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

APPEAL NO. 18 OF 2023 [WZ]

BETWEEN:

Peter Coutinho «...APPELLANT
AND

The Goa Coastal Management _

Authority and Anr. s RESPONDENTS

WRITTEN SUBMISSION DT 19.11.2024 OF
. RESPONDENT No.2

1. The subject property, is a case decided under SMWP
02/2006, lies on the beach front within 50 metres from HTL in sy
0 39/1 of NDZ of CRZ III in Colva village Salcete Taluka, Goa.

2. The subject structures are put up without épprovals post
19.02.1991. All of the material and documents establish that the
subject structures have been put up post 19.02.1991, and the
structures are rightly ordered to be demolished. The R2 makes the
following submissions to the effect that the order dt 14.02.2023

ought to be upheld and not be interfered with :




2.

Subject structures are erected post

10.02.1991 without

mandatory approvals

der dt 14.02.2023 is

L The Appellants' arguments that the or
ithout any basis and

‘without jurisdiction’/ ‘functus officio’ is W
incorrect.

e ot t.

Scope of the Appeal limited to challenge 1O order d

14.02.2023

L Subject structures are erected post 19.02.1991 without

mandatory approvals

3. This answering Respondent submits that the documents on

record conclusively establishes that the subject structures were not

in existence prior to 19.02.1991, and have been constructed only
after the said date without mandatory approvals. This is evident
from the following‘ facts/document:

a. The ‘DSLR Plans of the subject plot A1l area of 517sqm and
B1 area of 271sqm inéluding the subject Sy. No. 39/1 of Colva
village dt. 12.12.1996 and 22.08.1997 (refer pages 206 & 207 of

Appeal mémo) do not show any structures adjoining the beach

front.

b. The DSLR mapping (refer page 312, Exh A2 ) dt
24.01.2022-18.02.2022. legend shows CRZ resurvey buildings
2006 in light green carried out under directions of Hon’ble High
Court of Bombay at Goa in SMWP 02/2006 and further extension
to the structures in orange constructed between 2006 and 2022

ik
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2
encroaching between the L'TL and HTL under directions in PIL

10/2020 before Hon ble High Court of Bombay at Goa.

C. Photographs taken during the years 2019 -2021 (refer pages
210-212 ) are evidence that the Appellant has been reconstructing
without approvals cvery year afler the sca washes away the
encroachment on the beach and they also corroborate that the
Appellant has encroached within the HTL of Colva Beach,

Salcete.

d. No permissions, construction plans, Technical clearance,
Completion Certificates, Occupancy Certificates, Inspection
Reports, et al. as required by theGoa Town and Country Planning
Act 1974; the Goa Panchayat Raj Act 1994; and other laws has
been produced from 'any Authorities by the Appellant to show

authorization of structures.

e. No NOC from the Environment Development Council
(EDC), the = Goa State Committee for Coastal Environment
(GSCCE), and/or the Goa Coastal Zone Management Authority
GCZMA) has been produced. ‘

f. No NOC frorﬂ\{:he Technical officer under Goa Daman and
Diu gazette Notification dt 20.07.1971 (refer Section 3 page 307),
which was mandatory for all permissions which came up prior to

1994 i.e. the date of the enactment of the Goa Panchayat Act (refer

s

page 7 para 8).
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' . g o HIST § o
g. No Conversion Sanad was obtained a8 required under the
Land Revenue Code 1968

. ) ez P, . he
h. The Decds of Sale di 01.08 1996 does nof mention

T o y . Y n o % a1 1 area
existence of any Bar and Restaurant or Grt | structure nof the are

Pl TR . e B ey I8 7-288,
of the structures (refer page 51 para 5 of order & pages £277%

para S & 6 of reply of R2).

i The Electricity Bill in the name of the Appellant though

there is no survey no. mentioned (refer page 313 ) shows date of

connection 22.07.1996.

i The Water Bill (refer page 314) dt. of Installation is
26.06.2001. This is evidence that the electricity and water

connections came to be connected after Appellant purchased the

property in 1996.

k. The Appellant has relied on certain documents in an attempt
to prove that the subject structures were in existence prior to 1991.
However, this Respondent submits that the below documents
which the Appellant has produced in support of these claims

cannot be relied upon for the following reasons :

i The Appellant has not shown the connection to his structure
of the documents dt 14.02.1966 (refer page 177) issued to obtain a
loan for a structure named “casa de medance”. None of the
documents produced (refer pages 177 - 187) mention a survey

number nor are documents annexed to prove authorization of the

ZU

structures,
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.
ii. The document dt IS.()«!,I‘)S?(I’Q/Z:I‘ page 1585 ) is a
temporary licence for a temporary stall, no survey no. mentioned
valid from 19.04.1988 to 31.05.1988 proves that there was no
permanent structure as claimed by the Appellant.
iii. Journals etc of the year 1984 etc. (refer pages 200 - 202)
cannot be relied on as there are no survey numbers to depict where
the so called Sunset Bar and Restaurant is situated. The Appellant
has not produced any permissions, licenses etc of 1984 to prove
that such structures were operational, functional and authorised
under various Statutory laws. In any event, assuming without
admitting the pleas made by the Appellant, references in print
media journals prove existence of a structure at best, and certainly
do not prove the legality of the structure.
iv. The Appellant places reliance on the proceeding sheets at
page 75 - B to submit that the mere recording of the submissions
of the Appellant are to be accepted as evidence is false, I say that
this cannot be relied upon as the sheet does not mention any
approvals nor does- it record any government document which
show that the structures were authorised. Further the Sheet has no
date mentioned on it.
V. ~The ‘Appellant has placed reliance on the order dt
28.01.2009 (refer page 74) by which the Panchayat withdrew its
SCN dt 10.04.2008 purportedly inan attempt to show the legality
of the structures. In this regard, it is necessary to point out that
There were Two Show Cause Notices (SCN) issued by the
Village Panchayat (this Respondent No 2 was not part of
cither of the proceedings) pursuant to order dt 26.09.2007 of the
Hon’ble High Court (refer page 44 para 1) based on the mapping
by the DSLR in 2006.




&

N dt 10.04.2008 (refer page 69 )

Vi The Panchayat issued SC

and the Appellant filed his reply thereto (refer page 70-72) The

Panchayat heard the Appellant and concluded that the reply did
icences/NOC

not_produce any legal documents such as pla:]s,_l_/———————
hence termed the structure with an area of 353 sqm W45 illegal and

issued Demolition order dt 19.01.2009 (refer page 73) despite
the same Panchayat could not have rendered the
issued mechanically by

such evidence

demolition notice to have been
withdrawing the notice through a letter dt 28.01.2009 (refer page

74).
vii. Second SCN dt 01.09.2012 was issued (refer to Exh A5

page 315) directing the Appellant to produce Construction license

issued before 1991 and after 1991, approval from the Town and

Country Planning Department and any other documents sh
best of the

owing

legality of the structures existing prior to 1991. To the

Answering Respondents knowledge, these proceedings are still

pending.
viii. The Appellants statement that “minor repairs were
carried out to the structure in 19877 is a vague statement, and no
document has been produced along with plan with the area of the
structure and Technical Clearance from the relevant authorities.

ix. The Appellant has not produced any legal document of
1996 to prove that the commercial establishment was legally

transferred from Sunset Bar to Boomerang Bar and Restaurant

(page 51 para 3).

The Appellants arguments that the order dt 14.02.2023

is ‘without jurisdiction’ ‘functus officio’ is without any basis

G

and incorrect.
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4. The Appellant argues that in terms of the order dt
30.05.3019 the decision taken in the 211th meeting dt 24.08.2019
to allow the Review Application (RA) dt 09.07.2019 read with the
order on maintainability communicated on dt 24.03.2022 the R1
Authority could not have decided to dismiss the Review
Application through the impugned order dt 14.02.2023 as it was
already functus officio (refer page 32 ground ‘h’and ‘i’) and the

R1 Authority has thus exceeded is powers of jurisdiction.

5. This answering Respondent states that this ground is

without merits, is incorrect and based on incorrect reading of the

R1 Authority’s orders. ‘ _
a. I say that the decision dt 24.08.2019 of the R1 did not

culminate into a formal order and therefore was not a final
decision (Refer to Hon'ble High Court of Bombay at Goa in WP
406/2021 Order 02.03.2022 annexed r <levount paga®)

b. 1 say that several hearings later in the 293rd meeting dt
24.02.2022 (refer to para I page 62) it was brought to the notice
of the R1 that no formél order was Communicated hence without
hearing the parties on merits of the three grounds referred to in the
Review Application the R1 informed the parties it would
communicate the order on maintainability and explicitly stated

that the matter was posted for final arguments on merits on the

next date. (refer page 62 para 1)

il




€. Both the parties were informed through order dt 24.03.2022

that the Review Application is maintainable and the same would

be heard on merits.

d. 1 say that if the Appellant was of the opinion that his
Review Application was allowed through the 24.03.2022 order as
he is now contending in the present Appeal, the Appellant would
have challenged the decision of the Authority t0 hear the Review

Application on merits.

e. I say that if the order dt 24.03.2022 had finally decided the
Review Application this order would have recalled the demolition
order dt 30.05.2019 but on the contrary, the R1 Authority decided

to hear the Application on merits.

T. Further I say that both the parties ie the Appellant and the
R2 herein were well aware that the order dt 24.03.2022 was not an
order on merits but only an order on maintainability and that 1s
why both the parties participated in the 300th, 303rd, 310th and
317 hearings (refer para 3 page 62 to par 5 page 64) and
presented evidences, documents and made their submissions based
on merits of the Review Application knowing fully well that the
24.03.2022 order was only on maintainability. The Appellant who
joined the hearings, after communication of Order on
Maintainability dt 22.03.2022, during the 300th, 303", 310"
and 317" meetings (refer last para page 62 to para 1 page 65)
never once objected to the hearings. but instead kept on producing

additional documents [which did not prove authorisation of

structures). (@



6. Therefore, 1 say that when the impugned order dt
14.02.2023 was issued by the R1 Authority it considered and
gave its opinion on each of the three grounds raised in the Review
Application by the Appellant. finding that whilst the original
decision may or may not on merits have been correct there is no
case made out for a procedural review which is a limited power of

the GCZMA (Refer pages 65 para 2 to page 66 pard 5)

i (5 I say that there is no question of the R1 Authority being
«“functus officio” as the order 24.03.2022 is on maintainability and
the order dt 14.02.2023 is on merits of the Review Application

and hence on two separate footings.
SCOPE OF | " iTHIS APPEAL

8. This Hon’ble Tribunal as an Appellate Court has wide
powers to consider any and every aspect of the merits of the order

dt 14.02.2023 challenged before it.

9. On 30.05.2019 when the demolition order was passed the
Appellant preferred an Appeal 46/2019 on 05.07.2019, and chose
to withdraw it on 07.08.2020. “ Thereafter the Appellant filed a
Review Application on 09.07.2019”, “ and with what has come to
be impugned before this Hon’ble Tribunal is the order dt
14.02.2023 passed by the R1 Authority on the Review Application
filed by the Appellant.

10. The present Appeal is not against the original order for
demolition dt 30.05.2019 (refer page 66 para 2 line 3 ) “...... In

u
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10
light of the rival contentions, the issue that crystallizes Jor

determination is whether the grounds canvassed by the review

applicant Joriginal respondent are adequate and sufficient 10
convince the Authority to come to a finding different Srom the

impugned decision taken at the 198th meeting the A uthority found

the issue in the negative.”

11.  The limited scope for this Hon’ble Tribunal is only to
decide whether the R1 Authority has rightly or wrongly dismissed
the Review Application . Now that the R1 has dismissed the RA it

is bound to implement its original order dt 30.05.2019.

12. The Appellant has with a hidden motive attempted to
mislead this Hon’ble Tribunal by claiming that the Demolition
order directed the Appellant to restore the user of the existing

structure to ‘Residential’ (refer para 15 page 10) Such a
statement is not found in any of the orders dt 05.12.2018,

30.05.2019 and 14.02.2023 issued by the R1 Authority.

13. I submit herein that the Appellant is a highly influential
person as can be seen from the table at para 27 pages 293 - 295. 1t
can be seen that the R1 Authority has heard the matter on several
occasions and kept for orders, the orders were delayed and

reminders had to be sent to the Authorities repeatedly to pass

orders.

14. The Appellant has used all methods possible to abuse the
process of law including forum hunting by approaching the

Hon’ble High Court of Bombay at Goa after each demolition order

A
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was passed in an attempt to delay the demolition. Such attempts
provide ample time to continue with Commercial activities
causing destruction of the Environment despite the Appellant not
providing a single document to show the authorization of the

structures that have encroached within the High Tide line .(refer to

photographs at pages 210 - 212)

15. This Appellant prays that this Hon’ble Tribunal uphold the
impugned order dt 14.02.2023 and direct the immediate stoppage
of commercial activities and the premises to be sealed till the
structures of Boomerang Bar and Restaurant and Gr + 1 structure
are demolished, and the land restored to its original condition.
Further, Environment Compensation ought to be imposed on the
Appellant in line with the scientific formula framed as per the
directions of this Hon’ble Tribunal in order dt 02.11.2017 in O.A.
23 /2014 in the matter of Goa ParyaVafan Savrakshan Sangharsh

Samittee for severe damage to the Environment for more than 28

years of its illegal existence.

Margao - Goa
19.11.2024

Ccm
&

%
O\t

Regd. No. {51!
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IN THE HIGH COURT OF BOMBAY AT GOA

WRI'T PETTTION NQO. 406 OF 2021

HOTEL SILVER SANDS, RIP. BY I'T'S

AU'T. DH\I*, CTOR, DIGVI] /\Y GUJRAL : ..:PE'I‘I’I‘IONRR
Versus
STATE OF GOA, TIHR. I'TS CIHIEF .
SECRETARY AND 2 OTHERS ...RESPONDENTS
ek

Mr. Nitin N. Sardessai, Senior Advocate with Mr. Abhay
Nachinolkar, Mr. Shivam Fadte, Mr. Kabir Sabnis and Mr. H.

Vaze, Advocates for the Petitioner.

Mr. Prashil Arolkar, Additional Gover nment Advocate for
Respondent Nos. 1 and 2. ‘

Mr. Nigel Da Costa Frias with Mr Vlshal Sawant Advocates
Jor Respondent No. 3. - o i
'CORAM: MANISH PITALE, J.
RESERVED ON: 22 February 2022.
il \-PRONOUCED-ON. 2™ March 2022.

ORDER:

1. The petitioner K4 4pproached this Court challenging an
order dated 25.10.2021, passed by the rcspondencbno 2-Goa
Coastal Zone Manqgcmcnt Authouty (GCZI\’[A) whcxcbx the
GCZMA has reiterated s CalllCl dnég:cmm‘ to the petltlonex to

demolish all the'structures in the property located in Colva village

Page 1 of 30
2" March 2022
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veview, sse ieel e e the backdvaly off dhe Favr thae e e
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Ciomt Tewad sl tecorded thae when the anpecr of prestpdinal
FOVIOW W pn'-:czd Nt SYeE o §Ki‘u§5 n.f“ the pr‘,tirfi’s:'.ﬂtﬁh f'{ﬂf’f
matter having  alrcady  atined  finalicy, rerpared  desailed
conzideration. On this basis, notices were issued 6o che partios on

hearing regarding <he maintainability of the Beview Applivation.

29. TPursuant thercto, the parties were heard on various dates
and minutes of such meetings were recorded and also uploaded
on the website of the GCZMA and ulticacely, theee speaific
issucs were framed, which read as tollows:

(1) Whether the Authoriy became  furctuys

officio after the decivion recorded in the
minues of 2535 meering ?

(1) Whether the Authority has jurisdiceion o
review  jiy decision  tken ar che FS™
mcctang bold on 30/ W/ 2008 7

) Wihether dhe applicans/oviginal respondene
suppressed  a matertad  Ewr trom chis
Auwthority  regarding  the  tling  and

Page 2} of 30
P March 2022
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30,  While rendening findings on e atoresaid three 155

o . : s b ar rhe
the 276™ mecting of the GC/ZMA, it was found ch

MA with clean hands.

The petitioner having filed Review Applicadon hefare the NGT,

pettioner had not approached the GCZ

was concealed from the GCZMA and chac ic was a clear case of
forum hunting on the part of the petitioner. The GCZMA also
found that the doctrine of merger clearly applied because che
petitioner had  challenged che  decision  dated  05.12.2018,
pertaining o demolition of the entire structures before the NGT
in Appeal and thereafter, upon dismissal ot appeal by the NGT,
before the Supreme Coure, where che Appeal was also dismissed.
The dismissal of the Appeal by the Supreme Court led to merge
of findings and dirccrions issued by the GCZMA an 05.12.2018.
It is after the 276" miceting of the GCZMA leading o che
impugned order dated 25.12.2021, issued for specific directions
under Section 5 of the Environment (Protecrion) Ace and Rule 4
of the Rules, that the Review Application stood dismissed and
that the petdoner was directed w demolish all the structures on
the properry.

Page 22 of 30
2" March 2022
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23.10.2021, that it can be said that che Review Application stood

disposed of and the matter permaining o Review Application

reached ity culminaton.  The petitioner s not justitied

= ik

contending that the uploading of the minuees of che 253
meeting on the website of the G€ ZMA was enough to show chat
the GCZMA had become functus officio. Once this conclusion
is reached, the principal contention taised on behalf of the
petitioner that the impugned order dated 25.10.2021 amounts to
a review of an order passed on a Review Application, is wholly
unsustainable. The impugned order daced 25.10.2021, therefore,

cannot be said to be an order without jurisdiction.

32. It also beéorpes clear that the reliance placed on behalf of
the petitioner on judgement of thc Supreme Court in the casc of
State Bank of India & Others Vs. S.N. Goyal (supra) is
misplaced. In ‘thc said j‘vu‘dgrn‘cnt also, in- the context of quasi-
judicial authorities, it is laid ‘do@n}that when “an order” of such
an Authority 1§ ‘pronvéu‘xiced,y published, notified or
communicated, then such an Authority becomes funcrus officio.
This Court finds that tlﬁc: minutes of the 253" meeting of the
GCZMA, although uploaded on the website may amount to
notification, publication or communication thereof, but since the

minutes of the meeting do not have the status of an

Page 23 of 30
2" March 2022
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A% There & anothier et ant aapece of che prewnt muarrer,
which comeerng Qaality of orders iy e B kedeop af the doctrine
of merges In the present ease. it is an admirted pasition thae the
ditccoon/order dated 051 22008, issued by che GOFAMA
avaned hnality by divmissal of Appeal by the Supreme Court and
1 merget into the order of the Supreme Coure. The petitioner
oxhausted the statutory remedies of Appeal before the NGT and
the Supreme Courc and met with (ailure. It is also an admicesd
position that the pedtioner filed a Review Application betore the

NGT, which was also dismissed.

34.  Yet, the pettoner filed the aforesaid Review Application
before the original Authority i.c. GOZMA ieself, claiming chac ic
was 2 procedural review and not a review on merits. Therefore,
this Court examined the grounds raised on behall of the
petivoner in the Appeal filed before the NGT and the Supreme
Court, as also the grounds raised before the NGT in review and
thereafier the Review Application filed before the GCZMA. A
perusal of the Appeal Memo filed before the NGT shows char
emplasis of the pedtioner was on the wpect that findings
recorded in the survey plan were not justitied and chac principles

Page 24 of 30
2Y March 2022
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s sineider wtion of ehie vaueevind svadneed by e pedonee g
that thie fAiprdsmens! vighae of the perivioner were vinlatd, A
povced abwve, the Suprreme Coury diomissed che Appeal stier

considering such gronnds of Appreal,

35.  The grounds on which the petitioner soughe review before
the NGT abo show that the very same grounds pertaning o
siolation of princples of natursl justice. dlegal wnd defective
constitution of the GUZMA and nonconsideracon of muerial
were fased on behall of the petitioner.  Even i the Roview
Application filed before the GCZMA, in which the pendioncy
aimed that a review was not sought on meno, buc only on
procedural flaws shows dhat again the very sume grounds were
suised on behall of the petitionee. This Couet b perused che
Review Applicauon filed by the peticionse ublogedly o procedural
flaws and i s dound shas the goounds theesin are nothing bu

repeution of dthe grounds wivad before the NGT as well as che

_ Rage ) of 36
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ithere wae v an josta of proveadaesd detevy dernnnierared oo brichatt
of the prritionss  Hence, velianee phaced an the judgment ot
Kapra Mardoot Fkta Union Vi, Birla Cotron Spinning and
Wesving Mills Lid. & Another (cupra), particularly par agraph
19 thereof, can be of no avail to the peritioner. [t is found chue
the petitioner was only making desperate atternpts ta avoid che
direcuons issued by the GCZMA in the order dated 05.12.2018.
In this connection, it becomes clear thae the peticioner is not
justified in contending that this Court ought to look st the
material that came on record during the process of the Review
Application being considercd by the GCZMA. to hold in favour
of the petitioner.  This Court is convinced chac the fndings
tendered by the GCZMA on all the three issues in i 276"
merting, which culminated into the impugned order  dared
25.16.2021, are correct and in consonance with the position of
law.  Once dhe direcdon dated 05.12.2018 avained tinalicy, by
dissnissal of the Appeal by the Supreme Court and che doctrine of
merger operated against the petditoner, there was no question of
the GCZMA  entertaining  the Review  Applicadion. Merely
because some observations were made in che 253 weering of the

GCZMA, which in fact did not culminage into any onder or

Page 26 of 30
2% March 2022
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36, Ather the heating wae over, che leavaed Sentiop Catinid Fits

th petitione handed over judgment of the Supreme Court i die
cave of 1. Chandea Kumar Ve Union of ladia & Ochers.
(1997) 3 SCC 261, 1o contend rhar judicial review being 4 pare
of the basic etructure of the Constitution, itui.-:di&t’.r’jtm af iif%,é"ff
Court under Articles 226 and 227 of the Conscitution of fadia
cannot be hampered in any manner. As agamise ehig, the learmed
Counsel appeating for the tespondent no. 3 placed relince on
Natural Resources Allocadon, In Re, Special Reference No. |
of 2012 reporied in (2012) 10 SCC 1, to emphasize on fnulicy

of orders,

37.  There can be no doubs about the tace chae che jurisdiction

of this Court under Ardacles 226 and 227 of the Consticunon af

India is a special jurisdicoon and discretion can be exercised in
special cases in the interest of justice, but, the same would noc
suerch 1o the exrent chae selicfs can be granead w dhe petitisne
herein,  This Court has already disagreed wish the prinipal
ground of challenge in the present Wiiv P 'G;?::ﬁiiml thae e.hs;;"

Page 27 of 36
2 Maech W22
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tey a review of a

mpugned order dated 25.10.2021 amounts
. . . ; ated 053. 122018,
review., It is also found that the dircction dated 03 :
thie entire

y . - i 3t
issued afunst the petittioner {for ({unul((mn g

: - ST . dismissal of the
sttuctures in property  attained finality by dismi

- v e The inevitable talloue
petitioner's Appeal by the Supreme Coure. he incvitable
avoided b}’ the

of the tinality of the directions cannot be

procedure sought to be adopted by the petitioner.

38. As noted above, the grounds stated in the Review
Application before the GCZMA, claiming it to be a procedural
review, were identical to the grounds raised by the petitioner on
merits against the order/direction dated 05.12.2018, issued by che
GCZMA, while filing Appeal before the NGT as well as che
Supreme Court. The challenge raised on the very same grounds
stood rejected finally by che Supreme Court. Therefore, there is
no question of miscarriage of justice or any situation warranting
exercise of discretion in [avour of the petitioner in the context of

the impugned order dated 25.10.2021.

39. It is broughc to che nodce of chis Court that a parey
claiming to be the original owner of the property, also filed a Wit
Petition before chis Court raising similar grounds againsc che
directions of the GCZMA. Admictedly, cthe Perition stood

dismissed and the same also acained finality.  This gives an
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ipression that the petitioner has undertaken all kinds of steps to
somehow avoid the inevitable fallont of the findings of rhe
GCZMA issued in the ordet/direction under Secetion 5 of the
Lovironment (Protection) Act. The attempe on the parc of the
petitioner to claim procedural review before the GCZMA met its
logical end in the impugned order/direction dated 25.10.2021,
wherein  the Review  Application  was found to be not
maintainable, thcrcby lc:lding to directions to the petitioner to

demolish the entire structures in the property in question.

40. The peddoner has failed to make out any case for
interference with the impugnéd order, passed by the GCZMA,
under writ jurisdiction sought' to be .imrokcd in the present
Petidon. Hence, the Petition is found 't be without any merit

and accordingly, it is dismissed.

MANISH PITALE, J.

Page 29 of 30
2" March 2022




343

W 406 OF 2021.DOC

ORDER CONTINUED:

41.  Upon pronouncement of the Order, the learned Counsel
appeating for the petitioner submicted chat the interitn Order

granted by this Court may be continued for cight weeks.

42.  The said request is opposed by the lcarned Counsel

appearing for the respondents.

43.  This Court has given detailed reasons in the Order as to
why it is found that the Petition is without any merit and does
not deserve consideration. Hence, the prayer for continuation of

interim relief is rejected.

MANISH PITALE, J.
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