
BEFORE THE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL, 

(WESTERN ZONE) BENCH AT PUNE 

701 

Original Application No. 15 of2023 (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.2 

MOST RESPECTFULLY SHEWETH: 

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

working for gain, at A 270, pt and 2nd floor, Defence Colony, 

New Delhi - 110 024, the authori~ed representative of the 

Applicant herein above named, do hereby solemnly affirm and 

state as under: 

PRELIMINARY SUBMISSIONS AND OBJECTIONS: 

A. 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 

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

restaurant known as "Dream Discovery Sea View Resort 

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

bearing Survey No. 100/10 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. 2 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. I say that from a bare perusal of the reply filed by the 

Respondent No.2, it is apparent that the same is a mere 

reproduction of the affidavit-in-reply of the Respondent 

/' :~- , :.{ T:~""', No.3. The reply affidavit of Respondent No.2 is similar 

J~r" ~~; ~<S;.:\ (if not identical) to the reply affidavit filed by the (<: \1' \C») 
\* , )-:: 
\~ ~ L 1 '/i.0-j 

°V{ -:-k\0o/ 
~ 
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Respondent No.3 and the same goes to show the extent 

of manipulation inter se the said Respondents. 

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

of the reply filed by Respondent No.2 it appears as if the 

said Respondent is trying to avoid and evade the moot 

issue involved in the captioned ~A. The contents of 

reply of Respondent No.2 are structured in such a way 

that they aim to protect its illegal and unlawful acts of 

commercially operating the Dream Discovery Resort 

without there being any requisite permission! approval! 

sanction from competent authorities, thereby being in 

manifest breach and violation of the CRZ Regulations 

and other applicable local laws. 

E. I say that despite ample opportunity, the Respondent No. 

2 has miserably failed to place on record even a single 

piece of document to showl establish I prove that they 

have any valid requisite permission! approvall sanction 

from necessary authorities to commercially run and 

operate the Dream Discovery Resort. 
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F. I say that in the backdrop of failure on the part of the 

Respondent No.2 to disprove/ invalidate/ controvert the 

contentions raised by the Applicant, the captioned OA 

deserves to be allowed by this Hon'ble Tribunal with 

requisite directions as sought for. 

G. 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. 

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

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

Regulations, 2011. However, the facts of the present case 

will unequivocally establish that the Respondent No.1 is 

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 
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Resort & Beach Cafe" in the property bearing Survey 

No. 100/10 in Village Agonda, Canacona, Goa. 

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

arbitrary way of working of the Respondent No. 1 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 

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 



706 

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 Ron '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. 

100/1 0 is appended below: 

Sl. No. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Google Earth 
Ima e Date 
18.12.2002 

10.02.2003 

31.03.2009 
to 

December 2013 
14.12.2014 

to 
11.01.2017 

2017 

Remarks 

No construction! house is 
visible on site 
No construction! house is 
visible on site 
Images show presence of 
a small structure / house 

Evidently, green cover is 
seen reducing and the 
footprint of building is . . 
seen mcreasm 
License/ Permission 
obtained by Respondent 
Nos. 3 & 4 for 
reconstruction of house, 
however, construction 
carried out for a full 
fled 
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6. 22.11.2017 A pink colour shed IS 

to visible which IS used as 
30.04.2021 shed for "Dream 

Discovery Shack! 
Restaurant" 

7. 29.01.2022 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. 

J. 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. 100110 and the 

changes made in occupation thereof is appended below: 

Area 
Total 

Particulars (In Sq. 
(In Sq. Mtrs.) 

Mtrs.) 

Land 
belonging to 
Maria 
Fernandes on 
which there 50 50 
was one house 
as per Form I 
& XIV 

I 
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ISLR survey Structure' A' Structure 'B' 
plan showing B. No. 438 H. No. 439 
two houses in 79 
Sy. No. 100/1 0 47 32 

Area as per Structure 'A' Structure 'B' 
GCZMA 

B. No. 438 H. No. 439 permISSIOns 
411.08 

dated 
04.04.2017 III 217.60 193.48 
Sy. No. 100/10 

Area Structure Structure 
constructed by 'A' 'B' Structure 
Respondent B.No. B. No. 'C' 
Nos. 2 to 4 as 438 439 
per ISLR site 1160 
plan annexed 462.00* 
to Joint Site 

338.00 108.00 Inspection 
Report 252.00@ 

* RCC Structure. 

@ RCCI permanent structure but alleged to be wooden structure. 

K. 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'b1e Tribunal about use of concrete structures, 

RCC slabs and cement base etc. The said illegal 

structures have also encroached upon portion of the 

beach by construction of permanent, cemented and tiled 

platform and steps. The structures were enclosed by 
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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:/lwww.dreamdiscovery.in!, 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:/lwww.dreamdiscovery.in! 

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

L. 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 

valid permission! sanction! approval from the concerned 

authorities (including the Respondent No.1) to 

commercially run and operate the Dream Discovery 
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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. 

M. 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. I 

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

the Respondent No.1 has adopted a blind eye approach 

to the illegal activities on the demised premises as to 

maybe discharge their certain self-serving obligations. 
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N. 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. 

100/10; (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. 100110. Tn 

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. 

o. 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. 

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

No.2, a specific attempt has been made to divert from 

answering the moot issue in the present OA i.e. the 
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Dream Discovery Resort operating blatantly without 

having any requisite valid permission! sanction! approval 

from the concerned authorities including the GCZMA. 

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. 

• The Report makes innocuous references to two 

houses, which were purportedly existing before 

1991. 
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• 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., 

whereas, it is in this structure that the Dream 

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. 
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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. 

Q. 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? 

• 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? 
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• 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 III 

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 

transferred the property to Mr. Vijay Gokuldas 

Komarpant (Respondent No.2) for a non-traditional 

community usage by 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, 
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2011. The Report is very conveniently silent about these 

violations & misdemeanours. 

R. 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. 100/10 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 F emandes) are 

entitled to only 50 Sq. Mtrs. in Survey No. 100/1 0 

situated in Agonda Village, Canacona Taluka, 

Goa. 

(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 



717 

respectively. Thus, at the outset, there is excess 

illegal occupation of29 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. 

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

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

relevant portion of the said Form I & XIV is extracted 

hereunder: 

Other Rights Mutation Remarks 

Name of Person holding rights No. 

and nature afrights: 

House belongs to: 

A: 1) Maria Fernandes 

One 
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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 

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

which then became 411.08 Sq. Mtrs. as per the 
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being illegally occupied to the extent of 1160 Sq. Mtrs. 

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

that from the year 20 17 large~~~cale 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. 

T. 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 CRT!'), which 

information unconditionally proves that there is no valid 

permission! license/ sanction whatsoever granted by the 

Respondent No.1 in favour of the Respondent No.2 to 

carry out any commercial activity (ies) in Survey No. 
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100/1 0 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. 

100/1 0 of Village Agonda, Canacona, Goa, is annexed 

herewith as Exhibit R-3 (Colly). 

U. 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 

unequivocally establishes that the same is being run in 

clear violation of the CRZ Rules 

laws. 
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v. I say that the information obtained under RTI also 

highlights that the GCZMA in its 144th Meeting held on 

21.03.2017 specifically noted hlat 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 

and purposely overlooked that':;llie 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 be corroborated from the ISLR site plan 

annexed to the joint site inspection report which notes 
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the distance of structures from HTL viz. 56 Mtrs, 17.90 

Mtrs, 30 Mtrs. and 62.50 Mtrs, respectively. 

W. 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. 

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

seek information from the Village Panchayat of Agonda 

regarding Survey No. 100/10 of Village Agonda 

Canacona, Goa, the Applicant had sought specific 

information under the RTI by way of an application 

dated 23.05.2023. However, till date the Applicant has 

received no response to the same. It appears as if specific 

attempts are being made to curtail/ withhold information 
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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 perthit;mt to mention that to 

independentl y 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-5 (Colly). 

Z. I reiterate that the entire attempt of the Respondent No.2 

is to cover up their self-serving illegal acts which have 
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been unearthed by the Applicant by way of the captioned 

OA. However, in light of the facts that have surfaced, the 

said wrongdoings need to be put at rest by this Hon'ble 

Tribunal by resorting 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.2 

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. 

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

wrong and incorrect hence, denied. I say that the 

contents of the captioned appeal are reiterated and 

reaffirmed as correct. 

3. I say that the contents of para 3 of the reply affidavit are 

wrong and incorrect hence, denied. I say that the 

contents of the captioned appeal are reiterated and 

reaffirme>l as correct. It is submitted that the present 

reply of Respondent No. 2 has been filed at the last 
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minute with an intent to delay the proceedings of the 

captioned matter. 

4. I say that the contents of para 4 of the reply affidavit are 

wrong and incorrect hence, denied. I say that the 

contents of the captioned ap)eal are reiterated and 

reaffirmed as correct. 

5. I say that the contents of para 5 of the reply affidavit are 

wrong and incorrect hence, denied. I say that the 

contents of the captioned appeal are reiterated and 

reaffirmed as correct. 

6-14. I say that the contents of paras 6 to 14 of the reply 

affidavit are wrong and incorrect, hence denied. I say 

that inter-alia the principal challenge in the captioned 

OA is to the offending structure(s) constituting the 

Dream Discovery Resort, being constructed in CRZ III 

Zone which is a No Deve1opm~nt Zone and is further an 
". 

ecologically sensitive area due to it being a turtle nesting 

site and is commercially run as a Resort without any 

requisite sanction! approval/ license/ permission from 

Respondent No.1, which have been constructed under 



726 

the garb of the permissions dated 04.04.2017 which were 

granted purportedly for the reconstruction of Houses 

Nos. 438 and 439. I say that challenge to the permissions 

dated 04.04.2017, issued by Respondent No.1 in favour 

of Respondent No.3, has been raised as a necessary 

consequence and corollary to the gross violations 
.t~,l~ ! 

committed. in respect of the condition no. (iv) of the 

permissions dated 04.04.2017 which specifically state 

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 condition no. (iv) as stated in the 

purporteo"approvals/ permissions dated 04.04.2017. 

I reiterate that the captioned OA principally 

challenges (i) the illegal encroachments carried ou 
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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. 100110; 

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 A~.~) has been raised in the 

captioned OA, which question has held to be a 

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. 



728 

Union of India & Ors., 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 1·4 versus Section 16 of the NGT Act wherein 

the Hon 'bIe Principal Bench inter alia held that ((..... the 

Tribunal will have jurisdiction over all civil cases where 

a substantial question relating to environment arises. 

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 
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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. 50712013, MA. No.59512013, MA. 

No. 64412013, MA. No. 64912013 in Application No . 88 of 

2013. 

I further say that the cau~e 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 sec OnLine NGT 51, Original 

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 subsequen!. wrong or injury would 

become an independent first wrong or injury and a 

subsequent, composite and complete cause of action and 
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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 M.A. No. 50 7/2013, M.A. No. 59512013, MA. 

No. 64412013, M.A. No.64912013 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 

question relating to environment, or any such 

proceeding, to trigger the prescribed period of limitation . 
... :. j 
,; ~ , 

The terrri';" '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 
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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. 

It is submitted that if this Hon'ble Tribunal finds 

merit in the captioned OA under Section 14, it then 

thereafter has powers under Section 15 to provide for 

relief, compensation & restitution in order to balance the 

loss caused to the victims / properties / environment, as 

the case may be. In view of the above, there lies no merit 

in the objection raised by the Respondent No.2 in the 

paras under reply. 

That the contents of Para 15 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. The Applicant reiterates that the captioned 
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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. 100/1 0; 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 

therein. Once, the captioned OA is adjudicated with 

respect t9.. the allegations of environmental violations 

carried oui: by the Respondents, there lies a consequential 

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

aside the purported approval! permISSIOn dated 

04.04.2017 as the same is being unlawfully used to 

create further illegalities. 

That, the contents of Para 16 are wrong and incorrect 
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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 

knowledge of the Applicant that one Mr. Selso 

Fernandes was issued a letter dated 04.04.2017 bearing 

Ref No. GCZMAIS/16-17/69/34 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. 
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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 infonnation 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 

not to have been granted at the very beginning. 

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. 50712013, M.A. 

No. 59512013, M.A. No. 64412013, M.A. NO.64912013 in 

Application No. 88 of 20 13 inter-alia held as under: ~ 

()o/ ~ I:) " ',."')" ~ 

ft t5l }5~", ~~\''\ ' '~1 .,~~ , ~. (J} < ; ! .. : 
I \fI', 1 ~ . .. ;~ 

A.-" '" ~e .... 'oS' 

~ 
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"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 
I .~ ~ 

that he first came to kn~w 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 

took steps requiring the authorities concerned to 

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 defeiidant to approach a court 
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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 t,izave no hesitation in concluding that the 

present application is not barred by time. " 

17-18. That, the contents of Paras 17 and 18 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 observed that there is a 

substantial question relating to environment made in the 

present case and thus, admitted the application. 
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19. That, the contents of Para 19 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 

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. of land in Survey No. 100/10. 

20. That, the contents of Para 20 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is submitted that without prejudice to 

the rights available to the Applicant under relevant civil 
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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. 

21 . That, the contents of Para 21 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. 

22. That, the contents of Para 22 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 
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relating to environment made in the present case and 

thus, admitted the application. 

23. That, the contents of Para 23 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 

Respondent No. 2 is raising baseless and frivolous 

statement seeking to prejudice this Hon'ble Tribunal. 

24. That, the contents of Para 24 in so far as they relate to 

Respondent No. 2 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. 

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

hence denied. It is submitted that originally there existed 

only one house, as mentioned in the Form I & XIV of 

Sy. No. 100/10. The relevant portion of the said Form I 

& XIV is extracted hereunder: 
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Other Rights Mutation Remarks 

Name of Person holding rights No. 

and nature ofrights: 

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 non-traditional community 

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

purportedJy 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. 

With respect to the averment of the Respondent No.2 

that the third structure referred to in the Report is already 

dismantled, it is submitted that the said Respondent~b::::=~ 
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put to strict proof of the same as it is also not explicitly 

clear which structure the Respondent No.2 is referring 

to. 

26. That, the contents of Para 26 are wrong and incorrect, 

hence, denied. It is submitted that the submissions made 

by the Applicant 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. 

However, it is pertinent to state herein that the 

Respondent No.2 be put to strict proof for making the 

statement that (( ... the plinth 01 the said Houses has 

remained unchanged over the years. ". I say that in the 

Minutes of 144th Meeting of GCZMA, as supplied to this 

Applicant under the RTI, it has been specifically stated 

that the existing plinth of House Nos. 438 and 439 were 

217.60 and 193.48 Sq. Mtrs., respectively. The 

applications for reconstruction made by the Respondent 

No.3 and the sanction issued by the GCZMA were also 

for the same areas i.e. 217.60 and 193.48 Sq. Mtrs., 

respectively, which is also collusive arrangement 
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between Respondent Nos. 1 and 2 where Respondent 

No.2 has become party to facilitate the Respondent Nos. 

2 and 3 in encroachment of the beach area, as the Google 

Earth images for the relevant period and much later 

period do not show any such constructions. However, the 

Joint Site Inspection Report has clearly brought out that 

the built-up area of House No. 438 is 338 Sq. Mtrs. 

(RCC Structure), and that of House No. 439 is 462 Sq. 

Mtr.s (RCC Structure) and 252 Sq. Mtrs. (Wooden 

Shed). In addition, there is a Structure 'C' measuring 108 

Sq. Mtrs. 

27. That, the contents of Para 27 are wrong and incorrect, 

hence, denied. It is submitted that the submissions made 

by the Applicant 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. 

However, at the cost of repetition it is submitted that the 

purported permission dated 04.04.2017 has been 

obtained by fraud and manipulation of facts. Further, the 
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further illegalities in the form of a full-fledged Dream 

Discovery Resort. 

28. That, the contents of Para 28 . are wrong and incorrect, 

hence, denied. It is submitted that Agonda beach is a 

designated turtle nesting beach having much 

significance. With respect to the same beach, the 

Hon'ble High Court of Bombay at Goa in WPI184/2021 

inter-alia specifically observed as under: 

"3. The photographs indicate that debris and 
construction material is still at the site. This has to 
be cleared forthwith, because, all concerned must 
remember that this is an ecologically sensitive 
area where such construction should not have 
even come up in the first place. The entire 
process to put up such construction and thereafter 
demolishing them is itself a serious concern of 
environmental degradation" 

(emphasis added) 

In view of the above, it is unequivocally clear that the 

said illegal structure pose a great threat to the said 

ecological sensitive beach where no such construction 

ought to have come in the first place. It is further 

submitted that since the offending Dream Discovery 

Resort is within 0 to 100 Mtrs. of HTL, the same is 

clearly hit by provisions of Clause 8 III A (ii) of the CRZ 
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Regulations wherein even the GCMZA could not have 

granted any permission. It is submitted that in all such 

background, the existence of a full-fledged resort on an 

ecological sensitive beach without having any valid 

requisite permission! sanction! approval is totally against 

the interest of protection of the ecology of site and thus 

liable to be demolished by this Hon'ble Tribunal. 

29. That, the contents of Para 29 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. 100/1 0, than they might be legally 

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 

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

Respondent Nos. 3 & 4 after submitting forged and 
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NoC from the concerned authorities, which are liable to 

be set aside by this Hon'blc: 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 pennissible in 

tenns of the conditions to the approval dated 04.04.2017. 

Thus, it is clearly established that the Respondents are 

inter-se in collusion to satisfy their self-serving ends. 

30. That, the contents of Para 30 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is submitted that the avennents raised in 

the para under reply are incomplete contrast to the Joint 

Site Inspection Report dated'\ 0.04.2023 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. 

That, the contents of Para 31 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is submitted that in the para under reply 
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the Respondent No.2 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. 

32. That, the contents of Para 32 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 permissions so as to serve their 

malafide ends and objectives. Further, despite ample 

opportunity, the Respondent No. 2 has miserably failed 

to place on record even a single piece of document to 

showl establish I prove that they have any valid requisite 

permission! approvall sanction from necessary 
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Discovery Resort. All the submissions made in the para 

under reply are baseless and without any cogent proof, 

thus, the Respondent No.2 be put to strict proof of the 

same. 

33. That, the contents of Para 3J 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 in 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 

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

unlawfully operate a full-fledged commercial resort and 
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restaurant, which otherwise IS impermissible on the 

demised premises. 

34. That, the contents of Para 34 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is submitted that the 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. It is however 

reiterated that the deed of lease executed by Respondent 

Nos. 3 and 4 in favour of Respondent No.2, which has 

not been produced by either party, is in violation of the 

condition no. (iv) of the GCZMA permissions dated 

04.04.2017. 

35. That, the contents of Para 35 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is submitted that the BCeR 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~f for Providing Shacks & Other Temporary 

Seasonal Structures in Private Areas', prepared by the 

National Centre for Sustainable Coastal 
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(NCSCM), MoEFCC, Government of India, submitted to 

the Government of Goa, it has been recommended that 

for Agonda beach, "no additional shacks, huts / Tents / 

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 218th 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. 

That, the contents of Para 36 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is submitted that the photographs 
~=;;;::;:::-..... 
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annexed to the application and report dated 23 .12.2022 

are in complete sync with the Joint Site Inspection 

Report dated 10.04.2023, which only goes to prove the 

authenticity and veracity of the same. 

37. That, the contents of Para 37 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is submitted that the reference of Appeal 

Nos. 22 of 2022 and 23 of 2022 has been made so as to 

show that a license/ permission of a similarly placed 

resort was set aside by this Hon'ble Tribunal which was 
.' 

adjacent to the present resort in question. It is submitted 

that the demised premises in the present matter are 

clearly within the NDZ area where no permission for 

construction could have been granted by the Respondent 

No. 1. 

38. That, the contents of Para 38 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is submitted that the statements made by 

the Respondent No.2 are not only patently incorrect and 

malafide, but are also contrary to its own statements 

made to public at large in their website i.e. 

https:/ /w~w .dreamdiscovery. in. 
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way of the multiple photographs available on the website 

of Respondent No.2, as well as by way of various 

photographs annexed by the Applicant, it IS 

unequivocally clear that the Dream Discovery Resort 

consist of multiple illegal cOlistruction, expansion and 

encroachment which is being unlawfully used for illegal 

commercial operation of a resortlhotel/restaurant known 

as "Dream Discovery Sea View Resort and Beach Cafe" 

without there being any valid permission! sanction! 

license/ approval from competent authorities. 

39. That, the contents of Para 39 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is specifically submitted that the Dream 

Discovery Resort is a commercial resort operating on a 

designated turtle nesting site. It is submitted that the said 

resort is being operated without having any requisite 

permission! approval/sanction from the local authorities 

including the GCZMA. It is submitted that the said fact 

of Dream Discovery Resort not having any valid 

permission to operate has not been controverted by the 

Respondent No.2 in its reply nor has it submitted any 
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document by way of an approval issued to it for running 

the said Resort. In these circumstance, the averments 

raised by the Applicant are deemed accepted, in view 

whereof the illegal structures created, and being 

operated, by the Respondent No.2 are liable to be 

ordered for demolition by this Hon'ble Tribunal. 

40. That, the, contents of Para 40 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is submitted that the submissions made 

by the Applicant hereinabove may kindly be read as part 

and parcel to the present para under reply, as the contents 

whereof are not being repeated for brevity. 

41. That, the contents of Para 41 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is submitted that the submissions made 

by the Applicant hereinabove, and in the captioned OA, 

may kindly be read as part and parcel to the present para 

under reply, as the contents whereof are not being 

repeated for brevity. 

42. That, the contents of Para 42 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is submitted that the submissions made 

by the Applicant hereinabove, and in the captioned OA, 
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may kindly be read as part and parcel to the present para 

under reply, as the contents whereof are not being 

repeated for brevity. 

43. That, the contents of Para 43 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is submitted that the submissions made 

by the Applicant hereinabove, and in the captioned OA, 

may kindly be read as part and parcel to the present para 

under reply, as the contents whereof are not being 

repeated for brevity. 

44. That, the contents of Para 44 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is submitted that the submissions made 

by the Applicant hereinabove, and in the captioned OA, 

may kindly be read as part and parcel to the present para 

under reply, as the contents whereof are not being 

repeated for brevity. 

45. That, the contents of Para 45,.are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is submitted that the submissions made 

by the Applicant hereinabove, and in the captioned OA, 

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

repeated for brevity. 

46. That, the contents of Para 46 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is submitted that the submissions made 

by the Applicant hereinabove, and in the captioned OA, 

may kindly be read as part and parcel to the present para 

under reply, as the contents whereof are not being 

repeated for brevity. 

47. That, the contents of Para 47 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is submitted that the submissions made 

by the Applicant hereinabove, and in the captioned OA, 

may kindly be read as part and parcel to the present para 

under reply, as the contents whereof are not being 

repeated for brevity. 

48. That, the contents of Para 48 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is submitted that the submissions made 

by the Applicant hereinabove, and in the captioned OA, 

may kindly be read as part and parcel to the present para 

under reply, as the contents whereof are not being 

specifically 
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submitted that the respective distances of structures 

existing on site from the HTL, being within 100 Mtrs. 

thereof, have been reconfirmed in the Joint Site 

Inspection Report submitted before this Hon 'ble 

Tribunal. 

49. That, the contents of Para 49 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is submitted that the submissions made 

by the Applicant hereinabove, and in the captioned OA, 

may kindly be read as part and parcel to the present para 

under reply, as the contents whereof are not being 

repeated for brevity. However, it is submitted that as per 

Respondent No. 2's own admission on their website, the 

Respondent No.2 is operating a full-fledged resort for 

commercial purposes, which is being done without 

having any valid requisite permission! license lapproval 

and being in breach of the conditions of permissions 

dated 04.04.2017. 

That, the contents of Para 50 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is submitted that over the years, 

Respondent Nos. 3 and 4 have usurped a larger area than 
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what they would be otherwise entitled to for their 

malafide motives and intentions. It is further submitted 

that the Respondent Nos. 3 and 4 then leased a much 

larger area to the Respondent No.2 who further over 

occupied the land illegally and created a full-fledged 

commercial resort. 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: 

Area 
Total 

Particulars (In Sq. 
(In Sq. Mtrs.) 

Mtrs.) 

Land 
belonging to 
Maria 
Fernandes on 

50 50 
which there 
was one house 
as per Form I 
& XIV 

ISLR survey Structure' A' Structure 'B' 
plan showing H. No. 438 H. No. 439 
two houses in 79 
Sy. No. 100/10 47 32 

" 



Area as per 
GCZMA 
perrmSSlOns 
dated 
04.04.2017 III 

Sy. No. 100/10 

Structure' A' Structure 'B' 

H. No. 438 H. No. 439 

217.60 193.48 

Area Structure Structure 
constructed by 'A' 'B' Structure 
Respondent 'c' H. No. H. No. 
Nos. 2 to 4 as 438 439 
per ISLR site 1---- - -1-----+-------; 

plan annexed 
to Joint Site 
Inspection 
Report 

338.00 

* RCC Structure. 

462.00* 

108.00 
252.00@ 
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411.08 

1160 

@ Rcel permanent structure but alleged to be wooden structure. 

It is further submitted that the Respondent Nos. 2 has 

been repeatedly referring to structures being existing 

prior to 1991. The said averment is false to the 

knowledge of the Applicant. Furthermore, without 

prejudice it is submitted that the said Respondent has not 

produced any authority which gives protection to pre-

existing structures. The Respondent No.2 may be put to 

strict proof in this regard. 

That, the contents of Para 51 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is submitted that the submissions made 
~=:::::::,....,. 
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by the Applicant hereinabove, and in the captioned OA, 

may kindly be read as part and parcel to the present para 

under reply, as the contents whereof are not being 

repeated for brevity. 

52. That, the contents of Para 52 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is submitted that the submissions made 

by the Applicant hereinabove, and in the captioned OA, 

may kindly be read as part and parcel to the present para 

under reply, as the contents whereof are not being 

repeated for brevity. However, it is submitted that the 

Joint Site Inspection Report carried out under the aegis 

of this Hon'ble Tribunal has categorically noticed and 

stated in its report that the structures identified as 'A' 

and 'B' are permanent in nature. The said report has also 

noticed and identified the distance of the said structures 

from HTL, all being within 100 Mtrs. In view of the 

above, the submission made by the Respondent No.2 are 

refuted accordingly. 

53. That, the contents of Para 53 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is submitted that the submissions made 
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by the Applicant hereinabove, and in the captioned OA, 

may kindly be read as part and parcel to the present para 

under reply, as the contents whereof are not being 

repeated for brevity. 

54. That, the contents of Para 54 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 
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in fact is hand in glove with other local authorities such 

as Panchayat, who issued the purported N oC' s dated 

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

for the sake of argument that the offending structures 

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 regu~arized 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 
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reconstruction of residentiall existing house'. Further, 

the Site Inspection Report 'rirepared 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 

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 
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incorrect! inapplicable provisions in order to mislead this 

Hon 'ble Tribunal. 

55. That, the contents of Para 55 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is submitted that the submissions made 

by the Applicant hereinabove, and in the captioned OA, 

may kindly be read as part and parcel to the present para 

under reply, as the contents whereof are not being 

repeated for brevity. 

56. That, the contents of Para 56 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is submitted that the submissions made 

by the Applicant hereinabove, and in the captioned OA, 

may kindly be read as part and parcel to the present para 

under reply, as the contents whereof are not being 

repeated for brevity. 

57. That, the contents of Para 57 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is submitted that the submissions made 

by the Applicant hereinabove, and in the captioned OA, 
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under reply, as the contents whereof are not being 

repeated for brevity. 

58. That, the contents of Para 58 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is submitted that the submissions made 

by the Applicant hereinabove, and in the captioned OA, 

may kindly be read as part and parcel to the present para 

under reply, as the contents whereof are not being 

repeated for brevity. The statement of the Respondent 

No. 2 that the said property does not lie within NDZ 

stands controverted by the Joint Site Inspection Report. 

59. That, the contents of Para 59 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is submitted that the submissions made 

by the Applicant hereinabove, and in the captioned OA, 

may kindly be read as part and parcel to the present para 

under reply, as the contents whereof are not being 

repeated for brevity. The contents of corresponding 

paragraph of the OA are reiterated and reaffirmed as 
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60. That, the contents of Para 60 are wrong and incorrect 

hence denied. It is submitted that the submissions made 

by the Applicant hereinabove, and in the captioned OA, 

may kindly be read as part and parcel to the present para 

under reply, as the contents whereof are not being 

repeated for brevity. The contents of corresponding 

paragraph of the OA are reiterated and reaffirmed as 

correct. 

61 . That, the contents of Para 61 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. 

62. That, the contents of Para 62 merit no response. 

63. I say that the contents of Paras I(P), J, K(P), L(p), N(P), 

O(p), R(P), S(P), yep) and Paras 6-l4(P), 25(P), 29(p), 

36(P) and 50(p) are true to my knowledge, and the 

contents of Paras A-H, I(p), K(P), L(P), M, N(p), O(P), 

P, Q, R(p), S(p), T-X, Yep), Z, and Paras 1-5, 6-14 (P), 
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15-24, 25(p), 26-28, 29(p), 30-35, 36(P), 37-49, 50(p), 

and 51-62 are based on legal submissions which I 

believe to be true. The Exhibits annexed are true copies 

of the original. 

PRESENTLY AT DELHI 

CE: New Delhi 
... _11 ..... ATE: 24.07.2023 Applicant 

~--- .. for the Applicant 

~~b~~~~i~ b~ ~~~'~::ER THE OATH 
SECTION 297 OF. CRPC 1973 
DELHI HIGH COURT RULES 1961 
PART-6. CHAPTER XVIIt-227 

~~WREEN,ii ~6u~fW~i1 BEFORE NOTARY 
ORDER IX_70; • 2013 
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GOA COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY 
C/o Department of Environment & Climate Change (Govt. Of Goa) 

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

Tel.: 0832-2951089 
Ref. No. GCZMAlRTII22-23/011 1::r-o 

To, 
~antKarn, 

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

Date: 13 I 06 12023 

Sub: Information under Right to Information Act 2005. 

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 informed as 
under. 

Sr. 
No 

Information Sought 

Entire documentation/file relating to any ~ 
permission /license given to any person 
pertaining to survey no. 100/10 of village 
Agonda, Canacona, Goa. 

2 All documentslfile 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 Documents submitted by Mr. Selso 
Fernandes for availing any permission 
llicense with respect to any structures in 
survey No. 100/10 of Village Agonda 
Canacona, Goa. 

4 Any permission/license granted to Mr. 
Selso Fernandes, Ms. Concecao Fernandes, 
Mis. Dream Discovery with respect to any 
structures in Survey No. 100/10 of village 
Agonda, Canacona, Goa. --

Reply ofPIO 

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

No. GCZMA/S/16-17170. 

5 Wheather Mr. Selso Fernandes has been The applicant has sought the opinion 
permitted to carry out any commercial which is not information under the 
activity in any structures in Survey No. RTI, As such this office cannot 
100/10 of Village Agonda, Canacona, provide opinion under the RTI Act. 
Goa.? 



' .. .. 

The reply/infonnation 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." 

End: As above 

Y~OfaithfullY 

~ 06 a20o)-3 
Public Into . a ion Officer 

(Goa Coastal Zone Management Authority) 
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fNFORMATIOH ISSUED UNDER RTJ ACT, 2905 

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

l5t Floor, Pandit Deendayal Upadhyay Bhavan, Pundalik Nagar,Porvorim-Goa. 
Email: dir-ste.goa@nic.in.goacoastalzone@gmail.com. 

Ref. No. GCZMAlSI16-1716Cf}3t; Dated: oLf-l0lJt2017 

To, 
Mr. Selso Fernandes 
Agonda-Canacona 

71(; 

Sub: Clearance for proposed r~onstruction of house bearing H.No. 439 located in the property 
bearing Survey No. 100/10 at Agonda Village Canacona Taluka 

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

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

that the Goa Coastal Zone Management Authority (OCZMA) 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 arrunended, to you for re-construction of the existing 

, __ ~~!!!!!!!~~.L1e H.No. 439 located in Sy. No. 100/10 of Agonda Village, Canacona Taluka, as 

N~~~~~~4!~~ thereby not exceeding existing FAR, existing plinth area and existing density, 

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

~:IIt1~:--~,:ril~~:f1Prova' b' th l' f i> II' d' . Avallabl ce Records '.n is su ~ect to e comp lance 0 10 owmg con ltions: 
provisions of the CRZ Notification 2011, as amended should be strictly, complied 

2. This NOC/Approval is issued without prejudice to any other permission as required U!1der 
the law including that of ownership of house, court case etc. As such, prior to the 
commencement of the 're-construction' work, it will be incumbent upon the applicant to 
obtain permission for any other authority as required under the law including from the 
'local authority, Town and Country Plaruring 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 pennission 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 1 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 
information. 

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

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

4. Th~ Secretary, Village Panchayat of Agonda, Canacona - Goa .... for information and necessary 
actIon. 
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INF-ORMATlOH ISSUED UNDER RTI ACT, 2005 

To, 

GCZMA 

Porvorim - Goa 

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

Sub: Clearance for proposed reconstruction Hno 439 Bearing 

Survey no 100/10 Ag~,nda village Canacona Taluka. 

'(.:" With reference with the above cited subject and decision taken by 

~'d: 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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INFORMATION ISSUED UNDER RTI ACT, 2005 

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

21/03/2017 

Case No. 4.4 

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. 

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. Maria Fernandes since the year 1980-81 to 

2004-05 and the same was tmnsierred in the name of Selso 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. 

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

MAGE' ian Renders" Community I Class which is recognised as OBC. The name of 

Ap!'!1 other i.e. Maria Fernandes is reflected in the column of other rights. 

;f':n~NMENT ~ 
... f,~~~ ~~ Ion Report: The site was inspected by Shri.Ragunath Dhume, the then 

'------:'d,O.// 
'r.;.~,~~ 'ember 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 

Appli6$t has a Certificate ofPanchayat 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 fh;>ID the BTL. 

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 



INFORMATION ISSUED UNDER RTl ACT, 2005 

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 ill A (li) 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 grOlmd floor on the existing 

plinth. 

Area of the plinth = 193.48 sq. m 

Proposed Ground floor area = 193.48 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 reconstlUction of house bearing H. No. 439 located in the property bearing Sy. No. 
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INFORMATiON iSSUED UNDER RTI ACT, 2005 

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

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

Ref, No. GCZMA/SI16·17I~'lI'2.bi'L 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. 100/10 at Agonda Village Canacona Taluka 

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

goo 

Certified ~ The Document 
Sir, 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 
l3ih 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 floor on existing ground floor cannot be considered. 

Encl: As above 

YOUZth~~ 

(Agnelo Z~deS) 
Member Secretary (GCZMA) 

10 Ie 

P.A to Secretary (Environment) I Chairman (GCZMA), Secretariat, Porvorim." .. for kind information 
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EXTRACT OF THE MINUTES 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. 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. 100110, Agonda, Canacona - Goa. 

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

wherein it is stated that thi{ 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. Selso 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 

.', ~ij ant belong to local community Applicant m,ay be allowed for construction. 
---<'1;;'''', .... , 
: Ei\'ViRONllil:ii:T Ut rity observed that the said proposal is for construction of a First floor on existing 

~ , 
~CHANGE t?,' oor as could be seen from the plan attached to the Application. The said plot is located 

,~'- " 

-==="',.~.·n ,A'~ No Development Zone (NDZ) i.e. within 200m from the HTL. 

As provided in para 8 1Il. 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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S ITE INElPE~TI01J ~Elj'OR1' 

Da te I> time of inspection : . 

2 Name of: the project: }lO'-- ~r r(~.pco.u1 .{ ei.O'o~"~' 6~v4j ~ 
3, Location: 

Survey No, '1 0 '0\ \0 Village: -Its ~otv-. .'+'aluka: U~O£.1. 
Chalta No, P.T.S. No: Town: 

4. ~f statuB of adjoining properties: 

LDo&dt.o r,.~~/R(L»)O~ \-V~ 

5. 

6. Access,ibility: '\/~$ 

7. Topography: 
Type 'of ~oil: Sandy, Rocky, Clay, Lat~tic et,c. 
Topography: P~n, U~dulating, Gently sloping, C~iff e~c . 

Existence of Sand dunesl Yes/~ 
I ~., Ye,8, Number of dunesi.'n t"he proper'ty: '. . ; . ~. 

,He i.,ght of the dune S : <}J ~ 
Slope: 
Whethe~ the dunes are virgin or ta~per9d; Yes/No ' 
If Yes, give details 

,\ 
Whether any 1ago.ons, backwaters,' 9r other w.a,ter bodies exist 
in the plot. ' 

f '}la' 
(The d.oc,ation of si;l.nd dunes and' water b.Ociies sn·:>uld, be ma'rked 
on-the site plan) N \) 

8 . Vegetation: 
Pione,~r 'vegetation like b,us~, creepers and ,gi,3.~S,: 
Seconda~y vegetation like,cOc~r casuarina or other tree~. 
Mangrov;es:)10 ' 
Any other v6getation or trees: 

'Or (1 CL-tn~ +r <V-? ' 

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

o.n:~:2:vo ~ ~ H -1' . L.-

_ .. 2/-
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10 . EKlsti.ng structures ',olithin the plot: "O\~ \-0...0"-<-

11. Whethe, any proposed .ork has been carried out at the site' 
\a brief desCription of the type and .. tent of the work 

carries out) 

any tradit'iona1 acceSs thr0ll;gh the plot exists: 

13. Any other information about the ,ite that is relevant to 

the environment~ 'D .. ~. 1-'«' .p'llY'. '. 

'6 "1"'¥~ -"'- -( 4V ~~ ,h. t-r S i e ~ ~'0 )s, s, \,-ow n '01"'\ 

~~ 
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JtiFORMATION ISSUED UNDER RTI ACT, ~oos 

,~b ~ ICllO:.ulU1I."cn\,ucr 

~~-&Do.. 

~ember Secre~~rv 
(; ,CZM"c>" -
inward t,!o , .. i.71.P./ F 
Dale .. ./Cl/Q.:7l!f ' 

Sir, 

,I im":lld to I;'m'v m • 
III \ I(J{> J 10 ',. " 11 \nc llnd..:r-tl'K:I~:iHllI:d dcvc!nr:uncm 111 Ihl! P~()l of ,. ~d ull·:!\!r S\/f\'-ey 

- {( Ildh.1 Ntl 11 T ~'h ' ." t? t:' " '. -' __ u_ ' ,~ t!~l Nil, ,J of \'In»~e'T('o""r\, 
~.Il2\2! l~ 1 aluk . --- - - -I ~tJ' t" L.... a. 'n acc(,lTdHncC' ..... i~h the Consl3l R~ulati~&\ Z~\fl~ ((:R.Z) N('IlitkatlQtI dat<:d 

Cl.rUil!'\' (\}..", '!I'd 611 • J .. . ( • nuuar)' 201 ~ mt amcndt:d SU~$equo:tnly 

(l~kas~ \!i\'l,~ p~tni\!ulal's or,hc prol~~lli~d dt:,,-cl0l>!llcm} 

I am ':[l(::lt)~m~ hCTl.'wilh tbt: f,)lloU:ilLg docun1tm,:;, 

t. ()u.'1l~rshlp dLlcument~ 

/.:~'~1r1~l_1 & XIV. " 
/, -'1~_~L~J l.'()P), ~" Survey i>lan lssl~ by mNC\oru\~ \lfScltlem~tl' & Land RCt:L\rds, 

,: .. :(Xj~~ • ~OO mCll:r-lo 500 meter line (c(lLUpulso/'\') 

~f.:~:y~l ~hI.1\\ nl!1 ch~ ~:\isILn~ and proJl(I:)~ c~'I.-'e-}opm~n\~ \dll/y t:ol~ltneJ ru. pt:c co I\) 111' 
~~;! unlt:r'5'ign ... d by lh~ O"""lcr <Jnd An:.lut~cl;t::lI£il\e~r:T~,";n Pt."mt" ft=gi:.lercQ \,ith 

,,6ft'b' 'C;S~l~ctjV~ <lssocia(ions, 

lne Cl\fl~' nf Th~ detailed plans ('If thl! prop0:<ieo dl!\·elopmcnti' coumcrs'gn~d by the 
(}\\ ncr and Archjt~cl;En~meer,.r()wn ('!anner regisrered ",,·ilh their fe~-pecl've 

:l.,","ncialH)n:<:. 

o Ccm[OUI' Pwn Qf'h~ plot with ;0 CIll. C.oU111Cl' mtcf\!itl (~Ol <,pplic.'lbl~ in cas<! ~f re!· 

1.·~IIISlrl1ctilln and n::pajr) 

7 (:RL n~nralJCcs qU1:Srilmo..,il'c duly completed (Fm'm"A"} 

S En\ irrHln1L!l1tallmplI.ct A.sstssmcm (ElA) ReP'lrl (Not applh::ihk for i;llmpound "ull~. re' 

C:Otl~[nlC.:tion. r&:plltr ant.! singk dweJhng \LR1.ts). 

(} f· xiscing ,md' prupl)sed .. ~gelClliCln plan (l'\ul ilpplk"hk for l:()mpl\\lnO v. al\s. 1'1:-

\.·onslruttl<lO lind ~p:.tk). 
~lltO!!raphs of the property from aU $jde~ shllwins the exi~\illS landse~)e. !ilc\iClure ~1\ 

11 .Jhis NOC wiU be issu~d su\lseqtl~m 10 the p:!.),lllenl of fee., ~~ I.he llpph..:a111 <~f . 
~ R:i, '1..-0 ('9.e:> \ J- vldc D.D, No, 7 ~ q Y !of di.l~ed _ . _ .1_ _.In h\Yo·.Lf \)1 

Go. C ••• t.1 Zone ~1.n.g.m.nl A.,horily payabl. '" I'anji,,,. ~ 

r requ~$l [hat the clearanc~ ~'lr the proposed de\'dnpme\ll in the CRI lnilY be 

accorded. 

.. ~ht. SIgnature 1)t \ ~ dwncl' 
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; ~ '... ....... '.'~ : ' i ' 
t. <,,:, .: ': ~ . I'; 

. . ~ I 

. ' .: ~ ~:: 
\. • • R •• ·.~ _ _ ..... ,- _ • 

AGTTAJ96/10/1208 

CERTIFICATE 

! ';.'~/·', !·~ (;!~.~;, 

'G:O l.~ ... 1~ .. tJ{;f~ .~ 

~;~~Jl~i1 !~ I"1~,,: 271~~'~;:L~ 

rrliis is to certify that :M.r. Sefso}l. (j!. Pernandes son of fate 'M.r. Pearo 
jl. Pemanaes ana {ate :M.rs. ~aria Po Pernancfes CRgsit:fent of J-I!No. 439, 
(Ward q)a~ 'V'i{{age jlgoncfa, 'Ta{ufi.9, of Canacona, Su6 (j)ivision South goa 
<Distdc/;, in tfie State of qoa (BeCongs to tfie ur:J[CJ{IS'II.fl2{ ~g.{(j)f£CR.S" 

C09r1:MV:NJPY/CLJ1SS Wfiicfi is recognizea as OTJf!ECR. CJ3llCK1;/J}l1{,CD 
CLJ1SS for the State of qoa viae qovt. Notij!cation no. 13/13/2003-
SrvVD/1740 ata 22.6.2009, 

:Mjl'1(q)IO-qO}1.. 
6tfi Jury, 2010. 

for }iLL qO)l ,!()(~V?cy..7}1~CFS' JLSSOClflCJ10:Jv 

P1(rdfij'i:;:;vrr 
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Ph. No. : 2647357 

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

+ n+ lJ1l1 q:q 1£1\1 01 P 1 CIT 
(p"JUTtlTI!J1'" oitar 

:~d ~k. : vPAicANIc1..6l~';;..I7-) 3z.q Oate:2..j#2.CJj -6_ 

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 Selio A. P . 
. _-----

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

sa~fftil'lCH V1LLJ:..G PANCHA YAl 
~GO',.rof<. ~NA.GOA 
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Book ............................. .. ~ 
VILLAGE r~ '\ !\iC!', ,,;.\ 'j 
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iNFORMATION ISSUED UNDER RTf ACT, 20liS 

Original 
FOlU1 No.4 

RE()EIPT 

Reoeipt Book No . .. \.~...... Receipt No. .~..-:b.' ... 

:::'iv~~·~~·;~~·:,:~~~:~~g •• · •• 
Rupees ~~-yl.~:'~-:-:~""" .'7. (Rs. . J:l I rT-'-:> 

on account of-:1t"~'\~:~'~7""~~:"''''1 ... ~.:N:~ .. lt.:~.) ... Jc-v- ·· 
.nate 1·tJtt).~ ... ~~ ... ~.~- . \.~ ~2- ·-2:.3 ¢-o 
Reference f~ cash entry "\.... '\..~.~. ----Vi 
Book 
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\. .... ' 

Original 

FORln No. 4. 

RECEIPT 

Receipt Book No . . J .4. G. ...... . Receipt No.. 

The ........ ,. ""'" .............. ,':\{,.\~,: .. ~~ ..... : ...... ~ ......... O'.~. 
Received ~ thanks from .'ig:u.r;:: ..... ".G-.~ ~ 
Rupeest .. J:·~ .. · .. ·~ .... ~·~·rf It-r> rr-T L. 
on account o~~ ... ~ ... ,4", .:-:ff.(.6i_~ .. 1I. :~,.,.. ... :.:( ~ 
Date J'1>ld~ ...... ~ ... 't~' t-~&-6 ~ 
Reference to ca entry ./ 

Book 

Page No .......................... .. 

~ ___ '7 __ _ 
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Date: 0110912016 

Taluka 

~ 
Village 

'fief 

CANACONA 

Agonda 

Name of the Field Val 

~'fiq 
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.. \ 

Page 10f 1 

Survey No. 
'ifcf~ 
Sub Div. No. 

~~ 
Tenure 

mIT'\!'iIiR: 

Cultivable Area (Ha.Ars.Sq.Mtrs) ~ ~ (~. ~:~i:lfT:r·· 

100005732521 

100 

10 

Dry Crop 

~ 
Garden 

1f'I1TT1rn 
Rice 

iJ'ft 
Khajan 

~ 

Ker 

1R 
Morad 

:1m' 

Total Cultivable Area 

~<iFf'Ir~ 

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 3lR. 'It. lfi.) 
W Pot-Kharab "l!RT<f Remarks I Class (a) Class (b) Total Un-Cultivable Area Grand Total 

. 'f'If (ar) 'f'If (or) ~ 'ITfit<I; ~ ~ 
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 

~ m .~ ~ 

fS ·No. Name of the Occupant Khala No. Mutation No. Remarks 
~-.,iq .m-m ~;f 

1 Janki Devappa Dessai One 

S.No. Name of the Tenant ~;flq Khata No. Mutation No. Remarks 

~m 1rom:;t .m:r 
1 ------··------NII------------

Other Rights ~ ~ Mutation No. Remarks 

Name of Person holding rights and nature of rights: 1rom:;j- m,-
:~:li\fi!" ~~,:~~<r1'l ;flq if ~ 'iRiR 

H'~' ,;;;;:.,..~ 
• "', ~" l' \ 

. i W: G;' tWi~ri4ir~~n~e~ 
f ,iA HA.~~ '. . .-I , .1 , ' 

. ~\it..{)~ .. 

-,c .~ 
~--. DetallsofCro edArea f"l"'I\!l,Jl"l~'ij"f'q' , nn. ~fre' 

Year Name of the 

Cultivator 

0IT'J11T 'I'<"IT->rr.t 
;rtq 

Mode ::'eason Name Irrigated Un irrigated Land not Available for 

fur mwr Crop 0fFI'T'l!<f ~ 
Nature Area" 

---.. ------Nil-

, 

Rs. 0.00 

.m:r 

Source of Remarks 

Irrigation m:r 
~ 
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GOVER.."NMENT OF GOA 
Directorate of Settlement and Land Records 

Office of Inspector of Survey and Land Records 
UEPEM-GOA 

Plan Showing pl?lS situated at 
Village: AGONDA 

Taluka : CANACON,A 
Survey N"oJSubdivision No. : 100/ I (I , 
Scale :1:2000 

Inward No: 4056 

Inspector of Survey & ~d Records. 

~;'1-!o.15] 

" • t 
I. . 

I -~.--~ _.--." _ ... -.--_.-._-

I SURVEY No.lOO 

I 
! 

Iii "."( ... ;"' 

t . ----- _.-
i-----~~ --- ---

13 

o. ...... ay,""L"'.IL) 
On: 01-09-2016. 

~\\.~ 
Comp3l:ed By: 

.. 
• 
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GOVER."U\r1ENT OF GOA 
Directorate or Settlement and Land Records 

Office of Inspector of Survey and Land Records 
.. __ . ... _ _ .. Q1'.fJ?.EJY1-G.O~ __________ ~_ .. ___ ._. ___ .. __ _____ . ____ .. __ 

S.No.lSI 

.' / 

:>ia:-. Showhlg piots situated 81 

Village: .-l.GONDA 

Talclu! : C..>,.)iACONA 
Survey }ic>. Subdivision No. : 1001 
Scaie : ~ :~GJO 

: Inwerd No: 4056 

\-/ 
--.---~. 
Inspector of Survey & Land Records. 

SURVEY No. tOO 

.;' " /1.//. . "h ~D'-- \ \~ /.-, .' ~' ~'11 
:¢~.. .~\\C",? \ j. 

Generated By : Dinesn Naik (D.Man Gr. iI.) Compared By: I 
__ ~~_1-09_-~ ~~ _ ____ _ . ______ . . ______ __ ._ .. __ ._ .. _. __ . ______ . ____ __ . ________ __ _ 
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.. ·.1 
GOA COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY 

,- c/o Department of Science, Technology & Environment, (Govt. of Goa) 
1 st Floor, Pandit Deendayal Upadhyay Bhavan, Pundalik Nagar,Porvorim-Goa. 

Email: dir-ste.goa@nic.in.goacoastalzone@gmail.com. 
Ref. No. GCZMAlS/IG-H-/'1c13S- Dated: 04- 104/2017 

To, 
Mr. Selso Fernandes 
Agonda-Canacona 

Sub: Clearance for proposed reconstruction of house bearing H.No. 438 located in the property 
bearing Survey No. 100/10 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 

l44th 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 

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

. t . per enclosed plan thereby not exceeding existing FAR, existing plinth area and existing density, 

I i .... ~ , Irther subject to the confirmation with local building bye laws. 
I / . iIANAGfliq.,. C rtin d c~ I .. -' . ~ e Ie py ocument r· . L roval is subject to the compliance offollowing conditions: Availabl' Ice Records 

r. · l IiOfEN\~R~~II.1ie rovisions of the CRZ Notification 2011, as amended should be strictly complied '" 
- MATE QlANGt .., 

~ . 

~
L ' * }.\:' OCIApproval 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 're-construction' work, it will be incumbent upon the applicant to 

" ,...~ obtain pennission for any other authority as required under the law including from the 
l . .l, local authority, Town and Country Planning Department, Revenue Authority etc., 
~ ~ 3. Traditional accessleasement 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. :S . 5. This permission is liable to be revoked, if it is found, at any stage, that the application 
_., contained false information 1 wrong plans / calculations 1 documents I misleading or false 

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

Encl: As above 
Copy to: 

Y07:~ 

(Agnel~andeS) 
Member Secretary (GCZMA) 

1. P.A to Secretary (Environment) / Chairman (GCZMA), Secretariat, Porvorim ..... for 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 al1d decision taken by 

your authority in the 13th 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 house 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 I Class which is recognised as OBC. The name of Applicant's 

mother i.e. Maria Fernandes is reflected in the colwnn 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 HTL. There exists an old house. The house is 

1\ NA on DSLR plan. The name of Applicant's mother is reflected in Form I & XIV. The 
," G£1J.1 

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

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

;', .* ftb~Y! 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 (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 

gfh 
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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. ill 

Proposed Ground floor area = 217.60 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 reconstruction of house bearing H. No. 438 located in the property bearing Sy. No. 

100/10, Agonda, Canacona - Goa in terms of the CRZ Notification, 2011, as amended. 
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GOA COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY 
Clo Department of Science, Technology & Environment, (Govt. of Goa) 

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

Ref. No. GCZMA/SII6-17/1o /'1-3'll Dated: 10/03/2017 

To, 
Mr. Selso Fernandes 
Agonda-Canacona 

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

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

Certified ~~t."'Document 
Availab~ecords Sir, 

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 
13ih 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 iloor on existing ground floor cannot be considered. 

Encl:' As above 

Yours~vz-

'(Agne~andes) ~ 
Member Secretary (GCZMA) 

D[e...... 

P.A to Secretary (EnviJ'onment) I Chairman (GCZMA), Secretariat, Porvorim .... .for kind information 
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EXTRACT OF THE MINUTES OF THE 137TH GCZMA MEETING HELD ON 

24/0112017 

Case No. 2,3 

Clearance for proposed reconstruction of house 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. 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 19190-91 to 2000-01 and the same was transferred in the name ofSelso 
; ~l ~, 

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! 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 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 

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 

Jndex, 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 



INFORMATION ISSUED UNDER RTI ACT, 2005 

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

considered and the Applicant may be informed accordingly. 



JNFORMATIOH ISSUEO UNDER RTf ACT, 2(j~,J 

. rr _ .... . 

SITE INSPEC;;'l'IOl~ ~E1fOR'l' 

Date & time of inspection: 

2 Name o f th e proje c t: )J~ (. ~r pf")pc.~~ ..( ~..-')\-roJ..,." 8 £.)~h'il h>l.o.J/.... 

J. Location: \ 
Su r v e y No , \ 0° \ 0 

Chalta No-

village: _t\ ~ s>c Av. __ ral~ka: (o.no-t.M"'.,...., 
~.T_S. No. Town _ 

4 , ~f status of adjoining properties: 

\R~I'J~~~ { V~. 

5 _ Use.: ~~\\:,~'cJ;.. ~\./.)---

6 , AccesB,ibility:'1~. 

7, Topo graphy : 
Type 'of 3011 : Sandy, Rocky, Clay, Latg.rltic etc. 
Topography.: pi.v.n, Undulating, Gently sloping, CJ.,iff et.c. 
Exi~tence of Sand dunes I Yes/~ 
I ~ " Ye.8, Number of dunes 'i ,n t'he p~operty: 

.Height of the dunes: ''t1'Cr 
Slope: 
Whether' the dunes are virgin or tampered : Yes/N·:> 
If Yes, give details 

.': .. ' 

whether any lagoons, backwaters, 9r other w.a·ter bodi'es exist 
in the plot. 1 

\l~ ' 

(The iLocation of sand dunes and' water b.odies s·Ii·;)Uld· be marked 
on_the site plan) 

'6 .. Vegetation: 
Pione!;!r. vegetation like b.U~3, creepvrS an'd .gra~s.: 
Secondary veget:ation like . c~L\tr ca3uarina or other tree~. 
Mangrov.es : No .. .. 
Any other vegetation or tr~es: ' 

O~~~ · t-~ .. 

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

... 2/-



I 
I 
I 
; 

10 

11. 

INFORMATION ISSUED UNDER RTtACT. ,. 
I ~1J1i.; 

-------

- 2 -

Sx i sting structures wi thin the plot: . I 
o \J...V"Ov)-L. 

Whethe~ any proposed i;lork has been carried out at ·.the site: 
~a brief de~cription of the type and extent of ~he work 
carries out) 

tradit"ional access ' thro~gh the plot exists: 

information abou,t the sit.e that is relevant to 



JNFi'\DUA' . 
VNMTlOH ISSUED UNDER RTI ACT, 2005 

...... _. 

1\ llic·u' f 
• lUll 0 t'm;}t for H'I} It~l'll 

flJo ~ .tt (h'~:q of (III: 4IWa1C:r 

iJ-if~ - G-oD... 

Sir, 

I i m";:l)(j to I;i\rrv (~I n ... . . . . . . . .... , : 
Il- \ 10(l/,0 ( ,. ' } I \ c lInd~r-mc.'mlU'II::d dC'.'clnpmcm in Ihl: r~Ol~)( \' 1d \1'l-:!ef S~Jn'~y 

--r- ( Ildh.\ Nnl'TSL- :. ' . . ,~ " 
COY\f\.oc\'(I/~ " ,',- -,--:;...;-.. ~ ". H-c'<:lNll. __ } of -!ra::_2!_ \-Ina~wl(\ .... n . 

1'11i' t'- ~ .,1 J aluk-a. LII aC(:~mtun~ wilh the Com;~311~~gulat~(IlI ZQne KRZ) NCllifi.::al;ou Qiltcd 
l.:: rUtIn' l41.,l) "I'U 611 , J 

• , • aUU,I)'Y 2011 itS am~ndt:d sUD!'equ~nLy 

t ~~IL:~w \!i\'.: n 'lnL" 'lll"I" I' h ~ .' . r ' l.: .. S () ~ c prol~llSt:~l tll: .... cl0.ll.mc1ll) 

I ~m ..:ncltl:>mg ho.;n:witillhe (\)flClwing du;.;uments. 

!' Y"'llcrshlp d~lcumt!n!~_ 
f' ~U I & XlV 
Y ~rtifi~J 1.'~'J1Y ~,j SU!"'cy Plan iSSUL;d by mro.:Cll>CI.l\i! \)l'Scukm~n~:-; & Ll1nu ReClmh. 

{~ho~\Ut1L_O{J i1lCCI::C 19 500 Il\I!:1el' line ( CCllllp U!SOr\') 

~o;! PI~1fl !.IK1\\ UlJllhc e:-.isling and prop(l~t:d c.c:vl!'lQpal~n\S ~dLlly t.:(ll'l~II-:J a~ pt:( ;::~)I\)llr 
~\'\kl t,;\llln\cr;:ign~ b:-' the: Owner .. nd An;;hn«:cVEu£,\ue(r:T()wll Pl<lunt:r rt:gi~~er'l1:o \\),h 
':\.NAGfi1..q~ ¢cti ... ·c as~ocialions, 

~ ,)nnit " ~ ~fThe derailed plans of th~ propo-sed nl!,,·el(}pm~ng cOlJntersigned b>' ~he 
~~ t~J~~nc ~. Archil~CtIEn~meerrrown I'lanner reglstero!d \\:ilh tllI!1C fcspecli\!e 
,~\tC .' '~·/n'" 

. :;9 -'. 

~(''t-). ur Plan of the plut with ;0 <:m, Coullter mlt!T\'il' (NQ\ <IppLiQ\bl~ in (;(IS<! uf r~· 
"'t.'nsU.lclilln and n!pnir) 

7 <.: Rll'lcOlrallCCS qUl:sch'M.airc dilly completed (FOl'fR "A"~ 
~ r·.I)\' il'('IIlI"~l1lal Imp~c{ Assessment (F.lr\) R~port (Nm applk~bl\: for I;umpw.lnd ',aU~ re· 

(;()n)\lrllCflun. rcputr and single dw~Jlmg units). 

<oJ h:isling .1l1J pr(lpo~d ~~g~l<lliun pLan (l'Ql>tpplit:.,hlc JOT compn\lnd V.;l~\:;. 1'1:­

I.:on::lru(:lion Itllc.J ~p:air'), 

.j9/Pl1I.lt(.)~raph~ ()fth~ property from aU side~ showing the ~xi~lill~ lalld~p~. foU"\icture ~\\ 
I 1 This NOC w(1I be Issued slLPseq\l¢m to lht.' p~ymt.nl of tee.:. b~ ~be- npph~an\ of 

R~. L o,)CJ 1--:- vide D.D. No, 73Y q 3,Q- d,\~ed __ ,1J:.D1f._.lu 1~\:o\Lr,); 

Gou Coast:!:1 Zone M:m:.gcment .-\urhorit)' payar.11! at \a~l'tjil\\_ ~~ 

I requ~sl that tht: dearance r,:w Ihe pwp(}sed de\'cmpnvrol in the CRI may be. 

acc~Td(!d, 



JNFORMATION ISSUEO UNDER RTI ACT, ,;.:,,~.; 

.. -" -. 
to:::. _~t·_ · _:-:; 

AGTT Al96/10/1208 

CERTIFICATE 

rrtiis is to certify that ~r. Sefso Jl. P. Pemamfes son of [ate ~r. (Pedro 
JI. Pemandes and fate 'Jv1.rs. 'Jv1.aria P. Pemand'es Cl?§sident of J-{:No. 439, 
Ward' q)a~ o/i{fage Jlgonda, rr'a{uR.,.a of Canacona, Su6 CDivision South (ioa 
(j)istn~Cf:J in tfie State of (ioa CJ3dongs to tfic "CJ{<RL£rr'IW W/E!NClYECDS" 
CO:Jvt'.MV!}/!TY/CLflSS 'Wfiich is recognized as C)'7JI!ECJ{ (]3}lCl(W}1.CJ{<D 
CL}1.SS for the State of goa viae yovt. :Notification no. 13/13/2003-
51;1)1)/1740 dta22.6.2009. 

911}IJ.RgJI O-y OJl. 
6tH Jury, 2010. 

for}l£L qOJl rr'O(])(]Y'[7}I(P¥E/R$' JtSSOCIJITlOJv 
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INFORMATION ISSUED UNDER RTI ACT, 2~05 

4t OFFICE OF THE VILLAGE PANd~~y~~7357 
~. ~W1'/ Agonda - Canacon.a - S. 'Goa 
~~. · n 

~ q:tutlct 3lP~cl\1 
tPIOItt>loI -

Ref. No. :'::A/CANI ~O \~- \::r \ 1 0 II 

CERTIFICATE 

D;lte: 

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. 



INFORMATION ISSUED UNDER RTl ACT1 20C ~ 

~ ..• 

Receipt Book No. .;t.l.. % 

The V ilZage Pancnayat -~--L.":-...!....:~~~":':"::~---"'-:---=-'---=c'"--;!!:--_ 

Reoeived with thanks frvm -';"Q..nu~;"e:~-~~~:;;~=d~~~ _ _ 

on account oj ·Uawe. b..'7'i 
~-l 0 -l[~ 

01: h,rvy e. ~ U 3 r 1# /Lu----

'f~ ~9!~1Z- fa», 
'1-----Sign'~i,n"i.n .f 

Issuing Officer 

The seal of the fund shall be affixed to each Receipt before it is issued: 
The carbDn copy shall be retained and the original issued. 



INFORMATION ISSUED UNDER RTI ACT, 200S 

GOVERNMENT OF GOA 
Directorate of Settlement and Land Records 

Office of Inspector of Survey and Land Records 
UEPEM-GOA 

Plan Showing plots situated at 

ViUage ; AGONDA 

TaIuka : CANACONA 
Survey NoJSubdivisioD No. : lOO/ 10. 
Scale :1:2000 

Inward No: 4056 

Inspector of Survey & Llmd Records. 

t---
s.NG.ISI ! ' 

SURVEY No. 100 
-

~' :-
j; 

r--- l1 l3 

~,\.(, 
Comp;ued By: 

• 
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INFORMATlON ISSUED UNDER RT!ACT, 200;" 

Oa\e : 0110'312016 

Taluka CANACONA 

~ 
Village Agonda 

~ 
Name of the Field Val 

~~ 

Cullivable Area (Ha.Ars.Sq.Mtrs) '(;ff'lTOT ~ (%'. 3lf{~~.:lft.'r 

.- Page 10f 1 

Survey No. 
~Ti<n: 
Sub Div. No. 

~m 
Tenure 

tim '\lOrn: 

100005732521 

100 

10 

Dry Crop 
fur<ru 

Garden 

'ITlWffi 
Rice 
nf\ 

Khajan 
'IJ'Nr.I' 

Ker 
b 

Morad 
:ih7 

Total Cuttlvable Area 

~<1'J1M'~ 

0000.00.00 0000.52.50 0000.00.00 0000.00.00 0000.00.00 0000.00.00 0000.52.50 

Un·cullivable Area (Ha.Ars.Sq.Mtrs) ~ eN (%'. 3lR. '<IT. lft.) 
Pot Kharab ~ ~ . Remarks iM , 

I Class (a) Class (b) To\al Un·Cultivable Area Grand Total 
t ' q1f (3!) q1f (q) ~ 'lTftiti 'JITlft;r W 
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 
~ <!lIT ~ te 

S.No. Name of the Occupant Khala No. Mutation No. Remarks ~ 
~m 13"rl'i*r< ~;j' 

1 Janki Devappa Dessai One 

S.No. Name of the Tenant ~:;-jq Khata No. Mutation No. Remarks 

m~ ~;j" mr 
1 -_··_······_·_·--····NiI·· ... ··_·····.··· .. --_.·· 

Other Rights ~ ~ Mutation No. Remarks 
Name of Person holding rights and nature of righls: ~;f mr 
~ f,lfi U1<1'T 'Ii?"TT.~ 'fiq <r ~ ~ 

House belongs to: 

~ I A'.~G . ._.-

. ~"'~ 
OrEtNlROjlfMHI~ "9,)) 
'r< .~" ",. C : Details of Cropped Nea fi'l<!ill!:ll;:fj" ~ tlT'I'!ifl'<or 

Year . ~)f' Mode Season Name tmgated Un irrigated Land not Available for Source of Remarks 

kM:O >ftmr ~ 1'''Klv~ItM ,,;m.-;rlT.: Irrigation itu .# "tt1f pfCrop <rJ1T1"l!<f 

- "fT!11lT''I>''!TT'<rR ~iI'io: 
Nature Area w.r ~ 

Ha.Ars.Sq.Mts Ha.A~.Sq.MI5 
'l"'l'ft 

~a.Ars.SQ.Ml5 111ft 
'lR t-·"'·>fl. j:. >w . .". >ft. ~. om: . .". >ft. 

···• __ ·············Nil· •• ------~- .. .... _---

End of Report": . 
For any further inquires. please conUlct the Mamlntdnr of the concemed Taluka. . ... ..... .. , : _:.;,"1 :::, r, 

· ... r:; :. ; ~ ·:-:n,.F .~; ~: _ 

r ,·~\ .I~. Rt. t.~ .. -: . .. _ 

J 



From 

Adv J ayant Kam 

5th floor, Satt Adhar Chambers 

Patto Panaj i Goa 

9284472599 

23.05,1023 

To 

The Public Information Officer 

Village Panchayat of Agonda 

Agonda Canacona Goa 

Sub: Information under RTI Act, 2005 

SirlMa'am 

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 permissions/licenses/ NOC have been 

issued or applied for with respect to the 

construction/reconstruction/repair in the property 

bearing survey no. 100/10 of Agonda village? 

3. Kindly inform whether has Mr. Selso Fernandes 

and/or Ms. Concecao Femades have obtained any 



license for carrymg out construction!reconstruction! 

repair in the survey no. 100/10 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 Fernades 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 Fernades 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 Fernades 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. 



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, !'Als. Dream Discovery 

has been permitted to carry ~mt any commercial 

activity in any structures in Survey No. 100/1 0 of 

Village Agonda? 

The information referred to above may be given on urgent 

basis as the same is required to be produced 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 





















-~-~--~- - . 






	SKM_450i23072406340
	SKM_450i23072406340
	SKM_450i23072406340
	SKM_450i23072406340
	SKM_450i23072406340
	SKM_450i23072406340
	SKM_450i23072406340
	SKM_450i23072406340
	SKM_450i23072406340
	SKM_450i23072406340
	SKM_450i23072406340
	SKM_450i23072406340
	SKM_450i23072406340
	SKM_450i23072406340
	SKM_450i23072406340
	SKM_450i23072406340
	SKM_450i23072406340
	SKM_450i23072406340
	SKM_450i23072406340
	SKM_450i23072406340
	SKM_450i23072406340
	SKM_450i23072406340
	SKM_450i23072406340
	SKM_450i23072406340
	SKM_450i23072406340
	SKM_450i23072406340
	SKM_450i23072406340
	SKM_450i23072406340
	SKM_450i23072406340
	SKM_450i23072406340
	SKM_450i23072406340
	SKM_450i23072406340
	SKM_450i23072406340
	SKM_450i23072406340
	SKM_450i23072406340
	SKM_450i23072406340
	SKM_450i23072406340
	SKM_450i23072406340
	SKM_450i23072406340
	SKM_450i23072406340
	SKM_450i23072406340

