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                IN THE HIGH COURT OF BOMBAY AT GOA   

                           
                                       WRIT PETITION NO.840 OF 2019
           
                                                                     
SANJAY H. SHINDE.  ....     Petitioner.

              V/s. 

1. STATE OF GOA, THR. THE
    CHIEF SECRETARY AND 5 ORS. …. Respondents

    

Mr. Vithal Naik, Advocate for the petitioner. 

Mr.  D.  Pangam,  Advocate  General  along  with  Ms.  A.  Kamat,
Additional Government Advocate for the respondents no.1 to 3 and
6.

Ms. Reeha Halarnkar, Advocate for the respondent no.4.

Mr. Preetam Talaulikar, Advocate for the respondent no.5.

               
                                         Coram  :  M. S. SONAK &

                            SMT. M.S. JAWALKAR, JJ.

                                          Date :     11th February, 2020.

P.C. : 

Heard  Mr.  Vithal  Naik,  the  learned  Counsel  for  the

petitioner and Mr. D. Pangam, the learned Advocate General along
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with Ms. A. Kamat, the learned Additional Government Advocate for

the respondents no.1 to 3 and 6. Ms. Reeha Halarnkar, the learned

Counsel appears for the respondent no.4 and Mr. Preetam Talaulikar,

the learned Counsel appears for the respondent no.5.

2. From  the  perusal  of  the  reliefs  in  this  petition,  it  is

apparent that the petitioner desired that the proceedings before the

respondent  no.3  in  relation  to  the  construction  put  up  by  the

respondent no.5 be expedited.

3. The learned Advocate General has made a statement that

just  yesterday  the  respondent  no.3  has  not  only  concluded  the

proceedings  but  has  also  made an Order  directing the respondent

no.5 to demolish the structures put up and to restore the land to its

original condition. The learned Advocate General points out that this

Order  was  made  in  the  presence  of  the  petitioner  as  well  as  the

respondent  no.5.  Accordingly,  the  reliefs  in this  petition has  been

suitably worked out.

4. This petition is accordingly disposed of and it is expected

that  the  authorities  to  implement  their  own orders  subject  to  the

rights of the respondent no.5 to challenge such orders in accordance

with law and on its own merits.
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5. With the above said clarification this petition is disposed

of.

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


