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IN THE COURT OF THE CIVIL JUDGE FAIZABAD.
PLAINT OF ORIGINAL SUIT.

' (Unde1 order VII, Rule 1, of the Code of Civil Procedure, 1908)

0.0.8. No 50f1)89 (R.S. No 236 -89

: Bhagwan Sri Rama \711 uman at Sri. Rama Janma Bhumi, Ayodhya,
“ - also called Bhagwan Sri Rmaa Lala Virajman, represented by next
. friend, Sri Deoki Nandan. Agrawala, Senior Advocate and retired
B 'Ju'dge'HiUh Court, 56 Dilkus‘h‘a-New Katvra' Allahabad.

i ';;' Asthan Sri Rama Janma Bhurm /\yodhya represented by next friend,
S Deoki Nandan Agarwala,. Senior Advocate and retired Judge High
= Court, 56, Dilkusha, New Katra, Allahabad.

. Sri Deoki Nandan Agarwala, aged about 68 years, son of late Sri M.L.
" Agarwala, Senior Advocate and retired Judge, High Court, resident of

- 56, Dilkusha, New Kaira, Aflahabad. ~ - .. Plaintiffs.

4 -

"~ + Versus

; ‘f'-:Si'i rajendra Singh, qdult son-of Late Sri Gopal Singh Visharad, at
.« Present residing at Gonda care .of the State Bank of India, Gonda
* " Branch Gonda. -

,f‘.-PaLam Hans Maham Ram Chaﬂdld Das of Digambar Akh hara,
- . Ayodhya. '

: ‘:z';*Nirmohi Akhara Mohalla Ram. Ghat, Ayodhya, through its present

Mahant Sri Ram Kewal Das, Chela Gopal Das, resident of Nirmohi

. Akhara Mohalld Ram Ghat, Ayodhya.

. Substituted with permission of Qourt vide order dated
.. SD./-1.9.95 .
“ ~Mahant Jagannath Das aged about 54 years, Chela of Vaishnav Das
-Nirmohi resident of Mohalla Ram Ghat Nirmohi Bazar P argana Haveli

Awadh Ayodhya, DlSlllCt rdlzdb"td

Sunm Central Board of Wac [s U P having its officer at Moti Lal Bose
Road Lucknow. : ‘

Srl_ Mohammad Hashim, Adult, son of the Sri Karim Bux, resident of

B - Mohalla sutahti Ayodhya. -

brx Mohammad /\hmdd Adu t-son of Sri (Jhu am Hasan, reSident of
Mohalla Rakabganj, Faizabad.

. State of Uttar Pradesh, IhIOUOh the beuelaly Home Department, Civil

Seue»auat Lucknow. .

f The Collector & Dl'strxcf‘I\'/lafzistrate. Fai-’).abad.
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14.

"fgf'The Ci‘tv}'/ Magistrate, Faizabad. ~ %

::Thé Sénior Superintehdént‘ <.){f.Po-licje, Faizabad,

The VP'L.'ésident, All India'Hindﬁ MahaSébhé, New Delhi.

'_:j_'The.:Prés:idént, All Ihdié A'zye} éalﬁaj, ‘Dewan Hall, be[hi.
"iThé Prgeéident, All India _Sal.):z;fanﬁ Dhérma'Sabha Delhi.

-.:S,ri"Dvharam Das Adult, Chela Baba Abhiram Das, resident of

g ‘Hanuman Garhi, Ayodhya:

15.

16,

".fSri' Pundarik Misra;, Adult vs‘o_n‘ of Sri Raj Narain Misra, resident of
* *Baham pur Sarai, Rakabganj, Faizabad. .

Sri Ram Dayal Saran -Adul‘i, Chela Ram Lakhan Saran, resident of

Rarncharit Manas Bhavan, Mohalla Ramkot, Ayodhya.

17

_ :. Sri Ramesh Chandra Txipat'hi:Adult sono.f Sri Parash Ram Tripathi,
: :’~1651dent of Village Bhagwan Patti, Pargana Minjhaura, Tehsil

._f_'Akbarpux Distri 1ct Falzabacl

-}'l; Deleted v1de Oldel dated Sd /-20.9. 1989

'Mahant ganga Das Adult Che a Sauu Das, resident of Mandir Lalta

0 Prasad Ayodhya,

19, Swe

Swai Govmdachalya Manas Altand Adut son of Sri Balbhadar,

S "f‘ahas Thallu, resident of Ayodhya. -

20,

. Sri Umesh Chandra Pandey, Aduls, son of Sri Uma Shankar Pandey,

T Ad.Vocate ‘resident of 'Rahop'ali Ayodhya.

210 Sr1 Rama Janma Bhumi Nyas a Trust, having its officer at Sankat

:: ‘__".'Mochan Ashram, Sri Hanumm Mmdlr Rama Krishan Puram, Sector
-+ VI New Delhi, twough Sti Asholc Sing hal, Managing Trustee.

23,

Shi'a? Central Board of Waqfs, U.p, Lucknéw.

Sri Javvad Husain, Adult 1esxdent of Vxl age Sahanwa, P.O. Darshan

\Iagar, District l*alzabacl

24.

Prmce Anjum Qude' Pleestuct All India Shia conference, Qaomi

T Ghar Nadan Mahal Road,: Luc know.

25, -

AH Inc ia Shia Conielence thiouch Sri S Mohammad ‘Tasnain Abidi,

| Honorary General Secretarv.” Qaomi Ghar. Nadan Mahal Road.
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*26. - .| Hafiz Mohd. Siddiqui, aged about 46 years son of late Haji

k I’Mohd Ibrahim, resident of Lalbagh Moradabad. General Secretary,

.. Jamaitul Ulema Hind UP. Jamait Building B.N. Verma Road,
*.- Kutchery Road, Lucknow." "

. *27 Va"kceluddin'age.d about »5‘5_'vy‘é‘ars, son of Ismail, resident of Madarpur

" Pergana and Tehsil Tanda District Faizabad,
Lt ' B ...Defendants
* - Amended vide order dated 15.4.92-
© s read with order dated 21.4.92. Sd./-

. SUITFOR DECLAI_RAT:IONAND'fNJUNCTION

i Th'lt the plamtlffs Nos. " 1 énd 2' namely, Bhaagwan Sri Rama
Vua}man at Su Rama Janma Bmml Ayodhya, also called Sri Rama Lala
Vuagman-, and the Asthan SrL_Rama Janma bhumi, Ayodhya, with the othe

Idél's:':and' places of WOfShijJ' éituat’e thereat, are' juridical persons with

Bhagwan Sri Rama as the p1651d1ng Delty of the place. The Plaintiffs No. 3

isa Vaxshnva Hindu, and seeks to represent the Deity and the Asthan as a

next fuend ,
2. That the place Sri Rama’ Janma Bhunn is too well known at Ayodhya

to need any descuptlon for pulposes of xdcntmcanon of the subject matter

of dlspute in thls plaint. Howevm fm 01eat61 precision, two site plans of the

_ buxldmg premlses and ' of the ac Jacent area sknown as Sri Rama Janma

Bhu_m_l, p;e.pared by Sri Shiv Shankar Lal pleadex, in the discharge of his
duty as a commissioner appointed by the court of Civil Judge, Faizabad, in
Suif No.2 of 1950: Sri Gopal Singh Visharad Versus Sri Zahur Ahmad and

othezs along with his Report dated 255 1950, are being annexed to this

;plamt and made part of it as Annexums I; II and III, respectively.

3, That the said suit No 2 of 1950 was filed on 16.1.1950, by Sri Gopal
bmgh Visharad against (1) Zahoor Ahmad, (2) Haji Pheku, (3) Mohammad
F‘aiq, (4) Mohammad ?hanii (5) Mohammad Achhan Mian, (6) Uttar
Pradesh State, (7) Depuw Commxssxonm Iquaba( (8) City Magistrale,

'Fal'rabad and (9) Supumtendem of Police, Iauabdcl The p laintil“ “that

‘ bL‘lt dled xeccmly and his name’ lms been subatltutcd by that of his son, who
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has been .impleaded as 'Defehdant No’ 1, in this suit. Of the defendants, the
ﬁlst ﬁve Mushm individuals are dead and their names have been struck off
undex the 01dels of the Court.” They nave, therefore, not been impleaded as
defqndapts in. this suit. The defendams Nos. 6 to 9 of that suit have been
imﬁie’aded as.defendants Nos 7 to 10, respectively, in this suit also.,

4, . "I‘hat the relief claimed i in that suit (No. 2 of 1950) was a declaration

’clmt the P1a111t1ff was entitled to. pexf01 m the Pu)a and to have Darshan of Sri

Ba gﬂan Ram Chandra and o‘the‘*‘ Vigaiman at Asthan Janma Bhumi

thhout any hmdlance dispute or mteri‘uption and that the Defendants had

no ught to interfere in the plaintiffs exercise of his said rights. A permanent

mJumtxon restraining . the Delend"mts and theu successors  from ever

Lemovmg the Idols of Sri’ Bhagwan li_dm Chandxa and others Virajman at

Asthan Janma Bhumx from the place whele they were, or closing the

entxance gate or other passages of ingress and ecress and from interfering or

dlsturbmg the Puja or Darshan m any mannu Whatsoevcx was also claimed.
5 That an identical suit, bemg Suit No 25 of 1950, was filed a few

months latel after serving a notice under: secnon 80 of the Code of Civil

_ _Procedure 1908 by Paramhans Ramchandla Das, who is now the Mahant of

'Dlgambm Akhara, Ayodhya He has been impleaded as defendant No.2 in

th1s SUI'[ The same. five Mushm mdmduals wexe Defendants Nos. 1 to 5 in

that suit,’ and on their death thelr names were also struck off under the orders
.of the Court. Of the remaining Defendants of suit No.2 of 1950, defendants

N.-_o.s__;. 8 and 9, namely, t_he Clty Maglstmte and-the Superintendent of Police,

'Féiia’bad were not impleaded in Suit No. 25 of 1950 and the only surviving
-clefendants therein are the Uttar andes h State and the Deputy Commxssxonel,

_Falzabad ‘who have been ‘impleaded as defendants Nos. 7 and 8,

respectwe Y, in this Suit.
6 That a third suit bemg suit No. 26 of 1959 was thereafter filed in the
Court of the Civil Judoe Pcuzabad by. the Nirmohi Akhara, Ayodhya, who

-has been 1mpleaded as deienddm No.3 in thls suit, claiming the relief of

flemoval of Babu Puya Dutt: Ram, Defendant No.l thereto, from the

management and cmge of the’ tr*mple of Janma Bhumi with the idol of Lord

'Ram Cl andra and othms mstdlled thmem at Asthan Janma_Bhumi, whereto

- 'he. 1acl been appomted as Rwexwl in tle yeeu 95) by the City Magistrate,
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- Sunm Cennal Board of Waqfs, - UP, and 8 other Sunni Muslimg on

'.were permitted to sue, on br’ half of the enm'e Muslim community, the

,D'efendants No. 1 to'4 thuem as 1ep1esentauves of, and for the benefit of'th

S &y

Falzabad, in a proceerimg, under Sectmn 145 of the Code of Criminal
Procedure 11898, The other Defendant were (2) State of Uttar Pradesh, (3)
Depuiy Commrssroner, :I"cuzabad, (4) City ‘Maglstrate, Faizabad, (3)
SLlperirrtexzdent of Policei Faizab:ad,' (6) vH'aji‘ Phekku, (7) Mohammad Faiq,
an'd:(g) M'ohamm'ad Achhan ’Mi'm‘ The said Defendants Nos. 2,3,4 and 5,

- are, respectrvely Dcfendants Nos 7,8,9 and 10 in this suit. The other

Defendarlts have died and theu legal representatives have not been brought

‘on the record obviously, because the C'xuse of actIOn did not survive against

them

7. That a fourth suit, bemg surt no.. 12 of 1961 was thereafter filed by th . :

18r;-12'.1961 in the (,ourt of the‘Crvrl_Judge, l<alzabad. The reliefs claimed ’
wé‘ref (va)"v'A decl a'rationf.that the‘ property ihdicétéd by the letters AB C D in !
the sketch map annexed o the plamt is a publi‘c mosque commonly known

as 'Babm MaS_jld' and that the land adJommg the mosque shown in the sketch

map by letters EFGHisa pubhc Muslrm grave -yard”, and (b) “for delivery

}of possessmn of the mosque and grave yard in 8uit by removal of the idols

and other articles whlch the Hmdus ‘may have placed in the mosque as

'obJects of their worship.” ihe Sunm Central Board of Waqfs, U.P. is being

1mp1eaded as Defendant No 4'in thrs suit, and of the remaining plaintiffs of
ha}_ suif, the only sgrvwmg plamtrffs No.7 and 9 are being impleaded as
I'_j__e.feﬁdants‘No. 5 and 6-11e1'ete, ‘Of'theDefendants to that suit, the legal
r._.egpir'e'serrtati‘\res of Defendants No’. 1, 13, and 15, who have been impleaded

therei11;1are being impleaded as Defendants No. 1.14 and 16 respectively in

"thie' suit. The surviving Deferrc_iahts No. 2,3, '5.6,_7;8,10,11,12, 14,17,18 and

1-'95." ‘of that suit, -are fb'ein_g- impleaded as  Defendants  No.
2,?3',7:,8,9_,"1-0,11,12,13,15\,17,18 and 19 respectively, herein. Remaining

De'fend'ants No. 4 and ‘16 have died and have been left out,

8 That it needs to be statc.cl that by an order dated 8.8.1962 of the C omt‘\
fthe C1v1l Judge, Farmbad in Suit No 12 of 1961, the plaintiffs thereof

_'entrre Hmdu commumty ()1 them Defendant No.4 has since dieq[.

: '»'D,efendcmts 10t 19 were impleaded therein later, on their own request ()Lf
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themls‘elves. defendant No. 16 has. eillee: died, their legal representatives have
not been unpleaded in that smt 1icy h'ave,. therefore, been left out in this
sult R

0. That it also needs to be stated tlat by an order dated 4.8.1951, suits
No.: 2 and 25 of 1950 were consolidated togethel and by an order dated
6.1; 1964 all the four suits were cohsolldated and Suit No. 12 of 1961 was
made the leadmo case.

(Amended vide order dated 0s. OZ 92)

10.; ‘“ That it must also be stated that in SLlllI No. 2 of 1950, an adsinterim
1nJunct10n was issued on 6 1. 1950 in the terms prayed for but on an
appllcat1011 made by -the Detendant Dlstrlct _Maglstlate, the ad-interim
injaﬁetio‘n was mod_i_ﬁecl on 19.1.1950 to read as under-"the parties are
hei;eliy restralhed by xheans of»temporar.y injunction to refrain from removing
1he Idols in question ﬁom the site in dispute and from interfering with Pujg
etc as at present carried on.’ ' '

. The afmesald ad-interim mJunctlon was confirmed by order dated
3; 3 1951 afte; heaung the partles, in the following terms- “The interim
1nJunct1011 Oldel dated.16.1.50 as modmed on-19.1.50 shall remain in force
unulthe sult is disposed of, '? . .

: A ﬂlst appeal ﬁom that order, being F.A. FO No. 154 of 1951, in the
High Court at Allahabad was dlsmlssed by Judgemem dated 26.4. 1955,
The mterxm mjunctlon contmues to remain in foxce ever since down to the
present day S
ll That the issues were named in‘all the four suits more than 25 years
ago, but their hearing has not yet commencecl The Sewa and Puja of the
plalntxff Deities has in the meanwhlle been looked after by a Receiver, to
begm wm by Babu Puya Duu Run appomted by the City Magistrate in the
ploceedmgs under Sectlon 45 of the Codle of(,rlmmal Procedure, 1898, and
latel by Sri K.KX. Ram Velma who <,ommued to function as such from 1970
onwards pending the passing of final oxdus by the Civil Court, in suit No. 12
of 1961 "He was dlscllalged by___hc COUll of the IlIrd Additional District
lu-dge Faizabad, by order'datc’-.iz's 8.1988. Sti L.PN. Singh was appointed
Recelvel ~He functioned upto 22 11 1988, when by an order of that date Sri

J’amuna Pl aead Singh was appomted as Recewel

R
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The wllen issues were framed, and w1en the suits were consolidated,
moxe than Iwenty five ye'us ago, the e\pectauon was that the suits would be
dlsposed of soon thlLaﬁel But f01 one reason or “another, they continued to
1emam pendmg, and still eontmue to remain pendmg, with a dim prospect of
thelr 1mmed1ate healmg Altuough the sewa.and pqu of the plaintiff Deities
was bemo conducted fegular! y and properly yet Darshan was allowed only
from behmd a bame1 It is true that in the Temples in the Southern parts of

Indla the devotees are not pelmnted to go near the Deitigs for their Darshan

‘ and PuJa and must do so from behmg a bamer but that is not the custom in

thev-:Nort hern parts of Indxa and 1t-was hoped that after the decision of the

suxts, he devotees would be 1ble to lmve a closer Darsnan of the Plaintiff
elty No: 1 ' N R ‘

13.. Tuat because of the mdeﬁmte delay i the dxsposal of the said suits, on
envapphcatlon made by Defend'mt No- 20, herein, in the interest of the

wmsluppels withi the praye1 fm al owmg a closer Darshan the Court of the

| Mun51f Sadar Fa17abad 1efused 10 pass mders but on appeal there from, the

court ofthe D15tnct Judge, kalzdbac by an mder dated [.2.1986, directed the
authorltxes to remove the baruex by opemng the'locks on-the gates O and P
on the map, which is annexed he1 eto as Annexure No.!.

14_'. ' That the plaintiff Demes and their devotees are extremely unhappy
wnh the prolonged delay in the heaung and dlsposal of the said suits, and the
d_ete;l iorating management of the affairs of the Temple, particularly the way
in Whlch the Receiver has bjgen-‘;acti‘ng.. Itis believed that a large portion of
tf_i"'e}"}noney offered by the Wofship;ﬁer@ who come .in great numbers, is bei'og
m:iégppl'oo:i'aped by th.e Pujaries and other Temple staff, and the receiver has
;ﬁp'_c'i;eo;fcrolled this evil. Fur.t'her, ’cfhe~ devotess of the plaintiff Deities are
d_,és‘?_iroué of having a ﬁew Temple constructed; befitting their pristine glory,
éftel" removing the old structure at Sri Rama Janma Bhumi, Ayodhya.

15 Ihef in order to improve ‘the Temple administration and to reconstruct

a new Temple at Sri Rama Janma bhumi, the sacred duty of managing and

_ peffo‘rming the sewa, archana and puja of the plaintiff Deities, and the task of

prétecting; renovating, recenstructing and developing the Temple premises,
in: short of managing all theu estate and all their affaits, was entrusted, by

unammous pubhe opmlon 0 jagadaguruy Ramanandacharya Swami
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Shlvaaramachaxaya of Kas who was .the “head of the Ramananda.:

amj 1ada 4 to which most ofhe Sadhus and Vairagis of Ayodhya belong
yodhy g

The Tlust 50 reposed in lum by the Hmdu mbhc was formally declared by
him by Deed of Trust dated December 18 1983, and registered the same day
wm t1e Sub Reglstral S.D. No. 1 at Delhl, y_l_c_i_e No. 16510 in Additional
Book No 4, Volume 1156, dl pages 64 Jo 69. A copy of the said Deed of
Trust is annexed to and made part of this plaint as Annexure V.
16, *That by the said Trust Deed, apart from declaring himsel{ to be the
l"nst Trustee for life and the Lgu__x,_g and glgaxmglggltg of the Trust, whxcl
was named Sri Rama Janma Bhumi Nyds by Jagad gmu Rcumnamiachcuya
SW'mn Shwaxamaohalya the followmg others were appointed as Lmsteus
for hfe namely - e o ‘
(2) Jagadguru Varishtha ~ Shankaracharya | Swami Shantanamizf
: Saraswati Ji Maharaj of fyoti'§11pe¢t11a, Prayag. |
(3) G'orakshapiéeth.a'dh;iéhwéf .' Méhﬁm_ A\/é(lyanzltll Ji. Maharaj of
| “;. ‘G"ovrak'hvpur.' - _
(4) Méhantv Nrityagopal’ Das Ji - Maharaj of Maniram Chhaoni,
;.'_' Ayodhya ' L

‘(5,.)‘;_Pa1amhans Mahan Rmnchandm Das Jx Maharaj of Digambar

-Akha1a, Ayodhya, now jthe acting Pramukh and Dharmakarta,
Defendant No. 2, ' '

' (6) "S"quintprava‘r Px‘abl{u Dutt Ji Brahniachari of Sankirtan Bhawan, Jhusi,

- Prayag, |
(7) .Mahant Ram Kewal Das Ji- Mahauu of Nirmohi Akhara, Ayodhya
%+ which is Defendant No. 3 '

:(8‘), Csr Vishnu Hari Dalnna, lees J anwary Marg, New Delhi.
(9) Sri As 101( Singhal, 16/1()II<1s himpur Road, Allahabad.
I(IO) Su Dau Dayal Khatina, Nanda Vihar, Civil Lines, Moradabad, Of

hese ’lmstees Sri szhnu Hau Dalmia was named the Treasurer and Sri

‘Asho< Smghal the Mmagmg Ixusteu In addition to the said 10 Trustees,

powe1 was given to the Marga. Dcushak Mandal of* the Vishva Hindu

Pgmshad-to nominate 4 l."r_ustees_who are Mahatmas from different parts of
India, and to its Governing Council to-nominate 10 Trustees from among

eminent Hindu citizens of I'n_cli'a,,"and_:in exercise of the said power the
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following further Trustees have been appointed by the Vishva Hindu Parishad

namel
A. "'_l"mn':-ém'mnu the Mahatmas:
(- 1"[(1({"HILI ‘Madhwacharya S Vishewshtirtha Ji Maharaj ol Udipi.

Kar ndmlxa

(2) ' ..‘_'['_3'11{;11115.‘ Gyan Jagat. Budhist Bhikshu ol Bodh Giaya. Bihar,

v, Ramvilas Das i Vednat o Avodhya, .
(4) . Tladadguru " Ramanujacharya. Swami Purushottamacharva  Ji Maharaj.

Ayo d'h va.

1(>m among Hindu ull/ms 0[ ln(lm -

(1) S Iusuu‘ %hl\ Nuth ICatj. l\clmd Judge. ll]ﬂh Court. Allahabad.

(2)  °Sii lu%l.lcc Deoki Nandan /\9;11‘\\'&1!11 Retired Judge Rign Courte Allahabad

.\vhom lh)s pl(lml is huno filed as the next friend. OF the Plamult’

- '..})culC\ No.l and 2. and as I’Iamh[! No who expired on 8.4.2(

S (3) Rcumam Srimant Vuac I\'m \undhm ol (x\mlml (amended as per order

()I lhc mLul dated 1.3 ’. )_’)

(4) Shnsh Chandra l)l]x\hll Rc't.ircd Director General of” Police. Utar
: j:fldpsh. Lucknow, | : |
(5) Sri I;-‘S?udri Prasad '["0\‘11|1i\\‘1.|'l)"||ﬁ|L.l\v‘ll'iu:|i\'| New - Delhic The Trustees so
b -clpp()lnlk.d hold ol!m lm ) \unx and hall their-number retire by rotation
: '_omc every 1\\(> years. bul are. Cll"ll)lk (m reappomtiment,
1()-/,\:‘- (".'I')_ That Jagadeuru Ram m\mh\dmm \\\nml Shivaramacharyva ol
-l\axlu whowas the Py amukh ‘md Dhaimakarta ol the Navas had died and
-é\hcr him Paramhans Me_l'h_am Rumaclmmirz_l I.)asji Mahara) of Digambar
: -":./\‘lﬁhylc\ra. Ayodhya has been zlL‘ling as the Pramukh and Dharmakarta of the
"N\(l\ _ ‘
C /\(ldcd with permission <>l (mul ide order dated 07.0592 on CM,
No.68 (0) ol 1992), - |
(2) "';l‘hal; Sant Pravan thhu'vf.)uv‘t.t_ii Brahamachari. ol Sankirtan Bhawan
'lli'tlsi. dic'd alter the inx_li‘lul'io_n)‘ ()‘[“lhg? suil,
(3)- ,:rl'vha'l.' the two vacancies among’ the lruxlcg..% from among the Mahatmas

K . o .« . . .
= have been lilled up. according to-the deed ol Trust. by the appointment ol

- ithe following as trustees ol the Nyas. namely-
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¢ ) Voetl aag Sant Paxamhans PL\_}V& Swami Vamdeon Maharaj, of Anand

Vundavan Vrindavan Mathura. - 3 o

(n) Ma hant Dharam Dasy -Mélmréj of Sankat Mochan Mandir,

Falzabad Road Avodhya : " | v

(b ) That there were 5 vacan01es among the Trustees to be appointed from

among ‘the eminent Hindu cmzens of India, when the suit was filed. They

have since been filled up, ¢ '1ccordmg to the deed of Trust, by the appointment

of the followmg as Trustees of the Nyqs namely.—

(i);i SuMoxopanthgle Dr. Hedgewar Bhawan Mahal Nagpur.

(ii-') : Sri Bxahma Deop Sankat Mochdn Hanumm Mandir, ScctOL VI,
Ramknsh'na Puram New Delhi:

(m) Sfi Surya Krishnaji, Sankar Mo'ehan, Hanuman Mandir Sector VL.

o Ramkrlshnapmam New Delhi and

(w) Sti Yashuvant Bl 1a1 Bhalt, Sn Rama Janma Bhumi Nyas Karyalaya,
Ramkot Ayodhya”.-

(Amendment made wnh the oral pelmxssxon of the C,ouxt on
. 25 08. 1991).
17 That Sri Rama Janma Bhumi Ny"xs is directly interested in the sgve

p_gjg and othe1 affairs of the Plamtlf]L Deities. It is being impleaded as

-Defendant No. 21 in this Suit,
18 Thm although [hf; atmesad suits. have been pending trial for such an

: extraordmamly long numbe1 of years, they are inadequate and cannot result
- in; a settlement oi‘ the dlspute which lec to their institution or the problems
_'a11smg there from, inasmuch as nenhex the presiding Deity of Bhagwan Sri

‘Rama Vuajman nor the Asthan Sri. R’lrna Janma Bhumi, the Plamtlﬂs Nos. 1

and 2 he1e1n who are both Jundxc'll pe1sons were impleaded therein,

, altheugh they have a distinet personality of their own, separate from their
;.wmshlppers and sewaks, and some of the actual parties thereto, who are
- wershxppers, are to some extent involved in seekmo to gratify their personal

' rntel.eets to be served by obta_mmg a control of the worship of the Plaintiff

Deitieé Moreover the events which have occurred during these four

'decades ‘and many material faats and points, of law requne to be pleaded
'from the view point of the L’lalntlff Deities, for a just determination of the

vdlzspu.te}elatl.ng to Sri Rama Jan_ma Bhumi, Ayodhya, and the land and
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buildin.'g's' 'eind'other things appuftenant thereto. The Plaintiffs have been

_accox dmgly ad\used to file a fresh suit of theu own.

: 19 1at itis mamtedly estabhshed by public records of unimpeachable

authorlt}' tlnt “the premises  in cilspule is the place where Maryada
Purushottam Sri Ramchandra Ji Mahalaj was born as the son of Maharaja
Dashlath of the solar Dynasty, wluch wccoxdmo to the tradition and the faith
of the devotees of Bhagwan Sri Rama is the place where HE manifested
HIMSFLF in human form as an-incarnation of BHAGWAN VISHNU. The
Jlace has since ever been called Sri Rama Janma Bhumi by all and sundry
th1oug \ the ages.

20.. That the place itself, 01' the AS THAN SRI RAMA JANMA BHUMI,

. as Lt has corhe to be known, has been an ObjCCt of worship as a Deity by th

devotees of BHAGWAN SRI RAMA, as it personifies the spirit of the -

D_lyme.worshxpped in the form -of SRI RAMA LALA or Lord RAMA the

chila :The Asthan was fhus Deiﬁed and has had a juridical personality of its ‘

own even before the comuucuon of a Temple bm ding or the installation of

the Ldol of Bhagwan Su Rama thel eat,

21 " Th at 1t may be hele stated that the Hindus do not worship the stone or
the metal ghaped into- the form of their ISHTA DEVATA, or the stone of
SALIGRAM which h as no palvtlcula.rshape at'all. They worship the Divine,

mamfests ITSELF in the form of an incarnation, and therefore, adopt the
N#

form of his incarnation as theu ISIITA DEVA. For some even that is

unnecessaly They can meditate upommand the shape CHR

DIVINE and aspire for a l\nowlcdge 01 him through his grace. It is the
-

SPIRIT of the DIVINE whxch is- woxshxppec{ by most Hindus, and not its
e — ____—_—————\

material form or shape in an idol.” This SPIRIT of the DIVINE in an idol is

wh h has no quality or shape or f01m but- can be kdown only WRem it~
—

:1‘h\;ﬁgl(ed by .theritual of pran.a];zr‘afcislﬂha. The SPIRIT of the DIVINE is

indestructible and ever remains presgnt everywhere at all times for any one

to invoke it in any shape or.form in accord with his own aspiration.
D‘i‘;fferent'persons are at different levels of realisation of the REALITY.

'Seme.ﬁnd it helpful to pursue a particulaf set of rituals for their spiritual

.fu;iﬁlift;:' A large section ' of Hindué f'(').'llow BH/\KTI MARGA, and
. "B.HAGWAN SRI RAMA or: BHACWAN SRI KRISHNA is their ISHTA !
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- DEVA.
: : 22‘."(' That acpmdmg to the falth of t1e devotees of BHA(;VA\I SRI RAMA
' IALA 01 Lord Rama the Child 1t 18 the S )mt of BHAGWAN SRI RAMA

as the D1v1nc Child which resides-at Asthan Sri Rarm Janma Bhumi and can.

——

(Gt
be expeuenced by those who pray. there and invoke that Spirit for their

splrltual uphft That- S)mt is. the Deity. An idol is not necessary for

' % mvokmg the I pmt AnotheL example of such a Deity is that of
. o ' KEDARNATH The l"emp e of KEDARNATH has no Idol in it. It is the
un_dul-va_tln»g surface of stone _whxch xs_ wors upp@d there as the Deity. -Still
athh_fér_ eXample of such a Deity is. the Vishnupad Temple at Gaya, That too
ha§j db Idol- in it. The place Wthh is bcheved to have born the footprints of
Bhagwan Vlshnu is wmshxpped as. Delty Sll’llllal y, at Ayodhya, the very
Asthan Sri Ram Janma Bhumi is woxshlpped as a Deity through such
symbo 3 .of the Divine Spirit as e TATA A e ST RasoT [he place 56— —
Delty. It has oxisted in This Immovable form througirthe-ages;-and-has-ever

been: -é-jufidical person. The actual -and continuous performance of Pyja of"
such an immovable Dext‘y by its devotces is not essential forits existence as a

'Delty The Deity contmucs to emst SO long as the place exists, and being

'land it 1s mdestxuctlblc ) Thus Asthan Sri Rama Janma Bhumi is an

mdcstruct1ble and immovable Delty Wwho Té‘ﬁom TGUEHOT

K‘_
the ages.. - : : T
N/,,,,

sy
]

23 That the books of hlstmy and pubhc records of unimpeachable\
authennclty, establish md1sputably that- 1he1e was an ancient Temple of
. Ma haraja Vlklamadltyas time at Sri Rama Janmd Bhumi, Ayodhya. That
'Temple waﬂ destroyed: paltly and an attempt was made to raise a mosque
;thmeat, by the foree Qf arms; by er Baq a commander of Baber's hordes.
The mateual used was almost all of it taken tfrom the Temple including its

,pxllals which were wrought out of Kasautx or.touch-stone, with figures of

I-I-;r;dt_l gods and goddesses catved on them. There was great resistance by
th.:e Hindus and many battles were fought from time to time by them prevent
i ' the completlon of the mosque: To this day it has no minarets, and no place
_f01 stomge of water for Vazoo Many lives were lost in these battles. The last
such battle occurred in 1835 Sii Rama Janma Bhuml including the building

ra1 ed du.u.ng B»abel s time by Mir Baql, was in the possession and control of
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' Hinﬂd‘s at that time. According to the 1928 Editioﬁ of the Fyzabad Gazetteer

publlshed by the Govunment Press, U.P Cc\t pagc 179)--"Ayodhya is pre-

emmently a city of temples............ j ............ T, ... Tt is locally affirmed that

~.at the tlme of the Musalmcm conquest there were threg important Hindu

| shrmes at Ayodhya and lxttlc else. ’lhese were the Janmasthan temple, the

Swaxgaddwal and the Treta- ka- Th akLu ancl each was successively made the

object of attentxon of dxffelent Musahmn rulers. The Janmasthan was in

_ Ramkot and rharked he bmhplace of Rama, In 1528 Babar came to

Ayodhya and halted heLe for a week He destroyed the ancient temple and
on, 1ts me built a mosque, still known as Babar's mosque. The materials of
the.; Qld structure were_largely employed, and many of the columns are in
goc:)df: pré-_'servation, they are of élos,'e-graineci black stone, called. by the

11afi\i~és kasauti and carved with various devices. Their length is from seven

“to’ e1g ht feet -and the shape- squaze at the base, centre and capital, the rest

bemc 1ound or octagonal. .The mosque has two inscriptions, one on the

out31de and the other on the pulpxt both are in persian and bear the date 935
HIJU v and agam accoxdmg to. 116 same Gazetteel (at page 180):- “This
desematxon of the most swcwd spol inthe ‘city caused great bitterness
between ‘Hindus -and Musalmans On many occasions the feeling led to
bloodswd and in 1855lan open hght occuued He Musalmcms oceupying
he Janmasthan in force and tben ma <mg a des per ate assault on the Hanuman
Gar_hx.‘ They charged up the st:eps of the_temple, but were driven back with
co"nﬁidei"able loss. The Hin’dtis* tien made countér—attack and stormed the

)

Janmasthan at the gate of wnch sevemy -five Musalmans were buried, the

‘ spot bemg known as the Ganj St 1ah1d’1n or the martyr's resting place. Sevual

of the kmgs regiments were p1esent but their orders were not o interfere.
Shozty afterwards Maulvi- Amu Aliof Amethi in Lucknow organised a
1egula1 expedition with thc obJeot of destroying the Hanuman Garhi, but he

and his forces were stopped in' the Barabanki district. (Gazetteer of
Barabankl P 168) It is said tha1 upto this timg both Hindus and Musalmans
u.,ed to WOlshlp in the samc bmldmg, but since the mutiny an outer

enql_osme has been put up in front-of the mosque and the Hindus, who are

fgbrbi»ddcn access to the inner yard, make their offerings on a platform which

they have raised in the outer one.”
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24, That such a structure raised by the force of arms on land belonging to

“the Pl‘dintiffDuities after clmtroy-'in'g the ancient Temple sitiate thereat, with

its materlals including the KdS’iUtl p1llais with ﬁgums of Hindu gods carved
theleon could not be mosque and did not become one in spite of the
attempts to treat it as a mosque dulmv the British rule after the annexation of
Av'tdl Some salient points with 1e9a1d ThELBIO are noted below. |
(A) Accordmg to the Koran, ALLAH spoke to the Prophet thus-
“Al}yd,‘.ﬁghtlz for vthe religion of GO_D against those who fight against you; but
tranﬁséﬁréss not by attacking them ﬁ_rs't, for GOD loved not transgressors. And
killv-"‘th:‘é‘m 'v‘vhe'rever yé find the-m' énd turn them out of that whereof they hzw‘e
dlspossessed ‘you; for temptatlon to 1dolat01y is more grievous than
slaughtel Yet fight not agdmst them in the holy temple, until they attack you
therem ...._..;...'...”

(B) Accoxdmg to all 11e Mushm wthonttes and pxecedents and the
demded cases also, ALLAH never acccpts a dedication of property which
docs not ‘belong to the __ra_q_x_f that'is, the pexson who purports to_dedicate
plo_pelty to ALLAH_for purposes 1ecogmzed as._ pious or charitable, as waqf

under the Muslim law. By his acts of trespass and violence for raising a

mb_sﬁue ‘on -the site of the temple after destroying it by force, Mir Baqui

c‘oﬁl'tfnittcd ailhighl'y un-Islamic act. His aftempt to convert the Temple into a
leséue aid not, therefore, creaté a valid 'ded,if:ation of property to Allah,
wﬁefjler in fact or in law, ahd it 'n'f;v.ex"beca_me a'mosque.

(C) That in spite of all that Mir Ba.qi tried to do with the Temple.the land

aIWays contmued to vest in the Plaintiff. Demes, and they never surrendered

, them.p‘osses‘sxon over it. [‘heu possessmn continued in fact and in law. The

ASTHAN 'nev'er',vwenvl out of ‘the possession of the Deity and HIS

worshippers. They continued to"wvo'rshivp HIM .‘through such symbols as the
CHARAN ahd:SITA RASOL and the idot of BHAGWAN SRI RAM LALA
VIRAJMAN on the Chabutr a, cal cd the Rama Q habutra. within the enclosed

?courtyard of the building directly- in front of the arched opening of its

.Southem dome. No onc could enter the building except after passing
thiough these places of IImdu worship. According to the Muslim religion
and law thele can be no [dol worship within the cour tyard 0f @ mosqus, ang

tl)e»-vpaosage to a mosque must be free and unobstructed and open at all times
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“to. the ’Fa1thful' It can never be thxouvh Hindu phce of worship. There can

_ be no co shzu ing of title or possess;on with ALLAH in the case of a mosque.

His- possessmn must be exclusive. .

(D);?» »__A mosque must be built in a place of peace and quiet, but near to a

place i'where thére isa si7eqb e Muslim populatidn according to the tenets of

: Islam and as. 11151sted upon by 1t a.mosque cannot be built in a place which

is sulrounded on all sides by’ femp es, whexe lhu sound of music or conch

shel s ar uhan_ta gihauyag must aways chsturb the peace and quiet of the

' place -

(F) A mosque must have a minaret t01 cqllmg the Azan., According to

Balllle “When an assembly of wmshxppels pray in a masjid with permission,

'that ;s dellvery ‘But 1t is a condmon that the prayers be with izan. or the

reoular call and be pubhc not -private, for though there should be an

ass-emblv yet if it is thhou-t izan. and the prayers are pnvatc instead of

. publlc the place is no maSJld dccoxdmg to the two disciples.” (Pt. 1. BK. X,

Ch VII Sec L,p. 605) Indeed, there has been no mosque without asminaret
aftel -the ﬁlst half century ﬁom Ihe M_lg,bﬂ (Se_e-P.R. Ganapathi lyer's Law
relatmg to ‘Hindu and M'lhomedan Endowments, 2™ Edition, 1918, Chap.
XVIIP388) PR

'(F) Accordmc to the cla1m l"ud by the Musllms in their suit No. 12 of

196 the bulldmg s suuounded on all 31des by grave- -yard known as 'Ganj
Shahldan Thete is a mentlon in ‘the lyzabad Gazetteel dlSO quoted herein
above, of the burial of 75 Mushms at the gate of the Janmasthan and the
place bemg known as Gan Shcm_xc_l,ag_ After the battle of 1855. Although

thew are no graves anywhele near the building at Sri Rama Janma Bhumi, or

in’ 1ts pxecmcts or the awa appuxten'tm thexeto for the last more than DO

‘years i the building was sunounded by a gldve yard during the British

txmes soon after the mnexatxon of/\.vad\ by them the building could not be
a mosque and could not be used as a mosque for the offering of prayers,
exogpt the - funeral prayers cn,the d}eam of a person buried therein, is
pfoliibited ina grave-yard accor'c'ling.to the Muslim authorities,

(G) As already stated, there ‘is no auangcmem for storage of water for
M and there are the Kasauti p1 llars with the figures ofIlmdu Gods and

Godeases mbcubpd thereon in he build m;_,
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(25) Tdat the WOIShlp Qt the thuff Demes h"t% continued since ever

throughout the ages at Sn Rama J"mma Bhuml The place belongs to the

. Delt-:lcs No valid waqf was ever CLeqted or could have been created of the

plaoe'm any part of i, in view or the title and possession of the Plaintiff
Demes thereon. ALLAH, as concewed by the Muslims, never got any title
poss‘essxoxl over the p1emxses or any part ofthem Nor has there ever been

any persOn, living or Juudxcal who mxg ht have put forward any claim to”

: ownershxp of the property or any paxt of it, Occasional acts of trespass or

atte_mpts to get into possessx_on by:the muslims were successfully resisted and
re;ﬁﬁiéédby t‘hé Hindus. from‘timé't(; time, and'tvhere was no blemish or dent
in the contmu1ty of title and )ossesslon of the Plaintiff Deities. No title
could or did vest in ALL AH over anyspart of 'Sri Rama Janma Bhumi by
adye}se possession or in any other’ mqmneL Neither ALLAH nor any person
on';h:ifs behaif had any poséession, over any part of the premises at any time
wliatgoev-_’er; hot to speak of any adverse possession. ‘

(26:)"""'That' at any rate no prayers have ever been offered in the building af

Sl‘l, Rama Janma Bhumi, which \vas 1ecoxded as Janmasthan Masjid. during

the Brmsh tlmes and conﬁncd aftel the annexmon of Avadh, to the arga
w1thm the boundaxy wall raised by: _them adJacent to the arch openings, in the
co-uxjiyard whlch isn ow ,enclo‘.s'.ed. by what may n.ow be described as the outer
bo:ur_:-zldaly ;Nal'l.' The _dome_s of the building and substantial parts of it were
dggt}oyéa by the Hindus in the y'eéu"1934 duri-ng the communal riots which

oécdrred‘ by way of retaliati'on‘ to' cow slaughter by some Muslims at

‘Ayodhya Although the building was got re-built by the Government, no one

daLed to! offe1 namaz fhejem No actmn was taken by anyone for its use or

management as a mosque Nexthex of the two Boards of waqfs in UP,

- mmely the Sunm Centml Board of Waqis and the Shia Central Board of
Waqfs cxeated on the pawng of the U.P. Muslim Waqfs Act in 1936, took

any '10t10n or postive steps for the estdblxshment of the building as a mosque.

No one acted as a Mutwalh or Mucvzm or Imam or Khatib or Khadim of the

‘ 'bu1 dmg as a mosque,
'(27) That after 1ndop<,ndencc hom the, Bnush Rule, the Vairagis and the
'Sftdhus and the Hindu pubhc dug, up and levelled whatever graves had been

'lleft m the area kulroun(hrm Su Rama Janma Bhum: Asthan and purified the
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plac'e by A-dma Patha and japa by thousands of persons all over the area.
Ultlmately, on the night between the 22‘“l 230 Df“cembur 1949 the idol of

Bhagwan Su Rama was' installed with due cexemony under the central dome

Ofth_.e-bulldmg also.
(28):. That élthough there have been no Mjusilims residing anywhere near the

plaéb “and no resistance was offered by any‘ Muslim to any of these acts, the

,. local; authoutles founcl it difficult to get out oftheu old hablts acquired under

the Butxsh Rule, and a 1*11st lnfoxmatlon Report was 1ecoxdec by the Police

'on theu own and ploceedmgs were mma.tcd by the Additional City

Mamstrate under Sectlon 145 of the Codc of Criminal PIOCGdUlC 1898, by
recotdmo a Preliminary Order dated 29:12, 1949 The Mamsnare did not
1dent1fy any Hmdu or Mu< im- individuals as pames to the dispute, and
melely sald that he was %atlsﬂed on information Lec.ewed from Police
somces and other credxble uomces “that a dlsputc between Hindus and

Muslrms in Ayodhya over the questxon of ughts of proprietorship and

. wmsinp in the building. chumd vauously as Babri Masyd and Janma Bhumi

Mandu..,.‘..;... is hkely to lead to a bm\u of the peace.” That was merely a

devrce to'falce over the admmmmtnon 01‘ the Janma Bhumi Mandir by the

" Government by appomimg a RCCE.‘lVC,l namely, B Priya Dutt Ram, who was

appomted as such by the 5'1me mdel and after his death in 1970 Sri K.K.
Ram Veima was appomted in hlS place by the Cny Magistrate, although he

had dlopped the plocecdms s undex section 145 of the Code of Criminal

, Plocedure 1898, by order dated 30 7.1953, with-the finding that there was

no apprehensxon ofthe bxeauh ofpe'lce any longer. Orders for appointment
ofl" Rl‘eccwel have now been’ passed by the Civil Court, and Sri KK, Ram
Verma who was iunctxomn7 f01 moxe than 15 years under stay orders, has
been replaced by a Lml Comt Recelvex

(29) That the plaintiff Demes were not made parties to any of the aforesaid
pr--o__(}e_edmgs in which the orders. of ‘appvomtment of Receiver have been
passed, whether by the C‘vit);"IvIdgiSti‘atf;vm“ the Civil Court. The powers of a
Rbééivei'.alte' derived §o.lely [rom the orders of the Court. The Receiver was

nbt?aufhoriéed to remove ary person from the possession or the custody of

the plemlses, cmd in fact the Receiver gever im'erfered with the possession of

the Plamnff Deities. No pat y toa plocecdmg could dispossess a third party,

R
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nor_;_‘v(‘:o?j'uldt‘_c‘he:Receiver im‘erfefe'»'v'itl'l thé possessibn of a person who js not a
parf\'/'"{ovtvh'e‘Iﬁrocee‘dings At the hlghest the Receiver acted like a Shebail
He dld not disturb the possessmn oi the plamuii Demes Their possession
ovex, the buxldmg premises in dlsput ever since the installation of the mst
lcuntxffs Idol on the night between the 22”“ 'md 23" December, 1949, is
admltted by all the concerned p'trtles Thus, mdependcntly of the original

& ' ’utle of the Plaintiff Deities Wthh contm‘ued all al ong, the admitted position

of theu possessmn places the mattex of theu title  beyond any doubt or,
‘dlspute "Even if there had been dny person claiming title to the property.
M advelsely to-the Pl aintiff Deities, that would have been extinguished by their
op'@nandilong adverse;posse‘ssmnv, whlch-creatgd positively and affirmatively
a ﬁféprietary'title to the premises in the Pl laintiff Deities.

(30) Tlat the Hindu Pubhc and the devotees of the Plaintiff Deities, who
had dreamed of estabhshmg Ram Ralv in Free India, that is, the rule of
Dha;ma and righteousness, of which Malyada Purushottam Sri Ramchandra
Ji5;l\'}fﬂhal'a’j ‘was the epjtgmg, have'been keenly desirous of restoring his
_Janmasthgg to. its pnstme glory, as a ﬁrst step towards that national
aSplratlon given to us by Malatma Gandl For achieving this, they are

pp.bhcly agitating for the constluctlon of a gland Temple in the Nagar style,

@ P‘laﬁsahd a model of the proposed Temple have already been prepared by the
’ same famxly of sw}ntectu Who bmlt the Somnath Temple. The active
mwement is Planned to commence ﬁom September 30, 1989, and
foundatxon stone of the new Temple buil dmg, it has been declared, shall be
'Iald ouNovember 9, 1989 _ _
(31) That the plaintiff Demes not being a paxty to any of the litigations
' 'pendlng in the Courts, and being thus not bound or affected by anything
wlnch ‘may be decided or “not decxded in any of the four suits pending as
‘afmesald for the last 50 many years, the Plaintiff No. 3 felt that the pendency
ofthe S'ud suits may plesent a hmdxame inasmuch as a declaration has been
"sought prxvelously though in smt No. 12 of 1961, by the Sunni Central
' -Boald of Waqfs, U.P, that the building at Sri Rama Janma Bhumi Ayodhya is
,',a mosque known as 'Babri Mosqua, and that the adjacent land is a Muslim
: Pubhc graveyard, known as Qd__r_u__S_hadld"m and the Court had permitted the

aactpliMalls

"f:pl,a;n.txfis of .that suit to sue -the Defendants Nos. 1 to 4 thereof as
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lel(.SCI]ldll\/CS ol th umm Hmdu mmnmml\ The plaintifTs of that suit cannot

represen i enlno Muslim unnmuml\ lwu.luw thu are all Suniis. and lhu‘"%

only ds«.g:mun of Lhc Muslim pnpnlalmn who Im\c wide ranging differences
\Vllh other scuk 01 Mushm\ pmnculml\ the Shms Nor were the Defendants
Nos. 1 to 4 x_()mpuun or mpthL ol representing llu entire world of Hindus. The

dL[Lﬂdcll 5. Nos.: 1 and 2 have culcgurlcull} ._\‘uncd that lk)ﬁ do not represent any

one else L,-\;c‘cpl themselves. zmd the l)QI‘leiml No 3 has put forward a personal
interest. ln lhc management of 1lw \\()1\111[') o! the l’lamnll Deities. Defendant

‘ No.4 is ‘\huld\r dead. “Under the umnmsmnus the Hanml[ No.3 late Deoki

Nam:l:-ln‘/,\:;;}.u; x{d‘ was advised 1o fil lln»sml as lhc next friend Tor and on behall
~ol the J.igii'ies.-pg) remove whatever obstacle there may be in the path ol the
'I’ull'l]lmcx':ll'(‘)l'llic aloresaid |51‘0t>ram|-1‘\c" ‘;l"ﬂlil'ﬁl all the cm‘\lcndin(? partics owning
to dumsg 0( Shn Deoki N(mdan /\Ldl\\dl as the plamtift. Dr. Thakur Prasad
Verma ncxl Incnd ol Plaintift Nn 1 &2 1s.p_ursumg lhu case (amended as per

order ()(‘lhg Court on 1.5.2002).

(32) lhat acwldmo to the case ml\u\ up b\ 1hc I)g[uml(mls Nos.4. 3 and 6 and

the d()Luanh filed by them-or (m lhu1 hohall 1hc “Babri Masjid™ was a Sunni

“~'|‘)4(w o!‘v.%l“i S. /\ -III't\:m‘ Civil Judge. Faizabad. in suit

ploducccl m tlns context. a!thmwh lhc |ud<>mm lms not been relied upon or
mlcuul Lo m thc Plaint of Suit No.t ?_ul l%l to show that'the Wagl ol the Babri

Masjid ,\\v'zzls a Sunni Wagl and that its f\'_/lul\\-'nlli's were Shiu.\'. This position seems

0 be incomprchensible in faw. inasnuch as o Wagl created by o Shia Wagil
would be "él Shia waql"and could not b¢ a'Sunni Waql. Admitedly. according to

their chsL ‘Ahe mosqm was hmll b\ Mn lw ‘IHLI that he was a Shia and that he

being lh Wagif his heirs were the l\/lul\\allxx one dHLI the other. But the Shia

(_'cnlrul_ oald of Waqls ULP. did not m'lluu 1hc case . an\ Imlhu cither because

[

of ncgi'lg_cncq or collusion in lhosc difficult (lu)'s ol communal  contlict

immediately before the Partition, At any &ate this® judgment is not binding.

Further -aumdmo o o report Linlul HO2.1949 of My Mohammad Thrahim,
Wagf lnspulm and an office note \wnul l/\ the \uutm\ ol the Sunifi Central
Board o’ ‘Wagq ls UL and dated 2501, 1948, S Javed Tusain, the nambardar of

v1|l<1g_c ah;um 1. and in the'line of descent from Mir Bagi. was the Mutawalli ol the
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Waqf, although it appears, he was not actlng as such and
d1d not submlt to the _]U.I‘lSCllCthl’l of theé said board of
Waqfs The 'shia central board of waqfs U.P., and sri
Javved Husam are also belng 1mp1eaded as Defendants
Nos. 22 and 23 in this suit.Prince Anjum quader, who is

the pr631dent of the All Incha Shia Conference and that

’body as representatives of the Sh1a Mushms, have also

been 1mpcaded as Defendants N,os. 24 and 25 in the suit.

(33) That the ‘entire prem1ses at Sr1 Rama janma Bhumi,

‘ Ayodhya, wh1ch contain, bes1des the presiding deity of

pla1nt1ff No 1 other idols and Deities and the Rama
Chabutra and the Charan and the Sita Rasoi etc., along
with the yards enclosures and bulldmgs including the
Sita Koop_ “and all that, const1tute one integral complex.
They - had a s1ng1e 1/ﬁdent1ty The Claim by the Muslints

represented by Defendants Nos. 4,5,6 is confined to the
bLuldlng and the are enclosed W1th1n the inner boundary
wall, erected after the: annexat1on of Avadh by the British.
The rest of. the are was not been claimed as ‘babri Masjid’.
The clalm that surroundlng area is a Qabrlstan known as

Ganj Shahldan is vague and undefined. There are no

graves anyWhere for the last flfty years at least. The °

totalrty of . the fact and c1rcumstances set out above

' ‘demonstrate the utter hollowness of the cla1m put forward

by the Mushms represented by Defendants Nos. 4, 5and 6
who do not represent the- ent1re Mushm community.
Bes1des, although adrmttmg that Defendant No. 23 was
the present Mutwalli of the ‘Babr1 Masjid’ since before

: 1948 he was not Jomed as a Pla1nt1ff or Defendant in the

. sult N_o.- 12 of: 1961, in spite of the well established

positije'n'in-law that only a Mi,rtwalli of mosque can sue for




X5

its possessmn and even where a worslnpper sues in
respect of an ex1st1ng mosque he must sue for possession
being . dehvered to h1m (Para 34 and 35was deleted by
order dated 17.10. 1995) - '

(35H) That exasperated by the laws deleys, the saints

assembled in a meeting held at UJ_]am during May, 1992,
resolved to ‘start the KAR SEWA for the construction of
New Temple at Sri . Rama Janma Bhum1 from the
SHILANYAS site, on July, 9, 1992 and in their assembly

. ,'at Ayodhya on July, 6,7 and 8 1992, that resolve was re-

aff1rmed

(351) The 30% November was fixed by the Assembly of
saints. or October 30, 1992 for the commencement of the
KAR SEWA for constructing the new temple at Sri Rama
Janma- Bhum1 after the: break down of ‘the talks for an
am1cable 1esolut1on of the Rama Janma Bhumi-Babri

as_]1d dlspute that Had . been 1n1t1ated at the instance of

the Pr1me M1n1ster '

(35J) That 1nsp1te of all efforts to the contrary, the KAR
SEWAKS cl1mbed up the' three domed structure and
brought 1t down W1th the1r bare hands, in about 5 hours
after. 11 a.m, on 6.12. 1992 The debris was thereafter
cleared: and carried away by the KAR SEWAKS as holy
mementos,_leavmg the place _Where the Deity of BHAGWAN
SRI RAMA .:LALA was installed ‘-:under' the central dome of the
demoi{shed? stricture flat in the form of 2 CHABUTRA on which
the De1ty was 1mmed1ate1y re- 1nsta11ed the place was enclosed
by a br1ck boundary wall and a canopy was also erected for the

protec__t1on ‘of -the Deity, a d PUJA was continued as of

~




yore. ' : , .

(35 K) o 1at owning full 1es onslblhty 101 the o1dexs that firing shall
not be 1esorted 0 by the security’ fowes agamst the KAR SEWAKS and the
inabil 1t‘y to prevent the demolition of the lhlee domed structure, Sri Kalyan
Smoh the then Chief Minister of U.P. 1651g,ned fmm that office by the
evemng of 6.12.1992 but mstead of aweptance of the' resignation by the

Govemo;r, the Prime Minister Aa.clvxse,d the President to impose his own rule

‘and noufy the digsolution of the Legislative Assembly before midnight that

day, w‘hfbh t-he President 'dutifully dia' under Article 356 of the Constiiution,
(35 M) That sholtly thereafter on J-dnuary '7, 1993, the President
Plomulvated the ACQUSITION OF CERTAIN AREA AT AYODHYA
ORDINANCE No 8 of 1993 and SJmultaneous y. referred to the Supxcme
Court undel Amcle 143(1) of t-he Constﬂutmon for its consideration and
oplmon the followmg quesnon - |

“Whethel a Hindu temple or any Hmdu 1ehg10us structure existed prior, to

the constructlon of the Ram Ianma Bhumi- Babu Majid (including the

'premxses of the i inner and- outex comtyalcs of such structure) in the area on

whlch the str ucture stoodq" _ C
(35 N) That the object and puxpose of both the said measures adopted

by the Presuient on 7.1.1993, was stated therein to be the settlement of the

“long standmg dispute relating to the structure (mcludmg the premises of the
inner “and outex courtyards of such structure) commonly known as the Ram

Janma Bhum1 Babri Masjid, situated in vil age Kot Ramc handra in Aydhya.”

The pledmble to the reference. shows that 'the axed in which the structure
stood” is “located in.Revenue Plot Nos _59 and 160 in the said village Kot
Ramchandra " S o

(35 O) - That the device adopted by the Oxdmance was the acquisition of

the. area in whlch the disputed .,tu,cture stood and vesting it for the time

'bemg in the Central Govemment.untll its ‘aansfex to any authority or other

bodv"" bi' frustees of any trust” W1111ng to comply with the terms and

'COHdl'[lOI‘lS that ‘may be imposed by the Cenhal Government, which event, it

mu‘;t 1ave been contemplated, wou!d come after the settlement of the dispute
in lhp term-_s of the opinion of the Supwme Court on the question referred.

Undér-'}-.Sub;-S@CtIOn (3) of Scction. 4 of the ordinance all the suit and
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pleceédirigs rélating to the said dispute that were pending in courts were
abatcd»"' aﬁd until the resolution of the dispute and transfer thereafter of the
area to some authouty or othet body or uustees of a trust by the Central

Govemmen’t it was required by Sectlon 7 of the Oldmance to manage and

‘-admmlster it, e1the1 by Jtself or “a person. or bocy of persons or trustees of

113

any tlust authorlsed” by it in this behalf who. was called the * authorised

person accordmg to the meaning dssxgned to that term under the definitions

clause: (b) of Sectlon 2 of the Oldmance Sub Schon (2) of Section 7 of the

Oldmance Leqmred that: “In managmg the pxopexty vested in the Central
Govemment undeL section 3, the. Centlal (:ovemment or the authorised

pelson shall CI’ISUIC that the posmon exxstuw before the commencement of

this Ordmance in the area-on Wthh the structure (including the premises of

the mner and outer courtyards of such str ucture), commonly known as the
Ram'J'a.r;ma‘,Bh_uml-BabL1 Masjid stood is maintained.”

(39 P) That the said Ordinaiice‘ was replaced and re-enacted  as

Palhaments Act No. 33 of 1993 whlch received the presidents assent on
Apul 3 1993 and was pubhshed ‘the same day in the Gazette of India
Extraordmaly but was deemed: to havev come “into force on the 7" January
1993 the day on which the Oldmance was promul gated

(35 Q) That the Plaintiff Demes Who are Junstlc persons in law could

not have been nor do lhey appea to hav& ‘been acquired under the said
enactmenfc. Nor could the right of;the H‘mdu_s in general and the devotees of
SRIRAMA in particular to woréﬁi-ja th em b'.e acqﬁ-ired or taken away, But
the uvht to manage their plOpelty mcludmg the audnoements to be made for

mamtalmng their wmshxp on the SHEBAI TI mghts which in themselve

constitute heutable property unde1 the Hindu law, would seem to have been

taken away and entrusted for the tlme being to the Commissioner, Faizabad
Divis’ié’n Faizé.baci ex-officio” under Section 7-of the enactment by th
(,entral Govcrnment under cover of its responsibility to manage the area in
whxch the dlsputed structure stood

(35 R)- That the Authorised. mson is ICC]UIICd by sub-section (2, of
bectlon 7 of the enactment to mdmtdm Status _quo as it existed on the 7"
Januaxy 1993 in the area in which the disputed structure stood. llmt is best

)

lusuatcd by tln, affidavit of Sri R adhc Sham Kaushik, the Lommlss(onm
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Faizabé;cvl;‘-‘;dat:efd, the 6" Aug'qét. 1993, in ;_tlig .Conte;x{mpt VIP‘et';ti‘on No. 97 of
1992. I'n.;th.e'matter‘of Mohd. Aéléx‘n éliaé'B hure Vex:sés State of U.P.: LA.
No¢. 10 of 1992: before the bupxeme Coun ofIndla _ ,

(358)." That the validity of the Sdld enactment (Otdinance No. 8 and
Act No. 33 of 1993) was chal en;,ed in several writ petition in the Hon'ble
Court whlch were with drawn by the Qupmme Court 101 hearing and decision
along thh the hearing of the prehmmmy ob)ectlon to the maintainability of
the Pre51dent1al Reference under Amdc 143(1) of the Constitution, It was
sought to be challenged in the Lonnected 0.0.8. No. 3 and 4 of 1989 in this
Court- as well and an issue “whcthel the suit has -abated or services” was
Lalsed,:thyexeupon. Notice was d'lSO_vl-SSLle.d thereafter to Attorney General of
Indiaf, .:lj:)"/».th'e Hon'ble QourtP but ‘Béfore the hearix;g of the issue could be
taken 3"‘111':5 by it it was stayed by the Supreme Court, while orde}ing the
w1thc11awa1 of the writ petition agdmst the acquisition from this (50urt 1o
1tselff01 1ea1mg and decision.

(35 T) - That by judgement. dated October 24, 1994, of the Hon'ble the
Chiéfv‘Jﬁstlce,Ml. M-N. Venkatachalliah .IIon ble Mr. Justice JiS. Verma and
Hon'Blé"Mr’ Justice G. N. Rwy in the Transfcn‘ed Gases Nos. 41, 43 & 45 of
1993 D_L_M__hm_ail__l;_; qui eggeu_g_ Vs. Union of India_and others

connected thh otheJ Trdnsfeued cases cmd Writ Petitions and the Special

Refexence No 1 of 1993 undex.Axtlcle 143(1) of the Constitution: the

Suprgeme Court has declared the Sub Section (3) of Section 4 of Act No. 33

of 1993, to’ be unconstitutional end invalid, but upheld the validity of the

h@( p;ow,wons thereof subJect to the mterp1 etation put thereon by it.

'-:.i:. (After Para 35 and before.Para 36 all paxamaphs are added vide
| 01de1 dated 09.5.1995. Para 3: U suuclc of under the order of the
3couxt dated 03 08. 1995 Pams 35 H 351,357,35K,35M, 35N,
©./350;35,35Q, 35 R, 358,35 T, 35 U amended under vide order
dated 09 05 1995 on C.M. A. No. 8 (0) of 1994, Sd/- 22.05. 1995).

(36\ I‘hat the cause of action’ 101 this suit has been accruing trom day to

'day, partlculally since recently when the plans of Temple reconstruction are

bemg sought to be obstructed by violent action from the side of certain
M__slxm Communal;g‘g

(37) That the subject m.atter o_f;'dispute is situate within the limits of the



(38) That the valuatio'nvofg the suit for purposes of jurisdietion is placed at
' Rs. 11,11,101/- as the snbject matter of the suit being inalienable, is
incapable of valuatlon m terms “of mone;y and consequently that for
. payment of court fee it is Rs. 2,22,220/-. The prescribed court fee of Rs
50/- being the rnammum, is being paid on the conseque_nt1a1 relief of
injunction.” i v o
" (39) that the plaint’iffs'elaim the following RELIEFS"
Q A declaratlon that the ent1re prem1ses of Sri Rama Janma Bhumi at

Ayodhya, as descnbed and dehnated in Annextures I II and III,belong to

‘cne plaintiff De1t1es

(B) A perpetual mjunotlon against the Defendants prohlbltlng them from
in. .fering W1th or ra1s1ng any- objec‘uon to or placing any obstruction in
- thr constructmn of the new Temple bulldmg at Sri Rama Janma Bhumi,
Ayodhya, after demohshlng and removmg the existing buildings and
. structures ete. ,' s1tuate thereat, in so far as it may be necessary or

’ expedient to do so for the said purpose

(C] Costa of thc. SLllt agamst such of the defendants as obJect to the grant
of relief to the p1a1nt1ffs

(D) Any other reﬁ'ef ‘o_r relief to which the .plaintiffs ma'y be found entitled.

Ctinsel for the plaintitts sd/-

@7 diJuy 11989 .~ (DEOKI NANDAN)
: E | ' Plaintiff No.3

_For himself and for and on

1 Behal,f_ of plaintiff Nos. 182

- as their next friend

' L VERIFICAIION
I Deoki Nandan Agarwala, the Pla1nt1ff No. 3, and next frlend of Plaintiff

Nos. 1 and 2 do hereby Verlfy that the contents of paragraphs
1,2,12,14,15, 16 17 18,19,20,21,30,31, 83 ,34,35,. 36,37,38, are true to my
own knowledge and those of paragraphs 3 4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11,13,22,
23,24,25,26, 27 ,28,29,32 are true to. my belief, -
S1gned and ver1f1ed this 1st day of July 1989 at

©osd/- :
~ (Deoki Nandan)
- Plaintiff No.3.

¢

ritorial jurisdiction of the court. | REE
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IN THE HON'BLE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURIE AT ALLAHABAD ’
L ' I,U(.,‘K.N(),'\)v" I’%’l’-“ﬁNC I I.U(.‘KN(_)W

oy

Wllllu] 3ldluncnl under order & I\ulu P
I)Lluulam No 3 _ : i

o ’ lN . J‘ i

- 0.0:5. No.5 of” l%‘) (l mmml\ R S No. 2 33 ol19...)

.on lnlmll of Nirmohi Akhara

Bhagwm Shrl Ram and 2 ()lhus S ‘, Co B ... Plaintiffs

L

- Versus: . .
Shri Raj{:f'lra Sing;h and Others© - B .. Delendants

WRI'I T [N STATEMENT ON BLH/\I K ()l* NIRM()HI AKHARA
DEFE NI)ANI \J()

. l'3'lﬁ.’l_‘(')|‘c giving para-wise rcpl\' m'lhc pi:nnl itis neceessary o state that Shri

':an Agrawal posing hlm\dl as e Next Friend has filed this long

(.umbuxomc \Llll cmhmum aow lLlL range ul ‘matters and topics. mostly irrelevant
LOHQ‘LtLd h om allc%(l many and \dnmls records and books and annals of history
running mm 39: Iono pammaphs lh\. xml was liled on 17,1989 belore the Civil o
Judge I"ct abad \vnhuul serving any nomc or duplicale of the plaint. The suit

has qmce 'bcen translerred (o 1'l'nx' H(m bl'c ‘Court. On 11.8.1989 when the

answumo dctwddnls learned counsel mlmmc & this Hon ble Court that he will
rcqulrc(il‘\.-su.('t’.lc_lcnl time to colleet nq:gssur_\j information and materials to enable 7
him to Ill(. a full and complete written statement.  This Hon'ble Court was
pleased t;o .j(.)bsm'\:‘g'lhut_»\/riucn statement may bg [Tled on 14081989 and then u'
%upplcw.:nl'mr\' Writien. statement may-be chd fater. - The answering defendant

R

duspllc hl\ best “clforts could nm u)lls.u nuuw\ require information and

matuxdls lo file a full and wmpk ¢ written' statement and is [iling this written

%L qtatement r.w‘.crvmw his right to file a %llp])-[C‘INCINLlI'\‘ written statement with tuller
and mmc wmplclc acts alfer mal\mu Imlhu mqmms and collecting more lucts,
for \\fhl(.h 4 scpamlu apphwlmn Tor lnm is alm being made.

2. lhal lhu, plexcnl suit filed by I_ Deoki” Nandan Agrawal is purehy

deK.lOUS sun ngl s desig

Mnlumsl Ol the angwering
detendam Hc has no right to act as NL\[ Irriend o! Plaintills 1 and 2 and
plaintiff No 21 not even « jmlcllml persons. Nor has he any personal right to

file the sull Im sml 1S Imhlc 1o be summarily dl\ml\\uj

3. lhdt itis \uono o sav . that Bhﬂg\’\"‘dl'l Shei Ram i also  called
Ram lald Vuammn The address of the plaintifl’ No.1 is also incorrect.
Bhdg_.,wan__ -Shr; Ram is installed 'nm at 'lvzmmn.Hhoomi but in the Temple

known s Jmum Bhoomi T'emple ror \\h()\c delivery ol charge and managemoent

the answering dclcndanl has hlcd hig sml No ) ow O.S. No. 2 ol

1989). l_'he suit is liable o be dismigsed for this incorrect description and
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acldress as well
4, That the contents: of para-1 of thc plaint as drafted are totallyq wrong

and are :_demed.' The ‘idol -of Bhagwan_ Shri Ram is installed or is Virajman

- not at 3R_'é1m Janma Bhoomi Ayodhya but in the temple known as Ram Janma

Bhooxpif-Terrviple Ayodhya for V\'hosevdelivery of chdrge and management the
answeum defend’ml has filed his sult 1efeued t6 above. It ig also totally

w10ng to say that Bhagwan Shn Ram is also known as “Ram Lala

Vuajman” He is not known as quch more over, -the ward ‘“VIRAJIMAN”

‘ tackefi thh the words “Shri Rdm Lma” is simply meaningless. Virajman is

not the name of title. of any delty but it sunply means “resident or residing”.

“Asthan Shl‘l Ram Janma Bhooml Ayodhya as stated in para-1 of the plaint

M

" s agam a meanmg less phrase. Asthan slmply, means a place and is not a

_]Lllldl(‘ pelson It is dedied th’il the plaintiff No. 3(Shri Deoki Nandan

Agaiwa ) is: 2 Valshnavxte He is not éven a wo1sh1ppe1 of the Deity installed
in Shu Ram Janma Bhoomi Temple and. has no right to sue. Nor can he
represent the Delty or the S0 called Ashan He is. not at all interested in the

lfaLe of the Deity in questlon “He llves at Al la habad and is not at all

' mtelested in Shn R’Uﬂ Janma Bhoomi "lemple and got maliciously interested

to obtam cheap popularity by 1axsmg a slogan of constructing a new temple

by arranvmg to spend Rs. 25 Croms when the temple belong to the defendant

No. 3, the answeung defendant, T : —

S, That t1e contents of pa1a-7 oi the plaint are denied. The birth place of
Ram ‘_1:s~;_not: in dispute. The whol_e world l.mows"that His birth place is in
Ayodlj'{jygv'a."w'_l)el‘.eﬁ: the '.Tehnple Ram J:annichoomi stands. It is the temple

known as Ram Janma OG-

[ Tem, wle 51tuate in mohalla I\am Kot Ayodhya

whxch is mth vu‘uous sun tlanstexred to lhlS Comt which by

Mushms is sald to be a mosque and- which is cla1med

submlt a fresh correct and pomplete plan Many important places of the

thDle have not been showq in. the s"ud AI’)HL‘(UICS They pertain to another
suit and_ have no wzdcntxaly \alue 111 the present suit.

6. ’l?h'at the contents of para-3 of the plaint are not denied.
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7. 'Tﬁat the correctness ofthe cootenté of para-4 of the plaint can best be
veufed from the plaint: of suit No 2 of 1950 The plaintiffs have wrongly

used the words Asthan Ianma Bhooml whlch is demecl It is the temple

“known as Shu Ram Janrm Bhooml "lemple at mohalla Ram. Kot Ayodhya.

Asthen Janma Bhoomi mears the l)uth place of Shu Ram which is the entire

city of Ayoclhya It is the tem )lc lefuled to above Wllm%}d-imt“_,,w

the buth place of Bhagwan Shri Ram . ,

8. T-hat t»he contents of para-5 oft he plhlnt' are not denied.

9. Thqt in regard to the eontents of para-6 of the'plaint it is submitted that
the salcl contents are not denied excupt that the pl“lmtlfts of the present suit
filed by Sti Deoki Nandan Agldwal have mallclously used the words

“Asthan Janma Bhooml in place of tlle words Temple of Janma Bhoomi.
The couect versmn of the plamt in Sult No 26 of 1959 s hall appear from the
said olalﬁt itself which suit has been eonneeted wm the present suit.

10, That the contents of paras.7 t0 10 of the p amt are all matters of record
whxch may “best be asceltamed ﬁom the YTecord of the suits which are all
consollclated and connected. L

11, "»T.'hat the eontents of para-11 of the plaint are not denied.

12. That the contents of para- 12 of the plaint are not denied except the last

sentence wlnch Is meleVdnt

13, That the contents'of para-13 of the phmt are matters of record which

may be ascertamed from the same.
14, That the answermg defendant w1ll reply to the first part of Para -14 of
the plamt aftel makmg tull mqumee ‘But the contents of the last semence

are - emphatlc'tlly dénied. I“he answumg, detenciant is the Shebait of

Bhagwan Shu Ram jpstalled in the templc in dlspute and he gthe Nitmoht

(hara) alone as the right ntrol and superwse and repair or even to re-
constluct the temple if neeessaly CItis absolutey false to say that the

devotees of the “plamtlff Deities are cllselous to have a new temple

-constlucted afte1 1emovmo the old stl ucture.

15, . That the contents ol pam- 15 of the plamt are emphatically denied.
The Nurnohl Al(llan has nor knowledge of the alleged Trust and he (the
deteu .ant No 3) reserves the uoht to .give- lullel reply to this para after

makmg complete inquiry af the a legauon_s» eontameu in this para.
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- 16. 'T:hgit th;'centents of para-16 of the | laint are emphatically denied.
The answelmg defendant reserves his rig lt to give fuller replies after making
thorough i ,1nqmr1es. The alleged Trust has no relevance at all to the present
disputef ?-’ill t_his_pera the ﬁgm.e,of Mahant -Ra‘m Kewal Das is mentioned at
T item No S1’/' as al"so b'eingva Ti‘ustee for life to the alleged Trust. Mmant Ram
Kewal Das is 2 simple Sadhu and he was cluaec to become a Trustee without
% 'unde1standmg fully the malicious plan of the 1eged Trust to encroach upon
- & the ughts and mle1ests of the Nirmohi Akhara which is Panchayate Akhara
.» and is govemed by the Panches of the Alkhara. T he Mahant is only a figure

head w1thout any powe1 or authonty to bind the Aklma through any act done

'by hlm or 'my trmsactlon ot entered by him. “Even if Mahant Ram Kewal
Das b_e ;pxoved to have accepted lumself as ’],mstee, intelligently and
consciduéW which is denied, the 'Nifmohi Akhara is not all bound by his
alleged act and the alleged Trust even if ploved has no bearing or relevance
to the plesent dlspute The Nirmohi ‘Akhara filed its smt in 1959 and the said
' Tlust 1s sald to have come, into emstence only in 1985 with an obvious
| dGSIgn to damage thetitle and mtelest of the Akhara,
17. That the coments of pam-l7 of tle plaint axe totally wrong and are
emphatmally ‘denied. The Sald_ NYAS is neither. directly nor indirectly

mterested in he Sewa, Puja of -Bha‘gwaﬁ Shri Ram which interest solely lies

: % ‘with the answeung defendant. The sald Nyas is only maliciously interested

to e11010ach upon the rights of the Numolu Akhara who is the sole Shabait of
Qe e 07 ik e

the sa_ld Delty_. The &melevant to the pxesent dispute and is not at all a ‘

proper party to the suit.

18. 'I*Hé cehtehts of para-18 of 'th'e plaint are emphatically denied. The
pl amtlffs have been wrongly wdwsed to file this mallmous suit. Asthan Shri

Ram’ Janma Bhurm ', al all a _uud . cal pe1son T he answering defendant

.

has alreddy filed smt No. 26 of 1 1959 thnty years ago for the benifit of

B'hagwan Shm Ram for a decree of de 1ve1y of charge cmd nianagement of

the temple to the Nirmohi Akhara.

19. 1hat the contents of para-19 need no 1eply except that though the birth |

place of Bhagwan Ram is placc whexe the ‘Le_rgp_fe_man as Ram Janma

’Bhuml Temple is constructed but-the dxsputc is not regarding the place of

birth OfnLQld Rama but 1egcudmg t_1e Temple known as Temple Shri Ram
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Janma Bhuml The belief that Loxc qu is’ the 'son of. RaJa Dashrath of solar
Dynasty 1s not dlsputed R ‘

20. That the contents. of )cua-’?O oi the plaint -are demed They are
ploducts of 1magmatlon of the so mlled cht Friend ot the p!amnm 1 and 2.
The plamtxffs studxously avoid to mentlon the subject of dxsputc as the Ram
Janma Bmml Templ for whosc delwuy of charge and m"umoement the
Nlrmoln Akhma has filed the' suit No 26 of 1959 and mahuously uses the
phrase Asthan Sri Ram Janma Bl wnu whxch is meamngless The said Asthan
is not a Juudlcal person. '

21 That the contents of para- 21 of the plamt are the indivisual view of

Shri Deokl Nandan Agrawal, he phmuff No. 3 of the suit are totally
melevant to the subject matter of chspute and have been vainly mtloduu,d in
the plamt '

22. That the contents of paxa-27 of the laint are the personal views of

_Shu Deolq Namdan and are totally melcvam 0 thc present dispute which

1elates to the Ram Janma Bhumi ’lemplc

23, fhat the contents of pa1a-23 of the, plamt vefer.to various alleged
hxstoncal facts;  They cannot be. replied without making thorough
mvestxgatlon for which the ansWefing defendant seeks time and wil reply
throug-h a supplementary 'written .statéme‘nt latef. |

24, ’lhat the contents of para- -24 01 thc plaint shall be answered alte

malqng furthel mquuy into the matte1 later thxough a supplementary written

~$taten‘;ent. )

25.. 'Tiqat the contents of para-25 oJ’-the plaint are denied. The temple in

questlon along with the Iand and plopuly appertammo there to is already

Waqf p1ope11y whem of the Numohx Akhara is the Shebait and Manager.
The rest of the coments are only c\lCUl'ﬂenTath(,

That in reply to the contents of para-26 oftie plaint it is true that no
'playels have ever been offered by any. musllm in the Ram Janma Bhumi
Temple whlch is claimed by some muslims on Mosque which it never was.
The lCSt of the contents are mdttels of evidence which shall be inquired into
by the ‘answermg' defendant and then replied later through a supplementary

wrmen statemem

27. Thai the contents of par a-’77 of the Jldlm cannot be replied without
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makmg thmough inquiry for whxeh the answeuno defendant needs time. But
it is asserted that the idol of Bl 1agwan Ram ‘was always there installed in the
Temple. __-The an;wumg defendant reserves the right to give fuller and more
cdm;ﬁléfe’dnqd’iry through a su >plementaxy written statement.

28. That in reply to the contents of pam-78 of the phmt only this much is

admltted that thie temp e in questlon along thh the appertaining properties

was attached 111 ally under section 145 Cr PC It was on account of this
-\‘-—-—

dttachment that the Nirmohi Akhara med Suit No. 26 of 1959, The rest is a

matter: of 1e'€5mw--~~;\ S

29. That 1 reply to the contents of para-290f the plaint it is stated that the
answeuno defendaat has ahexdv filed suit No. 26 of 1959 for of delivery of
halge and managemenl of the oald temple. The contents of para-29 are
111elevant The ‘plaintiffs have no uoht and interest a part from the rights of

Numohl Akhala ‘

30. That the contents. of para-30. of the p laint-are denied. There is no

movement of any eonst1uct10n of a new temple in place of the present

temple The Temple belonos to Numohl Akhfua No body else has a right to
oonstp_uct;a new temple | in it plaoe'exc-ept‘the Nirmohi Akhara.

"""'T"hat the contents of p"u"a-3(D. of the plaint-are partly irrelevant and
Jartly a mattel of record and can be asceltamed from the same. The
plamtiffs of the suit have no. 1edl tltle to sue and they have been wrongly
adv1sed to. file the suit only to halass the Numohx Akhara and to try to
enc1oach upon its ughts of mamgement of the temple There is a subdues
obser»atlon 1ega1dmg the fulfilment of the'“Aforesmd programme” which
obv1-ously Leferes to the -1magmary -plan if. reconstructlon This renders the
entlre sult as malmous and mconsxstent thh the relief sought and the suit is
liabl e to be dlSlTlleGd : |
32, - l‘hat the contents of pam—B” ofthe plaint. 1efe1 to various orders and
report about wh1ch the dnswermn defendant has no knowledge. He will give
a‘repy afte1 full inquiry mg(ndmg the sald ordexs and reports through a
supplememaly written stalement late1 '

33, That the contents of para- 33 of the plamt are denied. The entirg
pLemlses belong to the Nirmohi Akhala the.answering defendant. There is

"‘no quesuon of any mosque as B’lbll MdS_]ld or any Qabristan.
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Wi, That the contents of para-34 of the plaint are not known to the answering
defendant. He w1ll give complete reply after full inquiry through a

supplementary wr‘itten statement. But this is admitted that the Temple of Shri
Ram Janma Bhum1 was never a mosque. There 1s no questxon of demolishing '

the building at all’ nor of a new constructlon

- 35. that the contents of para-35 of the' plaint are irrelevant and need no

reply.

36. That the contents of ‘para-36 of the plamt are demed b’l‘he Plaintiffs have

no cause of act1on at all and the suit 1s hable to be dlsm1ssed

&

37. That para—S:-'f?'of »th_e 1':>l€a.intj is admitted_. .

38. That the valuatmn ﬁxed in para- 37 of the plamt is totally f1ct1t10us and is
demed |

39. That the p’lalntiffs are not entitled'.to' any relief at all. _The premises

* mentioned by the. plaintiffs belong to the‘Nirrnohi Akhara and the Plaintiffs of

this suit have no- rlght o declaration against the right and titles of the Nifmohr——
w

Akhara, Nor are the plaintiffs entitled to any 1njunct1on as sought
I Addltlonal Pleas »
40. That the rellefs sought by the plaintiffs are both i 1rnag1na.ry and inconsistent and

contained a th;eat to d,emohsh the temple of the. N1rrnoh1 Akhara for which the suit of

the Akhara is pendm_g. The suit is liable to be d1sm1ssed.. '

41. That the answering defenclants will file a supplementary written statement later

after making necessary inquiries into the vari'ous allegations made in the plaint. In
\( view of the matter this suit is liable to be stayed under Section 10 C.P.C. till the

ﬁna,l d1sposal of the su1t of Nirmohi Akhara. '

R.S. No. 26/59.
Lucknow o
Dated: August 14, 1989
v Defendant No. 3
Nirmohi Akhara through
MahantiRam Kewal Das.
Present Mahant
Through
Sd/-
(S.L. Verma)
o Advocate
Counsel of the Nirmohi Akhara

Defendant No. 3
VERIFICATION :

I, Mahant Ram Kewal Das verify that the contents of paras 1 to 35 and 41 of the
- written statement are true to my knowledge and those of paras 35 to 39 and 40 are
believed by me to be true.

Verified thls 14t day of August, 1989 at Lucknow C )
o . Sd/-
j (Mahant Ram Kewal Das)
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INTHE HONBLE HHGH COURT OF JUBMCATURT AT ALLAHABAD
E LUCKNOW BENCH LUCKNOW

~ Additional W.SSSupplementary WS, : .
. On behall ol Nirmohi- Akhara Dell-No.3
i . vl_l‘i]'L‘Z o V
o 0O.0.8. No. 301 1989
Bhagwan Shri Ram and 2 Others S o Plaintifls
N - ' ‘ Versus -
Ra_icndra'Sj'ngh"and Others S . o Defendants

/\DDIFI()NAl W. S/Slll’l’l W.S. ON BEHALF (.)FNIRM()HI AKHARA
l)l H<NI)ANI N()'.

= 1. ) hui C_omc'ms'of' pzlru'l lo 41 oF WS. ol Delendant No.3 are reallirmed.,
Addl WS, /Sum)lumnun\ WS,

Para 4 Ilml site plan annexure l 1 aluchul o lhc above noted plaint does

not beai-, a‘hy plot nos. (settlement or N vul) not it is bounded as to give any

definiteidentity of property” Temple Shri Vijay Ragho Ji- Sukshi- Gopal has

never heun suhwcl n wtter of the any ol the suit O.0.S, #1989 or 0.0.5. 371984
pu\dlnL bLl()lC this Hnn ble ¢ ‘ourt. © Sumitra Bhawan is another temple shown in
the suc—;plan \\hu.h is lcmplc ol slws!mélwwfm' I n\numi‘i Maharaj and that is why

it is lclm()us l'lcllﬂC ol his mothm Summd as Summd Bhawan. 1t has been in

possession: and management ol M 1lmm ]\(II Manml Das one of the panch ol

Nnmohl Alxham The Nazul plm No,,h.&\ measaming F-0-13-15 Kachwancies off

“Mohalle [{am Kot is recorded with-Deity Laxamanji Maharaj through Ram Das

" Nirmohi \i‘fho is Guru 0!’ Reii Mangal -Das. Mah Ram Das ol Sumitra Bhawan is

Ee:

u.corded in. sclllumnt plol No. 168 o 174 as qubiz. Similarily .omash Chaura

% Mdndn '

thwwcm Rdm Lalaji by the mhu' pdn(.ht.\ of” Nirmohi Akhara namely and

lla lxoop Mandn Kuti \hm\n isosaid map has distinet Deity ol

lcspc,ctlv ahanl Dwarika Dd\ Mahant Naval l\lshmc Das and Ram Gopal

\'
.‘J
Das who le nll pdmhux of Nnmohl /\I\ham Sankat -Mochun temple have been

omitted" m lhc sald map whereas it dld C\M on the' dalc of this suit. It has its

|:,| . '

deity _S«anl-\znv,_.M,ochzm llamnmln_||~ _u-m_l Thakur Ram Janki represented by

Sarbarahar Ram Dayal Saran Chela o Ram-Eakhan Saran. Late Ram Lakhan

Saran and also belong o thc\‘pirillml 'Famil\r ol Nirmohi Akhara as he was Naga

Chela (f "-(xohl\l Ram Lakhan Das Sone ul the old panch of Nirmoht Akhara.
Other \amadhls in the name m Iamuu\ xa«u\ have been owned and clammed by
almvcrmo clc cnd;ml No.3 as Semm(l'hlcs ul» old \adhu\' ol Nirmohi Akhara.
Pdmhu dnd Sc\th\ of Akhara are - h\nw in the surrounding since before the

humcm mg,mon CThe outer Sahan’ ‘cz:n'rlcd. a liule temple of Bhagwan Ram
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Lalap along thh other ple.ce wlnch are regularly woxslupped according to

the customs plevaxlmg amongst Rama Nandi Vairagies. The outer part with

this’ temple of Ram Lalla_jl dnd othe1 dxetxes have ever been in managemert-

-aimﬁﬂmmolll Akhara as shelblat til l this outer portion with Bhandar™

was attached U/s 145 Cr. PC on-16.2.1982 and a_ Teceiver is appointed there ™"
w

vide or dei of Civil Judge Iaizabad. in Reg Suit 239/82 Sri Ram Rama Nandi

'Numohi Akhara Versus K.K. qu Valm'l etc. due to lootpqt committed by

Dhaxam Das Mr. Deo Ki Nandan Aga1wal has named himself to be witness

of Dhalam Das Thelefme sult f01 all these properties by plaintiff 3 is not

’

mamt'unab e f01 want of possessmn and is barred by provision of Section 34

of Spwﬁc Relief Act.”

Para 43 That outer poxhon 001151stmg of Bhagwan Ram Lala on $ri Ram

[ I

Chabutra along with other clcmes, chatln puym sthan and Bhandar with

-eastem_outel wall carrying engraved image of varah Bhagwan with southern

and ridi‘them wall and also westérn. portion of ‘wall carries the present

.mumcxpa No. 10/12/29 old 506 507 and olde1 647 of Ram Kot ward of
Ayodhya City had been a uontlmous refeued in man litigation since 1885 till

Reg. Sl,llt No. 239/87 of the Court of Civil Judf,e Faizabad and in every case

Numohx Akhala was “held always in possession and management of this
temple 50 1he Bhaowan Ram Lalaji installed by Nlmwmw

——

Chabutra is a distinct legal enmy owned by def. no. 3. That suit is bad for

want Qf impleadment of necessary party as mentlon_ed above.

Para 44?; 'That attachment madé in ihe 1949 1s only in respect of main

’

buxldmg of Garbh- Gral hya Carrying llnee “Shikher” where in the deity oi

W——“M
Bhagwan Su Ram ChandLaﬂ is msmlled by Nirmohi Akhara from tmm

—

beyond the human memmy and are smce then is management and possession

R
of it nIl the said pxopeuy attached 1hexefou. plaintiff 3 can not claim any
rlght to represent him.:’ ‘ ‘

Para. 45 | That oug,m of mstal[atlon pllf | and and dedication to it both

hdve not been pleaded by plaintiff no. 3. Thus pleading is vague and

mlsconcexved

' Para__;4_6. lhat suit is hLdVlly tlme baue,c

Paxa47 - .'lhat plaintiff No. 3 Mr. Deoki Nandan is office bearer of V.H.P.

and is also member of defendant No. 2 the alleged Nayas which is not a legal
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Constituent There could be no deleganon of an
' endowment to any othe1 trust Once a dedication to
V 'end_o_wment.ls always a dedlcatlon for ever. Thus def.-No.
: 21 aitogether an illegal entity playingv in hands of V.H.P.
b- .:‘:- Thus' interest of PItff. No 3 as,rnember Nayas Def No. 21
’ .'ﬁ_ is adverse to bhagwan Sri ram J1 PItff No 1.
Para 48’I‘hat onter portion with vsurrounding 'te'rnples were illegally
" acquired by VHP. Backed By BJP Covt. which
: nQ-ti“fi'cationT‘l.le lis under the challenge in writ Petition

o brit same is void, illegal_U/s 52 of T.P_'.'ACT.

Para 49 That pla1nt1ff no 1 can only be represented by Def no 3

along and therefore "‘p1a1nt1ff 1..to transposed as

defendant tobe represented by defendant No. 3.
Para SQ':»That; suit is liable‘ tob'e'dismissed‘. .

Def. No:3 Nirmohi Akhara

S sd/-
R.L. Verma
. Advocate
VERIFICATION

I Mahant Bhaskar Das G. A of Def No. 3 do hereby verify that
contents of para 42 to para 45, 47 49 are true to my knowledge and

contents of para 46 to 48 50 paras are true to my belief.

Ver1f1ed th1s day at 8. pm on 20.4.92 at the chamber of

counsel at Lucknow

o ]Def; No. 3 -Nirmohi Akhara
Through mahant Bhaskar Das
' G.A. of Def. No. 3.

/ /True Copy//

v
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q HGHT COURT OF ll]l)l('/\"l"l'lRl AT ALLATIABAD LUCKNOW
S BENCH EHCKNOW

In l\k
0.0:8. No. 5 I‘)‘)“

Bhagwan ;' m I\dm ‘m(l 2 Others e . o Plainu IS
: Versus _
Rajendra Siligh and;()lhcrs T . .. Delendants

[Ind Addm()nal erlren ‘s tatement on behalf of Defendant No.3 Nirmohi

Akhara -
ﬁ. I That itht contents ()l'.()l'iginul"‘\X/ll:'iltcniSlul_mncm from para I to 41 and
y contents of para-42-10 50 ol Addl. Written Statement ard ve-altirmed.

"‘Second Additional Writfen Statenient
Para S1: ’1'l’1a(~cnnl'c111\' ol para 16-A" ofthe plaint are denied: That existence of
alleged Nd\d\ is 1|)m Facto.ille Ml uncl \md l*'«ld(l Ciury [\dm(l I\ ind had himscell’

condemne 'jll_‘nc ‘existence of nllcwc f\m\ 18 \1(1& his mlu\u\\ ol “Dainik Jan

Morch™ bc»lorv hi% death. Sri Ram (lmndm l)as lm\ hlm\\,H admitted the title.

posscwon ()I Nllml,)hl Akhara since Imw

Para 3

J1
1o

at disputed temple belongs (o Nirmohi Akhara (rom before the time
of Hanuman memory and moSty alT TRS PrOPTHT— ST vTsS 10 be religions

denomina

on ol' Panch.Rama Nandr Nilmohi ARt aHesthere could be no

dlvgslmg ol th_ lcllomus institution 40° an\ olhu mdommnt or Nayas, Dell No.

3 has nouoinul mlmmamm ol an\ smh Na\m nor umld it do fegally.

_hal smcl Navas is also huomu IHU.L(I! as non-constituent body being

& Para 5371
5
devoid of an) utlg o dnspulul pmpul\
- ' Sd/~ Mahant Bhaskar Das
Delendant No. 3 Nirmohi'Akhara

! . ; -. Sdl/-

R.1.. Verma

Advocate

Vl‘ RIFI(A Fl()N

l. Mdhdﬂl Bhd%k(ll Das. General mwnt nl (ldumlunl No 3 do hereby verily that
the umlcnls ol addllmnal written xtaluncnl rom para SEoand is true o my
|<no\.vlecl_gc and para 51 and 33 arc trug to my beliel,

Verified on 13" day of May. 92 at-court compound. Faizabad.

Silie
Mahant Bhaskar Das

VST
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'flll(-'}l;l. (,,'(")liR‘l'()l JUDIC /\IUI\I Al /\I [ /\ll/\HAI)I UCKNOW
' HII\(HI UCKNOW

0.0.8. No-, 5/1989
(Reeular \un F\n 230 ol' 19897,
(ol the Court <>I ( ivil ln(l% Faizabad)

thw\\cm Shn Rdm and 2 Others ~ - ¢ . ... Plaintiffs
Versus

RzljcmlruSi;'nglﬁ 1_11'1(1.' Others ~ R S ... Defendants

Fixed for 18.9.1989

ertlen bldtemenl of the U.P. Sunni C cnlml Boa:d of Waqf, Lucknow
(Dcﬂndanl No. 4)

The delendant No.d begs to submit as Lmdcr:-;

S That the contents ol para | ol the plaint arc incorrect and hence denied as

stated. Netther the Plaintif's Nos. Tand: 2 are the jueidical persons and nor there

is any Pri {riclina t’)‘ciix” ol S.ri R;lm (.‘han(li'uii at the place in dispute and nor the
Dldll]ll” No has any locus standi or right to represent the so-called and alleged
deity dnd /\slhdn as next friend. ll is-further submitted that the plaintfs Nos. |
and 2 m‘c n'()l at all legal pcrsamalilic.\: ('u-nd as such they have no right (o file the
instant sml) /\s a4 matter of fact lhuc has never been any installation of deity
within lhc pwnuxu ol the disputed pldu ol \\m\hlp known as Babri Masjid and
the idol * m quulmn was slcallhll\ and. surreptitiously lwpl inside the mosque in
the nloht ()l 22”"/23"I DLu,mhu I‘)4() by xnmg mischicf~mongery against whom
an .1, R hdd ‘\1»0 h<m lodged at 1hg l’ohu Station /\\mlh\d on 23" December,

1949,

2. "I-'-_J‘m,_l'le contents of para 2 ol the ‘plaint are also incorrect and henee

denied er;x'_gl-aléd and in reply thereto 111§ submitted that the said plan as well

- the report submitted by Sri Sheo Shanker Lal. and made part of this Plaint do not

clcpiclv.lhc;cnri‘ch position ol the spotand the same cannot be relicd upon for

IdLnlllchlll(m Lm(l LIL»\,HP[IUI] ol the property in suit. The plaintifls were,

therefore. ¢ 7]1%(1 m give the boundaries as well as the site pldn of'the property in

suit and lhc plmn[ is dclulm in lhl\ m\pul

~
b]

T ml the contents ol “para 3 of th piaml are also denied as stated and in
reply 111(:1(:10 only this much is dClmlle tha L suit No 2 0l 1950 had been filed
by Sri (;opdl Singh Vlslmnad cmams.l Su /ahom /\hnmcl and others. s

incorreet . 1o -s‘,ay that the mwnml plamull “the said suit has died only

recentl 'Ifhc cu,l is that Si (Jopal Snwh V mhdmd had u\pmd several years

ago an'_ no clppll(.clll()n for subslrlullon Ims been. moved in the said suit

within the pmsuxhcd pumd m"\d~-;\5‘ such e sdid. suihad abated much

R R e
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before 1986 and the order of substitution p'xsse(l in favour ofdefendant No.
lis absolutely 1llega] and improper). ' ‘

It is further submitted that the names of the Muslim detendants of the
said suxt lmd been wrongly struck off. The answering defendant is advised to
state that the herrs of the-Muslim defendmts were liable to be substituted in
place of the ongmal Muslim defendants; ' Rest of the c.ontents of the para
under reply may be verified from the 1ecord of the ong,mal Suit No. 2 of
1950 '

4, That the: contents of para 4 of the plamt are also incorrect and hence
demed as stated and in reply thereto.it is submxtted that whatever relief was
clarmed in the. said suit No 2 of 1950 would appear from the copy of the
plamt of that sult I ,

5. That the contents of para of the plamt are: a,lso incorrect and hence
dcmcd as stated and in 1eply theret o 1t 1s submlt ed that the contents of the
sald smt No 25 of 1950 may also be venﬂed from the copy of the plaint of
that Suxt and in the absencc O‘f the lelevant record it is not admitted that a

valid nonce under Section 80 of the Code of. Civil Plocedure had been given
prror to the filing of the aforesaid suit No 25 of 1950.

i (It i is further submitted that the names of xhe Muslrms defenidants have

been vwx ongly struck off). )

6. That the contents of para 6 of the plaint’are also incorrect and hence
demed as.stated and in reply therero is submitted that since suit No. 25 of
1950 was.also considered to be dcfectrve like Suit No. 2.0£1950; a third Suit
had also been got ﬁled which had. been numbered as.Suit No. 26 of 1959.
Whatever was pleaded in Suit No 26 of 1959 would appear from the copy of
the plamt of that suit and it is absolutely incorrect to say. that the idols of Sri

Ram Chandray and others have ever been installed in the said premises of

' Babn Masyd which has been wxongly descubed as Jemdm Bhooml (It is
_ furthex submitted that the said Suit’ No. 26 of 1959 was also defen.nve and

' not mamtamable It is also incorrect to: say that the heus of the Muslims

B defendams of the said suit were not hablc to be substituted.” The answering
g clefendam is advised to state that the cause of action, if any, did survive even
- against the heirs and legal representatives of the said Muslim defendants). As -

: .ﬁll of them clajmed the property in suit to be a '1.’n'osque and none of them had
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ever adxmtted the sald bulldma to be a. temple
7. That the conlems of para 7 of the plamt are also. mconect and hence
denied as statcd and in reply thereto only thxs much i 15 admitted that suit No,
12 of 1961 Was filed by the answering defendant and 8 other Mushms in the
Court of the C1v11 Judge, Faizabad. The 1ehefs clainted in the bald suit may

be verxﬁed from the plamt of the said suxt and'it xs incorrect to say that only

vplamnffs Nos. 7 and 9 of the said suit are survwmg As a matter of fact the

plamtxffs nos..5 and 8 of the said suit No. 12 of 1961 namely Maulvi Mohd.
Naseer and Vakiluddin,are also very much alive and the plaintiffs nos. 2, 4,6
and lb é‘i’e sufvived by their legal representatives (and all of them are liable

to be mlpleaded in the instant sult), - ‘ 5

- 8. That the contents of para-8 of the phmt are denied as stated for want

ofdeﬁmte knowledge and the same may be verified from the record.

“Itis further submitted-that the aforesaid suit No. 12 of 1961 was filed
in the 1eplesentat1ve capacny and'the dpphcauon for penmss:on to sue in a
1cpresentat1ve capacity was allowed by the Court, .

That in reply to para 9 of the plaint | it'is admitted that all the aforesaid

four suits have been consohdated and sUl[ no. 12 of 1961 hdd Dgen made as
the leadmg suxt

10 That the contents of para 10 of the | plamt may- also be verified from the
reoOld of the suit No. 2 of 1950. '

-ll.:_': r'-'l‘hat the contents of para 11 of the plaint are denied as stated and in
: 'reply .fheret'o it' iS"Smeitted 'Lhat the pldi.miffs nos. 1 and 2 cannot be treated

as demes and also thiere arises no question ofthexr Sewa and Pooja. Rest of

thc contents ofthe para under reply mdy be venhed from the record.

12, That the contents ofpaxa 19 of the plamt are ellSO denied as staisd and

'm.;,"eply thereto it is submitted that thele auses no questlon of Sewa and

Poo_;a of the said alleged deities as o such deities exist in the building in

'questxon and the idols kept therein could not be treated as deities. 1t is

'further submitted that the revtmted POO_]a as camed on 16" January, 1950
-could not be. treafed as Sewa and Pooja -of the alleged deity. It is also

mcorrect to say that there has ever been any likelihood of the suits being

def‘1ded in such a manner that dny closer Darshan of the idols could be

posslble
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13, That:the contents of para 13 of the plaint are also incorrect and hence
denied as stated and in reply thereto itis subnmted that the defendant No. 20

had no nght or title or locus standi to move the said apphcatron tor the

'opemng of the gate of the mosque for closer Darslmn (and the defendant No.

20 bemg not at alia party to any of the aforesmd suits, he had no locus standi

to file the Appeal before the District Judge Farmbad and the order dated
1.2, 1986 passed by the District Judge, Farzabad was patently and manifestly
illegal and wrthout jurisdiction) and two writ petrttonb are pending in the
Hon'ble Hrgh Court agamst the aforesaid order dated 1.2.1986.

It 1s further submttted that the burldmg in drspute is not the Janam
Bhoorm of Sri Ram Chandraji and no idols of Sri Ram Chandrajr were ever
mstalled m the said building and as surh there arises no questton of any right

or clalm of the defendant no. 20 or of anyone else to perform Pooja and
Darshan over there The fact is that the property in suit is an old mosque

known as Babrr MaSer and tre same was c.onstructed during the regime of

Emperor Babar . .' ‘ _ .‘ o

14. I‘hat the contents of para 14 of the ptamt are also incorrect and hence
demed as stated and in reply thereto it rs submttted that the building in
drspute 1s not a temple and as such there anses no questron of any Pooja and
Darshan bemg allowed to be performed over there (It is reiterated that the
plamttffs nos 1 and 2 are not' the demes reeogmsed by Hindu law and as
such they have no legal entity).

I[ is further submitted that smce the burldmg in questron is a mosque
there arises no question of ay new temple berng constructed aver the site of
the sard Babrr Masjid (and the plaintiffs or anyone else have no right or locus
standr to clarm the removal of the old- structure of the said mosque).

It is ’1150 relevant to- mention here that nerthet any. idols were kept in

. th'e _earo mosque prior to the mcrdent of the night of 22"/23" December,
1949 when the idols were surreptttidus_W or stealthily keo_t in the mosque by
édrﬁ‘fe mischievous elements and nor .the s’\id mosque "was ever used for
performmg Pooja and Darshan etc. pnor to 23 12. 1949 As the plaintiffs
Nos 1 and 2 cannot at all be treated as demes there is no question of
unhappmess of the so called demes and their alleged devotees. [t is,

however, admitted that there has been unnecessary and unusual delay in the ,
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dlsposal of the suits referred to above md on account of the atmchmem of
the mosque “for the last about 39 years the condmon of the building has also
deterrorat;eqt _The Receiver appomted by 'theicottrt is.not taking proper
interest ih the xu‘aintenance of the 'building énd in spite of the 'orders of the
Court no repaus of ‘the bulldmg have been undertaken for the last several
years. The answering defendant is, however not gware of sthe alleged
mtsappropnatron of the money by the staff appointed by the Receiver. The
answermg_defendant is further advised to state that the alleged desire of
removix_{g?.the structure of the mosque and of constructing a temple on the
site ofv; thve said ‘mosque is whally uncélled» for and unwarranted ang

it

misclliévous and any such attempt will*be fmugtt with very dangerous

. consequehces (and msttgauon of such unholy desrgn and illegal activity also

amounts to offence apart from being contemptuous) and in gross violation of
the restramt order passed by the Hon'ble ngh Court in Wn Petition No.
746 of 1986 Mohd Haslum Versus State of U.P. and others.

15 ’l hat the contents of para 15 of the phuut are absolutely incorrect and
hence. demed as stated and.in reply thereto itis submitted that as there is no
temple -there‘artgeg no question of unprovmg, the administration and re-

construcuon of the same or of managing the pert’onnance of alleged Sewa,

: Archana and. Poo;a etc. So also there bemg no deities, there 1$'n0 question of

protectmg, renovatmg and re-construction and developmg the alleged temple
premrses, and ‘the building in question bem0 a mosque, there was no question

or Justtﬁcanon for creauon of any Trust. or for:execution of any Deed of

. Tn_lst hnd the so-called Trust and Deed of Trust are wholly uncalled for,

'unWa‘i’ramea and illegal'and the same have got uo legal sanctity. The entire
exerctse donein this respect is based on xmag,maty concept of Ram Janam

Bhoomt temple while LY such temple.ever sxisted over the premises in
qu¢snon

16 That the contents of para 16 of the plamt are Absolutcly incorrect and
hence .denied as stated. As already stated above, the so-called Sri Ram
Janam Bhoomi Nyas has got nothing to do with the building in dispute and
. as such 1t is absolutely irrelevant for the purposes of the instant case as to
4 who are the I‘rustees and members of thie same.

1T Th_at the contents of para 17 o_f,t_he Plaint are absolutely incorrect and
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hence de‘rii;d aslétatéd. Tl're' so-called Nyas has got ‘no‘ concern with the
properfy,in suit m_rd it is also not a legal 'pevr,son ;a'nd fio Sewa and Pooja being
done in r‘hé"build:ing in quéstion under the ausp.ices-ofthe said Nyas, there is
no ques’ti-'o'n"of the impléadment of the Nyas avs'c'lefe'rrdam No. 21
18. That the contents of para 18 of the, pldmt are also denied as stated.
Nerthel thexe is any Presiding deity and nor there is any Asthan as alleged in
v the para under xepl/ and_ as such the plamtrtfs nos. 1 and 2 are not at all the
Jurrdrcal persons and the suit filed on their behalf is wholly misconceived
@ . and non-mamtamable As already stated '\bove the idol was surreptitiously
and stealthrly kept inside the mosque in.the night of 22"%23" December,

1949. and as such the said idol has nerher been installed in actordance with
the tradxtlon and ritals of Hindu Law and nor there have been any
ceremomes prescrrbed by Hindu Law for the mstal)auon of the idols and as

sugh the rdo]q kept in the mosque have got no' legdl entrty and that being so

there arrses no question of impleadment of the same, and -mpraover, the
plamnff no. 3 “hias also got no drrect nght or. trtle or concem wrth the property
in surt and as such he is also not entrtled to msmute the presem suit. In any
case, the mstant ‘suit having been ﬂled after expiry of more than 39 years
smce after the attachment of the proper ty m suit the ms!ant suit is hcdvrly
barred by time and it is not-at: m mamtamable evcn on this account.

That the contents of para 19 of the plamt are absoluteiy ‘false and

mconect and hence denied as stat ted; - Neither there is any public record,

n'ruch Lless any record of u;nrrnpeachablc authority Showmg. that the premises
in dis‘pu’te' is the place of birth of Sti Ram Chandraji and nor there is any

hlstoucal or judicial record to testrfy the averments of the' para under reply.

gl '
W As a mattcr of fact the relxglous books -as well as the writing of Hindu

scholars thermelves make it very doubtful as to whether the personahty of
Sri Ram. Chandraji is a historical personalrty Similarly there are several

versxons about the place of birth of Sri Ram Chaudra)r and it is not at all

scttled aven ‘amongst the Hmdu scholars as to where and in what period

such a religious leader known as Sri Ram Ch'mdra}r was: bom The booklets

b_errag crrculated at Ayodhya by trrc Vishwa Hindu Parishad and other Hindu

-Qrganizatiohs and other books c_Sin'ndu mythology describe the period of

Srr Ram Chandraji as that of Treata.Yyg medning thereby that he was born
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more than 9 lak,h years ago. According to Hmdu mythology, there have been
three Mabg E aylgy during this period dug Lo which- the entire earth had
submexged into water and as such dccoxdmg to Hmdu mythology itself no
specxﬁc place can be said to be the birth place of Sri Ram Chandraji. It is
also pertment to mentxon here that g greateet authonty of Hindu mythology on
Sri Ramchandrajx known in the récent hxstory is that of C:oswamx Tulsidasji.
He had. wutten tthe book on Sri Ramchandmy known as Sri Ram Charitra
Manas'dunng the 1eg1me of Mughal Empclox Acbanyho was ¢he grandson
of'Mug‘hé‘:l Emperor Babar and it is said that Sri Goswami Tulsidasji had
compoged the said Ram Charitra Mlana's at a place known as Datun Kund
situated at aidist'a:nc; of about one kilometre _t’fom Ayodhya in district
Faizabéd"land as such had there been any birth piacc of Sri Ramchandraji in

Ayodhya, Goswami Tulsxdasp must have S)ecmcally mentioned about the

same m h1s Ram Charltrct Manas and as a great devotee of Sri Ramchandraji

. Goswarm lulsxdasp cannot be expected to have skippéd over or concealed or

kept qmet over such an important fact regudmg the lite .history of Sri

Ramchdndrap and had there been any iota of truth in the story of Sri Ram
Janam Bhoomx temple bemg there at Ayodhyd at the site of the Babri Masjid
durmg the regnme of Emperor 'Babar or priot thereto and had there been any
mcxdem of deimolition of any such temple and construction of Babri Masjid
over tf@e sarne, Goswami Tulsidasji must. have taken up this matter in the

Couirt ‘("Darb‘ar) pf Emperor Akbar-and Eﬁxpex'or Akbar muvs'l have undone the

alléged Wt_‘dng and specially so when' the Court. of Akbar was full of

Adi!is“ors 'co{mcillors and ministers from Hindu community and his own

Queen was also Jodha Bai. It is also relevant to mennon here that even the

.locatlon of present Ayodhya does not tally thh the location of Ayodhya as
'gwcn in [h: Bglxmxk Ramayan and this also creates doubt about there being

any place of birth of Sri R'xmchandm_u in the present Ayodhya sxtmted in

vdlstncl Faxzabad Ayodhya mentionied in the Balmiki Ramayan is said to be

s:tuated at a distance of about 1- 172 Yo;ana (equnalun to about 14-1/2

‘mxles) from river Saryu flowing LasL to ‘West which is presently running
: q_}nte ad_]acent to the present Aydhya frovm West'to East.

Itis also absolutely incorrect to say. lhdl there is any historical or other

‘evxdence to the effect that Sri Ramchandrp had manifested himself in human

257




o"Z_ 19

form .at the place where thc idols are presently kept in the mosque in

questlon : ,
It 1s also absolutely mcoxrect to say that the )lace known as Babri
Masjid has eve_r:been called as Sri Ram Janam Bhoomi p1 for to: December,
oo : ». . .
20. That the contents of para 20 of the phmt are also meorrect dnd hence
demed as stated and in reply thereto it is sibmitted that there is no deity by
. - the name 0f Asthan Ram Janam Bhoomi and as a matter of fact there is no
& said Aethan also within the premises of Babri ‘Masjid.

It 1s also. relevant to mention here that in 1885 Mahant Raghubar Das,

Maham QfJamm Asthan OfAyOdhyd had filed a suit against lhe Secretary of

- State for Indxa in Council and Mohd. Asghar, Mutawal i of the 'said mosque

in ,thel_ C,ourt;of Sub-Judge, Faizabad, in wl_ncn a.site plan had also been
annexn‘edal‘along with the plaint and in the said site plan the mosque in
questlon was specifically mentioned .in the westem side of the Chabutra in
respect whexeof the said suit was ﬁled tor permission to ele(.[ temple over

- the sald Chabutla In respect of the said Chabuua the said Mahant Raghubar
Das - had stated that the temple. of Janam - Bhoomx was' desired to be -
' Onstructed over there, but the said Mahant could not succeed even in that
suit’ whlch was ultimately dxsmzssed on 24"‘ December, 1885 by the Sub-
Judge Faxzabad and the '1ppeal filed dgamsl the said judgement and decree
dated 24"‘ December 1885 was “also dlsmlssed by thie: District. Judge,
Falzabad and the Second Appeal ﬁlcd agams& the same had also been
dxsmxssed by the Judicial Commxsswnex ‘of Avadh: The aforesaxd suit was
ﬁle'd-'b.y_ Mahant Raghubar Das on,behalf oflothex ‘Mahants and Hindus of
@ Ay'cdhy‘a and Faizabad ete. As sueh‘ilxe"'plzx-ixmtiffs cnnnot claim any portion
of: the Babri Masjid to have beeén deﬁed or havmg become a juridical

personalxty by. the name’ of Asthan Ram Janam Bhooimi and specially so

when nexther there has been any mséa“ﬂthﬂ of deity and nor dn}’i

persomﬁcatmn of the same in accordance w1th the tenets- of Hindu religion "

It is further submxtted that ‘the plamtxffs are even estopped from

clalmxng the mosque in quesnon as the Janam Bhoom1 of SFr Ram Chandrajt
.as Ihe plamtxffs pledecessoxs and . Specxa ly Mahant —Das_.hdd~--~~~-~: e f
contmed his claim to the Chabutra (plattorm) of 17" x 21 ft. outside the said




.mosque can be said to be deity. It'is fuither submitted that there is no
;qompan;son of Kedarnath or Vishnupad jteniple of Gaya with the Babrj

mosque ':_as,;'jbein"‘g Janam Asthan of Ram’ Cha'_,n'draji'and also because there
already exxstﬁ another temple known as: Janz_tm Asthan tcmple ‘situz\te at a
distance:of less than 100 yardé only from Babri Masjid and on its northern
side. © . s o

21 That the contents of paxa 21 of thP plamt dre also demed as stated and
in reply thereto it:is submxtted that the mytholoycal concept of incarnation
etc. is not at all relevant for the purposes of the instant case. ‘However, the
averments of the para under rcply are not conect and consnstent with Hindu
Law and ‘the same being a ‘matter of. legal natire it will be dealt at the
approprlate stage It is, however, relevant-to mentnm here that neither there
has been any- mstallatxon of any deity wuhm the pxemnses in dispute and nor
the ritual of Pranpratishtha in respect of any idol surreptitiously and
stealthlly kept msxde the mosque in questlon was -ever ‘performed or

observed as such there arises no quesnon of divine spirit having been

created 'or mamfested in the idol forcibly kept in the mosque in question in
the mght of QQnd 23" December, 1949 abqut which an ELR. was lodged at

. the Pollce Statlon Ayodhya in the mommg of 23.12.1949 by a Hindu Officer

of the Pohce Station himself who had menuoned in the said F.I.R. that some
mxschlevous element had-kept the said idol in ‘the preceding night in a
stealthy and surreptltlously manner by shegt use- of force and non the basis of
the saxd F.LR. a Criminal case had also been registered against those persons
Who had kept the said idol and subsequently proceedings under Section 145
CrPC had. been drawn by the Maglstrate and as a resull of the communal
tensxon ansmg and developmg on acesunt of the a Orﬁb?ﬂd incident or
keepmg the idol in the mosque, the said buxldmg had been attached on

‘29 12 1949 and Suprudgai/Receiver for the care and custody of the said

buxldmg had “also been appointed who had “drawn ‘up a scheme of

: Management and the same was submitted on 5.1.1950.

22 - That the contents of para 22 of the plamt are also incorrect and hence

.demed as stated and in reply thereto it is submxtted that the spirit of Sri Ram
Chandrap as ‘the divine child cannot bé said to 1esnde at any place or in any.

zdol kept msxde the sald mosqué ‘\l!d ag such no idol gr place of the said
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Masjid." It is also relevant to mention here that there is no Charan or Siw.
Rasoi \Qﬁth’iﬂ ‘thev premises of Babri Masjid and the place known as Sita Rasoi
is suuated outsxde the premxses of the said mosque. It is also incorrect to say
that Poo;a in any form was ever perfouned inside the mosque in question at
any txme pnor to 23.12. 1949 ‘

23. 'I’hat ‘the contents of para 23 ot the pldml are also mconeu and hence

denie _.’as stated and in reply thereto it is 5ubmltted tlnl there has never been
any temple ‘of Maharaja Vikramadittya's time at the site of the Babri Masjid
and no authentxc books of history and no pubhc recoxd of any ummpeuhable
aurhenncxty can be cited in this respect. It is also incorrect to say that the
mosque in quest:on was raised at the site of any temple or after destroying
‘axly'texn:ble by force and ‘arms It is also -no.t correct to say that the material

useql i the construcnon of the said mosque was almost all of it taken from

any temple, and it is also incorrect to say that the pillars of the said mogquie

were’ wrought out of Kasauti or touchstone with ﬁgmes of Hindu Gods and

Goddesses carved on them, T he tau is that such pillars are available at some

other places also. It is-alsp absolutely talse And baseless to sug,ges! that any

resxstance was put by the Hindus or anv baule was fought from time to time
to prevent the consttuction of the mosque Regardmg the shape of the
structure’ of the mosque it is subm;tted that there 1s no requxrement of any
<pec1f'c type of constructxon or struemre for any mosque and existence of
mxnaretes ox or domes is not at '111 lequxred for any mosque and 80 alo there

1S no necessxty of any place tox stoxabe o( water for YAZQQ for any mosque
.

dlthough in’the close vicinity of- Babri Masjid a well is very much there for
takmg out water for the purpm:évemlb other mosques
in Indxa and even in Faizabed and [ ucknow whxch do not have minarets and
even domes and one such mosque is muated within the premises of Dargah
Hazrat Jahanglr Samdani in Kachaucha Shareef dlS[llCt Faizabad in which
fhere Apa no domes or minargtes and one >uch mosque exists in the district of
Lu'c‘ﬁnow in which there are five domeé but no minaretes., It is also incorrect
10 say that any life was lost in any battle tought in respect of Babri-Masjid
'md no battle m respect therero had mken place til'1885.

It:is also incorrect to say that the bmldmg of Babn Masjid raised

durmg Babars time had ever remamed m the possessxon and control of
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Hindus. : The citation of Faizabad gazetteer given 'rn the para under reply is

based on hearsay information and the same cannot be said to be true and
correct or m any way a reliable piece of cvldence

I¢ 1_§ also relevant to mention hére _that_brttemess had been created
betweer'l "Hlndu.s and Muslims in respect: -of' the mosque situated inside
Hanuman Garhi and it was on the report ot the demolition of that mosque
that some Mushma had tried to take up arms, undel the, command of Maulvi
Ameer Ah, but they could not succeed on account of the almy of the Nawab
as we l as Brmsh army posted for facing lhen challenge The expedition of
Maul¥i Ameer Ah had, therefore, no concern or connecuon with the Babri
Maslld and the observations ofthe contrary in the Gazetteer ot Faizabad and
Barabankr are, therefore totally mcorrect and no rehance can be pl'xced upon
the same It s also incorrect to say that at any point of time Hindus and
Mushms both used to worship in the same burldmg known as Babrr Masjid.

Had there been any such pxacuee of worshrppmg= by both the
commumtles inside the Babri Masjid, mention of the same should have been
made m the plamt of the Original bun No. '61/280 of 1885: Mahant
Raghubar Das Versus.Secretary of State & anot lltr decided on 14.12.85 by
the Sub -Judge, Falzabad
24.'f That the contents ot para 24 of the plaint are also incorrect and hence
demed as stated. "At no point of time there ever existed any temple at the site
of the Babri Masyd and it'is absolutely incorrect to say that the said mosque
was constructed after destroying any ancrent temple, with the material of the

alleged temple The mosque in question has always been used as a mosque

since;its construction during the 1eg1me-lof Emperor Babar. -

* The' contents of the sub- p'wras'(.}l) (G) of the pam under reply are
also mcorrect and the same are also denied as stated:
(A) That the contents of ‘para 24(A) of the pldllll are also denied as stated.

The quotatlon of Quran is totally out of conitext. and the same is not even

! correct and complete

. (B) ’I’hat the contents of para 24(8) of the' plaml are also incorrect and

' hence demed as stated, The land in quesuon undoubtedly belonged to the

state when the Mosque in question was constructed on behalf of the State

a,nd as such it cannot be Sdld that.it. could not be dedrcated for the purposes
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of the moéque ‘Emperor Babar was a Sunni Muslim and the vacant land on

which HE B bl‘l Masjid ms State temtory and did not belong

10 anyone and it could very well be usecl by his oflrcels l01 the purposes of

the mosque and specially so when the Emperor Babar lnmself consented and
gave apptova-l for the constructlon ‘of the said ‘mosque. It is absolutely
mcortect to say that the site in question was the site of any temple and any
temple was destroyed by Meer Baqi. l-lad anysuch mcrdent of demolmon of
any temple taken place the same must have been reported in any authentic
book: of Mughal l'nstory but no such mcrden tmds mention in-any authentic

book of hlstory and as such it 1s absolutely false and concocted to suggest

' that tlie fnosque in question was constr ucted at the site of any temple.

(C).: Tlat the contents of para 24(C) of the Plaint are also absolutely false
and mcorrect and henCe denied as stated No temple had ever existed at the
site ¢f the gg]d mosque and there is no questlon of vesting of the site in any

alleged".de_tty. Similarly rio Asthan ‘and deity could be said to have ever

existed~'over there and as such there ‘atises no.question of the possession of

‘any detty or Asthan on the site in quesuou The alleged Ram Chabutra has

also not remained in existence since tlxe trme of Babar out rather the same is
the creatlon of around 1857 period. - .
It is also incorrect to say that the enuy 'of the mosque could not be

posslble except after passmg through-any p’lace of Hindu worship. The

) concept of the mosque has also been wrongly and mcorrectly described n

the: para urtder reply 7Y

(D) That the contents of para 24(D) ot the plaint are also incorrect tmd
hence demed as stated. Thele is no suclt requtrement for the construction of
any mosque- that the same should be bl.lll[ in‘a plaee of pedee and- quiet and
nea1 0" a place where there is a s-lzeable leSllm populanon It is also
mcorxect to say that the mosque cannot be burlt in.a place which is
surr@undcd by tgmples, where the sound of music and Konch'shell, Ghanta
Gharyal dlsturbs the peace and quret ot the place.

(E) Tltat the contents of para 24(E) of ‘the plamt are also incorrect and

hence denied -as stated and in leply thereto it is submitted that there is no

specrﬁc shape of building of a. mosque and there is no requirement of

exrstence of any mmaretes ina mosque It is also not required that there
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should be '\nv specxtu, place or mmaretes ‘for callmg the’ AZJ.UL The

v

qpotatlons glven in the para under reply are also melevant and.out of context
and the same do not even pxesent a correct law .

) That the contents of para 24(F) of the phmt are . also incorrect and
hence demed as stated. Whatever was menhoned in the plaint of Suit No. 12
of ]961 would appear from the copy of the same and the averments of the
Ruzabad Gazetteer referred to in the para unde1 |ep1y are neither authentic
and nor corlect It is also incorrect to say that there were no graves near the
bu1ldmg of the sald mosque. . The fact is that many graves existing in the
Ganj- Shaheedan have now been mostly demo ished by the Bairagis and that
is why they are not now visible. It ig Ieltera[cd [m[ the mosque in question
has becn used for offering regular 5 time prayers up to 22" December, 1949
and even Fnday prayers have been offered in t1e same till| 16" December,
1949 and the Imam of the said mosque who used to lead the prayers even in
1949 namely Maulvi Abdul Ghaffar son of late Mohd. Abdul Qadir. He had
even ﬁled his affidavit in writ petition No, 746 of 1986 Mohd Hashim Vs.
Dlstnct Judge, Faxzabad and others, wluch is still pendmg in this Hon'ble
Court

(G): That the contents of para 24(G) of the plaint are also incorrect and
hence denied as stated and in reply tlféreto it is, submifted that there is a
pucca well also outside the mosque in quesuon for taking out water for the
purposes of Vazoo. . ,

(25) _That the contents of para 25 of the pl’unt are also incorrect and hence
vdemed as stated and in 1eply thereto it is- submmed that there never remained
any dexty m the mosque in question. It is‘also incorrect to say that no valid
,waqf of the mosque was ever created and’ the reference of command of law
made in the para under reply 1s al¢s 11100“8(3[ and mxslcadmg

CIt furthex submitted that the. muslims  possession has remained

unmterrupted and commuous of the mosque in question since ils

constructxon and up to 22.12.1949 (and as such the al]eged right or title, if
any, of anyone ‘else Gver the same has Ceased 1o exist and the alleged right

and m]e shall be. deemed to have extinguished) on account of the

,.umntemxpted and agversé possessxon of the mushms over the mosque in
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(26) Thaf the contents of para 26 of the plaint are also incorréct and hence

denied- as stated and in reply there to it is submltted that I‘e‘Q.Ulal 5-time
Caamna
prayersl.us:ed to ‘be offere aid mosque up Lo 22.12. 1949 and Friday

prayeré_v',wcre also offered up to 16.12.1949 and on 23,12.1949 when the

muslims led by‘the.Imam of the ‘said mosque had.approac:hed the authorities
of the dlst"rict to offer Friday prayers in the said mosque they were persuaded

td o‘ffen F‘i‘ida-y' prayer ‘on that date in some other mosque with the specific

_ assurance that they will be: alloWed to otfel l*uday playels in the mosque in

quesnon ‘on the next Friday falling on 30 12 1949, But before that the

mosque ln questxon had been attached by the Mag1strate unde1 Section 145
CrPC and since then the attachment of thc sald mosque is contmumg> and
till noyv tlw said mosque is continuing in _[be custody. of the Court.

: "lt 'fié further submitted that altho'u'gli communal riot of 1934 had

nothmg to do with the mosque in quesllon but still some Bairagees had

damaged a pomon of the mosque and as such the District Magistrate of
Falzabad had got the said damaged portlon of the mosque 1emned through a
musllm contlactor soon thereafter.

It is also incorrect to say that, aftel the said repairs no one hacl dared to
offer Namaz in- the said mosque. As the mosque in questlon was very much
in use there: was no occasion for the Waqf’ Board 10 take any action or steps
for the estabhshment of the bu.ldm;, as & mosque.

It is also absolutely incorrect 1o say that there was no Mutawalli or
Moazzm or. Imam or Khatib or Khddlm ofthe szud mosque; ~The name of the
mutawallx of the said mosque finds mentlon even in the Govemmem Gazette
of 1944 declarmg the said mosque as a waqf and even at present there is a
Commlttee of Management of the smd mosque appointed by the U.P. Sunni
Central Board of Waqf (answeﬁng detendam) - )

(27) That the contents of para 27 of lhe plamt are -also mwn ect and llexm
demcd as stated. The graves existing néar the Babri M'\S_)ld were dug up and
levelled mamly after 1949 and not just | atter Independence and in the night of
22”ﬂ 23“’ December 1949 some Bﬂll’zlgﬁbﬁ had foml?ly and ill es*“r entered
into the mosque and had kept the ldOl belovv the middle dome of the mosque
about which an FLR. was lodged at Police Stauon Ayodhya in the morning
of 23“’ December, 1949 and some of the culprits were even named in the

)

——
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FIR. *it”t's absotutely incorrect to say that-' the idol of Bhaéwan Sri Ram

Chandray Was mst'tlled with dwa c.eremom in the Ccntra dome of the
_bmldmg in the ‘aforesaid’ mght it s also. incorrect © say that any
‘ ‘puttficatton of the alleged Asthcm was done bv A\khand Ram'tym and Jap by

thousands of persons all over the area,.” " ‘ '

(28) That the contents of para 28 of the plamt are also incorrect and hence

demed as stated It is absolutely m(.ouect 0 say that no muslims have been

1651dmg near the Babri Masyd and '\s such no’ 1e<xstance was offered. The
fact is ~th_at ‘muslims reside not ony behind the.mosque but also in the

localities situated in the southern and eaét@r-n sideé of the mosque. But no ane

being” aware of the aforesaid. keeping of idols in the late hours of the night

could offer x'éststance at that time and whcn the myslims had come to know

o

i 4bout the same on 23"’ Decempber, 1949 they had collected over the spit and
had tnmsted for offermg Friday prayers in the said mosque, ‘but the district
authormes present over there had petsuaded the mushms not to offer prayer
on that date and they had assured the muslxms that the idols stea!tlnly kept in
the _1_1195que would be xemoved by the next Friday and as such the muslims
could fbft’er p,l:ayer from the next Friday. In this view of the matter the
muéiirﬁs acted with restraint and as.‘law a‘biding cvitizen's and when thet
mosqus was attached on 29" December 1949, 't}te muslims had started
pursmng legal remedies. The'said proceedmgs had started under section 145
Cr. PC and have not been dropped so far, but rather the same were stopped
and consxgned ‘to record on account of: the mmg of the C1v1l suit and the
samc wﬂl be revived after the deuslon ot the civil suit.
It is.also relevant to-mention here that the aforesald act of keeping th

tdols ina stealthy manner-was done’ w1th the connivance of some district

ofﬁmals and that is why the said 1dols had not been removed by those

ofﬁotals spemally by the then District Magistrate Sri K.K, Nayyar in spite of
the fact that the then Prime Minister, er Jﬁwahar Lal Nehru as well as the
then Chxef Minister Pandit Govind ‘Ballabh Pant had sevurally asked the
Dtst;lqt- Maglstrate Falzab_ad to get the ‘idols removed from the mosque. In
thxs "t:espéTCt one Sri Akshay Brahmcltz_wi, the then President of the District
C:_iir‘tgress' Committee, Faizabad, had e.v:en undertaken fa‘svt in order to press

o th_c:demarjd for the removal of the idols froni the said mosque but on the
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assurancé" gx“'ven by the r.hen:ChiefAMinister Pt Gov.i.nd Ballabh Pant, he had
_ broken his f'asr _ o '

It IS “also mcorrect to say that the Mag,lstrate who hac initiated
proceedmgs under Section 145 CrP.C. had not considered the dispute in
quesnon to'be a dxspute betwegn Hindus and Muslims.

It 15 also 1morrect to say that the said proceedmgs under Section 145
CrP.C, had been dxopped on 30“‘ July, 1953 wnh the' fmdmg that there was

. .no apprehenslon of breach of peace and order any longel '

@ (29) That the contents of para 29 ot the plamt are ajso incorrect and hence
J% T a dt‘,med as stated There was no delty in the eyes of law in the said mosque
‘and hence there was no occasion for the’ 1mpleadment of the same either in
the suxt ﬁled by the Hmdus or in the suit filed by the muslims; the idols kept
'm the mosque could not be treated as demes and as. such thele arose no
questlon to interfere with_the so- ~called possesswn of any alleged deity.
Moxeover thele being 4 regtraint order of Injunction against the removal of
the 1dolsl; the_ sald idols could not be. removed during the pendency of the
suits. The po_.s,sgssion of the building in.duestion has remained with the
Supurag'ér/Réceiver right from 5.1.1950 and as such no one else could be
said to have been in actual and plySlcal possession over the mosque in
questxon since after 5.1.1950 up tilk now. "It is also incorrect (o say that the
ReceWer could be said to have acted like a oneblat ‘As there are no deities in
possessxon of the site in question there drose no question of" extmgmshment
of the nghts of the muglims  over ,me ‘mosque in quesnon on account of the
alleged long and adverse possesswn

o
.

(30) That the contents of para 30 of the plaml are. also incorrect and hence

3 ’j‘i{,

@ den;gd'.-_as s;ated., Nexthe; the Hindu public could be said to have dreamt of
estéﬁliéhiné .Ram Rgj after freedom 'A‘hd nor it could be said that the
restoung of the alleged Janam, -Asthan to its 1magmaxy glory has ever been
the Nanom] aspuanon of Mdlmma Gandhm Mahatma. Gandhi -had .never
consxdered or treated Babri Masjid to be anam Asth"an of Sri Ram Chand raji
and that is why his followers and dlsmp es had. never suppét’!é.d the act of
kbepmg 1dels in the said mosque but rathex they had treated the foruble act
of- <eepmg the idols in the mosque wnh lhe c.onmnpl it deserved. Sri

Askshav Bmhmchan was a dlsuph, of Mahatma Gdndhl and that is why he
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had uridertakeh fast in order to pressllxr-s derhan'd for the removal 'of the idols
from- _the mosque It is, therefore, absolutely meorrect to say that the
devotees of §r1 Ram Chandraji are 1gtt1tm$ for the construction of a grand
temple at the site of the said mosque As a nmtter of. fact this demand is
being: made by some dtsgnuntled elemente havmg their vested interest in
.makmg such demand and a large number of persons. have been mislead to
beheve that a8 if the said Babri Masjid i rs the bxrthpldce of Sri- Rdrmhandu\jl

_ It, is f_urthex submitted that there_rqubsotutely no Jushhcanon for the
preseht'3'carnpaign being carried on fer étén-tilrg construction of Ram Janam
Bhoomr temple at the site of the Babri Majld with effect from 9.11.1989.
There 1s no questxon of construction of any such temple at the site of the
mosque and.muslims will never permit any, 5u<,h 1ttempt being successful.
The avermen $ ts of the para under reply ar¢ most unwarranted and amount to

mcxtement of an offence and also mnount to contempt as the same has the

effect ofundermmmg the authority of the Comt _

(31) That the contents of para 31 of the plaint are also incorrect and hence
demed as stated and in reply thereto it is submitigd that there being no deity
in the said mosque, thexe was no questnon of 1mpleadmg the same as party.
It§ IS also mcorrect to say that the four $uits pending for the last several years
were m any way msufﬁcnent for adjudication of the controversy in question.
It 1s ;e.lso'i‘ncorrect to say that the pendeney of the .aforesaicl suits could
present any" hmdrance in the making of declaxatron about the nature and
character of the burldmg in question.. It is 1150 incorrect to say that the
dec}aratlon sought in the Regular surt No. 12 of 1961 was in any way
fnvolous and it is also incorrect to say that the plamtn‘ts ot Regular Suit No.
12 of 1961 could not represent the entlre mushm community, It is also
mcorrect to say th'\t theie are wide’ rangmr, drffetences amongst Shias and
Sunn] 500[5 Qf me musllms in 1espect of the mosque in question. It is also
mcerrect to say that the defendants-no. | to 4 and other defendants who have

been 1mpleaded later on in Regular Suit No 12 of 1961, were not competent

or capable of representing the entire: Hmdu commumty In any case several

_cher Hindus apart from defendants no. 1 ta 4 had got th.emselves impleaded

after. publication of notice of the representative suit and the plaintiff no. 3

'hafqing xrot impleaded'hirhselfin'the'zxferesaid:Regular Suit No. 12 of 1961 at
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the prdper time, he could not now say that he was the next friend of the deity
and thet he could file a ffesh suit in respeet of'the shbject matter in issue, It
is also mcorrect fo say that the plaintiff no. 3 was ‘the next fnend ‘of Sri Ram
Chandre}p Legally speakmg the plaintiff No. 3 has never remained in any
way ¢01ice_med with the management and p_oo;a etc. of the idols in question
and :és euch lie could in no way ctaitua ‘himself to be the next friend of Sri

' Ram’ Chandrajl ) -
It is also relevant to mentxon here that the tha sect has nothing to do
Wlth the waqf of the mosque in question and this matter has already been
adJudxeated upon by the Civil Judge, Paxzabad in 1946 and.it has been finally

K ettled that. the Babu Masjid is a Sunni Waqf v .
(32) That the coments of para 32 of the plamt are also incorrect and hence
demed as stated It is incorrect to say that the mutwallis of the mosque in
'questlon were Shla muslims or the descendants of Mir Baql The:answering
defendant is advised to state that the jlldgenlen[ and decree dated 30" March,
1946 ofthe ‘Court of the Civil Judge, Faxzabdd passed in Suit No. 27 of 1945
is bmdmg upon the parties and controversy about the Shia 61 Sunni nature of
the waqu question has been set at rest by the aforesaid Judgemem and the
smd }udgement has all along been relied upon by the Muslim parties in the
matter in 1ssue It is, however, relevant to mention here that there is no legal
ar for appomtment of Shig Mutawalli of a Sundi Wagqf; so also a Sunni

: Mushm can very well be appomted as mutawalh of a Shia Waqf.

S It ls pertment to mention here that the person, who constructs the
moique orunder whese supervxsxon a mosque is constructed does not
'bevco.,me a. Wakif of the said mosque _tpso facto and specially so when an
6fﬁeet; or General of the Army ofa 'kiitg c_dxié‘tructs a mosque on behalf of the
Kiné or Ethperor the waqf is said te-lleve been c-reated'by the Emperor and
ngt. by the ofﬁcer It is also incorrect to say that! any Mutwalh of the waqf in
qUeStlon had not submitted to the _)UllSdlCthI\ of the Sunni Waqf Boatd after
the creatxon of the saxd Board under the qufAct of 1936. From the record
' of the Boaxd it is not bome but that Sr: Jawwad husam was evex 1eeorded as
mutawalh .of the said waqf and ‘% such Jawwad Htmam has béen wrongly
1mpleaded as a defendant in the mstant case. So also the defendants No. 22,

24 and 25 have also been wrongly 1mpleaded in the mstant suit and their
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1mpleadmem appears to be mala nde and JUS! to create’a controversy about
the nature of the Waqf The suit is, therefore bad for mxswmdex of parties.
(33) That the ‘contents of para 33 of the plamt are also mconeu and hence
demed as stated Neither there is any Pxesmmg Deity of phmnfi No. | and
nor thcre are’ other deities over the pxemlses in quesuon and it is also
mcouect to say that the so- cwllcd Charan (foomeps) and ‘Sita RdSOee ete.
consmute ong 1nteg1a1 complex and have a smgle identity. It Is also incorrect
“to say that the claim of the muslims is conﬂned to the bmldmg and the area
encIOSed w1thm inner boundary wall. The area bemg claimed by the muslims
is mentxoned very specifically in the’ plawt of Regulax Suit No. 12 of 1961
and the descrxptxon of the same can in 00 way be said (0 be vague and
Lmda,fmed It is also incorrect to say that there are.no graves in the vicinity
of [he szud mosqu@ for the last fifty years. It is-not at all admmed that the
cief;nd’ant No. 3 is the present mutgwalh of Lhe_Babm MZlS)lCl since' before
1948." At presént the said mosque has gd_t'a Managing Committee appointed
by :t;i;:é_'_ansxvél‘ing'defendant. Itis élso incorrect to éay that o‘nly a mutwalli of
the{:mfbsque can'sue for its possession. The .Bo.ard is a statutory Board having
bég’néreatéd by the U.P. Muslim W_aquct, 1936 and now continuing under
the UP Muslim Wagf Act 1960. '.I'h"e Waqf Aok of 1 .960.\'«Vas also passed to
pr0v1de for -better govername and adnumstlauon and supervision of the
Waqu in Uttar Pradesh, and under Section 19 of the said Waqf Act, 1960 the
Bpar:d has_got the power of general supervnsxon of all the Waqfs and it is the
diit)'fof the Board to do all things reasonable of necessary to ensure that the
Waqfs undex: its supermtendeme are propelly maintained, controlled and
admmxstered and under Sectlon ‘ 9(2)(q), the Board has also been conferred
thh the power to mstxtute and defend suit and proceedings in any Court of
law relatmg to all waqfs. Itis, therefore absolutely incorrect to say that the
Board or other muslxms associated with the management and administration
of the mosque in quesuon or, offering Namaz therein could not file the suit
for possessxon regxstered as Regulm Suxt No. 12 of 1961.

(34) That the contents of para 34 of the plamt are also incorrect and hence
dcmed as stated. It is also mcozrect to say that Prince Anjum Qudar,
defendant No. 24 or any other sen51b1e and sizeable’ Sectlon of the muslim

- commpmty does not approve of thé course adopted by the defendants no. 4

'
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to 6. It is: a]so 'ncorrect to say that .my responsxble muslim has ever made
ahy suggestlon for the removal of the mosque to any other place. The
congcept, of the removal of the strucmre of the mosque to any other place is
quite forelgn to the Mushm law and there i 1s ne possxbllxty of any such course
bemg adopted by the mushms in respect of the mosque in question. The
concept-of the mosque is that the entire area below as well as above the
pomon of the mosque remains dedicated to God Almighty and as such it is
not the construct:on or structure of a mosque alone which is important but
more 1mpoxtant is the land on which the mosque stands constructed because
the land also stands dedicated to God Alrmghty and - the ‘same cannot be
removed As such even if any person bearmg the muslun name makes any
suggesnon of removal of the mosque lo any other place, the same is of no
value and sxgmﬁcance as the puncxples of Islamic.law. do not permit any
such removal It is also prepostuxous to suggest that the bu1ldmg in question
will have ) be; demohshed for the construction of a temple in-place thereof,
thle makmg such 3 statement the plamtxtfs do’ not appear td.be conscious
about the grave and disastrous consequences that may follow, if any such
pxop,osel is given effect to. The mushms will never tolerate. demolition of
the mokq% for the construction of a tempie at the site théreof.

35) That the contents of para 35 of the plamt are quite vague and
amblguous and also incorrect arid herice demed as stated. T here can be no

dlspute to ‘the. -averments that all human bemgs including the muslims and

' Hmdus :are the creation of one and: the same ‘God and ‘the plaintiffs of

Regglar $WL,NO 12 of 1961 as well as other mushms also believe in the
pollcy oflxvmg in amity and goodwill wnth the membexs of all communities
and xehgxous denommanon That does not’ mean that the }:,CS[UIC of goodwxll
and amxty should be shown to such persons ‘who are bent upon demohshmg
the mosque Tt is also mcorreu to sdy that the'site in question has got
anythmg to do ‘with the place of birth of Sri Ramchandrajx and as such the

same has got no sxgmﬁcance of the allegcd Asthan Sri Ramchandra Janam

Bhoom _

: The entire propaganda -and: publlefxty being carried out by the
Vlshwa Hmdu ‘Parishad and Ram Janam’ Bhoomi Yagya Samiti and their

assocxates and allied bodies m lm respééf is nothing but- sheel toncoction

and. thls is. bemg done with the vested mtercsts and polmeal ambmons and as
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such it is.not at all difficult for the plaintiﬁ's of this'suit as well as for the

dcfendants of Regular Suit No. 12 of 1901 to abondon their. claim over the
mosqlie:in questlon and to construct a magmtlcent and grand temple of Sri
Ramchandrajx at any other free site wlnch may not: be ‘the property of any -
other perqon or commumty It is also mt,onect to say that under the tenets of

Mushm law’ the mosque:can be sh:fted undel cemm circumstances.

36 That the contents of parg ; 36 of the. plamt are also incorrect and hence

demcd as stated. No, cause of" action .wex atuued to t1e planmtf.s to-filé the

@ ’ mstant suit as they have never remamcd a:souated with the management or
S .
" , qdmmlstlatlon of the property in questxon In <my case if any cause.of action

in respect ofthe propexty in suit can -be satd to have accrued to the plaintiff
No. 3, the same must be deemed to have au,rued in Deceniber, 1949 when
b the propelty in question was attached and when the muslims had
categorxcally denied the alleged claim of: the Hmdus to pex“rorm pooja in the
mosgu_e in question and that being so the instant suit is highly time barred. It
is a_i'sc_')v:irele'vantl to mention here that the "pla‘intift‘fno-. 3 was required to give
the 'sp:éciﬁé ‘date, month and year sincev\"vhen the alleged cause of action is
satd to ‘have accrued and .no such’ descnpnon having .been given, the
' avermcnts of the cause of action are mcomplete and detewve and the plaint
is ltable to be rejected on account of there bgmg no’cause of action as per
i averments of the plaint. l .
(37) That the contents of para 37 ofthe p!amt are not disputed.
(38) That the contents of para 38 of the plamt are also mcoxrect and hence
demed as stated for want of requisite detaxls Neither the suit has been
o pxoperly valued and nor the court fees paid is suftxc1em
B (39) “That the contents of para 39 ofthe Plamt are also incorrect and hence
demed as »stated The plaintiffs are not entttled for any rehef claimed in the
para under reply and the suit is liable to be dxsmtssed with speual costs.
(40) ‘That a,pa,rt from the averments made. ﬂbove attention of this Hon'ble
Court is invited-to the Additional Pieas in support of the averments made
above ' L C
Additional Pleas
'41 That the instant suxt is not at all mamtamdble and the plaintiffs no. 1

an_d 2 are heither deities and nor they can be freated as juristic person and the
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plamtxff no. 3 cannot cldxm himself to be the next friend of Bhagwan Sri
Ram. As such none of the plaintiffs have any rwht to file the instant suit.
42. vThat the mstant suit is highly belated and the-same is baried by the law
. oflin:‘]ité,tionv and as such the same:is liable to be dismissed on this account
alone. _‘ . _ L
43. That the property in sun has also-not-been plopelly described -and as
such: the mstant suit suffers. fox want of' material facts and particulars and on
tlus accoum also the plaint i 1s liable to be lC]CC[Cd

@ That as the relief inthe instant sun has been cla\med against all the
ot : defendants mcludmg the Govemment and its officers arr aye( as defendants
no. 7 0 10, the suit could not be filed without giving.notice under Section §0
of the (;dee. of Civil Proceduire to the said defendants no. 7 to 10 and no such
b, . notise ".‘havir'rg been given and there beih-g’no averments in‘the plaint in this
‘ . xespect the suxt is hablc fo be dismissed on this account also and in any case

the plamt is hable to be 1e)ected for wam of statutow notme
45.";3 That as the subject matter of the mstant suit is a waqf property and
stands reglstered as a waqf in the Re;,]slex of Wagqf mdmtamed by the Sunni
Waqf Boatd under Section 30 of the W'xqf Act and a Gazette notification in
respect thereto has also been 1ssUéd by the State government in 1944 and the
same stands xecorded as.a mosque evcn in: the revenue record and other
govemment records and the same is even accepted as a mosque by the State
Govemment and its: ofﬁcers in the written statements filed in Regular Suit
No 2 of 1950 as well as in Regulax Suxt No. 25 of 1950, the instant suit
could not be instituted agqmst the unswcrmg ‘defendants uritil the expiration

of two months next after notice, m wrmng, had been delivered or left at the

' ofﬂoe of the Board as per requirement.of SCC[IOD 65 of the U.P. Muslim

Waqf Act, 1960 and no such notice havmg been given. to the answering
defendants by the plaintiffs, the suit is:not- mamtmnable and is liable to be
dxsmlssed ' '

(,4,6), ’I_'ha; even the fepbr;s of the 'A'rc_;h,e'ol_bgi,cql: ‘expcjr'tsflmve been to the
effcct that there appear to be no syfnp'tphls 'of;hLinia.n habiiatién in the present
Aydéhya of more than 700 B.C. and also fhere appear 10 be no symptoms of
any Fort or Palace of Old tcmple bemg thele at the site of the Babri Masjid.

'47_‘. ; That the suit is barred ’by ne prov1s10ns ot Secl)on 34 of thc Specific
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| :,}Rehef Act also.
48. ‘;:jll“'I‘hat the suit is bad for m1SJ01nder of parties and also
f.fbecause of non-joinder of necessary part1es
49, : ;:-That ‘the instant suit 1s absolutely frrvolous and vexatious

and the same deserve to be dlSI’IllSSCd W1th Special Costs.

Dated Lucknow o
26 /29 08 1989

Sd/
R TR o Defendant No. 4
' C o Z.Zilani
PO "~ - " Advocate
Counsel for the Defendant No. 4

VERIFICATION

I Zakrr Ahmied Khan, Secretary of the U P. Sunni Central Board of
Wagf,. 91 Dr. Mot11a1 Bose Road Lucknow do hereby verify that the
contents ofparas 1, 2, 3 4,5, 12 to 17, 19 to 21, 25, 27 to 31, 33 to
38, 40, 45 46. except the bracketed portlons of paras 5, 13, to 15,
17, 19 to 21 29, 31, 33, 36 and 45 of this written statement are
true to my own knowledge, wh11e the contents of paras 3, 6 to 10,
18, 22 23 24, 26 and 32 except the bracketed portions of para 36,
7, and 32 true to my knowledge’ based on record and the contents of
paras 11 39 ‘41, to 44, 47 to 49 as well as the bracketed portions of
3,5, 6 7 13- to 15, 17, 19 to 21, 29, 31 32, 33, 36, and 45 of the
same are beheved by me to be true : .

S1gned and .vérified this 26th day  of August 1989 at 91, Dr,
Motilal’ Bose Road Lucknow. .

Dated 26_ 08.1989 . BN Sd/-
Lucknow . Defendant No. 4
, Secretary
U. P Based Central Board of Wagf

Lucknow

'~ //True Copy//
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IN'THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT ALLATIABAD TUCKNOW
- BENCHTUCKNOW .

igh Court Suil No. 571989
CRegular Suit No.236 ol 1989

Bhagwan Shn Ram and 2 Others S . : o Plaintifts
f_' ' Versus : .

Rajendra Singh and Others _ . Defendants

| - | I F07.08.1989

WRlFFI‘N ST /\ll‘ ML Nl UNDE R ORDE R8 RULETOFC.P.C. ON
: © BEHAL F OF DEFENDANT NO.3

I 'l’ha’l fhc C-Onl-um ol para | ol the ]almnl are dcmc.d Neither the Plainult

No. | nor plmn l” No.2 are the duncg within Lhe munmw of Hindu Law nor they
are |ullst1«. pu\cm to file llm suit, Rcmmnmg contents ol para are also denied.
Kindly sw dddmonal pleas. . |

2. lhdl.th contents of -pum 2 ol 1.l.1c plaint arc denied. The arca and the
'plaws mdlmlu(l in Annexures No. 1.2 and 3 of the plamt are neither Ram Janam
Bhomm nm R(.)m_'.lz»mum'/\slhzm; l_lm\c\-'_cr. iLis evident that there exists

mosque 'Igin()\\fn,us Babri Masjid. the.cxistenee: ol this mosque is established by

record. I "‘m'ié hl(hual and I\&.vumg lhur Illnw of lhc suit No.2 of 1930 arg

|
not: duuc

[owever. the suil is w hollv misconceived, The plamtilT ol §uit No.2
of | 9§() had no legal thl and the \Llll is. IHI.\'COI]CCI\'L‘(I. (Sec the additional

.b!ms

3. lh 11 m u,pl\ (ON lhg u)ntun\ ol }mm 3 ol the plaint. only the filing of the

suit No 2 ol I%() is admt(lull\ but nott the contents of the plaint of the said suit.

The mmamnw u)nlunlx of Pc\ld undcr lcpl\ arce denied. .

(Kmdl\ se¢ additional pleas).
4. Ihal in u.plv (o the contents o( par 4 of the plaint it may be may be
pomlui oul Ihdl reliel claimed in Suit No 200 IC)\( is"wholly misconceived and
quallv nol sustmnablL remaining mnums ol lhl\ pdm are denied.

(Kmdl) see additional plcax) '
5. I'h_at.;m_ rcply to the conlcnls ol :pen'u_ § of the plaint the filing of suit No.23
of 1950 |s a(-.im.il‘.ted but the cohlénl% 'ul’ 1hc plaint IOI' the said suit are denied.
Rcmammn wmuus ol the pdm Lmdu lcpI\ du also dum(l

(Kmdl\ see additional plms)

6! Ihat in reply to the Lonrcms of pam 6 of th plaint the filing of suit

NO.26_j fi.l_‘)S‘)_ is admitted while ll_ui‘ a_llege‘mons of the plaint of the said suit

arc denicd. the initiation of the proceeding under Section 145 Cr.P.C. and the
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appoiatxﬁeht "'o“f‘ the receivei‘, which ‘stilll.".cvontim.lous is also not denied.
Howe\/er remammg contents ofpa)a under reply are demed

, (Kmdly see additional pleas).

7. That in reply to the contents of para. 7 of the plamt the suit No. 12 of
1961 mcludmg its contents are admmed The .Sunni Cennal Board of Waqf

_ -he righitful Public Authority havmg right to have possession of the
entlre comp n,x of Babri Masyd and also. lm a r1ght to maintain it incouding
the gxaveyard known as 'Ganj Sahheedan T)m claini of U P Sunni Central
Board ofWaqfhas already been adjudmated in 1ts favaur.

(Kmdiy see additional pleas)

_ That m repiy to the contents of para 8 of the plamt n may be pointed
out that the ordex dated 8" Augusl 1962 Was ughtly passed ‘Ramaining
contents of para under reply are not admmed as framed.

9, That m reply to the contents of p'ua 9 of the plamt it may be pointed
out 'that the averments relate to the JlelClal record, and: hence are not denied.

That in reply to the contents of para 10: of the ‘plaint it may be pointed

out-that at the time of granting of Lhe said injunction the an_msweung defendant

. was not a party to suit No:2 of 1950 “The said suit was also not in the

xepresentatwe capacity. Hence the answumg defendant is not bound from
the’ sald interim injunction.. The ansxverm;, detcndam‘ is advised to state that
the mtenm mjuncnon order dated 16.1 :950 as'moditied on 19.1.1950 was
alao beyond the scope of suxt No.2 of | 990 Remaining contents of the para
under reply are also demed (See add moml pleas).

1 1’,: That in reply to the contents ot paxa ll ot the plaingit may be pointed
out that poo_|a etc., even in the 1esmued way, was wrongly permitted.
Howevex the '\ppomtment of receiver.; .s not dxsputed (Kindly see additional

plcas)

. 12 " That the contents of para 12 of the plamt are dexmd The averments of

para under - 1ep1y, as regards performing \ellgxous ceremonies during Lhc

pendency ofthe suit is also incorrect and demed

'(Kmdly sec additional pleas etc.) -

13 - That the contents of para 13 of the plamt are not admxlted as framed,
answermg defendant is advised to state that the order of Dlsmct Judge dated

1.2:1986 is wholly ,111egal and is also void, being in utter violation of the
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prmcxple of natural JUS[ICE However, the sald order has been challenged in
two wut petmons vide W.P, No.746/86 and W. PNo 3106 of 1%6 (Kindly

- see addmonal pleas etc.)

14, That the contents of para 14 of the plain{ are denied. There is no deity
m the premlses in dispute within the meanmg and eoncept of Hindu Law and

as such there is no question of devotees etc. The averments pertaining to the

. money recexved by the receiver are demed for want of definite knowledge.

15. Thdt the contents of para 15 of the plamt are deni¢d. There is no
quesnon of construction of'any temple over the site in quesuon Answering
defendant and, hrs co-religionist have'a Fight fo resist ‘any such attempt.
There xs no questxon of any management of the so called temple. The
pxemxses is a mosque and muslims have a rxght to offel nannz initand U.P.
Sunhi Central Board of Wagqf has a ughl to supervise and manage it. Neither
Jaga.dagum has any right or locus in the matter and nor he can execute any
deed legally in respect of the premises in question. The answering defendant
is not ‘aware of the religious sect of the so called vaxragres of Ayodhya.

(Kmd}y see addrtronal pleas also.)

160 That in v1ew of the subtmssxons 1mde above the contents of para 16 of

the plamt are véhemently demed The so ealled trust deed i 1s a nullity. It has
no ]egal b'lsxs and the same has no relevance in the plesem controversy. (see
addmonal plcas ).

17-}1

“That the contents of para 17 of the p]amt are vehemently denied. The

- 80 Cahed 'Nyas' has no locus in the matlel nor it can be a.party to any suit.

(Kmdly see additional pleas also.)
18 That the contents of para 18 of the plaint are vehemently denied. No
other suit is needed The present sult is also barred by limitation. The

averments of the para under reply have been made with u'malafide intention,

by wtnch the plaintiff No.3 only w_ants to boost his own status, while he has

no‘.' I{pcu‘s;' neither there is any deifv-haﬁing a juristic pers'onality.(or juristic
person) and nor the plamtrff No3isa nexr frxend of any deity and the only
persons who have a right to Worshlp in the premrses in dispute, i.e the
mosque aré the muslims. (Kindly see addmonal pleas)

19 ':I‘het.the contents of palarlﬁ) .Qf the- plaint are vehemently denied.

Thcfc ian'O' gvidenes, historic or otlien‘((ise, to indicate that Sri Ram Chandra

C 976
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Jr was bom tlrere Thrs allis a later concoctron and there is no question ‘of
devotees (see additional pleas also. )
20. That the contents of para 20 of the plarnt are vehement\y denied. As
there i 1s no derLy there is no question of : any devotee and there is no question
of any asthan aho It is an innovation even in Hindu Law; the answering
defendant is advxsed to state that the so calied asthan can not be treated as a
Jurrstrc person and as such the suit is not marntarnable on thrs court also.
(Kmdly see additional pleas). = =
That the contents of para 21 of the plarnt are vehemently denied, the
concepts of the various schools of though of Hmdu rehgron are not relevant
to the controversy before this Hon ble Court (see addmonal pleas.)
22. - That the contents of para 22 of the plamt are denied, various
plnlosophers, ﬁctron and concept .of Hmdu relrg,ron are not relevant for the
controversy to be adjudrcated in the 4 sur[s 1etened to above Hence the

'werments of the para under reply. are only an effort to introduce new

queshons nct lagal but phrlosophmal and spnnual which ‘are not relevant.
(Sce addmonal pleas). , : .

That the contents of para 23 of the plmnt are demed the narration of
hrstory in the plaint is false and baseless, no authentic book of history has

been referred in the plamt The premrses has always been a mosque since its

construcuon in sixteenth centnry, it h"rs 2 wa'ys been used by the muslims for

offcrmg ‘namaz and B p»ses ermark T the gazette is no | T

auun.nue record of [istory. It'is only a generalrsed obsuvatron the Gazette

also does not. make any reférence ot any authemre history or record. The

plllars are not of Kasauti. However, it is'not relévant as the fact remains that
it.is a mmwayrbeermn?a‘“mo'ﬁr*"q ghand it IS wholly

mcorrect that anybody else other than myslims wor::hrpped in the bmldm

whrch is called Babri Masjid. The narration of history by the plaintitt i
baeeless and-false. There is no evidence of the demolition ot any temple to

the c'onstr'uction of this mosque. (seé additional pleas).

' 24 . That the contents of para 24 of tha plamt are vehemently denied, the

quotatron from Holy Quran has been mcorrectly quoted and the same is out

of context There is no evidence of demolmon of any temple, The contents

s

OL sub -paras are also demed on the basrs (ml records and other
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evidenca‘:it is e1eéx' that the premises in question hag always &en a mosque
in theh mushm had been offering 1egulax namaz upto 22" December, 1949,
No spec1ﬁc shape or specific design has been prescrlbed for the mosque, in
Islam,” The shapes and architectural design.of the mosque vary in different
parts of the world and even in India. ‘The (;an} e-Shahidan also belongs to
mushms__ and'\_/ests in God Almighty. The plamnfi has misrepresented about
theAC(':{n_t_ents of suit No.12 of 1961. The claim e_t‘nd the contents are clear in

the plaivnt of suit No.I2 of 1961, there is also a pucca well outside the

" mosque for 'vazoo'.

(Kindly see additional pleas also.)
25. That the contents of paxa 25 of the plamt are demed the ‘building has
always been 4 mosquc I the mght of 22/23 Decembex 1949 some
mxschxevous elemems forcibly entered into the mosque and surreptitiously
and stealthlly kept the idol, the details of wlmh have been narrated in th
FL R Iodged at the Police Station, 'Ayodhya in the mormng of 23
December 1949 A criminal case was also reglsteled against several persons
on the basxs of said F.LR. and a report was submitted to the Magistrate and

the - proceedmg wunder Section 145 Cr. PC were’ mmated and the premises

. wag attached and the attachment continues:

( see addmonal pleas )
26‘, That the contents of para 26 of the plamt are vehemently denied. The
buxldmg known .as Babri Masyd has always been in use as a mosque and the
mushms Have offered hamaz in it smoe xts construénon till 22" December,
1949 Some of those who offered namaz m it are still avaxlable Some part
of" the mosque was damaged in the communal riot-of 1934 and the same was
repalred soon thereafter. The threat contamed in the para under reply is most
unwarranted There was a htlgdtwn -hetween Shla and Sunni Waqf Boards
and in. 1946 it was decxded in favour of Sunni Wagf Board, The mosque is a

Sunm Waqf and there was an Imam as well as a mutaW'llh of the said

_mosq‘ue "The averments in the para under reply are wholly incorrect and

‘ false

(See addmonal pleas).

: 27 That the contents of para 27 of the plamt are vehemently denied. As

narrated m the foregomg p’uagrdphs some persons between the night of
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22/23“l December 1949, 1llegally entered into the mosque about which F1.R.

was lodged at the police Station, Ayodhya in the morning of 23* December
1949, some of the culprits were nameéd m the FLR: and on-that basis the
proceedmgs under Section 145 Cr.P.C, were initiated and the. mosque was
attached the attachment continues; rhere was no so called ceremony nor any
supematural happemng
' (Kmdly see additional pleas). ‘

28, That the contents of para 28 of the plamt are vehemently denied. Itis

mcorrect that mushms do not live nearby They do live there but the

mushms were not m a position to prevent the aforesaid illegal-act done with

the conmvance of the local administration. The Muslis® acted as the law
'tbrdmg crtrzens and pursued the legal remcdy avarhble to them but no party
fie can be permrtted to take beneﬁt of the delay caused in court of law, Here it
may : aL»o be pomted out that the r;g,hts of the muslims to offer Namaz should
have been protected but the machmery of taw failed m it, only the Muslims
still have the rrght to offer Namaz in thel‘hurldmg and no other community
*has any rrght in the said building. The proceedmgs under Section 145
Cr.P. C have not been dropped but after the ﬁhng of the suits the proceedings
‘ under Sectron 145 CrP.C. were stopped and consigned :to record, the
property in surt is custodial egrsbemg stlll under attachment. However,
Namaz has been offered in the mosque in questron after 23 12 1949 also and
Azan has also been called. .
29. That in v1ew of the submtssrons made m the foregoing paragraphs the
contents of para 29 of the plarnt are denied. Neither there is any deity and
@ nor the‘re could beany rmpleadment of it. -Plaintiff No. 3-also has no locus

standr and so alsoplaintiffs No. 1 and 2.

That the contents of para 30 of the plaint are denied. There is no
questron of any devotee, and the present campaign “and proclamation made in
the piamt has nothing to do with the struggle for freedom of the country,
thero i is ‘no question of construction of any temple there, such an attempt will
be reststed there is no legal right for the’ constiuction ot templc on the site
in questich The asseruon in the mam tmder reply ard mogt unwarranted and
amount to incitement of an offence, and also amount to comempt by way of

underrnmmg the dUthOllty of this H_.on’ble Court as, this Hon'ble Court on
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3.2.1986 inWP746'of1986 for rnainmirring-’rtzrtus qrro is still “in operation.

31 That the - contems of para 31 of the plamt are denied. ‘\s there is no
derty a there is-no question of its next fnend and &’ Judrcral decrsron will be
bmdmg upon all, disregard of the Rule of law pleaded in the plamt is
regretted Shra commumty has nothing to do. wrth the waqt of the said
mosque and thrs matter has already been adJudrcated by the Civil Judge,
I‘arzabad in 1946 and \t h'\s been settled that Babri } \/Ir\bjld is a Sunni Waqf.

32, That the- contents of para 32 of the plaint are denied. Shm Wagqf Board
has no locus m this matter The matter has alre'ldy been adJudu.ated and as

such now Sri Jawwad Husain has no lcgal ststuis comemmg the mosque in

quesnon The reference of Shia political Lonielens,e is also wholly irrelevant

33. 'Tir’at the c_ontents"of ;rara.B,B of. the plaint are denied. " It may be
pointed -out that the- entire complex balongs to waqf Babri Masjid, the
exi‘stcnc':é of ‘which can't be deriied, the entire muslim. community s

xeprescnted b/ the Sunni Muslims parties, 'md U.P. Sunni Central Board of

. Waqf who are plaintiff in R.S. No.12 of 1961.

34, That the contents of para 34 of the plamt are vehemently denied. The
prermses has’ always been a mosque and 1t has been used as such and no one

can remove the structure.

|35, That no doubt that the Muslrms fear the God, olher LOH[CD[S of para 35

: of the plamt are denied. None of the plamtlff has any status to maintain the

suit.’, .

36. That the contents of para 36 of the plaint are demed plamutf has no
causq qf action including the plaintiff No.3. THe cause of action, if any, had
acq@é@ih 1528 A.D. When the Mosque was built.

37, V;}V’Ijha‘t the contents of pé.ra 37 of thé':rjl'a.intlneed' not reply.

38; i ;fhat the contents of r)aré 38 of th‘e plaint are denied, the contents of
para 38 of plamt are vague and it has not been properly valued.

39, That the contents of para 39 of the plamt are denied, the plaintiffs are

not enhtled to get any relief and the suit is liable to be dismissed with special

costs
ADDI T.ZI.OLALE.LEA&

40.: That accordmg to the mscnpnon m the mosque the sard Babri Masjid
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was Lonstmcted by Mir Baqui, one of the commandets of the Babar in 1528
and smce then ‘it has been in use as mosque and the muslims always
regularly oftcrcd namaz in it till the attachment. ‘

41, That between ‘the mght of 22"d and 23" Det,ember 1949 certain
undes:rable ‘persons forcxbly entered mto the mosque and surreptitiously kept
the 1(lols in. the satd mosque

42, . That in respect of above occurrence an FL. R. was lodged in Police

statr@n, Ayodhya by Police Officer wrth the Ayodhya Police Station on the

mormng of 23" December 1949. A case ‘of crmnnal trespass and religious

hatred Was regxstered on that basis and a report was submitted under Section

145 of the CrPC and Additional Cxty Magtstrate of Faizabad passed an

order of attachment on 29" December- 1949 and the mosque was attached.
That ﬁrstly under the ‘order of the: M'tgtstrate the propetty was given
under the charge of the recejver Sti Pny"t Dutt Ram and later on the stnts
were ﬁled and ‘arrangement tegardmg the property made under Section 145
of the CrP C ‘was also accepted by the le (,ourt the receivers in course of
txme changed and uptill now the recéiver 1s there.
44 That present suit is not mamtamable The plamtxff No 1 and 2 are not
the Hmdu deities to be termed as _}UFlSth person, the plaintiff No.3 can nt be
next fnend of the deities. The phmttff No.3 has no connectron with the
matter and his sudden emetgence only mdtcates his pohttcal motive in the
matter . L

45, That the suit is also barred by hmttat:on and on thts ground, also the

sutt i not mwmtamable % W

6 That the. 501me avexments ot the plamt <.ontam a threat and constitute
con_te_mpt of ‘the courts of law »mcludrngvan excrtemen_t to violence and
dis'reéarci for the rule of law, Hen'ce‘pla'in‘t as such is 1t'\blc to be rejected.
The p]amttff No 3 undermines the authouty of the court specmlly the interim
order dated 3 Feb. 1986 passed in wrtt petmon No.746 of 1986 by this
Hon ble Court bemg there, for such contemptuous averments the plaintiff

No, 3 ts liable to be punished.

47. That Babn Masjid (building in quesuon) has always been a mosque
and used as suth and only muslims have right to ottet Namaz in it and U.P.

Sunnt Centml Board of Waqf has a right of supelvmon and control.
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48. 'hat the *property in suit is not deﬁcrlbed in aecord'mce with the
provrsxon of Order 7 Rule 3 of C.P.C. and the plaint is.liable to be rejected on

this ground alone , .

49. That the suit in question involves Stdte and Govt. Qfficers and no

notxce as per plamt averments, as requued under the Jaw has been served and

as sueh the plaint is liable to be leJected

50. That Loxd Rama in whose name the controversy. in quesuon has been

created accordmg to authoutatlve texts; ofthe historians and othel scholar of
@ _ Hmdu Rellglon is mere an eplc and umglmxy ﬁgule and was never in

exrstence In Indla there have been authontatlve pxonouneemems by the

vanous hlstorrans and also by the seminars and symposium tlm Lord Rama
: never exrsted . It is mere an epic, besides above no penocl and place
IT“; cQuld be hxed till this q,late After long resealch Holy Barahmins have come
to conclusron that it is all.mere an epic and legend

That as. per. Bqlmlkls Raxmyan wlmh is supposec 1o be the only
authorxtauve source of Lord Rama. The city Ayodhya whexe the property in
o questlon srtuales is not the place desenbed in that book, lhe averment that at

the site; ofBabrl Masjid there was some. temple which was demolished at the
bel.est of Babar-is absolutely incorrect’ and false. Shri Tulsidas who by his
book Ram (,hantra Manas has elevated the status of Lords Rama from
Martyada Pmbhottam ta Bhagwan has not written about the demoliton of
any- such temple in his book which was written after construction of Babri
‘.Mas}ld at_the Datoon Kund in Ayodhya itself which situates at a short
drstance from the Babri. Maspd Befole l"ulsr s Ram Charitra Manas, there

were no temples of Lord Rama in any palt -of India instead there were

temples of: othe1 gods and goddess and. as such the COnt"nthl’l regarding
demolltlon ofRama Mandir is absolutely baseless and has been designed-ly
tl)atched up' to create communal dlsharmony and hatred bet\veen the two
commumtxes.

52, That the recem scientific mvesuganon a, c- l4 test which is radio
carbon dating method has revealed the stones used in the building in

questlon are less than 500:years in age and this falsifies the claim that th

temple was “demolished and by the same material the mosque was built,

|
|
i
|

how _\{.er, it is clarified that all such ‘averments made in the plant are
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‘ absolutely of no consequence in courts oflaw ' )
53. That prc)perty in question is contmuously 1ecorded as graveyard and
mo#que m the revenue records’ from pr101 to ﬁrst settlement and the said
entry commg unchallenged and there bemg three settlemem also now the
cntrles 1n revenue records are final and can not be questioned.

54, That dfter the enforcement of 1936 U.P. Muslim Waqf Act the property

in qu,es-tlon, af;el due inquiry in Survey,‘was notified in official gazette as
wagf, :})ropert’y to be registered with Sunni Central Board of Waqfs and the

said . notlﬁeatlon having not been challenged and the property in question

bemg recorded in the reglsters of Waqts as Waql property, now same can not
be challenged :
35 That mmally there was prowded a caah grant from the period of King
by ‘ Emperor Babar and after British Rule in lieu of the said cash grant
Zammdan of V1llage Shahnavan, Bhoranpux and Shollpul was given for the
Babn Masyd and the masyd in questlon was inter alia maintained by the
mcome of saxd Zamindari property and rue salaly of" Imam and Moazm etc.
was pald an(;l other expenses were also made ' ‘
56.° That there have been a regu!ar Imam in: the sald Mosque who led the
Congregatlonal five time prayers mcludmg I‘nday Prayer "

l‘hat the averments regardmv accrual of cause-of action are absol utely
vague and lacking necemry ‘material;- who has decided 1o demolish ‘the
mosque and build the proposed temple at 1ts site and how the plamuft No. 3
became spokesman of such person has not been stated and' for want of the
same the plaint is liable to be rejeeted

That the alleged pooja being eamed on by the receiver as per orders In

regular suit No 2 0f 1950 could not legally 1 make any cliange in the situation

because the recéiver being the man appomted by the court and the property
bemg custoddla legxs and both parties bemg responsible for the expenses:
mcurred by. the teceiver. Besides. above regular suit No: 2 of 1950 was an
mcompetent su1t from the very begmnmg for non- eompllance of Section 80
C. PC and after death of <Jopal Smgh Vlshrad wueh oceurred long ago the
said suxt has abated and no more survivesin law, lie himself having claimed

no here table right in the said suit and non havmg come forward initially tor

being substituted or impleaded.
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59. ';I'h‘ét Ram Janam Sthan Mandir 'exrsts in Ayodhya which is quit

drstmct a,nd separate from the premises.in questton Mntrant Rag,huber Das

of Ram Janam Sthan Mandir filed regular 5tnt N6. 61/280 of 1885 for a

portron of premrses in dispute measurrng 17.x°21 feet'which was dismissed

from the Court of. Subordinate Judge, arzabad and appeal against the said

decree ﬂed by Mahant Raghubar Das’ was also drsmrssed from the court of

Drstrtct Judge as, well as the Judrual (.ommrssroner Avadh paralled to

Hon' ble I-Irgh Court In the sard suit the existence of Mosque in question has
%', been very much unequrvoeally admitted and that admission is bmdrng onthe .

o . present _plarntrffs ‘as well as by estoppel and acquiscence and the said suit
& was deci'ded with the clear findings that even rt any wrong was done in 1528

A.D, that can not be undone now. I‘he answering defendant factually

drsputmg the- statement that any wrong was done by or at the behest of King
.Emperor- Babar is advised to state that said’ ftndmgs operate as res Judn,ata
and the mstant suit is barred Under %ectron I1:.CRC. Besides above regular

suit No 37 of 1978 filed on behalf of and in the ndme of '\lleoed deity itself
for the very property has beendismissed from the Court of Munsif, Faizabad
and trll thrs date no step has been taken to set asrde that order as such the
. present surt is liable to be:dismissed.

60. rlTnat the present suit is inter alia l_iabl’eto,be stayed e_a"s provided under
' Secti'etr'IO CjP C. On account ef pendency. of the four suits re'ferred to in the
plamt rtse]f : . ‘

6l. - Thdt the plaintiff no. 3 has got no authorrty 1o represent the alleged

dertres and file suit on their behalf as next friend. The answermg defendant

ah - is advrsed to. state that plaintiff no. 3 being not entrtled to_file the suit has
W sought to regulanse his illegal act by obtarmng order of the court for being
@ appomted as next friend. It is stated that next trrend is'appointed for minors,

lunatrcs and persons of unsound mind and in some Cases for executors and .
‘admmrstrators etc. in case of deity as the dieties are ever represented by
someone known as Manager, Shebait, Malmnt or Satv u'tkar etc. and the
surts are also filed through such persons and not through next friend. In
revcnue records also names of such dertres are entered through such persons
and: :as,: snen ‘the order dated 1.7.1939 appomtmg the plaintiff no. 3 as next

frietfidﬁdeserves to be recalled and the plaint rejected accordingly for which
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' separate apphcatron has been moved .
62. That the plamt is liable to be xejected tor want of a real and subsisting
cause ‘of achon and not seeking relief of posséssron undex Section 34
Spemﬁc RellefAct and as per plaint avermem there is no surviving cause of
actrc..n in favour of the plaintifts. '
63; T;hé.t as per plaint averment the matter eoncerning a l‘arge number of
merﬁhefs df Hindu's community as well as Muslim community the suit as
ftamed 1s not maintainable. o

% . 64: That annexures 1, 2 aid 3 relied upon by the plamtlfts do not at all

: deprct the correct spot situation:and are subjudrce objection against the same

by the state as well as other defend'mts has been filed and that has not been
mrected to be brcught on raserd aﬁd as such there being no $pecification of
2 _ the property in the plamt the:suit is liable. fo be drsmrssed
65. That the temporary mjunchon as mmally ordered on 16.1.1950 and
modltted on 19.1.50 and contmued since then as stated in the plaint has got
no lega] effect in as much as suit no 20f | 950 1ts‘elt ‘being not maintainable
for want of comphance of Sectron 80- (, PC and the plaintiffs of that suit
hrmself havmg repeatedly stated that the surt is for his individual rights and
as such \no body else can claim ¢ '\ny qssrstance there from.,
66. That m the plaint Lord" Rama has been stated as son of Dashrath and
thereafterthe birth of child as Ram Ldla- has been stdtt.d,_ no period of the

birth:of the either has been given as such' thie plaint is hable td be rejected.

That there has been no concern of Lord Rdma Jankl or of-any person
havmg falth in them with the land m questton over Whl(.h exists the Babri
& : Mas_ud and ~adjoining area of graveyard Admrttedly, the mosque being in

exrstence smce 1528 and the deads havmg been buried the same could not be
Subject matter ‘of any other type of PU_]J. in pmcttce and ASTHA if any if the

same could survive from 1528 onwards trll tns date without any access to

the place in.no crrcumstances that Astha could not gtve a rrght for demolition
of the mosque and the place where the deads or. burried eould not be purified
to be used for any other purpose. '

68. That ‘the ‘term he manifested hrmself in hmmn torm is beyond
comprehensston and vagtie. . - _

69. . That just the mosque was. built and- the deads were buried the site
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Jame wagf property vested in almighty God’ and it w111 remam so vested eternally

. and the property once vested in the God cannot be chvested The:place where the

mosque is built remauns a mosque to the depth’ of the. earth and even above the same
and cannot be removed or, shlfted for its removal or sh1ft1ng

70.  That for the protectlon of the mosque any rnushm 1nterested in the up keep of
the mosque can brlng the ‘suit and the averment that the suit havmg not been brought
by Mutawalli has got no relevance in- the matter However the averment itself is

contradictory.

71. ‘That the. avetrnents th'at Muslims are chﬂdren ‘of the God is incorrect and
against the Islamic fa.lth God. has no child at all _The mushms and all the living on the
%th are creatures of God

{72. That in the mstant suit a simple quest1on of ownersh1p and possessxon of land is
involved which has to be dec1ded in accordance w1th the law of the land and the claim
of the plaintiffs. on beha.lf of the alleged deities that by meate used some right accrued
for em although factually in court has been repelled by the District Judge in appeal

ﬁled by Mahant Raghubar Das

That the suit is bad _form, is joinder of defendant’s No. 22 to 25. They have got no
conicern with the property in question', they have been impleaded mala fide with
ulterior motive collusively and with a view to; create _eonfus_ion and rift among the

muslims interest.

. 74, That the defendant No 3, 11, 12, 13, 21 and 25 are nor the natural neither legal
persons and as sudh the su1t is bad and 11ab1e to be d1sm1ssed for the misjoinder of

such parties.

75. That site plan a.nd ‘the report prepared by Shri Shive :Shanker Lal, pleader filed

in Kf’gular suit no. 20f 1950 is itself subjudice and can not be reii'ed in present suit.

7@ I‘hat the 1nstant su1t 1s absolutely vexatious and fnvolous once and is liable to
be dismissed with. spec1al cost havmg bemg filed with mala ﬁde intention and ulterior
motive. '
Lucknow ser o L sy

Dated 14/21.08. 89 . ' Defendant No.5 .
: T VERIFICATION . :
I, Mohammad Hasl'um defendant No. 5, do hereby verxfy that the contents of above
written statement ' from ‘paras . 3, 5, 6,.12; 25 to 27, 33, 34, 40 to 43,
48,55,56,64,67,69, ’71 & parts of 7 13, 15, 18, 23 24, 28, 31 to 35 are true to my
own knowledge and those of paras from 2,4,8 to11, 16, 17, 18 to 22, 29, 30, 32, 36
to 39, 44 to 47, 48 to 54 57 to 63, 65, 66, 68, 70 72, 76 and parts of 7, 13, 1§, 18,
23, 24, 28, 31 to 35 ‘are- believed by me to be true on- ‘the basis of legal advice and

information recelved Nothmg material has been concealed So help me God.
Verified this 14th day of August 1989 at Lueknow
o : Defendant No. 5.
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HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURI AT ALLAHABAD LUCKNOW
P BENCH LUCKNOW

()()S No. 3 l‘)é»‘)

IN TFH :

Bhagwan Shn Ram and Others o B S Plainults
- Versus' . :

Sn Rawndm Smuh and ()th‘I\ e . Detendants

i

ADDI.T:IONM.. WRITTEN STA'I‘ICMICN”I‘ OF DEFENDANTS NOS4 & §

'Dclcnddnls Nos 4and 3 beg to submitas undu -
L lh‘dr lhc conlcnls' of para 35:11 of l‘hc amended plaint are denied as stated

for want, ol dchnlln knowledee. In: n\ g.d\k the same wre iyl vant and heney

are demcd as 5lalul
2. Ihc\t lhc mnluns 01 para 3\ L of the amcndud plaint are also denied as

stated lor want.of dctmxlc knowledge. The avérments ol the para under reply are

also irrel Anl dn(l are denied,
3. lhat lhc onlcnh ol pdla 35- I of lhu annda_d plamt are denied as stated

and in wply lhcnuo itis \mel lccl Ihdl lhc dunolmon of the Babri Masjid

appeared: 1o bu A pre- pldnmd ckllbuau and mlmlmndl act on the part ol the

Migere 1!1:l AM LI'IMHMR \\Im I l(] as\unl [ed al the site-on the call ol the Vishwa
Flindu l’anxhad Bauano Dad. and. ‘shn Sum uu /\II the “acts ol the said so-
called Kdl SL\\a!\s were totally 1|]L2d| unmmmd and-in violation of the orders
of this [--lg)n_ ble Court.ds wellas of Lhc. !'I(m bl¢ Supreme Court and amounted o
blatant (.xuusu of-Rule of Jungle ziﬁd"l‘hc S0 c.ullcd cuns‘(l"tlulion ol" make-shilt
temple dnd plaunw of idols in the ‘amc on 7 12,1992 was all otally illegal and
Lonlunpluous cmd the said idols u)uld not be dcsuﬂnd as deity under indu
law dlso , .

4. Ihat the ‘contents ol Ppara 35- l\ ol 1ha amcnde plaint arc also denied as
stated dnd prI\ thereto it is submnud- thdl Sn Kalyan Singh and his

Qo\unmLT had dchhudlclx vmlalul and ﬂouu.d the mdws ol the this Hon'ble

Court as \\L“ as of the Honble Supumc C ourt (md hdd cven committed breach

of theu own und(.r aking given in the Hon ble SLlDle& Court and as such the

dlsmlssal of lhc, State Government hcaclad by Sn l\dl\un Singh was perfectly

’

5. 'I'h‘at; the, contents of para 35-1-0f - the Amended Plaint are  admitted

only to this extent that the said writ petitions were -allowed on 1™ January.



1993 agnmst which Special Leave Petmons were ﬁl«.d m the Hon'ble
Supxeme Court which are still pendmg Rest of the contents of the para
underreply are denied as stated.

.' It is ‘further submitted that the averments of the para under reply are
totally irrelevant and frivolous. R
6. That the Qontents of paras 35M 35 N, 35- O and 35- P of the Amended
Plamt are matters of reeord and the same’ may be verified from the said
Ordmance and the Act. The averments contrary to the intent and meaning of
the provrsrons of the said ordlnance and the Act as explamed by the Hon'ble
Supreme Court are denied as stated.. ~ - %
7. That the contents of para 35-Q of the Amended Plaint are absolutely
mcorrect and are denied as stated, Nerther there is any deity at the site in
questron and nor the idols in-question’ can- be said to have any juristic
per‘so_nality.i The plea contained in the para under-reply was raised even
befbr‘é the Hon'ble Supreme court but the same. was not accepted. As there
e_xi'fst,ho deity there arises no question of.any She‘barti rights.
8., jf.That in reply to the contents of para 35'R of the Amended Plaint it is
sutﬁnﬁtted' that the Hon'ble Supreme Court has discussed in detail the
meamng and- purport of Section 7(2) of the Act and the plea under reply is
unwarranted and rrrelevant :

It is further sub,mrtted that the averments contained in the affidavit of

Srr Radhey Shyarn Kaushik have neit her been given in the para under reply
and nor the answering defendants: had detmne information about the same

and ds sueh the averments regarding’ the saitie are liable 1o be deleted on

'account of bemg vague and ambiguous.’

9 That the contents of paras 35- S and '%5 T of the Amended Plaint may
be venﬁed from the record. ‘
That the contents of. para 35-U ofthe Amended Plamt are not disputed.
That the amendments sought in the Plaint and specially those
contamed in the paragraphs 35- H to.35- L of the Amended Plaint are totally
1rre1evant vexatious and frivolous and the same are llable { {o be deleted.
12, That the plaintiffs have no right, ntle or clarm over the property in suit
and after the Judgement of, the Hon' bie Supreme Court, there remains no

Ju"txﬁcatron for the trial of the mstant surt
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13. That the plaintiffs have ho cause of actlon and specially
| o when the idols placed in the mosque surreptitiously I
the night of 22nd - 23rd December © 1949 have been
"hremoved on 6 12 1992 the Claum if any, regarding the
'sa:,d 1dols stood ext1ngu1shed on the removal of the said

»1dols

Lucknow.

. Dated: 22n¢ August, 1995
. Z.Zilaniv o
, 'Counsel for Defendants No. 4 & 5.

Sd/-
Defendant 4 and 5.

. : Secretary
U P Based Central Board of Waqf
Lucknow

VERIFICATION

I, :thie;’.:a:bove named Mehd.fH_ashitn, defendant No. 5, do
hereby;:;erify that the cbntehts'of b‘aras 1 to 7,9, 12 and 13
except the bracketed port1ons of paras 5,7, and 12 of the
Addltlonal ertten Statement are true to my OWn knowledce
while those of paras 8 and 11 as’ well as the bracketed portions
of paras 5 7 and 12 of the same are beheved by me to be true.

Slgned and verified thlS 22nd day of August 1995 at

Lucknow

Sd/-
Defendant No. 5

. N8

/ /True Copy//
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IN HH Il()f\ BLI lll(x[l(() LR

I()] l f)l(/\lll\l /\l/\ll\[!k l
LUC KN()\/\/H[ N(HII(I\N()\,\' / \3AD

ngh Court... No 5 of 1989
Orlgmel Suxt No. 236 of 1089

Bhagwan Snram Virajman & Ors o ... Plaintiffs
o \/ersus v
Shl’l Ra ender Slngh & Ors R Defendants

E '.;WRITTEN STATEMENT UNDER ORDER 8 RULE 1 CPC
© 'ON BEHALF OF Defendarit No. 6 MAHMOOD AHMAD

1. ,fi "E;That‘answermg Defend_ant adopts the written statement
i’ﬁle_d by Mohd Hashim'Defénd_antvNo.S from para 1 to 76
. ln thi$ suit and did Bot "add: any new fact. Written
::s.taterhent of Defendant N‘Q’.5 Mohammad Hashim be read
as. writ‘tenv sfaténwent ".‘of t:he-answer'rng Defendant and

. venﬂcatlon of the contents be also read as same,
¥ | Answermg Defendant
Sd/-
Mahmood Ahmad Defendant No.6

Lu’:bkndWDéted
August 21,1989
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IN IIH Hl(:ll COURT ()I l)[('/\'l'UI\l AT AL /\ll/\l%/\l)l UCKNOW
I%l N( ll l (¥[@ l\N()W

Suit-No.236/1989 of |- .n/al) 7.7, I‘)W) ol [ ucknow

Bhagwan Sri Rama Virajman. Sri-Rama Janam Bhumi. Ayodhya also called
Bhagwa: ’%H I\amd NVirajman Lala, Vmuman through* Shri Deoki Nandan and

.Olhus S _ _ . . Plaintiffs

Versus

" Shri Rd]mdm SmOh and 24 ()lhu\ o . ‘: oo Defendams

Date of humnﬂ I4 8. 8‘)

WRI'ITI_“N STATEMENT ON Bl'll/\l I ()l' DEFENDANT NQ.11,
PR_\ESI-D!"N T ALL INDIA HINDU MAHASABHA, NEW DELLI

FULLY SHOWITT » .
"l"-l'ie :d:cl’chdanl T\Io 'l begs to. whmil as under:-

1. l’c\m No.. I ()I the Pldlnlld\ \l«llgd is udnnllul

2, [’:.Hd NuZ Ut the plaint. as stated: in its carlier part is admited. Teis also

admitted <thal S‘hl'l Shiv Shankar Lal. Plcader. was u])pumlu.l as @ Commissioner
in Civil Sun NO7 of 1950, by the Court of the Civil Judge. Faizabad.  The

/\nnc\uus mc.nn(mul in this para are ddmluul 1o-he correct,

3. Pdld No 3 ol the plaint. as \Id[&.d I\ i mallu ol record.

4. [ m No 4 ol the plaint.-as EIAILLI [x fll\u JlellchI The suid suit s still

pending dlsposal

5. szc ,N.o ] ol the plaint. as smlul s dlso .xdms ted. The suid suit is also
pending dlsposdl ' .

6. Pclld () of thu plaint. as xmlul ls admlllui buno mallu olrecord. The said
Suit is cllS() p_(.ndmg dlhp()&dl belore 11115 ‘l ton"ble € ourt.

7. . l’dra 7 ol the suit as st taled is u'n.mﬁcf‘ul'rctnrd The suits detailed in this
is also pcndmo !01 disposal lxlom lh]\ llnn ble Court. .

8. l’au,a_-?_% of'the plaint. as_.stmu,d_ is no_t denied.

9. Paia, 9 ol;ghc plaint. as stated xs u-nﬁmlbr olrecord,

10. Pdld i ol the plaintis a matter O;[;‘l"(‘COl“.d:

1. Pclld A1 of the plaint is aclm]tlcd Al the suits are stll pending disposal

i [

be!olc thls Hon bl¢ ( ourt,

12. Pdh 8 of the plaintis admitted.

13. Panga ..l 3 isa matter of record.
14 Para 14 of the plaint. as stated: is admitted. )
I5. Para‘* I5 ol the plaml as stated is‘ admitied.  However., it s

submllu,d lhal lhc. /\H India Mahasabhd be Al\() included in the Trust created lor

protecting: Lcnomn_ng. reconstructing  and .duu.lnpmg the temple premises.
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in short, of niz:m.aging‘all their estates ‘and all their affairs.

16. *;{Pa'ra; 16 of the plaint, as stated, is ';adlnitled. “That the trust as framed

*for méméging all the affairs of Ram Janam'Bh\urﬁ be directed o include All

Indra Mahdsabha as a member of the smd Trust for mandgmg all rhe atfairs
pertammg to ‘the Ram Janam Bhumr

17. Paxa 17 of the plaint, as stat»d is admrtted IIowever it is submitted
that All Indla Hmdu Mahasablﬂ as a party to the said Shri Ram Janam
Bhumr NldS is directly in the Sewa Pooja and all other affairs of the Ram
Janam Bhuml Temple. The All India Hmdu Mahasabln is ready to cooperate
with all Hmdu Orgdmsatrons '

18: "EPara 18 of the plaint, as stated is admrt(ed

19. --iPara 19.0f the plamt as stated, is correct

20. '3Para 20 of the plamt as stated, is correct to the core. o

21 .ﬁPara 21 of the plamt as stated, is correct.

22. ..'_fP‘ara 22 of the plaint, as stated i is corxg:ct. .

23, "{I"ﬁra'ZS Q‘f the plaint, as stated, is historicqlly correct. It is, however,
submltted that the quotation of the 1928, Edmon Parzabad Gazetter,
pubhshed by the Government Trust U.P.. State at page 179 is correct.

24, Para 24 of the plaint is hrstoncally correct and site mSpecuon of the
suit property stands testrmony :

Sub- para (a) is also correct

' Sub-para (b) is a matter of record,

Sub-para © is also correct. .
Sub-paré; (d).is also correct, -
Sub-pfar%t (e) is ;ilso correct.
Sub-fjar?a 63) rs also corréct.

Sub- para (g) is also correct.’

, Sub-para (h)i is also correct.

Contems of para 25 of the plamt as stated are correct and fully
endoraed o " ‘
26. Para 26 of the plaint is hrstorrcally correct.

27 Contents of para 27 ag utated are correct S

. 28. Para 28 isa matter of record

29, ._,P_ara 29 of the plaint as slated»ls correct,
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30. 'Para 30 of. the’ plamt as stated is correct

31. - ‘Para 31 of the plaint is admitted to be correct.

32. Para 32 of the plaint as stated is a matter of record. ;

33. ' Para 33 of the plaint as stated is a matter of record and the
ex1stence of deities and the Ram Chabootra etc, are admitted
‘toibe correct. ‘

34. " Para 34 of the plamt as stated is correct

35. 'Para 35 of the plaint is correct.

36. Para 36 is legal and admitted to be correct

©.37.. Para 37 as stated is correct.

38. That the valuation of the suit property is correct.
L R Prayer Clause -

Prayer-clause (a) is correct.

Praye'r'uj clause in sub-para (b) is correct and releifs sought by the

p1a1nt1ff be granted to the p1a1nt1ff

- ® regardlng costs, the p1a1nt1ff be awarded costs against the

contestmg defendants
Any other rehef Wthh this Hon’ble Court rnay deem just fit and
proper in the circumstances of the case be granted to the plaintiff.
New Delh1 B
Dated 14 August 1989. .
_.. S . S sd/-
R ... Inder Sane Sharma
IR "+ 7 Defendant No. 11
Through
Advocate -

VERIFICATION

Verlﬁed that the contents ofparasl 2,12, 14,115, 16, 17, 18,
19, 20, 21, 30, 31; 33, 24 35 and 36, 37, 38 are true to knowledge
of the defendant No. 11 and those of paras3 4,5,6,7,8,9, 10, 11,
13, 22 23, 24 25, 26, 27, 28 29 32 are truo on information
recelved and beheved to be correct

Slgned and Verified at New De1h1 on thrs 14t day of August
1989.

Sd/-
Defendant No. 11

. Through for All India Hindu
. Mahasabha, New Delhi.

//True Copy//
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CHIGH COURT OF JU MCATURE A LAHABAD Sl'l"l'lN(i?X"i‘“

L 1waow ' ’
ANRE

L OO\NU\O]WW

'fARHﬂNG()L1<n1u<,11ARs|||N<>° 6 O 1989

B]ldﬁ\\dn Sri Ram Virajman 811 Rmn Janma Bhumi

/\\odh\a (& Ors. . S . Lo Phaanuts
\/'c'rﬁus o L

Shn Rdl(.ﬂdl(l Singh & Ors. K A o CDetendants

WRIFN‘N S'l/\l EMENT ON BI HAI l‘ OF DEFENDANT NQ., 17 SRI

W

0.

R_/\Mlasll (,H/\NI)R/\ T RH’/_\,] _lll IN'OQ.0.5:. NO. 5 OF 1989

lha( llm answering (lululd(ml No. If has perused the above mentioned
suit anc has un(luslood the contents, ' '

T hal para. | 1038 of the plaintis A(lmllud

Ilml th plaintiftis entitled 1ot |1L refiel as pre nul in para 39.

/\(l(li'lionz‘ll Pleas

]hdl dnswering defendant is a Vaishnav™ Ramanandi devotee of Bhagwan

Su Rcll‘n.VJm‘]lmm in the Ram Japma Bhumi lgmplg at Avodhya,

! . . Vo '
“I'hat. the Muslim individually and colleetively have no right or'tile in the
said:Sri Ram Janma Bhumi Témplesand. for-uinecessary and political

i‘c‘ei%(%m lhc.y‘ want to oceupy th said temple with the aid of present party
in pmvu .

llml thessaid temple and its deity is an oh|u.1 ol worship and reverence
and- a creed ol Hindu faith dll(l th anxx\um“ clululd‘ml is stricthy follower
of. lhdl idllh.:

Lucknow

Dated:

14.08.89 . .
. Sd/= Ramesh Chandra Tripathi
Sdi= Through Shri K.P. Singh

- Advocate. High Court. Tucknow

VERI F‘l (",‘/\'I‘l(-) N

L. R«Jmu,h (h;mdld Illpdthl dclcnd(ml No. 17 do hereby verily that the

contents ol ])cllcl"lcl]’)h 106 are lIlIL [0 My own l\ﬂO\\ILd“C and belicl to be true.

SILHCd and \umul this 14" ds 1\ ol August. 1%9
i : ’ : Sd/-
(Ramesh Tripathi)

_ Sd/-
~ o “Through Shri KLP. Singh
Advocate. Tigh Court. Lucknow

UL]\I’I()W -

Dated:

14 ()x‘s 1989
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BEFORE THE HON'BLE I-IIGH COURT ALLAHZ\BAD,
: LUCKNOW BENCH LUCNOV\/

SET /SUIT No. 5 OF 1989
o (ORIGINAL SUIT No. 236 OF 1989)

ﬁ, S Bhagwan Srrram VlraJman & Ors - PIaIntIffs
& - ,fi RN Versus
Shrl Ra ender orngh & Ors S Detendants

WRITTEN STATEMENT ON BHALI‘ OF JABBAD
(HUSSAIN, DEFEN DAI\IT No.23

Defendant No.23 reqpectfuIIy submlts as under -

1.' ',r'_.That para No.1 of the suit is totaIIy false and hence

: _-'-‘\_denned in this regard special statement be seen.
2, T hat the contents of- para 2 of he surt s totally false and

-;fdemed In thre regard. specral statement be seen.

25
@

4 _Zi',"fig-contents of para No.3 and hence denled
4.__5} -"I'That answerlng Defendant has no knowledge about the

contents .of para No 4 and hence denled

3.¢ :;‘That answerrng Defendant has no knowledge about the

+ 5. ; Th_vat answering Defendant has no knowledge about the

'cont'en'ts of para No.5 anfd hence denied.

6. "il;T-h"at answering Deféndant'has no knowledge about the

o contents of para No.6 and hence denled

7. ﬂl"j That anewenng Defendant h"rs no knowledge about the

-_,5: contents of pa-ra No.7-an_d-hence denied.



8.

1o.=---
1,
12,

13 That answering. Defendant has no knowledge about the
3_’;’ co.nt'ents of para No.13 fand hence denied.

1'4;' That the contents o-f_para 14 of the suit are totally false

314

”._'That'-vanswering ;l:)e_fe'ndant has no knewledge about the

: .-;.Conftents of para No.8 and henc-e denied

Y .That answenng Defendant has no knowiedge about the

_' contents of para No. 9 and hence demed

That answenng Defendan-t has no knowledge about the
contents of para No. 10 and hence dented

That answenng Defendant has no knowledge about the

co_nten"ts of para No.11 a,nd he_nce denied.

That answering Defendant has no knowledge about the

'

. contents of para No.12'and hence denied.

and hence denied. In this regard - please see speml

E statement.

15;

That the Contents of para 15 of the suit are totally false

and hence denied. In. this regard_f please see special

16

tate'ment

That the contents of para 16 of the suit are totally false

-ﬁr and hence demed In-‘this,re.gard ‘please see special

| state_ment.
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17

That the coftents of para 17 of the

¢ and . hence denied. In this regard

. statement.

18. _frhat' the contents of para 18 of the

19.

:'.15' '-J'I"Ija'%c the contents of para 19 of the

"‘,:fand}'_hence.denied. In: this regard

statement.

f‘ﬁfi..:tandv'hence denied. In;:tlhis"re‘gérd

 statement.

20.’_.,'-

_:':Th?it the contents of. para 20 of the

: and hence denied. ‘In ‘this’ regard

< statement:

21,

That the contents of para 21 of the

and hence denied. In this regard -

. statement.

Thal the contents of bé@'fa 22 of the

S and “hence denfed. In’ this_ ‘regard.

i  staternent.

2

That the contents of péra 23 of the

. _-;ﬁ_ and, hence denied. In’ this regard °

. statement.

2 G
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suit are. totally false
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suit are fotally false
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suit are fotally false
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24.\_':;_

T hat the contents of para 24 of the

" “and-hence deni¢d. In_ this regard

25.

27.

'»Vf 'E_and ‘hence denied.’ lnjf.'this'_ fegard’

29!

i;étatément. i

That the contents of para 25 éf 'the

and hence denied. lnthrs regard

f. -'é;sfaitgment.. . : _

. That the contents of para 26 of the

::f_:’:a_‘nd} He,nce denied. Vlrj‘i"th_is regard

"f;_stat_err_w"ent. |

ffThét the contents of pare 27 of the
:f'a'nd 'lhlence d;anied."ln' tHiS' regard
: Estate‘rhent: | | ,

28;‘ Th-at' the Gontents of par'alzsvof the'

’.j_sta:lt'ement.

" That the contents of para 29 of the

- ‘and hencé denied. In this regard

" statement.

30. |

i That the contents of ba’ra 30 of the

and hence denied.. I’ this regard

© * statement.

Bl

suit are totally false
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suit are totally false
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suit are totally” false
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“That the conté’nts.of p‘éra 3.j>of_ the suit are totally talse

and hence’ denied, In ,thi'suregjard please see special

. ':}st'atément.

320

;;'Tha't the contents of para 32 of the suit are totally false

. vand hence denied. In this regard please see special

" “statement.

B

Thét the contents of paré 33 of the suit are totally false

i'.:-,fand']hénce denied. In _'this"regard please see special

i 'st’até'ment. .

34"

That the contents of p',a:ré 34 of the suit are totally false

and hence _Qdenied.'_'_ In this regard please see special

" statement.

35. -

Tha_i the contents of para 35 of the suit as mentioned are

E '-i,v'totéjlly'false and hence .d_.éniéd-'.__

36 _That no cause of a:cvtid'n is ‘accrued to the Plaintiff to file

. the present suit and in’ case:above cause of action is

" ‘accept then it shall be considered that it arese in 1049-50.

37.7 That the contents of para 37, 38, 39 are denied. Plaintiff

:.'_-' is not entitled for any rel'i_ef'. ahd suit of the Plaintiff is

~deserves to be dismissed with cost.

SPECIAL STATEMENT
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38}5 fﬁét answering Defén;da‘ri't if's: ﬁ'imp'l‘e-'a.ded in the case
bemg ..shia, ten ‘it IS ‘inﬁ‘b:r_ope,_“_r'. In this‘.‘regard there is no
:-': anydlspute betyy@én %héij’iséLjﬂﬂi Muslir‘f\'s. |

%v. 39 That plaintiffs No 1and 2 a{ré no_t_-ille'g'all"errwtity in any
::jmathne'r nor they are a:ufvth'_orivied, Plaintiff No.3 has no right
. to represent the Plaintif No. 1 and 2. -

40 Thj_ét the annexure 1'..2 'éhd-# of the suit are disputed and
su1t lproperty is not identiifiédf from the same. Suit property
_s'hQuE be des.cribed'u.h'c_.ier Orqéf 7 Rule 3 CPC, and in
f'he. facks suit is-liable t'ofbé dismissed..

41 _Th:"at' éuit property is‘-'u_naispUtédly continued as a mosque
B sinove:1‘528 and none have ‘any right in it and thus suit is
':- f'iled'én false grounds and is not maintainable. |

42-'1‘ Th}a,f the. suit: frust has no'_ right in the Babri masjid and

LS : .f land thereon Trust IS ill'_.'e._gal;. '

43 That the statement iskmva.rdje about the trust is denied for
: !éok of clarity. Apart from t_h-is any o'f__the. trust does not
,h:av'é. any- rigHi' m rela.a_ti.o'n to property of others, till this
i pr'bperty is not given in trust by its owner, Babri mosque I8
th_é property of vv'aqf?bb_o_.ard and is"'p'roperty of Allah and

iy VM“'usI'ims have, right tot offer Namaj there. Trust has no

L ri'ght'q'n the same and any rightfof the trust in it is false.



44, =_That on 22/23 Deoember 1949 in the night Abhiram Das

SR

: t{and some other persons have clandestmely and illegally

L ;:fentered into the mosque and Kept idols agamst which

o 'forlmlnal case is ftled

ln" tth.oase people should have

E Esbeen pumshed and |dol should have been removed. Govt.
f:'has punished the accused an_d. also not remove the idol
_fandf ﬂle.d_the case No. 12 of 1961.

That.by placing the idol in the temple-entire dasturi of the

ke md"stims are affected.

_E_That IdO|S have been plaoed clandestlnely which does not

e create any right..

; That so far.as the queetion of manner of offertng of prayer

' by" _‘the Hindu. religion is concerned, a‘nswering Defendant

"'f'_': has no objecti lon in it Any person can do the worship at

hrs own method but keepmg the ldOlS clandestinely and

_.f'f donng worship in thetr name does not raise any question

nor any right orea etrom the it

That 'S0 far as’ answenng Defendant understands as per

"" the Hindu rellgrous the |dols placed olandestmely does not

i .‘have any relevance and rellglon does not perrntt the

45.

46.
47;
48.

“That the suit is beyond the limitation:

; .st_olen. To take the re.llgion in th'e quarrel_is very sad.

1




50,

51,

343

That -irt the suit Stat eot UP and Gov‘t. officers are made
:party who have not gtven tegal notlce ~on this ground also
'ggwt Is not mamtatnable o

| i':That Babrt mosque is the waqf property and Sunni Waqf
:";' ‘{.Board is registered as a vvaqf in Uttar Pradesh Lucknow.

.’:: ln hls case has been’ decxded_ in the Civil Judge Faizabad

 and every person is bound from its registration.

That answering Defehét'afnt was_ the mutawalli of the
i ‘.'i:;vrlnc;)isque. Sunni Wa,q:f'B‘loard, can made him Mutawlli in
Uttar-’I'Dradesh,‘Luckn.ovt)';:Being. t‘h'e iIMam etc. he can give
fhel sélery but b'ecau.sé_olvf the attachment of mosque work

_ofthe mutwalli was almost eng-and at that since that time

* he himself is ooking the case of wagqf board.

53 That fin the case unnece‘ssary perso‘ns are made party.

Defendant No 22 to 24 are wrongly made party.

54, That m the sult the ownershlp of the mosque is involved,,

* . in which all the Mushm‘h‘ave interest and there are not

:': made the party and he_n_ce suit is liable to be dismissed.

55..

That Defendant No.3, 11, 12, 13, and 21 are not the legal

e -pérson and they ha‘ve-b‘eeh falsely 'made party, therefore

56..

sult is bad for Jomder of parttes

"That Plaintiff' No.1 has taktng the unlawful advantage of

L ht‘s reputatton and to get the fame ,‘has field the false suit.




57:; That the p'ersonality:.of Sriranw.Chandra Ji, the temple of
‘,}.his-na'me is being made m t_ﬁé north and south of the road
:‘:: of:the dispute place ih_Aydhyay and mahant and pujari
& - are there in which .F?Iain_tiff'No.S has No. ...
b8 Tﬁat the suit of the plai.nft_iff b’_e dismi.s._'s'ed with cost.

- Answring Defendant No.23
ey A . .

Sd/-

Jabbad Hussain

' .-.'iv: _l','_.t_he. éhswering dfee No.23 Jabbad Hussain do hereby
vg__i'iffy that the contents from para’; 1to .... .. are true and correct

to the best of my knowledge and belief. Nothing is false or
concealed. Verified todaya-on 12.9.89 at Court Faizabad. .

13.9.89 G Sdl-
o
jcon



IN THIE: Hl(xH ( ()UR! OF . ll)l('/\.'l‘UR’] AT ALL /\II/\H/\DI uC ]\N()\)\g
Bl NCH T ( KNOW

Regular Suit No,().\/l‘)x‘)
Original Su'iltN('),Z.?()/l'%")

Bhagwan Sri Rama Virajman & Ors. o : ... Plaintifls
L Versus - .
Sri Rajendra:Singh and Ors, o : ... Defendants

',EgvﬂwRi"rfTEN STATEM ENT OF DEFENDANT NO.24

T I]L ddunddnl No.24 begs to submrl c\\ Lmdcn -
I lhat stzncmcnl made in. n‘dm ‘ ol lhc sm p]aml u lhc dmms of the
plaintifl No.3 gukmu 10 represent Lhc dul\ Lmd the /\\lhan as a next friend are

not a‘dmit&d. and are contested,  The _h_oly‘dcﬂy and /\Slhilﬂ cannol be made

parties lo.th.is 'suit, PlaintilT No.3 has ot secured any authority (o file the suit on

behall of pldlﬂll”& No.l and 2. This defendant considerslord Rama o be above
the ]LIIlS(,llLll(m 01 this Tlon ble (mul Ilm dalcndam k.()nxldkl\ ita sacrilege (o

drag the ndmc of Lord Rama into these: munclcmc mmwclww Because this suit.

like all suns before the Court. is also lmhln.'lo be dlsmuxxul But the plaindfr

No.3 ‘nL to make Lord” I\dnm as th annuH \Jo o order 1o make sure

plaimil’l".n')) is not defeated huauw Lord chnl cannot_be deleated. = This

attempt should not bc allowed 10 sllauu!

2. [Iml as |cam<lx the contents 6l p Nm 2 \huwi the, answering delendant has

no knowlchC 0[ Sr1 Rama Janam Bhoom] h\ which is meant the exactsspot of

birth of vI,Q.rd- Rama. The site plans referred are alleged to be the part of court
record, \r;/l1‘3ic|1 ca‘n:bc verified by Lhc court. and arc ot admitted 1o be correct.
Today. lhuc art al leagt three spots in /\mdhm ulmm&d as the exact spots where
|.ord Rama was hmn Vizs

a. lhc spol being presently gILumul by lln pl‘nnult is being made known as

Ram lanam Bhoomi onl\' \"mcc 22. | .2. 1949,

b. Hu:. Ram C h lhulm ln llk wml\md (>Ul\IdL the Babri Masjid Structure. is
bcmt’ I\nm\n as Rdm lmmm Bhopmi only since 1835, _

C. lhc mmms than site Rasoi M landir. facing the I%ubrl Masjid across the

.S_U’_etl.. is traditionally - known: as Ram Janam Bhoomi since time

imimemorial,

Ihc Idsl 2 mumomd spots have not been abandoned by the belicving

dgvotccs?m /\\'Odh\d
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3, Wrth regard.to the colttents ofpe_rz\grdplis 3,4,5,6,7, 8,9 and 10 of the
suit plai'nt this defendant states that since ne was not a party to any of the
suits: and actxons mentioned, he has little knowledge about them. Since the
statements concemed the relevant records of the mentloned cases, this
defendant has nothing to say to that, and does not admlt anything.

4. Statements made In paragraph ll of the suit plaint are also matters of

record The answenng defendant sttbmlts that the issues framed in all the

four pendmg suits as stated may lnst and plompty be decrdedly by this
Hon' ble Court ‘

5. Wrth reference to paragraph 12 of the smt plamt it is most respectfully
'submlttqd that when the' four pending suits weie consolidated and the issues
have Been framed, the same:should be decided w'ithout any ﬂn‘ther delay.

6. Wrth regard to paragraph 3'of tlre plaint this defendant is also

' dlssatrsﬁed wrth the order of the sttnct Judge I‘alzalmd dated 1.2. 1986.

Smce a wrlt'petltron against that order.is pendmg in tlns Hon ble Court, this
answerrng defendant does not wish to discuss the same. But he simply
requests thrs Hon'ble Court to drspose that pendmg writ  petition

1multaneously wrth the mstant suxt and other pendmg suits.

. Wlth reference to the: st.rtements made m the last sentence of

paragraph 14 of the suit plaint, this "mswermg, defendant wrshes to place on
rcoord mat FhlS defendant considers the - mentroned structure as a maosque,
popularly known as Babrn Masjid, wluch can not be lawfully removed to
make way for a Mandir. ' _

8.. Wrth reference to the contents of paras 15 and 16 of the suit plaint, the
answermg defendant submlts that unless the issues in the four pending suits

are decrded and unless new lssues in the instant Orlglnal Suit No. 236 of
1989 are framed and decided, and unless and until ownerslnp is settled and

decrded by.. this Hon'ble Court of the land and structures called by the

: Mushms as Babn Masjid and G'an e- Qhaaeedan Qabristan and by the
'p[m[mffs rlS Ram Janmsthan, fqrmatlon ot flust eompnsmg the disputed

bproperty is 1llegal and invalid.

9. 3 Wrth reference to the sratements made in paragrdph 17 of the Suit

-plamt ‘this defendant submits thar when tlle Trust itself is lllegal and invalid,

ma_lgng it d_s_ defendant No. 21 in this suit is.meaningless. Further more such

295..
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a step rs 'dso collusive, inasmuch as plamutf Ng. 3 Sri Deoki Nandan
Agarwala is ‘one of the Trustees of the Tnm which has been made as
defendant no' 21 init. So, Mr. Agarwala represents both the plaintiffs as
well as the defendants If Lord Ram were ‘really the )lamtrft No. 1 such a
faux’ pas would never have committed.

10. Wrth reference to the statements made in. paragmph 18 this defendant
at the outser Wwishes to record the fact that he and the Muslims of India have

the hlgheat regard for Lord Rama. These sentiménts of the Muslims are best

'reﬂected in the poem entrtled “Ram composed by tlre greatest Muslim

thrr\ker of Indra of the present century. A11ama Dr Su Muhammad Iqbal,
has summed up in just one verse of the long poem what Muslims of 1ndra

think: of Shri Ram Chanderj i
" “Hae Ram ke wajood pa; Hmdostan ko ndaz -

Ahl -e Nazar Samajht-e hain usko Imam -¢- Hmd

,Meamng “India is proud of  the emstenee of Ram. The intelligent-sia

consrder hini’ as the leader of India. i

Thrs defendam submits that rt Lord Ram hrmself cou]d help it, he
would riot have liked his good name to be dragged into this unseemly and
undrgmﬁed ‘controversy. Impleading of: the great names of plaintiffs No. 1
and 2 rs théerefore, unauthorised and unwarramed Plamtrrf No. 3 has no
nght or authorrty to make the Delty and Asrh«m as the Phtmfts No. | and 2
as therr consent has not been obtained by p amurf No. 3,-and the latter has
not peen aut_horlsed or appomted by plaintiffs No, 1 and 2 to act on their
behalf Politicians and. communal rrrinded fundamentalists have set up
plaintiff no. 3 to file this frivolous suit in the name of the Asthan and
Bilar}'wan Srf Rama to serve their ow'rr narrow ooluiml'and.s‘elﬂsr hends. The .
suit plamt ﬁled asserts that “The plaintiffs above-named beg to state as
under ) and a number of mcorrect statements based on ignorance of facts and
law haVe been made thereafter. Had Lord Ram been really the plaintiff, such
mcorrect and xgnoram statements would not have been made. In fact Lord

Ram mould not have subordinated himself, the way his-devotee has done

hrm

1. . The clarm in paragraph 19 of the su:t plaint that * ‘the premises in

drspute is the place where Maryada Pur qhotmm Sri Ram Ch‘\nderjx Maharaj
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was bom is demed and contested. Tlns defendam submm thateonly since 22
December, )949 about 40 years ago, such a belxef has come into existence.
If any: documentaxy or recorded evidence is producecl by the plaintiff No. 3
cstablxshmg beyond doubt that the present belief existed berore 22.12.1949
also thx*‘ defendant will surrender all his opposxtxon

12, In this . connection, this defendant further submnts that when the Babri
Maspd vyvas bemg constructed in 1528 A.D. _N(_) such belief existed in
Ayddhyﬁ, or elsewhere that the place 'w_her_e_the fnosque was being built was
Ram .Japam Bhoomi. Goswami Sant Tulsidas, .thev great biog_rapher of Lord

Ram was alive then, and wrot’e his epicfbiogréph'v “Ram Charitra Manas”

'about tlie year 1558 A.D,, but did not complam that Babri Maspd was built

on Ram Janam Asthan The book Ram Chantm Manas isa public document.
In an’ earher perlod Valmiki wrote perhaps the first Ramayana, He
also dld not 1dent1fy the presently cnntentxous spot as Ram Janam Asthan.
. In none of the several Ram'\y"mas in several languages the said
contennous spot has been menuoned as the, place of bxrth of Lord Ram.
13, Statements made m paragraphs 20 and 21 of the suit plaint are
1rrelevant to ‘the i 1ssues in the suit, and are based on i intricacies of philosophy
and thco ogy.’ _ '
Relxgxous sentiments of plamnffNo 3 c.ontamed in para 22 of the suit
plamt are respected but the followmg passage ; in it is strongly contested:
The plaqe is a deity. It has exxsted in this mlmovable form
; 'rthrough the ages, and has ever been a juridical PEISON. wirriiiinnns

“Thus Asthan Sri Rama Janama: Bhuml Jis an indestructible and

immovable Deity who has continued to exist throughout the ages.”

Fact of the whole matter is that 1dea of Ram Janmsthan was first

ﬂoated by Brmsh East India Companys dgents in 1855 in order to
destabtllze ‘the 1eg1me of this Detendants forebear, the ng of the realm
Wajxd All Shah At that time a spot outside the stxuctuxes of the Babri
Mlz_li,spd, in'a corner of the courtyard was claimed as Ram Janam Asthan. But

the King settled the dispute by parlition‘inb out the plot 17 ft. x 12 ft. naming

it: as Ram Chabutra and by ngmg “it to--the Hindus to do “paats” of

quayana, peace was then restorPd

Agam for the first time on 22 12 1949 the Ram Janm Asthan claim
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was: shlfced from Ram Chabutra to right msxde the mosque just beneath the

main Iarae dome of the Babri Maspd

Earher than 185 the undlsputed'Ram Janm Asthan was the old
Janam Asthan Sita Rasoi Mandir across - the street on a mound facing the
Babii- Masycl ' : '

All the above mentioned three Ram :Janam Asthans are now beligved

to be Lmd Ramas probable places of blrth viz, (1) inside the Babri Masjid

‘beneath the main dome since 1949, (ii) at Ram Chabutra in the courtyard of

the Babrx Masyd since 1855, (m) at the: old Ram Janam Asthan Mandir
whcrc Slta Rasm 1s also situated, and whose present M'llmnt is H‘uxhar Das,
aged over 100 years. L
That tze statemen s made in the t { two sentenccs 01 pamgraph No.
23 of the plamt are the most 1mportant and all Mushms of India are willing
to make that as the 1ssue ‘and sett ¢, the d spute one way -or other at this.
Paragraph No 23 opens thus: ’I . R
“That ‘the books of history and publu, 1ecoxds of ummpeachabh
'mthentxcxty estabhsh indisputably that there- was. “an anc1ent temple of
Mahalaja karamadxtyas time of Sn Rama Janam Bhumi’ Ayodhya That
I‘cmple was destroyed partly and an attempt was made to raise a mosque
thereat by the force of arms, by Mir Baqta commandex of Babar's hordes.”
‘The plaintiff No. 3 Sri ‘Deokj Nandan qurwal in-a booklet named
“erk_‘l_i.ama,lanam Bhumi” published by “Sri Rama Janam Bhumi_ Mukti
Yagvhaf-Sami‘ti", 58, Rajendra Nagai‘,‘LQckno‘w,'has written at page 2 as
follows . Ay '
- “That there was an anclent Temple of Mﬂhaxay\ kardmadnyws
"-Etlme at Sn Rama Janam Bhuml is a fact of history, which s
‘:'mdxspu;able, although there is spme cor)tlovel_sy as to which of the
o .iVikramaditya fesurr.ectcd tlﬂe"p’lace and built the magnificent
. ‘.ETemple
) f'_In paragraph No. 23 of the suit plaint there is a reference to 1928
Edihqn of the Fyzabad Gazetteer published by the then British Government
in Uttfar Prédesh wherein at page 1’79"th‘=1¢ are stories of Moghul Emperor

Babar commg to Ayodhya, halting there for a week, destroying the ancient

temple at Janamsthan, and bmlduw the quu Mosque on g site the
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rr'xaterials"of the old.destroyed Mandir. But it.is a well- known fact of history
that Emperor Babat never came to Ayodhya "And that the Babri Mosque was
built by Mrr Baqr and not by Babar has been :1dmmed in the suit plaint

1tself Further nmore, Babar in his Babar- Nnna, whrle recording his daily

‘ drary, has made no mention of vmtmg Ayodhya, desuoymg Mandir or

burldmg Mosque there, although in other pages of Babarnama many things
adverse are also mentioned. '

But the Fyzabad anetteer of 1877 thrs Defendant submits, does not
contam any mentron of destruction of any" ‘Mandir’ and building of Babri or

any Masyd on the Mandir land. Of the .two Gazetteers , the one

'contemporary and more near to the date concerned will have to be relied on.

Drstrlct Gazetteers of the British Government as is well known, were
no works ofhlstory They only reﬂected the pohey of the alien-Government
to dlvrde the vast populatron “of India by creating conflicts such as the
presemt ‘one, nnd to perpeluale (g mingrity rule of the foreign imperialist

power Thrs defendant submits that-all the aforesard and other conflicting

_ ‘faets need to: be’ mvestrgated by this Hon' ble Court or by & Commission of

Experts ofhrstory and archaeology to aruve at the truth.

I—Iowever after all said-and done, it is most respectfully submitted that

if only thrs clarm is proved that a Mandir was demolished and Babri Masjid

~was' burlt on 'the Mandir land this defendant and all other Muslims will

. 'gladly demohsh and shrft the mosque and return the land for building of the

M'lndlr thereon )

But if. this is not a fact, the Babn MaSer must i all faimess be
rcmmed to Muslrms ‘

In this connecuon the (’.ollowrm= quotdtron of Swami Sw'rroopananda
SarasWatr, the Shankeracharya of Dwarka ‘Pecth, and pubhs 1ed in the
natronal newspaper on 14" May, 1987, is being reproduced below from
anmr Awaz-Urdu Darly of Lucknow:

&QMWMEMJW
Pune (Maharashtra) 13 May-

Jagadguru Shankaracharyya bwaroppdnanda Saraswatr has proposed

that to resolve the Ram Janam. Bhumr Babri Masyd tangle an Authority

' should be constnuted
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Aadressmg a ga:hering of the All lndxa Vuodhman Asthan Kwasi Jain
Shraman Sangh here yesterday he sald lhat if it is proved that Moghul

Emperor Babal got the: mosque consrructed 4fter demo nhmg Mandir, then

.suxely, the_. Hindus should get the Mandu. But if it is found that Hindu

Admi'his'tratoi"s made the Mandir after: destroying the mosque, then the place
will have to be made over to Muslims.” . - v

;II)- thxs~ connection, the ccleblated Mushm hnstouan qnd scholar
Maulhhé Syéd Sabahuddin Abdur Rahman (since expired) in his well-known
tre’atxse “BABRI MASJID” wrote at page 5 at the very beginning of his
preface thus: (translatlon from Urdu). N ‘

"' “On behalf of Muslims I also have a ught to say that if it is proved
tha,l Babn Masyd hes been built aftex demohshmg Ram lanam Bhoomi

Mandlr on its place ‘hen such a mosque if bu1lt on such an usurped land
desewes to be destro ved. No heologe'm 01 Aallm can give Fatwa to hold
Namaz in it s

In the monur: ‘ntal theologxcal work l‘amwa-e Alam;,m volume 6
page 214, the follow ing is the" rulmg (tr'mslatlon)

“It is not permissible to build mosque on unlawtully acquired land.
There may be many founs of unlawful acquxsmon For nmance if spme
pcoplc forc;bly take somcbodys houss (or land) and byild a mosque or even
Jama Masyd on it, then N_amaz insucha _mosque will-be against Shariat.”

": '-fOthc»r‘ assertio ;s made in paragraph 23 of the Plaint, not specifically
_deah With ébove, are contested and clenl_e:dl .' ‘

16. }’arts ‘of the contents of pam;rap'h 24 of. the suit plaint have been
answered in para 15 above, This defend‘mt ;ubmlts that plaintiff No. 3 is not
competent to. interpret Koran lslamlc Shariat, and Islamic custom and
praqt'ces whxch lie has tried o do in sub- paragraphs A, B,C,D,E,Fand G
of the paragraph 24. The mtelpletatlons given are suongly contested. The
ontentlons in the suit plaint in this neg,ard are wholly lrrelevant with the
pOmts at issue. This defendant states: .'

(A) -That Emperor Babar or er B'\qx dld not destroy or dempolish any
Mandlr '

B) - Emperor Babar or his commander Mir Baqi did not construct the

< mosqué on the land of or on the ruing of any Mandir. Mir Bagi
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’buxlt the B'rbu Masjid on vacant land

) Sanctrty of Babri Mosque was not atfected by the creation of Ram
_Chabutra on-the courtvud or by lhe Mosque bung surrounded by
"M'mdrrs } .

@D) - There is. no tenu of Islam agwmst existence st a mosquc in a noisy
lplqce_ or in a non-Muslim locality.

(B) ﬁi\/[inaret is no essential part of a mosque.

(F) "Non -existence of a water 1eservou in it does not make a Mosque
‘a§'no mosque.
}‘;I‘mally speakmg, if it is not a mosque how it is-claimed that mosque

was burlt after destroying the Mandir,

17. The statements made in paragmp} 25 of the suit plaint are based on

imagmatlon and are r(;ntestcd

18, Statements made in_paragraph 26 of the Suit Plaint are mostly
irrc]cvam and are nm:tcrs Qf m;qrd the same. are not admitted. Namaz
partrcularly Fr\day Namaz used to be regularly held in the Babri Masjid, and
the last Namaz was held on 22,12.1949. The Imam, who led the prayers
regularty till 22.12, 1949, was Maulana HaJr Abdu] Gaffar and he is alive and

. llves at Mohalla Qaziana, Ayodhya, District I'arzabad Whrle the Plaintitfs

have demed here that there was a Mutawallr they have admitted in
paragraph 32 of the plaint that defendant no. 23 was the Mutawallr of the
Babn Maspd and that is why he has been made defendant. This itself shows

‘ that Lord Rama couln not have besn the Plaintiff of tlns St

That the stat« nents made in paragraph 27 of the suit plaint are
mc01rect What actually happened on the mght between 22.23 December,
1949 Is best narrated by the then Deputy- Commissioner of Faizabad himself
in an afﬁdavrt filed by him on behalfof the St"«te bemg Defendant No. 6 in
Regular Suit.No. 25 of 1950. Xerox copy of telévant portion of the said
Afﬁdavrt is'being made Annexure N hereto Destructron of the graveyard,
done by the plaintiff No. 3's party was.an-act of sacrilege and was illegal.
Thg 5ame was done after 23.12,1949. In this connection attention is invited
of your Lordshlps to the Thana Diary entry made by the constable who was
on beat duty on the said night between 22.-23 December, 1949 which is also
in _,,‘the _records of Regular Suit No.-25 'of 1950, which is before your
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Lordshxpe m thls amﬂgamated hearing.

; That as regards the contents. of " para - 28 of the Suit Plaint, it is
submxtted that under the Constltunon of Seculax India rel 1g10us places of all
the commumtles ought to be protected by ‘the Govemment and the action of
its offcers for the protection of Babri Masjid and for preventing any breach
of peace was fullyJustlﬁed The Objectton of the Plaintiff to this rule of law
is unfortunate .

21, Wlth refelence to the statements contdmed in paragraph 29 of the Suit

&’ Plamt ‘it is submitted that the contents, therem are imaginary and speculative

o,
el

and’ are not based on law. The claim of advetse possesston in respect of
'rehgious p]'lces like Babri Masjid is Lmjusttﬁed and ill egal. Moreover, the
adverse possessxon if any was 1lwqys with guilty knowJedge, and was
malaﬁde . N ' T
22: { That as regards the contents ot paragxaph 30 the answering defendant
beheves that the Hindu population’ of India has- always’ been by and large
secular, otherw1se India would have been a Hmdu Dhaxmtc State. The
mﬁnttely small minority amongst Hmdus to whtch group the plamtttf no. 3
and. the party of which he is the Vlee Plesxdent namely the Vlshwq Hmdu
arlshad belong, have little or no vaice. in the countxy In last 42 yedI‘S after
Indxa gamed freedom from foreign rule the plaintiff no. 3 and his like-
mmded political parties have never been able to win more than 1 or 2 percent
of the total number of seats in the In(han Parliament. thereby exposmg their
followmg in the country.. The answering defendant believes that the Hindu
puhhe and’devotees who have ltapplly_e-qfe.-x1sted in Ayodhya with the Babri

o Masjid for over 400 years since its constriction in 1528 will never commit

i 9‘&« ‘ an:a'c"'t of Adharma by demolishing: the Babri Masjid'und constructing a

% Mandxr ovel it" by illegal .means as thteatened by -the- Plamtlff No. 3 on
30 :9 1'989 especxallv when this IIon ble Court i is seized of the matter and an
ord ffox status-quo is in force. lhe threats contdined in paragraph No. 30
amount it is most respectfully submntted to contempt of Court.
23._' That the views contamed in. para 3l of the Suit Plaint are
1msconce1ved The present suit 1s nothmg but a guise to cover the short
commgs of the other original suits, and is bound to create more disputes than

sol’we. them. .Contrary to what have been asserted in the plaint, the fact is that
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3 34,

there. drej.'n'o differences between Shia and Sanlli sects of Muslims in India
and e’sewhexe so far as the protecnon of mosques, mcludmg the Babri
mosque, 18 concemcd _ .

24. That as regards paragxaph 32 of the Suxt Plaint, this Defendant states
that the Babn 1\/135)1d was built by Mxr Baqx, a Shia Musllm and the
Mutawalllshxp devolved upon his descendants since. mcepnon in 1528
thhout brea But both Shia and Sunni Mushms used to offer Namaz in the
Babrt'_.Masjld, as indeed in all Shia managed mosques all over the world, in
their.‘o\/\;n ‘differe'nt ways. Sunni Muslims however were permitted by the
Shia MUIﬁWﬁHl 20 form their own da1ly Jamaat in the Babri Magjid since
about’ 1925 because by then the Shia pOp'llElllOll in Ayodhya had dwindled.
The: Sunm Imam ‘Maulana Haji Abdul Gaffar was the last Imam of Babri
Mas_nd who led the last Namaz oh 22.12. 1949, -

25, That as regards paragraph 33 of Suit Plaint, since every mosque is a

pubh_c p_roperty and all Muslims regardless of their sect are its beneficiaries,
every memoer of the Muslint corllrnuxli;'y has’vt'igh_t to represent the case of a
ntosquet Attexn.pt of the Plaintiff No. 3-to drive'a wedge:between Shias and
Sunnis’in this Hon'ble’ Court in the irxstant proceedings is deplored. The
Sunn:i éentrnl Wagf Board, Defendant No. 4, and its co-defendants No. 5 and
6, be:ng the. present three plamtlffs in Suit No. 12 of 1961 have the full
support of thxs answering defendant as Presxdent All India Shia Conference
in- thelr Just struggle for the recovery of Babri Masyd In fact this is the
reason no Shia Muslim, mcludmg the Shia Mutawalh of Babn Masjid, or the

tha central Waqf Board or All India Shia Conference has ever opposed or

s contested the claxm of Plaintiffs in Suit No 12 of 1961. The possession of

thc Babrl Mas_]ld and - the Qabustan or’ Uan) e- Shahldan adjoining that
mosque on the mosque land, which is w1th the Court Receiver and under an
older of Status quo of thls Hon'ble Court should not be mterfered with by
the Plamtxffs party. . '

26 That as regards the contents ofparagraphs 34 and 35 of the Suit Plaint,
the 2 answermg defendant bemo a fepr'es#ntatlve of the Shia Muslims of India
is deadly against any form of Sacultglous actions. He is of the firm view that
no place of worslnp of any rehg\on should be destroyed ‘and no place of

worshxp should be constructed on the ruins - of the destroyed one. The
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Answering defen'dant ﬁrmly believes that the Babri Masjid was certainly not built after
destroying the Villrramaditya Mandir or any temple. Yet, at the same time if it is
unequ1vocally proved in this Hon’ble Court in the hght of historical archaeological and
expert scientific, evrdence that the Babn Masjid was really built after demolishing any
Mandir on the Mandlr lan_d, only then this defendant will mthdraw his opposition.

As a further concess1on to the Pla.mnff No.: 3 and to the Hindu community of
- India whose rehglous sent1ments the said Plamtlff and his party are trying to wrongly
arouse since last 3 years this Defenda.nt is prepared to withdraw his opposition also if
. itis unequwocally proved in thlS Hon’ble Court that the belief, of Ram Janam Asthan
- being at the presently clalmed spot inside the Babri Masjid, existed from before the
Babn Masjid Was bult ex1sted from before the Babri Mas_]ld was built. And that the
% Babri Maspd wa_s knowmgly built on the R_am Janam Asthan spot.

27. Regardlng paragraph 36 of the SLIlt Plaint, it is subrmtted that no cause of

tion accrues to the P1a1nt1ffs

28. With regard to para,graph 38 of the Sult Plamt this Defendant submits that the
suit has been under-valued

29. That as regard the contents of. paragraph 39 ‘of the Suit Plaint, this Defendant
submits that the Pla.lntiffs have made out no case ‘and are not entitled to any relief,

- and the suit is hable to be dlSI‘nlSSCd

30 It is 1rre1evant 1f the disputed Waqf is Sunm or Sh1a In elther case ownership of
the Waqf v.ests m alrmghty Allah.

31. Once it is adn’ntted that a mosque Was bullt hundreds of years ago and was used
»,as such it became Waqf by user, 1rrespect1ve of the fact whether or not legal formalities

fnr creating a Waqf were observed

.

32. The Suit is ldeﬁnitely' barred by limitation ':'
33. The claim is also 'harred by the principle ‘of estoppel.'

" Lucknow, FE . o o : Sd/-
Dated 4.09. 1989 _ ) a ' Defendant No. 24
o VERIFICATION

_ I, Prince: Anjum Quder son of Late Prince Méher Quder aged 67 years by fajth
Shia Muslim, ,by ‘nationality Indian, by profession Landlord, being the elected
President of All India Shia Conference and being the Defendant Nol 24 in the Original
Suit No. 236 off 1'989 do hereby solemnly affirm and very that statements contained in
paragraphs no. 2 3, 7 10, 11, 12, 16, 23 ‘and 25 are true to my knowledge, those in
paragraphs no; 14 15, 18, 19 and 24 are based on infor matlon which I believe to be

true, and the_res_t are my submissions to th1s Hon'ble Court.

Signed and verified at Lucknow on 4t d'ay.of September, 1989.
o . Sd/-
Defendant No. 24.
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IN THE HON'BLE HIGH COUR’l OI1 JUDICATURE AT
Do ALLAHABAD SIT’UNL: AI‘ LUCKNOW

0. OSUII‘NO 5 OI‘ 1989

Bhagwan Sn Ram eraJman & others - ' o . .‘.‘..'-:.. Plaintifts
Vs, =
RaJendra Smgh & others ST Detendaxm

WRITTEN STATEMENT UNDLR ORDl‘ R VHI RULE 1 QF-C.R.C

QN.EE.&&LL.)LLEELNLA&M

L
1. ’fha_t the contents of para 1 of the plaint are denied. Neither the
plaiﬁi’iffNo I nor plaintiff no. 2 are the deities within the meaning of Hindu
Law nox they are juristic person to file the suit.” Remammg contents of para
are also demcd Kmdly see Addl: Pleds.
2. That the contents of para 2 of the plamt are demed The area and the
places mdlcated in Annexures No. 1, 2 and 3 of the plaint are neither Ram

Janam_Bhooml nor Ram Janam Asthan.” ‘However, it is evident that there

" exists a Mosque known as Babri Masjid, the existence of this mosque is

establiélled 'by recgrd, Historic, Judicia{-and iieygnue. The filing of the suit

-no. 2 of 1950 are not denied' See the Addl: Pleas.

3. That in reply to the coments of para 3 of the plaint, only the filing of
the émc No 2 of 1950 is admitted but not the_contents of the plaint of the
Sﬂld suxt ’Ihe remaining contents ofp'xm under reply are demed Kindly see
Addl Pleas : , \
4. That.in reply to the contents of para 4 of the ‘plaint n may be pointed
out thgt the relxef claimed m suit no. 2, of 1950 is wholly 1msconce1ved and
Iegally not B .

That in reply to the contents of pala Softhe plamt the filing of suit no.
25 of 1950 is admltted but the contents of the plaint of the said suit are
demed Remammg contems ofthc para under- reply are also demed
6. That 4dn reply to the contents of para 6 of the plamt the filing of suit
No 26 of” 1959 is admitted while the allegatxons of the plaint of the said suit

are dcmed The initiation of-the proceedmg under Sec. 145 Cr.P.C. and the

appomtment of the receiver, which’ still contmue is also not denied.

.Howgvg:r, remaining con;ents of para ‘unde_r‘ reply are denied. See Addl.
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Pleas: :

7. .'That‘in’reply to the contents of. para’7 of the plaint, the suit No. 12 of

v 1961 mcludmg its contents are admxzted the same may be decreed.

8.' That in‘reply to the contents of para 8 of the plamr it may be pointed
out that the order dated 8" august, 1962 was rightly passed. Remaining
contcnts of para under reply are not admnted as framed. :

’I‘hat in reply to the contents of pna 9 of the pldmt it may be pointed
out that the averments related to the JLIdlClal record, and hence are not
demed ‘ .

10. That in reply to the contents of para 10 of the plaint it may be pointed
out that at the trme of grantmg of the sald mJuncnon the answering deféndant
was: not a party. in suit no. 2 of 1950 The said suit was also not in the

lepresentanve capacrty Hence the answermg defendant is not bound by the

.gald mtenm mjunc[mn The answerrng defendam is advised. to state that the

mterrm mjunctron order dated 16.1. 19‘50 as modrﬁed on 19:1.1950 was also
beyond the scope of suit No. 2 of 1950 Rernammg contents of the para
under reply are also denied. ' ‘

H_._j I’hat m reply to the contents of para 11 of the plamr it may be pointed
out: that Poo_|a etc. even in the reslncted way, was wrongly permitted.
HOWeVex the appomtment of receiver is ot drsputed

712.'1: ?That the conterts of para 12 of the plaint are denied. The averments

of para under reply, as regatds performmg rchgxous ceremomes durmg the
pendency of the suit is also incorrect and demed See Addl Pleas.

13.ﬁ :‘That the contents of para 13 of the pl_arnt are not admltted as framed,
ansj\a\./lering_- defendant is adviéed to s’tate ,'tna‘t the order of District Judge dated
112» '1986 i's-wh'olly illegal and is also’void being in utter violation of the
pnncrp es of natural justice. Howevex the 9a1d order has been challenged in
two wnt petitions, vide W.P. No. 746/86 and writ petition No. 3106 of 1986,
14_: * That the contents of para 14 of the plamt are demed There is no deity
in the premxses in dispute within the meam.né and concepl of Hindu Law and
as such there i 1s no question of devotees éte. ThP averments pertaining to the
money recelved by the receiver are demed for want of definite knowledge.

15-.' .

quesnon of construction ot any temp]e over; the site in questron Answering

That the contents of para lb of the plarnt are demed There is no

.
~
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defendam ancl his co-religionist have a nght to resist any such ath_mpt The
premxses is a mosque and muslims lmve d ught to offex ndmaz in it, Neither
Jagadaguru has any right or locus in the ‘matter and nor hc can execuic any

deed legally in.respect of the prermses in questron The ‘mswermg defendant

s not aware ofthe religious sect of the so called vanagles of Ayodhya.

16. That in vxew of the submissions. made above the contents of para 16 of
the piamt are- vehemently denied. The so called trist deed is o nullity. [t has
no Iega} basis and the same has no 1elevance in the present CONIIOVErsy.

That the contents of para 17 of the pldmt are vehemently denied. The
S0 galled ‘Nyas has no locus in the mattel nor it can be a panty to any suit.

18. That the contents of para 18 of the pldmt are vehemently denied. No

other suit is needed. The present suit Is also barred by limitation. The
'averments of tﬁe para'un}der reply have been made with a,m_alat'xde’ intention
by vvhi;’ch the pleintiff no. 3 only wants to boost his own status, while he has
no 1ocus, neither there is any deity having a juristic personality (or juristic
peris,ort")' and nor the plaintiff No. 3 is a next frfenti of any deity and the only
persorrs who have a-right to worship in the premises in dispute, ie. the
mosque are the muslims. '

19.° Thac the centents of para 19 of the plamt are vehementlv denied.
There is no evidence, hlS[OI‘lC or otherWLse, to mdxcate that Sn Ram Chandra
ji was ‘born there., . '

2'0.: That the contents of para 20 of the pldmt are vehemently denied. As
the‘re.l'rs no 'dexty, there is no question of any devotee and there is no question
ot‘-‘:eny asthan also. It is an innovat.ion'even' in Hindu law; the answering
defeﬁdant is advised to state that the ‘so'called asthan can not be treated as a

_]UHSUC person and as such the suit is s not mamtamable on this count also.

Ktndly see addl pleas. :

2] That the contents of para 21 of the plamt are vehemently denied, the

o concepts of the varous. schools of” thought of Hmdu religion are not relevant

to the controversy before this Hon' ble Court

'72 That the contents of para 22 of the. plaint are denied, various
phllosophres fictions and concepts of Hmdu religion are not relevant for the
controversy to be adjudicated in the 4 suxts 1eferred to above

3. That the contents of para 23 of the plamt are denied.” The narration of
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‘. lustory in the plarnt is false and bascless. No autrentlc book of history has

been referred m the plaint. The premises has always been a mosque since its
constmrtron in smeenth century, it has always been. used by the muslims for

offermg namaz and for no other purposé. Remark in the gazette is not an
authentrc 1ecord (_)_f history. It is only a _generali_secl observation, the Gazette
also 'di'oe's not make any reference ef any z ulthentic history or record. The
prllars are not' ot Kasauti. However, it is not lelevant as the fact remains that
it is’ a mosque and has always been used as mosque and it is wholly
mcorrect that ‘anybody else other than mushms worshipped in the building
which 1s called Babrl Masjid. The nananon of hxstory by the plaintiff is
baseless and false There is no evidence. ot the demolition of any temple for
the- constructmn of this mosque ‘

24. That the contents of para 24 of the- plamt are vehemently denled the
quotatlon from Holy Quran has been meorrectly quoted and the same is out
of context There is no evxdence of demolmon of any temple The contents

of sub paras are also clerued On the baSrs of judicial records and other

' evrdence, 1t is. clear that the premises in quesuon has always beent 4 mosque

in whlch muslrms had been offering 1egular namaz up to 22" December,
1949 No speuﬁc shape or specrﬁc desrgn has been prescribed for the
most;ue m Islam The shapes and archrtectural designs of the mosque vary
in drfferent parts of the world and even:jn India. The Ganj-e-Shahidan also
belongs to muslnns and vests in God Al mrghty

25. That ‘the ‘contents of para. 25 of the’ plalnt are denied. ‘The building has
alwaysbeenamosqlle L e e

26.: That the contents of para 26 of the plamt are vehemently demed The
bulldlng known as Babri Masjid has always been in use as 4 mosque and the

muslrms have offered namaz in it smee rts conslrucnon ull 22" December,
194() ‘some of those who offered N'\mzu in it are still available. Some part
of the mosque was damaged in the t:ommunal riot of 1934 dnd the same was
repaured soon thereafter. The threat’ contamed in the par: a under reply is most
unwarranted ‘There is no dispute between Slnas and Sunnis over the mosque
in questron. Mosque is vested in aluughty and every Muslim (Shiag ot
Sunms) have the right to offer Namaz in any Masjid. The averments in the

pam under reply are wholly i mconcct nnd false,
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27.: That the contents of para 27 of the plamt are vehetmnt]y demed ‘As
narrated m the foregoing paragmphs some persons between the night of
22/23 Deecmber 1949, illegally emexed mto the mosque- about which FIR
was. 1odged at the police station, Ayodhy'\ in'the morning ot 23" December,

1949 .Z.Sqm‘e of the culprits were named'in the FLR. ‘and on that basis the
proééé’éﬂihgs u/s 145 Cr.P.C. were initiated»artd the mosque was attached, the
attachment contmues, there was no so called eeremony nor any supernatural
happenmg Kmdly see Addl. Pleas.

28. That the contents of para 28 of the plamt are vehemently denied. Itis
mcorrect that mus ims do not live nealby They do live there but the
mushms were not in a posmon to prevent the afmesalcl illegal act done with
the conmvance of the loca admmxstrahon The muslims acted as the law
ab)d.-mg c1txze_ns and pursued the legal remedy available to them but no party
can'be'pelmitteti to take beneﬁt of the delay caused in a Court of law. Here
it may also be pomted out that the rights of the mushms to offer namaz

should have beén protected but the machmery of law failed in it. Only the

'mushms still have the right to offer namaz .in.the buxldmg and no other

commumty has any right in the said- bmldmg The ploeeedmgs u/s 143
Cr. PC have not-been dropped but after the filing of the suits the proceedings
u/s 145 Cr.P.C. were stopped and consl_gned'_to record.

29, H.irhat_ in view of the submissions tnade in the foregoing paragraphs. the
con-tehts of para 29 ef' the 'p'laiht'are dénied,' .Neither there is any deity and
nor‘.'th.:ere co‘ul.dvbe 'an)'/ impleadment of it. Plaintiff no. 3 also has no locus
standl and 50 also plaintiffs no. 1 and 2, '

30;‘; That the contents of para 30 of the plaint are demed There is no

questxon of any devotee, and the present campaign and prochumnon made in

thﬁ plamt has nothing 1@ do with the stxuggle for freedom of the country.

I‘here s no questxon of construction of any: temple there such an attempt will

be reststed there is no legal right for the construction of temple on the site in

questton.- The dssertion in the para tmder neply are most unwarranted,

amount to mcxtement of an offence -and qlso -amount to contempt, by way of
u-nd_ermmn_lg the authority of tl this Hon' ble Court as, it may be pointed out
thztt the interim order passed by this Hon'ble Court ‘on 3.2,1986 in W.P. 746

of 1986 for maintaining status quo, is still in operation.
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3L Thét the'contents of para 31 of the'plavintare denied.. ‘As there is no

deity there is no questron of its next friend 'and a Judrcral decxsron will be
brndrng Upon all Disregard of the Rule of law pleaded in the plaint is
regretted,

32. That the contents of para 32 of the phml are demed " The matter has

already been adjudlcated

- 33,0 That the contents of para 33 of- the plamt are denied. 1t may be

pomted out that the entire complex belongs to Waqf Babri Masjid, the
exrstence of whrch cannot be denied.

34, That the contents of para 34 of the plamt are- vehemently denied. The

pxcmlses has always been a mosque and 1t has been used as such and no one

‘can remove the structure.

3s. That no doubt that the muslimg fear the God othet contents of para 35
ofthe plamt are demed None of the' plamtlft has any status to maintain the
su1t . . .

36. That the contents of para 36 ofthe plamt are denied. Plaintiff has no
cause of actron mcludmg the plamtrff no. 3 The cause ofactron if any, had
accrued in 1950 : '

37. That the contents of para 37 of the ptamt need no reply.

That the contents of ‘para 38 ot the plaint are demed the contents of
para 38 ofplamt are vague and property. in'suit has not been properly valued.
39, That the contents of: para 39 ot the plamt are. deniéd; the plaintiffs are
not entrtled to get any rehef and the surt is hable to be drsmrssed with specml

COStS

'
v

ADDITIONAL PLEAS -

40, '{-T_hat_ on behalf of the All India Sj.’h'ia Conference it may be pointed out

that the premises in question always_ha_s,'been mosque and it is a mosque.

That in the night of 22/23" December 1949 certam persons forcibly

entered into the mosque and put an 1dol in the same; agamst them an F.L.R.

'was lodged in the Police Station,. Ayodhya in the morning of 23" of

December 1949, A case under Section 448, 147, 148 LP.C. etc. was
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34T

' reg1stered on the basis .of that FI R. the proceedings under

Sectlon 145 were taken and the prermses was attached. A
reCexver was appointed in the proceedmgs under section 145
of’ the Cr. P.C. later that arrangement was also maintained by
the C1v11 Court in the Civil suits. The said premises is still
under the control of the receiver and.in other words the same
is. under the control of the court The premises when ever
released must go to the Mushms to be used as a mosque. And
no - one has any right 1n respect of th1s premises except
Mushms :

That it may also be pomted out that the suit is not

maintainable. There is no Hindt deity a8 juristic person in
relatlon_ to the premises in question nor there is any Hindu
deity with the name and ‘style of Asthan Srin Ram Janam
Bhiumi Ayodhya. It may also be pointed out that Sri Deoki
Nandan Agarwal has no _nexns with the premises in question
nior he has any managerial and beneficial’interest. He cannot
be'?next friend to the deity. Hence the suit is not maintainable.

Place: Lucknow '
Dated: 16 09. 89/18 09.89

Sd /

Syed Mohd ‘Hasnain Abidi
. Hony. General Secretary

‘All India Shia Conference.

Defendant No. 25,

VERIFICATION

I Syed Mohd Hasnaun Abidi, Hony General Secretary, of All India

Sh1a Conference, Defendant No. 25 do hereby verify that the

contents of- above written statement from paras 2 to 7, 9 to 15, 18,
19, 23,to 28, 30, 33 to 36 and 39 to 41 ‘are true to my own
knowleéige'and those of paras from 1, 8, 16, 17, 20to 22, 29, 31, 32,

37, 38 "Land‘ 42 are believed by me to be true on the basis of legal

advice :.jémd: :'information'received‘..'.So help me god.
Verified this 16/ 18t day of September 1989 at'Lucknow.

Sd/-
Defendant No. 25

S.M. Hasnain Abidi
.Hony General Secretary

© . All India Shia Conference
- Naden Mahal Regd. Lucknow.

// True Copy/ /




IN THE SUPREME COURT OF INDIA
| CIVIL APPELLATE JURISDICTION
“LANO. _OF2017 -
- N
CIVIL APPEAL NO. 4768 4771 OF 2011
IN THE MATTER OF:
BHA'GWAN' SRI*.RAM'_A \__‘/IR/—\'JMAN‘A DT
ND OTHERS. - . _APPELLANTS
VERSUS
$1.{ RAJENDRA SINGH & ORS. : -~ ..RESPONDENTS

AN APPLICATION FOR PERMISSION TO FILE
ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS

To, | o T
HON'BLE . CHIEF JUSTICE OF INDIA AND HIS COMPANION
JUSTICE OF HON'BLE SUPREME COURT OF INDIA

T’he'hu}_mble _pe,titidn of the petitioner

_ 'abovefnar'ned_:

@; ST RESPECTFULLY SHOWETH -" i.
1. That the above captloned pet|t|on has been filed "against the
| common Judgment and order dated 30 9 2010 passed by Hon'ble
High Court of Judlcature at AIlahabad Lucknow Bench Lucknow

in O.0. S No 5 of 1989 (Regular Sunt No 236/1989) 0.0.S. No.




4L

4 of 1989 (regular Sunt No. 12/1961), OOS No. 1 of 1989
(regular SLllt No 26/1959) and and the same is pending

. ' adJudlcatlon before this Hon ble Court

2. That the appellant is filing some‘documents which are essentlal
for the proper adJudlcatlon the matter by thlS ‘Hon'ble Court and
% hence pr_a.vyed ,that he.may be permltted to file these documents
in the interest-iof justice. B |
. ERAYER' |
It is therefore most respectfully prayed that thlS Hon'ble Court
may graoously be pleased to:- S . o

g) permit the appellant to file addltlonal documents and the same

may be tak;en on record in the interest ofjustlce.

(b) - Pass any'.f, jsfuch' other order/orders that this Hon'ble Court may

deem fit'and proper in the facts and circumstances of this case.

- NN - FLEDBY;

4

[P.V. YOGESWARAN]
ADVOCATE FOR THE APPELLANT

NEW DELHI @ = -

FILED ON  2.2.2018 .
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©INTHE SUPREME COURT OF INDIA -
" CIVIL APPE!_.LATE JURISDICTION
LA. NO. OF 2016
INuyeg—
© CIVIL APPEAL No7‘4771 OF 2011
IN THE MATTER OF:

Bhagwan'-js.}” Ram Virajman & (,.)rs.." O ...APPELLANTS

R S - VersUs

Shrl Ra]endra Slngh &Ors Etc. Etc o - - ..RESPONDENTS
' AFFIDAVIT )

I, ‘I'rllokl Nath Pandey, Aged about 68 Years, S/0. Late Shri
Askrut Pandey Rao, R/o. Karsewak Puram, District Faizabad, Uttar
Pradesh;,. Presenty at New Delhx, do hereby solemnly affirm and
declare. as under -

1. That,_»I.am next friend of the;petitioner No.l and 2 and I am the
Pet‘i‘ti'ﬂoner No.3 in the ab'ové mentioned ‘C'ivil Appeal and hence
weIJ conversant with the facts ‘and circumstances of the case,
as such competent to swear thls affidavit.

2. That I have read and understood ‘the contents of the
accompanymg apphcatnons Wthh has been drafted by my
counsel on my mstructlons and the same are true and correct

to. the best of my knowledge and belief. -
3. That the annexures annexed to the accompanymg applications

. are true and correct copnes of thelr respectnve oggmals —
< XN U\Q v—\m\\\\a""\

DEPONENT

|2 <

VERIFICATION s
. WOV °
Venfled at New Delhi on thIS the 9\7”‘ day of é@@@%&r 2018,

that the .contents of above affidavit are true and correct to my
knowledge and belief. No part of itis false and nothing material has

been concealed therefrom. . , \(7\4 Q‘}\ A i 3
| ' | ' DEPONENT
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