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JUDGMENT (Per Revati Mohite Dere, J. ) :
1) Heard learned Counsel for the parties.
2) Rule. Rule made returnable forthwith, by consent. Learned 

Counsel waive notice for the respective respondents.
3) Petition is taken up for final disposal forthwith, by consent.
4) By this PIL, filed under Article 226 of the Constitution 

of India, the petitioners, who are social activists, have alleged 
gender discrimination and arbitrary denial of access to women in 
the sanctum sanctorum at the Haji Ali Dargah.

5) The  petitioners  state  that  they  are  the  office  bearers  
of  ‘Bharatiya Muslim Mahila Andolan’ – a national secular 
autonomous mass movement of Muslim Women with over 
50,000 members in 15 States. According to the petitioners, 
since their childhood, they were visiting the Haji Ali Dargah, 
the Dargah of Pir Haji Ali Shah Bukhari (R.A.), the patron saint 
and during their visits, were permitted to enter the sanctum 
sanctorum where the saint lied buried, through a separate entry 
earmarked only for women to enable them to offer prayers. 
They have stated that in March, 2011, when the petitioner No. 1 
along with other activists, visited the Haji Ali Dargah, they were 
permitted to enter the sanctum sanctorum to offer prayers. 
According to the petitioners, in June, 2012 when the petitioner 
No. 1 revisited the Dargah to offer prayers, she discovered a 
steel barricade put up at the entry of the sanctum sanctorum, 
thus preventing the entry of women devotees in the sanctum 
sanctorum of the Haji Ali Dargah. Pursuant to the said restriction 
imposed on women devotees, the petitioners approached the 
authorities of the respondent No. 2 Trust and sought answers for 
imposing such a ban/rule. It is stated that the President of the 
Haji Ali Dargah Trust disclosed that the reasons for imposing 
such a ban/rule were – (i) women wearing blouses with wide 
necks bend on the Mazaar, thus showing their breasts; (ii) for the 
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safety and security of women; and (iii) that earlier they were not 
aware of the provisions of Shariat and had made a mistake and 
therefore had taken steps to rectify the same.

6) Pursuant to the aforesaid, the petitioners approached 
various State Authorities including, the State Minority 
Commission and requested them to intervene in the said matter. 
The petitioners also sent letters to several Authorities registering 
their protest and seeking their support and intervention in the 
matter of prevention of entry of women in the inner sanctum 
sanctorum of the Haji Ali Dargah. Letters were sent to the State 
Minority Commission, National Commission for Women, State 
Commission for Women, Chief Minister of Maharashtra, Trustee 
of Makhdoom Shah Baba Trust and a few Ministers. It is stated 
that the State Minorities Development Department arranged 
a joint meeting of the petitioners and the Haji Ali Dargah 
Trustees along with Islamic Scholar Dr. Zeenat Shaukatali and 
other Government Officers, with a view to discuss and resolve 
the matter amicably. However, the Trustees of the respondent 
No. 2 Trust, did not turn up for the said meeting. Thereafter, 
the petitioners again made several representations to various 
authorities but the said representations went unheard. According 
to the petitioners, in January, 2013, a letter was sent by the 
Solicitors of the Haji Ali Dargah Trust to the said Minorities 
Development Department explaining their position in the said 
matter.  In the said letter, it was stated that the Holy Shrine was 
open to all persons regardless of gender, caste, creed, etc. It was 
also stated that to maintain sanctity, discipline, decorum, peace 
and to avoid chaos, they had earmarked separate entries for men 
and women devotees and visitors. According to the petitioners, 
the said letter was clearly contrary to the issue raised and the 
actual realities faced by the petitioners i.e. women were not 
being allowed in the  sanctum sanctorum of the Haji Ali Dargah. 
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The petitioners thereafter, again requested the respondent 
No. 2 Trust to discuss the issue and come to a consensus and 
also requested the then State Minister of Women and Child 
and the State Minority Commission to facilitate a dialogue and 
to amicably resolve the said issue. The petitioners surveyed 
several dargahs which allowed entry of women in the sanctum 
sanctorum and have annexed to the petition, a list of the said 
dargahs. The petitioners have stated that they had received a 
letter from the State Minority Commission on 14th March, 2014 
wherein, the Commission stated that the matter was beyond 
its jurisdiction. The petitioners again visited the dargah on 5th 
April, 2014 and noticed that nothing was done pursuant to the 
protest and representation and that the women continued to be 
barred from entering the sanctum sanctorum of the Dargah. The 
petitioners also filed a complaint in the office of the respondent 
No. 3, Charity Commissioner, against the respondent No. 2 Trust 
stating, that the activities of the Trust violated the Constitution 
of India. Aggrieved by the fact, that their representations were 
not considered, the petitioners filed the aforesaid PIL seeking, 
amongst other reliefs, an appropriate writ, order or direction 
in the nature of writ of mandamus and to declare that female 
devotees have an equal right of entry and access to all parts 
including the sanctum sanctorum (mazaar) of the Haji Ali Dargah 
on par with the male devotees. They have also prayed for an order 
directing the respondent No. 2-Trust, to restore status quo ante, 
by permitting female devotees to enter the sanctum sanctorum of 
the Haji Ali Dargah on par with the male devotees.

7) The respondent No. 1 is the State of Maharashtra; the 
respondent No. 2 is the Haji Ali Dargah Trust, a public charitable 
Trust registered under the provisions of the Bombay Public Trusts 
Act, 1950 and the respondent No. 3 is the Charity Commissioner, 
Maharashtra State, Mumbai...
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...The respondent No. 2’s claim of protection under Article 
26 of the Constitution, as noted aforesaid, would have to be 
considered in the background of the constitutional provisions 
asserted in this behalf and the judicial pronouncements rendered 
by the Apex Court in this regard.

The Apex Court in the case of Hindu Religious Endowments, 
Madras v. Sri Lakshmindra Thirtha Swamiar of Sri Shirur Mutt 
(supra) has observed in paras 15 to 20, as under :

15) As  regards Art. 26,  the  first question is,  what is the 
precise meaning or connotation of the expression “religious 
denomination” and whether a Math could come within this 
expression. The word “denomination” has been defined in the 
Oxford Dictionary to mean “a collection of individuals classed 
together under the same name: a religious sect or body having a 
common faith and organization and designated by a distinctive 
name”. It is well known that the practice of setting up Maths as 
centres of theological teaching was started by Shri Sankaracharya 
and was followed by various teachers since then. After Sankara, 
came a galaxy of religious teachers and philosophers who 
founded the different sects and sub-sects of the Hindu religion 
that we find in India at the present day. 

Each one of such sects or sub-sects can certainly be called 
a religious denomination, as it is designated by a distinctive 
name, -- in many cases it is the name of the founder --- and has a 
common faith and common spiritual organization. The followers 
of Ramanuja, who are known by the name of Shri Vaishnabas, 
undoubtedly constitute a religious denomination; and so do 
the followers of Madhwacharya and other religious teachers. 
It is a fact well established by tradition that the Udipi Maths 
were founded by Madhwacharya himself and the trustees and 
the beneficiaries of these Maths profess to be followers of that 
teacher. The High Court has found that the Math in question is 
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in charge of the Sivalli Brahmins who constitute a Section of the 
followers of Madhwacharya. As  Art. 26 contemplates not merely 
a religious denomination but also a Section thereof, the Math or 
the spiritual fraternity represented by it can legitimately come 
within the purview of this Article.

16) The other thing that remains to be considered in regard 
to Art. 26 is, what, is the scope of clause (b) of the Article which 
speaks of management “of its own affairs in matters of religion”? 
The language undoubtedly suggests that there could be other 
affairs of a religious denomination or a Section thereof which are 
not matters of religion and to which the guarantee given by this 
clause would not apply. The question is, where is the line to be 
drawn between what are matters of religion and what are not?

17) It will be seen that besides the right to manage its own 
affairs in matters of religion, which is given by cl. (b), the next two 
clauses of Art. 26 guarantee to a religious denomination the right 
to acquire and own property and to administer such property 
in accordance with law. The administration of its property by 
a religious denomination has thus been placed on a different 
footing from the right to manage its own affairs in matters of 
religion. The latter is a fundamental right which no

 Legislature can take away, whereas the former can be 
regulated by laws which the legislature can validly impose. It is 
clear, therefore, that questions  merely relating to administration 
of properties belonging to a religious group or institution are not 
matters of religion to which cl. (b) of the Article applies.

What then are matters of religion? The word “religion” has not 
been defined in the Constitution and it is a term which is hardly 
susceptible of any rigid definition. In an American case ----

‘Vide Davis v. Beason’, (1888) 133 US 333 at p. 342 (G), it has 
been said:“that the term ‘religion’ has reference to one’s views of 
his relation to his Creator and to the obligations they impose of 
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reverence for His Being and character and of obedience to His 
will. It is often confounded with ‘cultus’ of form or worship of a 
particular sect, but is distinguishable from the latter.”

We do not think that the above definition can be regarded as 
either precise or adequate. Articles 25 and 26 of our Constitution 
are based for the most part upon Art. 44(2), Constitution of Eire 
and we have great doubt whether a definition of  ‘religion’ as 
given above could have been in the minds of our Constitution 
makers when they framed the Constitution.

Religion is certainly a matter of faith with individuals or 
communities and it is not necessarily theistic. There are well 
known religions in India like Buddhism and Jainism which do 
not believe in God or in any Intelligent First Cause. A religion 
undoubtedly has its basis in a system of beliefs or doctrines which 
are regarded by those who profess that religion as conducive to 
their spiritual well being, but it would not be correct to say that 
religion is nothing else but a doctrine or belief. A religion may not 
only lay down a code of ethical rules for its followers to accept, it 
might prescribe rituals and observances, ceremonies and modes 
of worship which are regarded as integral parts of religion, and 
these forms and observances might extend even to matters of 
food and dress.

18) The guarantee under our Constitution not only protects 
the freedom of religious opinion but it protects also acts done 
in pursuance of a religion and this is made clear by the use of 
the expression “practice of religion” in Art. 25. Latham, C.J. of 
the High Court of Australia while dealing with the provision 
of S. 116, Australian Constitution which ‘inter alia’ forbids the 
Commonwealth to prohibit the ‘free exercise of any religion’ made 
the following weighty observations ---- : ‘Vide Adelaide Company 
v. The Commonwealth’, 67 CLR 116 at p. 127 (H) :

“It is sometimes suggested in discussions on the subject of freedom 
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of religion that, though the civil government should not   interfere 
with religious ‘opinions’, it nevertheless may deal as it pleases with any 
‘acts’ which are done in pursuance of religious belief without infringing 
the principle of freedom of religion. It appears to me to be difficult 
to maintain this  distinction as  relevant  to  the  interpretation  of S.  
116) The  Section  refers  in  express  terms to the ‘exercise’ of religion, 
and therefore it is intended to protect from the operation of any 
Commonwealth laws acts which are done in the exercise of religion. Thus 
the Section goes far beyond protecting liberty of opinion. It protects also 
acts done in pursuance of religious belief as part of religion”.

These observations apply fully to the protection of religion as 
guaranteed by the Indian Constitution. Restrictions by the State 
upon free exercise of religion are permitted both under Arts. 25 
and 26 on grounds of public order, morality and health. Clause (2) 
(a) of Art. 25 reserves the right of the State to regulate or restrict 
any economic, financial, political and other secular activities 
which may be associated with religious practice and there is a 
further right given to the State by sub-cl. (b) under which the 
State can legislate for social welfare and reform even though by 
so doing it might interfere with religious practices. The learned 
Attorney-General lays stress upon cl. (2) (a) of the Article and his 
contention is that all secular activities, which may be associated 
with religion but do not really constitute an essential part of it, are 
amenable to State regulation.

19) The contention formulated in such broad terms cannot, 
we think, be supported. In the first place, what constitutes the 
essential part of a religion is primarily to be ascertained with 
reference to the doctrines of that religion itself. If the tenets of 
any religious sect of the Hindus prescribe that offerings of food 
should be given to the idol at particular hours of the day, that 
periodical ceremonies should be performed in a certain way at 
certain periods of the year or that there should be daily recital 
of sacred texts or oblations to the sacred fire, all these would be 
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regarded as parts of religion and the mere fact that they involve 
expenditure of money or employment of priests and servants or 
the use of marketable commodities would not make them secular 
activities partaking of a commercial or economic character; all of 
them are religious practices and should be regarded as matters of 
religion within the meaning of Art. 26(b).

What Art. 25(2)(a) contemplates is not regulation by the State 
of religious practices as such, the freedom of which is guaranteed 
by the Constitution except when they run counter to public 
order, health and morality but regulation of activities which are 
economic, commercial or political in their character though they 
are associated with religious practices.

We may refer in this connection to a few American and 
Australian cases, all of which arose out of the activities of persons 
connected with the religious association known as “Jehova’s 
Witnesses”. This association of persons loosely organized 
throughout Australia, U.S.A. and other countries regard the literal 
interpretation of the Bible as fundamental to proper religious 
beliefs. This belief in the supreme authority of the Bible colours 
many of their political ideas. They refuse to take oath of allegiance 
to the king or other constituted human authority and even to 
show respect to the national flag, and they decry all wars between 
nations and all kinds of war activities.

In 1941 a company of “Jehova’s Witnesses” incorporated 
in Australia commenced proclaiming and teaching matters 
which were prejudicial to war activities and the defence of the 
Commonwealth and steps were taken against them under the 
National Security Regulations of the State. The legality of the 
action of the Government was questioned by means of a writ 
petition before the High Court and the High Court held that 
the action of the Government was justified and that S. 116, 
which guaranteed freedom of religion under the Australian 
Constitution, was not in any way infringed by the National 
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Security Regulations - ‘Vide 67 CLR 16 at p. 127 (H)’. These were 
undoubtedly political activities though arising out of religious 
belief entertained by a particular community.

In such cases, as Latham, C. J. pointed out, the provision 
for protection of religion was not an absolute protection to be 
interpreted and applied independently of other provisions of the 
Constitution. These privileges must be reconciled with the right of 
the State to employ the sovereign power to ensure peace, security 
and orderly living without which constitutional guarantee of civil 
liberty would be a mockery.”

20) The Courts of America were at one time greatly agitated 
over the question of legality of a State regulation which required 
the pupils in public schools on pain of compulsion to participate 
in a daily ceremony of saluting the national flat, while reciting 
in union a pledge of allegiance to it in certain set formula. 
The question arose in --- ‘Minersville School District, Board of 
Education, etc. v. Gobitis’ (1939) 310 US 586 (I). In that case two 
small children, Lillian and William Gobitis were expelled from the 
public school of Minersville, Pennsylvania for refusing to salute 
the national flat as part of the daily exercise. The Gobitis family 
were affiliated with ‘Jehova’s Witnesses’ and had been brought 
up conscientiously to believe that such a gesture of respect for the 
flat was forbidden by the scripture.

The point for discussion by the Supreme Court was whether 
the requirement of participation in such a ceremony exacted from 
a child, who refused upon sincere religious grounds infringed 
the liberty of religion guaranteed by the First and the Fourteenth 
Amendments? The court held by a majority that it did not and 
that it was within the province of the legislature and the school 
authorities to adopt appropriate means to evoke and foster a 
sentiment of national unity amongst the children in public schools.

The Supreme Court, however, changed their views on this 
identical point in the later case of --- ‘West Virginia State Board 
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of Education v. Barrette’, 1942 – 319 US 624 (J). There it was held 
overruling the earlier decision referred to above that the action 
of a State in making it compulsory for children in public schools 
to salute the flat and pledge allegiance constituted a violation of 
the First and Fourteenth Amendments. This difference in judicial 
opinion brings about forcibly the difficult task which a court has 
to perform in cases of this type where the freedom of religious 
convictions genuinely entertained by men come into conflict with 
the proper political attitude which is expected from citizens in 
matters of unity and solidarity of the State organization.”

(emphasis supplied)
It would also be apposite to note the 5 Judges’ Bench 

Judgment of the Apex Court in the case of Tilkayat Shri Govindlalji 
Maharaj v. State of Rajasthan (supra). Paras 59 and 60 of the said 
judgment read as under :

“59) In this connection, it cannot be ignored that what 
is protected under Arts. 25 (1) and 26 (b) respectively are the 
religious practices and the right to manage affairs in matters of 
religion. If the practice in question is purely secular or the affairs 
which is controlled by the statute is essentially and absolutely 
secular in character, it cannot be urged that Art. 25

(1) or Art. 26 (b) has been contravened. The protection is given 
to the practice of religion and to the denomination’s right to 
manage its own affairs in matters of religion. Therefore, whenever 
a claim is made on behalf of an individual citizen that the 
impugned statute contravenes his fundamental right to practise 
religion or a claim is made on behalf of the denomination that 
the fundamental right guaranteed to it to manage its own affairs 
in matters of religion is contravened, it is necessary to consider 
whether the practice in question is religious or the affairs in 
respect of which the right of management is alleged to have been 
contravened are affairs in matters of religion. If the practice is a 
religious practice or the affairs are the affairs in matter of religion, 
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then, of course, the right guaranteed by Art. 25(1) and Article 26 
(b) cannot be contravened.

60) It is true that the decision of the question as to whether 
a certain practice is a religious practice or not, as well as the 
question as to whether an affair in question is an affair in matters 
of religion or not, may present difficulties because sometimes 
practices, religious and secular, are inextricably mixed up. This is 
more particularly so in regard to Hindu religion because as is well 
known, under the provisions of ancient Smritis, all human actions 
from birth to death and most of the individual actions from day-
to-day are regarded as religious in character. As an illustration, 
we may refer to the fact that the Smritis regard marriage as a 
sacrament and not a contract. Though the task of disengaging the 
secular from the religious may not be easy, it must nevertheless 
be attempted in dealing with the claims for protection under Arts. 
25(1) and 26(b). If the practice which is protected under the former 
is a religious practice, and if the right which is protected under 
the latter is the right to manage affairs in matters of religion, it 
is necessary that in judging about the merits of the claim made 
in that behalf the Court must be satisfied that the practice is 
religious and the affair is in regard to a matter of religion. In 
dealing with this problem under Articles 25(1) and 26(b), Latham 
C.J.’s observation in Adelaide Company of Jehovah’s Witnesses 
v. Commonwealth, 1943-67 Com-WLR 116 at p. 123 that, “what is 
religion to one is superstition to another”, on which Mr Pathak 
relies, is of no relevance. If an obviously secular matter is claimed 
to be matter of religion, or if an obviously secular practice is 
alleged to be a religious practice, the Court would be justified in 
rejecting the claim because the protection guaranteed by Art. 
25(1) and Art. 26(b) cannot be extended to secular practices and 
affairs in regard to denominational matters which are not matters 
of religion, and so, a claim made by a citizen that a purely secular 
matter amounts to a religious practice, or a similar claim made 
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on behalf of the denomination that a purely secular matter is 
an affair in matters of religion, may have to be rejected on the 
ground that it is based on irrational considerations and cannot 
attract the provisions of Art. 25(1) or Art. 26(b). This aspect of the 
matter must be borne in mind in dealing with true scope and 
effect of Art. 25(1) and Art. 26(b)”.

(emphasis supplied)
It thus appears, that whenever a claim is made on behalf of 

a denomination, that the fundamental right guaranteed to it, to 
manage its own affairs in matters of religion is contravened, it 
would be necessary to consider whether the practice in question, 
is religious or whether the affairs in respect of which the right of 
management is alleged to have been contravened, are affairs in 
matters of religion.

The Full Bench of the Allahabad High Court in the case of 
Mohd. Wasi & Anr. vs. Bachchan Sahib & Ors.14 has also observed 
that a public place of worship (mosque) cannot be reserved for a 
particular sect or class of people.

The judgement rendered by the Apex Court in Tilkayat Shri 
Govindlalaji Maraj v. State of Rajasthan (supra), clearly shows 
that the rights of religious denomination under Article 26 of the 
Constitution is subject to public order, morality and health and 
other rights under Chapter III, and that the State has the power to 
“regulate” the affairs if the same affects the fundamental rights 
of any person guaranteed under Chapter III of the Constitution. 
The State has the power to regulate secular activities without 
interfering with the religious activities. Similarly, as noted earlier, 
in the case of A. S. Narayana Deekhshitutlu vs. State of Andhra 
Pradesh (supra), it has been held that non-essential religious 
practices do not have protection under Articles 25 and 26 and the 
same can be considered secular in nature and can be “regulated” 
by the State. Article 26(b) relates to affairs in matters of religion 
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such as the performance of religious rites and ceremonies, 
observance of religious festivals and the like and it does not 
refer to the administration of the property at all. The Apex Court 
has held that if the clause “affairs in matters of religion” were to 
include affairs in regard to all matters, whether religious or not, 
the provisions under Article 26(d) for legislative regulation of the 
administration of the denomination property would be rendered 
illusory. The language of Article 26(b) and Article 26(d) brings 
out the difference between the two. With regard to affairs in 
matters of religion, the right of management given to a religious 
body is a guaranteed fundamental right which no legislation can 
take away. But, on the other hand, as regards administration of 
property which a religious denomination is entitled to own and 
acquire, it undoubtedly has the right to administer such property 
only in accordance with law.

35) In the facts of the present case, first and foremost the 
respondent No. 2 Trust, even under the Scheme, cannot enforce a 
ban which is contrary to Part III of the Constitution of India. The 
aims, objects and activities of the Haji Ali Dargah Trust as set out 
in the Scheme are not governed by any custom, tradition/usage. 
The objects  of the Haji Ali Dargah Trust are in respect of purely 
secular activities of a non-religious nature, such as giving loans, 
education, medical facilities, etc. Neither the objects nor the 
Scheme vest any power in the trustees to determine matters of 
religion, on the basis of which entry of woman is being  restricted. 
Matters relating to administration of property, by the respondent 
No. 2 are not matters of religion to which clause (b) of Article 26 
applies.  The Trust has no power to alter or modify the mode or 
manner of religious practices of any individual or any group.

36) Admittedly, the Haji Ali Dargah Trust is a public charitable 
trust. It is open to people all over the world, irrespective of 
their caste, creed or sex, etc. Once a public character is attached 
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to a place of worship, all the rigors of Articles 14, 15 and 25 
would come into play and the respondent No. 2 Trust cannot 
justify its decision solely based on a misreading of Article 26. 
The respondent No. 2 Trust has no right to discriminate entry 
of women into a public place of worship under the guise of  
‘managing the affairs of religion’ under Article 26 and as such, 
the State will have to ensure protection of rights of all its citizens 
guaranteed under Part III of the Constitution, including Articles 
14 and 15, to protect against discrimination based on gender. 
Infact, the right to manage the Trust cannot override the right 
to practice religion itself, as Article 26 cannot be seen to abridge 
or abrogate the  right  guaranteed under Article 25  of the 
Constitution. We may also note, that it is also not the respondent 
No. 2 Trust’s claim that  they are  an independent religious 
denomination or a section thereof, having  complete autonomy 
under  Article 26.  Thus, even considering the said fact, the 
protection claimed under Article 26 is clearly misconceived.

37) The other justification given by the respondent No. 2 
Trust for imposing the ban was the safety and security of the 
women, in particular, to prevent sexual harassment of women 
at places of worship. It is stated that the said ban is in keeping 
with the decision of the Apex Court, wherein stringent directions 
have been issued to ensure that there is no sexual harassment 
to women at places of worship. We may note, that the said 
submission is completely and misconceived and reliance placed 
on the judgment of the Apex Court in the case of The Deputy 
General of Police & Anr. V. S. Samuthiam (supra) (dated 30th 
November, 2012) is completely out of context, inasmuch as, the 
directions were issued when the Protection of Women from Sexual 
Harassment at Work Place Bill, 2010 was under consideration 
and as the provisions of that Bill were not sufficient to curb 
eve-teasing. It is in these circumstances, certain directions were 
issued by the Apex Court and directions were given to the State 
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Governments to take effective and appropriate measures to curb 
instances of eve-teasing.  It is also pertinent to note, that at that 
time, there were no suitable provisions  to curb eve-teasing. The 
said judgment was also prior to the Criminal Law (Amendment) Act, 
2013. Reliance placed on this Judgment is clearly misconceived and 
cannot justify the ban imposed by the respondent No. 2 Trust. The 
respondent No. 2, under the guise of providing security and ensuring 
safety of women from sexual harassment, cannot justify the ban 
and prevent women from entering the sanctum sanctorum of the 
Haji Ali Dargah. The respondent No. 2 Trust is always at liberty to 
take steps to prevent sexual harassment of women, not by banning 
their entry in the sanctum sanctorum, but by taking effective steps 
and making provisions for their safety and security e.g. by having 
separate queues for men and women, as was done earlier. It is also 
the duty of the State to ensure the safety and security of the women 
at such places. The State is equally under an obligation to ensure that 
the fundamental rights guaranteed under Articles 14, 15 and 25 of 
the Constitution are protected and that the right of access into the 
sanctum sanctorum of the Haji Ali Dargah is not denied to women.

38) Accordingly, the petition must succeed and is allowed. We 
hold that the ban imposed by the respondent No. 2 Trust, prohibiting 
women  from  entering  the  sanctum  sanctorum  of  the  Haji  Ali  
Dargah contravenes Articles 14, 15 and 25 of the Constitution, and as 
such restore status-quo ante i.e. women be permitted to enter the 
sanctum sanctorum at par with men. The State and the respondent 
No. 2 Trust to take effective steps to ensure the safety and security of 
women at the said place of worship.

Rule is made absolute on the aforesaid terms.

REVATI MOHITE DERE J.

V.M. KANADE, J.
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