.)iACONA 
Survey ><0.· SubdivisiOl' No. : 1001 
Sc:aie : i :~G'JO 

; lnwerd No: 4056 .... _---_._--

i/ 
------~. -­

Inspector of Survey & Land Records. 

:~, 
\ ·;,iW" 
\~j 

SURVEY No.lOO 

~/' 
Generated By : Dinesh Nail; (D.Man Gr. it) I' 

I 
i . __ ~1-09-20~: ___ ._. __ . ____ . ... __ ... ___ . _____ .. _ ..... ___ ... ___ _ 
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INFORMATION ISSUED UNDER RTI ACT, 2005 

.. j 
GOA COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY 

" Clf) Department of Science, Technology & Environment, (Govt. of Goa) 
I st Floor, Pandit Deendayal Upadhyay Bhavan, Punddik Nagar,Porvorim-Goa. 

Email: dir-ste.goa@nic.in.goacoastalzone@gmail.com. 
Ref. No, GCZMNS/~6-n'/1013S- Dated: Olf/01/2017 

To, 
Mr. Selso Fernandes 
Agonda-Canacona 

Sub: Clearance for proposed reconstruction of house bearing H.No. 438 located in the property 
bearing Survey No . 10011 0 at Agonda Village Canacona Taluka 

Ref: Your application no. nil dated 19/07/2016. ' 

With reference to your application on the above mentioned subject, it is hereby conveyed 

that the Goa Coastal Zone Management Authority (GCZMA) has examined your proposal in the 

144th GCZMA Meeting held on 21/03/2017 in accordance to the para 8 of the CRZ Notification 

2011, as amended. Accordingly approval/clearance is hereby granted in terms of CRZ angle in 

terms of the CRZ Notification 2011, as ammended, to you for re-construction of the existing 

house bearing H.No. 438 located in 8y. No. 100/10 of Agonda Village, Canacona Taluka, as 

:! > per enclosed plan thereby not exceeding existing FAR, existing plinth area and existing density, 
I -, .. 
I ', . ~' . rther subject to the confirmation with local building bye laws. 
, i · IIANAGfll.oj.,. C rtifi dC~ 
\ ... .... <; ~ e Ie py ocument 

1 
'f " . l proval is subject to the compliance offollowing conditions: Availabl' Ice Records 

I 
, .. ! nOfEN\IIR~~1 )te rovisions of the CRZ Notification 2011, as amended should be strictly complied .. . 
-.' MATE QlANGE 'y 

~ . 

I
,' * )..\: ' l OCI Approval is issued without prejudice to any other permission as required under 
" the law including that of ownership of house, court case etc. As such, prior to the 

I commencement of the 're-construction' work, it will be incumbent upon the applicant to 
J ,..~ obtain permission for any other authority as required under the law including from the 
T , >1' local authority, Town and Country Planning Department, Revenue Authority etc., 
b ~ 3. Traditional access/easement shall not be blocked. No construction should be carried out 
f i in the NDZ area between 0-200 mts. from the High Tide Line. 
, 4, The structure should not be used for commercial purpose and not to be sold or transferred 
~.. to the non-traditional community. 'g . 5. This permission is liable to be revoked, if it is found, at any stage, that the application 
..• contained false information I wrong plans I calculations I documents / misleading or false 

information, etc. or account of violation of aforementioned conditions. 

Encl: As above 
Copy to: 

YOz;~ 

(Agnel~rnandeS) 
Member Secretary (GCZMA) 

1. P.A to Secretary (Environment) / Chairman (GCZMA), Secretariat, Porvorim ..... foT kind 
information. 

2. The Chief Town Planner, Town & Country Planning Department, Patto, Panaji - Goa ...... 
for information and necessary action. 

3. The Deputy Collector & S.D.O. (Canacona), Canacona - Goa .... for information and necessary 
action, 

4, The Secretary, Village Panchayat of Agonda, Canacona- Goa .. .. for information and necessary 
action. 
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GCZMA 

Porvorim - Goa 

Ref:No.GCZMA/S/16-17/69/2372 Dated: 16/03/2017. 

Sub: Clearance for proposed reconstruction Hno 438 Bearing 

Survey no 100/10 Agonda village Canacona Taluka. 

With reference with the above cited subject and decision taken by 

your authority in the 13ih GCZMA meeting on 24th Jan 2017. I am 

here to submit that I am from the traditional toddy tapper 

community. And i am here by submitting my new plans for only the 

ground floor. 

Selso Fernandes 

Enclosed Plans 5 copies 
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EXTRACT OF THE MINUTES OF THE 144TH GCZMA MEETING HELD ON 

21/03/2017 

Case No. 4.3 

Clearance for proposed reconstruction of bouse bearing H. No. 438 located in the 

property bearing Sy. No. 100110, Agonda, Canacona Taluka by Mr. Celso 

Fernandes. 

Background: The applicant has sought clearance for proposed 

reconstruction of house bearing H. No. 438 located in the property bearing Sy. No. 

100/10, Agonda, Canacona - Goa. The applicant has submitted a copy of Certificate 

issued by the Village Panchayat of Agonda wherein it is stated that the said house was 

assessed for house tax in the name of Smt. Conceicao Fernandes since the year 1990-91 

to 2000-01 and the same was transferred in the name of Selso Fernandes in the year 

2001-02 and has also submitted a certified copies of house tax receipts for the year 1981-

82 to 1994-95, a copy of plan issued by DSLR wherein the structure is reflected and a 

copy of Certificate issued by the Toddy Tapers Association stating that Mr. Selso 

Fernandes, S/o. Late Mr. Pedro Fernandes and Maria Fernandes belongs to the "Christian 

Renders" Community 1 Class which is recognised as OBC. The name of Applicant's 

mother i.e. Maria Fernandes is reflected in the column of other rights. 

Site Inspection Report: The site was inspected by ShrLRagunath Dhume,the then Expert 

Member of the GCZMA. The inspection report indicated that the existing land has 

residential houses. There exists an access. There exists ornamental trees within the plot. 

The proposed plot is within 200 m of BTL. There exists an old house. The house is 

'N on DSLR plan. The name of Applicant's mother is reflected in Form I & XIV. The 
AA~~ , 

ap long to a toddy tappers communi~, Certificate is enclosed to the file. The 

f~ ~~~ml ~ s a Certificate of Panchayat stating that the house tax is paid from 1991 to 

;', '* ~~~ nee the Applicant belong to local community Applicant may be allowed for 

The said proposal was placed in the 137th GCZMA meeting held on 24/0112017 wherein 

the Authority observed that the said proposal is for construction of a First floor on 

existing ground floor as could be seen from the plan attached to the Application. The said 

plot is located in the No Development Zone (NDZ) i.e. within 200m from the HTL. 

As provided in para 8 m. A Cii) ''No construction shall be permitted within NDZ except 

for repairs and reconstruction of the existing authorized structure not exceeding the Floor 

Space Index, existing plinth area and existing density. In case of traditionaL coastal 

communities including fisherfolks constructions and reconstructions is permissible for 

dwelling units between 100 to 200 m from the HTL along the seafront in accordance with 
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the comprehensive plan prepared by the State Government in consultation with 

traditional coastal communities including fisherfolks and incorporating necessary disaster 

management provision as recommended by State Coastal Zone Management Authority to 

the National Coastal Zone Management authority for approval of Ministry of 

Environment and Forests " 

The Authority noted that a comprehensive plan as required under para 8 III A (ii) is not 

yet formulated and approved by the MoEF and hence the Authority decided that the 

present Application for proposed construction of first floor on existing ground floor 

cannot be considered and the Applicant may be informed accordingly. 
",-

Now, the Applicant has submitted revised plans in respect of ground floor on the existing 

plinth. 

Area of the plinth = 217.60 sq. m 

Proposed Ground floor area = 217.60 sq. m 

Decision: The Authority noted that the Applicant has now submitted revised plans only 

in respect to the ground floor by maintaining the existing plinth. As such the Authority 

after detailed discussion and due deliberation and on considering the site inspection 

report of the then Expert members of the GCZMA, decided to approve the said proposal 

of reconstruction of house bearing H. No. 438 located in the property bearing Sy. No. 

10011 0, Agonda, Canacona - Goa in terms of the CRZ Notification, 2011, as amended. 
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GOA COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY 
Cia Department of Science, Technology & Environment, (Govt. of Goa) 

151 Floor, Pandit Deendayal Upadhyay Bhavan, Pundalik Nagar,Porvorim-Goa. 
Email: dir-ste.goa@nic.in.goacoastalzone@gmail.com. 

Ref. No, GCZMA/SI16-17/'to /'1-3't1 Dated: 10/03/2017 

To, 
Mr. Sclso Fernandes 
Agonda-Canaconn 

Sub: Clearance for proposed reconstruction of house bearing H.No. 438 located in the property 
bearing Survey No.1 00/1 0 at Agonda Village Canacona Taluka 

Ref: Your application no, nil dated 19107/2016" ' 

Sir, 
Certified ~~ha.-DOCLlment 
Availab~ecords 

With reference to your application on the above mentioned subject, it is hereby conveyed 
that the Goa Coastal Zone Management Authority (GCZMA) has examined your proposal in the 
137!h GCZMA Meeting held on 24/0112017. The Authority noted that a comprehensive plan as 
required under para 8 III A(ii) not yet formulated and approved by the Ministry of Environment 
and Forests and hence the Authority decided that the present application for proposed 
construction of first tloor on existing ground floor cannot be considered. 

Encl:'As above 

YOU;;;~~ 

(Agnelo ~andeS) 
Member Secretary (GCZMA) 

O{ c-

P.A to Secretary (Environment) I Chairman (GCZMA), Secretariat, Porvorim ..... for kind information 
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EXTRACT OF THE MI UTES OF THE 137TH GCZMA MEETING HELD ON 

24/0112017 

Case No. 2.3 

Clearance for proposed reconstruction of bouse bearing H. No. 438 located in the property 

bearing Sy. No. 100/10, Agonda, Canacona Taluka by Mr. Celso Fernandes. 

Background: The applicant has sought clearance for proposed reconstruction of house 

bearing H. No. 438 located in the property bearing Sy. No. 100110, Agonda, Canacona - Goa. 

The applicant has submitted a copy of Certificate issued by the Village Panchayat of Agonda 

wherein it is stated that the said house was assessed for house tax in the name of Smt. Conceicao 

Fernandes since the year 1~90-91 to 2000-01 and the same was transferred in the name ofSelso 

Fernandes in the year 2001-02 and has also submitted a certified copies of house tax receipts for 

the year 1981-82 to 1994-95, a copy of plan issued by DSLR wherein the structure is reflected 

and a copy of Certificate issued by the Toddy Tapers Association stating that Mr. Selso 

Fernandes, S/o. Late Mr. Pedro Fernandes and Maria Fernandes belongs to the "Christian 

Renders" Community I Class which is recognised as OBC. The name of Applicant's mother i.e. 

Maria Fernandes is reflected in the column of other rights. 

Site Inspection Report: The site was inspected by Shri.Ragunath Dhume,the then Expert 

Member of the GCZMA. The inspection report indicated that the existing land has residential 

houses. There exists an access. There exists ornamental trees within the plot. The proposed plot 

is within 200 m of HTL. There exists an old house. The house is shown on DSLR plan. The 

name of Applicant's mother is reflected in Form I & XIV. The applicant belong to a toddy 

tappers community, Certificate is enclosed to the file. The Applicant has a Certificate of 

Panchayat stating that the house tax is paid from 1991 to present. Since the Applicant belong to 

~G'" . community Applicant may be allowed for construction . 
.:.:: "14"1.:'1\1 

:t-N~" ~ rity observed that the said proposal is for construction of a First floor on existing 

CHANG or as could be seen from the plan attached to the Application. The said plot is located 
0, 

" \ 0 Development Zone (NDZ) i.e. within 200m from the HTL. 

As provided in para 8 III. A (ii) "No construction shall be permitted within NDZ except for 

repairs and reconstruction of the existing authorized structure not exceeding the Floor Space 

Index, existing plinth area and existing density. In case of traditional coastal communities 

including fisheIfolks constructions and reconstructions is permissible for dwelling units between 

100 to 200 m from the HTL along the seafront in accordance with the comprehensive plan 

prepared by the State Government in consultation with traditional coastal communities including 

fisherfolks and incorporating necessary disaster management provision as recommended by State 

Coastal Zone Management Authority to the National Coastal Zone Management authority for 

approval of Ministry of Environment and Forests " 

Decision: The Authority noted that a comprehensive plan as required under para 8 III A (ii) not 

yet formulated and approved by the MoEF and hence the Authority decided that the present 
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Application for proposed construction of fIrst floor on existing ground floor cannot be 

considered and the Applicant may be informed accordingly. 
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'::.=-.-...:." 

SITE IHSPEy'l'IOH ~EJj'ORl' 

Date & time of inspection: 

2 Name of the proj ect: )J\) (. +r p(l)P-=-~-<.) ,( ~~~vf..." ~ E".)~ha h.>\-o ...... 

J Location: 
Survey No . 
Chalta No. 

'0 0 ~ Village: ~~ootlc.. .. Taluka: (()..('\O--'-"'~. 
P.T . S. No: Town~ 

4 . ~f status of adjoining propertie9: 

f".R e.~lchl'\ ~ ~ ( if ~ . 

5. Use.: lR~)JuJ'i'ok~ ........ 
6. Access.ibility : '4 e.., . 

7 . Topography: 
Type ·of ::Ioil: Sandy, Rocky, Clay, Lat~tic etc. 
TopographJ:: piv.-n, Undulating, Gently sloping, CJ,iff et.c. 
Existence of Sand duneBI Yes/~ 
I~.' Yes, Number of dunes {n t'he property: 

.Height of the dunes: '~'Qr 
Slope: 
Whethe~ the dunes are virgin or tampered: YeS/No 
If Yes, give detail~ 

Whether any lagoons, 
in the plot. 

backwat~rs, 9r other w.a·ter bodi·es exist 
I 

r 
(The ;Location of sand dunes and' water b.odies s·h·~uld · be marked 
on-the site plan) 

·B. Vegeta.tion: 
E'ione<;Jr. vegetation like bU~5, creep~ and , gia~s: 
Secondary vegetation like . c~ut, casuarina or other tree~. 
Mangroy:es: }1.o ' '-
Any other vegetation or tr~es: . 

o !I"\.~eJ..,c. t--4'.4 . ' 

9, Distance of seaward boundary from river/sea High Tide Line: 

... 2/':' 
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- 2 -

structures within 
the plot: . J , -b \-0-... Y"""V)...L-. 

10 

11. Whethe, any pcoposed ,ork has been canied o.t at ,t.he site' 
h brief descdption of the type and eKtent Qf the .ock 

carries out) W"o 

traditional acce~s th~O~gh the plot exists: 

abo~t the site that is relevant to 

f~ ~V' I' 0.(\ D, S· l- (:2 P\llJ..-I 
,~' O-foh'~" .f 1\~ br- 1~r,..., j: ~ .J35L 

bJo~ .-\-D o..-to~ ~P<J t.o~'~~" 
e..r-~~\ .<;tu 1'H- iiI <.' . 
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~c-tslCnl t· .' , 
I· rOlli' 1\;. n . b, LlctlfmS/n.~[laH·s in CRZ 

• ot It.' 'lilt! full t l ' , -:3 U~:r 'Itid t" elJo ~. n:~'1 (I t111~ 41W~Ic:r 

{J.CJ~ - (;.dCJ... . 

Sir, 

I i 111<'::1)<.1 to &;'m'v (u it ·, ·· . . . . . ~ 
Ih I 1()(IIIO ( .. ' , } I t c tmd\,·r-. mCH\\I)Jll:d d~"'clnpmcm in (1\1! r~Ol~)r \' 1(t undt!f ~\If\'~Y 

( Ildh,1 Nn t, T ' • ,. . . ..n.:." , 
CQWl..Ot(CP'(\,t'l . • , '.- _.--...;;.,.;_ .. :... ' •. ,' Sh'~<!lNu, __ J t\f_'~_2t-VlnC)~Wl <'''fI, 

I ",'ll F b .. 1. I aJuka. 11\ acc~mtullct: wj{h the Com;!.3l n~¥ulat!on Zone (CRZ) Notifiealiun dut<:d 
l.: rudH' [l)l.,ll '(I'U 611• J 2 • ( • t\nu .. \I'Y 0 1 I <I~ am~ndr:d sul?:;eqtlo:tl1l y 

{Picas\." \!iw '0'10 ',' 'tt .• . h " " ~ I alS ot \ c prol~lllit::d dcvcl0.l2.mcll\) 

I ~m ':(le lu;.mg h~n:with lhe: f~)no".'ing du;;umenli>, 

!. YI.\1'I.:IShlP dllct>metllS, 

7.' 7\l I & XlV. 
Y L~r(ifi<:J 1,'(lJ1r 1'1' Su!"cy Plan issu~d b~' mr":I:~{)rutl! ;:)l'Scltkm~m:- & Land Rt:tllrds. 

{SI~o\\-iltg)OO m£t!;r lO 500 metc/' line (CClllll?ulsof\') 

~c Pbn !.h~l\\ lH~ rhe exisLing and ~lrop(.:)!:d Ccvelopmt'nls ~dllly 1;(ll,1t11.:J a~ pe( ::o!Otlr 

~\.J~I \:\lumc:r-:.:igH..-d b!-' the Owner and Ardut<:t:t;r.:lIginecr.'Tuwt) P\<lullcr ft:&~:.tc.rtd \\\lh 
'.>,NAGm~t! fI' cCljyC <ls~ociatiQns, 

." ')n~t "~' ~f The- detakled plans of the proposed dC"'elopJ)l(;ot'" countersigned b>' the 

~:r;:~I\~~~n~ ~ . A.rchitcct"En~JneerJTown f>L:.nner registered with tl'tcir fespecl,ve 
,~\tCtl~ ~, ~ 

". ~/~:~ oflhc plOt with ;0 <.:m. Counter tnlCf\'il! (NQ\ appltc<lbJ~ in oS<! of l'~· 
"1,~HSHllclilln and l'l:pair) 

1 CR! l'll!nral1ccs "lu~s'itn)n"i .. c duly complclc<i (rm'm "A"1 

S Fn\ il'\llltm~l1lal Impl1.ct ASliCSSl1lcnt (ElM R~porl (Not applh:~bk for c~'mpounu \ .. all~ re· 
(':()nstfllcllon. n:puir Jim! singh.: dw&:Jlmg untts). 

<.J h:i:;ling Jo\J prtlpo~cJ ~C!;~l<Jli(1O pl.m (l\ol <IppHcubh: for wmpound v,,'<l\\:;. 1'1:­

l.:ooslrut·\i{lTl lind f\!pak), 
~h~l1(,)graphs of the property from aU sidel' Shl)winS the ~xisliug lalldSC!\,)~ . i'1l'\icture ~t, 

. 1 1 Thi:i NOC will f:le issued su\lseql.lenl to lh!:! p~>'m':1l1 vf tee;; tl~ ~he- il{>ph~an~ of 
R:i. ,< 0 ':>.:1 J.--;-vidcD,D,No. 73l..\l.}S,1?- da~ed_.·_ ,11?,t._.lnf.w\)\Lf,lf 

Goa Coastlll Zone !\1imag~men( :\ultwcit)' pay:\\:Ile ~t \·tln~\m , ~~ 

I requ~s\ that tht: dearanct ~'}r the pwpl>sed de ... ·chlpment in lh~ CRI may be 

<1ccilrdc:d, 
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" • : L 
• ~ " , ~ ~ __ • I 

AGTTAl96/10/1208 

CERTIFICATE 

rrfiis is to certify tfiat :M.r. Sefso jI.. CP. Pernarufes son of fate 1vf.r. Pecfro 
jI.. Pemancfes ancf fate :Mrs. 1vf.aria P. Pemancfes c.RJ!sident of J{J{o. 439, 
'Ward 1/a~ o/i{fagejl.gonda, rra{u/?g of Canacona, JuG ([)i:vision Soutfi goa 
([)istn"cr:, in tfie State of goa (]3efongs to tlie ({CJ{CRL~cn21!N CR/£!NCfYE<RS" 
CO:M.:M.'7JJ/JTY/CL.JLSS Wfiicfi is recognizea as QT.}--/!E/l( (B}lC-K;ttf}jI.<I«D 
C£}LSS for tfie State of goa vide govt. :Notification no. 13/13/2003-
SWD/1740 dtd22.6.2009. 

911J1. r.R.fjJl. o-qO/i. 
6tli Jury, 2010. 

for ;1.££ gO.Jl rroa:(j)~~1;:4(Pff/RS' ;4SS0CI/i'T10Jv 

~Jfiii.:JIfT 

. .......... :<; 1.~· 



534
INFORMATION ISSUED UNDER RTI ACT, 200S 

M Ph. No. : 2647357 

~ OFFICE OF THE VILLAGE PANCHAYAT 

~ ~~;d~~~;;;I:i~~ 
/' ",cp"'lornl~tp~llJrTTl - ·aitlr 

R,et. NO.· ; ·:PAICANI ~O \~·-\7 \ 1011 

CERTIFICATE 

This is to certify that the Premises No. 438 situated at Val Agonda -was r~gistered in the name of Smt. Conceicao Fernandes from the year 

1990-91 to 2000-01 and from the year 2001-02, to till date the said 

house has been transferred in the name of Shri Selso A. P. Fernandes as 

per Panchayat Assessment Register and he is paying said house tax 

regularly till date in the name of Shri Selso A. P. Fernandes. 

This certificate has been issued at the request of applicant Shri Selso 

A.P. Fernandes in order to produce the same before CRZ authority. 
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Receipt Book No. _ ~~ CO' 

The V iUage Panchayat -"--..L-'--~~::"':-~~"'-----'='-:-~':';';""~-:i"-"C!!:--­

Received with thanks frvm ~::;QnU~~:$!.._D~~~~:d:::..c.:~-. _ _ 
____ _____ Rupees 

on account of .JJ!1v\J e k'f\--=Df1-l-b-'-!!~~e.",--,-~=--...>.U ......... 3J.-M-.<[_ j;:.".."..-.. --'----"A--=-'--_ 
Date ~ -10 -'t.? 'I ~ t 1 g f -.12-- J-l1 

I It-9~ ~ L .. --.- S;gna~,;gDat;on of 

Issuing Officer 

The seal of the fund shall be affiJted to each Receipt before it is issued: 
The carbon copy shall be retained and the original issued • 

... t:H n I- 1100 TO t't: q-;Ut!I 

copy O~ T\'~E ('''' .... ~I!\iA.,. 
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GOVERN1v.lENf OF GOA 
Directorate of Settlement and Land Records 

Office of Inspector of Survey and Land Records 

UEPEM-GOA 

Plan Showing plots situated at 

Village: AGONDA 
TaJuk:a:CANACONA 
Survey NoJSubdivision No.: 100/ ) 0, 
Scale: 1 :2000 

Inward No: 4056 

Inspector of Survey & Land Records. 

J 

SONOOISI ! 
r-- " 

G'~"By,LChO.O) 
On : 01-09·2016. 

" 

\,. 

SURVEY No. 100 

" 
., 

~\\.~ 
Compated By: 

• 
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-:'" 

INFORMATION ISSUED UNDER RTI ACT. 200~ 

100005732521 

Gate '. 

Taluka 

aT¥T 
Village 

l1icr 

0110912016 

CANACONA 

Agonda 

Name of Ihe Field Val 

~~ '. 
Cultivable Area (Ha.Ars.Sq.Mtrs) "f11TIlT ~ it ~~·~.:1ft:r 

.' Page 1 of 1 

Survey No. 100 

ifcfm 
Sub Div. No. 10 

~m 
Tenure 

-am 'II'!iR 

Dry Crop 
~ 

Garden 
~ 

Rice 
crf\ 

Khajan 
~ 

Ker 
;p 

Morad 
..ms 

Total Cultivable Area 
~<'WI"l'~ 

0000.00.00 0000.52.50 0000.00.00 0000.00.00 0000.00.00 0000.00.00 0000.52.50 

Un-cultivable Area (Ha.Ars.Sq.Mtrs) rrrfitiI; ~ (%. am:. 'iI't. oft.) 
tftc . 

Pot- Kharab ~ Remarks ~ . 

' . Class (a) Class (b) Tolal Un-Cultivable Area Grand Total 
'f'f (3!) q>f (q) ~~~ ~ 

0000.01.00 0000.00.00 0000.01.00 0000.53.50 

Assessment: 
Rs. 0 .00 Foro 

Rs. 0.00 Predial 
Rs . 0.00 Rent 

Rs. 0 .00 
3!l'li17 'Iffi' ~ '{z-_. 

~.No. Name of Ihe Occupant Khata No. Mutation No. Remarks lim 
~;rtq m-ffm ~"Oj' 

1 Janki Devappa Dessai One 

S.No. Name of the Tenant ~'1i<i Khata No. Mutation No. Remarks 

mm ~ot' lim 

1 -------·--·------------Nil---.... ----.. --------------

Other Rights ~~ Mutation No. Remarks 
Name of Person holding rights and nature of rights: ~ot lim 
m IDli UTn'f ~-m >rt<r q ~ ':l"liT< 

House belongs to: 

. L .. I Fernandes . 

I ~AG.~-
. ~1ttJ-' 

Or- ENVIROil1MENr) "9 Jl 
'f~ ', • C: . Details of Cropped Area fil'lil'lll;;fi('l ~ Cf1tl'~ft<:r 

Yea,' ~? Mode Season Name Irrigated Un irrigated Land not Available for Source of Remarks 

.o*_~ li"h:r'f ~ 
.. 'iv"IIM~ irrigation m-r -fur of Crop <fTl1TI1"<f 

~'lM' 
Nature Area ~ flt<At<Ir -= '1T1f11I''li':VlT·m 

Ha.Ars.Sq.Mts Ha.Ns.Sq.MIs Ha.AI'S.Sq.lIAts 'llft 
'!hf ~. "", . ."..>ft . i;._.'It.>ft. 

'ffi< 
~. >1R 'I't.>ft. 

.. · --_··-·· .. ••• .. Nil-·- --------- -------

End of Report ··: . 
For any further inquires, please contact the Mamlatdar of the conccmed Taluka. . .. .... . ", : ':":~:'l :::."\ 
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From 

Adv J ayant Karn 

5th floor, Satt Adhar Chambers 

Patto Panaji Goa 

9284472599 

23.05.2023 

To 

The Public Information Officer 

Village Panchayat of Agonda 

Agonda Canacona Goa 

Sub: Information under RTI Act, 2005 

SirlMa'am 

CXHIIJIT /J-~ 

Be pleased to provide me with the following information: 

1. In whose name is the House Tax registered for the 

house bearing H. No. 438 and 439 in the village of 

Agonda? 

2. Whether any permissionsllicenses/ NOC have been 

issued or applied for with respect to the 

construction/reconstruction/repair in the property 

bearing survey no. 10011 0 of Agonda village? 

3. Kindly inform whether has Mr. Selso Fernandes 

and/or Ms. Concecao Fernades have obtained any 
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license for carrymg out construction!reconstruction! 

repair in the survey no. 100110 of Agonda Village for 

the house bearing H. No. 438 and 439. If any such 

license/permission is granted, kindly furnish a copy of 

the said license/permission. 

4. Copy of technical clearance by Department of Town 

and Country Planning, if any, furnished by Mr. Selso 

Fernandes and/or Ms. Concecao Femades or any other 

person to the Village Panchayat of Agonda in 

connection with the House bearing No. 438 and 439 in 

village Agonda. 

5. Copy of any NOC from the Health Department, if any, 

furnished by Mr. Selso Fernandes and/or Ms. 

Concecao Femades or any other person to the Village 

Panchayat of Agonda in connection with the House 

bearing No. 438 and 439 in village Agonda? 

6. Copy of plans, if any, submitted by Mr. Selso 

Fernandes and/or Ms. Concecao Femades or any other 

person for approval to the Village Panchayat of 

Agonda in connection with said construction. i.e. 

House bearing No. 438 and 439. 
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7. Documents submitted by Mr. Selso Fernandes for 

availing any permission/license with respect to any 

structures in Survey No. 100/10 of Village Agonda. 

8. Whether Mr. Selso Fernandes, Mis. Dream Discovery 

has been permitted to carry out any commercial 

activity in any structures in Survey No. 100/10 of 

Village Agonda? 

The information referred to above may be given on urgent 

basis as the same is required to be t'·roduced in Court. 

I shall pay the necessary charges as and when called upon to 

do so. I am an Indian citizen, and permanent resident of 

Panaji Goa. 

Thanking you 

Yours faithfully 
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