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SUPREME COURT OF I NDI A
RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS

Petition(s) for Special Leave to Appeal (G vil) No.9203/2000

(From the judgenent and order dated 24/01/2000 in CRP 1249/99
of The HI GH COURT OF KARNATAKA AT BANGALORE)

RAGHAVENDRA SWAM  MJUTT Petitioner (s)
VERSUS

UTTARADI MJTT Respondent (s)

( Wth Appln(s). for placing on record the Oders of this Hon' ble
Court dated 20.1.1995 and 24.11.1995 in C. A No. 881/1995 and with
prayer for interimrelief )

( For Final Disposal )

Date : 09/01/2001 This Petition was called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
HON BLE MR JUSTICE A.P. M SRA
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE K. G BALAKRI SHNAN

K. Parasaran, Sr. Adv.
K. Chandranath Ariga, Adv.
Kri shnanurthi Swani, Adv.

For Petitioner (s)

SS=

B. R Nai k, Adv.

S. K. Kul karni, Adv.
J.R Kolar, Adv. for
Sangeet a Kumar, Adv.

For Respondent (s)
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UPON hearing counsel the Court nmade the foll ow ng
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Leave granted.
The appeal is disposed of interns of the signed
order. Cost on the parties.
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(Signed order is placed on the file)
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I N THE SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A
Cl VI L APPELLATE JURI SDI CTI ON



CIVIL APPEAL NO 393 OF 2001@@
(CCCCCCCOCCOCCCCCCCCCCCOCCCCCe
(Arising out of SLP(C) No. 9203/ 2000)

RAGHAVENDRA SVWAM  MUTT ... APPELLANT
VERSUS
UTTARADI MJTT ... RESPONDENT
O R D E R@@
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Leave granted.

Heard |learned counsel for the parties.

The Suit is pending before the trial court. The
contest is between the appellant and the respondent. The
short background of the case is that Shri  Madhvacharya
was the founder of the Madhva sect of Dwaitya Phil osophy.
According to both, the appellant and the respondent, are
mutts and foll owers of the Madhva Phil osophy of religion
Both have been propagating the cult of Madhvacharya
religion by performing various religious activities.
Shri  Narahari Teertharu was the 18th Pontiff of Madhva
hi erarchy during the period from 1324 to 1333 A.D. FEvery
year ‘Aradhana’ of Shri Narahari Theertharu Muthika
Bri ndavan on "Pushya Bahula Saptam " which falls
generally in the nonths of January-February is perforned.
The di spute relates to the perfornmance of this
Tahsil dar, Hospet for assignnent of a portion of a I|and
all egedly covered by the said Brindavan which was
assi gned by order dated 11th April, 1971. But ,
subsequently, cancelled on 13th Decenber, 1996. The case
of the appellant is, the possession of the said | and was
t aken by the Governnent. Thi s cancel lation was
chal  enged by the respondent-Mitt by filing appeal before
the Assistant Commi ssioner. An interimorder was passed
on 24th January, 1997 by the Assistant Commi ssioner
permitting the conduct of ‘Aradhana’ cerenony on the said
land as usual. During the pendency of this appeal, the
Assi stant Conmi ssioner and Sub-Divisional Magistrate,
Hospet made an attenpt to resolve the rival clainms of the
parties. Accordingly, proportionate tine was granted to
both the parties for the perfornmance of the Aradhana’ by
means of order dated 30th January, 1997. Thereafter, on
18th January, 1998 the Assistant Commi ssioner extended
the said order and continued the sanme for performng the
sai d ‘' Aradhana’

This led to the respondent-Miutt to file the
present Suit praying for a decree of pernmanent injunction
restraining the appellant-Mitt from interfering wth
their right to performthe annual Aradhana cerenony. The
trial court initially granted injunction but later
modi fied by order dated 5th January, 1999 by granting
proportionate time to both the parties for perform ng the
aforesaid disputed ‘Aradhana’. Aggrieved by this, the
respondent-Mutt filed an appeal before the Appellate
Aut hority. The Appellate Authority set aside the order
of the trial court and granted injunction in favour of
t he respondent - Mut t . The present appel |l ant filed
revision before the H gh Court which also confirned the



order passed by the Appellate Authority.

After hearing | earned counsel for the parties, we
feel on the facts of this case not to enter into the
merit of the contentions, as decision on the sanme nmay
af fect the adjudication of the trial court in suit. Even
the inpugned order is based on the prima facie assessnent
since evidence is yet to be led by the parties. After
exam ning the orders passed by the Appellate Authority as
affirmed by the H gh Court and after hearing |earned
counsel for the parties, we do not feel it ©proper to
exercise our discretion to interfere with the sane.

However , we feel, since religious disputes
sonetine, if not resolved within reasonable time take
different turns. Hence it is appropriate that the tria
court should expeditiously proceed with the Suit and
di spose it of at an early date. Wth the said
observations the present appeal is disposed of without
prejudice to the rights of the parties. Cost on the
parties.

New Del hi, J.
January 09, 2001. (K. G BALAKRI SHNAN)



