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N THE COURT OF CIVIL JUDGE, FAIZABAD
' (R.S. N0.26-59)

Plaml under mdu 7 Ruk 1.C.P.C

'{’Numohl Akhara xmmla in Mohalld RamOh’u City Ayadhya though
Mdhdht Jagar Nath Dds aged aboul 34 years chela of Mahant,
Maham and Ialbdl'\hl\al ILSI([LH[ 01 Nnmohl Akhara, Mohalla
"Zf'.,[{dmglml Ayodhya, DlSlllLt } dlmbad

.gubsmuud vide court Oldu 237, 66
.Sd/- 7

'  _.\ ‘Subslllutcd vide L()Lll‘l 01d<,1 1 l 7 78
‘ .;S(/-» o

R C S

. State of Uttar Pradesh :

" Amended vide order dal wl 5 7 67 S

-‘:Vanshnab Das R/o Nn'mol'n‘l-.%z\z'ar : {amghzﬂ Qudh City Ayodhya

. District Faizabad added vide court’s order dated 1.9.95,

Versus

: : Shri Jamuna Prasad Singh amended vide the order dated 23.10.89 on

, - 44(0) by this Hon"ble Court Sd/

; Deputy (‘ommiss‘ionci‘ I’ai"'/"ab'ad. .
City Mdg..lslldlt. Faizabad. :

o lSupennlcndem of Pohcc I'u/,abad

6/1. "

6. ;" Dxcd Haji Phekku aud 70 yuns son 0[ unknown. r/o Mohalld Terhi

Ilan Mehboaob (<\dult) -t

; Bd/dl

6/ .

Haji Abdul Ahed both R/o Mohalla’ Fuhl Bazar of Mohalla Terhi
Bazar. City Ayodhya The. & Distt. F au.abad.
Mohd. Fatq aged S0 years son"é)l‘ Haji Ra'm:zan R/o Terhi Bazar.

Amended under the Court order Sd/-20.9.61
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8. Mohd Achhan Mian aged about 55 years son of ugknown r/o

Mohalla Katra.

9. . U.P..Sunni Central Board ofWaqfs thloug1 its Secretaxy,
s Lucknow :
Amended vlde oldex dt.23. 8 89 tlns Hon'ble
Court ~ Sd./- - -
(6.to 8) City Ayodhya pargana Haveli Oudh Tahsil and district
Faizabad on behalf of themselves and al i other members of the
Muslxm Commumty

10 ‘ Umesh Chandra Pandey aged 34 years S/o Shri Ram Shanker
. © -Pandey Slo rampall Ayodlya City Distt. I‘alzabd (Haveli
Oudh)-

. 1L Mdh_d. Farook S/0Zahoor Ahamad t/o Singarhat Ayodhya
W © 0 Distt. Faizabad. . - ,

' en Amended by the order of this Hon'ble
Court dt. 3.‘12.91_ Sd./-3.12.91

JMMEM&MM&AL_J : -‘ .
. 1:’.' * That there exists in Ayodhya, ‘sines Lhc days of Yore an
- ancxent Math aor Akhara of Ramanandi Vara ’1ng called Nirmohis with
1ts seat at Ramghdt known as Nlrmohx Akhara, the phmtlff no.l,
Whnch isa xehglous establxshment ofa public character, whereof the
' plamtxffn,o.Z is the present head as its Mahant and Sarbrahkar.
2 'Thét Janma Asthan now éom‘xﬁonly known as, J‘énma Bhumj ‘

_the birth place ¢ m_Chandra, situate in Ayodhya belongs \

angTias always belonged to_the

’plamuft 56T Who_through its

; rfeignin ; SarbrahMamgmg it

B Vand rcccwmg offerings made thers at in form of maoney, sweets,

o ﬂowers and fruits and otheratticles and things.

) 3 That the said Asthan of Janma Bhumi is of ancient antiquity

'én'd has been exxstmg since betore the living memory of man and
‘hes w1thm the m D. in the sketch
;map appended hereto within Wthh stands the temple building of
A'.':‘A._Janma :Bhumi marked by h.tters EFG K P N M L E and the




" the, plamuff no.1 and none othe1

: allowed tq enter or WOFSHIp UTeretma
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b'\..iildirig denoted by letters EF G H 'I'J K L E is the main temple of

Janma Bhumi wherein is installed the 1(101 of Lord Ram Chandra

“Wxth L. akshman_]x Hanumanji and Sahg,ramjl © ) —
4". That ‘the said témgle has’ ever, smce been in the possessxon of
: T e T T,

mce been

au[ Hmdus have éver

7S made there which

o ".' have been in form of money, sweets ﬂowers and fruns and other
"':..amcles -and things havc dlways been leuewed by the plaintifs
;: thmugh their pujaris. - ’ .
Pala 4A- X1 “THat before .the Judgmem of the Writ Petition of
Il 12, 92 on 6" Dec. 1992 the Temp es of Numohn Akh'na were also
: demohshed by. some mxscreahts who had no- rehglon casté or creed.
’ Para 4A-XI1I, “The main t;mple was demohshed on 6" Dec.
4 Para iO-(Last) “and further cause of action against dcfenciants lto
:'; 5 arisés during pendency of the sui:_'t when the 'properfy and temples
of plgiintiff was demoli‘shed oin 6" Dec. 1992 by Sar_ﬁe miscreants

", Wi_thi'n_ the Jurisdiction of this Court.” - amended and added to

plaint vide Court’s order
dt 25.5. 9'5 Sd./- 30.5.95

:‘Para 4A - That Nirmohi Akhaxa plamtlff is the Panchyan Math of
Ram Nandx sect. of Vairagies: and as such is a religious
'denommatlon following its. own religious faith and pursuit

- ,'according to its own custom prevalent in Vairagies sect of Sadhus.

The oustoms of Akhara, Nnmohl have redugd i writing on

19,1949 by Reg. deed. |

; ‘Para 4B That plamtnff Nlrmohl Akhara owns Several temples in

: '~ixt and manages all of such temples throug1 Panchcs and Mahant’s
:_of Akhrara, The whole temples and properties vest in Akhara i.e.

’ -‘plamnff The plamt:ff being .a Panchyati Math acts on democratic
fjpattem The management and nght to management of all temples

j_of Aklnara vest absolutely with Panches of Akhara and Mahant



':f 'proceedi'ngs u/s 145 CrP.C. but the same are unduly prolonged and

: ?lmgered with the oonnlvance of all the defendants and since n

- 5

2 b‘_éirig'fohnal head of Institution is to act on majority opinion of

" Panches.” .
: _ Amended and added vide
Court’s order dt. 25.5.95
Sd./- 30.5.95
: 5 That no Mohammadan could or ever d1d enter in the said

g temple buxldmg But even if it be attempted to be proved that any
Mohammadan ever entered it, which would be totally wrong and is

: demed by the plaintiffs, no Mohamxmdan has ever been allowed to
enter it or has even attempted to' enter it'at least ever since the year

| 1934, _

: 6 That in the year 1950 the City ‘magistrate, 'Faizabad, the
Y defendant No.4 without any lawful cause and with the active
.-_' conmvance of defendant no.23 and 5 and under the wrong

persuaston of defendants nos.6 to 8 who clmm to represent the

y Mnsl'ifn community, attaghed the main tem le shown b rs E
; y p Y.

'?.'lpl!ace‘a the said . tcmple and the 'afticleé under the charge of
L ‘defendant no.1 as receiver on 5. L. 1950.

.::.‘ -‘7. That the plaintiffs have been wxongfully depnved of their

- G HI1J K LE in the said sﬁeﬁh“"map Wt 41T The articles mentioned
_ln list ‘A’ ‘appended hereto in a proceeding’ u/s 145 Cr.P.C. and

,management and charge of the. sald temple and have ever since the|

“§aid wrongful attachment been ‘waiting for the dropping of the

K ;1mmed1ate termination of the same seems to be in sight and sinc
L “the defendant n0.4 refuses in connivance with other defendants t

e ;hand over charge and amendment of the temple to the plaintitfs

v}from the hands of the tecelvex the mstxtutmn of the present suit ha

‘ 'become inevitable.

That the plaintiffs are enmled tlmt the _management and

" char the said temple be deixVered to the pldmutf no. ! thxough

o .'the plamtxff no.2 the former 's"mehem dnd Sarbarhtahkax




1llef,a11y taking over th¢ manag

SR

; 9 That the defendants 6 to 8. clalm to be the representatives of

'the Muslim Commuinity which- has got itself unerested in the

| sub_]ect matter of the suxt in not gettmg the charge and management

fthe temple deliver h_c, plmnufrs and ‘are exercising undue

'v.mﬂuence on the defendants 1 t9 5. They' are sued in their
- representauve capacity on behalf ot the entire Mushm community
o thh the permission of the court s

-:i'lO,. That the cause of action for the suit arose within the

" ';jurisdlctlon of this Hon'ble Court-:on"i. .50. on-the defendant no.4

*’B:s“___.._.u—» =

ot the temple with

the saxd art:cles and entl ustmg it to the said receiver, the defendant

L nol

o _'l . .Théi the relief‘.'-'cllaimgd by.thé plaintiffs i's'_ incapable” of

"\'/aluaiiOn the valuation or the purpose of 'urisdic'lion is fixed at
P | )]

; -Res. 10 000/- and court fee of Rs 100/- is: paxd under schedule 11

Artlcle 17 (6) of the Court fees Act

* That the notice of the suit as required. by sec:80 C.P.C. has

";ﬁccn*given to the defendants 1 tc_j.._S_ which was delivered to them
'_‘-"'between'é 10.59 and 12.10.59 zu‘xd which he{s been: replied by them
" (hrough the defendant no.3 mtlmatmg their decision to defend the
) -present suit, o i ‘
7 13. That the permlssmn of the court to ﬁle the suit against the
': defendants 6to8on beha If of the themselves and all other members
of the Mushm commumty has been obtamed under mder | rule 8
.'-"-_\.,PC‘ v o N

L "':1tf - Wherefore the plaintiffé pray for the following reliefs:-

.:(5) A' A decree be passed in favﬁc‘)u'r of the plaintiffs against the
:;defendali;s for removal of the defendant no.1 from the .management
fiand ché_rgc of the said temple of Janma Bhoomi and for delivering

: :':the same to the plaintiff through its Mahant and Sarbarhrahkar

Mahant Jagannath Das. . ' amended vide

I Hon‘ble Court s

order dt. 14.5.90 Sd./-
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(b) Any other relief whmh the court may deem fit and

proper. ‘

5

(c) The cost of the suit be awarded to the plaintiffs.

Plaintiffs:-
- Sd/-
-~ 1. Nirmohi Akhara
Through
Mahant Raghunath Das

2 Mahant Raghunath Das
Sd/- ‘
Sarvajlt Lal Varma
Counsel -
17.12.59

VERIFICATION -

I Mahant Raghunath Das pla,lnuff no. 2 verify that

‘the Contents of thiis plamt from paras 1 to 10 are true to

the best of my knowledge and those of paras 11 to 14 are
J¢:rue to the best of my behef

Ver1f1ed this 17t day of December 1959 in the court

' compound Faizabad.

- sd/-
Mahant Raghunath Das

Amended v1de court’s
Order dated 25 05.95
30.05.95

//True Copy//
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o ""IN THE COURT OF CIVIL JUDGE, FAIZABAD,
WRITTEN STATEMENT UNDER ORDER 8 RULE CPC

Nlrmohl Akada through Mahant Raghunath
Das & Ors ' o ... Plaintiff

. Versus
Babupnya Dutt Ra & Ors ... Defendants

e Wrrtten Statement of‘Defendant No. 6 to 8

. Para 1 is vvrong and denled

Para 2 is wrong and denled

Para 3is wrong and vehemently denred Slt plan is denied.
Para 4 is wrong and denred

Par:a 5 Is totally forged and denied ‘

The manner in which Para 6 is wrltten rs ‘wrong hence denied.

Para 7i Is totally forged false and denred

-Pera 8 lS torged false and denred

' Para Ois totally false and denled

No rrght arose to the plamtrffs

Surt is Iess valued and less court fee has been paid.

Demed ;
D_enled :
Pt_ﬂa:i;ntif-f‘isvnot entttle’d for any r.etief.
| | ' OBJECTION
That property against whroh Plalntrﬁ‘ has filed the suit, is the

babri Masjid built by STanshah Hind Babar Shah, which has



16.

17,

8.

5%

bof;a}r;‘co:ns’rructed by Shéh-a”nsharh..Ba'bar'in the year 1528 and
furtner m’ade wagf for'thevMu‘sl.im and Muslims have right to
offer prayer in it. |

That after the constructron shanshah Babar has provided
Rs 60/— per annum as grant from royal treasury for maintenance
of:the mosque whroh oontmued durmg Mughal period. This
amount was enhanoed and a sum of Rs. 302 3 ana and 6 pai
was ﬁxed a8 an annual grant for the maintenance of the

aforesald mosque. Thrs oontlnued durlng the regime of British

Government and in Ileu of oash grant, grant free land were

grven in: vrllages Solapurr Ghuranpur and Bahoranpur

-'Tha‘r in’ 1885 Raghubar Das Mahant Janam Sthan Ayodhya

flled a surt against the Secretary'of State for India in Council

and Mohd Asgar- Mutwalh and Khatrb MaSer Babri Majakur
frled a surt in the court of Sub Judge Faizabad.
Tha-t slte plan'was also appended with the plaint by the plaintiffs

in’ which mosque was clearly shown and no objection was

‘ m“ac‘fie by the plaintiffs in 'this" regard. The plaintiff of this suit had
' so_u_“'ghtv-relief only with rﬁégard' to a platform (chabutra),

 therefore, the averments made by the plaintiffs in the present

suit tna_t'_all the disputed"prope‘rty'belongs‘ to the temple Ram
Jéniam}‘Bh_'umi is oomplet:e_ly_._falsé and groundless and has been

framed with bad intention for the purpose of this very suit.
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19.

20.

21

22.

=6

The Sub Judge, Faxzabad on 24.,12.85 dtsmnssed the plaintiff's

su1t Thls verd:ct was upheld by the appellate ¢ourt and the

remark relatmg to the tltle of the plamtn"fs regarding platform

.(C_.h‘abutra) was  struck off 'and appeal was accordingly

diémiééed
That the suit filed by the Plamtlffs was sensational in Wthh all
the Mehanthas of Ayodhya and rnuanJ of Hindu Ayodhyay

were |n the mtercessmn and Iobbymg of Defendant of the case.

- lt Was and is.in the knowledge all the Hlndu

That as per the prowsxons of Mushm Waqt Act No.13 of 1936
the Chlef Commlssmner of the Waqf was appomted who after
mspectlon of mosque Babn deCIded that Emperor Babar had

constructed this mosque and acknowledged this property as

Sunn: Waqf Accordmgly Iegal notn‘lcatxon was issued.

-That the .possession of Musl:m on ‘the Babri Kosque is

_contlnumg since 1528 and hence in case Plaintiff or any Hindu

succeed in proving- that pnor to the construction of Babri

mosque there exxsted any temple on the site in dlspute to which

defendants-vehemently- deny, in that situation also on the
' Qﬁbund' o'f being in possession for more than 400 years all the

rights of plaintiffs have extinguished.
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23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

57

"Tha"t plain.tiffs were never in poSsessionover property in suit,

therefore ‘being time barred thls Ssuit is liable to be dismissed

'under seotron 42.

That the surt of the plaintiff i is not wrthrn the limitation,

That the plarntrff has not rssued “any notlce under section 80
CPC to Déferidant No. 1to 5 and hence suit is liable to be
drsmrssed on this ground |

That Defendants. haveno knoWIedge as to .\'/vhether any idol has
peegn“in’_eta“ed in the property in suit or not. Till 16.12.49 Namaz
ha‘séoontinuousty been'offered rn ‘the property in suit and there
w'és'; no\idol by th)at time. 1f any- idol_has been installed

sdrreptrtrously even then the nature of mosque will not alter and

'-'rf any person wants to vrsrt the disputed place for offering

prayer and enters into rt for thrs purpose rt will be an offence. In

vrew of the forthcomrng e!ectron and to get the votes and to
defame the secular state and congress government this suit
haslbeen filed:

That as far as defendants they know that proceedings of

Sectlon 145 Cr.P.C. have been rnrtlated by the defendant no.9

v_vhroh,rs false against Justroe and has been done with the aid

and hel.‘p.-of Sri K.K.Nayar, Deputy Commissioner, Faizabad

an'dffs.rif-éuru Dutt ‘Singh,fthe;then City-Magistrate, Faizabad.
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28.

29.

30.

sg

Thereis-another temple at A'yodhy.a which is known as temple

Janam Sthan Ram Chandra Ji and is in existence for a very

'long tlme where the |dots of Ram Chandra Ji:and other Gods

are Vmstalled; The q_ues_tlon in involved in the suit is that

blrth place id exists in place_of the babri basjid and in view of

the for‘thcbming election and}to get-the votes and to defame the
seoular state and oongress government this suit has been filed.
That the sult of the pIamtn’*f is tQtaIly false and the site plan
annex.e_d is also false. The_ thpngs shown in the site plan is
t'o‘tali-ty'fallee and forg"ed. Thefe‘i-e' kabi’rstan'-in'the east and north
Slde df_the mosque; ‘in wh‘i:o'h p’dkhta vanous perm,anent tombs
a‘re'ip'resent Btut there is 'aniy.‘.-shanka'r Chabutra nor Sita Kope,
nor: Lomas Chaura. There are Hanuman Dwar ‘bara bhagwan
and Samadhn Markande eto The manner in which thlngs are
glven in the site plan are totally false and forged and arbitrary
and shown with malaﬂde lntentlon Besides nothing is reveal
that what is the number-of ABCD and w-hat is khasra or abadi
ndmber and what is hexg’ht—_wtdth and what is the place of book.
That Plaintiffs have not disclosed that in which manner they
became eWner of the pr‘o.p'ertyv of Defendant and when, till the
pll‘aihtiffsnbt disclose thts '_"f_aot: till then till then proper reply

cannot be given.
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31.

32.

34,

)

'_':u-fThat the Babrl Mas ld is a mosque as per Muslim and govt is

=9

?That Plaintif Gopa! Smgh Vlsharat and Paramhans Ram-
;:ijChander Das have filed: two SUItS ‘against Babri Masjid, which
:_.ﬁ-are pendmg Above should be lmpleaded as party in the suit,
) ;.;'apart from this thelr mahant blrthpiace is also necessary party

| Z_j:m the sult

[

'f.a!so oonsndermg the 'same as mosque, as such suit of the

“udy
S
s,

'_;'.plamtlﬁs is not mamtamab}e '

».%That proceedmg under sechon 145 CrPC issued in the
';:i‘.mosque as such the manner in whloh SUIt is filed is legally not
_:facceptable by the Court S g

iﬁThat the SUIt is not properly valued and' hence is not

'}i:n;alntamable nor c»auvs_e of'ac:tlon s arose in the suit
That defendants have no knowledge about proceeding under

";'C:)-rder 1 Rule 8 CPC. AnsWering Respondent are sound to

| ‘l'g:,'_ohtest the case nor théy are eligible for contesting the case.

36.

gé.laintifvf:s have "intentio’n to. Corﬁpél the defendants by
..:.:tf;reaitehing or frightenjin"g'. AHlth'e_ Mus.li'm'of India has interest in
:ftﬁe' suilt'. and all suc’lw'pefsbu-should be made party in the suit
fv';ho can represent {he case. |

That the su1t is filed W|th malaflde intention just to harass and
'fhumillate and same is l|able to be dismissed under section 35 A

of the CPC.
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‘ Applicant

- Haji Feku Defendant No.6

. Haji Mohd Fayak Defendant No.7
Ahmad Hussain @ Miyan Defendant No.

5

‘Date28.360
. We the Defendant No.6 and 8 verify that the contents
from pé;ra 1 to 36 of the written statement are true and correct

'to the best our knowledge.

. vér@fied at Ayodhyé} and Defendant no.7 has verified at

‘Court Faizabad. Date 28.3.60




; IN H Ll l(JH COUR ol ‘IUDI(‘/\'I‘ JRI'./\'I"/\I LAHABAD,

&/

;( [\N()\’v BLENCH LUCKNOW .

0.0.5. No.3 of 1989
(Regular Suit No:26 of 1989) -

s . Nirmohi Akhara . covvereen Plaintiff

Versus : .

' Babu Priya Dutt Ram (Deceasved) ahd .ot}.xers ......Defendants

Addmonal Written Statement of Defendant No.9 (U P. Sunni
o : Central Board ofWakf)

The Defendant No.9 begs to submit as under:-

N That the contents bf para 4- A"ot‘ffl1e amended plaint are denied as
‘ 'stated and in reply thereto it is submuted that the Plaintift is put

‘to strict proof of the averments ofthe para under reply.

‘~2;"'That the contents of para 4B of the amended plaint are also

- incorrect, hence denied as stated. The, averments of the para

-~ under reply are even vague and unspecitic and the plaintiff is put

- 'to strict proof of.'tlj'e; same. |

3f:That the- contents of péré;ét-d jXI‘ are also quite vague and
| ““ambiguous and hence aré"d.e‘nied as stated. In this respect it is
" * submitted that on 6" December, 1992 the so-called Ram chabutra

" was demolished alongthh the Babri Mas;xd by the miscreants

‘ 'collected at the instance of Vish hwa Hmdu Parishad etc

‘4. That in reply ‘to para’ 4 Q XIT -of the amended plaint it is
}submxtted that on 6" Dccember 992 the buxldmg of the Mosque
was demolished-and the same could not be called or alleged to be

- the Main Temple,



)

:‘ ’fhat the contents of béra 10 of the afnended plaint are also
'15 d'eﬁicd_ as stated and.in '.reply thereto it is’ submitted that the
averments of the parévﬁ‘nc‘ier'.reply are quite vague as the
plaintiff’s suit does not p'e_r.téin to the so-called Ram Chabutra
; hence no cause of action 'can‘ be said to have arisen to the
"'.'-‘:planuff during the pendency of the su1t on account of the

:‘-‘}demohtwn of the sazd Chabutra '

i E.:;Tha‘t‘ in reply to the'said amended portion of the plaint
“‘ iaverments of the written statemcnt of the answering
f-‘:,defendant are also relterated ahd it is further submitted that
: i‘a_mcndments made ‘in - the plaint are  quite vague and

_ ambiguous and the same are liable to be deleted.

. ‘Dated:24.08.1995 Sd/-

Defendant No 9
- Secretary
U P Based Central Board of Waqgf
N Lucknow
. .8d/-
‘Advocate,

: ;.':Counsel for defendant no 9.

VERIFICATION

.' 1, Mohd Mien S1dd1que ‘Secretary of the U.P Sunni

Central Board Waqf, Hall avcnuc Lucknow do hereby verify
that the -contents of paras 1 to 4 of this additional written

statement are true to.my knowledge and those of paras 5 are

truc_:_ tp my knowledge based on records and those of paras 6 of

_fche-ac;fldi_’cidnal written statement are believé by me to be true.

: '_}Signed and verified 'this-24fth déy of August 1995.

Sd/-

- DEFENDANT NO. 9

Secretary

U P Based Central Board of Waqf

. Lucknow

//True Copy/



: ‘IN THF HIGH COURT OF U Dl( ATURE /\FAI LATTABAD,

-Nirmohi Aakhada etc. -~ TR PRPP OO Plaintiffs

63
LLUCKNOW BI N( 11 LUCKNOW

" "' WRITTEN STATEMENT _UNDER oapma VIII RULE 1
. C.P.C.IN OTHER ORIGINAL SUIT NO:3 OF 1989

) Versus

E ; Baboo Prxya Dutt Ram & others B .....Defendants '

&wsmmmw_s_uwm Pandey

o , l._ That the contents of para 1 of the plaint are not admitted. The

plaintiff 'no.2, Mahant Raghu Nath Das, died and there has

been no proper substitution in his place.

N ‘That the cbnterfts Of-pax:a 2 Qf the plaint are denied. However,

it is submitted:'tha{ ne 'faiim’t & Asthan is a holy place of
e worship and belongs lo the denty of Blmgwan SHRI RAM

‘LALLA VIRAJMAN thgxe It never belonged to and could

not have belonged 'to thé plamtlff no.l. Itis denied that the

plaintiff no.1 e\'ef managed it

s 3.. . Thatthe contents of pqra 3 ot the plamt as written are denied.

" The holy JANMA ASTHAN OR JANMA BHUMI is actually
-a very very old 'temp1¢;,-whereas the plamutt AKHADA on
" the Qtixer hand i aﬁ inst“it‘u"tion and owes its existence for no
longer than i:V\{;O .hL.l.r'ld/l'Gd y_ea%_s; The correctness of the sketcl
map and the'boundéries of. tl.1e iemple with refaénce to the
map are not disputed, The main presxdmg deny of the temple
is BHAGWAN SHRI RAM although there are several other
“idols of other demeS' termed as RAM DARBAR and are
worshiped. Besxdes, \here are other symbols, such as,
‘CHARAN’, SITA. I{ASOI’ ete. through whom the deny of
BHAGWAN SHRI RAM the;em is-worshiped at SHRI RAM
JANMA BHUMI, in addltion to the ASTHAN OF SHRI
'RAM JANMA BHUMI, which by itself is a deity and

worshiped as such._
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That the contents of para 4 of.the plaint are hot admitted. A

. Hindu Temple is de_'emed'_,to be possessed and .aned by a

deity. The principal deity of SHRI RAM JANMA BHUMI is
BHAGWAN SHRI-‘ RAM. -Any offerings must have been

received by the Manage'ﬁof the same from time.

That the contents of para 5 of the plamt are not admitted in

the form thiey have been pleaded Although it is made to

' appear that in he tn_rst war of mdependcnw in the year 1857
~AD,, the British, to dividé the Hindus and Mt;lslims mala
-fide acted by dmdmg the said ASTHAN by creating an inner
"enclosure and descrxbmg the boundary ‘within the inner
-enclosure as a mosque but no Muslim who was a true

. Muslim, would 5;)péax" to have frequented it for offering his

- ‘prayer as the same is prohibited by-the SHARIYAT.

. '_Mbreovcr even ALAMGIR (EMPEROR AURANGZED)

issued a mandate, kn'own as. FATWA-E-ALAMGIRI which
¢learly prohibits the offering of pﬁx’ayer by Muslim at such

-places. More so the KASAUTI pillars and the carvings of

“Gods and Goddesses thereon will clearly show that this place

could not be used by a true Muslim for offering his prayers

therein. 'It:'will' also bé seen.tlh_af the place wrongly alleged as

. mosque viitually stood ‘land-locked by ‘Hindu Temple,

wherein there was the worslnp of the deity gomg on, I:nny to

this inner enclosure was also obstructed

o The British tried to set'up the descendents of MIR BAQ], a
_ Shiya Mushm as the MUTWALLI but he denied the
" TAULLAT and never l_ooked after the dlé_puted place in any
© capagity, what to-say of looking after as a MUTWALLI
*thereof.  © ' '
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6. That the contents of péfa 6 of the plaint are denied. The
building was attached and the Receiver appointed by the
order dated 29.12.1949 by the court of Additional City

o Magistrate, Faizabad. In.the said 'proceedings, which was

under uection 145 Cr.P.C. (As it then'stood), the Muslims also
_)omed all those Muslim gentlemen, who have been arrayed
‘as defendant Nos.6 to 8 in the' sujt, have dled The real and

\@ : © 7 . legal representatives of the defendant Nos.6 to 8 have not
i s " peen properly - brought- on record, in accordance with the

* proyisions of law.

In view of the facts stated nex'eixxabove, the eause of action for

PR the present suit, . does- not zil'ise. | The suit stands abated
e . comnlclcly on the death of[hé last one of the defendants No.6
i - to 8,Ewhich nccurred mény years ago. The &fendant Nos.3,4
and 5 to the suit ar¢ the mere posts and offices and are not

. juristic persons.; The :suit against. them does not lie. So far as

. the defendant No.2 is co'n'eemed‘ it has not Been impleaded in

accordance thh the prowsxons of law.

; ::'7... g That the contents of pam 7 of the plaint are not admitted. The
. plamtxff is not entlt led to. hle the . suit wh‘lch apparently is

A beyond ‘the peuod of hmmtxon plescnbed therefor in
_.accordance thh the pxovnslons of law. The plaintitfs did not

_join the proceedmgs under, Secnon 145 C1 P.C. nor did they

file any rewsnon aoamsl the Ol’del passed by lhe Addmonal

City Mag1st1ate in the competent couxt of aw.

. "8 That the contents of para 8 of the plamt are denied The
: plaintiff No.2 died. and there . is no proper and legal

“substitution made in the pl'unt

9 That the contents of para 9 of the plamt are incorrect and are
denied. No Muslim md;v;dual came to ‘contest the said case
as the representative ‘of the Muslim community.  The

defendant Nos.6 to 8 were all. Sunnis and they could not

: 0
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represent the Shra commumty of the Mohammedwns As
such, it can not be said that the detendants Nos 6to8 cou!d or
were representing the'Musllm ‘community in general,

:'.; 10. “That the contents of -pa‘ra' 10 éf the blaim, are not admitted.
On the own showing 6f the pléinriffs, the cause of action
arose in therr favour o’n‘va,:l.19503.where’as‘. the suit was filed

by them in the year 1959_. Thus the suit has been-filed beyond

&

the prescribed pcri'od Qf Iimitation.  Further the plaintiffs,

b3
4
i

“being not the Manager or the next friend, of the deity, are not

" entitled to file the suit. -

11, -That the contents of para 11 of the plaint are not admitted.
"The suit hds not: been valued . in accordance with the
provisions of law and, therefore,.the payment of court fees

also is not according to the provisions of law.

"12." That the contents of para 12 of the plainr are denied for want
" of proper knowledge.. -

13 That the contents of ‘para 13 of the plaint are not admitted.
. ‘Even if any such p‘ermi_s'sion,: as mentioned by the plaintiffs,
“to.sue the defendants No.6 to.8 on behalf of themselves and

- on behalf of all the members of the qulim community, has
been obtained under Order 1'Rule 8 of C.P.C., then it must be

itlegal and deserves to be reca lled,

'14.'."The plamtrffg ate not enu tled to the, rehefg clmmed

15. That the suit, as framé'd is bad in the eye of law. The
S defendants No.3 to 5 are mere posts and offices and are not
1Jgnstrc persons. The defendam No. 2 has not been properly
. im_pleaded asa par_ty to the suit.. As such, the plaintiffs’ suit is
-~ bad for the nusjoinder of parties as also for non-joinder of
- neccsséry pérsons as the parﬁes tot he suit.

12
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P 16 That the plaintiffs’ suit is barred by the provisions of Indifm
Limitation Act, as the same is much beyond the period of

‘limitation prescribed by.law.

- ~17.. ‘That the plaintiffs had adequate- remédies under  the

' .provisions c;f the Code of Crinmi‘xmfxl' Procedure (as it then

: ' "s_t'ood) against the order, Returning Ofﬁc‘er passed by the

- o ) “. . Additional City Mégiétrate, Faizabad under Section 145 of

@ k R ,:the CxPC "Thé,\plaintiffs,' ‘having' not availed of the said

remedy within the time-‘prescribed lherefdr and having not
. ﬁl_ed fhe suit within lim-it_atio'h_prescrlibed therefor, their suit is
liable to be dismissecf on'that score.
18, That at any rate, the Receiver appointed by the Additional
Clty Magistrate, Fajzabad under the provisions of the Section
145 "Cr.P.C. hav‘il;'g died and subsequently the Receiver
having been appointed: By the Civil Court in the Civil Suit
-under the provisions of the Civil Procedurev'Code, the present
suit of the plaintitfé_ in its préSent form, can not proceed and
" deserves to be dismissed on this count also.
: 19 That' even if the Iie_ceivér, gppoihted by the Civil Coust, is or
0 be impleaded ixi the' suit; thex_x."the same is illegal-and without
~ jurisdiction. A~
In this very court a'l’loth'er.stii't the other 'oi'i_giilal suit No.4 of

_‘1989 (Regular Suit Nol2 of 1961) is pending, wherein the

o .'plai‘;nti‘ffs in this suit _aré avpérty, If they have any right or
: claim for res_tqi‘atioﬁ of fhé i)(‘ljobert‘y,,alleged to be their, they
4 could and ca.n. g;at.th'eir rellef in"the said }otin“r Original Suit
No.4 of 1989, B R
o 20 That the Origihal Suit N‘.o_‘3 of 1989 (Suit No.26. of 1989) and
. ‘the other Original S.ui( No4 bo'f 1_989>(Reg_t_llar Suit No.12 of
1961) are separate_,‘sui.l‘sv- wiéh different reliefs ¢laimed and

different causes of action: These two suits can not be termed

13 -
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Cas the Suits having been consolidated together, since
the same would amount to the Misjoinder of causes

' "’;O_f action. They i:an:not be:tr‘-ied to‘ge'ther.-

21 ‘:That in view of the facts Stated herembefore, the

. :.{Sulte (0.0.5No. 3 of 1989) is liable to be tried

_'::-'sep.arately and is liable to be dismissed with costs.

_‘LUCKNOW T R Sd/-

DATED 21 10 1991, (UMRSH CHANDRA PANDEY)
SR S ~ DEFENDENT
VERIFICA’TION

I Umesh Chandra Pandey, the defendant to hereby
venfy that the contents of paras 1 to 12 and 15 to 17 of
th1s wr1ttens statement are true to’ my Knowledge and

those of paras’ 13 14, 20" and 21,1 Ver11y beheved to be

true on the bas1s of the legal _adv1ce tendered.

Venﬁed thls 215t day of Qctober 1991 within the

compound of the Hon’ble ngh Cout at Lucknow.

LUCKNO“Z | L Sd/-

DATED 21 10.1991. © °  (UMRSH CHANDRA PANDEY)
o ~ DEFENDANT

/] True Copy//
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0.0.5.No.3 of 1989 (R.S. No.26-59)
_ Inthe Coﬁrt of.th.g Civil Judge, Faizabad
Reg. Suit No.26 0f 195"
‘Nim.lohi Akhara and another . : _ - ,-...‘.Plalixxtiffs
. . ‘Versus |

Eabu Priya Datta-Ram and others o <vrvvo..Defendants

v lReplication to the Joi.nt'Written Statement filed by defendants 6

to 8. Hazi Faiku (smce dead) Hazl Muhammad Faiq and Ahmad

Husa!n alias Achhan, .

" The contents of paras 1 to 14 of the plaint are correct and those of

© . W.S. are'wrong and denied.

.- Para 15. The allegations __ééntained in para 15 of the written
PR . -

“statement are totally incorrect and are denied. The property in suit

" is'neither a mosque nor is it known as Babri Mosque, nor was it

' B}iilt by Emperor Babar through Mir Abdul Baqi. Nor was it made

- - .wakf. The property in suit fs the temple of Janma Bhumi.

‘Para 16. The contents of pam'l‘s of the writign statemen are totally

: sincorrect and are denied. -

"-Para 17. The contents of para 6 Qf the wntten statement are denied.
- Janma Asthan isa dxffercnt temple not connected with the temple of
-Jahma Bhumi and wnth whlch the plammfs have'no concern. The
'tgmple of Janma Asthan,,gs snua.tgd to- the north' of the téniple of
Janma Bﬁumi across the -road-pass‘ing between Janma Bhumi and
“ Janma Asthan The plamtlffs ate tiot aware of the said suit, if any,

: . ﬁled by any person known as Mah’xt Rdg wbar Das as Mahant of
i ;Janma Asthan. )
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Para 18. The contents of para 18 of the written statement are totally

wrong and are denied. - If any, ske‘ch map bé found to have been

' ﬁled by the said Raghubqr Das ‘in the said suit it would be totally
o false, fictitious and ‘cg llusive and \s not’ bmdmg on the pldintiffs.

. The buxldmg in suit is notlung else but the tempie of Janma Bhumi.
- “para 19. The contents of para 19.0f the written statement are denied.

Para 20. That contents of’ para},-ZO:-of the written statement are pure

" concoctions are denied,

~ para 21. The contents of para 21 of the written statement are denied.
It was beyond the authori'ty_.'_an‘d jurisdiction af the said Chief

- Commissioner of waqf to declare the temple of Janma Bhumi as a

: mbsque. His decision and declarationgto the said effect, if any, is

E to'tally null and void. The said l}ofiticati011, if any, is also null and
" void and of no effect in law. ‘The plaintiffs were never intimated of

v any proceedings held by the said Chief Commissioner regarding the

temple of Janma Bhumi, that is, the building in suit and if any
proceedings were conducted seérctly and surreptitiously they have

no effect in law, -The said notification, if any, is neither final nor is

' it b{nding on the plaintiffs, .

Para 22. The contents of para 22 of the written statement are totally

false and are denied. - The Muslims ‘were never in pdssession of the
building in suit and the alleguidn regarding the perfecting of the

rxght of th¢ muslims over the bunldmg in question by adverse

'possesmn is a pure fi f‘cuon concocted for the puxposes of the suit,

Para 23 The contents of para 23 of the written statement are totally

] _fa_lsc, The plamtiffs have always been in peaceful possession of the




* building in suit.

_ Para 24." The contents of para'24 of the written statement are
»demed The plaintiffs have ever been in possession of the temple in

. suit and no question of expny of the period of hmnanon arises.

- _'Pz@ra- 25. The contents of praa 25 of the written statement are

denied. Proper notice ws 80 of the ‘C.P.C. was given to the

defendants 1 to 5. The other defendants have no right to take the

. plea of want of notice to the defendants1 to'5.

o Para 26. The contents of para 26 of the wntten statement are

" 'dcllberately false and are demed The muslim defendants as well as

the ather defendants and the: whole muslim commumty know that

the idol of the deity are mstalled in the building in suit i.e. in the

; ) temple of Janma Bhumi and regular puja of the idol is being
performed under the recei.\/f:rshﬁb of the defendant no.l. No prayers

; Wér'e ever offered by any muslim in the said building. The

suggestlon of the defendants that any idol were installed in the suit

o l?wldmgstealthlly is Talss and mahcloua. The said building is not
‘mosque and the relief asked -for is within the. competence and

rJurxsdxctxon of the civil court to gmm

' ; Para 27, The contents of péra ‘2'.7-_Qf‘},the writ;eq ‘stvétement are false,
'4rﬁé}lici_ous and scandalous. "It was ‘the’ t.emple of Janma Bhumi
- -~ which was' the subject matter of 'proceéding under Section 145

Cr P C and not any mos.qli'e as '\lso admitted by muslims in the said

,proceedmg It is admltted that the pzoceedmgs undel secnon 145

CrPC were 1llegal and were in total’ demal ot Jumce to and in

: '.'ﬂagrant invasion on the tundamemal ng,hts ot the plaintiffs in

: vregard to their management of the said temple The defendkmts had

: -"_-‘17 '



S
Lo

i

FX

no interest in the building in smt 'md no questxon ‘of invasion over

. ".theu rights arises. It is the pl'untlffs who have suffered the real loss
' _apd who have been depnved of thgun right of management of the

: séyid'temple and receiving offerings made thereat.

v

‘Paxa 28. The contents of pam 28 ot ‘the written statement are totally
; 'wrong and are scandalous The only temple bmlt on the sacred
' ,‘place of the birth of Lord ram Chandm is the Janma Bhumi temple

Cin suit. There is no temple known as temple Janma Asthan as

suggested by the defendants bullt on the place of birth of Lord Ram

Chandra. “The temple of Janma Asthan-which is situate to the north

“ . of the temple of Janma Bhumi in suit is a separate temple which is

"not at all connected with place of Birth of Lords Ram Chandra. The

-defendants seem to exploit the-name of the said temple to create a

. . confusion regarding the real}place:’o_f birth of Lords Ram Chandra.

They should point out clearly by correct location. as (o which is the

' Janmd Asthan Temple mentioned in this. para of their written
.

s stgtenﬁem. The idols of “Ram Chandr#Ji and others” are installed

‘in all-the Hindu temples all the’world over. The emphasis of

‘communal bias alleged in the written statement is misplaced, The
plaintiffs having been aggrieved by the invasioti through the illegal
" 'préceedihgs under Section 145 Cr.P.C. -upon their fundamental

: rights of thanaging their own temple ‘have taken recourse to the

court of law in defence of their own legal right. it is the said

defendants who supported and mstlg,atcd by their own tananc

' frlends are advancmg a false and a preposterous claim to the temple
. _’ofJanma Bhumi by blasphemmg 1t w1th the name of Babari Masjid.

. The plaintifts claim. has no relation with any election and to

characterise .the plaintiff’s claim as an attempt to jeopardize the

.Success of a secular state in India is simply scandalous. it isin fact

E this defendants and their ‘supporters who by denying the plaintiffs

rights and by putting up a false and a fanatic claim to the sacred

18-
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place of.the birth of Lords Ram Chandra are out to blackmail the

" noble efforts of the Indian peon[e‘to the attainment of a secular

state.

Para 29. Tlie contents of para 29 of the written statement are wrong

a'nd,are denied. The description of the propcrty has been correctly

< given in the plaint and the sketch map with all its inferences is

correct,

- “ Para 30. In reply to para 30 of the written statement the plaintiffs

. _ contend that they have been in possession and management of the
temple of Janma Bhumi ever since the living memory of man. The
 said temple always béldngs to the plaintiff and was managed

through his Sarbarahkar the plamnff noZ bemg the present
" Sarbarahkar.

Para 31. The contents of para-31 of the written statement are denied.

Para 32. The contents Qf pala 32 of thy wmten statement are

demed If the former Govemment ever acknowledged the temple of

' Janma Bhumi in suit as Mosque it was sxmply preposterous and

' collusxve

Do Para 33. That contents’ of bara 33 of the written statement are
3 totally wrong and are, demed _The plaintiffs suit as framed is

N mamtamable

’ Péra. 34. That cont.ents,'of parﬁ 34 .of the written statement are
) ;1en-ied. The plaint}'ffs claimis. perfeetly justified. ‘The "plaintiffs

“ " have been.in possession of the temple in suit’for an immemorial

19
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_Tiif;i.fefand.even through the evidence of the construction of

the ‘temple by the plaintiff No. 1 through his mac..

Sarbarahkar may not be traced due to the lapse of
1mmemor1al age and want of Wr1tten records the plaintiffs
have acqu1red title to it by -opernr ancl adverse possession
for a per1od of time wh1ch is longer than the living memory

of men

Para 85 The contents of para 35 of the written statement

. do not call for a reply. ’I‘he proceedmgs under order 1 rule
- 8. C P C. were properly taken The plalntlffs have no

obJectmn to any Muslim 1nd1v1clual or institution joining
the other defendants. ' )

Pafg"36; The contents ef para 36 of the written statement
aref‘ vélenied.. It is the said ’.dev_fenda_nts who are deliberately
re31st1ng the plaintiffs ciami bn grounds known to them as
false and 1t is they who should be ordered to pay special

cost to the pla1nt1ffs _ 3
N - Plaintiffs :-
1. Nirmohi Akhara
2. Mahant Raghunath Das
VDRIFICATION
I PUJaJ1 Girvar Das Chela of Mahant Raghunath Das of

N1rmoh1 Akbare, AJodhya, Palrokar of the case do verify

'that the contants of paragraphs 1 to 18, 23, 29 to 32 are

true to my knowledge, those of paragraphs of 19 and 20 to
my behef and those of. paragraphe 21, 22, 24 to 28, 33, 34
and 38 partly to my knowledge and partly to my belief.

»Verlfled th1s 13t day of May 1968 in court compound at
-Fa1zabad :

(Girwar Das)

" //True Copy//
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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICA "URE AT ALLAHABAD,

LUCKNOW BENCH LUCKNOW
. InRe:
0.0.8:3/1989

N‘irinohivAkhara ete. - )  Plaintiff
L Versus
abu Pllydd’lltd Ram Ete. S ' . Defendants

Ty
i

e

Replxcatlon on behalf of plalnuf Nnmohl Akhala against the written

statement of’ Delcndwnt No.10.

That the allegations containéd_in plain l‘r‘dm para | to 14 are correct

al1d"a1‘e confirmed ag,ai‘h.f_
Fh'it tlhc contc.nls conla‘nm,d in p‘ma 1 .01 the written statement of
"defenddm No. [( are dgjmg,gl, lhg, d;lendqm Umesh Chandra was not
-"_.even iwcxislencc in the w_:orl'd lwhcn cause of action of the suit
' :_‘é‘ccrued. Del:‘endafu No.»l.() hés ‘bécij made a_'t'ool and lever by certain
.éroup of persons wh'(_'.)' we:\.nt“ 1‘10 demolish the secular sprit of
. .CAOnS[ilthiOH of _[ndié éli'}dNVhﬂtib crcalé contusion denying even the
. ‘.Imandat(; of order _lzl\‘w décurs.
:uThat contents of pvarev;v} as contained in the written stalement of
defendant no.10 al‘:év_d(;mt:d; Umesh (_.ﬁzmdra being of 32 years of
' agc cannot say e;n,ything aboﬁl the Mahant ol Nirmohi Akhara or
: ‘.abou't.it's existem‘c._.‘i’\'!orv bev has any: clear conception of Nirmohi
o }Akhara which h'cjls"il‘.s '\fv_riilt‘ven c‘.ustombsv being recognized some more
’ 'Athan 500 yeérs eigb,iﬁ Cc")h.tiﬂﬁifyi some of customs are written in a
V 'r.égistered d‘eed' dalul 19.3 3.49. (pl‘i& to date of attachment dated

20,1249, </

That a chronological events .ol growth and existence of Math
witnessed a glorious ‘revival of Hinduism with the advent ol great
religious prc‘cpptor Shankraclmm at the end of 7" century A.C. The

Hindus Maths ‘were esmblmhec for the first time by Shankar d(.hdl\d
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;s w’ho himself ‘I"olunded,. four Maths at the four corner of India (1)
‘Go\férdhan Math at Puri, (2) Jyoti Math- at Badrinath. (3) Saroda

‘Math at Dwarka, (4) Srin'galji Math on the_’Tdngabhadra.

V=IT"h:'at practice of s‘é_'rtiﬁ_g, iﬁ) Maths_' , which was  started by

. é"ﬁ-énkracharya“\vas. ‘f"olvlo’va:é‘d _Hby?éhim's{‘ all the religious Teachers

' éixncé then. ’l"ﬁe ﬁrgt'ﬁj "orde.r 0[_; Limé was Ramanujacharya next

» ._'f‘}olvlowed by Ramand. | ) '

That R.amanand 1"0u:n.‘i'vc(‘l :-;‘_séclﬁol‘ Vtﬁil@hnabl& known as Ramats
which comains; a larggéljeme.m (_»f:‘ ascetic pppuhdi'on who are 1o be
'.’-f‘OIUIIW.d in Baharas emd'A}yoc.ll'lvya_ Rémanand had established several

' ’.-:Maths. Ramanandi f\/lleij-s-cbnsist solely ol celebates. They obey no

caste rules and admit even Sudras .in their brother-hood.  That

- RMATS worship one God in the form of Rama and they call
themselves Dasses ‘servants- of Lords.  Thus existence of plaintitt

~ fraternity is coming down from the time of Rama Nand.

.
5

“That near about-more than 500 years ago a greal spiritual preceptor

known as Shri Swami B'rijahand Jiand Shri Balanand Ji belonging to

~ Ramanandi sect of vairagies (belonging to fraternity of plaintiff) had

" established thre¢ Anny lu'\_'o\v%/‘n‘ns (1) Nirmohi. (2) Digamber. (3)

Nirwani for protection, improvement of “Chatuha Rama Nandi

Sampradaya® comprising seven Akhara in it as follows:-

(1) Sri Panch Ramanandi Nirmohi Akhara.

(2) © Sri Panch Ramanandi Nirwani Akhara.
3) Sri Panch Ramanandi Digambari Akhara. |
4) Sri Panch Ramanandi Santoshi Akhara,

('5) Sri Panch R.ahm-nandi Khaki Akhara.

' ('6) Sri Panch Ramanandi Niralambi.

(N Sri Panch Ramanandi Maha Nirwani.
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. That atonewd AK lm a are Panchavau Math and act on a-domesti¢
p'atte'rn'. The real power vgsts in _Panchas. The appointment of’

~ Mahant is through election by -Panchayat and has becomes only a

formal head of institution..

The Nirmohi Akhara being.a Panchayat”™ Math can own several

temple in it ia:s SL}CH N‘i';;lj101‘1.i‘A'khara _owhs a temple known as Ram
_J.aﬁ‘a_n') ‘Aélhan IC Birth place of Lord Rama.
: ""I‘h'at it would be perlincn{ Lo i)Qint out lﬂ'ére that Kistwar plot No.163
'ol first regular selllcmcnl of 861 has bwn a very big plot having §
’ fBig'has' 19 Biswas 01“ lnhd in il m'n-\vvhch in the year 1995 amended
'.md}‘:) was pxepcmd a lOdd bit utcatmg Janam Asthan now known as
‘_-'Ram 1anam Bhumi hes towar ds soughl of the Road whergas Janam
.Asthan of Gudar Das‘s lies.t()\x';ll'ds north side of the Road leading
.I from'Hanuman Garhi Lo .‘lzutl'z:m.y' B]';umi 'Road_ as s‘h:own' in map of last
seltlement of 1937 A.D. by Kistwar Nosl 59, id 160,
. That at the time of attachment of main building outer enclosures
-v_vfco,mpri:sing of Ram' C habutéra where diety of Bhagwan Ram Lala Ji
: 1% installed with L,evllx.m"an ll Bharat J-i' and Shatruhan Ji in a cage
"i('(juﬂ’a). situaté b(‘)‘lh v'll.’l the ,'easiern side and western side with

-Hanuman Ji arc installécl.,._'l‘l'ié outer enclosure have panchmukhi

. ~ Shanker Ui, Gdncsh i du ’\ISO wnh Chhatti Pujan Asthan where

3';IIoly Foot Prmt% ol L md {ﬁm (( haxo Bh'\l)’d) are penerial source of
“ worship of ollowus ol blO[hCI hood of Ram Nandi Vairagies. These
© - outer enclosum was | in [’)OS&LSSI()H of Nirmohi Akhara as the Fard of

145 Cl P.C. plocucdmgs 115@11 dtpm\s prior Lo dtldkhlﬂk.nl in 1882

o Feb.



12 : The Nirmohi Akhard is -a religious denominations and had been

1 3 :'s" L

"That Lord Ram Chandra installed in main temple belonged to

“outside ceremoney like Shrud Punoo etc. Beside there are six Sa

~+8

_maintaining managing the disputed temples since long and as
- already said in the plaint always used to receive it’s offering through

" Pujaris.

That Baba Baldeo Das was pujari as well Panch of Nirmohi Akhara

) ji\,&fhen attachment was _mé‘de{ His disciple Bhaskar Das now UP-
' }'SAP’P/-\NCI-I and Gé_nei'a_lf Agency of Nirmohi Akhara was there with

_'him - discharging the duties of Pujari.” According to custom of

Nirmohi Akhara 5 Sadhus 3 Pujaries 2.cooks and one Panch always

. -used to live at Shri Ram’Janam Bhumi. Building certificate for outer
* -enclosure has always been passed in the name of Mahant Raghunath

‘b.'Das ol Akhara.

'

" Panchayati Math of. N"i‘i_'m‘(v)hi Akhara.” The big Deity of Lord Ram
‘Chandra installed theréin, is Achal Deity while a-little Ram Lalla Ji

~.as- called Utsava Murti which according to custom prevalent in

5 Bairagi 3¢et of Sadhus in A’S’odhya are used to discharge certain

¢
e

Ram Bhagwan. There are Singhasan Silver 2, one Murti of

© Hanuman Ji and other parshades are there as detailed in para 3 of the

plaint.

That Panchas of Nirmohi Akhara and Panchas of’ Nirwani Akhara

fought together against many- civil forces to save Hanoman Garhi

“and Ram Janam Bhumi-and as such Hanuman Garhi belonged to

Panch Rama Nandi Nirwani-Akhara similarly Sri Ram Janam Bhumi

belonged to Panch Ramanandi Nirmohi Akhara and same custom

riwaz Parampara.as are applicable to Hanuman Garhi is and used to
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o be discharged for darshan of Hisdu Public at large by Nirmohi

16 : That outer enclosure was owned and managed by Nirmohi Akhara.

’ -t' Akhara prior to attachmcnl.v_ '

Plaintiff, - In the year- 1967 it was released by court of City

Magistrate, Faizabad in favour.Ram Lakhan Das, Goliki a Panch of

© Nirmohi Akhara in inter see dispute. Again in the year 1973 Regular

Suit N0.9/73"in the Court of civil Judge. Faizabad and several other

disputed intersee upto Reg;ﬂlar Suit No.39/82 followed. The Judicial

Crecord-and it's decisions aré¢ in favour of Nirmohi Akhara proving

the title and possession ol plaintitf. Since 1982 the outer enclosure

" i§.ih possession ol Receiver appointed by Court in regular Suit

‘No.39/82 pending in the 'cvov;v,u‘l of Civil Judge 11, Faizabad.

'_.That contents {)‘1‘ para 6 of written statement of Defendant No.10 are
denied. The case was vehemiently fought by Panch Nirmohi Akhara.

“Baldeo Das was a px-'()min'ent ‘figure. who-started ‘Akhand Kirtan

beneath Tin Sile Cha'b_‘L;vtara.' Hp also filed writLén' statement in 145
< Cr.P.C. proceeding. ‘S.ev'e;'ai Mohannﬁadans of Vicinity had filed
: ,afﬁda\,/it in favour ()!’Ni:xb'moh_i Akhara.  The parties arrayed have
:’ been arrayed legal'l)/, ;1:_n"d .’c()nstructive'pres’ence of all against whom
| ‘order 1 rule 8 ClPl(:L‘. havu bé@ﬁ enlarged shall be presumed to exist
.:b_y motion of law. 'l"h'cl_‘g is no questi%m of abatement in such a suit.
. The order dat:cd 30753 ‘p.'assecl by.City Magistrate in case ‘u/s 145
o C.P.C. case No. 172/,‘1 8was Q‘n_l& to-consigned the record which shall
= be taken after tlmyoﬂél}er ol‘;Ci\d_] (Iouri.

. The contents of para 7 of written statement of defendant No.10 are

denied.

R e S——
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"Tha‘t contents of para 8 of written statement of defendant No.10 is

' deljiecl. Plé\intiﬂ‘ beinvg'_‘-vl’aﬁvc‘hayaili bMath |§ a legal entity which will
he\l/.'er die. Some hidden g:réédy-person may emerge to say anything
itojz fh@-ir lust against Ninﬁoijli‘ /—\khara‘.lmt Nirmohi Akhara as being
etef@al legal b(_)dy had (’ouéh[ .I"or .a.nd is fighting for his legal right

; f’f-l-:i‘egardi11'g disputed telﬁplé.f |
20 Theﬂ contents of. 15&11‘@ 89 ;10_, 1, 1213 éxid 14 of written statement

"+ of"defendant No.10 are g:le;ﬁ‘.iecl. ’

.. That contents of para |5 are denied being repetition only.

22 That contents of paa 17 a‘l"é'i/agl.le. and are denied.

23 That contents of para "l_Ev%jand-. 10 of written statement of defendant
No.10 are denied. The :dC[’CI:)'daﬂll vNo.lr() is too short to give any

o advice to plaintiff. |

24 ' 'i‘hat contents of para: 20 ."oi‘ written statement ol defendant No. 10 are

denied. o

25 ‘That contents of par_a: 21:"()1*\,\/'_'111‘1(‘,;” statement of defendant No. 10 are
I ..111iséonceivéd.21|1ci _hehcé-:dcni.ed.‘

26 - That" Umesh 'Chand‘ra 'l:ialé-.beex} utilized just by Hindu Vishwa

Parishad only as a lever for some ulterior motive best known to

-Umesh Chandra. = =« )
S Sd/—
Plaintiff
. Nirmohi Akhara
Through Mahant. General Agent
S o Mahant Bhaskar Das
“ VERIFICATION

E I‘ Mahant Bhaskar Das do l1é;'elvy? verify that contents of para | to 26 are
“true to my knowledge. Verified this 8" day of Nov. 1991 at Count
. Compound, Faizabad.. : »

Sdr-

Mahant Bhaskar Das
Sd/-

(R.L. Varma)

Advocate

: //’1_"1'u¢ Copy'/./"
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IN THE HON'BLE HIGIT COURTOF JUDICATURE AT ALLATIABAD
JEE (LUCKNOW BENCH) LUCKNOW\
S nRe ™
0.0.8. No3 of 1989

Nirmohi Akhara Lic. o o ... Plainutt
o ' _Vcrsus

Babu Priya Datta Ram L. - ... Delendants

| AFFIDAVIT
1, Maﬁé_{nt Bhaskar.Das Chela .()I‘I‘%Zlbil Baldeo Das aged about 70 years
residéji'll:‘ of ‘Naka Muzafara Hanuman Garbi. Faizabad do hereby solemnly
states ﬁﬁd allirm on (mth as under:s | ‘
I l'hal deonLnl is (xcmml Agent of Plaintift and i@ also itUs UP-
Salpdnch and is dou’w iU's pairvi and is (ully conversant with the facts of the
casc.

)

2. That the contents of para |to 26 of accompanying replication are true

to 1hé‘ personal knowledge of deponent.

Deponent
Sd/-
(Mahant Bhaskar Das)

VE RII1 IC A I'ION

I, Mahanl Bhaskal Das, General /\“Lﬂl of Numoln Akhara and being it's UP-
Sm )amh do hugb\ ver tiv that tlm unmnls ol para 1 102 ol this aftidavit are
t1uc to my knowledge. No part ol ihig is | 1|sa nd not hlﬂ“ material has been
(,OH(,edlLd @o hclp me god. ' '
Vulllt,d lhlS datc ol g" Nov. IQ‘)] at l aizabad Court Compound.

Deponent

Sd/-
(Mahant Bhaskar Das)

IDENTIFICATION

- Lidentity Mahant Bhaskar Das who has signed before me.

Sd/-
(R.L. Varma)
Advocate

Solemn]v ailnmcd before me.on § 0. l 91 at 3:13 P.M. by Mahant Bhaskar Das
ther dcponcnl who has bw‘ mlumlud lw Su R. l ' mma /\dvomlu [aizabad,

I thc sdtlshul myselt bv a\dmmmn lu dcpwncm tlmt he understands the

-+ contents of this affidavit which’ mj@ bemg teadover and explained to him,
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