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IN THE HON’BLE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT
A,‘LLAHABAD LUCKNOW BENCH LUCKNOW

OTHER ORIGINAL SUIT NO. 5 OF 1989

BHAGWAN SRI RAM VIRAJMAN AT
. SHRI RAM JANAM BHOOMI |
" AND OTHERS ............ PLAITNIFES

VERSUS

RAJENDRA SINGH
AND OTHERS ...\  DEFENDANTS

EXAMINATION IN CHIEF BY WAY OF AFFIDAVIT OF
SHRI ASHOK CHANDRA CHATTERJEE. O.P.W. 8 UNDER
ORDE_R-18 RULE 4 CODE OF CIVIL PROCEDURE:-

1, Ashok Chandra Chatterjee, aged around 52 years,
son of Late Shri Anil Chandra Chatterjee, Resident of 2/1/2,
Civil- Lines, City and District Faizabad, solemnly affirm and

state on oath as under:-

1. | I have been residing in Faizabad city since birth. After
~completing B.Sc, I did LLB and am a partner in a firm
:v'vit'h' the name of Majestic Automobiles, Faizabad. |

am' also the owner of Majestic Talkies. | am an Income

‘- Tax Payer for the Government.

2 For the last 16-17 years, | have also been undertaking
- Jorunalism work for my own satisfaction. | have been

"sending news and articles in weekly news papers. |
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'.ha}\./e been the only ‘cor'respondence of the weekly
_journal :entitled “Panchjanya” of Faizabad Region
‘since 1986-87. | was nominated a s a reco‘gnized_
“Journalist by the Uttar Pradesh Information
" Directorate in 1990 and accordingly, an |-Card was
‘given to me. My name stands at Serial No. 28 in list of

. recognized Journalists.

] I am fully aware of Shri Ram Janam Bhoomi Mandir
~,l00.ate_d at Ayogihya about which the current suit is
. ‘goi'ng' on. | am a follower of Hindu Religion.
Goddesses and God are worshiped in my family. Right
“from my childhood, | have been visiting temples like
"Badi Devi Kali, Kéli Badi etc., in Faizabad along with
"r.ny parents, brothers and sisters and | have also been
visiting places like Sri Ram Janam Bhoomi, Kanak
- Bhawan, Hanuman Garhi, Nageshwar Nath etc. temple

located in Ayodhya.

When orders were issued for opening of the lock of Sri
- Ram Janam Bhoomi in 1986, | was present at
Faizabad Court. On information of the orders for
.opening of the lock, | reached the Sri Ram Janam
Bh_domi site at Ayodhya, where a number of other
Journalists were also present. There.waska big rush
for'_ visitors to Bhagwan Sri Ram Lalla. After the
- opening of the lock of Sri Ram Janam Bhoomi by the
-Police administration, all the visitors‘started entering
| Bhagwan Shri Ra_m'. Lalla Temple in a jubilant mood,
dancing and vstriking the bells, blowing the sacred
shell and chanting the name of Ram. All the streets,
| mohallas of Ayodhya were full of visitors and devotees

of Ram. Everybody started visiting worshipping
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Bhagwan Ram L‘al in Jubilant mood and chanting

‘religious songs.

X I have been collecting and reporting to weekly journal
‘the movements and news about incidents relating to
| Sri Ram Janam Bhoomi after the opening of the lock
~of Sri Ram Janam Bhoomi temple and thereafter. The
- foundation laying ceremony of Sri Ram Janam Bhoomi
Temple was held in the month of November 1989 by
~ Shri Kameshwar Chaupal Ji belonging to a Scheduled
- Caste community in the presence and wishes of
sa‘ints, seers and learned people. | had sent important

" news about this incident also to the newspapers.

During October 1990 at the time of Sri Ram Janam
- Bhoomi movement, | was present at the disputed site
.in Ayodhya and was engaged in collecting news by,
_living nearby the agitators. During firing in Ayodhyal
‘ on 2" November 1990, | was present in Ayodhya by
‘the side of unarmed agitator Hindus in the Lal Kothi
“wali Gali. Lacs of de\_kotee of Ram had Co‘me to join

“this movement as‘Kar Sewaks, devotee of Ram.

Or-y 6" Decemberi 1992, when the disputed structure
was der'ﬁolished, 1 was present there for collection of
-"news. Besides Kar Sewaks, a number of Journalists"
- from India and abroad were also present there. At the
time of demolishing of the disputed structure, | was
v.p're_.sent‘on the back side of the building comprising
" three domes means on the western side. Many other
. jou,rnalis.ts and Press Photographers were also

i sta’ndihg by my side.
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: bal'li, iron pipes attacked in the southern part of the

1227

“During June 1992 when the work of léveling was being

~undertaken by the Government of Uttar Pradesh in the

eastern side of Sri Ram Janam B'hbomi premises,

“some stbnes Weré found which appeared to be ruins
.of the temple. Besides, some broken idols, clay idols,"

~clay pots were also recovered. On getting the second

infbrmation, | went to the leveling side where so

‘many other Journalists were also present. All the
| Journalists saw these ruins, clay idols, clay pots etc.
| énd sent reports about them to the respective
'n_eWsp'apérs. All the above items, i.e., ruins of the
'ftemple, a few broken. idols, clay idols and clay pots
“recovered during the above process of leveling were
placed in the custody of the Ram Katha Museum Raj
' Sadan Ayodhya, Archeology Department of Uttar
Pradesh.

On 6" December 1992, when | was standing behind

the disputed structure, | saw that the plaster of a part

of the western wall was broken and stones and bricks
of uneven shape and size were fitted in the wall in a

random manner which is reflected in figure Nos.

- 4,5,6,13,14 and 18 of the black and white album

“document No.201-C-1 and fixture Nos.

21,22,23,24,27,33 and 34 of coloured album document

"No0.200-C-1 prepared by the departmelnt of

‘Archa‘eolo.gy of Government of Uttar Pradesh.

After sometimes, the Kar Sewaks, equipped with rods-

three deemed building and the western wall of the

- middle dome and with this ‘bricks, Iakhauri bricks and

~stones of uneven shape and size started falling from

the wall in haphazard manner. It was in my presence
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that along with many adorned slabs, a slab which was

- around three and half feet long, two feet broad and six

‘inches in thickness also fell down. All these slabs

appeared to be ruins of some temple. Out of curiosity,

| I,‘and my fellow Journalists present at the site saw the

'~é|ab. [t was there that a saint told that the Slab

appeared to be an inscription of some old temple and

it should be taken away carefully. Besides, the other

_’adj‘burned slabs should also be collected near the

building located at Ram Katha Kunj. Some of the Kar

~ Sewaks picked up the inscription appearing as such

~and brought it near the building located at ram Katha

Kunj and with this that Slab was broken. At the

~instance of that saint, the Kar Sewaks carried away

: the other slabs also, which fell out of the western wall

" near the building located at Ram Katha Kunj. The

11.

~other slabs emerging out of the walls of the disputed

structure and which appeared to be the ruins of the

temple, were also taken away by the Kar sewaks and’

" placed near the Ram Katha Kunj building. Th‘e slabs
'.‘Iooking like the above rock inscriptions were put
together. | and many other Journalists were present
.there at the time ‘and were looking at the slabs, which

~appeared to be the ruins of the temple, curiously.

When the above slabs and other ruins of the temples

- were béing collected at Ram Katha Kunj, people
‘started gathering'and on this, the police people took

‘aH ‘the slabs in their custody and dispersed the

’pe'rsonsxpresent there, by‘making them understand.

Reports relating to the ruins of old temples emerged

_f‘ro'm the walls of the disputed structure on 6"

- December 1992 were sent by me and other journalists

to the respective newspapers. On 7th January, 1993
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13. 1 gave a lift to Dr.Sudha Mallayya on my Motor cycle

14.
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. when the police administration were barricading the
 disputed structure, | saw a "amalak’ coming out and |

‘apprised others also of the same..

~Dr. Sudha Mallayya with whom | had come in contact
on gih ljecember,-1992, when slabs were beingllaid in
" Ram Katha Kunj,'requ'ested me on telephone on the
“morning of 13" December 1992, that she was
‘interested to have a look and study of the ruins and
- the slabs appearihg like inscriptions which had been
retrieved from the walls and debris of the disputed
~ structure and that | should help her in getting at the

vspbt

‘to reach the building located at Ram Katha Kunj,
where the ruins and slabs retrieved from the disputed

“building, were available. After a while, Dr. S.P.Gupta

also came and Dr. Sudha Mallayya introduced him to

me. These persons looked at the slabs, ruins and

inscription lying there and took many snaps. Fro

taking the photo of the inscription, | kept it is a
vertical position, Dr. S.P.Gupta, Dr.Sudha Mallayaya

looked at the inscription. The photographer of the

daily "Aaj’ who was present there, also took a photo of

the inscription, in which | am holding the inscription

in _'a vertical position and Dr.Sudha Mallayya and

. Dr.S.P.Gupta are looking at it. The photograph was

published in the Lucknow edition of the daily "Aaj’ on

- 15™ December 1992, a copy of which is available with

-me.

At the moment when the news reached at 6.00 P.M.
on 6™ December 1992 to the effect that the Chief
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Mihister Shri Kalyan Singh had resigned and that
President’s Rule had been imposed in Uttar Pradesh,
Curfew was immediately clamped in Ayodhya
" Faizabad. On contacting police officers, it was given
to understand that entry of persons outside Ayodhya
Faizabad was banned and arrangements were being
“made to send the Kar Sewaks, who were present at
that time, by buses or trains outside Ayodhya without
any delay.
o | | SdJ-
| | DEPONENT
Lucknow Ashok Chandra Chaterjii
. Dated 3.10.2002
' VERIFICATION

Contents of Clauses 1 to 14 of the Examination in chief in
the. ‘éffid'avit are true to the best of my knowledge and belief -
and nothing has been concealed nor anything false has

been stated. May God help me.

Lucknow: | DEPONENT :
Dated 3.10.2002 ‘ Sd/-
' [Ashok Chandra Chatterjee]

Depdne'ht Shri .Ashok Chandra Chatterjee has signed this
affidavit' today,'on 3.10.2002' in my presence, which |
hereby verify.. |
Lucknow '
Dated 3.10.2002
Sd/-
(Ajay Kumar Pandey)

Advocate
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IN THE HON’BLE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT
VF_ALLAHABAD LUCKNOW BENCH LUCKNOW

OT{HER ORIGINAL SUIT NO.5 OF 1989

(R.S.N0.236 of 1989)

BHAGWAN SRI RAM VIRAJMAN AT
SHRI RAM JANAM BHOOMI
AND OTHERS ............ PLAITNIFFS

VERSUS

RAJENDRA SINGH
AND OTHERS............... DEFENDANTS

O.P.W. 8 SHRI ASHOK CHANDRA CHATTERJEE

Examination-in-chief— Affidavit (pages 1 to 8) of Shri Ashok
Ashok Chandra Chatterjee, aged around 52 years, son of
late Shri Anil Chandra Chatterjee, resident of 2/1/2, civil
line city and District Faizabad was taken on record. (Cross
examined was undertaken by Shri Ranjit Lal Verama,
Advocate, on behalf of Defendant No.3, Nirmohi Akhara).

XXX XXX XXX XXX

"Th_e witne'ss stated on oath that “| have not done any
Diploma.in Journalism. | have not undergone anyvtraining in
Journalism from any Journalist before starting the work of
Jour_haliém. | have been associated with the work of

journalism since 1986-87. | am not associated with the
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daily newspapér "Aaj’. | am not aware of any temple located
in Ayodhya barring the four temples about which | have
mentioned in my affidavit. Even before 1986, | used to go
to the disputed site as a visitor. A number of small temples
were built outside the d'isputed site. A few temples are built
at a distance in the east to the eastern gaté of the disputed
stru'cture». | had not visited these temples. | had seen
asce‘tilcs sitting outside. In my view, detached saints and
ésce'tibs are the same. | had seen the saihts and ascetics
present .,in the disputed site. Sumitra Bhawan Temple was
built at a distance around 150-200 feet in the south eastern
corner of the disputed premises. | had gohe upto the front
portion of the temple. 'At this point of time, | do not
remember whether the words ‘2 Sumitra Bhawan' were
inscribed or not on the outside of Sumitra Bhawan Temple.
| have no knowledge of Akharas, of course | have heard of
them. | have not read any article about Akharas. | have
not studied any book relating to the history of Sri Ram
Janam Bhoomi but | have gone through a number of articles
on the subject. Shri Tarun Vijay is the editor of the weekly

journal "Panchjanya’ which is published by Bharat

Publishers. Shri Bansal is its publisher. | am not aware’

Whether_ this newspaper is lined with RSS or not‘.This is
wrong to say that the newspaper publishes only details of
puré, Hindu Sanatan Dharam. It is true that "Panchajanya’
has . brought out a numbe'r of articles about Ram Janam
Bhoomi frequently. At this point of timé, | do not remember
if any article has been 'brought out in this jo‘umal in which it

was state th,ét Nirmohi Akhara had been fighting this case

since 1985. At this time, I donot remember whether or not-

it was mentioned in any article that this case was fought by
Shri"Ra'ghuvar Das in 1985. | have heard the name of
Nirmohi Akhara, it is located in Ayodhya. | have also heard

the ham‘e of Nirvani Akhara. | have not heard that Hanuman
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Garhi comes under Nirvani Akhara. At this point of time, |-
do not recollect whether | had read'or read in Panthjanya
that- Ram Janam Bhoomi temple came under Nirmohi
‘Akhara. | have heard about Digamber Akhara. | may not be
able“vto tell the name of the Mohalla of Ayodhya where this
Akhara 'is Idcated but | can take you to the site. As we are
awafe, in 1986, people knew of Mahant Ram Chandra
Param Hans pf this Akhara. Param Hans Ram Chandra is
alive even toaay. Since 1986 u_ptill this day, | have been to
the Digamber Akhara ma-ny'a times and have had frequentv
discussions with him about the disputed temple or disputed
site. | am not aware whether the Akharas are managed by
Panchayats in Ayodhya. | do not remqmber whether there
was -any temple adjacent to the disputed site, where
foundation stone was laid in 1989. At the time of foundation
Iaying'a' 7-8 feet dee‘p and 7-8 feet long and broad pit was
dug.. During foundation Iayling, | was almost present right
from digging upto the foundation laying ceremony. During
my presence, no idol or stone or historical brick or any

archaeological ruins were found during digging.

By the 2" November 1990, | had understood that the
dispute was over the disputed structure, which some people
called a temple and some others called it is a mosque. By
disputed structure | mean the building with three domes,
the inside and outside courtyard, where Ram Platform is
constructed. As far as | recollect, the Government had
acqu.ired. this disputed structure on 9'" October 1991. It is
true that just after October 1991, the Government had
s_tarted demolishing temples near the disputed structure
Iike.. ‘Sumitra - Bhawan, some portion of Sakshi Gopal,
Sankat Moc‘han Mandir of Hanuman Ji, tiny temples of Ram
Lalla and Sita Koop Mandir. | do not remember now

whether or not | had done exclusive reporting of the news
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about'demolishing of tiny temples by the;Government in
October 1991. At this point time, | do not remember
Whefher these temples were built and managed by the
saints or panch of Nirmohi Akhara.'l also do not remember
now whether the High Court had granted stay within 10
days of the notification.of acquisition. The work of leveling
had started around eight months after demolition of these
temples. | do not know whether the State Government had
appoihte‘d any officer or not for the work of leveling. | do
not Hkho'vv whether the work of leveling was being done
under the supervision of any officer in June 1992. The
work of leveling was being undertaken by the State
Government and not by the Vishwa Hindu Parishad. The
work of leveling was undertaken on the vacant land on
the eastern side outside the disputed premises. The
leveling was done upto around 150 feet in east. The length
of leveling from north to south would also be not more than
150-200 feet. The work of leveling also included the
Ie\/e‘ling of Sumitra Bhawan. | am not aware whether the
Work of leveling was being undertaken by any contractor or
not. | cannot state whether | had been to the site on the
day, i.e., the first day when the work of leveling had
startéd. When | went during leveling | found that many a,
tractors were digging the land and the debris was being.
taken towards one side. The debris included the portions of
,the»temples which had been demolished by the G;overnment
afte‘f vOCtober 1991. It is true that the level of the land
where the Workv of Ievélin_g was undertaken, was the same
which was of the land at the eastern gate of the disputed
premisés. Hoyvever, there was a slight slope towards the
east'; | am aware of Shri Ram Janam Bhoomi Trust but | do
not know if it is managed by Vishwa Hindu Parishad. | am‘
aware that the department of Tourism of the state

Governm_ent had aHot_ted 40 acres of land to Sri Ram
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Janam Bhoomi Trust on a lease of rupee one in March
1991.j The forty acres included the land under leveling. At
this point of time, | am not aware whether the contract of'l
Ieve'ling‘had been given to Kedar Nath Contractor, where
the"Trust was entrustéd in raising a Platform. | am also
‘not aware that at the pléce of leveling a big Platform was
built: which was called by the people as raft. Later on, it
was. stated that the IaboUrers who were constructing the
Platform called it a raft. | cannot tell the precise date as to
after how m:any days of leveling the Platform was
constructed. The work of construction of this Platform had
started within a month.’l Was not always present during the
time of construction of the Platform. | did not visit the site
of leveling daily. | was not present when the ruins, clay
idolé, | C'.Iay pots etc. were found during leveling, but | had
gon_e-fo see when people told me about them. | came to
know .of: it ‘after three four days of the work of leveling
startéd..When we reached the site, many journalists had
accompanied me comprising Saral Gyaptey of Danik
Jagran, V.N. Arora of Time of India, Rajender Soni of "Aaj’
Kumari Meenu Arora of “GandeV’ papers. | may not be tell
whether or not the journalists whose names | have
mentioned, reported the incident in their newspapers. | may
not be able to tell that at the time when | visited the site
whether only the labourers were present or some other
officers were also present or not. At this point of time, | do
not remember whether any particular office bearer of Sri
Ram Janam Bhoomi Trust was present at the site or not. |
also do" not remember whether any Junior Engineer of
Executive Engineer was present at the site or not. When
the ruins were being brought out during leveling, the
labourers were piling the material. When the remain's were
emenkging duriﬁg leveling, there was no photogra_pher with

me at that time. | had published report about this incident
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in my journal ° Panchjanya’. The article was probably
published in the issue relating to the period 7" to 15" July.
| had gone though the issue also. | cannot state whether
the article was in my custody or not. When | had visited
the site of leveling for the first time after hearing about
the same, | had visited the place again after four five
days. Many correspondents were also present there when |
visited the place for the second time. Whe_h | visited for
the second time, the number of items had exceeded than
the number of items | had seen in my first visit, Later on, it
was_s;ta.t.ed that the number had increased substantially.
Duri'ng my first visit, the number of items of remains was
three—four, which had increased to thirty-thirty five on my
second visit. On my first visit to the site of leveling, the
three four items that had emerged, included one two tiny
clay pots, something like a hand of some idol. On my
second visit, no photographer was present at the site. It
was stated later on that no photographer had accompanied
me or not and whether any photographer was available at
th,ga site or not. During my second visit to the site, there
was not so rush. The incident of archeological finds during
the 'first. leveling did not have any significant effect on the
saints and ascetics of Ayodhya. When | visited the site of
leveling for the second time, an officer of the
Archaeological Department was present there. | cannot tell’
whether he had come from Lucknow or not. Il have
mentioned in my news report that an officer of the
‘Department of Archaeology was present there, but | do not
recolléc,t his name, at t.his point of time. | had come to know
at the time that all this material would be kept in Ram
Katha Museum Raj Sadan, Ayodhya. At that time, | knew
that- all these remains would be kept in Ram - Katha
Museum, which is Ioéated_ in Raj Sadan Palace of Raja

Saheb, located in Ayodhya. | do not know whether Raj
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S'adan' Museum in Ayodhya is different frdm Archaeological
Museum. | am also not aware of Ram Kathan Kunj, which
is located in Raj Sadan Palace of Raja Saheb, located in
Ayodhya. | do not know whether Raj Sadan Museum in:
Ayodhya is different from'Archaeo.Iogical Museum. | am
also not aware of Ram Kathan Kunj, which is 200 steps in
‘the east of the crossing of Hanuman Garhi from the Tulsi
Cro's.'sin._g. Later on, he stated that he is not aware of it by

its name.

~Ram Katha Museum is under the Department of
Archaeology':of the Government of Uttar Pradesh, Among‘
the égitators, about whom | have mentioned in para 6 of my.
affidavit included other persons and also residents of
Ayodhya were also present. At this point of time, | am not
in a position to disclose the names of those residents of
Ayodhya. Later on, he stated that he remembered the
names of the agitators, who had lost their lives during firing
ande'hb had been ‘interviewed by him. These agitators
comp}ris'ed both saints ascetics and householders. | may not
be able to mention the name of any such saint/ascetic. |
have never lived at the places of these saints ascetics and
I had'.»not met those agivtating saints ascetics in the disputed
premises. The saints-ascetics also lived in the disputed
premises. It is true that their pantry store was built there.
From my ancestors and father, | have come to know that
the disputed site has been Sri Ram Janam Bhoomi Mandir
from its very inception. Our families and the Hindu psyche
have always regarded it as the temple. ‘According to my
belief, the structure that was demolished on 6" December
1992, Wés a temple. The tiny temples outside the disputed
premises were demolished ‘by the State Government during
the Ie\./e_l'ing. But the disputed structure was demolished by

the Kér Sewaks on 6'" December 1992. | had never been on
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the 'r-ear, i.e., in the western side of the disputed building
priok-to 6'" December 1992. | was aware that a Parikrama
Marg had been constructed in the western side of the
disput'ed building. | believe that the thickness of the
western wall of the disputed building should surely be
‘about one meter. From the point, where | was standing, the
bricks did not appear arranged oﬁ disputed wall rather it
appeared as if the wall was built by stones in a haphazard
manner. One meter wide wall was filled with debris,
garb“age‘ and small ston'es.besides, tiny stones. A three and
half feet long, two feet wide and around six inches thick big
slab fell in my presence and it appeared as if something
Was_:ihscribed on it. Besides, many other slabs, which were
six seven in number, also fell. Designing was carved on the
slabs. The six seven slabs were of nine inch thick and of
1.3 feet wide and 3 feet long. On a cursory look, all these
slabs appear similar. Later on, Volunteer: that they were
appearing different frbm others. Many other Jouranlists
were" present there at that time but | may not be able to
mention their names. They appeared to be outside
Journalists. The big slab about which | have mentioned
above, fell around quarter to three P.M. B.B.Rai, SSP was
not _ipr'esent at the place where | was standing. There was
no officer whom | recognized, | do not recognize all the
senior officers of Faizabad. At the outset, the biggest slab
was carried to Ram Katha Kunj and later on other slabs:
were taken to Katha Kunj. | had accompanied the big slab
up to Ram Katha Kunj. | may not be able to tell whether the
‘othek Journalists present there, had gone up to ‘Ram Katha
Kunj' (')vr hot.When all the slabs were put at Ram Katha Kunj,
all the’ Journa‘lists of Faizabad including myself were
present there. All the Journalists of Faizabad were
p-resent.in Katha Kunj éven before me. The officers had not

acqu}ired those inscriptions immediately on my reaching
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there. It is true that after 6" December and 7" January
1.993,,the Central Government had acquired the entire
pre‘r'nises and 67 acres of land attached thereto. It is also
true that even before 6" December. 1992, the disputed
premi:ses had been barricaded. When | visited the disputed
premises on 7" January 1993, | did ~not obtain any:
perm.ission nor affixedv my signatures anywhere. | was in
poséession of an Identity card (Journalists), issued by the
State Government, on_th‘e basis of which | was allowed to
get in. tt was for the first time on 6™ December 1992 that |
came to know of Dr.Sudha Mallayya. Dr.Sudha Mallayya
had also a Journalists’s identity Card. Dr.Swarajya Prakash
Gupta had reéched the disputed site just after a while after
we reached there. Later on, he stated that he had come"
near Ram Katha Kunj. ll had seen Dr.Swarajya Prakash
Gupta for the first time, in October 1992 in a Press
Conference. Shri Ram Babu Aggarwal had never been my
parthér :in my Petrol Pump. He never managed my Petrol
Pump.' | am known to him. | am not aware whether Ram
Babu AA:ggarWaI is an active member of Vishwa Hindu
Parishad or not. | have gone to Kar Sewaks Puram many a
times. | do not know about the occupation of Ram Babu
Aggarwal. | also do not know whether he supplies atta,
pulsés, rice in Kar Sewak Puram. | had visited the
disputed site at the time of the construction of big platform.
| do not remember whether a deep digging was done at the
time of construction of that platform or not. It is wrong to
state that the inscription mentioned by me, had been found
during digging. The photograph in'which | am holding the
inscription and about which | had mentioned in para 3 of
my statement in my affidavit, was taken by the
photographer of "Aaj’ journal. That photographer had taken
photographs of other small slabs also. Those photographs

had been published in “Aaj’. It is wrong to attribute that
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Ram }Ba.‘bu Aggarwal had 'been my business partner and
that he had managed my Petrol Pump for a long time and |
have come here to depose because he is a special worker
of Vishwa Hindu Parishad.

(Cross examination by Ranjit Lal Verma, Advocate on
behalf of Defendant No.3, Nirmohi Akhara c‘oncluded).

XXX - XXX XXX XXX

"This is wrong to state that the newspaper named °
Panchjanya’ is RSS or Jansangh dominated newspaper,
rather. it is a newspaper brought out by Bharat Prakashan.
| am hot awaré of the details of the proprietors of Bhrarat
Prakashan. | am the Faizabad correspondents of
Panchjanya newspaper. | have been a correspondents of
this newspaper for the last sixteen years and during these
sixteen years, | am nbt aware the owners of Bharat
Prakasthan. The newspaper is published not from Lucknow
but from Delhi. Since the day | became the
correspondence of the newspaper, it is being brought out
from Delhi only. ON 6'" December, 1992, | was behind the
western wall of the disputed building from 12.00 to 5.00
P.M. | did not stand remain at one place rather | kept on
moving from one place to the other. The disputed building

being: a big building was demolished in peace meal. First

of all, the dome on the northern side of the disputed:"

building fell followed by the dome on the southern suide and
finally the central dome fell down. The entire building had
‘been demolished by 5.00 p.m. on 6" December 1992. At
the time of demolition.of the disputed building, the police
was stationed on the roof of another temple across the

northern road away from the disputed building. There was
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a distance around 250-300 feet in between the point where
| was standing and the point where the police was located
oh' the roof. Around 60 to 70 policemen were present on the
roo-f-‘._ This temple is not the Ram Janam Bhoomi Temple. It
was not the Janam Sthan temple also. As told to me that
temple is known as Sita Rasoi Mandir, which was not
demolished. The disputed building, which is called as:
mandir by Hindus and a mosque by Muslims located in the
disp.uted complex was demolished by the Kar Sewaks,
whom | did not recognise. | was present all alopg the time
of demolition of the disputed building. Barring a few
JournaI{sts, | did not recognise anybody present at the
site. Safal Gyaptey of Faizabad, Rajender Sonia of "Aaj’
V.N. Arora of Times of India and some other Journalists
were also présent amongst others. | had seen them'during_
12.00 to 5.00, but | cannot vsay whether they were present.
in the'di-éputed complex during the entire five hours. To my
knowledge, there was no ban in entering the disputed
complex on the day of the incident, there was a ban only in
entering the structure. There was also a ban in entering
the platform in the south of the disputed building. Boys had
mou-n,t'ed the dispUtgzd_ building and had demolished it.
Hundred of boys were seen mounting the building. | did not
count the number of boys but | had seen the boys mounting
the - building and the very' boys 'who had mounted,
demolished the disputed building. Since | was at a distance
from';[he northern dome, | cannot say how many people got
injured or lost their lives in dismantling the dome. All these
boys were Kar Sewaks, but | cannot say whether all of them
were ‘members of Vishwa Hindu Parishad or not. The
northern dome was knocked down near by 1.34 or 1.40 on
the day of the incident. Thereafter the southern dome was
demolished at around 3.5.2006, whereas the middle dome

had fallen down at around 5.00 P.M. | was present all along
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upto" 5.00 Pll\/i. and a witness to all this. During this entire
incidént; the police did not'try' to use any force or fire any
roun"ds at any stage. At the time of demolition of the
dispvuted building, no one belonging to Muslim community
Was‘_seen nearby the site. At that time, only those persons
were present, who claimed to be Kar Sewaks or were police
and other officers. Many leaders were present on the stage
built up on the roof of Ram Katha Kunj. Since the above
stag’e was not visible from the place where | was standing, |
cannot say whether Shri Lal Krishan Advani was present
on the stage in between 12.00 to 5.00 on that day. | kept on
shuttling from here to there in the western side from 12.00
to 5..00 P.M. The reasohs behind moving from one place to
other was to evade the possible action by the police.
Druing 12.00 to 5.00 P.M., | never.went in front i.e., eastern
side‘:o"f the disputed structure. All the persons belonging to
newspaper were not standing with me. In all, there were
four'five’ reporters who were around me. There were many
other reporters beside -them, but | do not know their
names. As stated by me above, | did not visit the stage
built on the roof of Ram Katha Kunj and as such, | cannot
tell as to which leaders were present on the stage.
Loudspeakers were fitted and speeches were being made.
Since | did not recognize the voice of Advani Ji, | cannot
sé‘y'whether Advani Ji was speaking anything through the
m-iké. However, there were repeated calls through the mike
not to damage the disputed building, but still the Kar
Sewaks managed to knock down the building. A few pieces
of stones found in the disputed building were taken away.
by the Kar Sewaks and were kept behindthe ram Katha
Kunj. The process of carrying and placing the stones had
,startiéd_ at 3.00 P.M. which continued till the evgning. | left
the "'d'i‘sputed site along with others after 5.00 P.M. The

reméiniﬁg Journalists would have lefi by their respective
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vehicles. No Journalist had accompanied me, | had gone by
my -vehicle ‘indepéndently. At around 7.00 P.M., the
officers. of tihe Local administration informed us that the
Central Governmenf had dismissed the Government of Uttar
Pradesh and President’s Rule has been imposed and that
the.y are enforcing curfew in Ayodhya and Faizabad.
How‘e‘ver, in practical terms, no curfew could be imposed till
the noon of 8" December 1992 and it was only thereafter
that curfew was imposed in a strict sense. | believe that it:
Was'impossible for the administration to impose curfew in
the presence of four ‘five lacs of people. Mostly Ram
Janam Bhoomi trust h,ad' only brought the Kar ‘Sewaks to
the place of’incident, i.e., the disputed site. Kar Sewaks
had started gathering five six days prior to the incident of
6" Dec'ember. 1992. A number of tents had been erected
near the disp'uted site and the Kar Sewaks were living in
these tents only. | cannot state as io when were the tents
erected but probably it Was done five seven days prior to
the date of incident. | cannot tell about the source from
which the Kar Sewaks were getting their food. The Kar
Sewiaks 'Ahad started leaving Ayodhya in the evening of 6"
Dec_erhber itself and this exodus continued till 9. | am
aware of Kar Sewaks leaving on 9" because the
adm‘ihistrat‘ion had arranged buses for their journey. In
another words, the Kar Sewaks had left Ayodhya in
between 7" to 9" December 1992. | cannot state whether
Ayod.hya was free from Kar Sewaks by 9'" December or not,
there'.is a possibility that few of them might be living in the

temples.

| do not have any information nor | cam to know
through newspaper that the then Central Minister Shri Arjun
Singh had come to Lucknow at that time or not. | also do

not know whether he went to Faizabad or not. | am not
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awafe'of his visit to Delhi on 4" December 1992. There was
no skirmish.in between the Kar Sewaks and police on 6'"
Dec'e_rhber prior to the incident or during the incident. On 6!
Decemb.er 1992 before 12.00 noon, Shri Sudarshan Ji who
is the present Sarsangshchalak of Rashtriya Swayamsewak
Sang:h and Uma Bharati Ji were present on the stage

erected on the roof of Ram Katha Kunj. Besides, Ms.

Ritambhara and Ashok Singhal were also present. Amongst
fhese leaders, Shri Ashok Singhal himself was refraining
from damaging the disputed building but noKar Sewak was
payihg heed to him. Besides, Mahant Dharam Dass Ji of
Ayodhya also pushed Kar Sewaks out and refrain them. As
to my knowledge, Ritambhara Ji did not get down from the
stage before 12.00. All' the people present on the stage of
Ram Katha Kunj tried that no Kar Sewak damages the
disputed bu.ilding. Besides, all other leaders, who were
preseht- there, also refrained the Kar Sewaks from
dam'aging the disputed building, but no one listened to
them. l:did not hear the voice of Shri Lal Krishan Advani
and | could not recognise whether the voice coming from
the Stage belonged to Advani Ji or anyone else. Since | did
not recognise the voice of Shri aDvani, | cannot say
whether the voice coming from mike was his or not. | had
heard a female voice but | cannot say whether it was the
voice of Ritambhara Ji or not. | could not also recognise
the voice of Shri Murali Manohar Joshi, but all the leaders
present on the stage were calling upon the people not to
d‘érﬁage the disputed  structure. The leaders kept of
appealing upto 12.30, but thereafter the appeals weakened
and they had realized that they could not do anything and
thereafter there was no appeal for refraining from damaging"
the structure and then other things started coming f|rom the
miké_-. Then various voices started coming from the milk.

The‘re-was no specific voice at the time of the demolition of
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the first dome, i.e. 1.35 P.M. Only uproar and shouting by
Kar Sewaks, chanting of Sri Ram was audible in all
directions. After 12.30 | did not hear the voice of anyone of
the 'persons, who were present on the stage before 12.00
noon, whose names | had mentioned above. | do not know
if Ad_vani Ji was present on the stage upto 5.00 p.m. or not
nor.l am aware whether Joshi Ji was present upto 5.00
p.m. there or not. | cannot tell that which leaders out of the
leaders | have mentioned above, remained on the stage
upto which time. | had witnesses the stage closely and from:
a distance both ways before 12.00 hoon. | cannot say how
and - by. which vehicles did the above leaders left the
disputed site or stage after 5 P.M. After the demolition of
the 'disQ_uted building, the Kar sewaks leveled the debris of
that building with each other help by using spade and
theréaft_ér established the Vighra of Sri Ram there. Place
measuring around 40’X 40’ was leveled. | believe around
300 to 400 kar sewaks completed this leveling. Pbssibly,
more than 400 Kar Sewaks might be present at the disputed

site.

Verified the statement after hearing.

Sd/-

Ashok Chandra Chaterhee

. . ‘ 3.10.2002

Typed by the Stenographer'in the open court as dictated by

us, In continuation of this be present on 4.10.2002 for
furth-ek cross examination in this case.

| | Sd/-

3.10.2002
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Dated 4.10.2002
O.P.W.8 Shri Ashok Chandra Chatterjee

(Crotss-exanﬁination of O.P.W. 8 Shri Ashok Chandra
Chatterjee by Shri Abdul M‘anhan, Advocate in continuation
of the proceedings of 3.10.2002).

.}‘On 6'" December 1992, | was standing behind the
disputed building in the west and a mob of 2.5-3 lacs of
peoplé were demolishing the disputed building. | had seen
the disputed builing being demolished from the rear portion.
| saw the firét dome, the second dome and then he third
dome falling down. The three domes of the disputed
building did not fall simultaneously; rather they fell one by
one. | was present at the disputed premises upto 6.30 P.M.
on 6" December 1992. After the demolition of the disputed
building on 6" December 1992, the Kar Sewaks had taken
some items out of the debris and carried them to ram Katha
Kunj_'.T-'héy took away some items with them and the
remaining debris remained there itself. The Kar Sewaks
had.tak'en away small slabs out of the debris, which
according to them were portions of the temple. It was
around 2-45 P.M. when the Kar Sewaks started taking away
small slabs out of the debris from the point where | was
standing. Two types of stones were fixed in the disputed
building, some were of black colour and the others were
like brown colour. The Kar Sewaks termed the latter as
sand stone slabs and they took away only those stones. |
am.ho’t aware where did the Kar Sewaks take away those
stones. | cannot say nor | am aware where did the Kar
sewaks took away the small stones. The first part of the
northern portion of fhe disputed building fell down at,
around 1.35, whereas the southern p'ortion was demolished
at around 3.00 P.M. and it was at 5.00 P.M. when the

9
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middle portion 'feII down. | am not aware whether Shri
Advani Ji is a leader of Jansangh or not. As on this day, |
know that Shri Advani Ji is Deputy Prime Minister of India.
At this point of time, | do not remember what post was held
by Shri Advani Ji in BJP as on 6" December 1992.
Howevef, he was a leader of the Bhartiya Janta Party. | do
not know what pos‘t was held by Kumari Ritambhara Ji in
BJP. | had seen Murli Manohar Joshi, Uma Bharati on the
staée at Ram Katha Kunj before 12.00 Noon. At this point
of time, | do not remember if any of the leaders of BJP
besid:es, Shr‘i Advani, - Shri Murali Manohar Joshi, Uma.

Bharati, Kumari Ritambhara were present there or not.

| am a Journalist and have been working as such for
the ‘last sixteen seventeen years and have ‘also been
working as a Reporter for P‘anchajanya almost for the same
period. As on 6" Decemb.er 1992, | was a correspondent of
Panchjanya. When the disputed building was being
demolished of‘1 6" December 1992 before me, police did not
take.any action. Later'on, it was stated that no force was
applied. Police was present in a sufficiently large number.
Around ‘50—60 uniformed polic_emen were present at the
point where | was standing. They did not indulged in any
forci:blle ‘, action and were all standing like mute spectators.
 am nlot aware of any reason as to why the policemen were
stan'ding like mute spectators at that time. | am not aware
about the'number of police personnel present in Faizabad
on 6" December 1992. | do not know if 1000 additional
policemen were present in faizabad besides, the regular
poliée personnel. | am not aware whether a few out of
these“ 1000 policemen were sent to the disputed site in
Ayodhya. | have some knowledge of Ayodhya area.
Faizabad Ayodhya have common boundaries but | cannot

tell the distance in between the two cities. Distance
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betvxl/éen' Faizabad Kotwali and Ayodhya Kotwali would be
around 4.5 kilometers. | am not aware that at that time
1000 " policemen from Faizabad Police Line and Ayodhya
Kotwali were present there. Around 300 policemen must
have been around the disputed site at that time. There was
a bu’ilding in Ayodhya which Hindu claimed as their, temple
Whereaé the Muslims CIaim}ed it to be their mosque and it
was. this building which was the cause of dispute and a
number of suits were going on in various courts in
connéction with this disputed building. | was not aware
Whefher a case pertaining to the disputed building was
pending before three judges of the Lucknow Bench of the
Allahabad High Court as on 6" December 1992. | am not
awaré whether the Hon’ble High: Court had passed any
order that no Kar Sewaks would visit the platform on 6"
December 1992. | was given to understand that the
Hon’ble Supreme Court or the Hon'ble High Court had
appointed a District Judge as an Observer and deputed him
to the site of incident on 6" December 1992. | do not know
what (ole did the Observer play on 6™ December 1992. |
Saw”that the Observer was present at the disputed site on
6" December 1992, but | do not know whether or not he
presented any report in the Court. The Kar Sewaks had
started pouring in Ayodhya three four days prior to the
incident, i.e., 6'" December 1992. | do not know the agency
which arranged for the lodging of the Kar Sewaks, but | do
know that the Kar Sewaks had started gathering three four
days prior to the incident. These Kar Sewaks remained in
Ayodhyé upto 7-8" December 1992. | was given to informed
that the Government had got Ayodhya evacauated by Kar .
S‘é\'/v'aks on 8" December 1992. A number of camps were
established in Ayodhya, wh}ere Kar Sewaks were residing.
From the words camps, | mean temporary tents made of

cloth. Mattresses, bed sheets, pillows were made available’

H
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in the Cam-ps. | do not know the exact number of such
camps established in entire Ayodhya. | had seen a few
camps behina Ram Katha Kunj close to the dis‘puted site
on 6" December 1992. Since | had not counted the camps,
| cannot give their number of approximation. The camps
were not in hundreds, they were less than a hundred.
Besi.des- these camps, the Kar Sewaks were available in
other cémpsvalso. | am not aware of the place where the
ce‘im'vps had been installed. No camps were installed around
the .'diAsp'uted‘ building, a few camps were there dnly in the
southern sidé. | did not see any camp fixed in any other
part of Ayodhya. | cannot tell whether the three lacs Kar
Sewaks stayed | the camps fixed behind Ram Katha Kunj:
and -on the southern side of the dispufed site. They would
have"stéyed in various temples. | do not know as to whom
‘had installed the camps, which | had, seen. | glso cannot
tell \Nhe_thevr the camps, which | had éeen were fixed with
effect f;om 4™ December 1992 or earlier or later. The Kar
Sew'éks' had started ga’thering aroundv- the disputed
premises right from the morning of 6" December 1992 and
their‘humber.had swelled upto three lacs till 12.00 Noon. |
do not recollect whether any meeting of Jansangh was held
in Lucknow on 4" December 1992 and whether Atal Ji and
Advani Ji had addressed the meeting or not. | was not
present.in any gathering or meeting in Lucknow on that
day.' | do not know where all these leaders went away on
5t Décember. 1992. | do not know whether Atal Ji went to
Delhi.oh 5t_h December 1992 and Advani Ji along with other
Iead‘ev'rs'left for Ayodhya. | had not met Advani Ji in
Ayodhya or Faizabad on 5" December 1992. | had no
personal meeting with _Advani Ji on 6" December 1992, of
cours‘e, | had seen him standing on the stage. | had seen a
number of Journalists present in the dispUted premises. |

had not seen Advani Ji on the stage at Ram Katha Kunj in
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betw'een 12.00 to 5.00 P.M.; on 6" December, 1992. | was
present within the municipal limits of Ayodhya city uppto
6.45 p.m. on 6" December 1992 after which | left for
Faiz(ébAa.d‘. When | left Ayodhya on my way to Faizabad, the
mob at the disputed premises had substantially decreased.
Still. 40-50 th.ousand Kar sewaks must had been present
ther-_e.‘A few of these 40-50 thousand Kar Sewaks were
clean‘ing the debris of the disputed building or leveling and
othefs were either standing, sitting or moving. | cannot
say ‘whether the Kar Sewaks had gone to tents or
elsew_here when their number was reduced from three lacs
to 40-50 thousand. |

- Right from my childhood, | have known the disputed
building as a temple, but | am not aware as to when was it
constructed. In my view, the dispt'Jted building was not a
mosque. | do not know whether the Muslims ever offered
prayers in the disputed .building or not. Since | was born on
23rd.Nov'ember 195'0, | cannot tell whether the Muslims had
offered prayers upto 9.00 P.M. on 22"% December 1949.
Even later on, no one ever told me whether or not the
I\/'Iusvl_'irhs‘ had offered prayers in the disputed building on or
before 22" December 1949. | do not know whether 23™
Decembér 1949.' was a Firday and whether the Mulsims had
gone their to offer prayers on that day or not. | am not
aware of the fact whether the District Magistrate of
Faizabad had refrained the Muslims to offer prayers in the
disputed premises on 239 December 1949 and sent them
back | am also not aware whether the devotees had been
sent elsewhere in the noon on that day. | am not aware
whether the disputed building had beén attached under an
o~rd.ér of City Magistrate on 29'" December 1949. It is not in
my knowledge whether the disputed building had ever been

attached or not under Section 145 Cr.P.C. | am also not
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aware as to how long did the building remain under
attachment. | also do not know whether proceedings under

Sectien 145 Cr.-P.C. went to the Lucknow or not.

I was 12-13 years old when | visited the disputed
vbuild‘ing for the first time. | do not remember whether police
pere'orinel were posted near the disputed buil«d‘ing at that
time. | had gone there with my father. | had gone to the
disp‘Qted buildihg mahy a time the*reafter, but do not
remember as,to how rhany-times and when did | frequent
the "building." In all I would have visited the disputed
build"i’ng forty fifty time’s._Whe}hever I \)\:/ent to the disputed'
building, my intention was only to worship and as such, |
never cared to see whether police was ever posted there or
not._‘l .Ueed to go to Woirship and come back. After 1989-90,
the ‘number or police personnel around the disputed
premises had_ gone up to an exteni that it had become
notieeable. |

'.I never participated as a Kar Sewak in the Ram
Janam Bhoomi movement started in 1990, however, | have
been a part of such movemenis in the capacity of
Journalist. In 1990, one or two Kar Sewaks had climbed up
the domes of the disputed building. | was not present at
the premises of the disputed building on that particular
occasion. At that time, law as on National Highway No0.28,
from Where the disputed building ie around 250-300 yards
away. The disputed land was not visible from the very point
where | was standing..The disputed building was not in
fronr of that point. It was around 12-121.30 in 1990 when 1-2
kar Sewaks climbed up the domes. Because | was not
present in the disputed premises at that time and on that
d'ay,_' I' cannot tell the total number ng Kar Sewaks, who

were present in the disputed premises at that time. It is true
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that on that day thousands of Kar Sewaks were present in
betvv:e'en the disputed premises and the point on National

Highway No0.28 where | was standing.

Verified the statement after hearing

Sd/-

Ashok Chandra Chaterjee

. ‘ 4.10.2002

Typed by the Stenographer in the open court as dictated by

us, In continuation of thisv be present on 7.10.2002 before
com‘m‘i_ss_ioner for further cross examination in this case.

 Sd/-

4.10.2002
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Dated 7.10.2002 |
O.P.:W.8-Shri Ashok Chandra Chatterjee

Befdre the Commissioner Shri Narender Prasad, Additional
District Judge/Officer on Special Duty, Hon’ble High Court,:

Lucknow Division Bench, Lucknow.

{Appointed vide order dated 4.10.2002 of the Hon’ble
full Bench in Other Original Suit No.5/89 (Original Suit No.
236/89)} '

. (Cross—examination on oath of O.P.W.8 - Shri Ashok
Chandra Chatterjee by Shri Abdul Mannan, Advocate on
behalf of Defendant No.. 6. in continuation of the
proceedings of 4.10.2002)

| 'have been working in the field of Journalism for the

last 18-17 years. | am a resident of Faizabad proper since

my birth. | do not know the date of construction of the
dispu;téd building gnd | also do not have personal
knowledge as to who had built it. | have heard it from my

elders that it has been a temple from times immemorial and
that 'during the medieval period, the invader by the name of
Babalr' had tried to demolish this temple"and convert the
placé.of his worship. | do not know that in which year
Babar had come to India. | also do not know whether there
had been any'fight in between Babar and lbrahim Lodi. |
would have read History subject in ninth or tenth class. |
passed my 10'" class in 1965 and | had passed by 9'" class
in 1964. | do not remember if we had ever been taught as
to when Babar had knocked down the disputed building and
tried to convert it into hi_s place of worship. | do not
remember whether in 9" or 10" class, | had read anything

in Hi‘stjory suggesting that the disputed building in Ayodhya
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was demolished by Meer Bagi, the Army Commander of

Babar and made a place of his worship.

Que’sﬁon — Is it a fact that at the time when Meer Bagqi built
the Babri Mosque, two couplets had been

inscribed thereon ?

(On this question, Shri Ajay Kumar Pandey, learned
Advocate of plaintiffs objected that the witness is neither
historian or an expert of script nor he is conversant with
Urdu, Afabic, Persi.an and as such posing a question to him
is ndt_relevant. Such a queétion should not be allowed.)

Answe‘r:" | have no knowledge of this s‘ubject.

I W.as 12 —13 years old, when | had seen the disputed

building for the first time. At present | am 52 years old.

“When | went to the disputed building for the first time,
my only purpose' was worshipping and praying and,
therefore, | did not look around unnecessarily. | am not
aware whether any couplet was inscribed thereon or not. |
am not a student of Literature and, therefore, | do not know
Wﬁai is meant by a couplet. It is not to my knowledge
Wheft'hér'anything is inscribed on the main gate or not. For
entry into the disputed building we were aware of only two
gates from over childhood. | had seen something like
Mandir Sri Ram Janam Bhoomi or something like this:
written in Devnagari Languége on bbth the gates. 'When |
went to fhe disputed premises forty yeears ago, | did not find
‘anything written in Urdu. | am not all aware of Urdu
Language. My last visit to the disputed building was in the
month (;f November or December 1992. When | went to the
disp't‘Jted‘ building Was.dem»olished. We had reached the
disputed premises at around 7.30 —=8.00 AM before 12.00
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Noon on the day when the building was demolished. We
had'reéched at around 7.30 -8.00 AM on that day. | was
p.re,Sent-in the disputed premises upto 6.30 —-6.45 PM. In
betwéen 8.00 AM to 6.30 PM, three - four lac people had
assembled there. | cannot say whether the mob comprised
only Kar Sewaks or not. | had met a number of people in,
between 8.00 AM to 6.30 PM. Some of them were my.
Journalists colleagues and others were Kar} Sewaks.
Besides, a few Government officers, police personnel
offic"ek»é of the State Government etc. were alsc; present. |
do not remember the names of the officers of the District
Administration, ‘who were ‘present there_l: However, his
designaAt‘ion was that of an Exgcutﬁve Magistrate.
Personally neither the Magistrate did not know me nor |
knew him. Whenever ‘such magistrates come for"
maintaining law and order , they are accompanied by their
staff and they also come by Government vehicle.
Jourhéli_éts like us spof them with all these phenomenon. |
do not know about the total number of journalists present in
that. mob. | may also not be able to tell the number of
Exe¢utiVe M'a.gistrate appointed there by the Government. |
may hot be able to tell whether the number of Executive
Mag‘i'strate available there, was ten, fifteen or twenty. | had
occasion to interact with a number of people there, who
Weré'_Kar Sewaks. Many Kar Sewaks informed me about
the province to which they belong. | do not remember the
state from which they had come. The Kar Sewaks told me
that some of them came from Andhra Pradesh a few had
comé from Haryana, Delhi and a few others had come from
Bihar. Some of the Kar Sewaks had also come from
Bengal. | do not know if Kar Sewaks from other States had
also come or not. | had seen Kar Sewaks entering in
Ayodhya some three- four days prior to 6'" December 1992,
They had started pouring in three- four days prior to the



1256

date 'o.f‘incident. I dQ not know where all of them were
staying. | had seen a few Kar Sewaks ocbuping the tents.
It was probably on 2"% or 3" December 1992. | had seen
the Kar Sewaks for the first time on 2" or 3" December
1992‘." Thereafter, | had seen a number of Kar Sewaks on
4™ December 1992 also. | had gone to the disputed
premises on 4" December 1992 also. Since | am not
conversant with Urdu language, | may not be able to tell
whether anything Was written in' Urdu on the disputed
building on 4" December 1992. | do not know whether
anything' was written in bold letters in Urdu language on the
main ga{e. It will be wrong to say that | had never visited
the disputed building. At this point ofvtime, | do not
remember whether | had gone inside the disputed building
on 4" December 1992 or not. | also do not know that if
anytuhing is_ins;:ribed on the building whether it is Urdu or
not. .

| went into the inside of the disputed building and had
seen pillars standing therein. There were three gates in
the disputed building. On 4" December 1992, | had
retur'n'ed from the disputed premises after staying there for
about 1.,-1.5 hours. When | came out of the disputed
premises on 4" Décember 1992, | found 100-200 persons
m.o.viing to and fro. | had talked to a number of people
amdhgst them. | had asked them Why‘had they come, how
had_‘they come and from where had they come. They told
the néme of the Statre “from where they had come and also
that they had come for Ram Kaaj. The Kar Sewaks i.ncluded:
thos'é‘ belonging to Andhra Pradesh, Madhya Pradesh,
Hary.ana, Delhi, Bihar,‘BengaI. On 4" all the Kar Sewaks
‘had one common answer that they had come for Ram
Kaaj. |'do not know what did they mean by the "Ram Kaaj'.

In my view, by Ram Kaaj, they meant doing Kar Sewa at the
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disputed complex. The Kar Sewaks knew on 4'th ‘December
1992 that would be doing Kar Sewa on 6" December and
i.e. why they replied to me as above on 4" December 1992,
DL'lri:ng my stay of about 1-1.5 hours in the disputed
premises on 4" December 1992, | had interacted with 25-
30 persons and more‘ or less all the Kar Sewaks had
deposed that they had come for doing Ram Kaaj on 6"
December 1992. | do not know what is the real meaning of:
Ram Kaaj. | have reproduced what the Kar Sewaks had told
me ft‘here. | had asked them where were they staying and
‘how,‘satisfactory was the provision of food for them. They
told‘,tha.t they were staying intents aﬁd temples and are
being provided food there itself. | do not know the number
of persons staying in -the tents. | also do not know how
many of them were staying in temples. On 4" December
1992, | did not try to find out how many Kar Sewaks were:
Iiving in the tents and how ma}ny were living temples. We
had visited the disputed premises in the morning of 5'
December 1992 also. It was 11-11.30 in the morning . | had
visited the disputed premises on 5™ December 1991, but
had'n'ot.entered into the premises. | had seen the words
"Sri Ram Janam Bhoomi Mandir’ written on the front gate
of the'djsp.uted building on 5" December 1992. There are
two ‘g»ate for entering }’the disputed building —one was the
main gate and the other was ° Hanumat Dwar’. We called
the f-'i.rst gate as * Singh Dwar’. At this point of time, | do not
reme'rj‘nber if an iron gate was fitted on the first gate. After
entry through the first gate, one finds a verandah after
Which there is a platform on the left side. The platform
would be 21’ Ibng and 17" wide. Beyond the platform, there
was é type of a wall with rods, gate. fitted therein. Later on,
he stated that a frame of rods was fitted there. | remained
at the disputed premises for about 1-1.25 hours on 5"
December 1992. On that day also | had interacted with 10-
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15 persons ir%,the same way as | had done on 4™ December
1992. | ‘had. jlef’[ the disputed premises after staying there
for a,b’ou’t 1.—1.‘25 hou.rs on 5" December 1992. At this point
of ti_.me, | do not remember as to where had | gone after
retut'ning from the disputed premises on 5" December
1992.. | had talked to ‘a number of jodrnalists on 5
Deceﬁjber 1992. Shri Tuli, BBC Correspondent was one of
the prominent Journalists with whom | had talked. Shri Tuli
was present in Ayodhya on 5" December 1992. | had met
Shri Tuli Ji in Ayodhya and in Faizabad also on 5"
December 1992. | had met and talked with Shri Tuli Ji in
Ayodhya at about 12.00 Noon. We continued talking for
about 15-20 minutes. Shri Tuli Ji was staying at Shan-e-
Avadh Hotel, Faizabad on 5”‘ December 1992. Many other
Jourhalists were also stayihg there like Shri Viond Shukla,
Editor o_f Dainik Jagran. Many others were also staying
theré,: but I do not remember their names at present.
Besides'_ the Bureau Chief of "Amar Ujala’ and also
Journalists frorh Jansatta, a number of foreign journalists
were also present there. | may not be able to tell the
number of foreign Journalists present there. | believe that
the number of foreign journalists would be at least 14-15 as
on 5" December 1992. Most of them were staying at Hotel
Shan-e-Avadh on 5" December 1992. Amongst the foreign
Journali'sts, l'had interacted with Shri Tuli Ji, who is the
se.'nilor most and a highly respectable journalist. Shri Tuli Ji
was-'}télking to us on hypothetical basis about the incident

likely to happen on 6'" December 1992.

During his talk with us on 5" December 1992, Shri:
Tuli .had wondered whether the organizers of Kar Sewaks
would bé in a position to control such a large number of Kar
Sewaks, who had assembled there. Our discussions

revdlved around this topic. In my opinion, if very provoking
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activities had taken place, the Kar Sewaks could not be
cont‘r’o‘lled in any way. This is a view we held on 5th
December 1992. | have shared these‘ thoughts with him
and most of the j_ourhalists present there more or less
sh-ar‘edA my view point. When | was talking to Shri Tuli Ji,
somfe 5-6 persons were present and it was around 5.00
p.m. On 5" December 1992, 25-30 journalists must have
been present in the disputed premises besides us. A few
Whorh | recognized were Journalists belonging to "Dainik,
Jagran’, Times of India Jansatta, B.B.C., Amar Ujala etC.,‘
Since | had not sought the views of each journalist, |
cannot say whether their views were akin to mine or not,
Whé’n'.l ‘was talking to Shri Tuli Ji, all the jour;walists had
more of less the same view point. | am not aware whether
the remaining Jburnaliéts had apprised Shri Tuli Ji of their
views or not. | had talked to Shri Tuli Ji many a times on 5
Decémber 1592, but | do not remember precisely the
number of times | talked to him. We had our talks near Ram
Katha Kunj in the disputed premises. | had talked to Shri
Tuli Ji in the hotel at around 8.00-8.30 or 9.00 P.M. On 5™
Dec.e‘rhb.e.r 1992, much‘ of excitement was visible | the
evening amongst the kar Sewaks because somebody had
informed that the BBC, during its telecast, had shown the
clippings of the incidents of 1990, which gave rise to a
confujsion whether this action was taken in December 1992
or October 1990. Shri Tuli was telling s that it was wrong
and';that it was never their intention to instigate the Kar
Sewéks by showing all this. When we were talking to Shri
Tuli Ji in the night some four five persohs were present
there. Shri Tuli Ji had not explained it to me as to how
many Kar Sewaks had assembled by the evening of 5th
December 1992. | do not know who had brought the Kar
Sewaks there. This its wrong to at’l[ribute that | had visited

the disputed ‘premises on 4" December 1992 for the first
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time. i had frequented the disputed premises many a times

earlier also. |

“We had reached the disputed premises at about 8.00
A.M: on 6" December 1992. Nobody had accompanied me
at 8.00 A.M. on 6" December 1992. Many a Journalist had
alree,dy come before | reached there and still a few were
drop_p'ing in. Shri Rajender Soni of Daily “Aaj’ Shri
Harishanker Tewari of ‘Swatantra Chetna’ and Shri Vinod
Shukla of Dainik Jagran had reached at around 8.00
A.M.Shri Vinod Shukla resides in Lueknow, whereas the
others live in Faizabad. There were a number of other
journalists were also whose names | am not able to
recollect now. At this point of time, | am not able to
reco’llecf the names of Journalists who had come from
Delhi. Amongst the Journalists, who had came from
Lucknow, | remember name of only Shri Vinod Shukla. | do
not remember the names of the other Journalists eoming
from"Lucknow. '.l also do not know the number of Journalists
belonging te Lucknowﬁll also cannot tell as to how many
jourhalists had eome from Delhi. Similarly, | also cannot tell
anyt-hing about the number of Journalists coming from
Lucknow. | also cannot tell the total number of journalists
present at 8.00 A.M. in the d}isputed premises on 6
December 1992. | a'lso eannot tell the number of Journalists
present-'_ at the time of the incident. | knew only 8-10
journalists very Well out of the journalists present on the
site  of incident on 6™ December 1992. | recognized the
other journalists by face only. The 8-10 Journalists known
to me, included Journalists from Daink Jagran, Aaj,
Jansatta, Times of India, Dainik Aaajkal of Calcutta and
Shri Tuli from BBC. Shri Tuli had reached at around8.00:
A.M.'v.on-6th December }1992. Others present, included Shri

Saral Gyapety from Dainik Jagran, Shri Rajender Soni from

[
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Aaj, ‘Shri Vishwambher from Times of India and Shri Hari
Shanker Tewari from Swatantra Chetna. | do not remember
the names of other journaIiSts who were present there. All
these - journalists were present there at 8.00-8.30. The
crowd had started mobilizing from 8.00-8.30. In all around
3Q thousand persons were present in an around the
disp:uted_ premises at 8.00+8.15 A.M. Steadily, the crowd
started swelling when it reached to a figure around three
lac by 11.00 A.M. All these persons were coming to the
disputed premises on foot where | was standing. | do not
know the mode of conveyance through which these people:
had reached Faizabad. | cannot say whether these foersons
reach'ed by bus or some through some other means. | do
‘not ;,kn-ow whether special trains were commissioned from
Luok‘nbw and Allahabad stations for going to Ayodhya on
6" December 1992. | also do not know Whether such 5-6
trains were commissioned for going to Ayodhya on 6"
December 1992 or not. At Iéast 3-4 lac people were present
in and around the disputed_ premises ’in between 12.00
Noon at 5.00 P.M. on 6" December 1992. | was present on
the "f'r.on't portion of the disputed premises, i.e., in the
eastern side and front of Ram Katha Kunj upto 11.45 A.M.
on 6 December 1992 and from 12.00 Noon to 5.00 P.M.
behind fhe disputed building i.e., in the west direction.
Thekeafter, I remained nearby Ram Katha Kunj located in
the 'soAut'her.n side of the disputed building. On6th December
1992,}l was in and around the disputed building from 8.00
A.M. till 6.30-6.40 P.M. We did not send any telegram to
Bhar’fiya Janta Party on 5" December 1992. We also did
not send any other type of message to the BJP. We had
Iistehed to the talk of Shri Tuli and grasped it. Shri Tuli and
all of us concluded that if any instigating activity flared up,
the mob could turn berserk. By instigating aCtion, I meant

an action, which could heart the Kar Sewaks phy‘sically or



mentally. The Kar Sewaks had been too much hurted and
excited by 11.00 A.M. | on 6" December, 1992. The word °
hurt’ means any type of injury. To my knowledge nobody
had~_éent any.message to the BJP leaders by the evening
of 5" December 1992. At this point of time, | do not
remafnbér whether Shri Advani and Ms. Uma Bharati Ji and
Shri Murali Manohar Joshi Ji had reached Ayodhya by the
evening of 5" or not. | also do not know whether Shri
Advani Ji, Murali Manbhar Joshi and Uma Bharati stayed
anyWI‘jere in Ayodhya on the morning of 6'". All the three
persons were present on the stage erected in Ram Katha
Kunj at around 12.00 Noon on 6" December. Since | had
moved slightly away from the stage at Ram Katha Kunj at
around 12.00 so | cannot tell as to how long these people
remained on the stage. On 6™ December 1992, | remained
in the western side behind the disputed building from 12.00
Noon td around 5.00 P.M. | had moved away from the
disp'ated building twice. Once | had moved from there and
went Up_'to the rear portion of ram Katha Kunj in the south
‘o.f thé;disputed.~building and then again returned back to the
rear po'rtion of the disputed building where | kept on
standing. Ram Katha Kunj is at a distance of around 300
feet - from the disputed building. | can not tell about
furlohgs. | do not know that a furlong stands for 220 feet. If
we are standing in a field which is completely leveled and if
it is’longer than 300 feet, such things definitely be visible
frorh a distance of 300 feet. | recognize the face of Murali
Manohar Joshi and of Ms. Ritambhara Ji also. | also

rebagnize the present Deputy Prime Minister of India Shri

Advani ji. As stated by me, all the three were present at '

the stage before 12.00 Noon. | do not know if the above

three persons were present at the stage after 12.00 Noon.

| do not know if the above three persons were present at!

the stage after 12.00 or not. | also do not know whether the
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three had hagtch'ed a conspiracy or not to get the disputed
building demolished by Kar Sewaks. | was present in
Faizabad and Ayodhya on 4”‘ December 1992 and,
therefore, | do not have any information whether Shri Atal
Beh’er_i Vajpai or the above three persons'had convened a
public meeting in Lucknow on 4" and that all the above

three persons came to Ayodhya and Shri Atal Behari Vajpai

went to Delhi.

(Cro_Ss exam‘ination by Shri Abdul Manna, Advocate on
behalf of Defendant No.6, concluded).

(Cross examination by Shri Zaffaryab Jilani, Advocate onl
behalf of Defendant No.4, initiated).
XXX XXX - XXX XXX

{

”’Wh'en the'first dome of the disputed building was
knocked} dowh at around 1.30 on 6" December 1992, a lot
of dust was t here in. the air. It's not that the disputed
build'.ing was not clearly vieible because of the dust
because | was standing on the southern side of the
disputed building and the first dome of the northern side
hadAfa'IIe.n. There had been a whole in the western wall of
the northern dome. The whole have been caused because
of havph,azard. removal of the stones- it was around 5-6 feet
in thie northern southern side. The width of the western wall
of the northern dome in the northern-southern side was 30-
35 feet. From the rear side, the heigh‘t of the western wall
of th_e disputed building would be around 20-25 feet. It was
onlyvv‘after the demolition of the northern dome that the Kar
Sewaks who were present there, continued demolishing
this wall. The western wall below the nort’,hern dome had
been completely demolished by 2.30-3.00 P.M. | do not
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remember at this point}. of time as to when did the northern
Wall'bel'ow the northern dome .feII. The eastern wall of the
northern dome and the eastern portion was completely
invis'ibllei from the point where | was standing. Even at
2.30 ~3.00 P.M. when the western wall of the northern
dome had ‘been completely demolished, the eastern wall
below the same dome was. not visible to me because the
wall 'was not visible from the point where | was standing. |
was standing around 20-25 feet in the corner of south west
of the southern dome. The place where | was standing was
some-‘what slopping. The distance between the point where
| was standing and the northern dome would be aroudn100
feet. | believe that all the three domes had been knocked
down by 5.00 P.M., but some portion of the wall was still
intact, which was béing demolished by péople. When | left
the disputed site at around 6.30 in the evening, the activity
of demolition was continuing. | cannot say precisely as to
when did the diSputed building was completely
demolished. | had reached the dispdted_site by around
7.00-7.30 A.M. on 7" December. The Sun had arisen when
| started from my house for the disputed site. | have come
by n"\'y m,otorcyéle and it would have definitely taken me 15-
20 minutes to reach th'e' disputed site. There is a possibility
that | would have reached t.he disputed site at around 8.00
A.I\/I.“ or even earlier on that day. Wheh, | reached the
dispUted site at 7.45 A.M. — 8.00 A.M. on 7th December,
the dlsputed bUIIdlng had been Completely demolished and
| did not find any portlon of the wall protrudmg out of the
dlsputed building and also structure of a makeshift temple
had: been prepared by then. The bbundary wall of the
makeshift temple had been constructed. | believe that 3-4
feet"'high boundary wall had been erected all around. The

Kar:Sewaks were engaged in the activity by that time. A
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feW'Kér Sewaks were busy in erecting stairs while others
were bri.ngihg, laying bricks etc., work was going on.

" The southern dome fell at around 3.00 P.M. and with
that a mvajor portion of the western wall below it had also
demolished, However, this wall was intact upto a height of
7-8 feet. By 6.30 P.M, thié portion i.e., western southern
wall of the southern dome had been completely demolished.
| am not sure whether the eastern wall below this dome had
been co'mpletely demolished by that time or not. The work
of.dzemolishinxg the western wall below the southern dome
was corhpletely ovér in between 5.00—6.00p.m. When the
middle dome fell at around5.00 P.M., a very big whole had
beeh ‘made in the western wall below that dome. The whole
was almost was circular and very big of a diameter of"
around 8-9 feet. The western wall below the middlle dome
had fallen at 5.00 P.M., i.e., along with the dome. The
‘above wall fell under the weight of the dome. If some
port.ioh of the wall had. remained intact, people would have
knoc;_-ked, it down by 5.00 P.M. Kar Sewaks had started
demolishing the western wall below the middle dome right
from- 12.0-0 rjoon itself, but' the wall was very thick and as
far as | recollect, the above circular whole had been-
caused by around 4.00 P.M. The failing of 3.5 feet long
2.00’ f.ee‘t wide and around 6 inches thick slab about which
| have mentioned in para 10 of my affidavit, had fallen in
the western wall of the southern dome from a height of 6-7
feet‘frofn the floor of the building. | do not know as to
where this slab was exactly fitted in the wall. | cannot tell
as toWhere this slab. was exactly fitted in the wall before it
fell. I can confidently say that this slab was fitted in the
wall and the length, breadth and thickness of other stones
fittedi in the wall were different. No stone of this size was
seen fitted in the western wall. On this point, the learned

advocate cross-examining by way of Cassette document
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No.1l1’8C1/33' showed to the witness through multi media
projéector, track 1 of CD prepared under the order dated

3.10.2002 of the Hon’ble Full Bench (which was presented
in the court room by the learned Standing Counsel of
Government - of Uttar Pradesh Shri R.S.Tripathi in
accordance with the order dated 3.1.2002 of the Hon’ble
Full Bench). .He was shown the scene (photo) at 9.57
minut,es'in CD and the following question was posed:
Questioh: What woul'd be the probable time of this incident
of 6" December 1992 where two persons are
seen climbing the dome in the photo of the CD.
Answer: | feel it should be an incident of around 11.30.
By showing the photo representing the time 11.10 to
11.15 of the same, CD the following question was posed:
Question: What would be the time of this incident of 6
' December 1992 where the Kar Sewaks are seen
climbing the building in the disputed building in
the scenes and which wall of the disputed
building is visible in these scenes?
Answer:- This scenes of 6" December 1992 pertains to 2-
| 4 minutes past'11.30 and the wall which is
visible in the scenes in the‘ eastern wall- of the

middle dome.

Verified the statement after hearing.
‘ Sd/-

Ashok Chandra chaterjee

7.10.2002

Typed by the Stenographer in the opeh court as dictated by
us, In continuation of this be present on 8.10.2002 for
further cross examination in this case.

Sd/-
Narender Prasad

- Commissioner

7.10.2002
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Dated 08.10.2002
O.PTW.B' Sh. Ashok Chandra Chatterjee

Before the Commissioner Shri Narender Prasad,
Additional District Judge/ Officer on Special Duty, Hon’ble

High Court, Lucknow Division Bench, Lucknow.

(Appointed vide order dated 04.10.2002 of the Hon'ble
Full Bench in Other Original Suit No.5/1989(Original suit
N0.236/1989)]

. (Cross-examination on oath of O.P.W.8- Shri Ashok -

Chahdra Chatterjee by the learned Advocate Shri Zaffaryab
Jilani. on behalf of Defendant No.4 in continuation of the
proceedings of 7.10.2002 intiaited).

) When | went to the disputed site at 7.00 A.M. on 7"
_December 1992, | saw Ram Lalla “Virajmaan, where
Vigr"é}h.a" was established and it was covered b‘y a curtain
type of cloth on the three_si'des and the roof. The heights of
the cloth would be 6-7 feet. | do not remember the colour of
that cleth. (Qn this peint,~the withness was shown video
cass”ette No.118C1/33 VCP by the Learned advocate cross-

examining submitted by the pleintiffs'in Other original suit.'

No0.5/1989 on TV (TV and VCP were made available by the
learned Standing Legal Counsel of Government of Uttar
Pradesh in the Court room today)] and following questicon

was posed:

Queetion: P.le.ase tell whether the scene at 1.32 minutes
| visible in this cassette is of the makeshift temple
built on 7" December 1992 or subsequent to

that?
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Question:
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In my opinion, the scene in the edited cassette

reflects the makeshift temple only built on the

disputed site on 7" December. When | saw the’

scene of the place on 7" December, it was not
the same as is being shown in this edited
cassette. The difference in between the
makeshift temple of 7" December and the
makeshift temple visible In this scene of the
cassette is that the wall built on the four sides of
it is not visible .i.e. the high wall built for the
rhakeshift temple after the demolition of the
disputed building, is not visible in this scene. On
7" December, | have seen a 3-4 feet high wall at
the point of occurrence, which | had seen from a
distance of 40-50 feet. On that day, the wall was
visible from outside and the cloth was visible
inside. | had seen the makeshift temple on 7'
Decembe}r 1992, there was a bvig rush of people
there and 6-7 feét h‘igh boundary wall was visible
in the north .soufh direction, whereas the east
west wall was looking 7-8 feet long. On my final
visit on 7" December, | had returned from the
disputed site at 6-7 P.M.

By the time your remained at the disputed site
on 7" December 1992, i.e., upto 6.00-7.00 P.M.,
the b.oundary wall of the makeshift structure was
3-4 feet, as per your statement. Were its length
and breadth the same, as told by you or it had

increased?

On' my return on 7" as per my assessment the

northern Southern wall was around 20 feet and
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the eastern western wall was also around 20

feet, i.e., the structure was a square.

“The 6-7 féet length of the northern- southern wall and

the 7-8 feet length of the eastern western Wall, as stated by

me above, is because that the same size of the wall was

visible among the crowd.

Question:

Answer:’

As per your above statement that “it was 7-8 feet
on 7" December 19927?”- Is it right or wrong?

It is right.

- When | reached the disputed site in the morning of 7'

December, work on boundary wall was going on and the

crowd was also there.

Question:

Answer:

Queétion:

In »this connection, refer ito your stafement on:
page 46-47, where you have stated that “when
on 7" December.......the boundary wall had
been built on all the four sides”. Is+it right or

wrong?

The statement giyen by me above, is completely

trué.

In your statement today, ydu have stated “When
| reached the disputéd site in the morning of 7”‘,

work of boundary wall was going on” is this also

true?

Answer:

Question:

My above statement is also completely true.

When you have stated that “when you reached in

the morning, the boundary wall had been
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Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Question:
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Const'ructed on all the four sides”, then what type

of work was going on the boundary wall?

By' my stating that work was going on the
boundary wall, | mean that Kar Sewaks were
working even at that time. The Kar Sewaks were
using bricks and plaster in the ébove boundary
wall because on 7" December, it was not that
important fr'om Journalism point of view and |
had witnessed the entire incident cursorily. The
"s,taftemen‘t .I am giving | the court today is on oath

and not in terms of journalism.

Yesterday you had deposed that “the boundary
wall had be.en built and as per>your statement
today, the work on boundary wall is going on
do you not find any differencé in. these two

statements.

In my opinion, the boundary wall had been built
but in the view of kar Sewaks it had not been
built completely and, therefore, they were

working on that even by that time.

Does it mean that you haye given. some
statement from your view point and some of your
other statement from the view point of Kar

Sewaks?

No | have given my statement, as per my view

and it is true.

Should | make out from the statement “work was

going on the boundary wall” that the Kar Sewaks



Answer: -

Question:

Answer:

Q.ue.:sti'on:

Answer:
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were placing. bricks and mo{rtar' In the boundary

wall?

Yes sir. What | mean from “Work was going on”,
is that bricks and mortar were being applied on

the boundary wall.

Upto what time did you see the above work

b‘eing done on the boundary wall?

When | left the disputed site in the evening, work
on boundary wall of the makeshift structure was

continuing.

As per your statement, “work on boundary wall
had started at 8.00 A.M. on 7'" December and
had continued till 6.009 P.M”. What would have
been the height of the boundary wall by that time,
and whether there had been any increase in thel
length and breadth of it?

Since the above Kar Sewaks were ;mt trained
WOrkérs and the work was 'going on in a
haphézard fnann’er,' therefore, despite a long
time, there was no appreciable increase in the
he'i.ght of the boundary wall. There was no
increase in the I‘éngth and breadth of the"

boundary wall.

,bTh'é boundary wall was being built by the same bricks

which are called normal bricks now a days and whose size

is 9x4x2.5 inqhes. When | saw, | found all the bricks were

new. -
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| ‘Question: Whether the bricks used in the construction of
| | the above boundary wall were kept at the
disputed site or nearby or you had seen them

coming from somewhere on 6" December 19927

Answer: Another tem.ple was being built adjacent to the
dispu<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>