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~ Ayodhya order
by Nov 17 would
be a miragle: SC
T%’iﬁf&i"w
a miracle if it is able to pro-

) — e its verdictrthe Ay
odhya land dispute case by
November 17, the scheduled
retirement date of CJI Ran-
jan Gogoi, reports Dhanan-
jay Mahapatra. “There can-
not be a single extra day gi-
ven beyond October 18 for
conclusion of arguments by
both sides (Hindu and Mus-
lim parties). Even if it con-
cludes on October 18, then
too, it will be mjracuiaps to
* pronounce a judgment in fo-

Dhananjay.Mahapatra
@timesgroup.com
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: NewDelhi: The Supreme Co-
: urt on Thursday said it can-
i not offer even a day heyond
i October 18 for Hindu and
{ Muslim parties to conclude
i arguments in the Ayodhya
¢ land dispute case, and that it
i would still be a miracle if the
: court could pronounce ver-
i dictfour weeks thereafter:

What the bench had in

: mind was November 17, the
i scheduled retirement date for
: CJIRanjanGogoi, as it refixed
! the hearing schedule for the
: available 10 days and insisted
i that parties must conclude ar-
! guments by October 18 on the
: vexed 70-year-old litigation for
: ownershipof the 2.77 acre dis-
: puted Ram Janmabhoomi-Ba-
i bri Masjid land in Avodhya,
¢ though the dispute between
: the two communities over the
i sitegoesback to1858,

On Day 32 of the hearing,

the bench comprising CJI Go-
i goiand JusticesS A Bohde DY
: Chandrachud, Asfick Bhus

i hanand § Abdul Nazeer said,.*

u_rweeks,f’_ the SC S:&id: P

Tt will be a miracle to pronounce
Ayodhya verdict before Nov 17: SC

“There cannot be a single ex-
tra day given beyond Qctober
18forconclusionof arguments
by both sides. Even if it conclu-
des on October 18, then too, it
will be miraculous to prono-
unce a judgment in four we-
eks.” The bench was indica-
ting the workload to the coun-
sel —reading Allahabad high
court’s 2010 judgment and do-
cuments running into thou-
sands of pages, appreciating
written submissions by both
sides also running into over
thousand pages, burning the

‘midnight oil to appreciate?-’
Jengthy arguments in thef:
“light of evidence on record

and then write the judgment.

There cannot be a single
extra day given beyond
October 18 for conclusion
of arguments by both
sides. Even if it concludes
on Octeber 18, then too, it
will be miraculous to pro-
nounce a judgment in four
weeks, the SC bench said

On Thursday, senior advo-
cate Rajeev Dhavan attempted
{0 ease senior advocate Mee-
nakshi Arora’s analysis of the
archaeological excavation re-
port." On Wednesday Arora
had faced a barrage of ques-
tions from the bench when she
castdoubts over theanner in
which Archaeoclogical Survey
of India carried out excava-
tion at the disputed site in 2003
on the HC’s order and the met-
hodology it employed to inter-
pretexcavated data.

The bench had on Wednes-
day asked her why ' Muslim
parties did not crossiexamihe
the ASIteam of archaeologists
before the HC and what use

was her attempt to discredit
the ASIreport during hearing
of appeals before the SC. Dha-
van said, “No one is arguing
that the report is not authen-
tic. If we wasted the court’s ti-
me on that aspect on Wednes-
day, wearesorry Butthereisa
big question mark on authen-
ticity of the summary or con-
clusions drawn by the ASI.
The court must considerit.”

Arora resumed from whe-
re she left on Wednesday and
attempted to punch holes in
the ASI report citing “absurd
inferences” drawn by the ASIT
on periods of history to
which layered construction
of the “massive structure”
discovered beneath the mos-
que belonged. She also doub-
ted the ASI's inference that
artefacts and figurines disco-
vered were linked to Hindu
religion, *This shows that in-
ference of massive Hindu
structure beneath the dispu-
ted structure was a result of
presumptions and conjectu-
res of ASL” she said and as-
serted that the structure had
no relation to the RamJan-
masthan temple.



