
 

 

 

 Palli village in Jammu’s Samba district has become the country’s first panchayat to become 

carbon neutral, fully powered by solar energy. 

 Inaugurating a 500-KW solar plant at the village, Prime Minister Narendra Modi referred to the 

2021 Glasgow Climate Change Conference and pointed out that Palli was a major step towards 

the Glasgow goal of making India carbon-neutral. 

 
 

 

 The story so far: A 37-year-old Constitution Bench judgment of the Supreme Court which held 

that pavement dwellers are different from trespassers may become a game-changer in the 

Jahangirpuri case. The apex court ruled that pavement dwellers live on “filthy footpaths out of 

sheer helplessness” and not with the object of offending, insulting, intimidating or annoying 

anyone. They live and earn on footpaths because they have “small jobs to nurse in the city and 

there is nowhere else to live.” 

 

WHAT IS THE OLGA TELLIS JUDGMENT? 

 The judgment, Olga Tellis vs Bombay Municipal Corporation, in 1985 by a five-judge Bench led 

by then Chief Justice of India Y.V. Chandrachud agrees that pavement dwellers do occupy public 

spaces unauthorised. However, the court maintained they should be given a chance to be heard 

and a reasonable opportunity to depart “before force is used to expel them.” 

 The Supreme Court reasoned that eviction using unreasonable force, without giving them a 

chance to explain is unconstitutional. Pavement dwellers, too, have a right to life and dignity. 

The right to life included the right to livelihood. They earn a meagre livelihood by living and 

working on the footpaths. A welfare state and its authorities should not use its powers of eviction 

as a means to deprive pavement dwellers of their livelihood. 

 

WHAT LED TO THE JUDGMENT? 

 Sometime in 1981, the State of Maharashtra and the Bombay Municipal Corporation decided that 

pavement and slum dwellers in Bombay city should be evicted and “deported to their respective 

places of origin or places outside the city of Bombay.” Some demolitions were carried out before 

the case was brought to the Bombay High Court by pavement dwellers, residents of slums across 

the city, NGOs and journalists. While they conceded that they did not have “any fundamental 

right to put up huts on pavements or public roads”, the case came up before the Supreme Court 

on larger questions of law. 
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WHAT WERE THE QUESTIONS DISCUSSED BEFORE THE SUPREME COURT? 

 One of the main questions was whether eviction of a pavement dweller would amount to 

depriving him/her of their livelihood guaranteed under Article 21 of the Constitution. The Article 

mandates that “no person shall be deprived of his life or personal liberty except according to 

procedure established by law.” The Constitution Bench was also asked to determine if provisions 

in the Bombay Municipal Corporation Act, 1888, allowing the removal of encroachments without 

prior notice, were arbitrary and unreasonable. The Supreme Court also decided to examine the 

question whether it was constitutionally impermissible to characterise pavement dwellers as 

trespassers. 

 

WHAT WAS THE STATE GOVERNMENT’S DEFENCE? 

 The State government and the corporation countered that pavement dwellers should be 

estopped (estoppel is a judicial device whereby a court may prevent or “estop” a person from 

making assertions. Estoppel may prevent someone from bringing a particular claim) from 

contending that the shacks constructed by them on the pavements cannot be demolished because 

of their right to livelihood. They cannot claim any fundamental right to encroach and put up 

huts on pavements or public roads over which the public has a ‘right of way.’ 

 

HOW DID THE SUPREME COURT RULE? 

 The Bench threw out the government’s argument of estoppel, saying “there can be no estoppel 

against the Constitution.” The court held that the right to life of pavement dwellers were at stake 

here. The right to livelihood was an “integral component” of the right to life. They can come to 

court to assert their right. “If the right to livelihood is not treated as a part of the constitutional 

right to live, the easiest way of depriving a person of his right to life would be to deprive him of 

his means of livelihood to the point of abrogation… Any person who is deprived of his right to 

livelihood except according to just and fair procedure established by law, can challenge the 

deprivation as offending the right to life,” the Constitution Bench observed. 

 Again, on the second question whether provisions in law allowing statutory authorities to 

remove encroachments without prior notice was arbitrary, the court held that such powers are 

designed to operate as an “exception” and not the “general rule.” The procedure of eviction 

should lean in favour of procedural safeguards which follow the natural principles of justice like 

giving the other side an opportunity to be heard. The right to be heard gives affected persons an 

opportunity to participate in the decision-making process and also provides them with a chance 

to express themselves with dignity, the court had observed. 

 Finally, the court emphatically objected to authorities treating pavement dwellers as mere 

trespassers. “They (pavement dwellers) manage to find a habitat in places which are mostly 

filthy or marshy, out of sheer helplessness. It is not as if they have a free choice to exercise as 
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to whether to commit an encroachment and if so, where. The encroachment committed by these 

persons are involuntary acts in the sense that those acts are compelled by inevitable 

circumstances and are not guided by choice,” the Supreme Court had reasoned. Besides, the 

court noted, even trespassers should not be evicted by using force greater than what is 

reasonable and appropriate. What is more, the court had said, a trespasser “should be asked and 

given a reasonable opportunity to depart before force is used to expel him.” 

 

 
 The story so far: Less than a month after the Union government gave the seal of approval to an 

agreement to partially resolve the disputed sectors on the Assam-Meghalaya border, Arunachal 

Pradesh Chief Minister Pema Khandu and his Assam counterpart Himanta Biswa Sarma decided 

to form district-level committees for settling their inter-state boundary disputes. This has set 

the ball rolling for the two States to address the issue on the basis of the “fifty-fifty” or “give-

and-take” model Assam and Meghalaya followed for closure of the disputes in six of its 12 

troublesome sectors. 

 

WHY DOES ARUNACHAL PRADESH HAVE A BOUNDARY DISPUTE WITH ASSAM? 

 Assam has had boundary disputes with all the north-eastern States that were carved out of it. 

While Nagaland became a State in 1963, Meghalaya first became an Autonomous State in 1970 

and a full-fledged State in 1972. Arunachal Pradesh and Mizoram were separated from Assam as 

Union Territories in 1972 and as States in 1987. None of the new States accepted the 

“constitutional boundary” that they said was dictated by the partisan administration of 

undivided Assam without consulting the tribal stakeholders. They also claimed that the disputed 

areas were traditionally under the control of tribal chieftains before Assam, post-India's 

independence, inherited the “imaginary boundaries” drawn during British rule. The issue with 

Arunachal Pradesh has more to do with a 1951 report prepared by a sub-committee headed by 

Assam’s first Chief Minister, Gopinath Bordoloi. 

 

WHAT IS THE GENESIS OF THE DISPUTE? 

 Arunachal Pradesh and Assam have disputes at about 1,200 points along their 804 km boundary. 

The disputes cropped up in the 1970s and intensified in the 1990s with frequent flare-ups along 

the border. However, the issue dates back to 1873 when the British government introduced the 

inner-line regulation vaguely separating the plains from the frontier hills that were later 

designated as the North-East Frontier Tracts in 1915. This area became the North-East Frontier 

Agency (NEFA) in 1954, three years after a notification based on the 1951 report saw 3,648 sq. 

km of the “plain” area of Balipara and Sadiya foothills being transferred to the Darrang and 
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Lakhimpur districts of Assam. Arunachal Pradesh has been celebrating its statehood on a grand 

scale with an eye on China since 1987, but what has been causing resentment is the inability of 

the people living in the transferred patches to join in the celebration. Leaders in Arunachal 

Pradesh claim the transfer was done arbitrarily without consulting its tribes who had customary 

rights over these lands. Their counterparts in Assam say the 1951 demarcation is constitutional 

and legal. 

 

DID THE TWO STATES TRY SETTLING THE BOUNDARY DISPUTE EARLIER? 

 There were several efforts to demarcate the boundary between Assam and NEFA/Arunachal 

Pradesh between 1971 and 1974. To end the stalemate, a high-powered tripartite committee 

involving the Centre and the two States was formed in April 1979 to delineate the boundary 

based on Survey of India maps. About 489 km of the inter-state boundary north of the 

Brahmaputra River was demarcated by 1984, but Arunachal Pradesh did not accept the 

recommendations and staked claim to much of the areas transferred in 1951. Assam objected 

and approached the Supreme Court in 1989, accusing Arunachal Pradesh of “encroachment”. 

The apex court appointed a local boundary commission in 2006 headed by one of its retired 

judges. 

 In its September 2014 report, this commission recommended that Arunachal Pradesh should get 

back some of the areas transferred in 1951 besides advising both the States to find a middle path 

through discussions. This did not work out. 

 

WHAT ARE THE CHANCES OF A SOLUTION EMERGING THIS TIME? 

 The Assam-Meghalaya boundary agreement has raised hopes of the Assam-Arunachal boundary 

dispute being resolved, especially with the Centre egging the north-eastern States to end their 

territorial issues once and for all by August 15, 2022, when the country celebrates 75 years of 

independence. Moreover, there is a general belief that the region’s sister-States are in a better 

position to fast-track the resolution since they are ruled by the Bharatiya Janata Party with the 

same dispensation at the Centre. Following the model adopted in the exercise to resolve the 

dispute with Meghalaya, Assam and Arunachal Pradesh have agreed to form district-level 

committees that will be tasked with undertaking joint surveys in the disputed sectors to find 

tangible solutions to the long-pending issue based on historical perspective, ethnicity, 

contiguity, people’s will and administrative convenience of both the States. 

 The two States have decided to form 12 such committees involving the districts sharing the 

boundary. Assam has eight districts touching the boundary with Arunachal Pradesh, which has 

12 such districts. 
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India to face enormous impact in case of cVDPV3 outbreak 

 The recent news of wild poliovirus type 1 (WPV1) in Malawi imported from Pakistan and of polio 

outbreak in Israel caused by ‘circulating vaccine-derived poliovirus type 3’ (cVDPV3) are visible 

signs of floundering polio eradication. When a virus in oral polio vaccine (OPV) de-attenuates 

by mutations, acquiring transmission efficiency and neuro-virulence, it is called cVDPV. 

 The eradication target, when launched in 1988, was 2000, as “a gift of the twentieth century to 

the twenty-first”. The World Health Organization assumed the task, assigned by unanimous 

resolution in the World Health Assembly (WHA), the forum of Ministers of Health of all nations. 

 The resolution was perfectly timed: Rotary International launched its ‘PolioPlus’ project in 1985, 

to provide polio vaccines to under-five children of all developing countries before 2005. Of the 

six WHO regions, three — Americas, Europe and Western Pacific — had already independently 

resolved to eradicate polio in their territories by or before 2000. Incidentally, they achieved the 

goal more or less on time. WHO’s task was essentially confined to the “Southern Arc” of the 

remaining regions — Africa, Eastern Mediterranean and South East Asia. Having failed the target 

of 2000, WHO revised it every 4-5 years; now it is 2026, as in the strategy document 

(https://bit.ly/38fKrkA). 

 

WHO’S BUDGET ESTIMATE 

 There are disturbing aspects of this extraordinarily slow pace. The WHO’s original budget 

estimate for eradication was about $5 million, but since 2000, the annual spending is about $1 

billion, raised through Rotary, Gates Foundation and rich country governments. A billion dollars 

is not an insignificant portion of WHO’s annual budget. Countries in the three Southern Arc 

regions continue the eradication drill, like the curse of Sisyphus. India conducts one annual 

national and two sub-national pulse immunisation campaigns with bivalent (type 1 and 3) OPV 

(bOPV) for all children below five years, in addition to routine immunisation with five doses — 

totalling 10 to 15 doses per child in different States. 

 Every paediatric textbook warns that on rare occasions, OPV itself may cause vaccine-associated 

paralytic polio (VAPP) in vaccinated children (vaccinated VAPP) and unvaccinated child-contacts 

(contact VAPP). The commonest cause of vaccinated VAPP is type 3 vaccine virus and for contact 

VAPP, it is type 2. 

 These safety problems were known since 1964. For avoiding VAPP, rich countries immunise 

children with the inactivated polio virus vaccine (IPV), which is completely safe. 

 Should economics or ethics guide our choice between IPV and OPV? The low cost of OPV could 

be fallacious: will overall programme-cost be less for 10-15 doses of OPV, including campaigns, 

than IPV given through Universal Immunisation Programme (UIP)? We know of no such 

analysis. 

 

                      FLOUNDERING POLIO ERADICATION 
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BENEFIT-RISK BALANCE 

 Ethics is uncompromising. With SARS-CoV-2 vaccines, benefit-risk balance became widely 

understood. Against high risk of deaths due to COVID-19, vaccines with rare safety problems, 

including death, scored well on benefit-risk analysis. When the risk of WPV polio was annually 

two per 1000 pre-school children, and the risk of VAPP in one per 1,50,000 birth cohorts, the 

benefit was favourable for OPV. When the risk of death or paralysis falls low, the benefit-risk 

ratio reverses — as for COVID-19, so also for polio. 

 After WPV-2 was eradicated in 1999, the benefit of type 2 vaccine virus became defunct. The 

ethical problem of risk without benefit was neglected until cVDPV2 caused several outbreaks, 

beginning in 2006, forcing the tOPV (trivalent oral polio vaccine) to bOPV switch in 2016. WHO 

experts recommended one dose of IPV at 14 weeks of age to mitigate further risks of cVDPV2 

outbreaks. But that was too little too late, as more countries continue with cVDPV2 outbreaks 

than have WPV type 1. 

 After wild virus type 3 was globally eradicated in 2012, vaccine virus type 3 had to be removed 

for avoiding VAPP. No agency has any right to cause VAPP in the name of eradication, especially 

after WPV-3 has been eradicated. This ethical dilemma remained invisible as VAPP is classified 

non-polio AFP. In Israel, cVDPV3 emerged and caused the outbreak. Only seven children were 

paralysed, all unvaccinated. The risk of paralysis with WPV-3 is one in 1,000 infected children 

— so at least 7,000 unvaccinated children were infected. Israel’s population is less than 10 

million, but ours is 1,400 million. 

 The probability of cVDPV3 outbreak is low in India, but on account of our population size of 

1,400 million, its impact is likely to be enormous. India must withdraw type 3 and continue 

monovalent type 1 OPV, which also must be withdrawn after reaching 85-90% coverage with 

IPV, three doses per child. 

 

 
chose to keep the big picture in mind and work on long-term goals 

 After two last-minute cancellations due to waves of the COVID-19 pandemic in early 2021, British 

Prime Minister Boris Johnson was in Delhi last week, committing to more cooperation with India 

on trade, defence, combating climate change and cyber security. But it was a visit surprisingly 

short on actual agreements. While an early harvest agreement on trade had to be shelved — the 

plan was to announce it by Easter (April) this year — Mr. Johnson and Prime Minister Narendra 

Modi said they have pushed a deadline to complete the full FTA by October-end or Deepavali, 

with a view to doubling bilateral trade by 2030. It is not clear whether the respective trade 

delegations are on track for the final agreement, but Mr. Johnson sounded optimistic, with India 

fast-tracking its FTAs with the UAE and Australia. Of concern to the U.K. is the lifting of Indian 

                SIDE-STEPPING IRRITANTS INDIA AND THE U.K. 
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tariffs on Scotch whisky, which might make some headway, as India has accepted lower tariffs 

on Australian wine and the U.K. seems more flexible in increasing visas to Indian professionals. 

Both Prime Ministers discussed strengthening defence ties and cooperating strategically in the 

Indo-Pacific. The two leaders also discussed green technology transfers and international 

climate finance, although India has yet to commit in writing to the Nationally Determined 

Contributions that Mr. Modi had described at COP26 in Glasgow. 

 Mr. Johnson did tread lightly on issues that the Modi government is sensitive about, such as 

Ukraine and human rights violations. He referred to India’s long-standing relationship with 

Russia, expressing understanding of India’s position, in stark contrast to the visit of his Foreign 

Minister two weeks ago. He brushed aside a question on human rights concerns in India, despite 

facing criticism over posing with a bulldozer while inaugurating a factory on the same day the 

Supreme Court of India was deliberating over the Government’s controversial new policy of 

using bulldozers to demolish shops and homes. A sub-group is to be set up to study “extremism” 

inside India and the U.K., which Mr. Johnson suggested would be used to monitor Khalistani 

groups (as New Delhi desires), but has a broader mandate to counter all groups and individuals 

“seeking to incite violent extremism and terrorism”. In return, New Delhi chose not to press the 

point too hard on why economic fugitives (Vijay Mallya, Nirav Modi) have still not been 

extradited. However, while side-stepping irritants in the relationship can increase the prospects 

for agreements, it cannot replace the actual work and elbow-grease needed to give ties some 

momentum after years of stasis. Both New Delhi and London must ensure more concerted efforts 

to bring those agreements to a finale in the near future, to reach their ambitious goals under 

“Roadmap 2030” agreed to at the last summit in 2021. 

 

 

 

 

1.Which two countries have an as-yet unsettled dispute about the Islas Malvinas, a territory close 

to South America? 

A.Ecuador and Bolivia                              B. United Kingdom and Argentina 

C.Ecuador and Peru                                  D. United Kingdom and Peru 

 

ANS- B 

 

2.Main sequence, white dwarf, red giant, and blue straggler are all types of what? 

A.Stars                    B. Jellyfish          C.  Roses                  D.Missiles 

 

ANS-A 

                                                                           IMPORTANT MCQ 
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3.Who is spearheading India’s first conference of intelligence agency chiefs, to be held two days 

before the Raisina Dialogue? 

A.CBI director Subodh Kumar Jaiswal                                  B.RAW head Samant Kumar Goel 

C.National Security Adviser Ajit Doval     D. Canadian Security director David Vigneault 

 

ANS-C 
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