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PROCEEDING

No! on on boavd.

noticed news appeavod in Mavathi News paper

\-okmai dated on page 2 with heading

3. is stated in the said news that Municipal Commissioner

dec\aved that they stavi cleaning the public toilets

five times in a day. Though the said statement was made long

back? fie same is not implemented by them. Even toilet

condition in ovev Mumbai is worst.

A. Considering these facts stated in the said news

Commission decided to take up this matter as suo moto under

Section of the Protection of Human Rights Act, 1993. Hence,

ovdev is

c) Office is divecied to issue summons to the Municipal

Commissioner, Municipal Corporation of Greater Mumbai

upon him to file affidavit in vep\y to the contents of
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the news item dated ()1.01.2023. Reply to be filed on
before 020.2023

d) Matter to appear on board before Division Bench

Justice K.K. Tated, Chairperson and Shri. M A

Sayeed, Member in Court No.l on 2nd February 2023

at 11.00 a.m.

(Justice K. K. Tated)

Chairperson
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DIVISION BENCH
suo Motu Case No.- 55/13/16/2023

Name of Respondent Municipal Commissioner
Municipal Corporation of Greater
Mumbai, Mumbai

Date July 2023

Coram Justice K.K. Tated, Chairperson
M.A.Sayeed, Member

ORDER
(Per: M. A. Sayeed, Hon'ble Member)

Marathi local newspaper 'Lokmat' of 01.01.2023

criticized apathy on part of the respondent municipal

corporation in maintaining the cleanliness and maintaining

the hygiene of public toilets falling in its area.

2. Suo motu action u/s. 12(1) of the Act of 1993 came to

be taken by the Commission and affidavits in reply came to

be submitted at Ex. 'A' to Ex. 'D', through law Asst. Valvi for

the Corporation.

3. On a careful perusal of these affidavits, it emerges

that concrete and positive steps for maintaining the hygiene

and cleanliness of public toilets in the area came to be

taken by the respondent corporation as reflected from para



3 to 6 of the affidavit Ex. T)' dated 06.079023, which reads

thus:

"3. I say that, BMC constructs RCC toilets through its
Slum Sanitation Program under Pay & Use Toilet
scheme and the life of such structures is generally
considered as 30 years and Defect liability period
(DLP) of construction is generally 10 years. I say that
major and minor repairs are routinely carried out
through appointed agency or BMC's ward agency time
to time as per requirements and hence the structural
audit of such toilets is carried out only on need basis
and if any complaints about structural stability are
received or if the toilet is found to be in a dilapidated
condition at the time of inspection. The structural
audit is not required to be carried out on annual basis.
4. I say that the year of establishment of Pay & Use
toilet in 1985. Sulabh International was 1* CBO to built
these Pay & Use toilet and at present there are 788
numbers of Pay & use toilets all over Mumbai in
various area.
5. I say that as regards to MHADA toilets constructed
by MHADA authority, MHADA has provided funds to
BMC for bringing all MHADA toilets in good condition
prior to awarding them for maintenance with local
CBOs.
6. I say that BMC has insisted on ensuring structural
stability of such toilets before taking over for
operation and maintenance. Hence, BMC has carried
out structural audit of MHADA toilets in eastern &
western suburban toilets blocks out of 4096. The
structural audit of 2987 toilets is done and 2785 is
found in good condition but needing repairs. The 1109
toilets in city division are not yet handed over to BMC.
I say that the structural audit is the process which is
usually followed by BMC thon need basis and
whenever is required."

4. Thus with such concrete action taken by the

respondent corporation, we are of the opinion that no



further intervention by the Commission is warranted, hence

following order:

"ORDER"

a) The present suo motu case stands closed and

disposed off with no order as to cost.

Member

(Jus Ice K. K. Tated)
Chairperson


