right to dwel] on pavements or inp slums by the indig

-and - the same was accepted as SRt e o o

enshrined under Article 21; their ejectment Ffrom. ¢

place nearer to their work would he deprivation-

”'ithsir right to liveTihood, They will be deprived

their 1livelihood if they are evicted frow . their e
and Pavement dwellings, Their eviction taﬁtamounts 1
deprivation of their Tife: The right to 1ive1?hocd i
a traditional right to life, the easiest Qay 0
rdepriving @ person of his rigﬁt fo life would pe L
deprive him of his weans of ]iveW{hond te the point o
abro;atﬁnn. Such deprivation would not only Iderude

the “5fe of Gk effective content and meaningfulnes.

but Tt would make 1ife impossible to Tfve.  The
deprivation of . right to Tife, ‘tharefors, must be
consistent with the procedqure eﬁtabTished by law, In

P-8. GBupta v. State of Bujarat [(1995) Supp, 2 SCe

1821, anolher Bench of thrpe‘Judges héd'considered,M¢he

‘mandate of human right to sheiter and read it inte

Article 19(1)(e) énd Article 21 of the Constitution apd
the Universal Declaration of Human Rigﬂts and ihe
Cﬁnvention of Civic, Feconomic and Cu]fura1_Rights and
had held that it js the duty of the State to construct
houses ak r@asonéb]e cost  and  make them easily

accessible to the poor. . The aforesaid principles hauve
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