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M.A No. 173/2016

This is an application filed by the respondent no. 2
— Ghaziabad Nagar Nagar to modify or to review the order
dated 18t February, 2016. By that order the Nagar
Nigam was directed to file affidavit of the Commissioner
and the Health Officer on the construction of 143 Public
toilets and also disclosing the identified places for
construction of these toilets. This direction was passed
based on the submission made on behalf of the learned
counsel appearing for the Nagar Nigam that 143 public
toilets would be constructed within six weeks. We find no
reason either to modify or to review the order as sought
for. The Status Report filed along with the application
itself is most ambiguous. The report shows that “143
places are identified for public toilets in preliminary
phase”. Thereafter the report says “53 places are
identified for construction of the community toilets’. It is
not explained what is the difference between public toilets
and the community toilets.

The affidavit filed in M.A No. 173/2016 is that “13




places are identified and for construction of public toilets
the same does not go hand-in-hand with the Status
Report. The application can only be dismissed.

M.A No. 173 of 2016 is dismissed.

Original Application No.56/2015

The affidavit as directed is not filed. The learned
counsel appearing for the Nagar Nigam submits that the
Commissioner has gone for training and therefore he is
not available. But even in the absence of the
Commissioner, there would be some officer who is in-
charge of the Commissioner. The affidavit should have
been filed by the Commissioner who is in-charge. We are
unhappy with the conduct of respondent no.2 - Nagar
Nigam.

Let the affidavit be filed within one week from
today.

List this matter on 04th March, 2016.
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