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Author’s Note

The cover shows the map of the Musali South Region.  It shows
the basic geographical features of the region.  The land of the region is
covered by rivers, water bodies (tanks), paddy fields, irrigation networks,
transport networks, settlements, social, cultural and religious buildings,
scrub, forest, sea and coastal areas. This is a  region that was long
used by people who are proud to be sons and daughters of this land.  I
had the fortune to  travel far and wide in this region and meet several
levels of people in the last 25 years in the course of my research on
conflict induced displacement.

When “Wilpattu controversy” flared up, I was surprised by the  turn
that the debate took. I knew for certain that the area contested is not
in Wlipattu. I responded to this, laying out the facts in this regard in a
popular news site.  I emphasized the issue of returnees, which in my view,
is the crux of the matter. But the debate paid scant or no attention to
this issue. To the contrary, the debate labelled returnees ‘criminals.’  The
debate has unabated and it was towards labelling returnees as criminals.

The bleak situation spurred me to take on the mission of uncovering
the truth. I visited “Musali South” and travelled to and within all the
areas of this region to know its history, its peoples and to reflect on the
claims and counter claims of ownership.  I spoke and learned from the
people who were paddy, chena and cattle farmers; sea, lagoon, river and
tank fisher folk; teachers and religious dignatories; men, women, young
and children of all ethnic (Tamils, Muslims and Sinhala), religious (Catholic,
Hindu, Muslims, Buddhist) and linguistic (Tamil and Sinhala) communities.
This book is the outcome of that journey.

The people have lived in the Musali Region for generations. They
toiled on this land and roamed the region for the land and roamed the
region for various livelihood activities without any interruption, while
keeping the tradition of protecting the forest and related environment.
They are a part of the nature and culture of the region.

Professor Shahul H. Hasbullah
11 September, 2015
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Preface
by

Professor M.A. Nuhman

Displacement and the urgency of resettlement

Thirty years of war in Sri Lanka caused serious damage to the well
being of country and its people. More than a hundred thousand people
were killed and a million were displaced internally and externally.
National unity and mutual trust between different ethnic communities
were shattered and Sri Lanka became notoriously infamous in the
international arena.

Six years have passed since the war ended in 2009 and Sri Lanka
had a good opportunity to rebuild the nation and national unity
promoting social harmony, reconciliation and peaceful coexistence.
However, unfortunately, ethnic relations in the country further
deteriorated because of the short sighted political leadership that
encouraged ethnic tension and fear in the country to further their own
agendas.

Today, we are witness to a new and promising turn in our politics.
The majority of Sri Lankans rejected extreme nationalisms in two
consecutive elections, first at the presidential election held in January
2015 and again at the parliamentary election held in August 2015.
Now, we as Sri Lankans have the political space to move forward in
finding lasting and meaningful democratic solutions to our ethnic and
political problems and to rebuild national unity with reconciliation.

Resettlement of internally displaced people is one of the major issues
today that demands an immediate solution in post war Sri Lanka.
Hundreds of thousands of people from all three communities were
displaced internally during the war, losing their houses, land and
sources of livelihood; most of them are not resettled so far and they
are longing for return to their own soil to live peacefully.

Return and resettlement are fundamental rights of the displaced.
However, most of the displaced are denied returning to their home for
various reasons. Large areas are still occupied by the military, some
areas are resettled by some other people affected by the war, some
areas are given to big companies and some other abandoned areas
have become forest and unduly declared as protected areas. In the
last instance, resettlement has been confused with environmental
issues, unnecessarily.

To this day, we have not been able to formulate a national policy of
resettlement to resolve the problem of the displace people justly and
permanently. Therefore, resettlement programmes are being carried
out in an ad hoc manner and have led to further problems and tensions
among the communities. Resettlement in Musali South is a case in
point.

The entire Muslim population of the Northern Province, more than
75,000  was forcibly driven out from the North in October 1990 by the
LTTE and around 75% of them are still not resettled in their own places.
Musali South, in the northern border of Wilpattu, one of the earliest
Muslim settlements in the Northern Province, was also abandoned 25
years ago and became thick forest and it was declared by the
environment authorities as reserved forest in 2012, without any
consideration given to the consequences. The people are without their
homes now. In the meantime, displaced Tamils in the region have had
their land taken away by the security forces. Their claims to their homes
have fallen on deaf ears.

When the displaced Musali people started to resettle in their places
last year clearing the jungle, it exploded into an environmental and
ethnically sensitive issue; extremists and the Media carried out a concer
ted campaign against resettlement creating fear and tension among
the people.

It is at this juncture, Prof. Hasbullah, who has been involved in
studying the problems of displacement and resettlement for the last
25  years and has    profound  knowledge of the  subject, initiated  an
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in-depth academic study on the history of Musali South and the issues
and  problems of the displaced and returnees in collaboration with the
people concerned. His aim is to document the concerns of the people,
raise awareness among the authorities, politicians, and the people in
general on what has happened and what needs to be done and to find
an amicable and lasting solution to the problem of the displaced Musali
people. His and his team’s untiring efforts should be commended.

The recommendations of this report are important and all the civil
society organizations of this country should raise their voice demanding
the Government to formulate a reasonable national policy of
resettlement and to resolve the problems amicably, justly and
permanently.

Professor M.A. Nuhman
manuhman@gmail.com

Preface
by

Professor Sivamohan Sumathy

Return and Reconciliation…

Musali South is a land that has lost its people. A majority Muslim
region in the south west of the Northern Province, it nevertheless has
significant numbers of Tamils and a much smaller minority of Sinhalese.
All these communities have undergone severe hardship during the 30
odd year war, caught between two powerful warring factions, the state
and the LTTE. In the war, melee, the people lost their land, livelihood,
property and their sense of belonging.

The concerns of the displaced have haunted the ethnic conflict and
any solution to the ethnic conflict for several years; yet, the state and
its allies, including donor communities, have been intent on managing
the situation and not entering into a dialogue with the people, or in
providing a lasting solution. Return and resettlement processes are
mired in controversy and ill thought out policies. The return of the
displaced in Musali South has evoked a variety of responses and
competing claims that have taken on national and nationalist
proportions. The returning population of Musali South have tried to
eke out a living in the midst of harsh conditions, unaided by state forces
for the most part. Yet, the region has become needlessly entangled in
a controversy over environmentalism. While the navy has claimed large
areas of land for its own entrenchment in the region, environmentalists
have accused the settlers, the IDPs, who have returned and staked out
a claim for their lands, as destroyers of forest. The displaced
themselves, and in this instance, the displaced of Musali South, account
for some of the most marginalized sections of the population; but the
debate that the putative return has spurred in the media and in political
circles has cast them as adversaries of both nature and the state.

In his rich and evocative account of the history of Musali South,
Denying the Right to Return: Resettlement in Musali South and the
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xix

Wilpattu Controversy, Shahul Hasbullah presents a voice of counter
point and counter hegemony. Addressing the claims and counter claims
by competing narratives, he places right at the centre of the work the
voice of the displaced. The work is rich in detail and voice, a people’s
voice, visually striking in its mapping of multiple and criss crossing
patterns of displacement and is committed to a theorizing of
territorialization of the state and the frittering away of the interests of
the people. The research and the presentation cuts through the binaries
of people versus nature, and allows s for a symbiotic picture of the
land to emerge through its history; people and nature could live side
by side, nurturing one another. In turn, it queries and places under
analytic scrutiny the certitudes of environmentalism.

This is a work that spans a life time, and yet at the same time,
addresses an immediate and urgent issue. It centres people again and
again, in their voice and in giving voice to their concerns. It centres
research on the ground and documentation and decries the
sensationalism that has attended the controversy over resettlement.
In the aftermath of the war, there have been films, plays, poetry; and
there have been political accounting and memory making. One hopes
for reconciliation among the peoples of this country. For me, Shahul
Hasbullah’s fundamental political questions surrounding the debate
on place, belonging, security document, Denying the Right to Return is
the finest example of an accounting of reconciliation one can undertake
today. It speaks to that question of the IDP, makes a clarion call for a
well formulated policy and a thoughtful discussion on the question of
return. It is a reappraisal of the national question and of the territorial
foundation of the nation itself.

Sivamohan Sumathy
Professor in English
University of Peradeniya

28 September, 2015

Foreword
by

Professor Arjuna Parakrama

Displace and Divide: “Progressive” Elite Complicities Denying
Subaltern Agency

Every era has its most vexed issues; every crisis has its most
intractable disagreements. It takes great courage and commitment to
attempt to resolve, through meticulous evidence and careful argument,
any such controversy that divides those we consider to be fellow
travellers. This is precisely what Professor Hasbullah has attempted
in his book.

Generally, groups at the opposite ends of the spectrum of belief-
systems or worldviews remain at each others’ throats irrespective of
the specific concern and with scant respect to the principles involved.
Thus, no real discussion has taken place between extreme Sinhala and
Tamil nationalists, among fundamentalist believers of the different
religious doctrines, and so on. These groups need each other – they
thrive on each other – at least in part because they do not need to
engage or even pay attention to their ideas, but simply use them as a
foil or straw person to attack.

The issue of resettlement in Musali/Wilpattu is different from those
described above because it has divided and destroyed relationships
built up among “progressive” groups who hitherto shared similar
positions on other national concerns. Environmental activists allowed
this discourse to be narrowly ethnicised, and emulated populist
majoritarian rabble rousers in their passion to “save Wilpattu” from
what they saw as corrupt and opportunist minority politicians. A small
band of human rights professionals and academics who took up the
cause of the displaced were unable to disentangle themselves from
the political leadership that was using the issue in at least some of
the ways that the environmental lobby claimed. The Media exploited
all of this – generally on the side of the single-issue environmentalists
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– to rekindle anti-Muslim sentiment among the Sinhala polity. As a
result, those who had no interest in the preservation of wild life became
passionate campaigners, while dedicated eco-types transformed into
ethno-nationalists overnight.

In all of this the affected people remained voiceless – pawns in a
series of chess games – and this denial of agency is as damaging as
the continued deprivation of their rights. Professor Hasbullah’s work is
a crucial corrective to both racism and benevolence, by demonstrating
that they come from the same elite space which dissimulates the active
agency of the rural and urban underclass. Hence, while it is an important
intervention in the current debate affecting the lives and livelihoods
of the residents of South Musali, this book needs to be also read as
opening up the necessary yet long overdue discussion on the broader
issue of the relationship of subalternity to meta narratives of
nationalism, militarization, sovereignty, religion, language and culture.

Professor Hasbullah should be congratulated for his careful
scholarship and persuasive arguments. My only hope is that we’re ready
and able to listen to him with a relatively open mind; I fear that for this
to take place a huge amount of other work is required too, so that we
can begin to  “learn to learn” from below.

Professor Arjuna Parakrama,
Professor of English,
University of Peradeniya

17 October, 2015
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COMMUNITY LEADERS’ STATEMENT

We, the People of Musali South are most affected by the 30 years of
war. Since the war came to an end in 2009, we expected to be sent
back to our original homes soon afterwards but the hope was not
realized until late 2010.

We started voluntarily resettling in our own places with very limited
support from the government. From the time we started to resettle, we
have been facing many challenges and barriers.  We were not given
any priority in resettlement and have had to wait for a long time to get
the benefits assured to us by the government for resettlement purposes.
Still, we do not have basic facilities such as water, sanitation, health
education etc. to a satisfactory level. Furthermore, many of our lands,
both domestic and agricultural, as well as our religious places were
taken over by the government for various military purposes. In addition,
our mobility in relation to our socio economic activities have been
denied due to the enforcement of the recently amended act and gazette
notification on forest reserves which prevent us from enjoying the land
rights which we have been using traditionally.

Furthermore, some influential groups were against this humanitarian
resettlement process which was our right, and criticized it as an unauthorized
activity, articulating this on the basis of potential environmental
damage that could occur. These critics have failed to produce any clear
evidence to support their point of view. This situation created debates
among various groups about whether this resettlement process is right
or wrong, perhaps deliberately overlooking the right of our people who
were affected by more than 30 years of conflict and are the rightful
owners and/or holders of the land for a long time.

A few media channels broadcast distressing stories concerning the
damage done to the forest and environment of the area where this
resettlement scheme had been planned. This situation not only created

incorrect perception about this wider group, but also discredited the
right of the returnees. Furthermore, it created more tense situations
among the settlers and hampered the entire resettlement process.
These channels however clearly avoided telling our side of the story.

The above situation demanded an urgent need to look into this matter
in depth, bring out the facts and illustrate the truth to the people and
concerned authorities in a systematic and truthful manner. Realizing
this need, Professor Hasbullah and his team have prepared a detailed
factual report.

This report has analyzed and brought out the facts in a systemic
and scientific manner, which is also a logical response to all the allegations
and myths thrown about. We assert that the facts reported in the study
are correct and that the recommendations proposed are worth
implementing.

On behalf of the people of Musali South
Mrs. Segu Ismail Azeeza, Teacher,  Karadikkuli.
Mrs. Thahir Safeera, Teacher, Palaikkuli.
Mr. Kachchu Muhammedu Jamaldeen, Leading farmer and
entrepreneur, Karadikkuli.
Mr. Badurussaman Nuhumathullah, Teacher, Karadikkuli.
Mr. Sehu Abdul Cader Muhammedu Baseer, Teacher, Karadikkuli.
Mr. Hameedu Marikkar Kappamarikkar, Leading farmer,
Marichchukaddi.
Mr. Abul Cassim Mahir, Teacher, Marichchukaddi.
Mr. Mohammedu Musthafa Junaid, Retired Teacher,
Marichchukaddi.
Mr. Muhammedu Sulthan Hameedu Marikkar, Former Mosque
president, Palaikkuli.
Mr. Muhammedu Musthafa Safi Marikkar, Teacher, Palaikkuli.
Mr. Segu Sulthan Muhammedu Hakeem, Businessman, Palaikkuli.

xivxiii



Denying the Right to Return
Resettlement in Musali South and the Wilpattu Controversy

Denying the Right to Return
Resettlement in Musali South and the Wilpattu Controversy

INTRODUCTION

1.1 About the document

This report analyzes an ongoing debate on a resettlement initiative
for war-affected returnees. In the case of Musali South and Wilpattu,
the debate arose over an issue of legality and legitimacy regarding
the right to return of displaced people. According to some, the contested
stretch of land was covered with “thick forest” and its removal for
resettlement was considered legally and morally wrong in respect of
land and environment. This debate led to a political tussle and ethnic
rift mainly between the returnee community, Muslims, and the accusers,
who happened to be sections of Sinhala nationalists.

It is now clear that the facts, ground situation and circumstances
about the resettlement have not been properly assessed to judge the
correctness or otherwise of the subject of the debate. Within a short
span of time, the issue became over ethnicized and politicized, leaving
little room for constructive and politically informed activist and
academic input. Furthermore, the debate has taken a turn towards
discrediting the right to return of the displaced people.

The negative implications of the one-sided debate made an
academic investigation of the case urgent. This report, therefore, is an
attempt to shed light on some of the salient features of the forest
clearance action undertaken for resettlement. The study area belongs
to a region called “Musali South” located in the “former conflict zone”
of the Northern Province of Sri Lanka (see Diagram 1). Musali South
lies on the northern boundary of a national sanctuary called Wilpattu.
The community for which resettlement was planned was the “forcibly

CHAPTER -  01 evicted Muslims of the Northern Province” who were returning “home”
after a quarter of a century.

The aim of this report is to disentangle the issues embedded in the
ongoing debate by providing in-depth empirical material in order to
show how the right to return is mistakenly denied and to make suitable
policy recommendations for peaceful future development.

1.2 Background

In 2014, just one year ago, only a limited circle used the term
“Wilpattu” in any connection with conflict. Wilpattu was known as a
national sanctuary. Today, the situation is different. “Wilpattu” is widely
known to many. In recent days and months, the issue of Wilpattu has
attracted national attention. The question that faces us now is what
has led to this change? It is widely portrayed in the news media that
the national sanctuary Wilpattu is under threat from prohibited activities
undertaken by unauthorized persons. It was claimed by ‘concerned’
groups and persons that these unauthorized activities within the
sanctuary would endanger rare species, plants and animals.

Why did this “unauthorized activity” receive so much attention?
This was a resettlement project concerning the Southern part of the
Mannar District. Allegations were made that a large extent of forestland
was cleared for the purpose of building houses for returnees; that the
clearance was carried out without adherence to proper legal procedures.
It was further alleged that political power was used to manipulate
legal procedures. Allegations further included concerns over the legality
and morality of allocating “protected forest lands” for resettlement
activities.
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DIAGRAM 1: THE DISTRICT OF MANNAR WITH DIVISIONAL
SECRETARIAT AND GRAMA NILADARI DIVISIONAL

BOUNDARIES, 2015.

Note: Musali South Region is composed of 4 GN Divisions namely
Mullikkulam, Karadikkuli , Marichchukkaddi and Palaikkuli.

Source: Based on Government information, 2015.
03
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1.3 Argument against resettlement

Diverse groups supported this concern. Most importantly,
environmentalists considered the removal of a large extent of forestland
for resettlement a criminal act. Thus, they tried to seek rectification of
the situation, and wanted to protect the remaining natural habitats
from the “criminals”. Many public officials and politicians have taken
the view that this resettlement project was implemented within a short
period and was done without a proper action plan. According to them,
the political motive of some groups contributed towards this state.

Social and mainstream media supported the position taken by the
environmentalists and tried to expose the nature of forest destruction
to the outside world. A high pitched media exposure played an overri
ding role in compelling the ordinary masses of people to support these
alleged environmental concerns in opposition to resettlement activity.
The issue became ethnicized as the resettlement plan was designed
exclusively for Muslim returnees and was initiated by a Muslim politician.

1.4 A differing view

Those who have looked at this issue from a different perspective
have raised questions on the reliability of information regarding forest
destruction undertaken in the efforts toward resettlement. First and
foremost, it is now established that the alleged forest clearance was
not carried out within the Wilpattu national sanctuary; instead, it was
secondary forest cover that was removed for the purpose of
resettlement. With new evidence that has come up (i.e. Sumathy, 2015)
the Wilpattu sanctuary has ceased to be the subject of debate, but the
issues, concerns, controversy and unwanted tensions between
communities continue to exist and are perpetuated.

Also, it was reported by a government document (Presidential Task
Force, 2012) that this resettlement project was planned for a population
returning home after long years of displacement. While some of the

displaced were relocated within the conflict zone, these returnees,
who were originally from this area, were relocated outside the conflict
zone.  A number of factors were associated with this resettlement
initiative. First, owing to definitional and administrative reasons, official
resettlement of this displaced community who were defined as “Old
Internally Displaced Persons (Old IDPs)” had to wait till the resettlement
of “New IDPs”, which created a certain amount of disgruntlement among
the old IDPs, who were uncertain of their own status of return
(Saparamadu and Lall, 2014). It took three years after the conclusion
of the war in 2009 for the old IDPs to be permitted to return home in
2012. Lack of any concerted effort by the state and the lack of a national
policy on return and resettlement created a feeling of insecurity among
the old IDPs, who were not certain of their future in the home areas of
Mannar.  When foreign funding became available for housing in the
areas of return, the people seized that opportunity and were in a great
hurry to have this implemented as the funds had to be utilized within a
short period of time. This caused confusion and misunderstanding among
those who were not cognizant of the historical and political aspects,
nature of displacement, the plight of the displaced and the urgency of
their situation .This lacunae led to the current tense situation.

1.5 The need for investigation

The above description warrants an urgent need for the investigation
of this serious issue that would facilitate the understanding of  recent
developments concerning the resettlement plan. One of the objectives
of this work is to verify the truth and veracity of what are given out as
“facts.” What is now given out as facts were hastily put together, limited
and are thereby contestable. Interested parties with great partiality
and biased opinions have strongly influenced the debate. Some of the
facts, such as forest clearance in the Wilpattu reserve, was already
refuted and rejected, as the most recent information available to us
has already revealed that the location of resettlement project is not
within the boundary of Wilpattu.
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This work aims to present facts that are currently not widely known
and not incorporated in the analysis of the debate on “forest clearance
for resettlement”. Based on an in depth investigation, the report unearths
facts that were connected to issues of the debate. By putting these
facts together, the document describes and interprets the sequences
of events that led to the present day  stalemate.

1.6 Questions

The conflicting strands and contradictory facts presented to the
public on the “Wilpattu resettlement” raise several research questions.
For example, why was national attention suddenly drawn towards the
“Wilpattu Resettlement” issue? Who has set the agenda and who
benefits from this tension? What happened in the contested area of
resettlement on the ground? Why is the issue on the right to return
and resettle by a marginalized community forgotten?

1.7 Aims and methodology

The report aims to address these questions and attempts to answer
them by relying on an appropriate research design. The objective of
the methodology is to collect “known and unknown” facts on the theme
of the debate and to analyze them. Data analysis includes literature
reviews, key informant interviews, assessment of public debate, in
depth studies of legal and historical documents as well as maps of
different types and times, and intensive field observations in the
contested area and its surroundings.

This complex set of methodology allows for a perspectival and at
the same time comprehensive presentation of the results in this docu
ment. As stated earlier, it aims to address misinformation and misconce
ptions on the issue of return and resettlement of the people of this area
and to place the debate in a broader perspective. Experiences of the
displaced and returnees are the focus in the presentation. The
document speaks for the “peoples” affected by war and conflict. They

include all ethnic, religious and linguistic communities of the focus
area and they are all represented in this report Furthermore, the
document aims at suggesting a durable solution to displacement and
the displaced. At the same time, environmental concerns remain important
aspects of the discussion. The author believes that the way forward to
achieving peace alongside justice is very important, particularly at this
juncture of post-war transition. By writing this document, the author
hopes to contribute to peace building.

1.8 Structure of the document

The document is divided into 8 main chapters and is supplemented
by  5 other appendices. The main chapters address the ongoing debate
on the question of “people vs environment. These chapters argue for
and against the use of protected forestland for resettlement.
Background information on the land, people, conflict, displacement
and return are provided in order to equip the readers with balanced
empirical informa tion on the theme of the document. The document
emphasizes the plight of the displaced and it argues that the human
rights of the war affected population should be given priority
particularly during the post-war recovery period. They are explained in
the last three chapters of the document. The concluding chapter
proposes some recommendatio ns that toward a resolution of the issue
raised in the document.

Several appendices are important parts of this document. Some of
the appendices are statistical and graphic information that support
the argument presented in the document. One of the appendices is a
set of testimonials given by the displaced and returnee population.
These testimonies are a vital part of the evidences presented. Another
lists the people interviewed for this investigation. Overall, the document
is enriched with tables and diagrams that clarify the terms of the
argument and provide additional material.
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2.1 Introduction

This chapter focuses on the land that is now being contested by
some state officials and nationalist forces. It is also about the people
who have been accused of violating legal norms and environmental
sensitivity of the “protected” forest area. This chapter is divided into
several sub-sections: geography, history, changes that took place
before, during and after the war, and current challenges. This important
background information represents the basis for the analysis.

2.2 Geography

“Musali South” is a well-defined geographical region located in the
Musali Divisional Secretariat (DS Division) of the District of Mannar.
The District of Mannar is located in the Northern Province of Sri Lanka.
While the Musali DS Division is located in the South of Mannar District,
Musali South Region is located at the southern edge of Musali DS
Division. The other immediate neighbors of Musali South are Puttalam
District of the North-Western Province in the South and Anuradhapura
District of North-Central Province in the East (see Diagram 1).

Two geopolitical aspects of Musali South need to be noted here,
firstly, the fact that the proportionately Muslim dominant Musali South
is located in the Tamil dominant Northern Province. Secondly, that this
region is bordered by Sinhala dominant provinces in the south and the
east, the North-Western Province and North-Central Province

CHAPTER - 02

LAND AND PEOPLE OF THE “CONTESTED
REGION”, MUSALI SOUTH
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respectively. This locational position of Musali South was viewed
negatively, particularly during the time of the war. The region was a
place of confrontation of different armed groups and also came within
the area of strife and conflict owing to the fact that  both sides were
keen in controlling this geopolitically important region. This aspect
will be touched upon in a later section of this chapter.

Moreover, Musali South is a well-defined geographical region,
surrounded by natural boundaries on all its borders. Two major regional
rivers demarcate the northern and southern borders of the region. They
are Uppuaaru, also known as Modaragama Aaru (Aaru in Tamil means
river) in the South and Kalaru (meaning sand river) in the north. These
two rivers not only act as main sources of water, but are also directly
and indirectly linked to the issues discussed in the debate on the
resettlement project. In the West, the Gulf of Mannar is another strong
fortification and similarly in the east, a thick jungle, Wilpattu Sanctuary,
borders the region of our focus. Diagrams 1 and 2 illustrate   the
locational, geographical and geopolitical aspects of Musali South which
highlights the reasons as to why the attention of many was drawn
toward the activities in the region.

Within this well-bounded area, Musali South is blessed with a distinct
resource-based economic geography, which is now being challenged
in the name of “protected forest”. To illustrate the nature of the
economy of the region, this document uses an old one-inch survey
map as a base (see Diagram 2). This survey map was produced and
published by the Department of Survey of Sri Lanka. This is one of the
oldest reliable maps at our disposal and is one that we can use to
understand the long lasting economic and social systems of this region.
Historically, the base information for this map was surveyed in the
late 19th Century and revised since. The map used for this analysis
was published in the year 1938 and is used in this analysis to show a
well-developed socio-economic and irrigation system that existed well
before the displacement of the people of this region. We also obtained

the information that this was the year (e.g., 1938-02-25) when Wilpattu
forest was declared as a national sanctuary.  Moreover, it can be
observed on the map that in the year 1938 the region was equipped
with a well-developed irrigation based economy, settlement patterns
and road network. This map is the basis for the discussions in the
sections to follow.

DIAGRAM 2: LAND AND PEOPLE OF MUSALI SOUTH AS IT
WAS IN 1938.

Note: Diagram shows Musali South region, its well-knit age-old irrigation
system and the resource rich Gulf  of  Mannar located between, two major rivers.

Source: Topographic map revised in 1938 was used as the base and relevant
geographical features are marked on it.

2.3 Diverse socio-economic and cultural regions of Musali South

Within a naturally demarcated (rivers, forest and sea) boundary, Musali
South exhibits different economic zones (see Diagram 2 and 3). We
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identify four sub-economic zones that help us to understand the nature
of the socio and economic aspects of the region of focus. In the following
section, we define, demarcate and describe economic activities of those
zones and also explain how they are distinct from each other.

1. The first sub-region that we identify is the settlement
area where there is a mix of houses, paddy fields, water sources
and a road network. This sub-region is located in the southern,
southwestern and western parts of Musali South as could be
very well discernible through the different colors used to
represent the different economic and social activities of the
people of this zone. For example, water bodies such as
Moderagama River, Viayadi Tank, main and branch irrigation
channels and small tanks are shown in blue. The color green
depicts scattered paddy fields. Blue and green together show
a visible boundary to a well-developed irrigation system and a
population concentration using that agrarian system. This is
what is termed a settlement  area in this document. Furthermore,
small black blocks indicate permanent houses of agriculture-
based settleme nts. In addition, red, orange and black dotted
lines represent the road network. It is dense in the settlement
area, but spreads to reach all four sub-regions and beyond. In
short, this sub-zone is the most active and lively area of Musali
South and is about one-third of the total area of the entire region.
Diagram 2 and 3 provide reliable evidence of the patterns of
recent human activity of this region which as we indicated
originate from the very early times of the history of this region.
One important aspect that needs to be noted here is that people
never entered the Wilpattu Sanctuary to establish themselves
or their activities permanently there.

2. The second sub-zone is covered with scrub, non-productive
forest and Villus (meaning grasslands). This sub-zone is part
and parcel of the zone of settlement as seen in Diagram 2 and

3. This is because this zone is in the adjoining area and is closely
linked to the agrarian economy of this region. The inhabitants
of the settlement area seasonally carry out rain-fed and chena
cultivation in this area. Also, it was an area for active cattle
farming; the grasslands of the Villus located in this area served
as pasture land. This area covers about one-third of the total
land area of Musali South. We label this sub-region as the zone
of mixed farming, chena and cattle farming.

3. The third sub-zone is located in the eastern part of Musali
South where a notable economic feature is a particular Villu.
The name of the Villu is Veppal and this sub-zone is a mix of
Villus and forest. While Veppalvillu is located in the middle of
the eastern zone, other small and big Villus are concentrations
leaning towards the western part of this zone. In other words,
these Villus are resources of cattle farming of Musali South.
Thousands of cows and buffalo are taken to these Villus for
pasturing during the active farming season of the settlement
area. In that respect, the sub-zone that we name as Veppal
sub-zone is another important source of livelihood of the people
of Musali South. At the same time, the thickness of forest increa
ses towards the east of this zone and reaches the Wilpattu
sanctuary at the border of this Veppal sub-zone (see Diagram 2
and 3).

4. The fourth sub-zone is a fish-rich coastal belt of Musali
South, which consists of a number of small bays namely Palaiaru
Bay, Kal Bay, Puvawatu Bay, Sinnamarikan Bay and Mullikulam
Bay(see Diagram 2 and 3) that facilitate the coastal and deep-sea
fishing occupations of the people of this area.

It is evident from the above description that the four sub-zones
together form a unique geographical region, Musali South, which is
the focal point of our discussion. It is found that the sub-zones are
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economically complementary to each other and the people of Musali
South heavily depend on all four regions for their living and livelihood.
This aspect will be further illustrated in a later section (see Chapter 5)
to provide the counter argument to those who criticized the resettlement
initiative, particularly the environmentalists who have asserted that
the region is mostly covered by forest alone.

A last but crucial point regarding aspects of long existing human
habitation and the economic viability of Musali South region is that
investigations carried out by reliable sources particularly maps
produced by the Survey Department during the 19th century reveal that
the economic potential of Musali South had been very well utilized by
the occupants of this region for a long time in the past up to the present
time. An investigation on land use of 1950s using Huntington Aerial
Photographic Survey, 1956 and Land Use Map of Ceylon, 1956 reinforce
the facts that the land of this area had been  used widely and intensively
which was main source of livelihood of the people of the region for a
long time. In his account of the area Chetty (1834) demonstrates the
veracity of the description above as regards the 18th and 19th centuries.

DIAGRAM 3: RESOURCES AND THEIR USE
IN MUSALI SOUTH

Note: This simplified information in the diagram shows that the entire area
of Musali South was  fully used by the people of this region.

Source: Based on the Topographic map of  1938, Google Earth Image,
2015 and field survey (interviews), 2015.

2. 4 People and their settlements

Musali South has been a habitat for the people of this area for a
long time. The presence of human settlement and civilized activity in
this area was recorded from the time of the Christian era (i.e., Chetty,
1834 and Brohier, 1929 and 1934). This section, however, is on the
distribution, density, ethnicity and economic activities of the people of
this region. In doing so, relevant information concerning the recent
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history of the land and the people are referred to. The history and the
heritage of the land and the people are described in a separate section.

Musali South Region is the home of five distinct communities. Four
of them are located in the area north of Moderagama Aru (settlement
area referred to earlier) and the fifth is located to the south of this
river, and administratively comes under Vanathuvillu DS Division of
the Puttalam District. Though administratively this community
(Pukulam) is not a part of Musali South region, it is also included in the
analysis because of its close social, economic and religious connections
with communities on the northern side.

The names of the four settlements located in the northern part of
the river are Mullikkulam, Karadikkuli , Marichchukkaddi and Palaikkuli
(see Diagram 2). Each settlement, administratively, is a separate unit
now. The name of the above mentioned administrative unit is Grama
Sevaka/Niladari (Called GN) Division which is the lowest administrative
unit in Sri Lanka.

Within a unit, there are always smaller concentrations of people
who are usually offshoots of the major settlement. Each major
settlement has its own distinct economic, social, and cultural
characteristics. In the case of our region, all four rural communities
are united by their linguistic tradition that is the Tamil language. They
differ, however, in some other aspects. Basic characteristics of the
major settlements are presented in the following section.

1. Mullikkulam settlement is located in the southwest part
of Musali South and is stretched out towards the sea coast. It
is a Roman Catholic fishing community. The population size of
this settlement is one of the largest despite a relatively small
land area (694 hectares), it is also bordered by the sea in the
west, a river in the south and two other densely populated
settlements located on western and northern fronts.

Consequently, the population density of this settlement is
comparatively high. Fishing is the major economic activity of
the people of this village, while paddy and cattle farming are
also carried out during off-fishing seasons which fall during
the mahacultivation season (October to February). The history
of the settlement goes back to several centuries, with changing
social and economic characteristics. Until recently, as has been
noted, Mullikkulam  played a key role in the social development
of Musali South region (refer testimonies 18, 21, 22 and 23).

2. Karadikkuli is another major settlement of this area and
is primarily populated by Muslims. This settlement too has
combined farming and fishing activities. In addition, chena and
cattle farming, which are commonly performed in the Villus
located on the eastern border of the village, are also popular in
the settlement. Historically however, people used to engage in
pearl diving; they later switched to conch shell diving and recently
changed to farming and fishing as their main economic livelihood
activities. The area of this administrative division is the second
largest in this region and stretches from the  west towards
east and north. The total extent of land within this administrative
division is 1,390 hectares. Shortage of land for living and
livelihood has always pressed the population to search for
alternatives, compelling them to find new lands for paddy, chena
and cattle farming. This aspect is common to all other
settlements as well which will be explained in a later section
of this document.

3. Marichchukkaddi: Though this settlement is confined to
the smallest administrative boundary (91 hectares), it performed
a leadership role with respect to the rest of the settlements. In
the recent past, inhabitants used to engage in elephant catching
during British colonial times and later switched to trading,
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transportation and farming of different types. Owing to the
shortage of land felt within this limited space, the village had
to expand toward adjoining areas. Marichukkaddi village
extended toward north and east of the villages. The east was
called Mottaitivu and the north was called Malaimeesi. In
Malaimeesi , 40 houses were constructed by the government
under the 1 million houses scheme during President R. Premadasa’s
period. By religion, residents of this village are Muslims.

4. Palaikkuli: A relatively small population lives within the
largest administrative boundary (1,484 hectares). Earlier, this
village was located in a highland within the paddy farming area
and had to be relocated to the present location due to major
flooding in early 1960s. Palaikkuli like the other three villages
have a long history of dwelling in that village (refer testimonies
11-13). While paddy farming is an important activity, villagers
also engage in chena and cattle farming. Veppalvillu is one of
the most important areas for these activities. These villagers
are also Muslims by religion.

5. Pukkulam (referred in the one-inch map as Pukkulam but
called locally as Pookulam): Geographically or administratively,
this village does not belong to Musali South. However, historically,
economically and culturally, the village and the villagers have
common bonds with Musali South region and particularly with
the people of Mullikkulam. People of Pukkulam are Roman
Catholic and used to be migrant Sinhala fishermen who seasonally
came to this area from Chilaw and Negombo for fishing. Later,
however, they started living in this area permanently and
developed religious and cultural bonds with the people of
Mullikkulam. At least the recent history of this village and
villagers is connected to the people of Musali South and for
that reason they have been included in this writing though for

administrative purposes they belong to another district (refer
Testimony 18).

2.5 History, ethnicity and community relations

Musali South has a long historical tradition of dwelling. People and
settlements of Musali South are the closest place of human habitation
to the historical civilization of Kudiramali (meaning Horse Mountain),
located a few miles away from this region. Kudiramali was known by
the Greeks as Hippuros which also means the same in Tamil and was
an ancient port town on the west coast of Sri Lanka, a once flourishing
emporium of international trade (Raghavan, 1971).

When writing about the people of Musali South, a reputed colonial
period historian, Casie Chetty (1834), said that they would have been
the descendants of the ancient civilization of Kudiramali and would
have inhabited this location from a very early period. Historical sources
provided by Boake (1888), Van (1888), Steward (1843) and Twynam
(1902) substantiate the fact that the present day ethno, religious and
linguistic characteristics of the people of Musali had existed before
and during the colonial periods. Population Censuses conducted in Sri Lanka
from 1871 to 2011 confirm clearly the continuous existence of people
and their ethnicity, settlements and economic activities in the region
that is now called Musali South (see Table 1). A detailed account of
the history of Musali South is given in a later section of this document.

For further illustrations, two tables provide additional historical
evidence. The tables are based on population censuses, which are
considered one of the most reliable sources of information on the
population and its characteristics. Table 1 shows the historical continuity
of the people of Musali South from the time of the first census, 1871.
Table 2 describes the population of Musali South by number, settlement,
ethnicity and occupations. These are clear evidences of the existence
of these communities in this area more than 150 years back.
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TABLE 1: HISTORICAL CONTINUITY OF THE PEOPLE OF MUSALI SOUTH

                 Census Year          Total Population

                     1871                    386

                     1881                    504

                     1901                    298

                     1921                    370

                     1971                    1,645

                     1981                    2,290

Note: The table provides population information for about 150 years.
No population census was done in the Northern Province between 1981
and 2011. Information provided in the table asserts that today’s returnee
population are the descendants of people who lived in Musali South for
centuries. Unfortunately their existence is being contested.

Source: Information collected from population censuses of respective years
are given in column one.

TABLE 2: ETHNIC AND OCCUPATIONAL DIVERSITY OF THE PEOPLE OF
MUSALI SOUTH IN 1881

Note 1: 1881 was the first population census that provided detailed
information on ethnicity, occupation, dwelling, etc. Censuses conducted
after this also had similar information. This information confirms what
was found in 1881 in terms of the diversity that existed among the people
and their occupation, etc.

Note 2: Population for Mullikkulam was not given in that census; it was
most likely accounted for in the information given on the other three villages.
In our tabulation, it is included with the population of Karadikkuli.

Source: Information compiled from the Census of Ceylon, 1881.
All three communities (Muslims, Tamils and Sinhalese) have considered

Musali South as their traditional home. At the same time, the communities
are strongly linked to each other. They say that “we are members of one
family” (refer Testimony 18) and the tradition of ethnic and religious cordiality
has remained intact without disturbance for a long time.

At the same time, communities of this region had close family and
ethnic links with neighboring regions of Musali South. For example,
Muslims of this area had close relationships with Muslims from Musali
North (e.g., Kondachchi) and also Puttalam (e.g., Karitivu); Mullikkulam
Tamils had their links with Arippu and Thalvupadu of Mannar District and
Pukkulam people had long standing links with the west coast in the early
days and now with their kin and kith in the Kalpitiya area (called Sinhapura
settlement) in the Puttalam District.

People of this region had never felt insecure within Musali South Region
or felt threatened by outside quarters until the time that the escalation of
the ethnic conflict entered this region in the early 1980s. But now they are
being threatened by the feeling of insecurity arising from unstable economic
and social conditions.

Name of
Villages

Population
1881

Principal
cultivations

Principal
Occupation

Dwelling
(tiled  or
thatched)

No of
Cattle

Palaikkuli 190 Paddy Cultivators,
Elephant
catchers

33 258

Marichchu
kaddi

190 Paddy Cultivators,
Elephant
catchers

28 218

Karadikkuli
(Includes

Mullikkulam)

124 Paddy Cultivators,
Fishermen,
Elephant
catchers

30 72

2.6 War, conflict and displacement

Despite relative geographical isolation, about 30 years ago, the quiet
and cordial living of the communities of Musali South was interrupted.
The reason was that in the early 1980s, armed groups belonging to the
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Tamil ethnic community entered the region in order to use this region
and the surroundings as their base for their militant activity. This was
the time when Sinhala-Tamil ethnic conflict had turned into an armed
conflict. Among the Tamil armed groups, the People’s Liberation
Organization of Tamil Eelam (PLOTE) was able to establish training
camps and other infrastructural facilities in Musali South in order to
wage armed struggle against the Sri Lankan state (UTHR, Chapter 5).
PLOTE was headed by Uma Maheswaran (General Secretary). The region
was found to be the most suitable for them because of its thick jungle
hideouts in nearby Wilpattu, sea access to India for arms and training,
and an isolated local population for day to day amenities. The Liberation
Tigers of Tamil Eelam (LTTE) also showed a presence in the area from
earliest time of the Tamil armed struggle.

The presence and harassment of PLOTE and LTTE disturbed the
inhabitants of Musali South for several years. On May 14, 1985, LTTE
carried out an attack on the Jaya Shri Maha Bodhiya in Anuradhapura,
killing 120 civilians. The attackers while fleeing also killed 18 civilians
in Wilpattu (Sunday Times, 2009). In late 1980s, the numerical presence
of PLOTE increased in Musali South in preparation for the launch of an
armed coup in the Maldives. In November 1988, an attempt to overthrow
the regime in that country was foiled by India and PLOTE retreated to
Musali South. In late 1989, LTTE entered the area controlled by PLOTE
and killed most of the PLOTE cadres while others fled the area. With
the defeat of PLOTE, the LTTE came to dominate Musali South from
the mid- 1990s (refer Testimony 5)

The presence of Tamil armed groups affected the inhabitants of
Musali South who suffered a lot from their militant activities. People
had to flee the area during times of internal strife of the armed groups.
In October 1990,  LTTE ordered the Muslims of the area to leave and
within the same year, all the people had become displaced. Some of
the displaced returned after 1990 and faced the challenges of living

under LTTE control. Most of the Muslims continued to be displaced
and lived in a number of IDP camps in  the Puttalam District.

In the year 2007, the history of the area took another turn with the
entry of the Sri Lankan armed forces into Musali South from a number
of directions. The LTTE left the area before the arrival of the Sri Lankan
forces. Returnees belonging to all communities had to flee to the north
of Mannar (e.g., Nanaddan, Madhu DS Divisions) and some to India.
Sri Lankan armed forces took control of the entire area and established
fortified navy and military camps for strategic and logistical purposes.
These camps were set up in places occupied by civilian populations
such as homes, paddy fields, public buildings, worshiping places, etc.
Table 3 shows the suffering of the people of Musali South during the
time of war and conflict and also after the end of the war.

2.7 The plight of the displaced of Musali South

Most of the people of Musali South are still displaced today. An
overview of the places of the displaced by ethnicity is given below.

- Mullikkulam Tamils: The entire land of the settlement
of Mullikkulam was taken over by the Sri Lankan state to establish
one of the largest Navy Commanding Bases. As a result, people
of Mullikkulam are living as displaced in a number of locations,
including Pesalai (30%), Mannar Town (20%), Adampan and
Madhu Church (20%) and India (10%). The rest are living in two
relocated places in Musali DS Division. One is a place called
Kayakkuli (10%) which is north of Kallaru River and other is a
place outside of the northern boundary of the original village,
Mullikkulam.

- Muslims of Musali South: After the end of the war, most
returned home and most among them had to return to the places
of displacement because of the non-livable condition in the
homes and settlements in Musali South. It left only about 20 to
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30 per cent of the total displaced Muslim population of Musali
South to live in the original settlements with limited facilities
and with a number of hardships. Others have decided to continue
to live as displaced in several locations in Puttalam with  major
concentration existing in the north of Puttalam Town called
4thmile post and 6th milepost (Ismailpuram) on “Mannar Road”.

Pukkulam Sinhalese fishermen: Many fishermen fled during
the difficult times to their original settlements in the west coast
and disintegrated into their larger community. A significant
number of them lived as displaced at Anaivasal (Sinhapura
settlement) in the Kalpitiya area of Puttalam District which is
not very far from the village of Pukkulam. Most of those who
lived in Aanaivasal have come back to Pukkulam, where they
face a number of practical problems (e.g. shelter, transport,
livelihood support, etc.).

TABLE 3 SHOWS THE SEQUENCE OF EVENTS THAT LED TO THE PRESENT
PLIGHT OF THE PEOPLE OF MUSALI SOUTH.

Time                      Cause Outcome
From
early
1980

Tamil armed groups used
Wilpattu forest & sea for their
militant activity.

Irritation and disturbance to
normal activities of the
people of this region

1990 July Sri Lankan army moved from
Puttalam to Musali

People took refuge in the
north of Musali

1990
(Third
week of
October)

LTTE ordered all Muslims to
leave or face death.

People of this area were
displaced on 21st July 1990
soon after the big fight
between SLA and
LTTE.During the fighting
people fled to Musali North
and returned after a week’s
time to see that their
houses and properties were
heavily destroyed and
landmines had been

planted along roads, water
points etc.Muslims took
refuge in the northern part
of Puttalam (Vanathuvillu)
crossing Wilpattu and sea

2002
February

Signing of an MOU between
the government of Sri Lanka
and the LTTE and a Ceasefire
Agreement (CFA);  LTTE and
army presence; some of the
displaced casually returned.

People cleared lands,
carried out farming and
engaged in collective
farming;  30 per cent of land
was cultivated; coastal, river
and tank fishing was carried
out in a limited manner.

2007
September

After the capture of the East,
armed forces moved to
Musali from the north
(Murunkan) and from the
west (Villachchi)

Tamils and Muslims who
returned after the CFA fled
to Nanaddan DS Division
and other safer areas.

Tamils of
Mullik
kulam

From 2007 have continued to be displaced elsewhere in
Mannar and in India because of the establishment of the
navy camp in their village

Muslims
of
Musali
South

From 1990 the majority of Muslims continued to be
displaced in Puttalam due to the non-conducive situation in
their places of origin.

Tamils
of
Mullik
kulam

From 2012, some were offered alternative land in the
Musali DS Division; but not in their original villages. Others
continued with their refugee life.

Muslims
of
Musali
South

From 2012, some opted to return to Musali South hoping
that they would be given alternative land and shelter.
Others have continued to wait in the displaced areas of
Puttalam

Source: Mainly based on individual and group interviews conducted among
the people in Musali South in 2015 and supported by available written documents
on the subject.
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TABLE 4: TIME-LINE: POST-WAR EVENTS RELATED TO “RESETTLEMENT
CONTROVERSY” OF MUSALI-SOUTH REGION

Date                                    Event                                                         Comment
2009 May –
end of 2010

End of war; Wanni IDPs were
housed in Manik Farm; SL
Govt. & UNHCR arbitrarily
categorized IDPs (estimated
800,000) into two groups and
called them Old (about
400,000) and New (about
400,000) IDPs.

Treatment of new IDPs by
the government received
stiff criticism from
different corners;
government felt
uncomfortable in the
international scene.

2009 Parliament amended Forest
Conservation Ordinance
(Chapter 451) in 2009, which
was later found to
significantly affect the
return process of the
displaced of Musali South.

Newly declared
Vappalvillu Reserved
Forest covers more than
half of the total extent of
Musali South. The
declaration was done
when local people were
away as displaced and
living elsewhere.

End of
2010

New (Wanni) IDPs were
“facilitated” to return to
Wanni by providing
limited facilities;

Old IDPs of Musali South
were not officially
allowed to return and
most had to wait for the
government’s
announcement to return
in order to qualify for
assistance;

However, some Musali
South IDPs decided to
return home voluntarily

New IDPs to Wanni
faced many problems
on return; only
selected NGOs and
INGOs were allowed
to work in Wanni;
voluntary returnees to
Musali South also
faced hardships; the
navy had taken a large
extent of land (entire
Mullikkulam and part
of Marichchukaddi);
fear of landmines.

2010-7-21 Landmine clearance notice
was given to Musali South

People started moving in,
getting ready, cleaning
homes and clearing land
for cultivation.

2011 MullikkulamTamils were
prevented by the navy to
return home.

Muslim returnees cleared
scrub and lived in
temporality huts; also
decided to live collectively;
the place that was chosen
for collective dwelling was
the north of
Marichchukaddi; east of
Karadikkuli and west of
Palaikkuli.

The reason for the
choice of this place was
that their home area
was controlled by the
navy and security
forces. This is the land
now being contested
by the Forest
Department as
Reserved Forest area.
Tamils continued with
life as displaced.

2012 A promise was given by
politicians that returnees
would be provided with
housing and other basic
facilities; returnees
decided to settle in the
same area; with that
Muslim returnees started
clearing land for housing
along the main road
where they were already
living in temporarily
huts.

The Minister of
Environment declared
Marichchukaddi/
Karadikkuli Forest of
6,042 Hectares Reserved
Forest from 20th day of
October, 2012.

It was about one-
fourth of the total
extent of land of
Musali South; it was
done in a secretive
manner by a gazette
notification;
boundaries were
decided upon
arbitrarily; the
boundary of forest
reserve included the
land reserved for
resettlement. The
Department of Forest
was part of the
Presidential Task
Force that was given
the mandate to find
land for these
displaced people.
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Source: Based on information collected from oral and published sources.

2.8 Return and Loss of Lands and Livelihood

The final phase of the war ended in the middle of 2009.The state
announced that the former war zone was a war free zone. Therefore,
people displaced due to the war could return home. However, it did
not happen to all the displaced as expected. After some time, the
displaced in the Wanni war area, where the last battle took place was
allowed to return home in 2010. But the communities of Musali South
were not officially allowed because they were considered old IDPs
and the state decided to resettle them later.

Terminology such as old and new IDPs (Internally Displaced Persons)
need a brief description. The Government of Sri Lanka in combination
with international organizations grouped Internally Displaced Persons
(IDPs or displaced) into old and new IDPs. The state considered Manik
Farm’s (meaning the location of welfare centers established by the
government in a location called Manik Farm in Vavuniya District) Wanni
IDPs as “new IDPs” and the other displaced communities living within
Sri Lanka as “old IDPs”. Due to international pressure, new IDPs were
allowed to return in the year 2010. Old IDPs, however, were officially
allowed to return only in 2011, and this includes the displaced of Musali
South.

It is necessary to assess the situation in Musali South when the
IDPs returned home. As shown above, the majority of the displaced
were unable to return due to several practical reasons. The reasons
were the following:

- Mullikkulam Tamils: They were not allowed to return home
because security forces, Sri Lanka Navy, were occupying the
entire village. A tall barbed wire fence prevented anyone from
entering the village. However, some people of Mullikkulam
decided to return to Musali South and they were allowed at the
beginning to live in a displaced camp located on the boundary

2013 Returnees were given land
grants to those cleared
lands by His Excellency, the
President of Sri Lanka in a
function organized for this
and similar purposes held in
Mullaitivu.

Effective date of the land
grant was 2013-07-02;
therefore people had the
courage to further de-
velop land for resettle-
ment.

Some Sinhala nationalist
forces raised their concerns
that returnees were de-
stroying Wilpattu forest
reserve.

Environmentalists and
media nationalized the
issue of “forest destruc-
tion”.

2013/14 Leader of Bodu Bala Sena
(Buddhist Power Force”,
BBS) visits Musali South and
confronts the local people;

Musali South had become a
place of visit by different
interest groups;

Wanni Muslim polity and
Muslim returnees were
accused of violating the law
of the land;

The government ordered a
halt to all  further activities
concerning forest
clearance.

Wanni Muslim polity
bombarded by many;

It was seen as a Sinhala-
Muslim disputes and
tension;

Muslim returnees felt
intimidated and some
returned to their places
of displacement;

Resettlement activities
came to a standstill.

2015 New President came into
power in January which
reduced the intensity of
mounting tension;

Parliamentary election 2015
has given some hope of a
resolution to the  “Wilpattu
Issue”

Hope for resolving the
issue of return and
resettlement of the
people of Musali South
through initiative by the
new government.
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of the northern edge of the Navy camp fence. Later some were
allowed to live in temporary houses in the same locality after
the clearance of a stretch of secondary forest. The Navy built
25 houses in those locations for the returnees to live there.
They have continued to live in this location to date with minimal
help from the state or others. The diocese of the Catholic Church
of Mannar District, however, provides them with some material
and moral assistance(refer Testimonies, 18 and 22)

- Muslim Returnees (Karadikkuli, Marichchukkaddi and
Palaikkuli): On return, people found that their settlements were
fully covered by secondary forest and infested with wild animals
which entered this area from the neighboring jungle. In addition,
un-cleared landmines presented a threat to many. Some of their
paddy lands and houses had been taken by armed forces for
their use particularly in Marichchukkaddi. The shock of what
they saw discouraged the returnees from staying in the places
of origin and most have returned to the places of displacement
in Puttalam(refer Testimony 1)

- Pukkulam Sinhalese fishermen: They returned empty handed
and received very little support from the state and private
agencies.

2.9 Summary

The chapter introduced the history of the land and people of Musali
South. It was done with the purpose of establishing legitimacy of the
claims of ownership of land made by the people in this region. The
people of this area had traditionally used most lands at all times except
during displacement. While a jungle had overgrown the lands that the
people had used, access and right to other lands used by the people
also  were taken away by the state in different guises and forms. For
example, security forces forcibly took over cultivable lands, houses

and public amenities. Forest and wildlife departments demarcated the
lands traditionally owned and used by the people as forest. People of
Musali South are uncertain about whether these were done by those
responsible intentionally or whether they are merely coincidences.
Regardless, it is a violation of the rights of the people, particularly of
the displaced and returnee population. It is our hope that those who
were denied the right to land and the right to live will regain their
assets and property which in fact is endorsed by the UN. It is our hope
that the right to return will be observed by those who have now denied
the displaced people their rights, clearly stated in the LLRC
recommendations (see Table 11 in chapter 7). The next chapter explains
these issues in more detail.
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CHAPTER -  03

3.1 Introduction

Chapter one laid the background to the concerns that were raised
with regards to the issue of forest clearance for resettlement purposes
of returnees in the Musali South region. The concerns have emerged
as a politically sensitive issue, resulting in a conflict situation.
Allegations aimed at those responsible for the clearance, concerning
the location of resettlement and procedures adopted for resettlement
could be considered as the most important factors. These allegations
emanate from different segments of the population of the country and
includes individuals, agencies, Non-Governmental Organizations
(NGOs), government departments, politicians and others who are
generally believed to be just and fair. The general public has, by and
large, accepted these allegations.

The acceptance of these allegations by a wide circle owes its
popularity to the nature of its dissemination: those raising these
concerns and accusations lay claim to scientific objectivity in their
approach. They claim that theirs is a fact based approach which is
aimed at protecting the environment. People were also made to believe
that irregularities in land allocation and other procedures would have
happened on the basis that these were carried out by some key players
whose reputation is already tarnished in relation to other incidents.
The Media played a key role in providing instant information with the
seeming intention of “educating” the masses about this “unlawful act”

 ALLEGATIONS CONCERNING
“UNAUTHORIZED” FOREST CLEARANCE FOR

RESETTLEMENT

(resettlement). Most media channels had broadcast distressing stories
concerning the damage done to the forest and environment of the area
where this resettlement scheme has been planned.

The allegers based their claims on two narrow points of
contention: One is a “notorious” politician of the Wanni constituency
who was said to be instrumental in organizing resettlement and
facilitating forest clearance for returnees. The other is an “infamous”
community (i.e., Muslims) and particularly the returnee population of
that community.  In response, the highest political authority of the
country, His Excellency the President of Sri Lanka, “issued orders to
immediately halt the deforestation and allocation of land to people
inside the Wilpattu National Park as it was reported.The order was
issued following allegations that people were being resettled inside
the park illegally” (http://colombogazette.com/2015/05/09/president-
acts-on-wilpattu-issue/).

Very quickly in time, the accusations began to incorporate larger
bodies of individuals and communities, not just the politician and the
particular Muslim community in question: the targets were Muslims in
general and Muslim returnees in particular. The accused Muslims felt
that the accusations leveled at them were excessive compared to the
extent of the land that had been cleared. According to them (refer
Testimony 13) public discourse challenged the rights of the Muslims
to live as a community, people and individuals not only in Musali South,
but also in all parts of the country. Many Muslims felt that this was
another incident to create a tense environment and to further aggravate
the feeling of insecurity prevalent among a minority community. It was
just a year ago, in June 2014, that the larger community of Muslims
had faced a similar event of a larger magnitude in Aluthgama (see for
more information Haniffa and others, 2015).
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3.2 Background and source of allegations

On October 10, 2012, the Government of Sri Lanka published an
extraordinary gazette notification under section 3 of the Forest
Conservation Ordinance (Chapter 451) as amended by Acts, No. 13 of
1966, No. 56 of 1979, No. 13 of 1982, No. 84 of 1988, No. 23 of 1995
and No. 65 of 2009. Under this notification, the Minister of Environment
declared a total of eleven locations in Sri Lanka (mostly located in the
Northern Province) as Reserved Forests (Ministry of Environment, 2012).
The notification refers to rules and regulations concerning entry and
use of those reserved forest. It also states that violators will be
punished by the law of the country.

One of the sites of the newly declared forest reserves in Sri Lanka is
located in Musali South. The site is mentioned in the extraordinary
gazette notification as Marichchukkaddi /Karadikkuli Forest. The global
coordinates of all four borders of this reserved forest were specified in
the Gazette notification. The Gazette asserts that, within those
coordinates, a total of 6,042 hectares will be declared, demarcated
and protected as Reserved Forest (Ministry of Environment, 2012).

When inspecting the boundary line of Marichchukkaddi /Karadikkuli
forest reserve carefully, one can notice that it runs along the border of
settled population or settlement of the most populous villages of Musali
South (see Diagram 4).It has to be mentioned that in 2009 that an Act
of Parliament namely the Forest (Amendment) Act, No. 65 of 2009 had
already declared the entire aastern part of Musali South as Reserved
Forest. In other words, when the people of this area were displaced,
owing to the war and conflict, a vast tract of land of this region had
been demarcated as reserved forest.

DIAGRAM 4: BOUNDARY OF MARICHCHUKKADDI/
KARADIKKULI RESERVED FOREST DECLARED ON

OCTOBER 10, 2012

Note: The northern boundary of  the reserved forest extends up to Musali
DS Division and Southern ends at Wilpattu Sanctuary.

Source: Newly declared reserved forest boundary obtained from a
government source ((Ministry of Environment, 2012) and it is overlaid on a
simplified topographic information obtained from One-Inch Topographic Map
of 1938 of this area.

3.3 Content of the allegations

Allegations on forest clearance focused on different aspects and
were expressed by different means. A condensed and summarized
version of the major allegations are given below:

Violation of national law: It is alleged that forest clearance
had taken place before the national authorities granted
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permission. District level officials did not have the authority to
grant permission for clearance of forest in reserved forest area.

Ignorance of legal procedure: Clearing forest requires a
sequence of legal procedures that had to be followed. Some of
the procedures such as Environmental Impacts Assessment
(EIA), which is an important component in the procedure, was
ignored in this case.

Excessive land clearance: Forest clearance went beyond
the boundary of the permitted area. The clearance of excessive
land where no permission had been granted is clearly a violation
of law.

Damage to environment: Unrecoverable damage is done
to the environment of this area. Forest clearance activity
removed valuable timber, destroyed rare species of plants and
animals, and disturbed wildlife movements.

 Damage to the extended area of Wilpattu Sanctuary: It
was said that Marichchukkaddi / Karadikkuli Reserved Forest
was an extension of the Wilpattu Sanctuary. By clearing that
part, forest clearance damaged wildlife movements that
originated from Wilpattu.

Misuse of political power and manipulation: Evidence was
put forward to demonstrate misuse of political power. A
government politician who was also a cabinet minister
manipulated excessive political power to obtain permission to
remove forest cover in this area.

Illegal settlers: It was alleged that settlers for the proposed
housing scheme in the contested area were brought from outside
of Musali South and were thus not the original residents of this
area.

 Land and houses for offspring: Another allegation was
that land and houses were being planned to be given to the
children of the displaced, which contradicts legal procedure.

Funding from the Middle East: As a sponsor for the housing
project was a philanthropist organization based in Qatar, it was
alleged that the resettlement scheme intended setting up an
Arab colony on Sri Lankan soil.

Entry point for global drug trafficking: As some of the persons
involved in drug production and trafficking emanating from South
Asia (i.e., Pakistan and Afghanistan) happen to be persons from
Muslim states, there is some suggestion that a colony
established with Middle Eastern fund could present an entry
point for global drug trafficking.

3.4 Allegations referred to in the only written document issued so far

Recently, a report on the question of Wilpattu came to the public
domain. It is written in Sinhala and translation of the title of the report
is The Analytical Report on Destruction of Forest in Wilpattu Forest
Complex. This report was authored by five organizations and the names
in Sinhala could be translated as the National Sanga Organization,
Environmental Protection Agency, Bio-Conservation Centre,
Environment Forum of Sri Lanka, and Protect Wilpattu Organization.
The report was submitted to His Excellency, the President of Sri Lanka
on Friday June 5 year 2015. The report claimed that irreparable damage
had already been done to nature and to the forest sanctuary in Wilpattu
Resettlement.

At the same time, the above mentioned report went beyond those
general criticisms and points an accusative finger at the Muslim
community indicating that there is an international Islamist agenda
behind the resettlement initiative which is the subject of our concern
in this report.
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The report makes the following claims:

1. Expanding drug trade from Muslim countries such as
Afghanistan, Pakistan and other countries to Sri Lanka comes
through Muslim concentrated areas among which Musali South
could be considered an important one.

2. It questions the legitimacy of the returnees, because reset
tlement was done with ulterior motives to strengthen Muslim
extremism on Sri Lankan soil;

3. It also says that by accepting and providing necessary
infrastructure for the establishment of this resettlement,
SriLanka should not become party to supporting exploitation of
women which would happen in this settlement;

4. Allowing resettlement on the basis of religion is
encouraging the continuity of segregated settlements which is
not good for the future development of Sri Lanka;

5. Finally, “Muslimization” of this coastal settlement will be
a major threat to the national security of the country.

3.5 Summary

Some of the allegations seem to be serious, appear convincing and
demand a response. The next chapter of this document is an academic
and investigative response to these allegations.

4.1 Introduction

This chapter questions the reliability, validity and pragmatism of
the allegations against the resettlement effort  initiated for the benefit
of a war affected returnee population. It discusses the nature, tenor
and legitimacy of these allegations, focusing on the allegations that
seem particularly relevant to the ongoing debate, such as
environmental concerns, legal irregularities as well as political
manipulations and misuse of power. The Investigation starts with the
key gazette notification of 2012, moves to a discussion on the ground
situation and ends with assessing the legality and moral positioning
of these allegations.

4.2 Extraordinary Government notifications on forest conservation
ordinance of Number 1779/15 – Wednesday, October 10, 2012

Certain key aspects of the gazette notification of 2012 are important
for our discussion. A notification by the then Minister of Environment,
directed the officials to demarcate Reserved Forest boundary using
given coordinates. It became effective from the date of notification,
October 10, 2012. The notification entrusts powers to the respective
government officials to implement it strictly. The question that needs
to be posed is, whether when declaring this area as a new patch of
forest reserve proper consideration was given to the implications of
such an exercise of power? See Diagram 4 for boundary of reserved
forest.

CHAPTER - 04

INVESTIGATING ALLEGATIONS OF
“ILLEGAL” FOREST CLEARANCE
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Our investigation focuses on the implications of the implementation
of this gazette notification on reserve forest and addresses certain key
questions in this regard: the timing of the gazette notification; the
boundary of reserved forest; the procedures adopted and methodology
used in the demarcation of the boundary; practical problems that could
arise or have arisen owing to the demarcation and the sense of
accountability that such a declaration bestows on the authorities. These
questions are addressed below.

Diagram 4 shows the boundary of the demarcated reserve forest of
Marichchukkaddi /Karadikkuli .

 Timing of declaration of reserve forest: The month and
year of gazette notification was October 2012. “Old IDPs” were
allowed to return home only in 2012 and that includes Musali
South IDPs who visited the place in 2011 to inspect the condition
of their homes. On return, returnees found that their houses,
the places where they cultivated and engaged in chena
cultivation and cattle farming were fully covered by newly grown
secondary forest. Total loss of shelter and livelihood forced
most of the returnees return to the place of displacement and
to wait for a conducive situation to emerge for their return.

 Procedure adopted: It is reliably learned that there was no
proper survey conducted to determine the nature of forest cover
that was to be declared as Reserved Forest; instead, Global
Positioning System (GPS) equipment was used to assess the
nature of forest from a distance.

 Boundary demarcation: The demarcation of reserve forest
boundary ignored ground realities. For example, the demarcation
included the places where people lived in the south of Kallaru
River while it excluded an abandoned cashew plantation where
the forest cover was much more dense and taller. It is difficult

to ascertain whether it was done intentionally or mistakenly
and this requires clarification.

 Errors in the coordinates given in the Gazette: The Gazette
notification states that by the south “Western boundary of Veppal
Forest reserve closer to coordinates 176030 E and 375994 N
from there up to the line that joins that point and coordinates
107987 E and 375994 N” where the first coordinates are incor
rect. It appears that the plan for demarcating the boundary had
been designed hastily.

 Legitimacy: The legitimacy of declaring an area that had
been a place of human habitation formally, and had turned into
secondary forest owing to the absence of people who had been
forcibly and unlawfully evicted, as reserved forest has to be
challenged.

 In fact, the 2009 National Forest Policy of Sri Lanka is not
in support of that kind of action on forest demarcation.

 Practical problems in implementation: Many practical
problems arise from the demarcation of the forest reserve. On
the one hand, the Forest Department restricts the area of
inhabitable space, and the state’s armed forces forcibly occupy
lands and houses. On the other, the implementation of the
artificially demarcated boundary remains impractical and
difficult. Conflicts between the two parties have already risen.

 Morality: Can any person or body, any act or policy deny
the right of return of people to their own places of living, the
articulation of their need and desire to regain their rightful and
original assets and property? The declared reserved forest area
is the place of living and livelihood of the people and has been
so for centuries.
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 LLRC recommendation: Preventing returnees to their places
of origin by way of an ad-hoc declaration of reserve forest
gazette notification is against the thrust of the report which
encouraged state and state institutions to help facilitate the
return of  the displaced (for more details in Table 11 in Chapter 7).

4.3  A Comparative case: forest reserve declaration of Veppal

This section focuses on a declared forest reserve, located on the
east of the Musali South region. The name of the reserve is “Veppal”.
The name of the reserve comes from a Villu. Around this Villu, there
are a number of other small and big Villus. These Villus were regularly
used by the people of Musali South for cattle farming and chena
cultivation. Diagram 5 shows the boundaries of the recently declared
reserved forest in Musali DS Divisions. The areas which were used by
the people for their livelihood such as paddy, chena and cattle farming
were declared as reserved forest on the pretext that secondary forest
now covered those lands. Those who made this decision failed to
investigate the use of the secondary forest covered lands before the
displacement of the people of this area. It should be noted again that
the area that is now being declared as forest was land vacated by the
local people more than 2 and half decade ago in the terrible conditions
of eviction and war.

This area (Veppal) was  declared as a forest reserve in 2009.  When
this was done, the displaced people of this area were living elsewhere.
The declaration was done without any consideration of the situation
and without consultation. Most of the criticisms at the declaration of
the Marichchukkaddi /Karadikkuli reserve discussed above will apply
to this as well. Further, the reserve forest boundary reached the very
edge of human settlements (e.g., houses, cemetery, public places, etc.),
particularly in the case of the Palaikkuli village. Forest reserve boundary
posts prevent people’s mobility and access to the surroundings of the
village, which could be seen as a violation of the right to the movement

of the people of this area. Many inhabitants consider this a violation
of their basic rights (refer Testimonies 2, 4, 12, 13). All in all,  one
could say that the extension of the boundary line of forest and forest
reserve was politically motivated and this could weaken the validity of
allegations discussed above.

Diagram 5 shows that more than two-thirds of the total area of
Musali DS Division was brought under reserve forest when the people
were not living there. In fact, these areas are located within close
proximity to many major permanent settlements and used as village
forests. These were the areas people used for chena and cattle farming.
While they were engaged in those livelihood activities, they took care
of surrounding nature as well. Today, they are being denied the right
to use those lands.

DIAGRAM 5: LANDS USED BY THE PEOPLE OF MUSALI DS
DIVISION FOR THEIR LIVELIHOOD ACTIVITIES THAT WERE

DECLARED  AS FOREST RESERVES IN 2009 AND 2012
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Note: Black line shows the boundary of  reserved forest. Between 2009 and
2012, when the displaced people of Musali were living elsewhere, the state acquired
more than two-thirds of the land of this division which was previously used for
livelihood activities by the people.

Source: Boundary lines of  Reserved Forest declared by the government in
2009 and 2012 overlaid on a One-Inch Topographic Map (1938) of  Musali DS
Division of Sri Lanka.

4.4 The sequence of events in finding alternative lands for resettle
ment

Why has the resettlement effort of the displaced in this small area
become a widely debated topic, blown out of proportion nationally? To
understand this we need to understand the background and the
sequence of events that occurred during the forest clearance. When
did forest clearance commence? For whom? For what reason? Who
initiated the project and who were the persons/people involved in taking
it further? Why this location? Where and what went wrong? Finally,
what is the present state of this project?

When did forest clearance begin? Forest clearance started
when Sri Lankan armed forces gained control of the area in
2007. Initially, security forces (for security reasons) cleared the
forest along the Marichchukaddi-Silavathurai main road only.
Forest removal took place on both sides and the full length of
the main road. This is a common practice among the armed
forces and they have done so in other places as well.

 Who continued with the forest clearance? “Old IDPs”
returned to this area in 2011. They realized that they could not
occupy their former homes because some of them had already
been taken over by security forces. The rest was in a state of
total dilapidation given the long years of absence of people.
Returnees looked for alternative locations within their
immediate surroundings. They looked for land that felt like home

and was close to their areas of livelihood, namely paddy and
chena cultivation and cattle farming.

 Why this location? Marichchukkaddi -Silavathurai main
road was the obvious choice for an alternative location. It was
close to the previous homes of all major settlements and was
located at a reachable distance from the places of their
livelihood activities. This particular area was referred to in this
document earlier as “village forest,” where local communities
had engaged in paddy farming, chena cultivation and cattle
farming. It is also within a reachable distance of another
population concentration (e.g., Silavathurai) where their kith
and kin live. Thus, this was an obvious alternative choice for
the returnees.

 For whom and for what reason? First, the particular strip
of land was identified and secured by the returnees for housing.
The returnees competed among themselves for land for housing
in this area. Returnees of Marichchukaddi claimed a stretch of
land on both sides of the main road that came within its GN
boundary. They demanded that those lands be allocated to them.
They rushed to take those lands. Karadikkuli claimed the
western side of the main road, while Palaikkuli claimed the
eastern side because its former settlement was located on that
side. It was a natural and rational decision of the returnees
looking for alternative lands for housing (see Diagram 6).

 What about the Reserve Forest Gazette: Basic land
clearance had already been completed by the time the gazette
notification came into effect (in 2011 and 2012). By this time,
returnees felt that they had their legal and customary rights to
most of the lands of this area. Some had government permits
to paddy lands in this area. This nullifies the argument that
land clearance violated the Gazette notification. In fact, gazette
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notification can be seen as a directive that was rushed into
publication and it has to be understood that the rulings of the
gazette notification came into effect only on October 10, 2012.

What and where did it go wrong? The nature of the exercise
of power, given to a system of patronage of the previous
government aiding vested political interests is one of the key
culprits here. Funds for this housing project were acquired
through a foreign charity. Political manipulation accelerated
the process of acquiring state lands for housing in 2003.
Nationalistic forces in the south used this activity as an oppor
tunity for creating new tensions between communities. For
them, this marginalized community was an easy target and the
Wanni politician’s “wrong doings” in other incidents could be
cited as the basis for wrong doing in this case as well. This
helped the allegers in popularizing their issues.

 What is the present state of the project? The outcome of
the whole episode is that it discouraged old IDPs from returning
home. The houses that were built and some basic infrastructure
established are in a state of decay.

DIAGRAM 6: THE LOCATION OF ALTERNATIVE LANDS
GIVEN TO THE PEOPLE OF MARICHCHUKADDI,

PALAIKKULI AND KARADIKULI FOR RESETTLEMENT

Note: Alternative lands were given or preferred by the people that were
close to their original settlements. These are lands which had already been
taken for forest reserve and security purposes.

Source: The areas of land allocated for resettlements were overlaid on
the1938 Topographic map.

4.5 The extent of land cleared for housing

In the housing plan, each family is allocated half an acre for housing
and livelihood. This is the established practice for providing housing
for returnees in general. A total of 1,025 acres were planned to be
given to returnee families. Land grants were given by the state a length
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of 250 meters from the both sides of the Marchchukaddi-Silavathurai
Main Road. In most places, land permitted for housing purpose was
the area where secondary forest was cleared except one location where
some went beyond 250 meter length which could be considered a
mistake. Considering the total need, the extra land cleared is not
significant as it could be observed from the information provided in
Table 5.

4.6 Shortcomings of the resettlement project

There has been a lack of planning and consultation. The project
was publicized for political leverage and was not planned in the interests
of the people. It failed to neutralize environmental concerns. It
neglected concerns of other ethnic communities of the region, the plight
of Mullikkulam Tamils in particular. Project activities were expedited
and were undertaken in a hurried manner. The consequences of their
implementation were not predicted and the project itself was not
properly planned by those responsible in spearheading it.

In that case, who is to be blame for these mistakes? It is definitely
not the returnees. They were acting in a way that any other returnee
population would. They have the right to return and the right to regain
their own and customary assets and property. They have a right to live
in their places of origin. They suffered for a long quarter of a century.
They have not committed any wrong except that of maintaining a silence
on the fate of Mullikkulam Tamils on their being barred from returning
home by the state.

TABLE 5: THE ESTIMATED EXTENT OF LAND OF MUS
ALI SOUTH UNDER VARIOUS USE, 2015

Type of land use Estimated
Extent(Acreage )

% to the total land

Land now occupied by the
state for security and other
purposes (this includes the
entirety of Mullikkulam and a
part of Marichchukaddi and
private paddy and coconut
lands located on the western
side of the main road – see
Diagram 10)

2,000 6.6

Paddy lands prevented from
use by security forces, Forest
Department and the border of
Wilpattu area, located on the
eastern side of the main road
to Pilmadu/ Takem irrigation
water diversion point (see
Table 9 and Diagram 10)

2,500 8.4

Forest taking over paddy
lands and other economically
used lands (this land is
scattered throughout Musali
South)

1,000 3.3

The remaining land of old
settlements (Palaikkuli,
Marichchukaddi, Mullikkulam
and Karadikkuli ) See Diagram
10

4,300 14.3

Land cleared for housing (see
Diagram 6)

500 1.7

Land cleared for public use,
for incoming returnees and
for livelihood activities (See
Diagram 6)

600 2.0
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From the available information, about 2 percent of the total land of
the area which was covered with scrub and unproductive forest (i.e.,
Land Use Map of 1956) was cleared for housing purposes. These lands
adjacent to traditional villages were used by the people for paddy,
chena and cattle farming purposes. It should be mentioned that more
than double the area of lands has already taken by the state on the
pretext of security concerns and forest reserve purposes which was
explained earlier in detail. Table 5 clearly shows the distribution of
land for different uses where a large extent of land is covered by forest
and is now owned by the state through the gazette notification.

4.7 Damage to forest and natural environment in the surrounding
areas

Information available at the national level about the status of
deforestation in Sri Lanka presents a very troubling picture. We have
learned in our investigation that the forest cover of the country reduced
by 50 per cent in the recent past and much of it happened in recent
years. Deforestation has been more intense in the wet zone and
intermediate zones (rain forest) than in the dry zones according to the
information available. Experts claim that all national parks in Sri Lanka
are under great threat owing to encroaching and illegal logging.

This section focusses on deforestation and encroachment happening
in the area around Musali South and in Wilpattu sanctuary. Diagram 7

shows the places where forest has been removed in recent months
and years. This information is from a 2015 Google Earth map.

1. Thousands of acres of highly valuable forest and related
environment have been destroyed by human activity in Wilpattu
and outside of Musali South region; but not within Musali South.

2. For example, it is evident that much damage was done to
forest and the environment. Particularly in the areas of
Thanthirimalai (e.g., Nochchikulam), around Mahawilachiya
Tank (e.g., Kadupittiya), western border of Nochchiyagama DS
Division (e.g., Kukulukattuwa), Thabbowa, Karuwalgaswewa and
Vanathuvillu (e.g., Puliyankulam) DS Divisions. Diagram 7 clearly
shows the locations and areas that need our assessment and
understanding.

3. In many areas, elephant corridors have been completely
disconnected owing to heavy forest removal (e.g., Thabbowa).

4. The Forest Department has kept on adjusting its forest
reserve boundary and of the national Sanctuary inwards because
of the expansion of human habitation and activities in those
areas.

In the northern dry zone or former war zone areas, a reverse trend
of forest cover could be expected. War and displacement have kept
human activities to a minimum, leading to the growth of secondary
forest at a rapid and uninterrupted pace in those areas.

Musali South region is a good example of the above. Here, forest
boundaries have expanded and nearly two-thirds of the land areas of
this region have been declared forest within the last five years. But
unfortunately the removal of about 1,500 acres of scrub land for urgently
needed housing facilities for returnee population has been politicized,
negatively ethnicized and needlessly environmentalised. The upshot
of this is that the displaced and returnees have become the victims of
an unfolding drama of national proportions. Fair treatment of all, through
careful appraisal of the situation, irrespective of the fact who they are
ethnically or otherwise is necessary.

Remaining forest & scrub
cover (state land)

19,100 63.7

Total 30,000 100.0

Note: Figures reported are provisional.
Note 2: This table could be compared with Table 9, Diagram 10.
Source: Calculated using google earth and information that was provided

     during interviews with knowledgeable people, 2015.
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DIAGRAM 7: THE LOCATIONS OF FOREST CLEARANCE
AROUND MUSALI SOUTH, 2015.

Note: Wilpattu forest has been systematically and continuously encroached
into by the people around the reserve. It was done for the purpose of  the
expansion of  settlement, livelihood and illegal timbering. The worst affected
areas are shown in the map. The least affected areas is Musali South, going by
Recent Google Earth Image.

Source: Image is taken from Google Earth and the location of illegal forest
clearance was identified by Dr. A.S.M Nawfhal, 2015.

4.8 Summary

In conclusion, it can be said that misinformation on the issue of
forest clearance may have led to the misconceptions that have arisen.
It seems that those involved in the debate at the early stages were not
equipped with sufficient information to have a broad understanding
on the matter of debate.

Though some groups have visited the location of the issue, they

have stopped with listening to only ‘their’ side of the story. Pre-formed
perceptions did not provide any opportunity for the furthering of knowledge
and understanding.

It seems that the state’s information on forest boundaries is partial.
We have already explained about the ways in which forest boundaries
have been drawn in the latest declaration regarding Musali South.  We
were told that no proper survey was done to determine the nature of
forest cover. This is most likely true because no right thinking expert
would ever hold that locations less than a quarter of a kilo meter from
an established settlement could be demarcated as Reserved Forest as
has happened in the case Musali South region. We witnessed the
establishment of a forest boundary mark by the Forest Department at
the edge of the Muslim cemetery in Palaikkuli village of Musali South.
There are many other examples that could be cited on this and other
similar instances of such a determining and marking of the boundaries
of forest reserves.
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5.1 Introduction

Musali South region is a land of plenty. Land and sea based economic
activities were equally important in this region. It is a quiet and
selfsufficient place as can be evidenced from long observed human
habitation in this area. Life is interactive and inter-dependent. Such a
combination of human habitation resulted in a pleasant and cordial
living of the people in the area

This non-conflict and distinctive natural setting is no more in
existence now. It has been disturbed, invaded and encroached upon
by many forces when the people of this region were displaced elsewhere
due to war and conflict. This chapter assesses what is found to be lost
when the displaced returned home.  In order for a stocktaking of what
is left on return, the chapter revisits the resources and richness of the
land and area before displacement, This chapter, therefore, is divided
into two parts: the situation before displacement and the situation
upon return.

PART 1 - A land of plenty

5.2 Land and resources

The total extent of land of Musali South is 30,000 acres. Three major
differing land use practices are observable within the region. These
three land use types are proportionately equal to each other to a large
extent in terms of the area of land that is utilized. One third of the total
area is covered and used by the people of this region for the purpose of
their living (e.g., houses), private and public use (e.g., building and

WHAT IS FOUND TO BE LOST ON RETURN?

CHAPTER -  5

similar other), for livelihood activities (e.g., tanks, irrigation cannels,
rice cultivation, etc.) and for a reasonably well knit infrastructure

Secondly, one-third is named as scrub, grass land (Villus) and
nonproductive forest (e.g., not dense and short) in the land use maps
and similar sources. This area was, however, used for rain-fed and
chena cultivation, livestock activities, etc. Oral statements and field
investigation reveal the practice of such activities in this area (See
Appendix  1).  Finally, the last third is covered by Villus and forest. In
addition to those mentioned above, resources connected to the sea
such as ocean, bays, river mouths and fresh waters are additional
sources of economic activity for the people of this area.

Diagram 2 illustrates the distribution of the above land use types.
The nature of differing land use patterns of this region provides
opportunity for the people to be engaged in meaningful economic
activities all year round. People’s economic activities were conducted
in this manner as economic activities in any one particular season did
not provide enough surplus for the sustenance of the people yearround.
Though the land itself was resource rich, lack of economic development
initiatives, facilities and technology preserved the land and the
communities in a basic state of development.

5.3 Agrarian economic base

The topography of this region is almost flat particularly along the
coastal belt of this area though the elevation increases slowly towards
the eastern forest area. The low elevation is found along the river
banks. The land along the northern bank of Moderagama Aru is found
to be the most suitable for rice cultivation because of the nature of the
soil, low elevation and irrigation facilities available to this area. This
might be the reason why an ancient anicut was built in the eastern
part of this landscape which is believed to have been 2,000 years ago.
Water from the Modaragama River was diverted from this anicut to an
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irrigation canal to feed water to a reservoir tank called Viyayadi which
is located about 7 miles towards westward from the anicut. Both anicut
and the tank were abandoned for a long time and were renovated
recently (see Ragavan, 1971page 338).

Diagram 2 and 3 show the distribution of tanks, irrigation network
and the land area used for paddy cultivated in the region. An estimated
total of 3,000 acres of land used to be cultivated during the Maha
cultivation season (November to February) every year. Lack of renovation
and the poor quality of irrigation canals contributed to the low flow of
irrigation water often leading to crop failure in this region.

In order to avoid this happening, farmers try their best to keep village
tanks deep enough to preserve sufficient water for cultivation and also
limit the extent of land cultivated during the periods where there is a
shortage of water. Diagram 2 and Table 6 indicate the number of tanks
in use (a total of more than 30; big and small), the extent of area used
for preserving water in each tank and also the extent of paddy each
tank cultivated.

People of
Marichchu
kkaddi

Marichchukaddikulam                 100 200
Anapapankulam                    20   40
Muthaiyankulam                      5   20

      275                              290

People of
Karadikkuli

Koramottaikulam                  150 150
Karadikulikulam                  150 200
Vannamottaikulam                    02   10
Sundikulam                    05   10
kadlorakani                1,40

Total 307                               510

People of
Palaikkuli

Alavakulam                  100 147
Palaikulikulam                  200 162
Ilanthaikulam                      5   90
Kumankulam                    50   67
Aaththukkuli kulam                  100 201

Total 455   667
Palaikkuli&
Marichchu
kkaddi

Shahuappa
Peruvellikulam

10 Chena land 20

Marichchuk
kaddi&
Karadikkuli

Semanithiankulam 10  30

Common
to all

Viadikulam 5 miles
Circle

Common to all
tanks and feed
water to
paddy land

1,182 1,777
Source: Compiled from the information collected during interviews of

local people, 2015.

TABLE 6: TANKS AND THEIR USE BY COMMUNITIES
Community Name of tanks Total extent

of tank area
(in acre)

Total Extent
of land
cultivated
(in acre)

People of
Mullikkulam

Thanakkankulam 10 15
Metkulam 25 05
Paravelikulam 50 30
Adappankulam 80         chena  10

              paddy 10
Puthukulam 10 10
Puliyankulam                         100                     200
Arasakulam 10
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TABLE 7: NAMES AND DISTANCE OF IRRIGATION CANALS
THAT PROVIDED IRRIGATION WATER TO PADDY FIELDS

AND ORIGINATE FROM AT WATER DIVERSION POINT
(TEKAM) AND VIYADIKULAM

Source: Compiled from information collected from interviewing local
people, 2015.

It is, of course, an issue that due to lack of attention and maintenance
of irrigation tanks and canals there were frequent crop failures and
the persistence of poverty in this area. However, this does not imply
that the agrarian system of this area is poor and unsuitable. Underde
velopment of this region is a result of neglect by the state and its
indifference to the overall development of this area including the
development of the agriculture sector of this region.

In fact, recent experience proves that a little improvement in the
rehabilitation of canals and tanks could improve the distribution of
irrigation water and increase the capacity of tanks to provide water for
two-season cultivation (Ragavan, 1971). There is a lot more development
work that needs to be done to improve the irrigation system and to
improve the quality of life of the people of this area.

5.4 Livestock farming practices

Livestock farming was one of the most important and commonly
practiced economic activities of Musali South region. People used to
have cows, buffaloes, goats, chicken and pigs as domesticated animals.
Cows, buffaloes, goats are numerous in number. Livestock was done
on a small scale in most situations. It was reported that almost all
households had livestock as part of their economic activities. In some
instances families had cows, buffaloes and goats exceeding hundreds
in number. Those large scale livestock activities are undertaken as a
family venture and are done for livelihood (profit). Some families have
a long tradition of engaging in such activities. The cultural aspects of
livestock is another area of research which one could undertake. Musali
South’s natural environment is perfect for animal husbandry. As
indicated earlier, this region is blessed with the perfect environment
for this economic activity.

Name of canal Distant Comment

Takem at Pilmadu The point from where
Moderagamaaru water is
diverted for irrigation

Built during ancient
time and not properly
renovated yet

Thekkathu Alai
(Main irrigation
cannel start
from Takem/
diversion)

7 miles Used to supply
irrigation water to
paddy lands located
between the canal
and Moderagamaaru

Pallamadu
Alai

1 mile Starting from
Viyadi reaching
Koomakulaum

Puthiyamadaialai 300 meters Between Pallamdu
and Vanali

Vanalai or
Puththali
mottaialai –
main

4 miles Main canal starting
from Viyadi to
Karadikkuli

Irrutalai 5 miles Drainage canal

Peruvelialai 3 miles From
Pallamadualai to
Moderagamaaru
river
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DIAGRAM 8 SHOWS VILLUS, GRASSLANDS AND SCRUB
WHICH ARE PLACES OF LIVESTOCK FARMING. MOST OF

MUSALI SOUTH IS SUITABLE FOR SUCH ACTIVITY.

Note: One of the main sources of livelihood of the people of Musali South
was livestock related activities. The region is full of Villus, grass lands and scrubs.
They were the most suitable places for cattle farming.

Source: Topographic Map of  Sri Lanka -1938 is used as a base to locate
Villus. Information on the direction of  the movements of  cattle was obtained
through interviews, 2015.

People kept the animals close to their home during the off-cultivation
season. During the cultivation season, they took them to distant places

within Musali South. Diagram 8 shows the routes through which the
animals were moved around for grazing, the places used as shelter
during the time of harvest, the areas of paddy cultivation and the areas
of human habitation. The moving of the animals to distant locations
usually starts in early November each year. Moving animals is a feature
insisted upon by the agricultural officers of this area. There were four
major destinations for the movement of livestock and this demonstrated
the way the people of the area used available resources to the best of
their ability within the region (Diagram 8). The animals were moved to
pastures situated close to the village. As the diagram indicates,
communities of this region regardless of ethnicity, religion and main
occupation were involved in livestock activities (refer Testimonies
1,2,6,7,10,11,14,15, 16,17, 22 and 23)

Musali South did not have officially declared pasture land. In the
Eastern Province of Sri Lanka, government allocated vast tracts of land
for this purpose and animals moved south to north freely crossing
different distrits towords demarcated pasture land. The goverment did
not do this in the north and in the district of Mannar. As a result, people
used lands that were available and suitable for livestock farming. Vast
tracts of grass lands in Musali South were used without any restriction
by the people for this purpose. However, under the present
circumstances, demarcation of reserved forest boundary will restrict
this movement when people begin to engage in cattle farming which
is one of the most essential economic activities of the people of Musali South.

5.5 Villus (grassland/ponds) are a part and parcel of the livelihood
of the people of Musali South

The Table below provides a list of Villus of varying size found in Musali
South. Villus are mainly located in the northern and eastern part of
this region. Livestock farming is an important aspect of life to the people
of the southern region of Musali South. Villus played a crucial role in
catering to thousands of cattle of different types and different villages.
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The names and locations of economically important Villus are shown
in Diagram 3 and 8. As the diagram shows, Villus are spread over a
large extent of area which are categorised as grass, scrub and lowyield
forest. The land use map prepared and published by the Survey
Department is a testimony to the suitability of this area for cattle
farming related activities. The people of this region maximised the
use of Villus and related land resources for various economic activities
before they were displaced. Now their activities are being prevented
by  new laws and restrictions which is very unfair.
TABLE 8: NAMES OF MOST IMPORTANT VILLUS FOUND IN

MUSALI SOUTH

Note1: Villu means low land where rain water stagnates for several months.
Grasslands are a common feature around Villus. Low lands are used for paddy
and chena cultivation during the rainy season and grass lands are used for cattle
farming.

Note2: see the location of Villus mentioned in Diagram 3 and 8

Source: Names of  some Villus are found in Topographic maps and others
are collected from interviews, 2015.

5.6 Fishing economy

There is no doubt about the richness of the coastal belt of Musali
South in comparison with  other coastal belts in Sri Lanka. The coastal
area along Musali South is rich and diverse in resources. This coast
was one of the important places for pearl fishing during the historical
and colonial periods due to the nature of the surface of the sea bed in
the area.  After the decline of pear fishing, the area became a famous
location for “conch shell” diving and the catching of “sea cucumbers”.
Musali South is the home of many skilled and experienced divers for
the above activities.

At the same time, coastal fishing has also been another famous
activity in the area. People of Mullikkulam have been excellent
fisherfolk for centuries. Mullikkulam Bay is not only rich in fish but
also provides protection for fishing vessels during the off-fishing season
when the wind is strong and the sea is rough. The richness of the
coast of Musali South attracted fishermen from distant places such as
Chilaw and Negombo and with time most seasonal fishermen decided
to make this coastal area their home. Pukkulam village was one of the
settlements though it falls outside the administrative boundary of the
Musali South region (refer Testimonies 13, 14 18, 20, 22 and 23).

Fishing is also carried out by the people of this region in rivers
particularly at river mouths and in the interior of Upparu (previously
referred to as Modaragama Aaru) during the high tide season.  The
locals also used to fish in tanks and Villus.

PART II –Found to be lost on return

The following section addresses the most important issues of the
present controversy of return Vs environment. This section tries to
educate those people who wish to study the scenario of people versus
environment within the context that can be characterized as before
and after displacement of the local people.

Name of Villu        As it is called locally in Tamil
(as pronounced in English)
Kolinjii villu NfhopQ;rp tpy;Y

Aawara villu Mtu tpy;Y

Veppal villu ntg;gy; tpy;Y

Mana villu kz tpy;Y

Kaluthai kkatiya veli fOij fl;ba ntsp

Manguli Wattatha khq;Fsp tl;lj;jh

Attavil ml;ltpy;

Kumalavil vettakada Fkyhtpy; ntl;lf;fhL

Malkaravil ky;fhutpy;
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5.7 Loss of land and the livelihood of returnees

This section provides a detailed account of the land and livelihood
lost by the people of Musali South due to various reasons. Previous
sections of this chapter have already indicated how people’s livelihood
activities were restricted and prevented in the areas which were
declared as reserve forest.

This section, on the other hand, looks at what happened to private
lands (deed land) and permit (state land) lands that legally belonged
to the people of this region.  It must be said that the people of this
area lost vast tracts of private and permit lands. The way that they lost
them is described below.

1. Newly grown forest taking over paddy lands: People were
absent from their homes and land for two to three decades due
to war and conflict and lived far away from their places of origin.
New grown forest and scrub have overgrown in the areas where
once permanent and temporary houses were located and
similarly the previously cultivated vast tracts of paddy lands
suffered the same condition. Diagram 9 shows the locations
where newly grown forest has taken over paddy lands in the
main settlement and cultivation areas. As this could be observed
from the diagram, forest cover could be noted towards the
southern and western borders of this area. An estimated 1,000
acres of land were made unavailable for cultivation at the time
of return of the displaced to this region.  Some of those lands
fall within the boundary of security forces; thus private owners,
and the people of the area are unable to access them for
practical reasons (e.g., located close to security forces, owners
are yet to return, etc.).

2. Paddy lands previously used by the people now fall within
the boundary of newly declared reserve forest: Before war and

displacement, farmers  travelled a fair distance to find land
with water for one-season paddy cultivation because
Viyadikulam (main tank storing water for irrigation) was limited
in its capacity. Similarly, the main canal bringing water from an
anicut at Modaragama Aaru was limited in capacity.  Thus,
farmers had to find extra land for cultivation because cultivation
is possible only during the rainy (maha) season. Diagram 12
shows the lands that were cleared and cultivated by the farmers.
The people had permits for most of the land and they were to
apply for permits for others, which is a system generally
practiced not only in this area, but also in the rest of the country.
However, now the farmers are prevented from using these lands
for cultivation as the Department of Forest marked them by
placing stones along the boundary to indicate the area as
reserved forest. In fact, demarcation of boundary was carried
out in some places in 2009 and in other places after 2012 in
accordance with the newly revised forest declarations. The
diagram shows the names and locations and Table 9 shows
the places that were lost due to the above styled demarcation
of forest boundary. Names and location of land lost in other
areas are also shown in the same diagram and table mentioned
above.

3. Land confiscated by security forces: Large areas of land,
other assets and property were lost to the security needs of
the armed forces stationed in this area. As said earlier, Musali
South is the home of the Commanding Camp of the Navy of the
North Western part of Sri Lanka. For that purpose, Sri Lanka
Navy acquired more than 1,000 acres of land. As we indicated
earlier, the entire Mullikkulam settlement and a portion of
Marichchukkaddi land were acquired by the Navy. Armed forces
also had smaller camps and checkpoints in several locations in
this area. At the same time, the Navy had also taken over a
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large extent of permit land previously owned by the local people
for cultivation purposes. Altogether, the armed forces of Sri
Lanka took control of more than 2,000 acres of prime land for
security purposes.  Diagram 10 clearly shows all locations and
the extent of land of the people that are now owned and
controlled by the Sri Lankan armed forces (see Table 5 and refer
Testimonies 6 and 21).

4. Loss of legal and customary land rights following the
declaration of Veppal Forest Reserve in 2009: It is learnt that
the declaration of this reserved forest came out of an
amendment to the Forest Ordinance which was passed in
Parliament in the year 2009. What is important in this
declaration is that it was done when the local people were
away as displaced due to war and had not yet returned. There
was no opportunity for the people to have knowledge about
this and to forward any objections to it. At the same time,
relevant authorities had failed to verify the facts regarding the
situation on the ground prior to the time of the declaration.

5. Loss of vast tracts of paddy and chena lands and right to
pasturing domestic animals following the newly drawn Wilpattu
sanctuary boundary: Wilpattu boundary was arbitrarily expanded
beyond its 1938 boundary, the first time the forest area was
declared as a national sanctuary.  Before it was declared as
such, the people of Musali South used to engage in paddy and
chena cultivations in a number of Villus located in present day
Wilpattu and in locations close to Musali South settlements.
People had deeds and permits to those lands in Wilpattu. After
the Wilpattu declaration, they sought alternative lands for the
same purpose outside of the Wilpattu boundary. This alternative
land, lying outside Wilpattu is being barred from access by the
people by the Forest Department. Thousands of deed, permit

and customary lands have been taken away by the Forest
Department in the north of Modaragama River.

6. Loss of land due to the establishment of a large navy
camp establishment: About 1,000 acres of land was acquired
by the state for the purpose of the establishment of a Navy
camp in Musali South. This area was in use by the people of
this area. The entire village of Mullikkulam and one-third of
Marichchukkaddi have been appropriated by the Navy for this
purpose.

7. Loss of deed and permit lands following the comme
ncement of the naval agriculture project: The Sri Lankan Navy
has launched a “Naval Agriculture Project” in four places which
were previously used as paddy lands on permits. These lands
are now being encroached upon by the Sri Lanka Navy for this
project. Vast tracts of land around these four places have also
been taken over and fenced by the Navy. No civilians are allowed
to enter or use those lands.

8. Loss of rights to alternative land for housing and livelihood
following the declaration of another reserved forest on October
10, 2012: This aspect was discussed in detail previously. The
area declared under this gazette notification is the latest
violation by the state on lands that were used previously by
the people and located in the immediate surroundings of the
permanent settlements of this area.
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DIAGRAM 9: SECONDARY FOREST TAKING OVER THE
PADDY FIELDS OF THE PEOPLE OF MUSALI SOUTH

WHEN THEY WERE DISPLACED FOR MORE THAN TWO
DECADES

Note: Newly grown forest cover is found in the southern part of Musali
South where previously there was a concentrated population and the presence
of  agricultural activities. A total of  2,000 acres of  land were lost due to forest
growthonpeople’s land.

Source - Based on information obtained from Google Earth images which
is overlaid on information obtained from the 1938 topographic and 1956 land
use maps.

DIAGRAM 10 LOSS OF PREVIOUSLY OWNED AND USED
LANDS IN MUSALI SOUTH

Note: Loss of settlement areas and paddy lands in the south and loss of pad
dy and chena lands and access to cattle farming areas in the north of  the study
area are shown.

Source – Using Topographic Map of  Sri Lanka -1938 as the base, loss of  lan
ds information obtained in 2015 through interviews were overlaid on the map.

5.9 Summary of loss of land and resources

Table 9 presents information regarding details of land that were
lost by the people upon return. Diagram 6 shows the locations of the
lost lands. According to both sources, a total of more than 2,000 acres
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of paddy and chena land that were used for other economic activities
have at the moment been taken away from their rightful ownership
and use by the people of this area, by the Navy. Serious steps have to
be taken in order to rectify this mistake.  It is the hope of the author
and the people of Musali South that the change in government could
rectify the mistake committed by previous regimes.

DIAGRAM 11 LOCATIONS OF LOST LAND IN MUSALI
SOUTH

Note: Land lost under Viyayadi irrigation system is shown in this map. Numbers
show the location of  land that has now been taken over by others. These numbers
will have to be compared with Table 9.

Source: The Topographic Map of  Sri Lanka is used as base and oral infor
mation on land ownership was obtained through individual interviews conducted
in 2015

TABLE 9: NAMES AND DETAILS OF LANDS THAT WERE
USED BY THE PEOPLE PREVIOUSLY AND ARE NOW BEING

TAKEN BY STATE AGENCIES FOR VARIOUS OTHER
PURPOSES.

Name             Name                    Area (acres)            Location          Owned by
 in Tamil

Kowil Veli Nfhtpy;ntsp     30 Near the
Mullikulam

                                                                 Church

Mullikulam
People

Naduwu
pitty
(Coconut)

eLTg;gpl;b 40 Near the
River

Marichchu
kkaddi people

Periyakula
thuwan
(Mettkulam)

ngupa
Fsj;Jthd;;

150 North of
irrigation canal

Marichukkaddi
people now
FD

Mullikulam
people

Thanakkan
Kulam

jdf;fd;Fsk; 50 Near the
Hospital

Muthaiyan
kulam

Kj;ijad;Fsk; 5 Near
Thanakkan
Kulam

Marichukkaddi
people

Paraveli/
Peruveli

guntsp 50 Near
Thanakkan
Kulam

Mullikulam
People

Ki. Mu.
Appakani

fp. K.
mg;gf;fhzp

10 Near the river Marichukkaddi
people

Aatrupa
llakkani

Mw;Wg;gs;sf;
fhzp

200 Near
Thellaraikkulam
and
Motharagama
Aaru, Mannar
main road
Abusali
(Thanawanthar),

Marichchukaddi
people and
karaitheewu
people.

Thellarakku
lamAnd
land

Njs;suf;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;F;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;; ;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;sk;
fhzp

535 Near the River Marichukkaddi
people

7069



Denying the Right to Return
Resettlement in Musali South and the Wilpattu Controversy

Denying the Right to Return
Resettlement in Musali South and the Wilpattu Controversy

Source: Obtained through detailed interviews conducted among owners and
knowledgeable local people

Arooli
pallakkani

m&spg;gs;sf;
fhzp

20 Near the River Marichukkaddi
people

Kammanjan
kulam

fk;kQ;Qhd;
Fsk;

200 Near the
Marichukkaddi
Ala

Marichchukaddi
people,
specifically
Mohamadu
and his
descendants

Maathirikki
ramam

khjpupf;fpuhkk; 250 Near
Kammanjan
kulam

Palaikkuli

Kattanipa
vettukkadu

fl;lzpgh
ntl;Lf;fhL

300 Near Peruveli,
Mathirikkani –
north east.
Near
irrigation
system.
Many private
owners.

 Specifically
Kattanifa

Semmana
thiyan
Kulam

nrk;k
ejpahd;Fsk;

Ilanthai
kkulam

,ye;ijf;Fsk; 250 South of
Viyayadi Kulam

Achadithot
takkani/
Neduvaalan
Thottam

Mr;rbj;
Njhl;lf;fhzp

350 South of
Viyayadi
thottam, near
canal

Puliyadikku
dakkani

Gspabf;Flhf;fhzp 50 South of
Viyayadi
Kulam

Palaikkuli
people.

Kaiyakka
mottaveli

ifahf;fNkhl;l
ntsp

50 South of
Viyayadi Kulam

Palaikkuli
people.
Have
applied for
permits

navy base Netpjsk; 5 South of
Viyayadi Tank

Palaikkuli
people

Sehuve
ttukkadu

NrFntl;Lf;fhL 20 Navy cultivating
land

Viyayadikkani Tpahabf;fhzp 10 South of
Viyayadi Tank

Navy cultivates
land now

Kathan
kandal

fhj;jhd;fz;ly; 200 South east of
Viyayadi

Mainly by
Karadikkuli , and
to some
extentby
Marichukkaddi
and Mullikulam
people

Solaimottai NrhiyNkhl;il 30 South east of
Viyayadi. south
of Irrigation canal

Marichukkaddi,
Palaikkuli people

Verichuvariyan
kamam  1

ntupr;Rtupad;fkk;
1

50 South of
Irrigation canal.
Private land owned
byMarichukkaddi
people.

Specific
ownership by
Kappan
Maraikkar. Has
permit

Verichuvariyan
kamam 2

ntupr;Rtupad;
fkk; 2

Kiravalkuli fputy;Fsp North of
irrigation canal

People used to
get sand from
this land

Aavarampitti Mthuk;gpl;b 200 South of
Irrigation canal

Palaikkuli and
Marichukkaddi
Now FD

Vellaimanai
thottam

nts;iskzy;
Njhll;lk;

15 South of
Irrigation canal

Arichukkatti
people and
Palaikkuli people

Periyakulat
huwan

ngupaFsj;Jthd 30 South of
Thanakkan
Kulam

Vellamanal
Odai

nts;iskzy;
Xil

15 South of
Irrigation canal
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CHAPTER -  06

6.1 Introduction

This chapter revisits the plight of war affected people of Musali
which we briefly discussed in Chapter 2. This chapter deals with the
consequence of displacement. The chapter shows the repeated
displacements that the people have undergone during the last three
decades. Also it shows the repeated attempts of the displaced to return
home which too have ended in failure including the latest attempt to
return after the end of the war in 2009.

The experience of displacement and return of the people of Musali
South have not happened in isolation. The experiences of the majority
of the people of the recently concluded war resemble the same. Thus,
it is necessary to place the experience of the people of Musali South in
a broader geographical and historical context. To do that, the
phenomenon that we know as displacement and the return of the people
of Mannar is briefly explained in the next section.

6.2 Displacement and return in Mannar and Musali South

Population growth in the district of Mannar has been stagnant for a
long time. It has increased marginally over three decades from 1981
to date (i.e., total population of Mannar has changed from 77,800 in
1981 to 99,051 in 2012). Population increase of Mannar has not been
steady; it has fluctuated significantly during the above period. The
reason for this stagnation or fluctuation is the conflict which induced
displacement and which caused depopulation during this period. For a
quarter of a century, people of Mannar have been on the move within

PLIGHT OF THE DISPLACED AND RETURNEES
OF MUSALI SOUTH

and between districts and to India. A diagram attached here shows
different flows of displacements that occurred in the district (Diagram
12).

DIAGRAM 12: WAR INDUCED DISPLACEMENT FLOWS OF
MANNAR, 1985 TO 2009

Note: Arrows show the directions of displacement; but it does not  show
the volume.

Source: Revised after Hasbullah and others, 2006; additional information
on the latest group of displaced and  those displaced in the last war of 2009.
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6.3 Major flows of displacement

 In 1985: It was the first large-scale displacement that
occurred in Mannar. This was due to the war between the
government forces and the LTTE. Civilians had to flee homes
fearing that they might be caught up in the fighting. Some of
the displaced had to cross the sea to find refuge in India.

 In 1990: This was the second wave of displacement. This
happened when the Second Eelam War was waged from June
1990. One notable displacement was the expulsion of Muslims
by the LTTE who fled to southern Sri Lanka.

 Latter part of 1991: Tamil people had to flee in large numbers
owing to an army operation during this period. The sacred shrine
of Madhu Church had to host a large number of displaced people
from Mannar and other districts of the Northern Province during
this period. United Nations had declared the church and its
surroundings where the displaced sought refuge as a place of
refuge of the affected people at that time.

 In 1997: Fourth-major flow of displacement in Mannar.
Armed forces marched into the district to capture the Mannar-
Madhawachchiya Road with the code name Eddibala.

 In 2007: Displacement was due to army operation
conducted towards Musali. The people of Musali including
Musali South had to flee to the north and take refuge in Mannar,
Nanaddan and Madhu DS Divisions.

 In 2008: The last wave of displacement of Mannar people
started with the war on the Wanni front, which started on April
28, 2008. At that time, the war was fought between the
government forces and the LTTE in the areas north of Mannar-
Madawachchiya main Road. People living in the north and west

of the Giant’s Tank had to flee towards the north and north-
east in order to avoid becoming caught in the war (see Diagram).

6.4 Return:

 Displaced did return home after every conflict induced
displacement and that was easy for those who were living as
displaced in close proximity to their places of origin. People of
Musali South was no exception to this trend.

 After  February  2002: The Cease-fire Agreement (CFA)
gave opportunities for the displaced to visit and, for some, to
resettle in their places of origin. By early 2004, it was reported
that more than 55,000 displaced persons had returned to
Mannar. At that time, 65,000 persons had yet to return to the
district. They have continued to live as displaced in Puttalam
(38,000) and as refugees in India (27,000).

 In 2009: after the end of the last war, some of those
displaced from Musali South returned home.

 Most others have continued to live as displaced within
Musali South, in different locations in the district of Mannar
and in India (i.e., Tamils) and in the district of Puttalam (i.e.,
Muslims).

6.5 Plight of the displaced and returnees of Musali South

There has been no end to the suffering of the people. The end of
the war in Eastern Sri Lanka in 2007 was the beginning of another
round of displacement for the people of Musali South (see Diagram
12). All had to flee in 2007, when victorious Sri Lankan military forces
marched towards Musali South in 2007. The people of Musali were
labeled as “old IDPs”, and this labeling, delayed their return purpose
fully. When they were allowed to return, people found that their prime

7675



Denying the Right to Return
Resettlement in Musali South and the Wilpattu Controversy

Denying the Right to Return
Resettlement in Musali South and the Wilpattu Controversy

lands had been confiscated by the state who wanted the land,
purportedly, for security purpose and land used by the people before
displacement had to be declared as forest because the height of the
secondary forest was deemed more important for the state than the
previous use of it by the people and present need of the returnees.

As a result, the displaced of Musali South had to continue their life
as displaced in numerous locations. Table 3 summarizes the status of
displacement of the people of Musali South in 2015. They are found as
displaced in many locations including outside of the Northern Province
(i.e., Puttalam) and in India. Returnees also suffered due to non-
recognition, the lack of facilities and legal barriers.

The plight of the displaced of Mullikkulam and others are discussed
in the following section separately owing to the distinctive nature of
their displacement and plight.

6.6 Determination of Mullikkulam Tamils who “want to return
home”

The situation of the Tamils of Mullikkulam is pathetic. One of the
communities that was similarly affected are  the people of Sampoor of
the Trincomalee District; but as the people of Sampoor were allowed
to return home to the area which was previously labeled as High
Security Zone (HSZs), the displaced of the Mullikulam stand alone in
their plight today.

Mullikkulam Tamils are unfortunate in many respects. They were
unable to return home for nearly 8 years and had been living as displaced
in a number locations in the Mannar District and in India. They have
lost hope of returning and some are living in camps for the displaced
and temporary huts located outside the boundary of their former village
which is now a fortified navy camp. Some others opted to be relocated
in places close to Mullikkulam. This place is called Kayakuli which is
located on a bay north of Kallaru River. They feel that they are within

reach of their former homes and place of livelihood (mainly fish rich
Mullikkulam Bay).

Diagram 2 shows the old village of Mullikkulam before the people
were displaced. This was a complete settlement with all facilities and
conveniences. It was an educational center of Musali South and also
possesses a very old church demonstrating the longevity of the
settlement. The economic and social engagements of the villagers has
already been commented upon. The people of this village feel that
there is no place like Mullikkulam. One of them, now living in a camp
located at the edge of the former village, said “we hope that one day
mother Mary will call us to come. If not we want her to break the earth
and let it take us into its bowels”.

The book Sky No Roof published recently (2013) and edited by Kusal
Perera is an excellent account of the plight of the people of
Mullikkulam. It details the historical and cultural heritage of the
community, provides facts and demonstrates the way the community
has been affected by the war and by post-war changes. As indicated
earlier, the entire village has now been taken for military purposes and
the long suffering people are left to live as displaced with very little
amenities. It is clearly evident that neither the places of present day
displacement nor the relocated ones are places that the people wish
to be in; they are places that lack basic facilities. This document has
already pointed out that the displaced of Mullikkulam are raising
questions that challenge the authorities, as the writing in the book
testifies. “... can an ancestral land a people were living, their villages
for centuries, be taken over as fancied by the officials from Colombo
and the security forces…” (Perera, 2003:50). The book also details the
irregularities of acquiring village land and the immorality of denying
the right to return of the people of Mullikkulam.
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6.7 Plight of displaced Muslims and returnees

The majority of displaced Muslims are still living in Puttalam. In
fact, in the early stages of their displacement, they lived in scattered
locations in Puttalam District. In recent years, they have consolidated
their residence in selected concentrations. Those are located in the
north of Puttalam Town. Names of the places are called 4th, 5th mile
posts on “Mannar Road” and also in and around Puttalam Town. Those
displaced locations are in close proximity to each other and help to
keep the family and community links intact.

At the same time, the locations above mentioned are not far away
from their places of origin, Musali South which is about 40 Km through
Puttalam. From the time of their displacement, the displaced Muslims
of Musali South hoped to return through the road that they took to flee
from their homes in Musali South.

This is exactly what happened when they were allowed to return
home in 2010. As we stated earlier, what they saw in Musali South on
return was that their lands had been taken over by government forces
and also covered by secondary forest. Some (about 30 to 40 per cent)
decided to stay on in Musali South. They hoped that the state would
help them recover from the loss. Instead of helping the long suffering
displaced, the state has enacted new acts to deny the right to live,
indirectly denying the people the right to return.

6.8 Expected returnee population to Musali South

Musali South today has a large number of people. Table 10 presents
the population of Musali South by village. The population of all villages
have increased significantly during displacement. Though many of them
live as displaced away from the homes, they expect to return home
when the situation is conducive. The places of origin will have to be
ready for receiving them.

TABLE 10: ESTIMATED NUMBER OF FAMILIES OF MUSALI
SOUTH BEFORE AND AFTER DISPLACEMENT

Note: Estimate based on interviews. The number of  families in Pukkulam
declined for the reason that many of those who left have not registered themselves
as displaced or have not returned because they have integrated into their original
societies in Negombo, Chilaw, etc.

Source: Based on the interviews conducted among the displaced and returnees

It is necessary to facilitate the return of those displaced. The state has the legal
and moral responsibility to undertake this.

6.9 Summary

The story of what happened to the returnees was explained in
previous sections and chapters. In short, the rights of the Tamil and
Muslim returnees are denied in the following manner.

 Denial of the right to regain their assets and property;
 Denial of the right to land and the right to economic

mobility;
 Denial of the right to return and the right to live;
 Denial of the use of worship places (i.e., churches,

mosques, etc.);
 Restrictions on the mobility of people and the mobility

of domestic animals;

Name of Village  Families in 1990 Families in 2015

Palaikkuli 152                                                382

Marichchukaddi 210                                                520

Karadikkuli 175                                                465

Mullikkulam 220                                                530

Pukkulam   80                                                230

Total 837                                             2,127
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 Denial of access to land and resources.

As this chapter laid out the terms on which denial of the rights of
displaced and returnees have taken place, the the next chapter is
devoted to addressing that issue.

7.1 Introduction

This report centered on the issue of right to return of the war-displaced.
It focuses on the case of the returnees of Musali South. Generally, the
right to return is connected with the right to regain assets and property
as well as the right to have access to appropriate recovery and
resettlement programs. The report explained in detail how the rights
of the people of Musali South were denied through the use of ad-hoc
legal instruments. Rich empirical material supports the right to return
of the people in this case.

Musali South is not an isolated case. A number of other IDPs had
similar experiences of having their right to return denied. The classic
example was Sampoor in the district of Trincomalee. But the situation
has now changed there. The legal enforcement prohibiting the return
of Sampoor people is now withdrawn. The change of  govern ment
made this possible. It is to be hoped that the positive development in
Sampoor could be replicated in other cases in Sri Lanka, alleviating the
trauma and continued destitution of those IDPs.

This chapter defines the displaced, describes the right of returnees
and illustrates the denial of the rights of returnees of Musali South. In
addition, a section in the annex describes the plight of other returnees
living in similar situations in the “former” conflict zone in the Northern
and Eastern Provinces.

DENYING THE RIGHT TO RETURN OF THE DISPLACED
OF MUSALI SOUTH

CHAPTER -  7
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7.2 Who are the displaced people?

The official term used in Sri Lanka for “displaced” is “Internally
Displaced Persons or in short IDPs”. This term is internationally used
to denominate the displacement of people in extraordinary conditions.
The United Nations High Commission for Refugees (UNHCR) defines
IDPs as “people or groups of people who have been forced or obliged
to flee or to leave their homes or places of habitual residence, in
particular as a result of or in order to avoid the effects of armed conflict,
situations of generalized violence, violations of human rights or natural
or human-made disasters, and who have not crossed an internationally
recognized state border” (Deng, 1998).

Those who crossed an internationally recognized State border count
as / are recognized as “refugees”. The rights of Refugees and IDPs are
negotiated and protected nationally as well as internationally. However,
the direct responsibility for the IDPs falls upon the government of the
country to which the IDPs belong and where they live in (see Appendix
4 for definitions of IDPs and refugees). The history of displacement as
well as the history of return of the displaced of Sri Lanka are discussed
in Appendix 4 of this document.

7.3 Violations of the rights of Musali South returnees

 Mullikkulam Tamils were denied the right to return
home as the entire settlement area was declared as
part of a big navy establishment;

 One third of Marichchukkaddi settlement (Muslims) was
claimed by the same navy establishment;

 Pukkulam Sinhalese were allowed to return; but were
not permitted to have permanent buildings and were prevented
from any expansion within the former village area;

 More than 2,000 acres of paddy land belonging to the
people of Musali South were forcibly taken by armed
forces for various uses, including agriculture projects
of their own;

 More than 1,500 acres of paddy lands owned by local
people (e.g. deed and permit ownership) were taken
away by the Departments of Forest, Wildlife and
Wilpattu Sanctuary, using recently enacted laws and
gazette notifications;

 Thousands of acres of pasture lands that had been used
by the people for centuries are held back from use,
through the deployment of the recent gazette
notification and laws enacted while the local people
were living as displaced elsewhere;

 Fishermen (Mullikkulam, Karadikkuli and Pukkulam) are
restricted in their fishing and related activities for
supposed security reasons;

 Returnees are prevented from finding alternative lands
for the establishment of shelter and other basic needs;

 The mobility of returnees is restricted by security forces
as well as by forest and wildlife officials;

 The displaced are discouraged from returning home due
to the general hostile environment in the place of
resettlement.

7.4 Recommendations by LLRC on Displaced and Right to Return

After the end of the last war, a report was released by “The Lessons
Learnt and Reconciliation Commission (LLRC)”, dealing with the subject
of right to return. The commission of inquiry was appointed in May
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2010 by the then President of Sri Lanka with the mandate “to investigate
the facts and circumstances which led to the failure of the ceasefire
agreement made operational on 27 February 2002, the lessons that
should be learnt from those events and the institutional, administrative
and legislative measures which need to be taken in order to prevent
any recurrence of such concerns in the future, and to promote further
national unity and reconciliation among all communities” (See LLRC,
2012). The report was published on 16 December 2011, after being
tabled in Parliament. It contained a series of recommendations on how
to rectify the mistakes and suffering of the people affected by the long
years of war. One of the important issues that the LLRC dealt with was
the right to return and the need to facilitate the return of displaced
people. The following section summarizes the most important
recommendations by LLRC which are very relevant to the objectives of
this document.

TABLE 11: ISSUES OF DISPLACED AND RETURNEES
IDENTIFIED FOR RECTIFICATION BY LLRC REPORT, 2012.

7.5 Summary

The chapter highlights the importance of recognizing the right to
return of displaced people. Previous chapters clearly showed how the
right to return had been denied by various actors. The lessons learned
from Musali South and similar cases in Sri Lanka demonstrate the need
for an elaborate and comprehensive policy on the right to return of
displaced people of different types. Ad-hoc measures addressing the
issues of return have created confusion and additional problems.
Therefore, granting the right to return for Sri Lankan IDPs should be an
urgent priority for the State in this post war era in the endeavour to
create sustainable peace.

Subject                       LLRC recommendation
Special commission on
durable solution to the issues
of the IDPs

The government should formulate a comprehensive
state policy on resolving the issues of IDPs (LLRC:
9.113)

National Land Commission
for equitable distribution of
land

The government should establish a National Land
Commission (NLC) that should include guidelines for
the equitable distribution of State land (LLRC 9.150).

No discrimination on the
basis of different periods of
displacement

The government should ascertain the magnitude of the
problems of the ‘old IDPs’ and with the assistance of
the United Nations, begin a programme to return or
resettle the displaced persons who wish to return
voluntarily (LLRC 9.149).

Livelihood assistance The government should provide livelihood assistance
to ‘new lDP’ families as needed, on an area by area
basis, for a longer period of time than planned, to
ensure family sustenance (LLRC: 9.143).

Plight of  displaced Tamils The government should react to the plight of the
displaced Tamils. They represent the numerically largest
group of IDPs and suffered a lot due to war and
conflict. Furthermore, they continued to suffer due to

Source: Compiled from the report of LLRC

lack of assistance for recovery and also continued to
remain as IDPs and refugees (in many places in LLRC
recommendations)

Grievances of Sinhala IDPs The government should facilitate the return of
Sinhalese families who were evicted from Jaffna and
the rest of the Northern Province, and who voluntarily
wish to go back, either to their own land or resettle in
alternate land as expeditiously as possible, as progress
in this regard has been unsatisfactory (LLRC 9.148).

“The problems of Muslims in the north began with
the forcible expulsion of Muslim community by the
LTTE on 30th October 1990. Muslims were victims of
ethnic cleansing in these areas, done at gun point by
the LTTE” (LLRC: 9.192)

The problem of Muslim IDPs is one of the key
post conflict challenges. They have been living under
dire conditions for more than two decades (LLRC:
9.109).

It will continue to sow the seeds of disharmony and
dissension if left unaddressed (LLRC: 9.110)

Key challenges of
Muslim IDPs
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8.1 Introduction:

The document intervenes on an issue of national importance, about
recognizing and facilitating the right to return of the war affected
displaced. The time is ripe to address the issue. The change of govern
ment effected in 2015 is an encouraging sign in this respect. No one
wants another cycle of ethnic violence which haunted every corner of
the country for more than three decades. Without addressing the root
cause of the ethnic conflict, lasting peace cannot be established. The
displaced of the country suffered a lot and for a long time, and thus,
they deserve a durable solution. The case in our discussion is about
the right to return. But right to return has been needlessly and unethically
taken on another dimension, where the right factor has become sidelined,
and over ridden by ethno political agendas. This has resulted in a fresh
wave of tensions, hostilities and situations of conflict. This document
presents evidence designed to clear doubts on the theme of the
document. A conclusion that could be drawn from this document is
that there is a need to address the root causes of the issue raised and
to resolve them amicably. Based on the above statement and analyses,
the document recommends certain measures and directions for action
that could be taken into consideration in the attempt to resolve the
issue of Musali South and other similar situations.

8.2  Recommendations:

1. A national policy on the right to return: The rights of the
displaced have to be recognized nationally because they have
become displaced as a result of the national question,  the ethnic

CHAPTER -  08

RECOMMENDATIONS

conflict. Similarly, right to return also has to be recognized and the
situation rectified.

2. Facilitating the return and resettlement of the remaining
displaced: The state is obliged to do the above. Sri Lanka is a
signatory to international conventions on issues related to the
right to return and resettlement.

3. Resolving land issues and disputes through a national
commission: Land disputes particularly in the former war zone
are numerous and complex. Experience suggests that they
cannot be resolved through the existing legal mechanism (court
system) and instruments (laws and regulations).  A national
commission on this is an urgent priority. It is one of the musts
of  post-war recovery actions.

4. Establishing pasture land for cattle farming: People of
Musali South used to depend heavily on cattle farming. The
Government did not allocate land for that but allowed them
access to grass, scrub and forest areas. It is time for the
government to pay attention to this and to allocate lands in the
areas where Villus are located and to declare it as “pasture
land” as was done in Eastern Sri Lanka (i.e., Wattamadu pasture
land in the south of Ampara District).

5. Demilitarization: The location of the Navy’s regional
command could be relocated; smaller military points could be
dismantled; Land of the people that the navy is using for farming
has to be returned to the owners.

6. Revisit the Forest Reserve Act: It is now clear that
declarations of two reserved forest areas were done in an ad

8887



Denying the Right to Return
Resettlement in Musali South and the Wilpattu Controversy

Denying the Right to Return
Resettlement in Musali South and the Wilpattu Controversy

hocmanner and it was done when people were displaced. It is
time to revisit and re-demarcate the boundary and the use of
those lands.

7. Access to Wilpattu Sanctuary: People of the surrounding
areas have long used the Sanctuary for paddy and chena
cultivation as well as cattle farming in and around numerous
Villus located close to Musali South and Puttalam North without
damaging nature. Similarly, poor coastal fishermen lived for a
long time without any disturbance to the Sanctuary. Both farmers
and fishermen should be allowed to continue with their age
old practices without damage to the nature reserve.

8. Renovation and development of the Viyadi irrigation
system: National development policy must be geared towards
the development of this irrigation system. If it is done, it will
be another major irrigation system not only in Mannar but also
nationally.

9. Developing the fishing industry: It has long been neglected
and now access too has been denied. It is the right time to
prioritize the development of this section for the purpose of
national and local development.

10. Re-establishing ethnic and community cohesion:
Measures have to be taken to bring about dialogue and internal
cohesion

8.3 Request

The issue needs to be addressed at a national level through a national
policy and timely actions. The role of politics is very important in

resolving this issue. Sri Lanka is now entering a new era of political
culture as we hear from the statements of national leaders after the
2015 General Election. His Excellency, the President, has to intervene
in this issue in favour of the displaced and returnee population. The
new Parliament has to enact and amend acts that were passed
discriminating against some segments of the population. Political and
civil society forces particularly of minority communities have to support
good initiatives of the new government where concerns around return
and land have to be addressed.
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Appendixes
1. Testimonies
2. List of individuals interviewed
3. History of heritage of the people of Musali South
4. History of displacement and return in Sri Lanka
5. Place names of Musali South

Appendix 1

Testimonies of  the people of Mullikulam, Karadikkuli, Palaikkuli
and Marichchukaddy
Testimony 1

Name: Kachchimuhammedu Jamaldeen
Place: Karadikkuli
Date of Birth: 1949
NIC number: 492******v
Occupation: Paddy cultivation, highland cropping, cattle

farming, fishing, and small businesses
Lands owned/used:

Statement
I Kachchimuhammedu Jamaldeen was born in Karadikkuli in 1949. I am a
descendant of Muhamad Mahaiyadeen Kachu Muhamathu Jamaldeen. I was
living in Karadikkuli from birth till we were expelled by the terrorists. I am
married and I raised my children here. I was involved in paddy cultivation, cattle
farming, fishing, and small businesses for a living during various periods of  my
life. The cattle farming area ranges from Motharagama River up to Aalam villu. I
worked in the renovation of the Viyayadi tank irrigation, when the Motharagama
River was diverted to feed the tank. I had my early education in the 1950s in the
village school. I spent most of my lifetime in my hometown. However, I feel
distressed when the places I lived in, my hometown, are declared as forest reserve.
I don’t see the logic in turning and chasing away the people of our village in
which we were living for centuries, to protect the forest and animals which
outgrew in our absence. I humbly request the authorities to speak against and act
against this injustice and allow the people to return to the places where they were
living. Moreover, my father Kachu Muhamadu caught elephants for the Sri Dalada
Maligawa Temple with permits from Galagedara Mudalaliya. There is still proof
that he caught elephants with this permit for Sri Daladha Maligawa Temple

Testimony 2
Name: Seyyathu Ibraheem Sathakadullah
Place: Karadikkuli
Date of Birth: 1937.10.9.
NIC number: 372******v
Occupation: Agriculture, cattle farming and Chena

cultivation
Lands owned/used : From Karadikkuli to Aawal villu including

Kulilawil, Thalawil, Petharumathawillu,
Setruvillu, Thallaru, Modapahumottai,
Kayakkuli and Aalavillu as cattle farming area
(free roaming and stationed)

Statement
I am Seyyathu Ibraheem Sathakadullah, I was born in 1937.10.9. I come from
the lineage of  Muhamathu Muhaiyadeen, Sayadu Ibrahim Sathakathullah. To the
best of  my knowledge, my lineage extends beyond. Together with my parents,
I was involved in agriculture, cattle farming and Chena cultivation. We used the
areas from the road leading from Karadikkuli to Aawal villu including Kulilawil,
Thalavil, Petharumathavillu, Sethuuvillu, Thallaru, Modapahumottai, Kayakkuli and
Aalavillu as cattle farming areas ( free roaming and stationed). During my
childhood, I worked in the Viyayadi irrigation renovation system for a daily
wage of  10 rupees. Since my primary occupation is agriculture, I own a land in
Karadikkuli and Thoramottai. I seek aid as I am deprived of my right to live in my
place of origin and the right to do my occupation, since the government declared
the places where I was living, cultivating crops and Chena cultivating as forest
reserve.

Testimony 3
Name: Sehu Abdul Kathar Mohamad Basheer
Place: Karadikkuli

Voter Serial Number ( waakalar thodar
ilakkam) – 412 Voting district number 52

Date of Birth: 1965-11-06
NIC number: 653******v
Occupation: Cultivation and fishing
Lands owned/used: owned land in Wannamottai, Velimele for

paddy; in Kummalawil, Verivil for highland
crops
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Statement
My name is Sehu Abdul Kathar Mohamad Basheer. I was born in 1965-11-06.
I obtained my early education in Karadikkuli School. Later with my father I was
involved in cultivation and fishing. We used the land owned by my father in
Wannamottai, Velimele for paddy farming and Kummalavil and Verivil for highland
crops. After the expulsion of  Muslims by the LTTE in 1990, we lost our family
land. After 2009, I returned home and found that the government had acquired
our lands for forest reserve that we used for highland cropping. This disrupted
my livelihood and made me financially unstable. It is frustrating to see the lands
that belonged to me from my birth upto now, being  impounded and given to
wild animals.

Testimony 4

Name: Jethurus Abdul Gafoor
Place: Marichchukkaddi
Date of Birth: 1943 december 25th

NIC number: 4436******v
Occupation: Paddy farming, cultivating highland crops,

cattle farming.
Lands owned/used: Kattivembu, Thalawillu, Paraveli, Naduwu

Patti, Wangalaweli, Peruweli – cattle farming
Mailwil, Peruvil, Naahawil – cultivation

Statement
I Jethurus Abdul Gafoor, I was born in Marichchukkaddi in 1943 December 25.
I come from the lineage of  Vellaithambi, Sinnathambi, Mapillai Maraikar,
Matharsahib, Jathorus Maraikar Abdul Gafoor. I was born and raised here.I
lived here from birth until expulsion by the LTTE in 1990. My primary occupation
is agriculture including paddy farming, cultivating highland crops, and cattle
farming. Our family land (Aanaippan) of  6 acres was confiscated and currently
occupied by the navy. This affected my occupation and my way of  livelihood,
and left me in a state where I cannot resettle. Moreover, I used to herd my cattle
in Kattivembu, Thalavillu, Paraveli, Naduwu Patti, Wangalaweli and Peruweli. After the
declaration of these areas as a sanctuary by the government, I am unable to earn
a living. We were cultivating in the areas of Mailvil, Peruvil and Naahavil, together
with my parents and other villagers. Even these areas have been declared as
sanctuary by the government. I seek assistance as I was affected by the LTTE
during the war and am now affected by the government.

Testimony 5

Name: Muahad Mustapha Junaid
Place: Marichchukkaddi
Date of Birth: 13th march 1949
NIC number: 490******v
Occupation: Cultivation and cattle farming
Lands owned/used: Veppal, Manavil and Thalaivil

Statement
My name is Muahad Mustapha Junaid. My hometown is Marichchukkaddi. I was
born on 13thMarch 1949 in Marichchukkaddi. I have eight siblings. Until I was 15
years old, I worked with my father on cultivation and cattle farming. During
that time, my father and I used to do Chena cultivation in areas like Veppal,
Manavil and Thalaivil. At the same time, together with five villagers, we engaged
in  paddy cultivation. In 1965, the government acquired our land named Vattukavili
above The Viyayadi tank for its renovation. Later, the house that I was living in
from birth to 1990 until we were expelled by the LTTE was confiscated by the
government through Gazette notification. This greatly affected my right to live.
Moreover, the places that we used for chena cultivation and cattle farming have
been decaled as forest reserve. This prevents our engagement in this livelihood
and occupational activities making us financially handicapped. Subsequently, this
prevented us from resettling in our homeland. In 1965, I went to Puttalam to
study and I was appointed as a teacher in 1972. In 2006 I  retired from teaching.

Testimony 6
Name: Shahul Hameed Sulaiman
Place: Marichchukkaddi
Date of Birth: 1948 march 15th

NIC number: 481******v
Occupation: Agriculture and cattle farming
Lands owned/used: Karungalimottai, Anappan , Ilanthaikkulam,

Peruweli and Paalaikkuli, both sides of  the
main road for cattle farming

Statement
I am Shahul Hameed Sulaiman, from Marichchukkaddi. I was born here in the
year 1948 March 15th. My primary occupation was agriculture in areas including
Karungalimottai, Anappan , Ilanthaikkulam, Peruweli and Paalaikkuli.The land in
Karungalimottai was acquired by the government. Similarly the land in Aanaippan
was occupied by the navy. Therefore it is very difficult for me to do agriculture.
Therefore, as an internally displaced person by the war, I seek justice to live and
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earn in my place of  origin. Together with this, I was involved in cattle farming in
Thalavil area. Similarly, the villagers were involved in free roaming cattle farming
and had stations on either side of the main road leading to Marichchukkaddi.
That area was also used for chena cultivation. I was also involved in fishing in the
year 1988.

Testimony 7

Name: K. Pakeer Muhamad Kamaldeen
Place: Marichchukkaddi
Date of Birth: 1937
NIC number: Not available
Occupation: Agriculture, cattle farming and other small

business.
Lands owned/used: Peruvadu, Semmaniyathan, Paalaikkuli and

Marichukkaddi

Statement
I am Pakeer Muhamad Kamaldeen. I was born in 1937 in Marichchukkaddi. I
had my early education in Mullikkulam Government Mixed School. From then
to the time we were displaced in 1990 October 17, I was living in Marichchukkaddi
with my family. For my living, I did various occupations, from cultivaton, cattle
farming to small business. I did my cultivations in Peruvadu, Semmaniyathan,
Paalaikkuli and Marichukkaddi. In 1990, the Tamil Tigers forcibly expelled us. My
houses were damaged, the agricultural lands were outgrown by forest and my
business places were broken down. Moreover, when I was cattle farming, the
areas from Marichchukkaddi to Kallaru were extensively used for cattle farming
by the villagers. It can be also said that people from Marichchukkaddi, Palaikkuli,
Karadikkuli and Mullikkulam were living in this area. Later these lands were declared
as wild life reserves. I request the authorities to give us back our rightful lands.

Testimony 8
Name: Muhamadu Haneefa Badurusaman
Place: Marichchukkaddi
Date of Birth: 1949.01.10
NIC number: 500******v
Occupation: Agriculture
Lands owned/used: Owned 10 acre heritage land in

Waluchiveliyankamam, a 3 acre land in
Solamottai, 6 acre land Periveli and a land

in Mayil Veli ( have deeds and ownership
documents)

Statement
I Muhamadu Haneefa Badurusaman was born in Marichchukkaddi in 1949.01.10.
From then to the time we were displaced, I was living here. My occupation was
agriculture. I owned a 10-acre family land in Waluchiveliyankamam, a 3- acre land
in Solamottai where I was cultivating. Similarly, we owned a 6-acre land in Periveli
and a land in Mayil Veli where we were cultivating together with other villagers.
I have the deeds and ownership documents for these lands with me. One of
these lands is now a navy camp. Other inherited lands have now been demarcated
as forest by the gazette notice. I was later resettled in the 2009 resettlement
scheme. However I live without any financial support due to the inability to use
my lands which I owned and used for cultivation.

Testimony 9

Name: Seylabdeen Kaleel Rahman
Place: Marichchukkaddi
Date of Birth: 1960 august 1st

NIC number: 602******v
Occupation: Agriculture and cattle farming
Lands owned/used: Viyayadi kulam

Statement
I am Seylabdeen Kaleel Rahman. I was born in 1960 August 1st in Marichchukkaddi.
I had my early education in Marichchukkaddi Elementary School and had my
higher education in Erukkalampitti Maha Viddiyalaya. I lost my father at a very
young age. Therefore, I was forced to take up the family responsibility of looking
after my family along with my mother. We were living in our own house in
Puttalam main road when we were expelled in 1990. I went away with nothing
except tears. When my village was later captured by the army, I returned to see
the situation and possibility to go back home. My home had been broken down
and the navy had built a camp there. The officials promised me that they would
leave our village soon and would give back our lands and home. It is
disappointing that we still could not have our lands or houses. Additionally, we
were cultivating paddy and highland crops in the Viyayadi Kulam land. This land
is also being used by the navy to date. This land is enriched with its water supply
but was not given back to us. It is again shocking that our lands which we were
using for cattle farming have been declared as a sanctuary. I am not able to go
back to my homeland, my place of origin. I seek justice and compensation for my
losses.
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Testimony 10

Name : Muhamadu Mymoon Umma
Place: Marichchukkaddi
Date of Birth : 1943
NIC number : 436******v
Occupation : Homemaker, cattle farming, paddy

cultivation.
Lands owned/used : Palaikkuli Mathiri Kiramam, Achadithottam

And Karuvangali Mottam – cattle farming

Statement
My name is Muhamadu Mymoon Umma. I was born in Marichchukkaddi in
1943. I was living in Marichchukkaddi until we were displaced in 1990. My husband’s
main occupation was cultivation together  with cattle farming and small businesses.
We herded our cattles in Palaikkuli Mathiri Kiramam, Achadithottam and Karuvangali
Mottam. My right to return and livelihood is denied by the declaration of the
herding grounds as forest, the occupation of navy  my house and buildings and
the confiscation of  my paddy land by the navy. I request due compensation for
my losses and the recognition of my rightto my land.

Testimony 11
Name : Pichai Muhamad Sidique
Place: Palaikkuli
Date of Birth : 1954.07.04
NIC number : 541******v
Occupation : Construction worker , cultivator
Lands owned/used : Peruweli and Ilanthaikulam

Statement
I am Pichai Muhamad Sidique, I was born in Palaikkuli village in 1954.07.04. I
was a cattle farmer and a cultivator. I used to do my cattle faming in areas such
as Veppal, Manavil, Avarwil, katkuda, and Thalaiwil. I worked as a manual worker
during the construction of Viyayadi dam in 1972. I used to do my cultivation in
Peruweli and Ilanthaikulam. Today I am unable to continue with my livelihood or
earn since the lands which I was using for paddy cultivation and cattle farming
have been taken away by the government. This negatively affected my life and
livelihood.

Testimony 12

Name: Hamsa Muhamad Ahamad Kabeer
Place: Palaikkuli
Date of Birth: 1947.01.02
NIC number: 491******V
Occupation: Chena cultivator
Lands owned/used: Puthalimottai which is south of viyayayadi

tank

Statement
I am Hamsa Muhamad Ahamad Kabeer, I was born in 1947.01.02 in Palaikkuli.
I was living in Palaikkuli until displacement. I was a Chena cultivator. I cultivated
highland crops in places including Puthalimottai that is south of Viyayayadi tank. I
am a father of  seven children. Today I am unable to do this kind of  cultivation
due to the gazette notification by the government. I kindly request the authorities
to unmark the lands that we used for our day-to-day activities and our livelihood.

Testimony 13

Name: Meera Muhaiyadeen Muhamad Musthapha
Place: Palaikkuli
Date of Birth: 1931.12.05.
NIC number : Not available
Occupation : Paddy cultivation
Lands owned/used : Paddy cultivation in Palaiikulu , Mullikulam

Marakkuli, Marichukkati , Mail villu and
Periyavillu

Statement
I am Meera Muhaiyadeen Muhamad Musthapha of Palaikkuli. I was born in
Palaikkuli in 1931.12.05. My family occupation was agriculture. During the years
1945-1946 my father Meera Muhauyatheen used to do paddy cultivation in
Palaiikulu , Mullikulam, Marakkuli and Marichchukkaddi. I can vouch for the fact
that  in 1946 the villagers from the four villages were involved in paddy cultivation
together  in Mail villu. Similarly, they were also cultivating in Periyavillu. The 2012
gazette notification declaring our lands as forest reserve is outrageous. I know all
the places which we used to cultivate. My father used to have a mud house there.
And I can assure that as a grade 01 principal, Aalim, and an All Island Justice of
Peace (JP), that this is not a sanctuary and this is not Wilpattu.
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Testimony 14

Name: Hameedu Maraikkar Nakooran
Place: Palaikkuli
Date of Birth: 1953.04.06
NIC number: 530******v
Occupation: Agriculture, Cattle farming, Chena

Cultivation, Fishing
Lands owned/used: For Paddy cultivation – Peruweli,

Ilanthaikulam, aathukkuli, Palaikkuli
For Cattle farming- Aatrukkuli, Viyayadi Tank
side, Manalvil, Veppal
Chena cultivation – Aatrukkuli, East of
Viayayadi Tank
Fishing – Upparu (Motharagama Aaru),
Viyayadi tank

Statement
My livelihood is affected by the loss of lands (as stated above), which I used for
paddy cultivation, cattle farming, chena cultivation and fishing.

Testimony 15

Name: Kaatharsahibu Muhamadu Thahir
Place: Palaikkuli
Date of Birth: 1958.10.01
NIC number: 432******V
Occupation: Agriculture, Cattle Farming, Chena

Cultivation
Lands owned/used: For Paddy cultivation – Palaikkuli, Peruveli,

Athikkuli, Ilanthaikkulam, Viyayadi Kaani
For Cattle farming- Veppal, Manal villu,
Malkaravil , aavarampitti
Chena cultivation – Area east of Aathukkuli

Statement
I was born and raised in Palaikkuli and was living there until we were displaced
in the 1990s. The government had declared the areas that I used for paddy
cultivation, cattle farming, and chena cultivation,as forest resrve and it was not
available to us when we tried to resettle after the war. This affected my source
of revenue, occupation and income. I request the authorities to unmark these
areas as forest reserves so that we could go back to our village.

Testimony 16

Name: Sulthar Hameedu Maraikkar
Place: Paalaikkuli
Date of Birth: 1943.10
NIC number: 582******v
Occupation: Agriculture, cattle farming, chena Cultivation
Lands owned/used: For Paddy cultivation – Viayayadi Kaani,

Koomarkulam, Peruweli, Athukkuli
For Cattle farming- Manal villu, Veppal,
Varichuvariyan Kamam,aavarampitti
Chena cultivation – South of Viyayadi Tank
and to the north of the main irrigation system

Statement
My birthplace is Palaikkuli and I was expelled from my hometown, my place of
origin, in 1990s. Until 1990, I was living in Palaikkuli, where I was involved in
paddy cultivation, cattle farming and chena cultivation in the above-mentioned
areas. These areas have now been declared as forest reserve. Therefore I am
unable to do the above activities to make a living. I am greatly affected by this
change. I request the authorities to give back the lands that I used for my daily
livelihood activities.

Testimony 17

Name: Hamidu Maraikkar Kappa Maraikkar
Place: Paalaikkuli
Date of Birth: 1946.01.17
NIC number: 460******V
Occupation: Agriculture, cattle farming, chena cultivation

and fishing
Lands owned/used: Marichukkatti, Grappen, Palaikkuli,

Valichuvariyan kamam, Achchchithotam

Statement
Varichuvariyan kamam (paddy land): In 1973, a case was filed in the court between
Forest Department officials and me regarding this land, and  it was ruled in my
favor. Achadithottam: My other lands including Ahcadithottam have been now
forcibly obtained. Therefore, myoccupation in those areas is disrupted.
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Testimony 18
Name: Jesunesan Dias
Place: Mullikulam
Date of Birth: 1958
NIC number: 58xxxxxxxxV
Occupation: Paddy cultivation, highland crops
Lands owned/used:

Statement
My name is Jesunesan Dias. I studied in Mullikulam School untill grade 6. I am
married and I have three sons and two daughters. I was displaced from Mullikulam
to Karadikkuli in 1984 due to the ethnic conflict. In Karadikkuli , my Muslim
friend Abusalih gave me shelter. Again when we were displaced in 1990, I went
to India and stayed there for 14 long years. I once again came back to Mullikulam
with the help of UNHCR in 2004. In 2007 I was again displaced to Thalwupaadu
for two years. Returned to Mullikulam in 2009. Since our whole village is now
under the control of  the navy, we are unable to go to our village and live there.
After living in three refugee camps in Mullikulam itself, we currently started our
life in a half  acre permit land which the government has  provided. Back in our
village, we had a church and a school. All these are now inside the navy camp
and it is in the control of  the navy. After various protests and requests they have
given back a paddy land. However, another 5 tanks and the lands around it are
still under the control of  the navy.

Testimony 19
Name: Fareedha Anoos (Nedungkulathar)
Place: Marichchukaddi
Date of Birth: 1956.09.28
NIC number: -
Occupation: Land owner, paddy cultivatotion, coconut

cultivation,
Lands owned/used: Naduwuppetti, Valavadikkamam and

Aanaippan

Statement
I am Fareedha Anoos (Nedungkulathar).I was born in Marichchukkaddi in
1956.09.28. My father was Habeeb Muhamad Abusali and I had 10 siblings, all
born in Marichchukkaddi. My farther owned a large area of land and he was the
main cultivator in those lands. Additionally he also had a 50 acre land in Nadu
wuppetti where 25 acres were used for coconut cultivation. Other than this he had
lands in Valavadikkamam and Aanaippan. The house in which my siblings and I
were born is now under the control of  the Sri Lankan armed forces and they

have built army huts around it. My father built a mosque for the villagers near
our house. The Mosque is still standing there. The construction of this Mosque
was initiated by my grandfather Aathambawa. It was completed  by my father
in 1970-08-09. Even though we own and still have the deeds transferred from
my father in the form of  gift or transfer, we are unable to go and claim those
lands. We are also unable to even go to our house which is still in the control of
the armed forces. Other than this, during the time of  my father, he had many
prominent individual figures as friends from Colombo including Abeyseingha-
Browns company owner, Naleem Hajiyar from Beruwala and Ifthikar Hajiyar
who used to visit us during vacations.
Testimony 20
Name: Santhiyaa Paththalome

Dayas
Place: Mullikkulam
Date of Birth: 23/07/1938
NIC Number: 412xxxxxx V
Occupation: Paddy cultivation
Lands owned / Used: Owned the paddy lands

under Puliyankulam &
Paravalikkulam

 Statement
My name is Santhiyaa Paththalome Dayas. I was born in 1938-07-23. I was
involved in paddy cultivation and cattle farming. We used the paddy land (1 acre
under the Puliyankulam and 5 acres under the Paravalikkulam ) owned by my
father for paddy cultivation and I was also involved in cattle farming in Paaladik
kulam, Arasa Kulam, Mulli Mottai, Chettiyaar Kulam and Uppaar Kulam. Similarly,
other villagers were also involved in free roam cattle farming.

First, I was displaced with my family in 1990 to Madhu where I lived in a camp,
displaced from Madu to Neelamadu in 1996 and returned to our village of
Mullikulam (at present under the navy control). Again I was displaced with my
family in 2007 to Vaalkaipattaankandal and returned to Mullikulam in 2010 (Not
in our original village) and  lived for 2 ½  years  in a camp.  At present I am living
with my daughter, in a house constructed by the navy.

The 5 acres of  Paddy land under the Paravalikkulam is now under the navy
control and the tanks such as Paaladikkulam, Arasa Kulam, Mulli Mottai, Chettiyaar
Kulam and Uppaar Kulam which had been used for cattle farming are also under
the navy control.

I request the authorities to give us permission to live in our original village, to
cultivate paddy land under the Paravalikkulam and use the tanks that are under
the control of  the navy for cattle farming.
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Testimony 21
Name: Sebamaalai

Jesuthaasan
Place: Mullikkulam
Date of Birth: 18/04/1964
NIC Number: 641xxxxxx V
Occupation: Paddy cultivation &

fishing
Lands owned / Used: Owned the paddy lands

under Puliyankulam &
Thanakangkkulam

Statement
My name is Sebamaalai Jesuthaasan. I was born in 1964-04-18. I was involved in
paddy cultivation and fishing. I used the paddy land (2 acre under the Puliyankulam
and 3 acres under the Thanakangkkulam) that I owned for paddy cultivation and
I also do fishing.
.
First, I was displaced with my family in 1991 to Madhu where I lived in a camp,
I was displaced from Madhu to Chilawathurai in 1999 and returned to our village
of Mullikulam (at present under the navy control) on 2002. Again I was displaced
with my family in 2007 to Thaalvupaadu and returned to Mullikulam in 2010 (Not
in our original village) where they established a camp wherev  I lived for 2 ½
years. At present, I am living with my family in a house constructed by the navy.
The 03 acres of Paddy land under the Thanakangkulam is now under the navy
control.

I request  the authorities to give us permission to live in our original village and
engage in paddy cultivation

Testimony 22
Name: Savi Croos Neekilaas

Croos
Place: Mullikkulam
Date of Birth: 12/12/1948
NIC Number: 483xxxxxx V
Occupation Paddy cultivation
Lands owned / Used: Owned paddy lands

under Puliyankulam,
Puthukkulam, Paalkulam
& Thanakangulam.

Statement
My name is Savi Croos Neekilaas Croos. I was born in 1948-12-12. I was involved
in paddy cultivation. I used the paddy land (5 acres under the Puliyankulam and 7
acres under the Puthukkulam, Paalkulam and Thanakangkulam ) which I owned.
Other Villagers were involved cattle farming in Paaladikkulam, Arasa Kulam, Mulli
Mottai, Chettiyaar Kulam and Uppaar Kulam.

At present, I live with my wife in half an acre land where I constructed a hut.
The 7 acres of  paddy land under the Puthukkulam, Paalkulam and Thanakan
gkulam is under the navy control. In addition, the tanks such as Paaladikkulam,
Arasa Kulam, Mulli Mottai, Chettiyaar Kulam and Uppaar Kulam which were
previously used for cattle farming are also under the navy control.

I request authorities to give us permission to live in our original village, to cultivate
paddy land under the Paravalikkulam, use the tanks for cattle farming  and to do
fishing in Uppaaru River.

Testimony 23

Name: Mery Lilli Koonge
Place: Mullikkulam
Date of Birth: 27/08/1962
NIC Number: 627xxxxxx V
Occupation: Upland farming
Lands owned / Used: Owned  paddy lands

under Thanakangkulam

Statement
My name is S. Mery Lilli Koonge. I was born in 1962-08-27. I was involved in
paddy cultivation. We used the paddy land (3 acres under the Thanakangkulam.)
owned by my family.

First, I was displaced with my family in 1990 to India, I returned to our original
village in 2004, again I was displaced in 2007 to Thaalvupaadu and returned to
Mullikulam in 2010 where lived in a camp for 3 years. At present, I live with my
family in half-acre land. The 3 acres of paddy land under the Thanakangkulam is
now under the navy control.

I request authorities to give us permission to live in our original village and
cultivate the paddy land under the Thanakangkulam.
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Appendix: 2

List of selected individuals interviewed in the months of july and
August 2015

1. Alfar H.M.M. - Marichchukkaddi
2. Marikkar H.M.K. - Marichchukkaddi
3. Basith M. - Palaikkuli
4. Carder I.S.A. - Marichchukkaddi
5. Fairoos S. - Palaikkuli
6. Hameedu Maraikkar Nahuran  -  Palaikkuli
7. Hamidu Maraikkar Kappa Maraikkar  -  Marichchukkaddi
8. Hamsa Muhamad Ahamad kabeer  - Palaikkuli
9. Imthiyas M.I. - Palaikkuli
10. Iqbal K.M.  - Marichchukaddi
11. Jamaldeen K.M. - Karadikkuli
13. Iththroos Abdul Gafoor -  Marichchukkaddi
14. Junaid M.M. Marichchukaddi
15. Kaatharsahibu Muhamadu Thahir -  Palaikkuli
16. Kachchimuhammadhu Jamaldeen - Karadikkuli
17. Kadeel Rahuman S. - Marichchukkaddi
18. Mafaiz M. - Marichchukaddi
21. Meera Muhaiyadeen Muhamad Musthapha - Palaikkuli
22. Miskath A.C.A.
23. Muhamadu Musthapha Junaid -  Marichchukkaddi
24. Muhamadu Haneefa Badurusaman -  Marichchukkaddi
25. Muhamadu Mymoon umma -  Marichchukkaddi
26. Nasar T.T.M -  Karadikkuli
27. Nasurudeen N. - Karadikkuli
28. Nihmathullah B. - Karadikkuli
29. Niyas M.M. - Palaikkuli

31. Pakeer Muhamad kamaldeen K.
33. Pichchai Muhamad Siddeeque - Palaikkuli
34. Rafi S.H.M. - Karadikkuli
35. Rihan H.M. - Karadikkuli
37. Rizni S.H.M.  - Mullaithivu
39. Sehu abdul Cathar Mohamad basheer - Karadikkuli
40. Seylabdeen kaleel Rahman  -  Marichchukkaddi
41. Seyyathu Ibraheem Sathakathullah - Karadikkuli
42. Shahul Hameed Sulaiman  -  Marichchukkaddi
43. Siddeek P.M.  - Marichchukaddi
44. Subiyaan A.G.H. - Karadikkuli
45. Sulthar Hameedu Maraikkar - Palaikkuli
46. Thameem M.S. - Vidathaltivu
47. Thoufeek J.I.M. - Karadikkuli
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APPENDIX: 3

An account on selected historical and cultural heritage the
people of musali (historical rights)

The history of Musali goes back several millennia. The history of
the people of Musali who are now living goes back to several
generations. In order to highlight the historical and cultural heritage
of the people of Musali, we report two important pieces of evidence
which are well rooted in memory and oral tradition of Musali South.
We report these to show that the people of Musali are historically
rooted and culturally rich. It is important to do this because the existe
nce and continuity of this community have been questioned by those
who do not know about Musali South.

Pearl fishing

Musali region was reputed for pearl fishing for centuries. The pearl
oysters were found in the southern part of the Mannar Gulf which is
the coast of the Musali region. The Muslims (Arabs and Indians) came
to the coast of Musali for pearl fishing activities. Muslims and Tamils
came as divers, traders, and transporters. Later they established several
permanent settlements along the coast of this region.

DIAGRAM 13: HISTORICAL PEARL FISHING IN MUSALI .

Diagram 13 shows a pearl fishery activity conducted in the 19th

Century which was during the British Period. The diagram is self-
explanatory.
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Elephant Catchers (Panikars, as they are called)

In South Asia, Elephants had been used for domestic fneeds or more
than 5,000 years (Cannon, 1995). Elephant catching is one of the
renowned activities of the people of Musali for a long time. A person
who is an expert in elephant catching is called Panikar. Traditionally,
Muslims used to do this work in Musali. Portuguese and Dutch rules
restricted Muslim Panikars’ elephant catching activities in Musali. The
British, however, removed the restriction. In the 18th century, more than
200 expert Panikars were found in the Musali area (Boake, 1888). During
1816, 1817, 1818 and 1819 Musali Panikars were able to acquire 49
valuable elephants which were  exported to India. In 1816, the
government appointed a head panikar named Mathurasayib Maraikkar.
In 1815, in Musali the British government appointed the Panikars as
forest officers for the first time. Panikars were living in various areas
of Musali including Marichchukkatti, Palakkuli, Kondachi and Potkaeni.
These villages were situated adjacent to Wilpattu forest. Diagram –
14 shows the locations of elephant catching. For centuries, Kandy
Dalada Maligawa’s Raja elephant was supplied from Musali area. There
is a stone carving about the elephant gifts to the temple by Musali
Muslims. According to Jayawardana (1994), no one in Sri Lanka can be
compared to Musali Panikars in terms of their skills.

Muslims in Musali were involved in elephant catching in 1816, 1817, 1818 and
1819 and caught more than 49 elephants; in 1816, the British government

appointed a Mudaliyar, Mathurushaib Marrikar.

DIAGRAM 14: ELEPHANT CATCHING IN MUSALI

Muslim Elephant
catchers (Panikars)
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Appendix: 4
Displacement, return and right of return in Sri Lanka

This appendix provides information on the history of ethnic conflict,
displacement and return and also briefly touches on the basics of the
right to return embodied in international conventions.

Definition

 Internally Displaced persons (DPs): “… people or groups of
people who have been forced or obliged to flee or to leave
their homes or places of habitual residence…” (Deng, 1998)

 Refugees: “… someone who “owing to a well-founded fear of
being persecuted for reasons of race, religion,  nationality,
membership of a particular social group or political opinion, is
outside the country of his nationality, and is unable to, or owing
to such fear, is unwilling to avail himself of the protection of
that country (1951 Refugee Convention).”

 Right to Return: The legal right that an individual has to go
back to his/her country. The right of return is guaranteed by
the Universal Declaration of Human Rights.

Ethnic conflict

The ethnic conflict in Sri Lanka started with mistrust between the
majority and minority communities in the sphere of power and resource
sharing. During the 70’s and 80’s, the conflict further deepened between
the Sinhalese majority and the Tamil minority. The last two decades
saw an escalation in the intensity of  the conflict as a long drawn out
war was fought between government armed forces and Tamil armed
groups concentrated in the northern and eastern parts of the country,
predominantly Tamil areas. This was accompanied by a deterioration
of ethnic relations.  Displacement was one of the major tangible and
visible outcomes of the three decade ethnic conflict of Sri Lanka.
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History of displacement

An estimated 3 million people have been displaced in the last three
decades in Sri Lanka because of escalating ethnic tensions and
prolonged civil war (Hasbullah, 2011). Its patterns closely reflect the
differences in the causes and the magnitude of the displacement for
Tamils, Sinhalese and Muslims. Some notable flows of displacements
are the following:

 Displacement occurred during the Sinhala-Muslim
disturbances of 1915 and in the 1958 communal disturbances
resulting in the displacement of Tamils from the south and
Sinhalese from the North. Again, the 1983 riots against Tamils
caused the displacement of more than 100,000 Tamil people.

 Large scale displacement commenced from 1986 onwards.
The causes and directions of displacement changed as large-
scale war took hold of the north and the east from 1990
onwards. Many civilians lost their lives or were injured in the
war.  Thousands fled seeking refuge. The war also created ethnic
tensions especially between Tamils and the Muslims in the East.
At the same time, in late October 1990, approximately 75,000
Muslims of the Northern Province were forcibly evicted by LTTE.
A second large scale displacement took place on April 19th
1995 as a result of Eelam War III fought between the government
forces and the LTTE.  Although intense fighting lasted only for
2 months, more than 350,000 civilians from the Jaffna peninsula
were forced to move to places such as Kilinochchi, Mullaitivu,
Mannar and Vavuniya.

 Two other notable displacement flows between 1995 and
2006 were due to two army operations. One was along the A9
Road which displaced thousands of people who were mainly
living in the Wanni area. The other took place in Mannar-

Madawachchiya called Edibala where a large number of
civilians in Mannar displaced.

 The last two wars in the years 2007 and 2009 resulted in
the largest flow of displacement in two regions. The first, in
the Eastern Province, started in 2007 in Trincomalee and is
referred to as the “war for water” and displaced more than
250,000 people. The second is now called the last war, bringing
the civil war to a close and took place in the Wanni. It displaced
more than 350,000 people.

At the close of the war in 2009, the total registered IDPs exceeded
800,000 in number and were found in different regions in the north,
east and in the south.

History of return

Return occurred after most events of displacement though the scale
varies. A summary of the history of return is as follows:

 History records displaced returning in significant number
to former homes in the south after 1983 riots against Tamils of
Sri Lanka. Many of those who had returned eventually had to
seek refuge in other countries, such as the west and North
America.

 The flow of return followed the Cease-Fire Agreement
between the government and LTTE in February 2002. The
number returning was steady from February 2002 onwards, and
reached  400,000 persons roughly speaking  in early 2005.
However, the  return of refugees from India and other countries
was not significant during this period. Jaffna District was the
largest recipient of the returnees while Mannar, Mullaithivu
and Kilinochchi districts of the Northern Province also received
a significant number of returnees during this time. The majority
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of IDPs who returned had been displaced within the district,
whilst only less than 5 per cent of the returnees to the North
and East came from outside of the region. More than half of
the IDPs were yet to return home at that time (Hasbullah, 2011).

 The next large scale return of displaced occurred from and
after 2007. In the Eastern Province, within a couple of months
after displacement that reached its peak in April 2007 and
declined to the lowest point. Displaced  who were hosted in
Valaichchenai and neighbouring areas of Batticaloa moved
towards the north to their places of origin in Vaharai of north of
Batticaloa and Eechlampathay,  south of Trincomalee. Some
others could not return because their home areas were declared
as High Security Zones (e.g., Sampoor of Trincomalee District).

 Wanni displaced who were brought from the Wanni battle
fields were kept in one of the largest IDP camps in Vavuniya
District (e.g., Menik Farm). Due to  internal and international
pressure, the government had to take action to take Wanni IDPs
back to their places of origin. Even that of course was not done
at once.

 The rest of the IDPs who were labelled as “Old IDPs” and
are estimated about 200,000 continued to remain as displaced
till this day, in addition to the expected returnees from India
and other countries.

Stock taking on the displaced population, 2015

Those displaced by war and yet to return home are as follows:

 Sri Lankan Tamils of selected locations (e.g., Sampoor,
Tennamarawadi, Kanchikudichanaru, Mullikulam and
others);

 Tamils of Indian Origin: Individuals and families who
have to return to the Wanni mainly (e.g., Vavuniya North
DS Division);l

 Border village Sinhalese: selected communities/
families/individuals (e.g., Trincomalee);

 Sri Lankan Refugees in India (about 60,000);

 Asylum Seekers and refugees in the west;

 Muslims of the Northern Province (more than 80% or
100,000 people) living in Puttalam and other places in
southern Sri Lanka.

Complexities of post-war return

Return had never been easy to the displaced. They faced tremendous
challenges on return:

 Loss of movable and immovable assets and property
and loss of livelihood are some of the immediate
challenges that returnees faced on return;

 Wanni returnees suffered war trauma of various types
in addition to those set backs mentioned above;

 Some of the other challenges are as follows: many
villages where returnees were expected to return
remained heavily mined;

 Others were High Security Zones and entirely off–limits
to civilians;

 A number of former habitations had been overrun by
jungle and lacked even basic community infrastructure;
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 At the same time, physical needs assessments by
various development agencies indicated that much of
the physical infrastructure such as roads, hospitals,
schools, etc. in the areas of returnwere in a state of
near total destruction because of the war;

 Much of these necessary  infra-structures had to be
rebuilt  to facilitate the return of displaced people,
but the funds are yet to be found for the rebuilding of
war torn areas that returnees continue to occupy.

Right to return-UN conventions and international experiences

The right to return of displaced people has a solid foundation in
international law. The right to return is most clearly enshrined in the
1966 International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR) under
its provisions on the right to freedom of movement (Article 12).
International refugee law and international human rights law mutually
reinforce each other on the right to return. United Nations General
Assembly Resolution 194 (III) of 11 December 1948 resolves that the
refugees wishing to return to their homes and live in peace with their
neighbours should be permitted to do so at the earliest practicable
date.

At the same time, most of the peace accords in recent years
recognize importance of making special provision for the return of the
displaced people. Chapter Seven of Dayton Agreement is entirely
devoted to describing the concerns and issues around the return of
the displaced people. Likewise, Kosovo Accord too had a clear mandate
to protect the interests of the returnees. Many more examples of a
similar kind can be traced in other peace accords which have been
successful to some extent.

How to address the right to return in the post-war context

Recent experiences elsewhere reveal that parties to peace talks
ought to agree and implement effective measures that would address
and redress the question of the right to return. Drawing on the Balkans’
experience as an example, it seems that it is necessary to recognize
the right to return and facilitate it through legal protections and
appropriate mechanisms. The Dayton Agreement, for example, while
recognizing the importance of the right to return in the peace
agreement, set up two commissions to implement the agreement. The
two commissions appointed in the Dayton Agreement are a Commission
for Real Property Claims of Displaced Persons and Refugees and the
Human Rights Commission. The first commission that was setup under
Dayton Agreement was to re-establish the property rights of displaced
people who had been ethnically cleansed in order to guarantee them a
right to return. The second commission that was setup was to provide
protections to the returnees especially to those who feel vulnerable
on return home.

Sri Lanka has failed to address these fundamental issues of return
so far. Today, post-war Sri Lanka has to take account of it. The issue of
the return of war affected people is not only humanitarian which needs
immediate attention but is also a political issue which has become a
stumbling block in achieving lasting peace in the country. An acceptable
and accountable legal mechanism and the establishment of institutions
to address the question of right to return of all refugees and displaced
especially of those who suffered the most and marginalized
communities have to be introduced and properly implemented.

Conclusion

Recognizing and facilitating the right to return would be one of the
major steps in achieving lasting peace. Such attempts not only would
pave   way to a durable solution to the displacement but would also
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reverse the pattern of growing rift between communities. It is the
responsibility, therefore, of the parties to the peace talks to recognize
as well as ensure the right to freely return home of refugees and IDPs
in Sri Lanka. As in the case of Balkans, the international community
has to play a major role in facilitating the move to reach an agreement
on the right to return and ensure effective implementation of such an
agreement.

 Appendix: 5
Place names of Musali South

SN   Name of Location Description of the location
01 Mullikulam It is one of the  four villages in Musali South. It

is a settlement of Roman Catholic community.
Now the entire village is under SL navy control.

02 Marichchukkaddi It is a central location for all other three villages. It
is located along the Mannar-Puttalam main
Road and is a Muslim community settlement.

03 Karadikkuli It is a Muslim community settlement. It is on the
western side of Puttalam - Mannar Road
towards sea side.

04 Palaikkuli Located in the east of the Marichchukkaddi
alongside of Mannar-Puttalam Road.  It  has  a
large land area

05 Thalavillu This is one of the main pasture lands  where the
famers of Karadikkuli and Marichchukkaddi take
their cattle for grazing.

06  Manavillu It is located between Palaikkuli and Kallaru
towards east of the Thalavillu. This Villu was used by
by he  people of Palaikkuli, Karadikkuli and
Marichchukkaddi for grazing their  cattle

07 Veppalvillu Vappel is large in size compared to other Villus
where water remains throughout  the year. It   is
located in the east of Palaikkuli.  This Villu was
used by the people of Palaikkuli & Marichchu
kkaddi for grazing their cattle. It was also  used
for paddy cultivation

08   Aavaramvillu It is located 2 km away from Kallaru towards the
East. This Villu was used by the  people of
Karadi kkuli  for cattle rearing
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09 Kumulavillu Located south of Karadikkuli and used for paddy
cultivation, cattle rearing and chena cultivation.

10 Koyilveli It is an agricultural land with an extent of  about 30
acres. It  belongs to Mullikulam which is now
under SL Navy

11 Naduvupiddi 40 Acres extent coconut land that belongs to the
people of Marichchukkaddi. it is situated in the
south west of Marichchukkaddi and now under
SL navy

12 Paravanveli This land is situated in the south-west of
Marichchukkaddi and   belongs to the People

of Mullikulam and now under SL navy
13   Model Village Land extent  of 250 acres  allocated for

Palaikkuli resettlement in 1980s which is
located  north of the Modaragama river toward
the east of Marikkartheevu

14   Peruveli Paddy land that belongs to farmers  of
Palaikkuli and Marichchukkaddi

15 Illanthakkulam Paddy land that belongs to farmers  of
Palaikkuli and Marichchukkaddi

16 Koomakkulam Paddy land that belongs to farmers  of
Palaikkuli and Marichchukkaddi

17 Kaiyakkamottaveli Paddy land that belongs to farmers  of
Palaikkuli and Marichchukkaddi

18 Kathankandal Paddy land that belongs to famers  of Karadikkuli
and Palaikkuli.

19 Avarampiddi Paddy land that belongs to farmers of
Marichchukkaddi

20 Thankkankulam Paddy land that belongs to farmers of
Mullikulam
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