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BEFORE THE HON’BLE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL
WESTERN ZONE BENCH, PUNE
Appeal No. 82/2025 WZ

In the Matter of:

Sylvester D’Souza ...Appellant
Versus

Joseph S. Rosa and Ors. ... Respondents

TO,

REPLY ON THE BEHALF OF RESPONDENT NO.2 (MRS. NALINI DA ROSA

FERNANDES)

THE HON’BLE CHAIRPERSON
AND THE OTHER HON’BLE MEMBERS,
OF THE HON’BLE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL

IT IS MOST RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED ON BEHALF OF RESPONDENT NO. 2 AS
UNDER:

1.

At the outset, all the contentions, allegations and statements made by the Appellant in the
present Appeal are denied and nothing therein shall be deemed to be admitted by the
Respondent No. 2, by reason of non-traverse or otherwise, unless specifically admitted

herein.

. All the allegations, statements and contentions raised by the Appellant in the present

Appeal are false, frivolous and baseless and much contrary to the facts and circumstances
of the present case. The present reply is being filed on behalf of the Respondent No. 2
seeking dismissal of the present Appeal in limine as the same is vexatious and an abuse of
the process of law. It is further submitted that the Appellant in the present Appeal has
suppressed material facts from this Hon’ble Tribunal with an intention to deceive this
Hon’ble Tribunal, to seek favourable orders from this Hon’ble Tribunal. Vide the present

reply, the Respondent No. 2 is bringing on record material facts and circumstances, which
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have been intentionally suppressed by the Appellant, and are necessary for the adjudication
of the present Appeal.

. The Appellant, vide the present Appeal has attempted to create an image of the Respondent
No. 4, whereby, the Respondent No. 4 has failed in fulfilling its duty to direct demolition
of the structures owned by the Respondent No. 2. Moreover, vide the present Appeal, the
Appellant deliberately attempts to showcase that an authority which is responsible for the
upkeep and protection of the coastal region in Goa is hand in glove with the Respondent
No. 1, 2 and 3 which is a preposterous contention raised by the Appellant.

. The Appellant herein has alleged that the Impugned Properties owned by the Respondent
No.2 are per se illegal and ought to be demolished with immediate effect as the same are
constructed in violation of various Coastal Regulations that are promulgated for the
protection of the Coastal Environment in Goa. However, it is contended by the Respondent
herein that the Impugned Properties have been duly validated and substantiated through
multiple orders and approvals furnished by the relevant authorities. Further, the
Respondent No.4, vide its Site Inspection report dated 26.02.2020 in Writ Petition No. 04
of 2020, has already declared the Impugned Property to be existing prior to the year 1991.
It is further submitted that one Mr. Wenceslau Francis D’Souza had filed a PIL Writ Petition
No. 04 of 2020 before the Hon’ble High Court of Bombay at Goa alleging construction of
illegal structures within the No Development Zone of Survey No. 242/1 of village
Calangute. The copy of the PIL WP No. 4/2020 filed Mr. Wenceslau Francis D’Souza is
enclosed herewith as ANNEXURE R-1. Vide the Order dated 22.01.2020, the Hon’ble
High Court directed the Respondent No. 4 herein to carry out an inspection at the site in
order to determine whether there was any prima facie merit in the allegation. This Site
Inspection was undertaken pursuant to the Order dated 22.01.2020 passed by the Hon’ble
High Court of Bombay at Goa in PIL Writ Petition No. 04 of 2020. The copy of the Order
dated 22.01.2020 passed by the Hon’ble High Court in PIL Writ Petition No. 04/2020 is
enclosed herewith as ANNEXURE-R-2. It is further submitted that the validity of the
Inspection Report has also been duly affirmed by the Hon’ble High Court of Bombay at
Goa in PIL Writ Petition No. 04 of 2020 vide order dated 24.09.2021. The copy of the
Order dated 24.09.2021 passed by the Hon’ble High Court in PIL Writ Petition No. 04/2020
is enclosed herewith as ANNEXURE-R-3.

. Thereafter Misc. Civil Application No. 160/2022 and Misc. Civil Application No.
1320/2022 were filed by Mr. Wenceslau Francis D’Souza before the Hon’ble High Court
seeking recall of the order dated 24.09.2021. The copy of the Misc. Civil Application No.
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160/2022 and Misc. Civil Application No. 1320/2022 filed by Mr. Wenceslau Francis
D’Souza before the Hon’ble High Court are enclosed herewith as ANNEXURE R-4. The
Hon’ble High Court disposed of the Misc. Civil Application No. 160/2022 and Misc. Civil
Application No. 1320/2022 vide its order dated 15.10.2022 in terms of the liberty already
granted in the order dated 24.09.2021. The copy of the orders dated 15.10.2022 passed in
Misc. Civil Application No. 160/2022 and Misc. Civil Application No. 1320/2022 by
Hon’ble High Court are enclosed herewith as ANNEXURE R-5.

Further, the Original Application No. 116/2022 (WZ) filed before this Hon’ble Tribunal
challenging the alleged Illegal Construction at the Impugned Property has been dismissed
vide Order dated 09.01.2023 on the ground that the Hon’ble High Court had passed its
Order dated 24.09.2021 on merits taking into consideration the Inspection Report dated
26.02.2020. The copy of the Order dated 09.01.2023 passed by this Hon’ble Tribunal in
Original Application No. 116/2022 is enclosed herewith as ANNEXURE R-6.

. The Respondent No. 2 vide the present reply will throw light on facts and documents that
are necessary for the adjudication of the present appeal filed before this Hon’ble Tribunal.
However, before proceeding with the merits of the case, the answering Respondent seeks
the indulgence of this Hon’ble Court on the following facts and circumstances, which

render the present Appeal to be dismissed in limine.

PRELIMINARY SUBMISSIONS:

. The Appellant vide the present Appeal seeks to challenge the Directions dated 17.02.2025

under Ref. No. GCZMA/N/ILLE-COMPL/23-24/02/3848 issued by the Respondent No. 4
(GCZMA) under Section 5 of the Environment (Protection) Act, 1986 r/w the Rule of the
Environment (Protection) Rules, 1986 to the extent that these directions DISCHARGE the
Show Cause Notices bearing Nos. GCZMA/N/ILLE-COMPL/23-24/02/3729 dated
09.02.2024 & GCZMA/N/ILLE-COMPL/23-24/02/1416 dated 30.07.2024 against the
Respondent Nos. 1 to 3 with regards to the structures identified as A, T1, G1, JI(Part),
Z(Part), F, F1, in Survey No. 242/1; A, B, C in Survey No. 242/1-A.

. With reference to the various structures belonging to the Respondent No. 2 as mentioned
in the Show Cause Notice dated 09.02.2024, the structures are identified with the alphabets
“F”, “G17, “J17, “Q1”, “I1”, “P1”, “Y1”, “Z” and “L1”. Furthermore, it is submitted that
structures “Q17, “P1”, “Y”, “I1”, “JI” (First Floor), and “Z” (First Floor) were directed to
be demolished and the remaining structures identified with the alphabets “F”, “GI”, “J1”
(Ground Floor), “LI”, and “Z” (Ground Floor) were discharged.
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It is further submitted that with respect to the Show Cause Notice dated 30.07.2024, the
structures are identified with the alphabets “A”, “B”, “C”, “D”, “E”, “F”, “G” belonging
to Respondent No. 2. and the Respondent No. 4, vide the Impugned Order has directed
structures with alphabets “A”, “C”, “D”, “E”, and “F” to be discharged and structures with
alphabets “B” and “G” to be demolished.
It is further submitted that Respondent No. 4 did not grant a blanket discharge from
demolition in respect of the structures belonging to Respondent No. 2. After due
application of mind and upon consideration of the material on record, including the Show
Cause Notices, the Replies thereto, the Permissions granted by various Authorities and the
Site Inspection Reports, Respondent No.4 specifically directed the demolition of Structures
marked as ‘Q1°, ‘P1°, °Y”, and ‘I1’, ‘J1’(First Floor) and ‘Z’ (First Floor), in terms of Show
Cause Notice dated 09.02.2024 and Structure marked as “B” and “G” in terms of Show
Cause Notice dated 30.07.2024. This clearly demonstrates that the decision was not taken
mechanically or arbitrarily, but was the outcome of a reasoned and partial acceptance,
whereby certain structures were exempted while others were directed to be demolished,
based on a thorough evaluation of the facts and circumstances.
It is the specific case of the Respondent herein that the aforementioned structures which
have been directed to be Discharged from the Impugned Property belonging to the
Respondent No. 2, have been existing prior to 1991 i.e. prior to the introduction of the
restrictions in the Coastal Regulation Zone and are constructed after obtaining requisite
permissions from the appropriate authorities.
For the sake of brevity and convenience, the Respondent herein is providing the description
of the Impugned Property along with the structures erected which are the subject matter of
the present appeal and are also mentioned in the Show Cause Notices bearing Nos.
GCZMA/N/ILLE-COMPL/23-24/02/3729 dated 09.02.2024 & GCZMA/N/ILLE-
COMPL/23- 24/02/1416 dated 30.07.2024:
Properties as per Show Cause Notice bearing Nos. GCZMA/N/ILLE-
COMPL/23-24/02/3729 dated 09.02.2024 forming subject matter of the present
Appeal:

(a) Structure “F” is a Ground plus One (G+1) RCC structure covered with laterite

stone masonry walls with top roof covered with RCC sloping slab and additional

G.I sheet covering constructed on permanent base. The structure consists of
stairway and rooms and covered balcony. DISCHARGED
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(b) Structure “G1” is a Circular structure in geometry partly covered with laterite
stone masonry wall and partly with Parapet wall of approx. 1 m ht and roof covered
with Mangalore tile constructed on permanent base. DISCHARGED

(c) Structure “J1” is Kitchen with laterite stone masonry walls and RCC slab
constructed on permanent base. Top portion of structure is erected with temporary
shed consisting of G.I. sheet roofing supporting on circular steel pipes. (Ground
Floor DISCHARGED, Top Portion DEMOLISHED)

(d) Structure “L1” is a structure with Laterite stone masonry wall covered with G.I.
sheet roofing constructed on permanent base. DISCHARGED

(e) Structure “Z” is G+1 structure with supported RCC column and covered with Flat
RCC roofing. (Ground Floor DISCHARGED, First Floor DEMOLISHED)

(f) Structure “Q1” is a Temporary shed attached to structure GI. DEMOLISHED

(g) Structure “P1” is a Temporary G.I. shed projection to structure ‘L1°.
DEMOLISHED

(h) Structure “Y” is a Non-functional generator room with laterite stone masonry walls
covered with sloping G.I. sheet roofing constructed on permanent plinth.
DEMOLISHED

(1) Structure “I1” is a Temporary metal shed attached to structure J1 consisting of G.I.
sheet rooting fixed on square tube steel section supported on circular steel pipes.

DEMOLISHED

Properties as per Show Cause Notice bearing Nos. GCZMA/N/ILLE-COMPL/23-
24/02/1416 dated 30.07.2024 forming subject matter of the present Appeal:

(a) Structure “A” 1s G+2 RCC permanent structure with laterite masonry walls top roof
covered with G.I Sheet roofing constructed on Permanent plinth. DISCHARGED

(b) Structure “B” is Metal Fab. Shed supported circular steel pipes erected on concrete
bed. DEMOLISHED

(¢) Structure “C” is a Toilet Block with permanent walls constructed on permanent
plinth with G.I sheet roof. DISCHARGED

(d) Structure “D” is a Sump Tank with OHT consist of permanent walls.
DISCHARGED

(e) Structure “E” is Ground Floor RCC structure constructed on permanent plinth.

Covered with RCC sloping roof. DISCHARGED
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(f) Structure “F” is a Swimming pool constructed approx. 1.50 above ground level on
permanent raised deck with ceramic tiles flooring and swimming pool walls are
covered with ceramic porcelain tiles. DISCHARGED

(g) Structure “G” is a Permanent platform consists of lateritic masonry stones. The
property bearing Sy. No. 242/1-C is partly with Cement paver block
pathways/footpath. DEMOLISHED

7. Previously, the Appellant herein filed a complaint on 23.01.2023 pertaining to property
bearing Survey No. 242/1 Saunto Vaddo, Village Calangute, alleging that the structures
constructed on these properties were within the Coastal Regulation Zones (CRZ) regulated
areas thereby causing environmental hazard to the Coastal Area. Further, the Appellant
filed one more complaint dated 08.06.2023 regarding further illegal constructions in
Survey Nos. 242/1-A and 242/1-C, Calangute.

8. That pursuant to these complaints the Respondent No. 4 has conducted three Site
Inspections dated 05.06.2023, 24.11.2023 and 20.05.2024 which identified the structures
belonging to the Respondent No. 1 to 3. Subsequently on the basis of these Inspection
Reports, the Respondent No. 4 issued Show Cause Notices dated 09.02.2024 and
30.07.2024 against the Respondent No. 1 o 3. Thereafter due deliberations and detailed
hearing given to all the parties, the Respondent No. 4 vide the Impugned Order directed
demolition of Structures marked as ‘Q1°, ‘P1°, Y, and ‘I1°, ‘J1’ (First Floor) and ‘Z’ (First
Floor) and Structures “B” and “G”. It is submitted that the Respondent No. 4 has made
reasoned findings pertaining to the demolition or discharge of the structures constructed
on the Impugned Property. It is further submitted that one Mr. Wenceslau Francis D’Souza
had filed a PIL Writ Petition No. 04 of 2020 before the Hon’ble High Court of Bombay at
Goa alleging construction of illegal structures within the No Development Zone of Survey
No. 242/1 of village Calangute. Vide the Order dated 22.01.2020, the Hon’ble High Court
directed the Respondent No. 4 herein to carry out an inspection at the site in order to
determine whether there was any prima facie merit in the allegation (The copy of the Order
dated 22.01.2020 passed by the Hon’ble High Court mentioned herein above is already
Annexed as Annexure R-2). In compliance of the Order passed by the Hon’ble Court, the
Respondent No. 4 filed its Site Inspection Report dated 26.02.2020 wherein it was
concluded that:

“40. The structure within the NDZ of larger property under Survey No. 242/1 of Village

Calangute owned by R7 and RS indicated by the petitioners during inspection prima facie
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appear to be legal and existing prior to February 1991 on basis of documents made
available and other reference material accessed and cited by us”.

The validity of the Inspection Report dated 26.02.2020 has also been duly affirmed by the
Hon’ble High Court of Bombay at Goa in PIL Writ Petition No. 04 of 2020 vide order
dated 24.09.2021 (The copy of the Order dated 24.09.2021 passed by the Hon’ble High
Court mentioned herein above is already Annexed as Annexure R-3)

Further, the Original Application No. 116/2022 (WZ) filed before this Hon’ble Tribunal
challenging the alleged Illegal Construction at the Impugned Property has been dismissed
vide Order dated 09.01.2023 on the ground that the Hon’ble High Court had passed its
Order dated 24.09.2021 on merits taking into consideration the Inspection Report dated
26.02.2020 (The copy of the Order dated 09.01.2023 passed by this Hon’ble Tribunal
mentioned herein above is already Annexed as Annexure R-6).

Therefore, as on 26.02.2020, once all the structures within the larger property under Survey
No. 242/1 of Village Calangute have been found to be legal and existing prior to February
1991, any further challenge to the structures at the larger property under Survey No. 242/1
of Village Calangute would be Res Judicata. It is pertinent to mention that it has not been
the case of the Appellant that any new construction has been undertaken at the Impugned
Property after the inspection report dated 26.02.2020. Thus, the Complaints made by the
Appellant are a gross misrepresentation of facts and appear to be motivated by ulterior
considerations rather than any genuine concern for Coastal Regions.

It is therefore submitted that in view of the Inspection Report dated 26.02.2020 in Writ
Petition No. 04 of 2020, it can be ascertained that the validity of the existence of the
Impugned Properties have been assessed through the fair lens of the Respondent No. 4 and
after taking into consideration the supporting documents exhibited by both the sides a well-
reasoned analysis of the existence of the Impugned Properties has been given. Therefore,
the Prayer of the Appellant seeking re-inspection of the Impugned Properties is without
substance and without any reasonable differentia.

Further, it is pertinent to note that the Appellant has run from pillar to post to secure a
favourable order which can be inferred from the fact that the Appellant even approached
the Hon’ble High Court vide Writ Petition No. 904/2023 and Misc. Civil Application No.
1674 of 2024 seeking appropriate actions on his complaints dated 23.01.2023 and
08.06.2023. The Hon’ble High Court vide its Order dated 28.06.2024 and 12.07.2024
directed the Respondent No. 4 to take action on the complaints of the Appellant. The copy
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of the Order dated 28.06.2024 and 12.07.2024 already forms a part of the record of the
present Appeal at Annexure I'V. (Page 89 and 91)

It is submitted that the Appellant herein had given three complaints dated 23.01.2023,
08.06.2023 and 14.03.2024 to the Respondent No. 4 authority with regard to the alleged
illegal structures at the Impugned Property. In view thereof, the Respondent No. 4
conducted a total of three Site Inspections dated 05.06.2023, 24.11.2023 and 20.05.2024.
Thereafter two Show Cause Notices dated 09.02.2024 and 30.07.2024 were issued by the
Respondent No. 4 with regard to the illegal structures at the Impugned Property. After due
deliberation and due application of mind on the documents produced by all the parties, the
Respondent No. 4 passed the Impugned Order dated 17.02.2025. Even though vide the
Impugned Order, the Respondent No. 1 to 3 have not been granted a blanket discharge by
the Respondent No. 4 and the illegal structures have been directed to be demolished, the
Appellant herein in his desperation has again approached this Hon’ble Tribunal being
aggrieved by the discharge granted to the Respondent No. 1 to 3.

This indicates towards the conduct and the impatience of the Appellant to secure a complete
demolition Order by hook or by crook with regard to the Impugned Properties. It is
pertinent to note that even though the Impugned Properties have earlier been subjected to
the scrutiny of the Respondent No. 4 on multiple occasions, however, the Appellant has
vide the present Appeal not shirked away from attempting one more time in securing an
inspection with regard to the Impugned Properties.

It is pertinent to mention here that as stated above, the Impugned Property had earlier been
subjected to the scrutiny of various judicial forums. It is brought to the attention of this
Hon’ble Tribunal that Gram Panchayat Office of Calangute had earlier issued two Orders
for Demolition of the structures held by Respondent No. 2. In terms of the Demolition
Order dated 28.01.2010 and another Order dated 15.10.2012, the Respondent No. 2 was
required to demolish second floor of a G+2 Structure and one Swimming Pool and a G +
1 Structure. The aforesaid Demolition Orders were complied with by the Respondent No.
2 which is also mentioned in the Site Inspection Report dated 26.02.2020. It is submitted
that the orders issued by the Village Panchayat were pertaining to different structures on
the Impugned Property and the Respondent No. 2 along with the other Respondents herein
had fully complied with these orders. The compliance with the Demolition Orders issued
by the Village Panchayat is indicative of the fact that the Respondent No. 1 to 3 herein are

law-abiding citizens, who have duly respected and adhered to the directives of the
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competent authority, thereby demonstrating their commitment to uphold the sanctity of law
and the orders passed by the relevant statutory bodies.

It is submitted that the Site Inspection Report dated 26.02.2020 submitted by the
Respondent No. 4 before the Hon’ble High Court in Writ Petition No. 04/2020 also records
the compliance of the demolition Order issued by the Gram Panchayat Office of Calangute.
It is further pertinent to note that in view of the Site Inspection Report dated 26.02.2020,
the property that was inspected by the Respondent No.4 is the very same property—which
form the subject matter of the present Appeal. The Respondent No.2, during the Site
Inspection conducted on 13.02.2020 by the expert members deputed by Respondent No. 4
pursuant to the directions issued by the Hon’ble High Court in Writ Petition No. 04/2020,
submitted various documents in support of its claim regarding the existence of structures
on the impugned property bearing Survey No. 242/1-C prior to the year 1991. The said
documents included: (i) Conversion Order dated 26.07.1977 No. RB/CNV/430/77/303
issued by the Collector of Goa for conversion of 3760 m? of Sry No. 242/1 (part) for
commercial purposes; (i) Construction Licence dated 27.06.1978 ref no.
VPT/CAL/78/79/F-13AC/401/78 issued by the Gram Panchayat Calangute for the
construction of a house and septic tank; (iii) Certificate of Completion dated 07.02.1979
issued by a Civil Engineer, Calangute; (iv) Letter dated 16.12.1988 ref no.
DB/8301/TCP.88/411 issued by the State Committee of Environment, Town and Country
Planning Department conveying approval for reconstruction of existing building in Survey
no, 242/1 at Calangute village; and (v) Survey Plan issued by the Directorate of Settlement
and Land Records, (vi) Letter dated 02.02.1990 ref no. DB/4820/TCP-90/202 issued by
Goa State Committee on Environment conveying Approval for repairs and renovation of
existing roof over second floor of building “A” and “B” in Survey No. 242/1 at Calangute
Village. (vii) Approved Plan for repairs and renovation of existing roof over second floor
of building “A” and “B” issued pursuant to above letter. (viii) Extract of Resolution of
Village Panchayat of Calangute dated 03.11.2018 Item No. IX J (99). Upon due perusal
and consideration of the documents so furnished, Respondent No.4 affirmed the legitimacy
of the structures situated on the impugned property and concluded that the said structures,
located within the No Development Zone, had prima facie existed prior to the year 1991
and were legal in nature. As already stated herein above, it is submitted that the validity of
the Inspection Report has also been duly aftirmed by the Hon’ble High Court of Bombay
at Goa in PIL Writ Petition No. 04 of 2020 vide order dated 24.09.2021 (The copy of the
Order dated 24.09.2021 passed by the Hon’ble High Court mentioned herein above is



15.

16.

17.

1063

already Annexed as Annexure R-3). Further, the Original Application No. 116/2022 (WZ)
filed before this Hon’ble Tribunal challenging the alleged Illegal Construction at the
Impugned Property has been dismissed vide Order dated 09.01.2023 on the ground that the
Hon’ble High Court had passed its Order dated 24.09.2021 on merits taking into
consideration the Inspection Report dated 26.02.2020 (The copy of the Order dated
09.01.2023 passed by this Hon’ble Tribunal mentioned herein above is already Annexed
as Annexure R-6).

Further, it is significant to observe that in the reply dated 04.07.2024 to the First Show
Cause Notice dated 09.02.2024, Respondent No.2 has clearly stated that the structures
constructed on the Impugned Property existed prior to the year 1991 and that the validity
of said structures had already been considered in the Site Inspection Report dated
26.02.2020. Accordingly, it is evident that Respondent No.2 was not, for the first time,
asserting the legality of the structures on the impugned property, but had previously placed
on record documents and submissions establishing the existence and legal status of the said
structures prior to the year 1991.

Further, Respondent No. 2, vide its Reply dated 17.10.2024 to the Second Show Cause
Notice dated 30.07.2024, has yet again placed reliance on the same documents to establish
the existence of the structures on the Impugned Property, which had already been taken
into consideration in the Site Inspection Report dated 26.02.2020. It is noteworthy that the
said documents, relied upon to substantiate the validity of the structures, have effectively
attained legal sanctity, having been duly examined and accepted by the Hon’ble High Court
in Writ Petition No. 04/2020 as well as by this Hon’ble Tribunal in Original Application
No. 116/2022. Moreover, the documents which are relied by the Respondent No. 2 have
been obtained by the Respondent No.2 under Right to Information Act, 2005. Accordingly,
the contention of the Appellant alleging that the documents are forged stands wholly
untenable and self-contradictory, and is contrary to the record and prior judicial recognition
of the said documents.

It is respectfully submitted that the Order of Discharge dated 17.02.2025 issued by
Respondent No. 4, whereby the property belonging to Respondent No.2 was discharged
from further scrutiny, was passed only after due consideration of documents possessing
legal sanctity and evidentiary value sufficient to validate the existence of the structures in
question. It is further submitted that Respondent No.4 has not arbitrarily discharged the
Impugned Property or the structures situated thereon. On the contrary, Respondent No.4

has carefully examined each and every document produced to establish that the structures
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existed prior to the year 1991. Significantly, while certain structures were discharged from
further proceedings, Respondent No. 4 has also directed demolition of those structures
whose existence could not be adequately substantiated through documentary evidence.
Thus, the Order dated 17.02.2025 reflects a reasoned decision, rendered after
comprehensive consideration of the material placed on record and after due application of
mind. It is reiterated that Respondent No.2, Nalini, has diligently responded to the
proceedings and has placed on record sufficient documentary evidence demonstrating that
her structures existed well before the issuance of the CRZ Notification of 1991. The said
structures are either permanent in nature and duly approved by the competent authorities
prior to 1991, or constitute temporary and functional extensions which do not contravene
any of the provisions under the CRZ Notification, 2011.

It is submitted that the Respondent herein for ease of convenience is providing a tabular
representation of the structures directed to be discharged and demolished at the Impugned
Property, and the documents that are relied by the Respondent No.2 to ensure the validity
of the Structures in view of the Show Cause Notice dated 09.02.2024 and the Show Cause
Notice dated 30.07.2024:

AS PER SHOW CAUSE NOTICE DATED 09.02.2024

Sr Impugned | Impugned | Finding as per | Document relied on Source of Documents
No. | Property | Structure of | Order dated
Respondent | 17.02.2025 of
No.2 Respondent No.4
Survey Structure Discharged (a) Conversion order (a) Procured
No. 242/1 | “F” is a dated 26.07.1977 No. through an
Ground RB/CNV/430/77/303 RTI  Reply
plus One ( issued by the dated
G+ collector goa for 23.07.2019.
1) RCC conversion of 3760
structure m? of Sry No. 242/1
covered (part) for commercial
with purposes. The copy
laterite of the Conversion
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stone
masonry
walls  with
top roof
covered
with RCC
sloping
slab  and
additional
G.I  sheet
covering
constructed
on
permanent
base. The
structure
consists of
stairway
and rooms
and
covered

balcony.

Order dated
26.07.1977 procured
through an RTI Reply
dated 23.07.2019 is
enclosed herewith as

ANNEXURE R-7.

(b) Construction licence
of Gram Panchayat
Calangute dated
27.06.1978 ref no.
VPT/CAL/78/79/F-
13AC/401/78 for
construction of house
and septic tank. The
copy of the
Construction Licence
dated 27.06.1978 ref
no.
VPT/CAL/78/79/F-
13AC/401/78
procured through an
RTI Reply dated
23.07.2019 is
enclosed herewith as

ANNEXURE R-8.

(c) Letter dated
16.12.1988 ref no.
DB/8301/TCP.88/411
issued by Goa State
Committee on
Environment, Town

and Country Planning

(b) Procured
through an
RTI  Reply
dated
23.07.2019.

(c) Procured
through an
RTI  Reply
dated
23.07.2019.
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Department
conveying approval
for reconstruction of
existing building in
Survey no, 242/1 at
Calangute  village.
The copy of the letter
dated 16.12.1988 ref
no.
DB/8301/TCP.88/411
issued by Goa State
Committee on
Environment
procured through an
RTI Reply dated
23.07.2019 is
enclosed herewith as

ANNEXURE R-9.

(d) Letter dated (d) Procured
02.02.1990 ref no. through an
DB/4820/TCP- RTI Reply
90/202 issued by Goa dated
State Committee on 15.11.2018

Environment

conveying approval
for  repairs  and
renovation of existing
roof over second
floor of Building “A”
& “B: in Survey No.
242/1 at Calangute
Village. The copy of
Letter dated
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02.02.1990 ref no.
DB/4820/TCP-
90/202 issued by Goa
State Committee on
Environment
procured through an
RTI Reply dated
15.11.2018 is
enclosed herewith as

ANNEXURE R-10.

(e) Approved Plans for

®

repairs & renovation
of existing roof over
second floor of
Buildings “A” and
“B” issued pursuant

to above letter.

Extract of Resolution
of Village Panchayat
of Calungute dated
03.11.2018 Item No.
IX J(99). The copy of
Extract of  the
Resolution dated
03.11.2018 is
enclosed herewith as

ANNEXURE R-11.

(g) Site Inspection
Report dated
26.02.2020  carried

out in terms of the

(e) Procured
through an
RTI Reply

(f) AT PAGE
439 OF
APPEAL

(g)Annexed at
Page 741,
ANNEXURE
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Survey

No. 242/1

Structure
“Gl” is a
Circular
structure in
geometry
partly
covered
with
laterite
stone
masonry
wall  and
partly with
Para  pet
wall of
approx. 1 m
ht and roof
covered
with
Mangalore

tile

order passed Dby
Hon’ble High Court
in WP No. 04 of
2020

(h) RSI Image of March
1991. The copy of
RSI Image of March
1991 is enclosed

herewith as

ANNEXURE R-12.

XVII of the
present Appeal.

(h)Annexed at
Annexure XIX
at Page No. 770-
772  of  the
present Appal.

Discharged

(a) Approved  Plan
bearing No.
DB/2132/1659/82
dated 20.04.1982
issued by Gram
Panchayat,
Calangute for
Construction  of
Building A and B
for Tourist
Accommodation
and  Swimming
Pool in  Plot
surveyed  under

No. 242/1 of

Calangute Village.

The copy of

Approved  Plan

bearing No.

DB/2132/1659/82

dated 20.04.1982

(a) Procured
through an RTI
Reply with Ref.
No. VP/Cal/F-
53/21-22/469E
dated
04.03.2022.
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permanent

base.
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issued by Gram
Panchayat,
Calangute
procured through
an RTI Reply
dated 04.03.2022
is enclosed
herewith as
ANNEXURE R-
13.

(b) Licence issued by
Gram Panchayat
Calangute  dated
30.06.1982  with
Ref no.
VPT/CAL/F-13
AC/Const-Lic
44/82/23E bearing
Technical
Approval  under
No.
DB/2132/1659/82
for proposed
construction  of
Building A and B
for Tourist
Accommodation
and  Swimming
Pool in  Plot
surveyed  under
242/1 of Village
Calangute.  The

(b) Procured
through an RTI
Reply with Ref.
No. VP/Cal/F-
53/21-22/469E
dated
04.03.2022.
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copy of Licence
issued by Gram
Panchayat
Calangute  dated
30.06.1982  with
Ref no.
VPT/CAL/F-13
AC/Const-Lic
44/82/23E bearing
Technical
Approval  under
No.
DB/2132/1659/82
procured through
an RTI Reply
dated 04.03.2022
1s enclosed
herewith as
ANNEXURE R-
14.

(c) It 1s a Temporary

Extension to the

existing
restaurant.
Survey Structure (Ground Floor (a) Approved Plan (a) Procured
No. 242/1 | “J1” is | DISCHARGED, bearing No. through an RTI
Kitchen Top Portion DB/2132/1659/82 Reply with Ref.
with directed to be dated 20.04.1982 No. VP/Cal/F-
laterite DEMOLISHED) issued by Gram 53/21-22/469E
stone Panchayat, Calangute dated
masonry for Construction of 04.03.2022.
walls and Building A and B for
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RCC slab
constructed
on
permanent
base. Top
portion of
structure is
erected
with
temporary
shed
consisting
of G.L
sheet
roofing
supporting
on circular

steel pipes.

Tourist

Accommodation and
Swimming Pool in
Plot surveyed under
No. 242/1 of
Calangute  Village.
Already Annexed
herein  above as

Annexure R-13.

(b) Licence issued by

Gram Panchayat
Calangute dated
30.06.1982 with Ref
no. VPT/CAL/F-13
AC/Const-Lic
44/82/23E  bearing
Technical Approval
under No.
DB/2132/1659/82 for
proposed
construction of
Building A and B for
Tourist
Accommodation and
Swimming Pool in
Plot surveyed under
242/1 of Village
Calangute. Already
Annexed herein
above as Annexure

R-14.

(b) Procured
through an RTI
Reply with Ref.
No. VP/Cal/F-
53/21-22/469E

dated
04.03.2022.
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() It is a Temporary
Shed extension to the

existing kitchen.

Survey Structure Discharged (a) Survey Plans
No.242/1 | “L1” is a indicates that the
structure structure was existing
with prior to 1991.
Laterite
stone
masonry
wall
covered
with  G.L
sheet
roofing
constructed
on
permanent
base.
Survey Structure (Ground Floor (a) Approved Plan (a) Procured
No. 242/1 | “Z” is G+1 | DISCHARGED, bearing No. through an RTI
structure First Floor DB/2132/1659/82 Reply with Ref.
with DEMOLISHED) dated 20.04.1982 No. VP/Cal/F-
supported issued by Gram 53/21-22/469E
RCC Panchayat, Calangute dated
column and for Construction of 04.03.2022.
covered Building A and B for
with  Flat Tourist
RCC Accommodation and
roofing. Swimming Pool in

Plot surveyed under
No. 242/1 of

Calangute  Village.
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Already =~ Annexed
herein above

as Annexure R-13.

(b) Licence issued by (b) Procured
Gram Panchayat through an RTI
Calangute dated Reply with Ref. No.
30.06.1982 with Ref VP/Cal/F-53/21-
no. VPT/CAL/F-13 22/469E dated
AC/Const-Lic 04.03.2022
44/82/23E  bearing
Technical Approval
under No.
DB/2132/1659/82 for
proposed
construction of
Building A and B for
Tourist
Accommodation and
Swimming Pool in
Plot surveyed under
242/1  of  Village
Calangute. Already
Annexed herein
above

as Annexure R-14.

Survey Structure Demolished
No.242/1 | “Q1” is a
Temporary
shed
attached to
structure

GI
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Survey

No. 242/1

Structure

“P1” is a
Temporary
G.I. shed
projection
to structure

‘L1°.

Demolished

Survey

No. 242/1

Structure
“Y” is a
Non-
functional
generator
room with
laterite
stone
masonry
walls
covered
with
sloping G.I.
sheet
roofing
constructed
on
permanent

plinth.

Demolished

Survey

No. 242/1

Structure

“I1” is a
Temporary
metal shed
attached to
structure J1

consisting

Demolished
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of G.L
sheet
rooting
fixed on

square tube
steel
section
supported
on circular

steel pipes.

AS PER SHOW CAUSE NOTICE DATED 30.07.2024

Sr Impugned | Impugned Finding as per | Document relied on Source of Documents
No. | Property Structure  of | Order dated
Respondent 17.02.2025  of
No.2 Respondent No.4
.| Survey Structure “A” | Discharged (a) Approved Plan (a) Procured
No. 242/1- | is G+2 RCC bearing No. through an RTI
C permanent DB/2132/1659/82 Reply with Ref.
structure with dated 20.04.1982 No. VP/Cal/F-
laterite issued by Gram 53/21-22/469E

masonry walls
top roof
covered with
G.I Sheet
roofing

constructed on

Panchayat, Calangute
for Construction of
Building A and B for
Tourist

Accommodation and

Swimming Pool in

dated
04.03.2022.
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Permanent

plinth.

Plot surveyed under
242/1  of Village
Calangute.  Already
Annexed herein
above

as Annexure R-13.
(Referred as Building
“B” in this approval)

(b) Licence issued by

Gram Panchayat
Calangute dated
30.06.1982 with Ref
no. VPT/CAL/F-13
AC/Const-Lic
44/82/23E  bearing
Technical Approval
under No.
DB/2132/1659/82 for
proposed construction
of Building A and B
for Tourist
Accommodation and
Swimming Pool in
Plot surveyed under
242/1  of  Village
Calangute.  Already
Annexed herein
above

as Annexure R-14.
(Referred as Building
“B” in this approval)

(b) Procured
through an RTI
Reply with Ref.
No. VP/Cal/F-
53/21-22/469E
dated
04.03.2022.
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(¢) Letter dated
02.02.1990 ref no.
DB/4820/TCP-

90/202 issued by Goa
State Committee on
Environment

conveying approval
for  repairs and
renovation of existing
roof over second floor
of Building “A” &
“B” in Survey no.

242/1 at Calangute

village. Already
Annexed herein
above

as Annexure R-10.
(Referred as Building
“B” in this approval)

(d)Site Inspection Report
dated 26.02.2020 carried
out in terms of the order
passed by Hon’ble High
Court in WP No. 04 of
2020.

NOTE- This Structure falls
beyond 200m of the High
Tide Line.

(c) Procured

through an RTI
Reply with Ref
No
GCZMA/RT/18
-19/1509 dated
15.11.2018.

(d) Annexed at

Page 741,
ANNEXURE

XVII of the
present Appeal.
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constructed on
permanent
plinth with G.I

sheet roof.

Panchayat, Calangute
for Construction of
Building A and B for
Tourist

Accommodation and
Swimming Pool in

Plot surveyed under

242/1  of  Village
Calangute.  Already
Annexed herein
above

as Annexure R-13.

(b) Licence issued by
Gram Panchayat
Calangute dated

30.06.1982 with Ref
no. VPT/CAL/F-13
AC/Const-Lic

44/82/23E  bearing

.| Survey Structure “B” | Demolished The said Structure is a
No. 242/1- | is Metal Fab. temporary structure erected
C Shed for parking of cars.
supported
circular steel
pipes erected
on  concrete
bed.
.| Survey Structure “C” | Discharged (a) Approved Plan (a) Procured
No. 242/1- |is a Toilet bearing No. through an RTI
C Block  with DB/2132/1659/82 Reply with Ref.
permanent dated 20.04.1982 No. VP/Cal/F-
walls issued by  Gram 53/21-22/469E

dated
04.03.2022.

(b) Procured

through an RTI
Reply with Ref.
No. VP/Cal/F-
53/21-22/469E
dated
04.03.2022.
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Technical Approval
under No.
DB/2132/1659/82 for
proposed construction
of Building A and B
for Tourist
Accommodation and
Swimming Pool in
Plot surveyed under
242/1  of Village
Calangute.  Already
Annexed herein

as Annexure R-14.

NOTE- This Structure falls
beyond 200m of the High

Tide Line
.| Survey Structure “D” | Discharged (a) Approved Plan (a) Procured

No. 242/1- |is a Sump bearing No. through an RTI

C Tank with DB/2132/1659/82 Reply with Ref.
OHT consist dated 20.04.1982 No. VP/Cal/F-
of permanent issued by  Gram 53/21-22/469E
walls. Panchayat, Calangute dated

for Construction of 04.03.2022.

Building A and B for
Tourist

Accommodation and
Swimming Pool in
Plot surveyed under
242/1  of Village
Calangute.  Already

Annexed herein
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above

as Annexure R-13.

(b) Licence issued by (b) Procured

Gram Panchayat through an RTI
Calangute dated Reply with Ref.
30.06.1982 with Ref No. VP/Cal/F-
no. VPT/CAL/F-13 53/21-22/469E
AC/Const-Lic dated
44/82/23E  bearing 04.03.2022.

Technical Approval
under No.
DB/2132/1659/82 for
proposed construction
of Building A and B
for Tourist
Accommodation and
Swimming Pool in
Plot surveyed under
242/1 of Village
Calangute.  Already
Annexed herein
above

as Annexure R-14.

NOTE- This Structure falls
beyond 200m of the High

Tide Line
.| Survey Structure “E” | Discharged (a) Approved Plan (a) Procured
No. 242/1- | is Ground bearing No. through an RTI
C Floor = RCC DB/2132/1659/82 Reply with Ref.
structure dated 20.04.1982 No. VP/Cal/F-
constructed on issued by  Gram 53/21-22/469E

permanent Panchayat, Calangute
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plinth.
Covered with
RCC sloping

roof.

for Construction of
Building A and B for
Tourist

Accommodation and
Swimming Pool in
Plot surveyed under
242/1  of  Village
Calangute.  Already
Annexed herein
above

as Annexure R-13.

(b) Licence issued by

Gram Panchayat
Calangute dated
30.06.1982 with Ref
no. VPT/CAL/F-13
AC/Const-Lic
44/82/23E  bearing
Technical Approval
under No.
DB/2132/1659/82 for
proposed construction
of Building A and B
for Tourist
Accommodation and
Swimming Pool in
Plot surveyed under
242/1  of  Village
Calangute.  Already
Annexed herein
above

as Annexure R-14.

dated
04.03.2022

(b) Procured
through an RTI
Reply with Ref.
No. VP/Cal/F-
53/21-22/469E
dated
04.03.2022




1082

NOTE- This Structure falls
beyond 200m of the High
Tide Line

.| Survey
No. 242/1-
C

Structure “F”
is a
Swimming
pool
constructed
apporx. 1.50
above ground
level on
permanent
raised  deck
with ceramic
tiles flooring
and
swimming
pool walls are
covered with
ceramic

porcelain tiles.

Discharged

(a) Approval granted
by GCZMA with
Ref. No.
GCZMA/N/23-
24/15/3211 dated
15.01.2024 to the
Swimming Pool
in  Survey No.
242/1-C of village
Calangute.  The
copy of Approval
granted by
GCZMA  dated
15.01.2024 is
enclosed herein as
ANNEXURE R-
15.

(b) Technical
Clearance Order
dated 05.02.2024
with  Ref No.
TPB/9446/CAL/T
CP-2024/1186
granted by the Dy.
Town Planner,
Town & Country
Planning

Department to the
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Swimming Pool.
The copy of the
Technical
Clearance Order
dated 05.02.2024
granted by the Dy.
Town Planner,
Town & Country
Planning
Department is
enclosed herewith
as ANNEXURE
R-16.

(¢) Construction

Licence No.
VPCAL/2-
472023-
2024/6/43  dated
27.02.2024

granted by the
Village Panchayat
of Calangute to
the  Swimming
Pool. The copy of
Construction

Licence dated
27.02.2024

granted by the
Village Panchayat
is enclosed

herewith as
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ANNEXURE R-

17.

.| Survey Structure “G” | Demolished (a) It is not a permanent
No. 242/1- | is a Permanent platform as alleged
C platform but is the base of a

consists of building earlier
lateritic demolished.

masonry
stones.  The
property
bearing  Sy.
No. 242/1-C s
partly  with
Cement paver
block
pathways/foot
path.

19.

20.

21.

It is submitted that in compliance of the Inspection Report dated 24.11.2023 and Inspection
Report 20.05.2024, a demolition Order was issued dated 13.03.2025. The demolition
was undertaken on 20.03.2025 and the Structures that were required to be demolished in
view of the aforementioned Inspection Report were demolished. The copy of Compliance
Report dated 20.03.2025 for the demolition order No. DEMO- SQUAD/41/2025/1183
dated 13.03.2025 issued by the Respondent No.4 is enclosed herewith as ANNEXURE
R-18.

In view of the submissions made herein above, it is most respectfully submitted that the
Respondent No. 2 has all valid and legal permissions pertaining to the structures which
have been discharged by the Respondent No. 4 vide the Impugned Order and all those
structures have been constructed prior to 1991. Thus, there is no substance in the argument
of the Appellant herein that the Impugned Structures have been constructed after 1991,
without any permissions from the relevant authorities.

Therefore, it is submitted that the present Appeal is not driven by any bona fide

environmental concerns but is motivated purely by personal vendetta and an attempt to




settle private disputes. Moreover, the subject matter of the present Appeal has alre;ller§\5
adjudicated upon and disposed of by the Hon’ble High Court of Bombay at Goa. As such,
the same is barred by the doctrine of res judicata. The Appellant herein has wilfully failed
to disclose this material fact, thereby misleading this Hon’ble Tribunal. Furthermore, the
Appellant has been targeting only the Respondents while several similarly placed
structures and violations in the immediate vicinity have been conveniently ignored. This
shows the mala fide intent behind the present proceedings. It is therefore submitted that the
present Appeal ought to be dismissed in limine by imposing Exemplary costs on
the Appellant.

22.1t is respectfully submitted that Respondent No. 4, in its reply dated 30.07.2025, has
categorically admitted that Structures F, G1, J1, L1 and Z, as referred to in the show
cause notice dated 09.02.2024, and Structures A, C, D, E and F, as referred to in the show
cause notice dated 30.07.2025, were in existence prior to the year 1991. In view thereof,
the impugned order dated 17.02.2025 has been rightly passed upon due consideration of

the material on record and with complete application of mind.
PARA WISE REPLY-

1. The contents of Para No.1 of the present appeal need no reply.

2. The contents of Para No. 2 of the present appeal need no reply.

3. With regard to Para No. 3, it is respectfully submitted that the allegations made by the
Appellant in the Complaint letters dated 23.01.2023 and 08.06.2023 are false, frivolous
and baseless and are completely contrary to the facts and circumstances of the present case.
It is further submitted that one Mr. Wenceslau Francis D’Souza had filed a PIL Writ Petition
No. 04 of 2020 before the Hon’ble High Court of Bombay at Goa alleging construction of
illegal structures within the No Development Zone of Survey No. 242/1 of village
Calangute. Vide the Order dated 22.01.2020, the Hon’ble High Court directed the
Respondent No. 4 herein to carry out an inspection at the site in order to determine whether
there was any prima facie merit in the allegation (The copy of the Order dated 22.01.2020
passed by the Hon’ble High Court mentioned herein above is already Annexed as Annexure
R-2). It compliance of the Order passed by the Hon’ble Court, the Respondent No. 4 filed
its Site Inspection Report dated 26.02.2020 wherein it was concluded that:

“40. The structure within the NDZ of larger property under Survey No. 242/1 of Village
Calangute owned by R7 and RS indicated by the petitioners during inspection prima facie
appear to be legal and existing prior to February 1991 on basis of documents made
available and other reference material accessed and cited by us”.

The validity of the Inspection Report dated 26.02.2020 has also been duly affirmed by the
Hon’ble High Court of Bombay at Goa in PIL Writ Petition No. 04 of 2020 vide order
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dated 24.09.2021 (The copy of the Order dated 24.09.2021 passed by the Hon’ble High
Court mentioned herein above is already Annexed as Annexure R-3).

Further, the Original Application No. 116/2022 (WZ) filed before this Hon’ble Tribunal
challenging the alleged Illegal Construction at the Impugned Property has been dismissed
vide Order dated 09.01.2023 on the ground that the Hon’ble High Court had passed its
Order dated 24.09.2021 on merits taking into consideration the Inspection Report dated
26.02.2020 (The copy of the Order dated 09.01.2023 passed by this Hon’ble Tribunal
mentioned herein above is already Annexed as Annexure R-6). Thus, the Complaints made
by the Appellant are a gross misrepresentation of facts and appear to be motivated by
ulterior considerations rather than any genuine concern for Coastal Regions.

The contents of Para No. 4 of the present Appeal are a matter of record and need no reply.
With regard to Para No. 4, it is submitted that the Appellant emphasizes on the Site
Inspection Report dated 05.06.2023 and 24.11.2023, however, the Appellant has only
annexed the 24.11.2023 Site Inspection Report, which does not conclude the structures on
the Impugned Property to be in violation of the CRZ Notification, 1991.

The contents of Para No.5 of the present Appeal are a matter of record and therefore need
no reply.

The contents of Para No.6 of the present Appeal are a matter of record and therefore need
no reply.

The contents of Para No.7 of the present Appeal are a matter of record and therefore need
no reply.

The contents of Para No.8 of the present Appeal are a matter of record and therefore need
no reply.

The contents of Para No.9 of the present Appeal are a matter of record and therefore need
no reply.

The contents of Para No.10 of the present Appeal are a matter of record and therefore need
no reply.

The contents of Para No. 11 of the present Appeal are a matter of record and therefore need
no reply.

The contents of Para No. 12 of the present Appeal are a matter of record and therefore need
no reply.

With regard to Para No. 13, it is submitted that the Appellant has invited the attention of
this Hon’ble Tribunal to two orders of the Village Panchayat of Calangute viz. Order dated
28.01.2010 and 15.10.2012 directing demolition of structures on Survey No. 242/1. It is
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pertinent to note that the above mentioned orders do not have any bearing on the
adjudication of the present dispute because the aforesaid orders have already been
complied with by the Respondent No. 2 herein. Further, the Orders issued by the Village
Panchayat were pertaining to different structures which are not related to the Show Cause
Notice dated 09.02.2024 and 30.07.2024. It is submitted that the Appellant by inviting the
attention of this Tribunal to the Orders of the Village Panchayat is attempting to misguide
and create confusion by producing documents which are irrelevant and not at all related to
the structures mentioned in the Show Cause Notice dated 09.02.2024 and 30.07.2024.
Moreover, it is respectfully submitted that as per the Findings and Recommendations
recorded pursuant to Site Inspection dated 26.02.2020, it has been clearly observed that the
two demolition orders dated 28.01.2010 and 12.10.2012 issued by the Village Panchayat
of Calangute have been fully complied with by Respondent No. 2.

That the Orders of the Village Panchayat were pertaining to different structures which were
constructed on Survey No. 242/1. However, the Appellant in order to obfuscate the issue
pertaining to the existence of the structures has erroneously relied on the Orders of the
Village Panchayat. Moreover, the structures forming part of Show Cause Notice dated
09.02.2024 and 30.07.2024 were found to be legal and in existence prior to the year 1991
in view of the Site Inspection dated 26.02.2020 in PIL WP No. 04/2020.

With regard to Para No. 14, it is submitted that the Appellant has placed reliance on the
Order dated 10.08.2018 passed by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in Special Leave Petition
Civil No. 12032-35/2018 in order to show that the Hon’ble Supreme Court has upheld the
demolition of certain structures belonging to the Respondent No. 1 to 3. The copy of the
Order dated 10.08.2018 passed by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in Special Leave Petition
Civil No. 12032-35/2018 is enclosed herewith as ANNEXURE R-19. Further, the
Appellant had also claimed that the Hon’ble Supreme Court has upheld the demolition of
the structures in a Review Petition bearing no. 400-403 of 2019 in Special Leave Petition
Civil No. 12032-35/2018. The copy of the Order dated 19.02.2019 passed by the Hon’ble
Supreme Court in Review Petition bearing No. 400-403 of 2019 is enclosed herein as
ANNEXURE R-20. Additionally, the Appellant has claimed that the Letter dated
07.05.1990 from the Chief Minister under Ref No. CM/pet/8/90 and Approval No.
DB/4820/TCP-90/202 dated 02.02.1990 from the Chief Town Planner for proposed repairs
and renovation of buildings “A” and “B” in Survey No. 242/1-C, are rejected by the
Hon’ble Supreme Court and therefore the said documents are not enforceable. The copy of

the Letter dated 07.05.1990 bearing No. CM/pet/8/90 issued by the Chief Minister
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procured through an RTI Reply dated 15.11.2018 is enclosed herein as ANNEXURE R-
21. The copy of letter dated 02.02.1990 from the Chief Town Planner mentioned herein
above is already Annexed as Annexure R-10. It is submitted that the contention raised by

the Appellant in the present Paragraph is erroneous on two grounds:

(a) That the Order dated 10.08.2018 passed by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in Special Leave

Petition Civil No. 12032-35/2018 and Order dated 19.02.2019 in RP (Civil) No. 400-403
of 2019 were pertaining to the structures for which orders were passed by the Village
Panchayat (The copy of Order dated 10.08.2018 passed by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in
Special Leave Petition Civil No. 12032-35/2018 mentioned herein above is already
Annexed as Annexure R-19 and Order dated 19.02.2019 in RP (Civil) No. 400-403 of 2019
mentioned herein above is already Annexed as Annexure R-20). The aforesaid Order had
not dealt with any structures that forms a part of the complaint dated 23.01.2023,
08.06.2023 and 15.03.2024 made by the Complainant. Therefore, the Appellant vide the
aforesaid Order is only trying to misguide this Hon’ble Tribunal into thinking that the
structures on the Impugned Property have been subjected to the scrutiny of the Hon’ble

Supreme Court.

(b) The Appellant has further contended that the documents dated 07.05.1990 issued by the

15.

Chief Minister under Ref. No. CM/pet/8/90 and the Approval dated 02.02.1990 bearing
No. DB/4820/TCP-90/202 issued by the Chief Town Planner for the proposed repairs and
renovation of buildings ‘A’ and ‘B’ situated in Survey No. 242/1-C, are incorrect and have
allegedly been rejected by the Hon’ble Supreme Court. The copy of the Letter dated
07.05.1990 from the Chief Minister mentioned herein above is already annexed as
Annexure-21. In this regard, it is respectfully submitted that the Hon’ble Supreme Court,
vide its Order dated 10.08.2018, has not rendered any finding on the validity or veracity of
the aforementioned documents. The validity of the said documents, therefore, cannot be
called into question solely on the basis of the above-referred order of the Hon’ble Supreme
Court.

(The Copy of the Order dated 10.08.2018 passed by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in Special
Leave Petition (Civil) No. 12032-35/2018 mentioned herein above is already Annexed
as Annexure R-19)

With regard to Para No. 15, it is submitted that as already stated herein above, a bare
reading of the Orders of the Hon’ble Supreme Court dated 10.08.2018 and 19.01.2019, in
no way lead to an inference that any of the documents have been rejected by the Hon’ble

Supreme Court. Further, by placing reliance on such Orders, the Appellant is only trying
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to unnecessarily widen the scope of the controversy and also trying to convert the limited
issue involved in the Show Cause Notices into a sort off title suit wherein respective rights
of the parties are adjudicated. It is submitted that the reliance placed on the orders of the
Special Leave Petition Civil No. 12032-35/2018 are absolutely irrelevant to decide the
issue in the present case.

With reference to Para No. 16, it is submitted that these applications for regularization have
no nexus whatsoever with the validity or existence of the structures forming the subject
matter of the Show Cause Notices dated 09.02.2024 and 30.07.2024. The attempt to rely
upon such unrelated documents appears to be a deliberate effort on the part of the Appellant
to mislead this Hon’ble Tribunal and divert its attention from the actual controversy in the
present proceedings.

With reference to Para No. 17, it is respectfully submitted that the Appellant has once again
sought to rely upon a document that bears no relevance to the structures situated on Survey
No. 242/1-C. This repeated reliance on extraneous material clearly reflects an attempt by
the Appellant to mislead and confuse this Hon’ble Tribunal into erroneously believing that
the structures on Survey No. 242/1-C are of an illegal nature.

With reference to Para No. 18, it is respectfully submitted that the Appellant has alleged
that ‘Structure-B’, which was the subject matter of Demolition Orders dated 28.01.2010
and 15.10.2012 issued by the Village Panchayat of Calangute, has not been properly
demolished. In making this assertion, the Appellant has relied upon the Site Inspection
Report dated 26.02.2020, prepared by members of Respondent No.6 pursuant to directions
issued by the Hon’ble High Court in Writ Petition No. 04/2020. The said allegation is
wholly misconceived and devoid of merit on two material counts: firstly, a bare perusal of
Para no. 13 of the very same Site Inspection Report dated 26.02.2020—which the
Appellant seeks to rely upon—clearly indicates that the demolition orders issued by the
Village Panchayat of Calangute have been duly complied with by Respondent No. 2.
Secondly, in the Site Inspection Report dated 26.02.2020 in Para 12 it has been concluded
that the Inquiry Report dated 07.11.2019 submitted by the Director of Panchayats in Writ
Petition No. 1186/2018 before the Hon’ble High Court also affirms that the aforesaid
demolition orders have been fully complied with. Therefore, the attempt of the Appellant
to mislead this Hon’ble Tribunal by alleging non-compliance on the part of Respondent
No.2 is not only factually incorrect but also reflects a deliberate effort to secure a
demolition order at any cost, even if it entails making inaccurate and misleading

statements. Furthermore, by relying on irrelevant and unrelated information, the Appellant
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is clearly attempting to misdirect this Hon’ble Tribunal and distort the factual and legal
matrix of the present case.

With reference to Para No. 19, it is respectfully submitted that the Appellant has relied
upon a permission dated 28.06.1978 issued by the Village Panchayat. The said document
does not pertain to the answering Respondent and therefore needs no reply.

With reference to Para No. 20, it is once again reiterated that one Mr. Wenceslau Francis
D’Souza had filed a PIL Writ Petition No. 04 of 2020 before the Hon’ble High Court of
Bombay at Goa alleging construction of illegal structures within the No Development Zone
of Survey No. 242/1 of village Calangute. Vide the Order dated 22.01.2020, the Hon’ble
High Court directed the Respondent No. 4 herein to carry out an inspection at the site in
order to determine whether there was any prima facie merit in the allegation. In compliance
of the Order passed by the Hon’ble Court, the Respondent No. 4 filed its Site Inspection
Report dated 26.02. The validity of the Inspection Report dated 26.02.2020 has also been
duly affirmed by the Hon’ble High Court of Bombay at Goa in PIL Writ Petition No. 04 of
2020 vide order dated 24.09.2021. Further, the Original Application No. 116/2022 (WZ)
filed before this Hon’ble Tribunal challenging the alleged Illegal Construction at the
Impugned Property has been dismissed vide Order dated 09.01.2023 on the ground that the
Hon’ble High Court had passed its Order dated 24.09.2021 on merits taking into
consideration the Inspection Report dated 26.02.2020 During the said inspection,
Respondent No.2 produced several documents evidencing that the structures on the
Impugned Property existed prior to the year 1991.

It is further submitted that the documents relied upon by Respondent No.2 during the said
inspection are also relied by the Respondent No. 2 in its Reply dated 04.07.2024, Reply
dated 17.10.2024, and Additional Reply dated 26.11.2024 submitted to Respondent No.4.
Additionally, Respondent No.2 filed Written Submissions dated 09.12.2024 in response to
the Show Cause Notices dated 09.02.2024 and 30.07.2024. Crucially, it is submitted that
as per the findings of the Site Inspection Report dated 26.02.2020, 'Structure G' therein—
corresponding to 'Structure F' as referred to in the current Show Cause Notice dated
09.02.2024—was found to be in existence prior to the year 1991. In light of this, the
validity of 'Structure F' stands established by the authoritative findings of the Site
Inspection Report dated 26.02.2020, and the adjudication pertaining to the said structure
may appropriately be concluded on that basis. The copy of the DSLR map annexed along
with the Site Inspection Report dated 26.02.2020 is enclosed herewith as ANNEXURE R-
22.
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21. With reference to Para No. 21, it is submitted that the Appellant has alleged that
Respondent No.2 has relied upon an Approved Plan bearing No. DB/2132/1659/82 dated
20.09.1982 and Approved Plan of 1990 to establish the validity of certain structures located
on Survey No. 242/1-C, as mentioned in the Show Cause Notice dated 30.07.2024. The
copy of the Approved Plan dated 20.04.1982 issued by Gram Panchayat procured through
an RTI reply dated 04.03.2022 mentioned herein above is already Annexed as Annexure R-
13. The Appellant has questioned the authenticity of the aforesaid Approved Plan,
contending that the said document is forged and lacks evidentiary value solely on the
ground that it was not produced earlier in proceedings before Respondent No.4, the
Hon’ble High Court, or the Hon’ble Supreme Court, and that it was submitted for the first
time at the stage of final arguments. It is pertinent to point out that the Appellant in the
present paragraph has wrongly mentioned the date of the Approval Plan bearing No.
DB/2132/1659/82 as 20.09.1982 instead of 20.04.1982. In this regard, it is submitted that
the documents relied upon by Respondent No. 2, including the Approved Plan dated
20.04.1982, are genuine and authentic, having been sourced from lawful and verifiable
origins. Furthermore, it is pertinent to note that Respondent No. 4, the authority which
issued the Show Cause Notices dated 09.02.2024 and 30.07.2024, has at no point
questioned the veracity of the documents submitted by Respondent No.2. On the contrary,
Respondent No.4, after due application of mind and upon consideration of the documentary
evidence placed on record by both parties, has passed a reasoned and well-considered
Impugned Order. It is, therefore, implicit that Respondent No.4 was satisfied with the
legitimacy of the documents relied upon by Respondent No.2 before rendering its decision.
It is pertinent to note herein that the documents relied by the Respondent No.2 have been
procured by the Respondent No. 2 under the Right to Information Act, 2005. That the
Respondent No.2 herein sought information regarding Approved Plan of 02.02.1990 from
the Respondent No.4 under the Right to Information Act, 2005 vide an application dated
09.11.2018. It is submitted that the Respondent No.4 herein vide the Reply dated
15.11.2018 furnished the Approved Plan of 02.02.1990 along with various documents that
have been relied by the Respondent No.2 in its reply dated 04.07.2024 and 17.10.2024.
Additionally, the Respondent No. 2 had made an application under the Right to Information
Act, 2005 dated 28.02.2022 to the Office of Village Panchayat Calangute seeking
permissions to Survey No. 242/1 (Part) of Village Calangute. In reply to the same, the
Panchayat Authority vide document dated 04.03.2022 bearing No. VP/Cal/F-53/21-
22/4696 had furnished the Approval Plan bearing no. DB/2132/1659/82 dated 20.04.1982
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and permission dated 30.06.1982. (The copy of the Licence issued by Gram Panchayat
dated 30.06.1982 procured through an RTI Reply dated 04.03.2022 mentioned herein
above is already Annexed as Annexure R-14). Further, the Respondent No.4 in the
Impugned Order has recorded the finding that “The present Complaint appears to have
been moved in order to add more litigation, subsequent to the Order passed by the Hon ble
NGT on 09.01.2023. In the Complaint filed by the Complainant on 23.01.2023, what sort
of new developments have cropped up in this property has also not been spelt out by the
Complainant. An attempt is however sought to be made to confuse the authority by stating
that the structures were never demolished. The documents which are produced by the
Respondent which are said to be fraudulent and fabricated have also not been
challenged before the appropriate Court of Law . Thus, it is evident from the findings of
Respondent No.4 that the attempt made by the Appellant to cast doubt upon the authenticity
of the documents dated 1982 and 1990 has been duly addressed and dealt with by
Respondent No.4. The documents mentioned herein above are already Annexed as
Annexure- R-13 and R-14. It is further submitted that the Appellant is making a deliberate
attempt to mislead this Hon’ble Tribunal into believing that the documents relied upon by
Respondent No.2 are either forged or invalid ab initio, despite the fact that such allegations
have already been considered and negated by the competent authority after due scrutiny

and application of mind.

With reference to Para No. 22, it is submitted that the Appellant has placed reliance on the
Survey Plan issued by the RSI, Hyderabad. However, it is submitted that the said Survey
Plan, in fact, accurately reflects the status of the properties on the Impugned Property and
substantiates the existence of the structure thereon prior to the year 1991. Therefore, the
said document does not support the case of the Appellant but rather affirms the contention
of Respondent No.2 regarding the pre-1991 existence of the structure on the Impugned
Property.

It is submitted that the Appellant herein has raised an erroneous contention with regard to
the authenticity of the documents pertaining to the structures at Survey No. 242/1 and
242/1-C. In view of the above mentioned table at Para 18 of the Preliminary Submissions
and the submissions made herein, it can be ascertained that there are various documents
that are issued by the relevant authorities that establish that the structures belonging to the
Respondent No. 2, discharged in terms of the Impugned Order dated 17.02.2025 existed
prior to the year 1991. Furthermore, CRZ Notification, 1991 adopts the principle of the

“Doctrine of Toleration,” whereby developments that were already undertaken and were in
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existence in accordance with the laws and norms that then existed are to be tolerated. In
the present Appeal, the Competent Authority has passed a reasoned order after due
application of mind and the contentions raised by the Appellant regarding the authenticity
and veracity of the documents in question are devoid of any substantive or evidentiary
basis and appear to be speculative rather than being grounded in fact or law. Furthermore,
with regard to the veracity of the documents that are relied by the Respondent No. 2, it is
submitted that all these documents have been procured under the Right to Information Act,
2005, which stipulates that the said documents have been in the records of the relevant
authorities and are therefore, sourced from verified channels. In view of the same the issue
regarding the authenticity of the documents boils down to the fact that the Appellant has
not approached this Hon’ble Forum with clean hands and is making deliberate efforts to
confuse and deceive this Hon’ble Forum into believing that the Impugned Structures are

liable to be demolished.
REPLY TO THE GROUNDS/CHALLENGE

With reference to Para No. 23, it is submitted that the Appellant herein has merely reiterated
the aforementioned submission in the grounds for filing the present Appeal. Thus, the
Respondent No.2 respectfully places reliance on the foregoing submissions and the Para-
wise reply hereinabove to effectively controvert and rebut the grounds raised by the
Appellant.

With reference to Para No. 23.1, the Appellant has mislead the Hon’ble Tribunal by stating
false and frivolous facts which are contrary to the findings of the Respondent No.4 made
in the Impugned Order. It is pertinent to note that the construction of the afore-mentioned
Structures as enumerated in the Show Cause Notice Dated 09.02.2024 and 30.07.2024
undertaken by the Respondent are well within the domain of law as the structures that are
discharged in terms of the Impugned Order have proper permissions which are issued by
the Relevant Authorities. The Appellant vide the present Appeal fails to establish that how
the structures which were under the consideration of the Respondent No.4 are illegal. The
only structure constructed by the Respondent No.2 after the orders passed by the Hon’ble
High Court in Writ Petition No. 04/2020 was the construction of the swimming pool which
is the structure F as per the Show Cause Notice dated 30.07.2024 for which the concerned
authority has granted approval dated 15.01.2024 and the License dated 27.02.2024. The
Impugned Order of the Respondent No.4 has also confirmed the validity of the Structure
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“F” as per Show Cause Notice dated 30.07.2024. This shows a deliberate attempt at the
behest Appellant to confuse the Hon’ble Tribunal by mixing the facts pertaining to the
offending structure and bring the attention of the Hon’ble Tribunal over the litigation under
the village panchayat which is irrelevant to the current situation.

With reference to Para No. 23.2, the Appellant has deliberately sought to mislead this
Hon’ble Tribunal and create confusion by grossly exaggerating the number, nature, and use
of the structures in question, as well as the number of rooms therein. The Appellant further
appears to be proceeding on presumptive and unverified assertions rather than
substantiated facts. It is further submitted, in order to refute the false, frivolous, and
unsubstantiated allegations made by the Appellant regarding the purported illegality of the
commercial use of the said structures, the Respondent herein has produced various
permissions which are mentioned in the Table at Para 18 of the Preliminary submissions
herein-above. The said permissions substantiate the legitimacy of the commercial use and
demonstrates that the requisite permissions are in place. The baseless nature of the
Appellant’s allegations not only calls into question the credibility of the statements made
but also indicates that such assertions are retaliatory in nature, made as a counterblast to
the complaints filed by Respondent No. 2 against the Appellant.

With reference to Para No. 23.3, it is respectfully submitted that the Appellant has made
unwarranted and desperate attempts to portray the 1990 Town and Country Planning (TCP)
approval as forged and fraudulent. The Appellant has, therefore, sought to mislead this
Hon’ble Tribunal by attributing fraudulent character to the documents without any
substantive or judicial finding to that effect. Furthermore, such vague and unsubstantiated
assertions are made merely to prejudice the case of the Respondents and deserve to be
disregarded. The allegations in Para No. 23.3 have been aptly replied in Para No. 14 and
21 of the Para-wise Reply hereinabove and therefore the contents therein are not repeated
for the sake of convenience and brevity.

With reference to Para No. 23.4, it is respectfully submitted that the Respondent No.2 is
not concerned with the allegations in Para No. 23.4 as the answering Respondent is not
relying on the Village Panchayat Calangute License dated 28.06.1978.

The Contents of Para No. 23.5, 23.6, 23.7 have been aptly replied in Para No. 21 of the
Parawise Reply hereinabove and therefore the contents therein are not repeated for the sake
of convenience and brevity. With reference to Para No. 23.5, the Goa Coastal Zone
Management Authority (GCZMA), in its order, has categorically affirmed that the said

Structure G1 is temporary in nature. This is further corroborated by the sanctioned plan



30.

31.

1095

bearing Approval No. DB/2132/1659/82 dated 20.04.1982, which explicitly reflects the
existence of the structure. Accordingly, the documentary evidence on record fully supports
the Respondent’s contention (The copy of the Approved Plan dated 20.04.1982 issued by
Gram Panchayat procured through an RTI reply dated 04.03.2022 mentioned herein above
is already Annexed as Annexure R-13). Moreover, the Appellant’s sweeping assertion that
the document is forged or fraudulent is wholly unsubstantiated and devoid of any
evidentiary basis. In the absence of credible proof, such allegations remain baseless and
are liable to be disregarded.

With reference to Para No. 23.6 and 23.7, it is respectfully submitted that the Appellant has
repeatedly questioned the authenticity of the Approved Plan dated 20.09.1982, alleging
that the said document is forged and devoid of evidentiary value. These allegations are
solely premised on the contention that the document was not produced at earlier stages of
proceedings before Respondent No.4, the Hon’ble High Court, or the Hon’ble Supreme
Court, and was instead placed on record only at the stage of final arguments. It is further
submitted that the Appellant claims to have conducted inquiries with the Village Panchayat
and Respondent No.4 with respect to records pertaining to the years 1982 and 1990. In
response, it 1s submitted that all documents relied upon by Respondent No.2, including the
aforementioned Approved Plan dated 20.09.1982, are authentic, duly sourced from lawful
and verifiable records maintained by the competent authorities. Significantly, Respondent
No.4—the statutory authority that issued the Show Cause Notices dated 09.02.2024 and
30.07.2024—has at no stage questioned or disputed the genuineness of the documents
submitted by Respondent No.2. Moreover, the Appellant has vaguely and without
substantiation sought to challenge the orders of the Goa Coastal Zone Management
Authority (GCZMA), without furnishing any cogent reasoning or justification in support
of such claims. This clearly indicates that the Appellant is seeking to vexatiously reopen
settled issues by relying on baseless, irrelevant, and unsubstantiated allegations, which
deserve to be rejected in limine.

With reference to Para No. 23.8, it is respectfully submitted that the Appellant has
repeatedly sought to cast aspersions on the authenticity and validity of the reasoned order
passed by the Goa Coastal Zone Management Authority (GCZMA). In this regard, it is
submitted, firstly, that Structure “F” is supported by all requisite and valid documentary
evidence establishing its legality, which has been duly annexed to the replies submitted by
the Respondent dated 04.07.2024 and 17.10.2024. Secondly, the Appellant's contention

that the inspection report prepared by the Two-Member Committee lacks evidentiary value
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merely because it was not prepared directly by the GCZMA is entirely misconceived and
devoid of merit. Contrary to the said assertion, the report in question was in fact prepared
by Expert Members of the GCZMA, and thus carries the imprimatur of technical and
statutory authority. It is further submitted that one Mr. Wenceslau Francis D’Souza had
filed a PIL Writ Petition No. 04 of 2020 before the Hon’ble High Court of Bombay at Goa
alleging construction of illegal structures within the No Development Zone of Survey No.
242/1 of village Calangute. Vide the Order dated 22.01.2020, the Hon’ble High Court
directed the Respondent No. 4 herein to carry out an inspection at the site in order to
determine whether there was any prima facie merit in the allegation (The copy of Order
dated 22.01.2020 passed by the Hon’ble High Court mentioned herein above is already
Annexed as Annexure R-2). In compliance of the Order passed by the Hon’ble Court, the
Respondent No. 4 filed its Site Inspection Report dated 26.02.2020 wherein it was
concluded that:

“40. The structure within the NDZ of larger property under Survey No. 242/1 of Village
Calangute owned by R7 and RS indicated by the petitioners during inspection prima facie
appear to be legal and existing prior to February 1991 on basis of documents made
available and other reference material accessed and cited by us”.

The validity of the Inspection Report dated 26.02.2020 has also been duly affirmed by the
Hon’ble High Court of Bombay at Goa in PIL Writ Petition No. 04 of 2020 vide order
dated 24.09.2021 (The copy of Order dated 24.09.2021 passed by the Hon’ble High Court
mentioned herein above is already Annexed as Annexure R-3).

Further, the Original Application No. 116/2022 (WZ) filed before this Hon’ble Tribunal
challenging the alleged Illegal Construction at the Impugned Property has been dismissed
vide Order dated 09.01.2023 on the ground that the Hon’ble High Court had passed its
Order dated 24.09.2021 on merits taking into consideration the Inspection Report dated
26.02.2020 (The copy of Order dated 09.01.2023 passed by this Hon’ble Tribunal
mentioned herein above is already Annexed as Annexure R-6.) The Hon’ble Tribunal noted
that the said orders of the Hon’ble High Court were passed on merits, after due
consideration of the Inspection Report submitted by the GCZMA pursuant to directions
issued by the Hon’ble High Court itself. Relying upon the findings contained therein, the
Hon’ble High Court proceeded to dismiss PIL Writ Petition No. 04/2020. This
unequivocally establishes the reliability of the inspection process and the findings recorded
therein, thereby rendering any challenge to its veracity or demand for a fresh inspection

wholly unsustainable. Thus, the Appellant's allegations in this regard are false, frivolous,
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and unsupported by any credible material on record. Accordingly, the erroneous and
speculative assertions of the Appellant deserve to be rejected outright and ought not to be
given any weight by this Hon’ble Tribunal.

With regard to the contents of Para No. 23.9, it is submitted that the Structure F1 in Survey
No. 242/1 has been demolished by the Respondent No.4 and therefore the contention of
the Appellant with regard to the Respondent No.4 saving Structure F1 in Survey No. 242/1

is devoid of any merit.

The Contents of Para No. 23.10 of the present appeal do not pertain to structures claimed
by Respondent No. 2, hence need no reply.

With reference to Para No. 23.11, it is respectfully submitted that the Appellant seeks to
challenge the order passed by the Goa Coastal Zone Management Authority (GCZMA) on
the sole ground that the documents relied upon therein are allegedly forged and fraudulent.
In response, it is submitted that the authenticity of the said documents was never questioned
before the competent authorities at any prior stage of the proceedings. It is only now, upon
finding no other substantive ground to assail the order, that the Appellant has resorted to
this baseless and belated contention. The Appellant has failed to produce any credible
evidence, cogent reasoning, or legal justification to support the serious allegation of forgery
or fraud. Such unsubstantiated assertions, made without any material proof, clearly reveal
that the Appellant is bereft of any legitimate ground to challenge the impugned order. It is
further submitted that the structures pertaining to Respondent No. 2 have already been
examined and found to be valid by the Committee constituted pursuant to the directions of
the Hon’ble High Court. In view of the above, it is evident that the present objection is a
mere afterthought and is intended only to delay and derail the proceedings before this
Hon’ble Tribunal. Such conduct amounts to an abuse of the process of law and deserves to
be deprecated.

With reference to Para No. 23.12, it is respectfully submitted that the Appellant has once
again taken the same false and frivolous stand by alleging that the documents relied upon
by the Respondent are forged and fraudulent—an allegation that has already been
specifically addressed and duly rebutted by the Respondent in the foregoing submissions.

With reference to Para No. 23.13, it is respectfully submitted that the Appellant has
repeatedly advanced the contention that the order passed by the Goa Coastal Zone
Management Authority (GCZMA) is solely based on the Inspection Report 26.02.2020. It
is submitted that the impugned order of the GCZMA is a reasoned and speaking order

rendered after due consideration of multiple factors, including but not limited to the
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inspection report. It is further submitted that all structures alleged by the Appellant to be
illegal are, in fact, duly supported by documentary evidence establishing their existence
prior to the year 1991. Additionally, the said structures have obtained all requisite statutory
approvals and clearances from competent authorities. Accordingly, the allegations of
illegality and CRZ violations as advanced by the Appellant are baseless and devoid of
merit.

With reference to Para No. 23.14, it is respectfully submitted that the Appellant is merely
attempting to abuse the process of law and unnecessarily burden the time and resources of
this Hon’ble Tribunal by seeking a fresh inspection. It is pertinent to bring to the attention
of this Hon’ble Tribunal that a total of three independent inspections have already been
conducted, where reports were prepared after proper application of mind and each
consistently reaffirming the same set of facts.

That pursuant to the complaints the Respondent No. 4 conducted three Site Inspections
dated 05.06.2023, 24.11.2023 and 20.05.2024 which identified the structures belonging to
the Respondent No. 1 to 3. Subsequently on the basis of these Inspection Reports, the
Respondent No. 4 issued Show Cause Notices dated 09.02.2024 and 30.07.2024 against
the Respondent No. 1 o 3. Thereafter due deliberations and detailed hearing given to all
the parties, the Respondent No. 2 vide the Impugned Order directed demolition of
Structures marked as ‘Q1°, ‘P1°, °Y’, and ‘I1°, ‘J1’(First Floor) and ‘Z’ (First Floor) and
Structures “B” and “G”. It is submitted that the Respondent No. 4 has made reasoned
findings pertaining to the demolition or discharge of the structures constructed on the
Impugned Property. It is submitted that this was not the first time that the Impugned
Properties were subjected to the scrutiny of the judicial forums, in fact vide the Inspection
Report dated 26.02.2020 prepared by the Respondent No. 4 itself:

“ 40. The structure within the NDZ of larger property under Survey No. 242/1 of Village
Calangute owned by R7 and RS indicated by the petitioners during inspection prima facie
appear to be legal and existing prior to February 1991 on basis of documents made
available and other reference material accessed and cited by us.”

It is further submitted that the validity of the Inspection Report has also been duly affirmed
by the Hon’ble High Court of Bombay at Goa in PIL Writ Petition No. 04 of 2020 vide
order dated 24.09.2021.

Further, the Original Application No. 116/2022 (WZ) filed before this Hon’ble Tribunal
challenging the alleged Illegal Construction at the Impugned Property has been dismissed
vide Order dated 09.01.2023 on the ground that the Hon’ble High Court had passed its
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Order dated 24.09.2021 on merits taking into consideration the Inspection Report dated
26.02.2020.

It is therefore submitted that in view of the Inspection Report dated 26.02.2020 in Writ
Petition No. 04 of 2020 and the Inspection report dated 05.06.2023, 24.11.2023 and
20.05.2024 it can be ascertained that the validity of the existence of the Impugned
Properties have been assessed through the fair lens of the Respondent No. 4 and after taking
into consideration the supporting documents exhibited by both the sides a well reasoned
analysis of the existence of the Impugned Properties has been given. Therefore, the Prayer
of the Appellant seeking re-inspection of the Impugned Properties is without substance and
without any reasonable differentia.

With reference to Para no. 23.15, it is humbly submitted that the present appeal is a result
of the Impugned Order passed by the GCZMA dated 17.02.2025 based upon the two Show
Cause Notice against the Respondent No. 1 to 3 dated 09.02.2024 and 30.07.2024. A plain
reading of these documents clearly reveals that there is no direction, observation, or
indication therein suggesting that any form of compensation is to be imposed upon
Respondent No. 2. Furthermore, it is pertinent to note that the issue of compensation was
never raised by the Appellant in any of the previous proceedings. In any event, such a
question—if at all maintainable—ought to have been properly addressed to Respondent
No. 4, i.e., the Goa Coastal Zone Management Authority (GCZMA), which is the
competent authority vested with the statutory discretion to determine whether
compensation is warranted, and if so, in what manner and quantum and not by the
Appellant. The imposition or quantification of compensation cannot be unilaterally
dictated or suggested by the Appellant and lies solely within the jurisdictional domain and
discretion of the appropriate regulatory authority.

The Contents of the Para No. 23.16 needs no reply.

REPLY TO ENVIRONMENTAL DAMAGE COMPENSATION

42.

With reference to Para No. 24, it is respectfully submitted that the present appeal arises
from the Impugned Order dated 17.02.2025 passed by the Goa Coastal Zone Management
Authority (GCZMA), pursuant to the issuance of two Show Cause Notices dated
09.02.2024 and 30.07.2024 against Respondents No. 1 to 3. A plain and careful reading of
the said documents reveals that there is no direction, observation, or indication therein that

any form of compensation is to be imposed upon Respondent No. 2. It is further submitted
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that the issue of compensation was never raised by the Appellant in any of the previous
proceedings and does not form part of the original cause of action. Even assuming without
admitting that such a plea is maintainable, the same is clearly misdirected, as the authority
competent to examine and determine such matters is Respondent No. 4, i.e., the GCZMA.
It is within the exclusive statutory discretion of the GCZMA to decide whether
compensation is warranted, and if so, to determine the manner, extent, and quantum of such
compensation. Moreover, the Appellant has no authority, locus, or jurisdiction to direct or
dictate to the competent authority the imposition or quantification of any amount to be
recovered as compensation. Any such attempt by the Appellant amounts to a clear
overreach and is legally unsustainable. The power to initiate, evaluate, and impose
compensatory liability vests solely with the statutory authority, and not with a private party
to the proceedings. Accordingly, the Appellant’s contentions in this regard are wholly

devoid of merit and liable to be rejected.

REPLY TO OTHER LITIGATION PENDING BEFORE THE PARTIES.
The Contents of the Para No. 25 of the present Appeal need no reply.

REPLY TO LIMITATION

With reference to Para No. 26, it is submitted that the Appellant herein has claimed that the
Impugned Order was received by the Appellant only on 19.02.2025 and therefore the
present Appeal as filed on 21.03.2025 is within the period of limitation. In this regard, it is
submitted that the Appellant has not provided any proof of documents to show that the
Impugned Order was served to the Appellant only on 19.02.2025. It is therefore submitted
that the present Appeal challenging the Impugned Order dated 17.02.2025 ought to have
been filed within a period of 30 days i.e. by 19.03.2025. It is therefore submitted that the
present Appeal is beyond the period of limitation as stipulated under Section 16 of the

National Green Tribunal Act, 2010 and therefore ought to be dismissed on grounds of delay.

REPLY TO JURISDICTION

With reference to Para No. 27, it is respectfully submitted that the contents of the said
paragraph do not warrant any specific response. However, in view of the specific facts and
circumstances mentioned hereinabove, this Hon’ble Tribunal ought not to interfere with
the well-reasoned Impugned Order passed by the Respondent No.4.

The contents of Para No. 28 to 32 of the present Appeal need no reply.
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REPLY TO PRAYERS

47. In view of the submissions made herein above, it is most respectfully submitted that the
Respondent No. 2 has all valid and legal permissions pertaining to the structures which
have been discharged by the Respondent No. 4 vide the Impugned Order and all those
structures have been constructed prior to 1991. Thus, there is no substance in the argument
of the Appellant herein that the Impugned Structures have been constructed after 1991,
without any permissions from the relevant authorities.

48. Therefore, it is submitted that the present Appeal is not driven by any bona fide
environmental concerns but is motivated purely by personal vendetta and an attempt to
settle private disputes. Moreover, the subject matter of the present Appeal has already been
adjudicated upon and disposed of by the Hon’ble High Court of Bombay at Goa. As such,
the same is barred by the doctrine of res judicata. It is therefore submitted that the present
Appeal ought to be dismissed in limine by imposing Exemplary costs on the Appellant.

49. In light of the foregoing submissions, it is most respectfully submitted that the present
Appeal is devoid of merit and is liable to be dismissed, with exemplary costs imposed upon

the Appellant, so as to discourage the institution of such frivolous and vexatious litigation.

B
Date: 17.11.2025

Place: Pune Sangramsingh R. Bhonsle, Samridhi S. Jain

Chaitanya Dixit
ADVOCATES FOR THE APPELLANT

A-10, LGF, Lajpat Nagar III,
New Delhi-110024
samridhi12318(@gmail.com
Mobile No. 9890210579
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RELD. NO. S
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In 111 MATTER OF:

Sy VIESTER D'SOUZA

VERSUS

AFFIDAVIT
|. Ms. Nalini Da Rosa Fernandes, Indian National, presently residing at Saunta
Waddo, Calangute, Bardcz - Goa, do hereby solemnly affirm and state as under:
|. That | am the Respondent No. 2 in the present Appeal. | am conversant
with the facts and circumstances of the case and as such competent to swear
the present Affidavit.

2. That the contents of the present Reply are facts true to my knowledge and

contains submissions and prayers to this Hon'ble Court based on legal

advice and the same is believed to be true and correct.

3. That the annexures filed along with the present Reply are the true copies

of their respective originals.

uand®

DEPONENT
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ANNEXURE R-1

IN THE HIGH COURT OF BOMBAY AT GOA

Rule 4(E) of the Bombay High Court Public Interest
Litigation Rules, 2010
P. 1. L. Writ Petition No. _Oh /2019
fﬁ\ Mr. Wenceslau Francis D Souza & Anr . Petitioners
7)
<0 Versus

£

«% j: State ot Goa and others ...Respondents

al
20260

*Eg |
5z Al ¢
< & 5! b9 LEAL L
P -
| = i’”"’o\a (i
g vl g
(&} LGRS SR
1515.:5 L('ES, ot ‘ .
o 9 - Sr. No. Particulars Page

Nos.

. Chronology ol Fvents A ———'C /’L

Oﬂla\\ 2 Points for Consideration e D 4
/Xr\/ | 3 Memo of Petition 1-32
4. Annexure - A are photos ol the illegal | 33-40

structures

5. Annexure — B (colly) are copies of show | 41-47
cause notice dated 08.06.2012 and the
complaint dated 25.04.2012

0. Annexure - U (colly) are copies ol the | 48-53
Panchanama duted 16072009 and die show

| cause notice aated 23.07.2009

|
[——

B ST rpe—— |
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7. Annexure — [ (colly) are copies of the| 54-57
correspondence between respondent no. 9
and PI, CID Crime Branch

8. Annexure — E 1s a copy of the letter dated | 58-59
08.06.2012

9. Annexure -F is a copy of the affidavit in 60-69 ~
reply filed by the Respondent no.r@ in
PILWP 26/2012.

10. | Annexure — G is a copy of the order dated 70-71
06.03.2014

I'1. | Annexure — H(colly) are copies of the order 72-77 -+
dated 22.04.2014, site inspection notice and V
Panchanama dated 11.12.2012

12. | Annexure — I (colly) are copies of the orders 78-108 | [
dated 26.02. 2() I8

13. | Annexure—J (co ly) are coples ofthe orders | 109-111
passed in SLP(s) and Review Application
before the Apcx Court r

14, Annexuxem« K (colly) are copies oftl > Site { [12-113
CSB0 1 dated 20.( )7 ’\)

2T J t"mc/’uc‘

Annexure - L (colly) are copu,s 01‘ the show
cause nomms uned 02.08. ”70

Annexuxc — M (colly) are w; ies of the
OIdus of dL molition dated 21,12 r’()f I

Annexme - N (co ly) are copies of the
requisition dated 06.01.2012,

Amnexure — O is g copy of the letter dated
16.04. ’7O 10

e st e,

Place: Panaji, Goa /

Date: 26-04-2019 Advocate for the Petitionerg



CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS

DATE

EVENT

2012

Petitioners filed PIL writ petition No. 26/2012
before this Hon’ble Court against CRZ
Notification violations by Respondents 7, 8 and
12 for illegal constructions of additional 29, 42
and 10 rooms respectively ir their respective
hotels/  guest houses fall ng under No

Development Zone of the High Tide Line.

2011

Respondent No. 7 had applied for renewal of |-
registration.  She  informed the Tourism
Department of construction of additional 20
rooms and  requested. for reinspection and
registration of the same to which the Tourism
department asked for clearances from the -
GCZMA and Goa State Pollution Contro] Board.
Respondent 7 failed to produce the documents as

such approval had never been granted.

25.04.2012

Petitioners made a complaint to Respondent 9

regarding  such illegal  construction by

Respondent 7

08.06.2012

Tourism Dept. issued a show cause notice to the
Respondent 7 to produce relevant documents
failing which, premises would be sealed and
arrears recovered. However, no further action

was taken by either party.

08.06.2012

Respondent 9 also issued notice to Respondent &
regarding illegal existence of 42 rooms instead of
16 rooms as claimed by Respondent 8 and

informed Respondent 8 that he as liable for

_—
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punishment if unable to produce the relevant
}
Pl
documents.
2013 In course of hearing of above mentioned PILWP

26/2012, Respondents 7 and 8 pleaded that their
applications for regularization of the disputed
structures was still pending before Respondent 2
and hence perémptory demolition directions
could not be passed.

22.04.2014 | In view of this pleading, PILWP 26/2012 was

disposed off whereby Court observed that if
regularization was not allowed then Respondents
2 and 3 must take appropriate action in

accordance with law to the disputed structures,

26.02.2018 | The illegal structures of Respondent 7 became

part of 2 other writ petitions filed before this

Hon’ble Court and in Order dated 26.02.2018,

this Hon’ble Court ordered for the demolition of

these structures. This Order was upheld by the

Hon’ble Apex Court.

st e

23.03.2018 Subsequeﬁﬁy, Respondent 7 made another

application to Respondent 2 for regularization of
the structures which was furthered referred to the
Ministry of Environment, Forest and Climate

Change and is sti]] pending.

Thereafter, Respondent 7 exhausted al] remedies

before this Hon’ble Court as well as the Hon’ble

Apex Court, all of which were dismissed against

her.

28.09.2019 Respondent 7 has purportedly complied with the

Order of this Hon’ble Court dated 28.09.2019

and claims to have demolished the illegal

structures which were subject matter of Wp

e ———
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1186/2018. However, it is apparent that
Respondent 7 has only demolished a small of the
offending structures and the rest of the illegal

construction continues to stand.

Nov. 2019

It has come to the knowledge of the Petitioners
that Respondent 3 had undertaken site inspection
of the 3 disputed properties back in 2011 and
ordered their demolition for gross violation of
CRZ notifications and had even requisitioned a
demolition squad.  However, the matter
eventually died down and not action was taken

whatsoever.

Presently, all 3 disputed properties continue to
run as usual with illegal supply of water and
electricity being used to power the illegally

constructed rooms.

Da{g:nJu))q | arp)

PM(W-%Q

P




POINTS FOR CONSIDERATION

1. Whether the Respondent no. 2 and 3 have failed in their duty

to demolish the illegal constructions in the foimn of Hotel
Palmgrove Cottages, Sea View Cottages and Village Sol
Beach Resort owned and constructed by the Respondents no.
7, 8 and 12, which lie within the No Development Zone and

are patently illegal under the CRZ Notification?

PLACE: Panaji Goa

‘DATE: 26-04-2019 Advocate for the Petitioner

e —

1109
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IN THE HIGH COURT OF BOMBAY AT GOA

Rule 4(E) of the Bombay High Court Public Interest
Litigation Rules, 2010

[T | P. 1. L. Writ Petition No. OLy_ /2019

1. Mr. Wenceslau Francis D’Souza
R/o H. No. 23/9, Ward No. TX
Ansabhat Mapusa
Bardez Goa

Phone No. 9850167437

Fax No. Nil

PAN Number: Nijl

Aadhar Card No.: Ni

Email: Nil

Income: 60, 000 p.a

2. Mr. George Bengamin Fernandes
R/o H. No. 4/43 (1701/2)
: Porba Waddo, Calangute
; Bardez Goa
| Phone No. 9850025499
Fax No. Nil
PAN Number: AAFPF9369Q)
Aadhar Card No.: Nil
Email: Nj]
Income: 1, 20, 000 p.a ...Petitioners
v/s

1. The State of Goa
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Through Chief Secretary
Secretariat Porvorim

Bardez Goa

- Goa Coastal Zone Management Authority

Through its Member Secretary
1** Floor, Pandit Deendayal Upadhyay Bhavan
Pundalik Nagar Porvorim Goa
. The Village Panchayat of Calangute
Through its Secretary
Calangute Bardez Goa
- Dy. Collector & SDO of Bardez
Office of the Dy. Collector & SDO
Mapusa Goa
- Assistant Engineer
Electricity Department
Division VI, O & u
Mapusa Goa
. The Executive Engineer
Works DivisiomX\/H, Public Works Department
Government of Gog
Porvorim Goa
- Ms. Nalini Da Rosa F ernandes
Saunta Waddo, Calangute,
Bardez- Goa

. Joseph S. Rosa

Saunta Vaddo, Calangute
Bardez Goa

The Director

Department of Tourism
Paryatan Bhavan

Patto Panaji Goa

10.The Director

Directorate of Food and Dl'ugs




Government of Goa
Altinho Panaji Goa
11.The Senior Town Planner
Town and Country Planning Department
Mapusa Goa
12.Mrs. Lalan Jacques

Saunta Waddo Calangute

Bardez Goa ...Respondents

o Aliregistered addresses.

PUBLIC INTEREST LITIGATION PETITION

I Particulars of the cause/order awgainst which the Petition

IS made: -

1. This Petition is filed to bring to the notice of this Hon’ble

Court the failure and naction, on part of the respondents

No. 2 and 3 to demolish the legal structures namely

1112 |

“Palmgrove Cottages” and “Seaview Cottages” in the

property bearing Survey no. 242/1 of Village Calan

st

Bardez Goa which fall within the No Development Zone

Le. within 200 mts of the High Tide Line constructed by

the Respondents no. 7 and & herein.

11, Particulars of the Petitioners

L —

2. Petitioners are public  spirited citizens interested in

maintaining  and preserving  the ecology  and

the

environment. The petitioners seek o opee again bring



Iy,

through the present petition serious violations of the CRZ
regulations by the respondents 7 and 8 in the property
bearing survey No. 242/1 of village Calangute, Bardez-
Goa within 200 meters of the high tide line.
The petitioner No. 2 is a member of the Organization
known as "Calangute United (Kongottcho Ekvott) Social
and  Cultural  Association" having  registration
No0.348/G0a/2007 which is actively — involved in
environmental and social issues effecting the village of
Calangute. The said Non-Government Organization has
taken up matters relating to the environment and have filed
representations before the Vi llage Panchayat of Calangute
and have been actively involved in stopping projects being
built over the sand dunes and those projects blatantly
violating the coastal zone regulations. The petitioner No.
2 along with the NGO has taken up issues pertaining to the
illegal constructions, hotels and projects which have been
illegally constructed the green fields and other areas
without the approvals and permission from the V illage
Panchayat and the town and country planning department.
The petitioner No, 2 is a Right to Information activist and

has helped various Jocal villagers who have soy ght his aid.

Declaration and undertaking of the Petitioners: -

1113
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. The Petitioners have filed this petition to once again bring

to the notice of this Hon'ble Court, the blatant violation of

the Coastal Zone regulations  committed by the

respondents 7 and 8 by constructing  permanent

constructions within 200 meters of the high tide line and

R e

1114 |

causing  extensions therein without  the required

permission and approvals from the local authorities of two

buildings knows ag "Palmgrove Cottages" and "Sea View

Cottages" comprising of 26 illegal rooms and 42 rooms

respectively which have beep constructed with the 100

metres of the High Tide Line.

That the entire litigation costs, mcluding the advocate’s
fee and other charges are being borpe by the Petitioners.
That a thorough research has been conducted in the matter
based on which the grounds are raised in the petition.
That to the best of the knowledge of the Petitioners and
research done by them the 1ssues raised in this petition
Were not dealt with or decided n any other petition and
that a similar or identical petition was not filed earlier by

them apart from the PIL. bearing PIL Wp No. 26 0f2012

which came to be disposed of by this Hon’ble Court vide

order dated 22.04.2014 which Was not complied with by

L.

——

the Respondents No. 2 and 3 herein,

I—

That the Petitionerg has understood that in the course of

hearing of thig petition the CoUrt mav require any security
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to be furnished towards costs or any charges and the
Petitioners shall comply with such requirements.

9. That to the knowledge of the Petitioners there is no civil

or criminal litigation pending with regard to the subject

matter of this petition before any other Court,

10.The Petitioners has no personal interest in the present

| matter.

g _
, IV.  Facts in brief, constituting the cause:-
!

! | n 11.The Petitioners had previously filed a Public Interest

™
'"2«“’>/ Litigation bearing PILWP No. 26 of 2012 before this

v

| v\“{;; Hon’ble Court against violations of the CRZ Notification
N ” e .

1991, by Respondents no. 7 and 8 herein in the property

bearing survey no. 242/1 of Village Calangute, Bardez

Goa within the No Development Zone je. within 200 mts

of the High Tide Line.

P

The subject matter of the PIL Petition were 1legal

constructions in the form of hotels/guest house, namely,

L

< Al b [Tl M Bl
“Palmgrove Cottages”  and “Seaview Cottages”

s

comprising of 29 and 42 Looms respectively, both of which
“‘"WWMWMWW -~

et o

lie within 200 mts of the High Tide I ; o
d 1ts o7 the High Tide Line and are within the

i No Development Zone.

; » Lw“‘« In addition to these two hotels, there exists another
f A [ )

sy

]
v b o hotel which is run by the Respondent No. 12, in the name
ety T

KMM o and style of “Village Sol beach resort” consisting of 10
MMWMMWWWMWWWWMM

i
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rooms which also falls within the NDZ under CRZ

Notification 1991,

12.Brieﬂy‘, the case set out by the Petitioners in the

abovementioned PIL is delineated as under:

a. It was the case set out by the Petitioners in the

abovementioned PIL was that the Respondent no. 7

illegally constructed 29 rooms in the name and style

of ‘Palmgrove Hotels’ in the sajd property which

falls within 200 mts of the High Tide Line and

L —————

therefore  within the NDZ under the CRZ

Notification, 1991 without any permissions/licenses

from the Respondent no. 2 ang 3.

It was further the Petitioners’ case that the

Respondent no. § constructed additional 10 rooms \\

— M*MMWWM‘

to the structure consisting of 16 rooms known as
“Seaview cottages’ without any permissions from
W““bwm..-mw

any authorities.

b. All the structures in the said property bearing survey

no.  242/1  owned and  constructed by the

Respondents no. 7, 8 and 9 and their predecessors

R —

are illegal as they fall within the No Development

Zone under the CRZ Notification. | 001
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o c. The Respondents no. 7 and 8 have illegally

constructed around 71 rooms in their hotels i.e.

“Palmgrove Cottages” (29 rooms) and “Sea View

Cottages” (42 rooms). The Respondent no. 12 has

illegally constructed 10 rooms and is running the

business of hotel under the name and style of

“Village Sol Beach Resort”

—

Annexed hereto and marked as
Annexure — A are photos of the

llegal structures

d. The Respondent no. 7 initially started with 3 rooms
in the year 1996, and thereafter constructed an
additional 20 roomg tlegally without obtaining any

licenses/permissions whatsoever particularly from

the respondent no, 2 and 3.

e. In the vear 1996, the respondent no. 7 wag granted
permission for Ystaﬁting paying guest facility in 3
rooms and certificate of registration of hotel by the
Respondent no, 9 The  said registration was
renewed time to time for the said 3 rooms although
the respondent no, 7 kept on extending the structure
and constructing more rooms in her hotel.

When the respondent no, 7 applied for

/, ‘ renewal of registration in the year 2011, she
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informed the Tourism Department that she has

constructed an additional 20 rooms in the said

Property attached to the building Palmgrove

1 | Cottages and the requested the department to

reinspect the guest house and register the rooms as
part of the guest houge .

f. Subsequenﬂy, the Assistant Tourist Trade Officer

Tequested her to produce clearances from the

respondent no. 2 and Gog State Pollution Control

Board. The Respondent no. 7 failed to produce the

same as she didn’t have any such approvals from the

respondent nio, 2, :

Thereafter, an mspection was carried out by
the officials of the Department of Tourism on
20.04.2012 and ;t Was noticed that the respondent
0. 7 had constructed 29 illegal rooms in the said
Property as part of the Palmgrove Cottages and
subsequently 4 show cause notjce dated 08.06.2012
was issued to the fespondent no. 7 14 produce
relevant documents for registration of the additiona]
rooms within 10 days of receipt failing which the
premises would pe sealed and arrears would be
Tecovered from her. This action wasg taken by the

respondent no, ¢ only upon receipt of g complaint
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made by the petitioner dated 25.04.2012. No further

action was taken by the respondent no. 9 thereafter.

Annexed hereto and marked as

Annexure — B (colly) are copies

of show cause notice dated

08.06.2012 and the complaint

dated 25.04.2012

g The Respondent no. 3 too had conducted a

Panchanama of the illegal structures constructed by

the Respondent no. 7 way back on 16.07.2009 and
it was found that the Respondent no. 7 had
undertaken illegal construction which was an

extension to an earlier existing  structure and

subsequently it jssued a show cause notice dated
23.07.2009 {5 the Respondent no. 7. No further
action was taken against the said j llegal structures

thereafier.

Annexed hereto and marked ags
Annexure — (ci:yHy) are copies
of  the Panchanama dated
16.07.2009 and the show cause

notice dated 23.07.2009



h.

The respondent no. 8, who is the brother of the

respondent no. 7, initially had constructed 16 rooms

under the name and style of ‘Sun View Cottages’

and thereafter he constructed an additional 10

rooms illegally  without obtaining any

licenses/permissions whatsoever particularly from

the respondent no. 2 and 3.

When the respondent no. 9 had inspected the

Sea View Cottages in the year 1987, they had 16

T

rooms and when the said hote| was re inspected on

s st T E——

07.01.2002, it was found that the hote] had a total of

B ————.. ———

28 rooms along with a restaurant.

The respondent no. 9 had in fact sought the
intervention of the Po]iée Inspector, CID CR to
investigate into the said illegal hote] project
belonging to the respondent no. 8. The site
Inspection and verification of the sajd illegal project
revealed that the sajd project had a newly bujlt
construction on either side of & swimming pool with
& capacity of 48 roorms and that the same were

without any construction licenge

Annexed hereto and marked a5
Annexure - D (colly) are copies

of the correspondence between
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respondent no. 9 and PI, CID

Crime Branch

1. A notice dated 08.06.2012 was issued to the

Respondent no. & by the respondent no. 9 stating

that upon inspection of its llegal structures, it was

S ————_——

found that there existed 42 rooms instead of 16

rooms as claimed by the respondent no. 9 and that

e e o

he would be liable for punishment under the Gaa

(Prohibition on Construction) Act, 2005 and also
that if he wag unable to  produce relevant

documents/lic censes/permissions  within 10 of

receipt of the lettoy

they would be at Jj iberty to sea

the premises of M/, Sea View Cottages and recover
the cost as arrears of land revenue apart from

_ Initiation of civij and crimina] proceedings.

Annexed hereto and marked as

Annexure — F g 4 copy of the

letter dared 02 (i vy

M’M -~

/ In the course of the hearing o th e P g

/,// prondm no. 7 stated iy ner altidavi

late
14.01.2013 . that she
R 4

has filed an ; polication for reg

[ —

larization before the

s

: Respondent Re 3 herein je. the Villace py

nehar,
e

U3 ard that her anplieation

of Calangute np 24.00 000

-GG




was forwarded by the Village Panchayat to the

GCZMA, the Respondent no. 2 herein. She further

stated that upon consideration of her application in

its meeting held on 01.09.2005, the GCZMA

e —

decided that an inspection shall be carried out to

i s

norms. She further stated in her affidavit that her

application for regularization is pending,

Annexed hereto and marked as

L —

Annexure -F ig g copy of the

L ——
-

affidavit in reply filed by the

Respondent no. 7 i PILWP

26/2012.

w

k. When the said PILWP No. 26 0f 2012 came up for

hearing before this Hon’ble Court on 06.03.2014,
the learned Addj Government Advocate submitted
that the application for regularization is yndey
consideration hefore the concerned authorities and
final decision i awaited within three weeks from

that day.

Annexed hereto and marked ag
Annexure — G ig 4 copy of the

order dated 06.03.2014
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During the course of hearing of the said PILWP, the

Respondent no. 7 and § pleaded before this Hon’ble Court that
their application for regularization is pending with the
respondent no. 2 herein and that therefore peremptory direction
of demolition of their structures cannot be passed

It is in view of this pleading on behalf of the Respondent no. 7

and 8 that the said PIL writ petition came to be disposed of vide

the Court observed that in case the regularisation is not allowed,
the authorities i.e. Respondent nos. 2 and 3 herein, shall take
action in accordance with law with regard to the disputed
structures as expeditiously as possible without prejudice to the
remedy if available to the private Respondents in law. Pursuant

to the order dated 22.04.2014, the Village Panchayat of

Calangute conducted site inspection of the illegal structures
constructed by the Respondents no. 7 and 8 and found two
buildings comprising of 29 and 18 rooms respectively on the
site; However, the Village Panchayat of Calangute didn’t take
any further action in the matter.
Annexed hereto and marked as Annexure —
H (colly) are copies of the order dated
22.04.2014. site inspection notice and
Panchanamea dated 11.12.2012

The application for regularization of the illegal structures,

referred to in the said PILWP 26/2012

<, was mnade by the
Respondants no.

i

and her

—
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predecessors i.e. Late Fr. Mario Pires and his

brother Mr. Luis Pires on 24.09.2003.

The said application for regularization was

made by the Respondent no. 7 and her predecessors

only to postpone the demolition of the patently

illegal structures in the said property i.e. all the

rooms in the.Hotel Sea View Cottages (42 rooms),
‘Palmgrove éot“cag,es (29 rooms) and Village Sol
Beach Resort (10 rooms), however, in view of the
statement made on her behalf, this Hon’ble Court

was pleased to dispose of the Petition.

. The Respondent no. 2 has deliberately and

mischievously kept the application of regularization

of the Respondent no. 7 pending for over 16 years

now.

p. It is apparent that the respondent nos. 7 and § ip

collusion with the respondent no. 2 have kept the
said application for regularization pending and this

Is gross abuse of justice.

- The respondent No. 7 has subsequently made

another application dated 23.03.2018 to the

respondent no. 2 for regularization of the said

structures and the same upon being discussed in the

i ———

| ; o
176" meeting of the respondent no. 2, has been

o

S

referred to the MHHS[TY OfEﬂViI‘Onmem:, Forest and

T,
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Climate Change and that too is apparently pending

This is yet another attempt to abuse the process of

law and continue to run their business illegally.

Part of the illegal structures constructed by the

Respondent no. 7 have also been the subject matter

Jo——

of two writ Petitions filed before this Hon’ble

namely Writfgﬁ“ﬁtﬂitioano‘ 749 of 2014 and Wit
Petition No. 764 0f 2015

A sZ‘ucture described as an ‘illegal
construction CC)I{S]‘Sﬁng of ground + two floors an'd
aswimming pool’ was ordered to be demolished by
the Respondent ng. 3 vide demolition order dated
15.10.2010 was the subject matter of Writ Petition
No. 749 of 2014 and another structure described as
‘illegal structure in the form of second floor in the
building opposite to the ground + two floors’ was
the subject matter of Writ Petition No. 764 of'2015.
This Hon’ble Couyrt vide orders dated 26.02.2018
confirmed the action of demolition against the sajd
structures,

It s pertinent to note that part of the illegal
structures in this Petition also formed part of Writ
Petition No. 749/2014 and thig Hon'ble Court

confirmed the demolition of those structures which

by

1

Zol

ke

;

!
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was subsequently upheld by the Hon’ble Apex

Court.

Annexed hereto and marked as
Annexure — [ (colly) are copies

of the orders dated 26.02.2018

The Respondent no. 7 thereafter exhausted al] her
remedies by filing reviews applications before this
Hon’ble Court, SLP(s) before the Hon’ble Apex
Court and Review Applications before the Hon’ble
Apex Court, all of Which were dismissed against

her.

Annexed hereto and marked as
Annexure - ) (colly) are copies
of the orders passed in -

5 SLP(s)  and
Review Application before the

Apex Court

. Recently, the Respondent po, 7, in purported

s s

compliance of the order dated 28.02.2019 passed by

p——"

this Hon’ble Court in Writ Petition No. 1186 of
“”"‘”””’”‘“’WM

2018, claims to have demolished the illegal

structures which were the subject matter of the Writ
—
Petition No. 1186 of 2018 which were also the

WW%M
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subject matter of Writ Petition No. 749 of 2014 and
Writ  Petition No. 764 of 201s. (Structure
described as the ‘illegal construction consisting
of ground + two floors and a swimming pool’ and
‘illegal structure in the form of second floor in
the building opposite to the ground + two
floors?).

However, it is apparent that the Resrendent

no. 7 has only demolished 2 small part of the

S —

offending structures and the said illegal structures

to run her hot_qlﬂ?_ygjggﬁsﬁ in the said structures.

: Notwithstanding her partial demolition ofthe illegal
structures, the Respondent no. 7 and 8 continue to
carry on their business of hote] and are enjoying
water and electricity supply illegally without the
sanction of the Electricity Department, Respondent
1no. 7 and 8 had obtained electricity connection for
their domestic use; and they use the same electricity
to power the iﬂégal rooms,

. The entire project comprising  of “Palmgrove

-

Cottages” and “Seaview Cottages” is being run by

mmm.»»*wwmwwmmm”wwmmw_wma

of any permission/license from the Respondent no.

EoR—

2 and 3. The Hote] “ ﬂlage S0] Beach Resort”
—_— VD

e ————_
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which is owned by the Respondent no. 12 too is

being run illegally.

o

All the three hotels, namely, “Palmgrove Cottages”,

“Seaview Cottages” and “Village Sol Beach
Resort” fa]] within the NDZ under the CRZ
Notification 1991 and ag such as are liable to be

demolished,

. In fact, the Petitioners have now leamnt that, the

respondent no. 3, ie. the Village Panchayat of

Calangute had camed out site mspcction way back

. e A, s s,

on 20.07.2011 of the 1Hegal structures 1.e, (1) Sea
o %MWM

View Cottages consisting of 42 reoms and (2)
Village Sol Beach Resort consisting of 19 rooms,
belonging o the Respondent ne. 8 and 12
respectively and it wag found that the Respondent
n0. 8 and 12 havye constructed structyreg In gross
violation of the CRZ Notification 1991,

It was further noticed that sand dunes were
Cut to an extent of 20 metres for carrying out the
1Hegal construction. It was also noticed 4 wel|s have
been contracted within 200 mts of the HTL and
solar heater Systems were er ected. It wag further
noticed that the Respondent no. 8 and 12 haye

constructed Septic tanks. A Panchanama was

1128
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accordingly drawn up and attached to the site

inspection report.

Aﬁnexed hereto and marked as
Annexure — K (colly) are copies
of the Site nspection report

dated 20.07.2011

z. Subsequently, the respondent no. 3 issued Show

Cause Notices dated 02.08.2011 to the respondent

I

sty

no. 8 and 12 to show cause as to why their illegal

Annexed hereto and marked ag
Annexure - [, (colly) are copies
of the show cause notices dated

02.08.2011

aa. Thereaﬁer, on 21 122011, the responded no. 3 je.

the Village Panchayat of Calangute issued Orders of
“M““”WMMM

demolition each to the Respondent no. 8 and 12

s i e b———

directing them to demolish the illegal structureg in

B S ———

their Property within a period of /7 days from receipt
of the notice failing which the Panchayat woy]qg

demolish the Structures themselves.

Annexed hereto and marked ag

Annexure — M (colly) are copies



of the orders of demolition dated

21.12.2011

bb.Thereafter, the Respondent no. 3 also requisitioned
for demolition squad to demolish the illegal

structures referred to in the demolition orders.

Annexed hereto and marked as
Annexure - N (colly) are copies
of the requisition dated

06.01.2012.

ce. Intriguingly, the matter died down thereafter and no
action whatsoever was taken to demolish the said
illegal structures in accordance with the Order of
demolition dated 21122011 1t is pertinent to note
that these demolition orders were pever challenged
by the Respondent no. § ang 12 and as such have
attained finality and it was the duty of the
Respondent no. 3 to implement such orders of
demolition which Were passed as long as in the year

2011.

The Respondent no. & and 12 in collusion

s —
R

with the Respondent no. 3 have surreptitious]y

MMMMWMMM‘,Mkm

buried  the sald  orders of - demolition dated

21.12.2011 in gross abuse of [aw:.

M%mww
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dd. Further, the Petitioners have come into possession
of a list of illegal structures dated 16.04.2010
prepared by the Réspondent no. 2 in the Bardez,
Pernem, Tiswadi and Bicholim Talukas which was
submitted to the Additional Co]lectdr»«ﬂ,;North Goa
District in order conducf’ summary Inquiry in each
matter,

ee. The structures belonging to Respondent no. 8 and

12 find mention at Sy, No. 14 and Sr. No. 21 of the

WWWMWWMMMM‘

said list. The Construction of Respondent no. § was
- ——

stated to be within 50 mts of the High Tide Line and
the construction of the Responden‘c no. 12 was
stated to be within CRZ limits. The illegality in
respect of Respondent na. § was stated to be ‘illegal
construction of cottages, illegal excavation of
Foundation’ and the illegality in respect  of
Respondent no. 12 was - stated to be illegal
construction of 10 rooms, compound wall and 4

septic tank as wel] as illegal cutting sand dunes.

Annexed hereto and marked as

Annexure - O is 3 copy of the

letter dated 16.04.2010

Source of Information:-




13.The intonation gathered by the Petitioners is based on their

personal knowledge of the facts of the case, since the
petitioner No. 1 is a public spirited citizen, the petitioner
no. 1 is familiar with the village of Calangute and has a
fondness for the village particularly the beach and is
concerned about its protection. The petitioner No. 2 being
a Member of an NGO is a resident of Calangute wherein
the illegal constructions have been carried out by the
respondents 7 and 8. The documents annexed to this
Petition have been obtained by the Petitioner under the
Right to Information Act from the office of the

Respondent no. 2 and 3.

Nature of the injurv caused / __apprehended k&

Grounds:-

14. Aggrieved by the inaction of the Respondents no. 2 and 3

in failure to demolish the said illegal structures in
compliance of the order of this Hon’ble Court, the
Petitioners prefers the present Petition on the following

amongst other grounds talken without prejudice to one

another.,




The PIL WP No. 26/2012 filed by the
Petitioners was disposed of by this Hon'ble Court
on the understaﬁding that Respondent no. 7 and &
had filed é.n application for regularization of the
illegal construction and that the same was likely to
be examined by the authorities on 25.04.2014 i.c.

three days after the petition was disposed of,

Vide Order dated 22.04.2014 passed in PIL
WP No.26/2012, this Hon’ble Court disposed of the
Petition under the impression that the application
would be decided as sdon as possible and the matter

would proceed further in accordance with Jaw.

Howev‘er} the Respondent no. 7 and 8
managed to pul] a fast one on thig Hon’ble Cour
Upon  submitting  that thejr application  for
regularization would he examined by the authorit es
shortly and in that light the petition may be disposed

of,

However, this  Hon’ble Court  had
categorically observed in the same order that In case
the regularization is not allowed, the authorities i.e.
the Respondent no, 2 and 3 herein shal] take action

in accordance with Jaw with regards 1o the diSpred




structures as expeditiously as possible without
prejudice to the remedy available to the private

Respondents in law.

Therefore, it was incumbent upon the

L —

Respondent no. 2 ie. the GCZMA to decide upon

the application for regularization of structures as

expeditiously as possible. The Respondent no. 2 hag

sat over the application for over ¢ years now and
s

this is nothing short of travesty of justice and gross

oS

negligence on part of the Respondent no. 2.

The Respondent no. 3 also ought to have
proceeded to demolish the sajd structures in light of

the order passed by this Hon’ble Court in PILWP

26/2012 dated 24.04.2014.

It is pertinent to note that part of the illegal
structures in this Petition also formed part of Writ
Petition No. 749/2014 and this Hon’ble Court
confirmed the demolition of those structures which
was  subsequently upheld by the Hon'ble Apex

Court. Therefore, it is apparent that the structures

are patently iliegal and cannot be allowed tg

continue. They should therefore ought to be

demolished by the Respondent no, 2 and 3

forthwith. Every authority entrusted with law and
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order is liable to act in facilitating and implementing
the such demolition.

ii.
Despite there being Demolition orders being passed
against the illegal structures against the Respondent
no. 8 and 12, the Respondent no. 3 je. Village

Panchayat has not enforced its own order for over 8

years now,

The demolitions orders dated 21.12.2011
passed by the Respondent no. 3 against the illegal
structures constructed by the Respondent no. § and
Respondent no. 12 Le. the Hotel “Seq View
Cottages™ and “Village Sol Beach Resort” were
never challenged by the Respondent no. § ang the

Respondent no. 12 and thereby have attained

finality.

It is the duty of the of the Respondent no. 3
to demolish the illegal  structures which  the
Respondent no. 3 itself found to be illegal and the
Respondent no. 3 is grossly fajled in its duty to
enforce its own order. This amounts to severe

dereliction of duties on part of the Respondent no.

3.



st

It is therefore the structures ought to be demolished
forthwith by the Respondent no. 3 in compliance of

its own demolition orders.

Hi.
The failure and inaction on the part of the
Respondent no. 5 and g to disconnect the electricity
and water supply to the offending structures, alsg

amounts to disobedjerce to order dated 24.04.2014

passed this Hon'ble Court in PIL WP 26/2012.

The Respondents 00. 7 and 8 obtained electricity
connection for their domestic use and thereafter
transmitted the game electricity unauthorizedly ang
illegally to the illegal rooms constructed by them
which are ysed commercially. The respondent no. 5
ought to have realized this and disconnected the

electricity connection to the saj illegal structures.
v,

The Respondent N0. 7 and 8 have 1] date not
obtained any - regularization of their 1llegal
Structures and theiy so called pending applicationg
(for 16 years) ought to be deemed g5 dismissed and

therefore n accordance wWith  the order dated
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24.04.2014 of this Hon’ble Court passed in PILWP
26 of 2012, the Respondent no. 2 and 3 ought to

proceed demolition of the said illegal structures,
V.

The Respondent no‘k?_ has culpably failed and
neglected in their duty to firstly, decide the
application and keep it pending for over 16 years
and secondly, in proceeding with demolition in the

event it had not allowed the  regularization

application of the Respondent no. 7 and 8. The

respondent no. 3 has remained g mute spectator with
regards to the illegal stimctures which are the subject
matters of this Petition. The Respondent no. 3 ought
to have passed an order of demolition in respect of
the said Hlegal structures in the absence of

licenses/permissions from itself and regularization

from the Respondent no. 2.
VI.

Any other grounds as may be advanced in the course

of arguments.

e

VII. Any representation ete, made: -

15.The Petitioner hag brought the issue to the notice to the

various authorities right from the vear

2012 inwamg




requesting them to demolish the said illegal structuies and
to stop the illegal bparation of the hotel business run in the
said illegal structures e, “Palmgrove Cottages”, “Sea

View Cottages” and “Village Sol Beach Resort”

VIIIL. Delay, if any, in filing the Petition and explanation

‘ thereof: -

16.The Petitioners submits that there is no delay in filing the

present Petition.

IX. Jurisdiction and Alternative legal remedijes: -

17.This Hon’ble Court has every jurisdiction to entertain, try
and dispose of the present 156titi0ﬂ.

18.The Petitioner has not filed any other petition on the
subject matter of the present petition, in this Hon’ble Court
or in the Supreme Court of India.

19.The Petitioner has no alternate legal remedy available on
the subject matter of the present petition, and the reljefs

sought herein if granted, will meet the ends of justice.

X. Documents relied upon: -

20.The documents at Annexure-A to Annexure-O herein

above mentioned.

XI Relief’s Praved For: -

|
i
{
}
{
H
i
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a. A writ of Mandamus, or any other writ, order or
direction in the nature of mandamus, or any other
appropriate Writ, order or direction, directing the
Assistant Engineer, Electri city Department,
Division VI, 0 & M, Mapusa Goa and the
Executive Engineer, Works Division-X V11,
Public  Works Department  to forthwith
disconnect the Electricity and water supply to the
offending structures respectively in a time boung
manner,

b. A writ of Mandamus, or aﬁy other writ, order or
direction in the nature of mandamus, or any other
appropriate Writz order or direction, directing the
Village Panchayat of Calangute to demolish the
said offending structures  with g] necessary
assistance from the Respondent no. 4 N a time

bound manner.

¢. Interim reliefs i terms of prayer clauses (a) and
(b).

d. Any other Order this Hon "ble Court may deem fit
in facts and circumstances of the case.

a' XIL. Caveat: -

No notice of caveat has beep received by the Petitioner ti]] the

filing of this P Writ Petition,

1139



Place: Panaji Goa

Date:25/04/2019

Petitioner No . |

MOE

e

////
Advocate for the Petitioner
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VERIFICATION

I, Mr. Wenceslau Francis D’Souza, major of age, Indian National

resident of H. No. 23/9, Ward No. IX, Ansabhat Mapusa Bardez Goa,

the Petitioner No. 1 in the present PIL Writ Petition do hereby verify

S~

the contents of Paras 1 \ %_, ) , to be true and correct to ; a

my knowledge and contents of Paras 4 5 ( @ 110 are | X
| Y

based on legal advice which I believe to be true. \e /

L

—

Deponent

Place: Panaji, Goa

On this 25% day of April 2019

Betore MO
K 20\ \G

4 ey
cpetion OHCE

Identified by me: Judiniet firmei

4
/

Advocate for the Petitioner

M Tl

‘alr

TRUE COPY




ANNEXURE R-2 1142

IN THE HIGH COURT OF BOMBAY AT GOA
PUBLIC INTEREST LITIGATION WP NO. 4 OF 2020

WENCESLAU FRANCIS D'SOUZA AND
ANR., ... Petitioners

Versus

THE STATE OF GOA, THR. CHIEF
SECRETARY AND 11 ORS,, ... Respondents
Mr. N. Amonkar, Advocate for the Petitioners.
Mr. Manish Salkar, Government Advocate for Respondent Nos.
1,2,4,5,6,9,10and 11.
Coram:- M. S. SONAK &
SMT. M. S. JAWALKAR, JJ.

Date:- 22nd January, 2020

P.C.

Heard Mr. Amonkar, the learned Counsel for the petitioners.

2. Issue notices to the respondents, returnable on 17.02.2020.

3. Mr. Salkar, the learned Government Advocate waives service

on behalf of respondent nos. 1, 2,4,5,6,9, 10 and 11.

4. In addition to the usual mode of service, private service is

permitted. Petitioners to file affidavit of service.

5. Further, we direct the respondent no. 2 to carry out inspection

at the site, in order to determine whether, there is any prima facie

::: Uploaded on - 30/12/2020 - Downloaded on - 23/07/2025 11:34:13 :::
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2 PILWP/4/2020

merits in the allegations of the petitioners that the structures,
which are subject matter of present Petition, are indeed in

violation of CRZ notification, or not.

6. Respondent no. 3 to file affidavit in this matter on or before
the next date by service of advance copy of the same to the

learned Counsel appearing for the petitioners.

7. Stand over to 17.02.2020.

SMT. M. S. JAWALKAR, J. M. S. SONAK, J.

EV

telr

TRUE COPY

;2 Uploaded on -30/12/2020 ::» Downloaded on - 23/07/2025 11:34:13 :::
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ANNEXURE R-3

IN THE HIGH COURT OF BOMBAY AT GOA

PIL WRIT PETITION NO. 4 OF 2020
WENCESLAU FRANCIS D'SOUZA

AND ANR,, ...PETITIONERS
Versus

THE STATE OF GOA, THR. CHIEF

SECRETARY AND 11 ORS., ...RESPONDENTS

None for the Petitioners.

Mr. Manish D. Salkar, Government Advocate for
Respondent Nos. 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 9, 10 and 11.

Ms. Siddhiya Arlekar, Advocate holding for Mr. Nikhil Pai,
Advocate for Respondent No. 3.

Mr. Yogesh V. Nadkarni with Ms. Divya Shirgam,
Advocates for Respondent No. 7.

Mr. Neelesh A. Takkekar, Advocate for Respondent No. 8.
Mr. Valmiki Menezes, Advocate for Respondent No. 12.

CORAM: MANISH PITALE &
M. S. JAWALKAR, JJ.

DATED: 24" SEPTEMBER 2021

P.C:
1. This Petition was filed in public interest, seeking directions
for demolition of certain alleged offending structures of
respondents 7, 8 and 12, on the allegation that these structures
violate the various requirements of law including the coastal zone
Regulation. While issuing notice in this Petition, a direction was
given to respondent no. 2-Goa Coastal Zone Management
Authority (GCZMA) to carry out the site inspection to determine

Page 1 of 3
24" Sept. 2021

::: Uploaded on - 24/09/2021 ::r Downloaded on - 23/07/2025 11:36:31 :::
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as to whether there were any merits in the allegations levelled by

the petitioners.

2. In pursuance of the said direction, a site inspection was
carried out on 13.02.2020 by the GCZMA and a report dated
26.02.2020 was prepared. It is recorded in the said report that
both the petitioners along with their Counsel were present at the

site when the inspection was undertaken.

3. The findings and recommendations relevant for the present

Petition read as follows:

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS:

39. The two demolition orders of the Village
Panchayat of Calangute dated 28.01.2010 and
12.10.2012 have been fully complied with by the
R7 Nalini da Rosa Fernandes.

40. The structures within the NDZ of larger
property under Sry. no. 242/1 of village Calangute
owned by R7 and R8 indicated by the petitioner's
during inspection prima facie appear to be legal
and existing prior to February 1991 on basis of
documents made available and other reference
material accessed and cited by us.

41. The structure claimed to be owned by R12
Lalan Jacques is outside the NDZ. Besides, it
appears to be built between 1994 and 1998 on
land that was converted under LRC for commercial
purposes prior to 1991.

Page 2 of 3
24" Sept. 2021

::: Uploaded on - 24/09/2021 ::: Downloaded on - 23/07/2025 11:36:31 :::
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4.  As recorded in the order dated 17.09.2021, the petitioners
have not been appearing in this Petition. In fact, in the said
order, it was recorded that the present Petition would be taken up

for final disposal today.

5. Even today, when the Petition is called for hearing, none

has appeared on behalf of the petitioners.

6.  The site inspection report submitted by the GCZMA does
indicate that the structures in respect of which allegations were
made in the present Petition, have been found to be in
compliance with the requirements of law. There are no objections
raised by the petitioners. Hence, we are of the opinion that the
present Petition need not remain pending before this Court. By
taking the findings and recommendations of the GCZMA on
record as aforesaid, the present Petition is dismissed. Needless to
say that the petitioners would be at liberty to take such steps as

available in law in respect of the aforesaid report submitted by the

GCZMA.

M. S. JAWALKAR, J. MANISH PITALE, ]J.

VAIGANKAR e e samar
ESHA SAINATH D;;;})zw.og 2417:04:31

G
Page 3 of 3
24" Sept. 2021 TRUE COPY
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ANNEXURE R-4 gs

IN THE HIGH COURT OF BOMABY AT GOA
(F\ j22e /?,c:z 172

Misc. Civil Application No. /2022
In
PIL Writ Petition No. 4/2020
Mr. Wenceslau Francis D’Souza ... Applicants
Versus
1.The state of Goa
And 11 others ... Respondents .
INDEX
Sr.No. ~ Particulars Annex | Pg.No.
1. Memo of Application for 1-10
recall of order dated
24/09/2021 along with
Supporting Affidavit
2, Copy of the Order dated | A 11-13
24/09/2021.

1147
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Y - Copy ‘Of the Report dated | B 14-25
26/02/2020,

4. Vakalatnama 26

Porvorim

17/06/2022 Adv. for Applicants
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IN THE HIGH COURT OF BOMABY AT GOA
(F) 1%20 Jacag
Mise. Civil Application No. /2022

In

PIL Writ Petition No. 4/2020

. Mr. Wenceslau Francis D’Souza
& § years of ége
R/0 H.No. 23/9, Ward No. IX,
Ansabhat Mapusa Bardez Goa
Phone No. 9850167437
Fax No: NIL
PAN Number: NIL
Adhar Card No. NIL
Email Id: NIL

Income : 60,000 p.a.

. Mr. George Bengamin Fernandes

6%  years of age
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R/o H.No. 4/43 (1701/2)
Porba Waddo, Calangute,
Bardez Goa

Phone No. 9850025499
Fax No: AAFPF9369Q
PAN Number: NIL
Adhar Card No. NIL
Email Id: NIL

Income: 1,20,,000 p.a. ... Applicants
Versus

1 The state of Goa

Through Chief Secretary
Secretariat Porvorim

Bardez Goa.

1/%/, (Goa Coastal Zone Management Authority
Through its Member Secretary

15t floor, Pandit Deendayal Upadhyay Bhavan



Pundalik Nagar Porvorim Goa.

. The Village Panchayat of Calangute

Through its Secretary

Calangute Bardez Goa.

Dy. Collector and SDO of Bardez
Office of the Dy. Collector & SDO

Mapusa Goa.

. Assistant Engineer

Electricity Department
Division VI,O & M

Mapusa Goa.

. The Executive Engineer

Works  Division-XVII, Public

Department Government

1151
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of Goa Porvorim.

7. Ms. Nalini Da Rosa Fernandes
Sauta Waddo, Calangute

Bardez Goa.

8. Joseph S. Rosa
Sauta Waddo, Calangute

Bardez Goa.

//g. The Director

Department of T ourism
Paryatan Bhavan

Patto Panaji Goa.

10. The Director

v

Directorate of Food and Drugs

Government of Goa
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Altinho Panaji Goa.

] / 11. The Senior Town Planner
Town and Country Planning Department

Mapusa Goa.

12.Mrs. Lalan Jacques
Saunta Waddo Calangute

Bardez Goa. ... Respondents
*Above mentioned are major in age.

*Above mentioned are registered addresses of

Parties.

APPLICATION FOR RECALL OF ORDER

DATED 24/09/2021

MAY IT PLEASE YOUR LORDSHIP

The Applicant state and submit as under:
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i. The Present application is filed for recall of
order dated 24/09/2021 of this Horw'ble Court in
PILWFP 4/2020 whereby the petition was
disposed of with an observation that appropriate

action has been taken.

Annexed hereto as Annexure A is a copy of the

Order dated 24/069/2021.

2. The PILWP 4/2020 was filed to seek
enforcement of demolition . order dated
6/1/2012 of the GCZMA pertaining to illegal
construetion carried out by Respondent no. 8.

The Petitioner also sought enforcement of

demolition order dated 21/12/2011 and
22/12/2011 pertaining to illegal construction

carried out by Respondent No. 7.

3. The said illegal structures are been used to

operate commercial hotel business in village
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Calangute and are shown in the photograph

annexed at page 33 ~ 40 of the said Petition.

. The Applicant states that purported compliance
report dated 26/02/2020 has been filed by the
Respondents. The said report itself does not |
state that all illegal structures which were
subject matter of the said demolition have been

demolished. .

Annexed hereto as Annexure B is a copy of the

Report dated 26/02/2020.

. It is humbly submitted that the observation that
appropriate action has been taken is incorrect
and the illegal structure continue to exist and

are being used for commercial activity.

. It is submitted that the Applicants Advocate lost
track of the matter and did not appear from

26/08/2021 onwards and consequently the
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order dated 24/09/2021 was passed disposing

of Writ Petition.

7. 1t is submitted that the illegal structures which
are subject matter of the said demolition orders
are still exist and no action has been taken for

implementation of the demoiition order.

8. It is submitted therefore that the order dated
24/09/2021 disposing the Writ Petition is liable
to be recalled and PILWP 4/2020 may be

revived so that the authorities can be directed to

VVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVV -perform—their—publie--duty—and —enforee—the—

demolition orders.

9. PRAYER- It is therefore humble prayed that

Order dated 24/09/2021 disposing of the

PILWP 4/2020 may be recalled and the said
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Petition may be listed for admission and further

consideration.

Porvorim

17/06/2022 APPLICANT NO. 2

ADV. FOR APPLICANTS

AFFIDAVIT

I, MR. GEORGE BENGAMIN FERNADES,
age years, married, R/o H.No. 4/43
(1701/2), Porba Waddo, Calangute, Bardez Goa,
the Applicant No. 2 herein being éonversant
with the facts of the case do hereby solemnly
verify and state that the contents of paragraphs

1-8 are true to my own knowledge and contents
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of paragraphs g is in the nature of the legal
submissions based on legal knowledge which 1

believe to be true.

Verified at Porvorim on this 17t day of June ,

2022,
DEPONE}\{T\A‘/
Identified by D

< ;z; @im i g—‘{

3
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ANNEXURE R-5

Jose
IN THE HIGH COURT OF BOMBAY AT GOA
MISC. CIVIL APPLICATION NO.1320 OF 2022 (F)
IN
P.I.L. WRIT PETITION NO.4 OF 2020

WENCESLAU FRANCIS
DSOUZA AND ANR. ... Applicants

Versus
THE STATE OF GOA, THR.
CHIEF SECRETARY AND 11 ORS. ... Respondents

Mr. J.J. Mulgaonkar with Ms. Rupa Banaulikar, Advocates for the
Applicants.

Mr. Devidas Pangam, Advocate General with Mr. Manish Salkar,
Government Advocate for Respondent Nos.1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 9, 10 and 11.

Mr. P.A. Kamat, Advocate for Respondent No.3.

Mr. Sangramsingh R. Bhonsle with Ms. S. Jain and Mr. Saish
Mandrekar, Advocates for Respondent No.7.

Mr. Neelesh Takkekar, Advocate for Respondent Nos.8 and 12.

CORAM: G.S.KULKARNI &
BHARAT P. DESHPANDE, J]J.

DATED: 15" October, 2022

P.C.:

1.  After the application was heard for some time, learned Counsel for
the Applicants seeks leave to withdraw this application as already a liberty
has been provided to the Applicant in the order dated 24.09.2021 passed

by a Coordinate Bench of this Court while disposing of the said petition.

Page 1 of 2
15" October 2022
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2.  Learned Counsel for the Applicants, on instructions, submits that

the Applicant No.2 is present in Court.

3.  Application is disposed of. No costs.

BHARAT P. DESHPANDE, J. G.S. KULKARNIL, J.

‘S
TRUE COPY
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15" October 2022




ANNEXURE R-6

Item No.5 (Pune Bench)

BEFORE THE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL
WESTERN ZONE BENCH, PUNE

(By Video Conferencing)
ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO.116 2022 (WZ)
Mr. Wenceslau Francis D’souza and another .... Applicants
Versus

State of Goa and others ....Respondents

Date of hearing: 09.01.2023

1161

CORAM: HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE DINESH KUMAR SINGH, JUDICIAL MEMBER

HON’BLE DR. VIJAY KULKARNI, EXPERT MEMBER

Applicants : Ms. Rupa Banaulikar, Advocate holding for
Mr. Jagannath Mulgaonkar, Advocate

ORDER

1. From the side of the applicants, learned counsel Ms. Rupa
Banaulikar, holding for Mr. Jagannath Mulgaonkar, learned Counsel,
has appeared today and not learned counsel Mr. Mulgaonkar who had
appeared earlier on 02.01.2023. Mr. Mulgaonkar, learned counsel for the
applicants, who had appeared earlier on 02.01.2023, had sought time till
today to seek instructions from the applicants as to whether this Original
Application is to be pressed or not, because of the view expressed by us
in paragraph No.6 of our order dated 02.01.2023 wherein we had made it
clear that the order dated 24.09.2021 passed by the Hon’ble High Court
appears to have been passed on merits taking into consideration the
inspection report which was got submitted from GCZMA at their instance
and after having relied upon the same, the said PIL Writ Petition was
dismissed. Thereafter, the recall application was also moved but the

same was not pressed. We had expressed our view that there was no

Page 1 of 2
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clarity in the order of the Hon’ble High Court mentioned above granting
the liberty to the applicants to approach this Tribunal. Therefore, this
Original Application is not entertainable by us because if we entertain it,
there could be a possibility of conflicting order being passed by us as the
order passed by the Hon’ble High Court appears to have been passed on
merits.

2. Accordingly, we dismiss this Original Application at the admission

stage itself.

Dinesh Kumar Singh, JM

Dr. Vijay Kulkarni, EM
January 09, 2023

0.A. No.116 of 2022 (WZ)
NPJ

g

Page 2 of 2
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No/ /430/77/303,
Collectorate of Goa,
Panaji, P.O. No4 03 001
Dated 26 th July 1977

ORDER

Whereas Fr Mario Pires, resident of Calangute Village, Bardez Taluka, Goa
Districtmade an application dated 25/4/77 to the Collector of Goa under Section32
of the Goa, Daman and Diu Revenue Code 1968 for conversion of use of agricultural
land to non-agricultural, i.e. for commercial purpose of the land bearing Survey No
242, sub-div. No.1 (part), situated at Calangute village, Bardez Taluka, Goa Situated
at Calangute village, Bardez Taluka, Goa District.admeasuring 3760 sq. meters.
belonging to the applicant more particulary described in the appendix I hereto and
indicated on the site plan annexed hereto: Whereas on enquiry it has to be found that
there Is no objection over the proposed conversion of use of said land for commercial
purpose. Now therefore, I, Narendra Prasad, Collector of Goa, exercise of the powers
conferred on me by virtue of section 32 of the Goa Daman and Diu Land Revenue
Code 1968, hereby allow the said conversion of use of said land from agriculture to
non-agriculture purpose, subject to the provisions of the said code and rule

thereunder and If on the following nine conditions viz,
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1- leveling and cla2aring of the laid - The applicant shall he
beund to level and clear the land sufficiently to render
suitable for the particulsr non—-agricultural purpose for
which the permission is granted to prevae«t L' zanitary
cronditions.,

2. Agsessment - The applicant shall pay the non-acricultural
assosgment when fixed by the Collectar uader the said code
and Rules tharsaunder with affest frecm the date of this nrder.

3, Usa —~ The applicant shall rot use the salid land and building
erected or tm be er=cted iher . an for any purpose, othar than

et 2B pEL AL JEBECAR LA LY oommercial JRR9 L TEAEL P A1/ AT S BYYHE)

FEPF AR KRS IEAYAF purposa, witi Hut the previous sanchion nf
+he Collector.

4, Bullding time Tomiv - The appl o ns ghall within -one year
from the date thereof comrercs on tHe sald piot constru€tion
of building of substantial sud pesmarent cescription, failinnm
which unless the said period is extanddd by the Collectnr
from time to time, the permissions granted shall be deemed
tm have been lapsed,

5. diability for rste - The cpplicant shall pay all taxes, rated
and cesses levisble on.the zaid land.

6. Penalty clause (a) If the applicamt contrauvence any of the
. Fnrggoing conditions the Collector msy, without prejudice
“"to any other penalty to which the apolicapt may Be liable

undertake the provisions gf<dhe s3id Cone continue the 'said
plot in the occupation of the applicarnt on ozynent of such
fine and a2ssessment as he may direct(b) notuithstanding
anything contained in sub—clause {(2) it shall be lawfull far
the Cnllectour tn direct the removal of altazration of any
building or structure srected or uwse contrary to the
provisions aof this grant within such time as it specified
in that behalf by trne Collector, and as such removal or
alteratfon not buing carried out and recaver the cost of
earrying out the same from the aposlicant as an arrears af
Land Revenue.

7. Code provisioms spolicable - Save =s herein provided the
grant shall be sabiect to the pzovisians of the s=id Code
and Rules thereundar,

8. The applicant should sign the sansg of conversion as required
vader rule of the Goa, Daman snd Diu Land Revenue{Conuersion of

i & - , A
use of land and non-agricultursl assessment ) Rules 1969,

9, The apnlicsnt shall duly comply in a2very respect with the
building regulations in forece in the arsea.

4“hnonnaﬁ0ﬂ”:nadznvaﬁahkzgnﬂer 5
Right to Information Act 2005 -
e : (i M WUEr
e A y AL iy
LZ?T’)X ﬁ b t Fl .-"l;\?' ~ ".é!!i\
- UL I

R TP i o Y ViR ey .
PIOS -

‘awm and Country Planning Dept
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ANNEXURE R-8 1168

GRAY p YAl CALANGITEE

At ey ~ l‘rl)ﬂ,

.

Pl NoL VUT/aL/78£79/F-13AC/ 101/ 18 Uate 278h Juue, 1078,

shei Ve, Marina ’ires
Saun tawieddo
Salmkgute,

Subi Issue »f coustructlion licence in resaect ol
capgstroctiog onder Goa Danan and Diu Villaee
Panchiynt Regulntinu amnmenduent net.1069,

a1 praposed copstruction ol o house by Pr, Marioy Vire:

dated  10-5-75 Trom Tovwn & Countey Uiagyains
Dopartment, Panaii uuder V )lms/l'a10,/72',‘,/‘!&_':‘"3 .
Dir,
O aith relerence to ¥our anplication dadvidl 3 - 6 - 783

i cthe subject ahove licence dar coushenchion ol o hisnse & Sentic)

iv grapted tu you vuder section 33 of the Gon Damitn & Din Village

Panchavat tegulation 1969 on the following conditions:-

L, all =ot haecks shown iu the plam are mirintnined inring execution
al ®he 8aid eonstructiong.,

2. The wceess shown in the plan through the property of Suri
ol th the vroposed

builiding from the existing  road fa maintained fron all shstruct iny

3, The work 91 the construction of the huilding shauld he potified
to the Tapchayvat at the following stazed uvnder rule ar the faat
O Divman « Uin Villace Panchiayat Regulnting af buildiug rules 1973

ig Upin ‘eommencenent o1 the work,

ii) Uelbre erectlnn af the: foundatibn walls,

Pii) Upau conpletion up to the plinth level,

iv) Lpon thtal completion of the bBuilding with a septic tank,

4. You shiall not sccupy the hailding uuless vou apnly {far occupancy
cectilicate 21 days in advauce and receive the sine fram the Panch-
- ayat regulation of building rule 1971,
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ANNE 5 1 170

18T GSCE Ref. No. DB/2301/7¢P.88/411
Gma State Committee on Envirenment,
Town & Country Planning Department,
Panaji-Goa.
Date: 16, 12, 1988

Toy

Fr, Mario Pires
Sauntawado, Baga,
Galangute, Bardez,

Gode

Suls: Propoged reconﬁtruction of the existing structure A in
gurvey No. 242/ 1, at Calangute Village, Bardez Taluka,
Ode
Ref: Decision of the 1ST GSCE meeting held on 6/ 12/ 1988

Sil";

This is te inform you that yeur akove proposal has been
agprovgd By the Goa State Committee on Envirenment in the
above mentloned meeting.

Therefore, approval of the GSCE is conveyed herewith for
Reconstruction of the existing structure A in Survey No.
242/ 1 with conditions mentioned below:

2. Reconstruction licence should be obtained from the /
competent authority before starting the construction.
Development work,

B, The existing trees should be maintained and mere trees
should be planted. The water supply for the said project
should be made available by the party itself,

€. Environmental re ulations/ norms - mentioned in the
enclosure = should be strictly followed.

#. The proposed reconstruction should be limited to the
existing authorized plinth area.

Keeping a set of plan the rest are returned herewith.

Public Information Qfficer - 3
winformation® madg available under - Deputy Trwus ¥ianner (RP) 5Yours e

Right to informatian Act 2005 Otfice of the Chief Town Planner
i - Town & Country Planning Dept.,
@2 B Pangji - Goa
~ ¥
pl10o ) (N, Pandalal)
- Country Flanning Dept Chief Town Planner & Member

Jecretary, Gea

Issued under
Ea2d: Ag above. 111 ACH- 2005

Ls The Sargsnch; V.P, Szlangute,
Bardes, Ges

Ze Ihe Senior Town Planner, Tob.P.
Depty, Maragn; Gow.
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ANNEXURE R-11

ANNEZURE -A1
R : . P2 2?&;}2
OFFICE OF THE VIL m{}zﬁ: ?ﬁi‘% CHAVAT
’lz&,_, E‘%““ ?jm,i’z
- Bardez - Goa. 403516
sa:azgmﬂgm HEREIN BELOW THE RESOLUTION OF THE
- MEETING IEEZLQ GN {}3{ 11720 18\:’113& R;SQLUTiGE\é MO IX L
' gy ' :

Proposed by: Mr. Sudesh § évi&}?@ikﬁf

Seconded by: Mr. Francisco Rodrigues

After receipt mf;‘;gm& ﬁézﬁ%iéé’f&ﬁﬁé of the application Eﬁé‘&aﬁéi
?ﬁ’;s Nalind! ?&mapéw; 7 ,%%gi‘«?ése ?f’ié?iéaunﬁg %’éﬁ{%gx éaﬁgd
"{31;.3; 232{};& ?eﬁamz}g o] %%e &emeﬁaan é;:zs&fs iamied E‘:s} ,ézzf
Ca% nigud ?zmng‘;a‘ba Eiﬁ:é;&d 28, f}i 2515} mﬁd 35 16G. 2{}22 fosr

struciures in $%.§E“'€r?3} Feled 242 f &y iim ﬁm‘nmarv is 28 {@Eiﬂws

"%}‘;za:éashaféémsiéiﬁszz s;zjfg}%ér éa%%ﬁ ééféﬁ fﬁi‘éﬁéﬁf%ﬁ"—*‘éﬁg no.
y?ﬁiﬁf?ﬂﬁ@fﬁ?ﬁé%{%%?%, was paf;s;:ﬁ g;msu&zn o a show
cause notice -dated 3,4!{“}?;2%% %}uﬁh ﬁaf? stez%feé that ng "
canstruction :\s atlowed Wt“*&m 200 of the ‘HTL, ant fhf»

ﬁem@km}a g:ser &tﬁiﬂ& tnaz tﬁ& ﬁ:‘{:?"i Mizmr* is in hs;
ﬁ&m@ﬁszseﬁ szﬁf:;e Do permission wag gméma& afid the reply

was not satxsfagtsry.

Whereas & :ééméﬁéﬁn order dated 15{:;@;2{312,. bearing ns.

VP Cal/ =30/ 1 f’;ﬁSES was gassm pursuant o a2 show

1174




i iy ks
rarried mie fu
LEFOULG Uk W

siragtire and a swimming pool Wfﬁ?i’f;ﬁ??gaﬁjf sonsiructed in

@,@@ %':;,@ 2427 1, and the demolition srder stated that f;,h@

aumswwg is 1o "bs demolished  since no. permission  was

f

Whereas these orders were carried in appeal. and the said
appeal has been’ dismissed on 10/08/2018. by-the Honorahle

Sugpreme Court

g V’Pf Cal/ F-20/9-10/3425, and dated 15}’1{3;2{312 ::scanng

ref oo, ‘if?;’%aéfi? 28;" E’J‘HS;%“E:S canncsz‘ be remksd Wlthomt

gemmswﬁ of tha Hsss bls Sumemﬁ Csm

o
4 i

fﬁﬁme ihﬁ &ppicam gz the merasz ?‘éss‘m’ai 5&&&{:@ may

gﬂ}‘ﬁi’ﬂa»h f‘czs iﬁ,e ?‘mr‘?} %upgem@ Cmgrf; for a ciamﬁeamﬁ f,

{;zzrw:ztim il t%zzﬁ ?ﬁn{maya» It s o:ﬁv aﬁ basza of. th& s:i,re:;mzm i}:

the H,,vﬁhie S;z;*e"z{: Court Th eevga,?tés that the %uihan‘y ean )

examin ine afl- currently available documents and. fake a”_ﬁ&a%

decision i %:E;p mtﬁsz“

Certified to h@‘ t%z}ét:&ﬁscrﬁbgé copy.of the original.

sdj-

S

Secretary -
VP Calax anguiiz

£ "’5”"’3{{%@ {E?é’fﬁ
t‘:,u
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ANNEXURE R-12

INDEX
Taluka Village Maps
Pernem QUERIM Map-1
Pernem PALIEM Map-2
Pernem ARAMBOL Map-3, 4
Pernem MANDREM Map-5, 6
Pernem MORJIM Map-7, 8
Bardez ANJUNA Map-9, 10, 11
Bardez CALANGUTE Map-12, 13, 14
Bardez CANDOLIM Map-15, 16, 17
Murmgao CHICALIM Map-18, 19
Murmgao  |CHICOLNA Map-20
Murmgao ISSORCIM Map-21, 22
Murmgao SANCOALE Map-23, 24
Murmgao PALE Map-25
Murmgao  |VSLSAO Map-26
Murmgao CANSAULIM Map-27
Salcet ARROSIM Map-28
Salcet UTORDA Map-29
Salcet MAJORDA Map-30
Salcet GONSUA Map-31
Salcet BETALBATIM Map-32
Salcet COLVA Map-33
Salcet SERNABATIM Map-34
Salcet BENAULIM Map-35, 36
Salcet VARCA Map-37, 39
Salcet CAVELOSSIM Map-40, 41, 42,43
Quipem QUITAL Map-44, 45
Canacona NAQURIM Map-46
Canacona COLA Map-47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, 54
Canacona AGONDA Map-55,56, 57, 58
Canacona |NAGORCEMPALOLEM Map-59, 60, 61, 62
Canacona POINGUNIM Map-63, 64
Canacona LOLIEM Map-65, 66, 67, 68, 69,70
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STRUCTURES IN CRZ - 11l (200Mt TO 500 Mt FROM H T L) Calangute VILLAGE 1 1 7 7

Index

-12

LEGEND

I structures as on 23rd March 1991 with parcel ID

1991 Structures Extended after 23rd March 1991 with parcel ID
- Structures that came up between 23rd March 1991 and 1993 with parcel ID)
- Structures that came up between 1994 and 1998 with parcel ID
Structures that came up in 1999 with parcel ID

- Structures that came up between 1999 and 2002 with parcel ID
Structures that came up in 2003 with parcel ID

Structures that came up between 2004 and 2005 with parcel ID
- Structures that came up in 2006 upto Oct with parcel ID
s 200 Meters Line from High Tide Line

500 Meters Line from High Tide Line

= High Tide Line

:] Structures as per Cadastral Survey Map

Sub Division Number With Boundary

Survey Number With Boundary

0 2550
1 l 1

100

150 200

| |
—— Metres

1:5

,000

204 —




~ F. AdQO

INYL

Asepunog Jiay sequiny Asrns E
Asepunog yum ssquiny voisg ang [ )
depy Asang reiisepe] sod se saunpnasg

QU OPLY UDIH e

2u 8Pl LBiH WA BUN SINEHY 005 m———

Bur apiL UbiH 1) BUN SINGN 007 memmm—

Qi 19osed ypm 190 6ida ooz ¢l dn owezjew sanpnns [N

Q1 BoJEd YIM GO0Z PUE $00Z UBBMIBG dn awed 1eyl siunpnas [TTEE T
01 i@ed Qs £00Z U1 dn swed jey) samps ir

Q! 19ed Yum 2002 PUB 6661 uD3MaG GN BLWED JBL) SIRPMNS I
Q1 13ored gum §661 ti 40 awed jey) SOINRLS | g

1 oued Qiw §66L PUB FH6) UDIMI2q On DweD (BN STNPNS I 1

| 192:2d i £661 PUE {651 Ui PIEZ USaMIaY da awed teu sanpnng TTERTY
Qb1ened yiw | 661 WIRIN UEZ JBIE PapUIIX] Sennils L1661 IITERTH
Qi ieoied gum 1661 yosew pez vo se sanprug IR

I EGEL

_ B

3

T l— TN
i _.:mg
|

LOONYIVD 3OVTIIA L

TRUE COPY



ANNEXURE R-13
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£ Ph.: 2276016
!"y:%.‘:q: OFFICE OF THE VILLAGE PANCHAYAT
RSP CALANGUTE

YoimeasA Bardez - Goa 403516

Vi
VP/Cal/F-53/21-22/46a & Dated: o4le2|2z -
To,

Mr. Herman Fernandes
r/o Saunta Vaddo,Calangute,Bardez-Goa

Sub: Information under R.T.I. Act, 2005
Sir,
With reference to your application vide inward no.10371 dated 28/02/22

on the above cited subject, I am enclosing the copies of the permissions
pertaining to Sy. no. 242/1(part) of village Calangute.

Thanking you,




To,

The Sarpanch,

village Panchayat of Calangute,
Calangute

pp_)/ZIBB//é"—17 //41 80

20 -8z

Sus: Censtruction of Building A andé B for Tourist

Accommedation and Swimming Peel in Fleot surveyed under

No. 242/1 of Galangute Village

Ref: VPT/GAL/F-13 AG/82/791 at 16.3.82

SiI"

with reference to the a®ove the fellewing is noted:

a) In principle there is ne objection, over the proposed constructien ef

Blégsy A and B Tourist accommedatien and swimming peel, in the

above, plot provided that the fellowing is dene by the applicant,

1) The 8,00 mtrs., wide access road to the rear of the plot ending in &

dul-de-sac of 12 mts x 12 mts is arranged and édeveloped By the

applicants.

ii) The areas areund the Mundcar heuse are shown in the plan as per

the Munécar Act. The same are alse taken into acceunt for

o#serving set wack for the propesed structures.

:Lll) The Architectural contrel specified for planning area viz.
sloping reef with mangalere tiles is incerporateé in the propesal.

iv) The conversion of use of land is done for the actual area for
" the building as per the land revenue Code 68,

The file is returned herewith for necessary action and one copy for

office records.

. orm*@nﬁ“ ~T.1)
h \ i
| M ""‘--. .

Encl: File

Yours faithfully,

'\/f‘,)/-cL\/\} why

( JeAs DSouza )
Chief Town Planner

Copy for infermatien te the A.E. WD II, 8D, PWD Mapusa
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ANNEXURE R-14
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- Gram Panchayat Calangute
p g ¥ Bardez-Goa.

Rej. No. VPT | CAL/F-13 AC/ConaL—Lic/G&/ZSé Date 30 -¢-i19€2

Read: :-Technical aproval under No. __QDE’:} .2_32_/ &59 /(f';z_

To B Yot

4 s Fe Marie Pres, Sevnber Wade - Colangule
Sub:-Licence. for proposcd Cp.\strg((,tht\ o Lu'\‘lot;npss \A' a;o('(%' [ov 'L'cu.‘(;-.f
i A

gir, &(.,C,C_/iv\q\.p{gt;oi\ ow\.c.(' &;;«ul\\\\{w 4 "h':xs(
With reference 1o your application dated _24 -

. dated 2C-4 -£2

-2-Eon the above cited

Seibjectupermission for conslin lion QL'_L‘LJ;;\»_/_\J( BJa Barslit Guade Wadle
. . acce cwodalicay load ™ o o hand ] m,cl' X
3 V. P, Calangute is gl’.llltcﬁo vou tnder seciion 83 of 11i}Go2r Damaa & Diu V.
*Regulation { Ammendment ) Act: 1969 a1 th: follo #i1g conditioas -

The wark of the construction of the buiitling shonld bz no:ified to the Pan-
- chayatl and the Technical Office ut the Milowing stages of cousu uction.

L

) Upon commencement of the work.

") Upon romplietion up to the plinth levet and b:fors crection of the fouadation
’

« walls, : -
"+ Upon total completion af the work authoriscd by the building permit and before
occupancy.
&) Thesct backs as shown in the plan are duly maintained.
© 3y ’I‘hc construction should be - msaway from N.H.and . . m'saway
e * from;'Major Disetilet Roadand ~  mts away frome V. P. 10ad.
"'4) R.C, C. work should not bz started "unless the struciural design and calcula-

tions are approved by this Panchayat and the Technical Officer.
-5) R, GC. C. work approved by this Fuachiyatand T. O. shal! bs subj:ct to uacon-

: iitionul responsibility ofthe consulting Engineer.

Yo material of conatruction or carih fiom cxcavation or any other materials
can be dumped an the footpath or-carriageway of the road without prior per=-
mission of the Panchayat subjeet to cancellation of licence issued.

The buildiog shall not be occupled afier i-s' completion unless necessary certi-
ficute of occupancy is granted by Paunchiyar and Technical Officer on pro-
duction of complelion certificare from your Architect

Ty

é S B ?f-:) This licence is valid for three yvearsfron th: dite of issue ‘wad:r rule 7 of the
! : L Goa Daman & Diju V. P, Regulatioa building Rulss 1971, p
. 9:) The corstruction livence granted ehall be reveked if the coastructioa work is not

- 5 °oXecuted as per the plan approved and stitement there in and if without ful.’

« .Jilling the above couditions. .
19 The ek, plshedd be blaced ol g lever __Lté&:.ﬂu.&f:‘x.-
- he. ‘.—&h.s;sL.»\.xt('} el veler and. orey Lt& e abs |

ID The. ...:,&né‘s..t'r‘\"ﬁg . L‘Ci‘j”w&».as S?l.uqs(.@.\ I, "%LME‘_L

———mrrsrivTatfon unde 1.

,' rXhyat G d,

Bardes - Goa.

: @
Lo ; .d*'v -
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ANNEXURE R-15
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GOA COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY

C/o Department Environment & Climate Change (Govt. of Goa)
4™ floor, Dempo Tower, Patto Plaza, Panaji Goa-403 001
Website: www.czma.goa.gov.in

Ref. No. GCZMA/N/23-24/15/ 32| Date: 15 /01/2024

To
\/l\’ﬁs. Nalini Fernandes,

Tito’s Lane,
Calangute, Bardez - Goa.

Sub:- Permission for Construction of Swimming Pool in Sy. No. 242/1-C of
Calangute Village, Bardez — Goa.
Ref.:- Your application No. Nil dated 04/05/2023.

Sir / Madam,

With reference to your application on the above mentioned subject, the Goa
Coastal Zone Management Authority (GCZMA) has examined your aforementioned
proposal in its 376" GCZMA Meeting held on 02/12/2023 in accordance with the
provisions of para 8 of the CRZ Notification 2011, (as amended). As such the
Authority decided to approve the proposal Permission for Construction of Swimming
Pool in Sy. No. 242/1-C of Calangute Village, Bardez — Goa and to the compliance of

the following conditions:

1. All the provisions of the CRZ Notification, 2011 as amended should be strictly
complied with. In the event of a change in project profile or change in the

implementation agency, a fresh reference shall be made to the GCZMA.

o

This NOC/ Approval is issued without prejudice to any other permission as

required under the law including that of ownership of house, court case etc. As

such, prior to the commencement of the aforementioned ‘Construction’, work it

will be incumbent upon the applicant to obtain permission from any other

authority as required under the law including the local authority, Town and

Country Planning Department, Revenue Authority etc.

3. Traditional access/easement shall not be blocked.

4. The applicant/occupier should ensure that no waste is discharged into the
nearest water body from the proposed construction activities.

5. This permission/NOC shall be valid for the period of 07 years from the date of
issue.

6. This permission is liable to be revoked, if it is found, at any stage, that the

application contained false information/wrong plans/ calculations/ documents/
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misleading or false information. etc. or accounts for violations of

aforementioned conditions.

Member(gec etary (GCZMA)
Encl: As above

Copy to:
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 Secretary. Village Panchayat of Calangute. Bardez Taluka ....for information
and necessary action

‘i’

TRUE COPY
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> 2
vy,
MeN‘d
OFFICE OF THE SENIOR TOWN PLANNER

Town & Country Planning Dept.,North Goa District Office,
302, Govt. Building Complex, Mapusa, Bardez - Goa.

Ref No.: TPB/9446/CAL/TCP-2024/ [| R& Dated:05 /02/2024

Inward no.622 dt. 18/01/2024
TECHNICAL CLEARANCE ORDER

Technical Clearance is hereby granted for carrying out the proposed construction of
Swimming pool as per the enclosed approved plans in the property Zoned as “Residential ( S2)
Zo'ne & the plot falls within 500mtrs from High Tide Line of Arabian Sea” as per Outline
Development Plan Calangute Candolim Planning Area 2025  situated at property bearing
Survey No. 242/1-C of village Calangute with the following conditions:-

1. Construction shall be strictly as per the approved plans. No changes shall be effected in the

approved plans/approved built spaces without the prior permission of this Authority.

The permission granted shall be revoked. if any information, plans, calculations, documents
and any other accompaniments of the application are found incorrect or wrong at any stage
after the grant of the permission and the applicant will not be entitled for any compensation.

3.  The development permission will not entitle the applicant for making/laying any claim on
water and any other connection from the Government of Goa.

4. The Developer/applicant should display a sign board of minimum size 1.00 Mts. X 0.50 Mts.
with writing in black color on a white background at the site, as required under the
Regulations.

5. The applicant shall obtain Conversion Sanad under the Goa Land Revenue Code, 1968,
before the Commencement of development/construction as per the permission granted by this
order.

6. The commencement and the completion of the work shall be notified to the authority in
writing in appropriate forms

7.  Storm water drain should be constructed along the boundary of the effected plot abutting to
the road.

8. In case of any cutting of sloppy land or filing of low-lying land, beyond permissible limits,
prior permission of the Chief Town Planner shall be obtained before the commencement of
the works per the provisions of Section 17(A) of the Goa Town & Country Planning Act,
1974.

9.  The Ownership and tenancy position as on 2.11.1990 & thereafter of the plot/property under
reference shall be verified by the licensing body before the issuing of the license.

10. The village Panchayat shall ensure about the availability of Power and Water Supply and any
other required infrastructure before issuing the license.

11. The Village Panchayat shall take cognizance of any issue in case of any complaints/ court
orders before issue of construction license.

12. Traditional access, if any passing through the property shall not be blocked and the same shall
be verified by the Village Panchayat before issuing construction license.

13.  Applicant shall dispose the construction debris at his/her own level and / or the same shall be
taken to the designated site as per the disposal plan given by the applicant in the affidavit to
be produced to the village Panchayat.

14.  The applicant shall obtain prior permission from Tree Officer/ Forest Dept. for proposal
involving felling of trees as mandated under section 8 & 9 of Goa Preservation of Tree Act.

15.  The applicant shall pay Labour cess of 1% of the total cost of construction project to the
Commissioner of Labour & Employment and Secretary Goa Building & Other construction
Workers Welfare Board before applying for completion certificate to the Authority.

!\)
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TRUE COPY



ANNEXURE R-17

(3 ln

Ph.: 2276016
o, OFFICE OF THE VILLAGE PANCHAYAT 1 1 86

"" CALANGUTE
&

Iﬂ.%
Y
o =g
P

[

Bardez - Goa 403516

3

_._1_:
CONSTRUCTION LICENCE

CONSTRUCTION LICENCE NO. VPCAL//-12023-2024/¢ /4/Dated:27/0 2 202 4

License is hereby granted to you in pursuance of Resolution No. I1(06) duly
approved by the Village Panchayat Calangute in its mecting held on date
21/02/24 for carrying out the -

PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION OF SWIMMING POOL IN SY NO 242/1-C OF
CALANGUTE VILLAGE

Subject to the following conditions:-

1. The applicant shall notify the Panchayat for giving the alignment of the
swimming pool.

2. The construction should maintain the minimum prescribed horizontal and
vertical clearances from any overhead electrical line passing adjacent to the
construction.

3. All RCC/Structural works shall be designed and supervised by the Engineer
who was signed the Structural Liability Certificate submitted to the

Panchayat.

4. No material for construction or earth from excavation or any other
Construction material shall be stacked on the public roads.

5. The construction licence shall be revoked if the construction work is not as per
the approved plans and the statements therein and whenever there is any false
statement or misrepresentation of any material passed, approved or shown in
the application on which the permit was based.

6. Not to engage labourers for any construction /building work unless they are
screened for malaria and posses health cards theses card are to be renewed
regularly every 3month. Also arrangement should be done to get their blood
tested immediately in case of fever and ensure that full treatment is taken in
consultation with NVBDCP program me.

7. Labourers to be provided with basic amenities like proper shelter, water for
drinking and domestic propose, proper sanitary condition including toilet

facilities.
8. To fill the pits/ditches water pools etc to avoid stagnation and to ensure no
mosquito breeding sites in and around especially in unused items like tyres,

bottles, tins etc.

9. Drain/Nallus to be maintained clean around the site so that there is no blockade
to flow of water. The gradient should be proper for drainage /flow and also
proper cleaning of water should be done.

10.The health units at the respective level should be involved in the planning
process

11.All the conditions Stipulated in the Technical Clearance order bearing No.
TPB/9446/CAL/TCP-2024/1186 dated 05/02/2024 from the Office of the
Senior Town Planner, Town & Country Planning Dept, Mapusa,Bardez-Goa
should be strictly followed.
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Ph.: 2276016
OFFICE OF THE VILLAGE PANCHAYAT
CALANGUTE

% Bardez - Goa 403516

12.All the conditions Stipulated in the Permission Bearing No. GCZMA/N/23-
24/15/3211 dated 15/01/2024 from the Goa Coastal Zone Management
Authority , Panaji-Goa should be strictly followed.

13.All the conditions Stipulated in the NOC Bearing No. ___-  dated -
from the Directorate of Health Services, Primary Health Center, Candolim -
Goa should be strictly followed.

14.The waste generated during the Course Construction /repair renovation etc.
shall be disposed off by the applicant /s in a scientific manner without harming
the environment in its own property. The information furnished by the
applicant for obtaining for the permission for PROPOSED
CONSTRUCTION OF SWIMMING POOL IN SY NO 242/i-C_ OF
CALANGUTE VILLAGE, if found to be false at later stage, or if the
condition stated herein above are not complied with, the permission issued shall
be liable to be withdrawn without pre-judice to the legal action that may be
taken against the applicant.

15.The Area under Road widening shall not been enclosed /encroached. Affidavit /
undertaking in this regard shall be sworn before the village Panchayat/P.W.D
Dept.

16.You should obtain the Consent from the Goa Pollution Control Board before
the commencement of construction work, failing which the above construction
licence will be null and void.

17.The permission is granted as per ownership title of documents produce this
office, In future, if any disputes / litigation arises regarding the ownership, title
etc, then the applicant shall be solely responsible at their cost of applicant at his
own peril. The Panchayat or any other authorized officer on behalf has reserves
a right of liberty to revoke construction license granted without giving any
notice / reasons.

18.Applicant shall settle / clear up all the disputes & litigation before
commencement of construction work, if any. In future, if any disputes /
litigation on the tenancy position, mundcarial as regards complaints, pertaining
to encroachment, judicial orders / directive and other legal issues, If found then
the applicant shall be solely responsible at their own cost and peril. The
Panchayat or any other authorized officer on behalf has reserves a right of
liberty to revoke construction license granted without giving any notice /

reasons.

THIS LICENCE IS VALID FOR A PERIOD OF ONE/ TWO/THREE YEARS FROM THE
DATE OF ISSUE OF THIS LICENCE. RENEWAL IF REQUIRED SHALL BE APPLIED
WITHIN THE PERIOD OF THE VALIDITY OF THE LICENCE. The Alppllca.nt had paid the
respective fee the tune of Rs. # 5 S o/~ /- by Recelpt Nol%& h. A7) } ~_And

1% Labour Cess fee the tune of Rs. ] S5 & 7

eceipt Nolle/% t. oZZ#dZZg E]

This carries the embossed seal of Panchaygt office of Village Pan%alangute

To,
Mrs. Nalini Rosa Fernandes
Titos Lane,Calangute,Bardez-Goa

1187



‘209 ‘esndejy ‘exieg eJlo4

6 ,‘_OOC S| ,mC_U__Dm s awoler 1S ‘301440 B S e re——
- 0L0Z/YZLO/MY “ON "93Y dOL 00L:L NV1d d _.|

1031IHO¥Y "YHNOYON 1 3sOr

A

I YOO ‘Z3ayvg FLNONVIVO 40 0ceh
O-L/2¥Z 'ON AIALINS
H3IANN SIANVNYHIS INITVN SIN d

104 700d ONINWIMS d3S0d0dd gﬁu ~ w/nx@& MM)Q: N2 ﬁjms VYo &\O
u:@d@m@dﬁoé .Ez\ozoz MOF | )_||ciz awhS vl yood ?Eé,ﬁjwwo

Homin@ o\ saretrad  hywo -\S,ecﬁc s W Weg'I- WSO L £
"HINMO 1103 LIHOYY ene]vas - _ AT 0r'S X 02°Z) AT

{©
¢ 700d ONINWIMS
lizg \m,- \+\w ez Z?EEE QI

<

jv

=200 IIVNYG »

D

" 3 NHO3L
INIANQUIAN? A9070f
mozu_Ow 40 ANIRLYYAID

4330 61°0 '3QIM 8%\
T3INNVHO MOT443A

30VdS N3dO
100d ONINWIMS 3SOd0Nd [l
ONIQTING ONILSIX3 EEE

AYVANNOS 107d —— : w i\ - w_\\\x 00L:1 g-9 NOILO3S QM
AaN3o3a1

HL1YY3 VANLYN
MHL Wo0Z ONIMOVd 3188Ny
MHL WO0L 3LVOIHOOV /M 9L "O'D'd

LZ¥Z ON ASAYNS

d330 61°0 '3AIM 020 .
T3INNVHO MO14483A0 4

00}:} V-V NOILO3S

HL¥V3 IvHNLYN
MHL Wo0Z ONIMOVd 188Ny
MHL Wo0L 3LVOIFHOOV /M 9:€’L "0 O'd

esndejp *20D °)
Sonsi4

0070+ TATXI3Q) - .
'd330 640 '3AIM 0Z'0

TANNVYHO MOT483A0

4alefso I

S8l SO FRE [aal

TRUE COPY




ANNEXURE R-18

Demolition report

Upon the demolition order with ref. No. DEMO-SQUAD/41/2025/1183
dated 13/03/2025 demolition was fixed on 20/03/2025, in the survey Nos.
242/1. 242/1-A and 242/1-C of Calangute village in Bardez Taluka carried out
by Mr. Luis Antanio Lose Sarto Pires, Lalan Ines Da Rosa, Jaques, Nalini da
Rasa e Fernandes, Ladru Fernandes and Isabela Fernandes, r/o Saunto vaddo,
Calangute, Bardez Goa.

Demolition commenced of the structures within the Lalan Ines Da Rosa
property, the structures to be demolished were identified and the occupants
were requested to vacate the said premises.

Demolition commenced by clearing the access to the structure. first
floor roofing metal sheets were cut. however at around 3:30pm it was
telephonically informed that the party (Lalan Ines Da Rosa) has approached
GCZMA office and had asked for 15 days time to carry out self demolition.

Further, demolition squad moved towards structures w.r.t. Joseph Rosa.
Onsite it was informed by representative that they have received GCZMA
order on 22/02/2025 and 30 days are not completed, for which AD cards were
crosschecked and confirmed. Hence demolition couldn’t b carried out.

later, w.r.t stuctures in Nalini da Rasa ¢ Fernandes property the said
illegal structures were self demolished and few debries were left which the
party (Nalini da Rasa € Fernandes) undertook to remove by self, for which
compliance report is attached herein.

And structures w.r.t Isabela Fernandes and other structures, parties have
filed an application for review of the demolition order before the Authority,
hence demolition is kept pending till review is decided.

Siddhi Morajkar
(F.S. GCZMA)
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Compliance report against demolition order No. DEM'IOtI 90
SQUAD/41/2025/1183 dated 13/03/2025 with resards to Nalini da Roza
¢ Fernandes

Upon the demolition order with ref. No. DEMO-SQUAD/41/2025/1183
dated 13/03/2025 demolition was fixed on 20/03/2025, in the suevey Nos. 242/1,
242/1-A and 242/1-C of Calangute village in Bardez Taluka carried out by Mr.
Luis Antanio Lose Sarto Pires, Lalan Ines Da Rosa, Jaques, Nalini da Rasa e
Fernandes, Ladru Fernandes and Isabela Fernandes, r/o Saunto vaddo, Calangute,
Bardez Goa.

At the time of ‘demolition it was observed that the Nalini da Roza e
Fernandes has already done self demolition of the structures mentioned below.
However, few debries were lying around which the occupant/party under took to
remove by self.

Following are the structures in Sy. No. 242/1 of Nalini da Roza e
Fernandes which were directed to be demolished. “Q1” “P1” “Y” and “I1”
“J1”( top portion of the structure erected with GI Sheets) and “Z” (first floor of the
said structure) , GI sheets which are leading from J1 to’the Kitchen. As per the
mapping done on 24/11/2023 and mapping plan submitted by DSLR with ref. No.
19/DSLR/ Re-Cell/CRZ- Mapping/23/13/4409 dated 12/12/2023 inwarded to
GCZMA with inward no. 4730 on 14/12/23.

And in Sy. No. 242/1-C, structure “B” and “G” of the mapping done on

20/05/2024 with notice ref. No. GCZMA/ N/ ILLE-COMP/23-24/02/528 dated
14/05/2024 and report prepared by GCZMA Officials.

Q1 (Temporary shed attached to Circular Structure “G1”)- Complied with the

order.
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P1 (Temporary G.L shed projection to structure “L1”)- Complied with the

order.

Y (Non-functional generator room with laterite stone masonry walls covered
with sloping G.I sheet roofing constructed on permanent plinth) - Complied

with the order (debries present on site).
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I1 (Temporary metal shed attached to structure “J1” consisting of G.I. sheet
roofing fixed on square tube steel section supported on circular steel pipes) -

Complied with the order.

J1 [Top portion] (Top portion of structure is erected with temporary shed
consisting of G.L. sheet roofing supported on circular steel pipes) - Complied
with the order. ‘




Z [Top Floor] (The top floor of the structure is covered with G.I. sheets wall

1193

and roof covering and attached with metal fabricated staircase leading from

ground floor to top floor) - Complied with the order.

B (Metal Fab. Shed supported Circular pipes erected on Concrete bed) -
Complied with the order.




G (Permanent platform consist of lateritic masonry Stones) - Complied with

the order (debries present on site).

Siddhi Morajkar
(F.S. GCZMA)

‘alr
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ANNEXURE R-19 1 1 95

1

ITEM NO.39 COURT NO.7 SECTION IX

SUPREME COURT OF INDTIA
RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

Petition(s) for Special Leave to Appeal (C) No(s).
12032-12035/2018

(Arising out of impugned final judgment and order dated 26-02-2018
in WP No. 749/2014 26-02-2018 in WP No. 764/2015 06-04-2018 in CA
No. 5/2018 06-04-2018 in CA No. 4/2018 passed by the High Court Of
Judicature At Bombay At Goa)

FR. MARIO PIRES THROUGH LEGAL HEIR NALINI DA
ROSA FERNANDES ETC. ETC. Petitioner (s)

VERSUS
VILLAGE PANCHAYAT OF CALANGUTE AND ORS. ETC. Respondent (s)

Date : 10-08-2018 These petitions were called on for hearing today.

CORAM
HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE N.V. RAMANA
HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE MOHAN M. SHANTANAGOUDAR

For Petitioner(s)
Mr. Dhruv Mehta, Sr.Adv.
Mr. Ninad Laud, Adv.
Mr. Aman Varma, AOR
Mr. Ivo D'Costa, Adv.

For Respondent (s)
Mr. Huzefa Ahmadi, Sr.Adv.
Mr. Yashraj Singh Deora, AOR
Mr. Shyam Agarwal, Adv.

UPON hearing the counsel the Court made the following
ORDER

Heard learned senior counsel appearing on behalf of the
petitioners as well as learned senior counsel on behalf of

sreriPdndent No.2, at length.
SOREERERA lavr

Date: 201 .14

15:55:40

Reason None present on behalf of other respondents.
We are not inclined to interfere with the impugned orders

passed by the High Court. The special 1leave petitions are,
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accordingly, dismissed.

The petitioners are, however, permitted to continue with their
business for a period of three months from today. After the expiry
of three months, the petitioners have to demolish the building, as
per the orders passed by the Village Panchayat.

As a sequel to the above, pending applications, if any, shall

also stand disposed of.

(SUKHBIR PAUL KAUR) (RAJ RANI NEGI)
AR CUM PS ASSISTANT REGISTRAR

e
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ANNEXURE R-20 1 1 97

ITEM NO.1002 SECTION IX

SUPREME COURT OF INDTIA
RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

R.P.(C) N0s.400-403/2019 in SLP(C) Nos.12032-12035/2018

FR.MARIO PIRES THROUGH LEGAL HEIR NALINI
DA ROSA FERNANDES ETC. Petitioner(s)

VERSUS

VILLAGE PANCHAYAT OF CALANGUTE THR.ITS
SECRETARY & ORS.ETC. Respondent (s)

Date : 19-02-2019 These matters were circulated today.

CORAM
HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE N.V. RAMANA
HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE MOHAN M. SHANTANAGOUDAR

By Circulation

UPON perusing papers the Court made the following
ORDER

Delay condoned.
The application for oral hearing is rejected.

The Review Petitions are dismissed in terms of the sighed order.

(SATISH KUMAR YADAV) (RAJ RANI NEGI)
AR-CUM-PS ASSISTANT REGISTRAR
(Signed order is placed on the file)

talr
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ANNEXURE R-22

26 February 2020.

REPORT OF SITE INSPECTION
iN MATTER OF PIL WP NO. 4/2020 IN SRY. NO. 242/1 OF VILLAGE CALANGUTE.

(13 Y a bY@ ¥t o

] ~R
LB 1Y 1 AR LN

2
ie.

1. As per directions of the Hon’ble High Court of Bornbay at Goa vide order dated
22.01.2020 in PIL WP No.4/2020, and as requested by Member Secretary GCZMA
vide notice of site inspection dated 11.02.202C, site inspection of the property
under Sry no. 242/1 and others of village Calangute Taluka Bardez was carried
out on 13.02.2020 by us, Savio Joaguim Filipe Correia and Sujeetkumar Mariapa
Dongre, Expert Members, GCZMA, alongwith Shii Devendra Gaonkar FS GCZMA

and Shri Rajesh Harmalkar FS DSLR.

2. The inspection commenced at 10:30am. The petitioner's Shri George Fernandes
and Shri Wenceslaus D'Souza remained present at site along with their Advocate
Shri J. Karn. The private respondents i.e. R7 Smi. Nalini da Rosa Fernandes, R8
Shri Joseph da Rosa and R12 Smt. Lalan Jacques were present along with their

Advocate Shri N. Takkekar.

1L BRIEF COMMENTS PRIOR TO THE COMMENCEMENT OF INSPECTION:

3. The site is located in Saunta Vaddo ward of Calangute village behind “Club Tito’s”.
The original property known as Sawfa wado’ under Sry no. 242/1 that admeasured
39200 sq. meters or thereabouts now comprises f four parcels, namely, Sry nos.
2421, 242/11-A, 242/1-B, and 242/1-C. The parcel under Sry no. 242/1
admeasures about 34,267 sqy. metres (occupanis: Shri Luis Pires and others);
under Sry no. 242/1-A admeasures about 300 sq. meters (accupant: Shri Jose da
Rosa); under Sry no. 242/1-B admeasures 2,500 sq. meters (Occupant: Shri
Sylvester D’Souza); and that under Sry no. 242}’1—0 admeasures about 2158 sq.
meters (occupant: Smt Nalini Rosa Fernandes). it may be noted that proceedings
ior CRZ viviatiuis mie perding wili ties Auihwiily i, respect of parcei under Sry no

142/1-B of Sylvester D’Souza. —_ <G -

b ()
* Name of the field in record of rights (Form | & XIV). %m-ﬂt’/ﬁ
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4. There exists a tarred road in the north-south direction that severs the said larger
property under Sry no. 242/1 into two parts; the western part admeasures about
25200 sq. meters and the eastern part alongside the eastern boundary of Sry no.

2421 1-G {on ine iandward side of ine road) admeasuring about 13700 sq. meiers.

5. There appears to be encroachment along the riorthern boundary of the property
adinining Srv na 243/13 by soma stniietures and a nartly tarred road  In addition
there are three residential structures in the eastern part of the property that are

said to be of mundkars of the property.

6. The present position of the property can be better appreciated from the plan
prepared by the DSLR team that goes annexed to this repori. The GPS

conrdinatas of tha larper nronerhy undar Qe ne. 242/ are 15°22°1Q 47° M and

73°45'13.34” EZ it lies within 0 — 500 meters frorn the HTL.

. SUBJECT MATTER OF THE PUBLIC INTEREST LITIGATION.

7. From a perusal of the PIL writ petition available in the file and, in particular, the

“points for consideration” at Pg. D, it appears that the issue in the PIL is the alleged

frillrsvm ~E DI LMMNTRAAN ) D INFllmsren Tl mbsmc i ad M adam i da fa dama aliabs illaeal
FOUNZLG W I PN IR S 1AL ( YV INIAY G 1 QWY CIL Ul WA ULT ) Lo LS v ast ) sy at

constructions/cottages owned and constructed by R7, R8 and R12 that lie within

the no development zone.

8. Under CRZ Notification 2011, the area upto 200mits from HTL on the landward side
in case of seafront and 100mts along tidal influeiiced water bodies or width of the

creek whichever is less is earmarked as “No Development Zone” (NDZ).

IV. OBSERVATIONS.

Compliance by R7 of demalition orders dated 28.01.2010 and 12.10.2012.

9. At the outset we proceeded to ascertain the demolition of structures by R7 Nalini
da Rosa Fernandes in compliance of demoliticn orders dated 28.01.2010 and

12.10.2012 issued by R3 Village Panchayat of Calangute, duly confirmed by the

Hon’ble Supreme Court in SLP(C) No. 012032 - 012035 / 2018. N
— &= —
2 All GPS coordinates were recorded using app GPS Logger, with accurgcy of 4 metres.
; l&ﬂkﬁ’: Page 2 of 10
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10. As per available records, the order dated 28.01.2010 was for demolition of 2™ floor
of a G+2 structure3, while the second demolition order dated 12.10.2012 was for

demolition of a G+1 structure and a swimming puol.

11. We found that the said second floor of the building has been demolished. Likewise,
the entire G+1 building and the swimming pool between the two buildings have
been demolished and are not existing on site. Accordingly, the annexed DSLR plan

does not show the said building and swimming pool.

1z. AN inguiry report of the Lirecior of Panchayat gated U7.11.2019 filea m the Hon.
High Court in WP No. 186/2018 was placed in cur hands by R7. The said report

confirms full compliance of the two demcolition orders.

13.Hence, we conclude that the two demolition orders of the Village Panchayat of
Calangute dated 28.01.2010 and 12.10.2012 have been fully complied with by the

R7 Nalini da Rosa Fernandes.

Legality of structures within the No-Development Zone (NDZ).

14.Next, we proceeded to asceriain the legality of the structures within the No
Development Zone (NDZ) in the larger property under Sry no. 242/1 (except the
parcel under Sry no. 242/1-B) as identified by the petitioners. The 200-meter line
is marked in red color iine in the annexed DSLR - prepared plan; the area to the

west of this line falls within the NDZ.

15. There are two ground-floor structures on the south-western side of the property,
the first admeasuring about 264 sq. metres containing eight rcoms?, and the other
admeasuring 80 sq. metres having two rooms®. These were claimed bv R8 Shri
Joseph da Rosa as belonging to him. He claims ihat these two cottages and three

other cottages on the northern side (to which we shall advert later in the report)

GUINPHISE His sutie Gial esiabisiient known s "Seaview Coilages™. Tne first
&V
3 (\ e
3 |dentified as “G" on annexed DSLR nlan. R -
* Identified as “A” on annexed DSLR plan. Q@&jm
S \dentified as “B” on annexed DSLR plan. My = e
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structure® admeasuring 264 sa. meters is showr on the DSLR survev plan: hence
prima facie it appears to be existing prior to February 1991. The structure is seen
in the background of first photograph at pagé 35, second photograph at page 36
and an ideniical st phutograpii at paye 37. Wi did not ubseive any appeciabie
increase in the plinth area. R8 Shri Rosa submitiad a compilation of documents to
the Authority alongwith cover letters dated 21.02.2020 and 24.02.2020, that
includes copy of license issued by Municipal Council of Bardez dated 18.11.1970
under no. 55 to Fr Mario Pires for construction of residential house and septic tank

pertaining to this coitage structure.

16. On perusal of the original DSLR survey plan and municipal licence, we prima facie

find that the said structure is authorized and constructed prior to February 1991.

17. The second structure’ is seen in the background of second photograph at page 34
and second photograph at page 37 of the peiition. R8 produced construction
licence of Gram Panchayat Calangute dated 28.06.1978 ref no. VPT/CAL/78-19/F-
13AC/404/78 alongwith approved plan of a coftage with two independent lodging
rooms issued to Fr Mario Pires. The licence was transferred in name of R8 on

20.06.1979. The structure on the approved plan iallies with the said structure.

18.0n perusal of the foregoing document, we prima facie find that the said structure

is authorized and existing prior to February 1991.

19.The next cluster® located largely within survey no 242/1-A comprises three

s bl miion: w0 P — (5 1 o SIS, (N S |
1 Uu Nisuco vialinicu

b aam - UG, N —— X S 2. f A
vuliay oo VUALL L LRV 1D 1D GG, VI YU 1]

by R8 Joseph da Rosa as belonging to him and allotted house nos. 7/2B, 7/2C &
7/2D by the Village Panchayat of Calangute. The first cottage® fowards the West
admeasures about 59 sq. meters, the second ccitage'® admeasures about 59 sq.

meters and the third cottage'! towards the east admeasures about 76 sq. meters.

— = c_@bf -
5 GPS Coordinates: 15°33'16.42" N and 73°45'10.37” E. \ 5 e
7 GPS Coordinates: 15°33’17.61” N and 73°45'10.68" E. i ~3 g
8 3PS Coordinates: 15°33/20.00” N and 73°45'11.24" E.
? |dentified as “C” on annexed DSLR plan. i‘ -
10 |dentified as “D” on annexed DSLR plan. o —

11 identified as “E” on annexed DSLR plan.
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20.In support of legalitv of the three cottages. R8 submitted the following doruments:
(a) Order of Additional Collector of Goa dated 10.04.1981 issued to Luis
Antonio Jose S. Pires in Case no. RB/CNV/ILG/177/80'2 alongwith
1eueipl nu. 2O dated 12.00. 1951,
(b) House tax receipts dated 10.07.1986 of house nos. 7/2B, 7/2C & 7/2D
issued by Village Panchayat of Calangute for the years 1983-84, 1984-
85 and 1985-86.

(c) Survey map issued by DSLR showing existence of the three structures.

Z1. In agamion to the foregoing, it appears that thic Authority had exonerated R8 of
any violations with respect to the said structures in earlier proceedings. This
Authority’s decision under ltem 6.8 (17) at the 68™ Meeting (Sub-Committee) held
on 18.04.2012 is reproduced below:

(17} Mr. Jaseph S. Rosa, Calangute.

Sr.no. Name of Survey no/ Type of Distance |
the occupier |  Village construction from HTL |

18 Mr. Joseph S. 242/1 lllegal construction Within 50 |
Rosa Calangute of cottages and metres 1

illegal  excavation from HTL. '

for foundation i

Praoceadings” Shri .lnsanh 8 Rosa annearad hefrire the Autharity and cubmitted 2
copy of the reply to a Show Cause Notice (SCN) dated 23/10/2009; on 17/11/2008.
He stated and submitted that the structure is legal and old and encloses the copy of
the Order passed by the Addl. Coliector in the year April, 1981; which was permitted
to regularize the structure existing in the property bearing Survey No. 242/1. He
draws attention to the construction licence aiven by Village Panchavat of Calanagute
dated 28/6/1978. He stated that the said licence stands transferred in his hame in
following year in 1979. He shown the details of the complaint and photos enclosed
which he denies being the same.

Decision: The GCZMA Members have perused the documents on record and have
concluded that prima face from the documents available it appears that there js no
violation apparent on record which can be termed as violation in terms of CRZ
Notification this being the case SCN dated 23/10/2009 stands discharged.

22.The aforesaid documents and Authority decision prima facie suggest that said
cottages of R8 Joseph da Rosa are authorized and were construcied prior to
February 1991.

23 There exisis a housa strictura?3 n::_\t"lL tn [ to the cnuth of tha third cottaca (“E™)

referred at paragraph 19 above. We were inforrned that it belongs to one John

12 RQ claimed that bv this order. the conversian of the land wherean the iaree rattages wares hiiilt wac regularized

after imposition of a fine of Rs. 231.30/- - (v
'3 GPS Coordinates: 15°33'19.34” N and 73°45"11.55" E. s < 2
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Joseph Pires (uncle of the respondents) residina in Canada. This structure is
visible in the background of first photograph at page 33 of the petition, the same
photograph being repeated at page 35. Although the DSLR survey plan of Sry no.
242/1 shows @ siiutiuie ai tiis iocaiion, we noiiced a subsianiiai increase in its
plinth area. The old structure shown on the survey plan appears to have been
demolished and reconstructed, and the plinth extended about three-fold in the

bargain.

24 However, as the said John Joseph Pires is not arraigned as a respondent in the
PIL and therefore not present at the inspecton, we could not verity the area and
legitimacy of the extension to the original structure. Nevertheless, since it stands
within the NDZ, we recommend that the Authority may inquire into the legality of

this house structure and take appropriate action.

25.Next, we inspected the G+1 structure' admeasuring about 222 sq. metres located
behindfto the east of the house structure referred in the foregoing paragraph. The
said RCC-framed structure’ was claimed by R7 Nalini da Rosa Fernandes as

belonging to her and wherein she has her residence alongwith eight lodging rooms.

26.R7 Nalini da Rosa Fernandes claimed she had approvals from competent
authorities that confirm pre-existence prior to 1591, and produced the following
documents alongwith her letter dated 10.02.2020 addressed to the Authority:
(a) Conversion order dated 26.07.1977 nu. RB/CNV/430/77/303 issued by
Collector of Goa for conversion of 3760 m? of Sry no. 242/1 (part) for
commercial purposes.
(b) Construction licence of Gram Panchayat Calangute dated 27.06.1978

ref no. VPT/CAL/78-18/F-13AC/401/78 for consiruction of house and

septic tank.
(c) Certificate dated 07.02.1979 issued by Agnelo Mascarenhas, Civil

£ngineer, Caiangute certiying vatue oi completion of civil Works of the

g
said building having area of 277 nv. fc.@»l/

=

Liuf)
4 GPS Coordinates: 15°3319.98” N and 73°45'12.85” E. qm\lm
%5 Identified as “F” on annexed DSLR plan. /
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(d) Letter dated 16.12.1988 ref no. DB/3301/TCP.88/411 issued bv Goa
State Committee on Environment conveying approval for reconstruction
of existing building in Survey no. 242/1 at Calangute village.

(=) Suivey pian issued by Diecivtaie ol Seiliement & Land Records

(DSLR).

27. This structure is shown to be existing as on March 1991 in the study conducted
by Remate Sensing Instruments (RSI) Hyderabad.'® Besides, it is also shown on

the survey map issued by DSLR.

28.0n perusal of the foregoing documents, we primia facie find that the said structure

is authorized and constructed prior to February 1991.

29. The nexi structure indicated by the petitioners and claimed by R7 Nalini da Rosa
Fernandes falls partly within NDZ and is identified as “G” in the annexed DSLR
plan. This is a G+1 RCC-framed structure admeasuring about 405 sq. metres; the
part falling within NDZ admeasures about 204 s¢;. metres. It is operating under the

commercial name “Palm Grove Coltages”. The second floor has been demolished

asc rcfcrrr\r‘ im anrliar nark Af flhia eanack D7 cingmad abla had accoeaoa lm fommmm
Nt AEE A SIS Pl L WL MR BNl 1 DRI NLW O e 1O S UV AtD 1 UELE

competent authorities that confirm pre-existence prior to 1991, and produced the
following documents alongwith her letter dated 10.02.2020:

(a) Conversion order dated 26.07.1977 no. RB/CNV/430/77/303 issued by
Collector of Goa for conversion of 3730 m? of Sry no. 242/1 (part) for
commercial purposes.

(b) Letter dated 02.02.1990 ref no. DB/4820/TCP-80/202 issued by Goa
State Committee on Environment conveying approval for repairs and
renovation of existina roof over secoind floor of Building "A” & “B” in
Survey no. 242/1 at Calangute village.

{c) Approved plan'’ for repairs & renovaiion of existing roof over second

fieor of Buiidings ‘A’ and ‘B’ issued pursuant 10 above letier.

16 Remote Sensing instruments Hyderabad, Technical Report of the Project on Consultancy Services to Conduct
Survey and Inquiry in CRZ lll af Goa Coast, (2008) Map 13 Structure no. 278; Also see Pg. 105 of Repart.
Availoble at http://czma.goa.gov.in/Reports/reparts.asox

7 The approved plan points to existence of two buildings “A” and *B” at the location with a swimming pool in
between. Building “B” and the swimming pool have been demalished gnd nogexisting on site. = .

5:__
—2

-
=
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(d) Extract of resolution of Villaue wanchavat of Calanaute dated

03.11.2018 ltem no. IX J (99).

30. A perusal of the boundaries described at Schedule | of the conversion sanad
dated 26.07.1977 above confirms that the said building fails within the converted
land. The approvals conveyed by then Goa State Committee on Environment point
to probability of the said huilding heing in existenca nrior to 1991 This structure is
also shown to be existing as on March 1991 in the study conducted by RSI
Hyderabad.'8 The resolution of the local body throws abundant light on legitimacy
Of the sald structure. Inter afia, while considering the circumstances arising out of
belated production of documents by R7 Nalini, they conclude that the structure
was existing prior to 1991, that the documents contradict the previous complaints
and allegations of violations within NDZ, and expressing their helplessness to undo
the damage without permission of the Hon'’ble Supreme Court, where apparently

the litigation was resting at the time.

31. R7 has produced an RTI reply by this Authority dated 15.11.2018 whereunder the
approvals granted to this and other sfructures were furnished, thus implying that

she obtained the vital documents only in November 2018.

32.1n view of the foregoing, we prima facie conclude that the said structure “G” is

authorized and constructed prior to February 1991.

33.The last structure% in the NDZ are within a cluster!® that has an old house, a
CiTcUlar-shiaped SHUCIUNS wilh OpSi SIHES aid o stiudiuie Gulianny a 1eceplion
room of “Sea View Coftages’. The old house is shiown on the survey pian and there
is no noticeable increase in its plinth area. Hence it appears to be pre-existing the
CRZ notification. The other two structures are visible in the background of first
photograph at page 34, and repeated at page 36. With respect to these structures,
we did not find any specific complaint in the records. Besides, the petitioners did

not identify these structures as being in violation of CRZ Notifications.

b2l
18 Sep Note 16; Structure no. 297.

' GPS Coardinates: 15°33'18.57” N and 73°45'12.53" E. i’t‘mﬂ’;

";’/7’, -
T E
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Structure of R12 Smt Lalan Jacques.
34. We now turn to the structure shown in the other photographs appended to the
petition. The photographs at pages 38 o 40 are of a single structure®® claimed by
IR iZ Sini Laian Jacyues as beionging 1o nier. it cunsisis of a Z-shaped ground foor
RCC-framed structure with nine rooms and Gl sheet roof on the first floor. It finds
reference at paragraph 11 (3" sub para) of the petition. It is shown as having been
constructed between 1994 and 1998 in the RSi Report.?! However this structure

falls well outside the NDZ, being about 300 metres away from the HTL.

3b.incidentally, KR8 Joseph da Rosa produced a document in his compilation being
conversion order dated 26.07.1977 no. RB/CNV/430/77/301 issued by Collector of
Goa for conversion of 9565 m? of Sry no. 242/1 (part) to commercial purpose. On
closer perusal of the said order, it transpired thai it pertained to the eastern part of

the property that includes the land whereupon which this structure stands.

Apparent biatant violation within NDZ in neighboring property.

36. Before parting, we bring to the notice of the Authority what appeared to us to be a

miateandt sinadntian AF MIDD7 Riatifiaatine wibkin Hha RIM7 ik '
iz

b Aarins wranAarh e e
PINCALCALIL WANAICALINII ¢ 2l AT W d VIALIINNTALINSL D WWALERIZD 30N ? Nlsga 2 1

& poinkbreias aeanords In
course of the inspection, we observed a hotelfrasort adjoining the north-western
boundary of the property unider Sry no. 242/1 under the commercial name “Zinho’s
Beach Resort’. It appears to stand in the property surveyed under no. 243/13
and/or 243/13-A of village Calangute. We found a G+2 RCC-framed resort building
in operation with swimming pool? within approx 150 metres from the HTL. We
could not ascertain sewage and waste disposal rneasures being undertaken by the

occupant.

37. Considering the magnitude of this development within the NDZ and the threat it
poses to the fragile coastal ecosystem of the locality, we recommend an inquiry

into the legality of the development within this property and take appropriate action

-~

by the Authority. @5

= il
”Q’-. e e
\ C
™~ u
20 GpS Coordinates: 15°33/19.22" N and 73°45’16.03" E. /

U See Note 16; Structure no. 296.
22 Existence of swimming poal ascertained from Google Earth images.

—
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38. Inspection concluded at about 2.30pm.

V. FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS.

33. THe WU uBIUliiun LIUEIS Ll e Yilaye raudGhiayai of Galailgute daied
28.01.2010 and 12.10.2012 have been fully complied with by the R7 Nalini da

Rosa Fernandes.

P———

40.The structures within the NDZ of larger pioperty under Sry no. 242/1 of
village Calangute owned by R7 and R8 indicated by the petitioner’s during
inspection prima racie appear to be legal and exisung prior 1o Fepruary 1991
on basis of documents made available and other reference material

accessed and cited by us.

41.The structure claimed to be owned by R12 Laian Jacques is outside the NDZ.
Besides, it appears to be built between 1334 and 1998 on land that was

converted under LRC for commercial purposes prior to 1991.

42. The apparent violation by Shri John Joseph Pires within the NDZ as set out

marsmranhes 92 and 24 alheaun mar ha inanierad inta hu tha Autharihs and
PR s WU E S Mmt BARETE BT WA W EEAMAY NS IEaLqlats toue MRALS Sey S 4 SSalaAwNL J eenve

appropriate action taken.

43. The apparent blatant violation by owner of “Zinho’s Beach Resort” within
the NDZ in property under Sry. No. 243/13 | 243/13-A set out in paragraphs

36 and 37 above may be inquired into by the Authority and appropriate action

B (.
1 X-3 43 =2 ¥ B

Submitted.

| A

™

L

%@@\S@m‘ =S I
Savio Joaquim Fili i Sujeetkumar Mariapa Dongre
mber, GCZMA. Expert Member, GCZMA.

Enclosure: DSLR prepared plan.

dekd
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e QUERNMENT OF GOA
NIRFCTORATE OF SETTLEMENT AND LAND RECORDS.

PANAJI - GOA.
Phone: (0832) - 2422036, 2422453 Fax: 2234360 Email: dir-land.goa@nic. in

No.i%)SLR/Re— Cell/CRZ-Mapping /20/01 /(;Zq’:yi Dated: 24/02/2020.
I. g T 0
The Member Secretary

Goa Coastal Zone Management Authority,

A TY et + nf
e Deporbment of Selonee, Teshnoleaw gnd Bnvirgnment

1 Floor, Pt. Deendayal Upadhyya Bhavan, Pudalik Nagar,
Alto Porvorim, Bardez-Goa-403521.

Sub: Site Inspection pertaining to Survey No. 242/1(part), 1-C of Village
Calangute of Bardez Taluka.

Sir,

With reference to your letter No.GCZMA/H.C.M/PIL.W.P.4/2020/19-
20/06/2420 aated 11/02/2020, piease find enciosed herewiin ine piwiv cupy uf
the proceedings of the site inspection along with 2 sets of plan in respect of

S.No. 242/1(part),1-C of Village Calangute of Bardez Taluka, enclosed herewith

Pad o1 N g
tor furilicr novessaly aGiioil.

Yours faithfully,

O\ s b
i) R

(Domiané Nazareth)
Suptd. Of Survey & Land Records
Panaji —Goa.

Encloged: Ac ahave
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GOVERNMENT OF GOA

DIRECTORATE OF SETTLEMENT & LAND RECORDS,
PANAJI-GOA

PROCEEDINGS OF SITE INSPECTION

FILE NO:- 19/DSLR/Resurvey Cell/ « /%2 -:\viq /r/».z-:’, /7alcy
DATE: t'% / £2./2020 '

SUB: 1) URZ delm@ation
2) Suryey/Mapping of Structyres
REF:- CTCZINMA W e L I s "‘4"/1! “L/ /ﬁl‘fW h ”/‘/4‘3

f / J
Village : r;;»Lb\.«;-{.Li-‘i'é* Taluka: {\'ﬂ <be Survey ﬁ‘—ﬁ/ ' Sub. Div.No. |
Parties /Officers Present:-
k .--fr—tilfle TS ‘?:7‘)_; Q\\{(\

A ébmo 4.y A QOP,@uA (Mﬁ PRETARETL GC2mAD/ I\ L
Y (e enfe 3. /’ Lotcmm e 5 6%’!/”(]7;7 1 3/)2 (20
4 m\; 'SMm\% l"\(.\!"'" /é:/'lf 13/2)72J_.O

‘\

TR BT {. 5 \% VA
Sood bt o B s T A% ) \ \ )
-4 RSl 6 IS W8 AN 0 [T R W Df O A Oae Oé;«"}p—- 5 \r\a.;.(_\iM NChe '-"Hl <
b . < "K ) <l =)
ML LN ¥ X ol ‘ 1 34 g C\ (=8 41; =28 /Q /)a.vu.,) &8
il ] i
) ot g
I iexedn  lEia
= (U~ =
| B
e : i/ -~
K ) "-l—fuCJ-ﬁ&:mr;{ h}i\'x.o . A r Asses  \oownwian

Parlies Absent:-

Brief description of proceedings:-

lﬁ.‘;ﬁ :\l yri (l ! ‘:' Lo e C:-_.,‘L i SR l [N & ¥ A (S Ck\ QEJU-" .:{ % ( I-’ A -l -t,,i Tovd
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GOVERNMENT OF GOA
Directorate of Settlement and Land Records
PANAIJI-GOA
N SITE PLAN
as per the notice of site inspection of Member Secretary, Goa Coastal Zone Management Authority
vide their letter No.GCZMA/H.C.M/PIL W.P 4/2020/19-20/06/2420 dated 11/02/2020
in respect of S.No./ Sub Div. No.242/1(part),1-C of Village Calangute of Bardez Taluka.
Scale :1:1000
LEGEND:-
NOTE:- E New structure
THE LEGALITY / ILLEGALITY OF STRUCTURES SHOWN ON THIS
Temporary Shed
PLAN IS NOT KNOWN AND THEREFORE THIS PLAN SHALL NOT
BE USED FOR ANY PURPOSE SUCH AS DEVELOPMENT OF O well
STRUCTURES, REVENUE SURVEY MATTERS, OBTAINING LICENSES, .~ Structure as per
PERMISSIONS, CONVERSION OF LAND, ETC. THIS PLAN SHALL BE Survey Plan
USED FOR REFERENCE PURPOSE ONLY. — 200 Mts CRZ Line
— High Tide Line
—— New Road
S.No.243
2
»
\
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Surveyed & Prepared by
seen by
Rajesh Harmalkar (F.S.)
Surveyed on :- 13/02/2020 Arun Kumar Dhale
(H.S.)

FILE NO.19/DSLR/Re- Cell/CRZ-Mapping/20/01
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M Gma" Pushkar Sharma <pushkar2006sharma@gmail.com>

Re: Service of Reply on behalf of Respondent No. 2 in Appeal No. 82/2025 between
Sylvester D’Souza v. Joseph S Rosa & Ors.

1 message

Samridhi Jain <samridhi12318@gmail.com> 16 November 2025 at 23:23
To: fawia31@gmail.com, gczma gczma <goacoastalzone@gmail.com>

Cc: chaitanya dixit <dixitchaitanya2000@gmail.com>, Yuvraj Pratap Singh <ysyuvrajsingh4@gmail.com>,
Pushkar2006sharma@gmail.com

Download Attachment
Available until 16 Dec 2025

Sir/Ma’am,
With reference to the aforementioned matter, PFA herewith reply on behalf of Respondent No.2.

Click to Download
reply final nalini (2).pdf
0 bytes

Thanks & Regards,
Samridhi Jain,

Advocate on Record
Supreme Court of India
A-10, LGF, Lajpat Nagar- Ill,
New Delhi- 110024

Mob. 9890210579

On 16 Nov 2025, at 9:04 PM, Samridhi Jain <samridhi12318@gmail.com> wrote:

Sir/Ma’am,
With reference to the aforementioned matter, PFA herewith the copy of the Reply on behalf of Respondent
No.1.

<joseph rosa final reply.pdf>

Thanks & Regards,
Samridhi Jain,

Advocate on Record
Supreme Court of India
A-10, LGF, Lajpat Nagar- I,

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=665563966e&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f:1848970439903166363&simpl=msg-f:1848970439903166363 1/2
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