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IN THE HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA
AT HYDERABAD

FRIDAY, THE NINTH DAY OF OCTOBER
TWO THOUSAND AND TWENry SIX

PRESENT

THE HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE K.LAKSHMAN

l.A. NO: 1OF 2026
IN

ARBITRATION APPLICATION NO: 204 OF 2025

Betureen:

AND

Mr. Suresh Goud Routh, S/o. Routh Hanmanth Goud, aged about 55 years,

Occ: Director of Balaji Convention and Resorts Private Limited.
R/o. 5-10-14/6114, Flal No. 301, Shruthi Apartment, FB Nagar, Old Alwal,
Medchal Malakajgiri, Telangna.

...Review Applicant

1. Keshav Kumar Aganrval, Sio.Om Prakash Agarwal, aged about 68 years, Occ.
Business, R/o. H. No.6-3-1089/A/'1, Gulmohar Avenue, Somajiguda, Hyderabad.

2. Mrs.Tripti Aganral, Wo.Nitin Kumar Agarwal, aged about 44 years, Occ:
Business, R/o. H. No.6-3-1089/A/1, Gulmohar Avenue, Somajiguda, Hyderabad.

3. Mr.Nitin Kumar Aganrval, S/o.Mr.Keshav Kumar Agarwal, aged about 45 years,

Occ. Business, R/o. H.No.6-3-1089/A/1 , Gulmohar Avenue, Somajiguda,
Hyderabad.

4. Mrs.Mona Agarwal, Wo.Nikhil Kumar Agarwal, aged about 44 years, Occ
Household, R/o.H.No.6-3-1089/A/1 , GulmoharAVenue, Somajiguda, Hyderabad.

5. Mr.Nikhil Kumar Agarwal, S/o.Keshav Kumar Agarwal, aged about 44 yearc,
Occ.Business, R/o. H.No.63-1089iA/1 , Gulmohar Avenue, Somajiguda,
Hyderabad.

6. Mrs.Preeti Kedia Alias Priti Kedia, Wo.Mr.Anand Kedia, aged about 46 years,

Occ: Household, Rio. H. No.6-3-1089/A/1 , Gulmohar Avenue, Somajiguda,
Hyderabad.

...Applicants/Respondents
7. Balaji Convention and Resorts Private Limited, represented by its Managing

Director, P.Ramireddy, 4-107, Gandhi Nagar, Rajendra Nagar, Shamshabad
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Mandal, Ranga Reddy District, Telangana - 501 218
... Respondents/Respondents

Petition under Section 215 of Arbitration praying that in the circumstances stated

in the affidavrt filed in supp,crt of the petition, the High Court may be pleased to review

the finat order dated U.A5 2A26 in Arbitration Application No. 204 of 2A25 and dismiss

the instant Arbitration Application.

Counsel for the Review Applicant: Sri Sirgapoor Sahil Reddy

Counsel for the Respondents No.1 to 6/ Applicant: Sri Shakthi, counsel
representing Sri M- Hrithik

Counsel for the Respondent No.7: Sri Shiva, counsel representing
Sri T. Thrinadh Reddy

The Court made the following: ORDER
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IN THE HIGH COURTFOR I'HI.] S]-A'TE OF- TELANGANA

AT: HYDFIRABAI)

IION'BI,E SRI JTJSTICT] K. LAKSIIMAN

LA. No. I of2026
IN

ARBITRATION APPLICA'IION No. 204 OF 2025

Rcserved On: I 1.09.2026 l)ronou nced On: - ? .t0.2026

U rlloaded On: t.,; .10.2026

Bctu'een

Mr. Suresh Goud Routh .. petrtroner

And

Kcshar Kumal Aganr'al & ()thcrs

f his C ourr passed the lollowirrg:

Respondonts

ORDF]R

IIcard Sli Sirgapoor Sahil Rccldy. lcarncd counsel for thc

Pelitioner': Sri Shakthi. lcarncd corinscl rcprcscnting Sri M. tlrithik,

learrcd Counscl tbr Respondent Nos. I to 6; and Sri Shiva, learned

Counsel reprcsenting Sri 'f. 'l'hrinadh Reddy, leamed counsel for

Respondent No. 7

2. 'I'he prescnt Application has been filcd seeking review of the

older dated 01.05.2026 passed by this Courl in Arbitration Application

No. l0-1 of'2015, thich *as lilcd br Ilcsportde'rtl. \os. I to 6 helcitt Ltndcr'

)
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Section I I (5 ) &(6) of the Arbitratiorr and Conciliation Act. 1996 (for

short. "the ..\ct. I 99ti") sceking appointrnent o1'Arbitrator

3. \{r. Suresh (ioud l(ou1h^ the I{evieu, Applicant (hcreinaftcr. "the

r\pplicant") is t-rnc o1' thc Directors ot' tlala.ii (.onvcntion and Resorls

Private Limited (Respondent No. 7 company). Respondent Nos. I to 6

rvere the Applrcants in A.A. No. 104 o12025. rvhereas Respondenl No, 7

\\'as thc Solc Rcspondcnt thcrcin. Rcspondent Nos. 1 to 6 and

bearing D(lcLure nt i\o. i84tl ol 202,1. As clispr.rtes arose between the

Respondent r-o. 7 (represented by its Managing Director. Mr. P

Ramireddl') had enlered into a legistercd I-easc Dced date d 10.05.2024.

aloresaid pafties with resard to cxecution ot the l-ease l)ced and letting

out the sub.iect prop,efty, Respondent Nos. I to 6 filed an application

seeking appointment ol arbitrator Lrnder Scction I I o1' the Act. 1996

in'"'oking (-lause I I o1' thc l-casc [)ecd. rr hich dcals u ith "l)ispute

Resoltrtion". L'ide arder dated 0 L05.2026. this (lour1 hcld that the

disputes between the atbrcsaid parties arc arbitrable in natule, and

considering '\rr Ob.jr:ctiorr' rcporlccl br lcalncd counsel lbr Respoudent
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No. 7, this coun appointed Smt. Koka Radha Devi (Retired District

Judge)as the Sole Arbitrator to adjudicate disputes between the parties.

.1. 1he Applicant submits that thc ordcr datcd 01.05.2026 is subject

to rcview as the said order was obtaincd by thc Respondents herein by

suppressing the lact that Mr. P. Rarnireddy had no authority to represent

thc Respondent No. 7 con'lpan\'. [[c was ncver authorizcd to reprcscnt

Respondent No. 7 company by virtuc o1'any board rcsolution or letter.

Further, the "No Objection" recorded in paragraph No. 6 of the order

dated 0l .05.2026 was given through Mr. P. Ramireddy, who \.'u as not

authorized to represent Rcspondent No. 7 corrpany, thereby affecting the

legal validity of the proceedings in the Arbitration Application

5. Mr. P. Ramireddy also sr.rppresscd several material facts while

pursuing the Arbitration Application bclbrc this Court. llc filcd a petition

under Section 24 I of the Companies Act, 20 l3 vide C.P. No. 50 of 2025

on 28.1 1.2025 claiming oppression and mismanagement by remaining

sharcholders of the company. Despitc having frlcd such application. he

represented the sarre company in thc Arbitration Application in collusion

with Respondcnt Nos. I to 6 herein, and rcported'No Objection'
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transactions and silecific luncl translcrs of the company. t\ 'Forensic

l?eprtr t' \\ AS

6. the Applicant lurther subrnils that CI-A Indus Value Consulting

board ar-rLhorizatiorr and had siphoncd ol'f lunds fbr his personal

Privatc Lirnitecl u',rs appointed lor conducling a rcriew ol the rcndor

prepercd. ri hercin it *as lbund that Mr. l). Rarnireddr

operatcd thc accounts of the Rcspondent No. 7 corlparry \\,itllout any

usc

Pursuant to the said repoft, thc Applicant herein filcd a corr-rplaint with

the F.conomic Ol1-ences Wing, C1 berabad. r.vhich lr,as rcgistercd as FIR

tr'o. 9l o12025 dated ll I 1,2025.

7. It is the specific contention of the Applicant that Mr. P

Rarnireddv deliberatell, conccalcd the institution and pcncicncy o1' thc

present Arbitration r\pplication fronr the [)irectors and other shareholdcrs

of'Respondcnt \o. i' corrpany in collusion with Respondent Nos. I to 6

The Applicant learnt about thc Arbitration Application onl1, on

11.06.2.026, on rcccir'ing an e-nlail liom l-carned Solc Arbitlator, servin-!l

notice for preliminarv hcaring rvhich rvas schcdulcd on 2ti,06.2026

8. Furlhcr. the Applicarrt submits that thc nrandatorr noticc

invoking arbitration 0onternplated undcr Scction 2l ol the Act. 1996 r.r as
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served only upon Mr. P. Ramircdc11,, but not on Respondent No.7

company, which is a separatc legal cntity and a party to the said

proceedings. [n the absence of such Notice, Respondent No. 7 company

was deprived of an opportunity to rospond to thc clairns and participate in

thc constitution o1'the Arbitral I'ribr-rnal. ln support of thc same, reliance

was placed on the order olthe Learned Single Judge of the Bombay High

Courl in Malvika Rajnikant Mehla & Ors. v. JESS Constructionr.,

whcrcin it was obselvcd that thc rcquirerncnt ol Notice contemplated

under Scction ll of the Act, 1996 servcs dcfinite purposes. It puts the

adversary on notice as to the nature of the claim and provides an

opportunity to thc advcrsar_"- to contest thc adnrissibility of clairns at

threshold. It also has a bearing upon the datc of commencement ol the

arbitration.

9. According to thc Applicarit, rc! icw ol- an ordcr passcd urrder

Seclion I I of the Act, 1996 is rrraintainablc. In support of the aloresaid

contention, reliance was placed on thc order passed by Leamed Single

Judge of the Iligh CoLrrt of Madhya Pradesh in M/s Prcstige Feedmills

2022 SCC Onl.ine Bom 920
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l,td. v. K.\. Rcsourcesl. whcrcin u,hilc rcf'ertine to the.judgrnent of the

Supremc Courl in Municipal Corporation of Greater Mumbai &Anr.

v. Pratibha Industries Limited & Ors.r, it was held that the FIigh Courr

in cxercise ol its p,rwers under Article 215 ol the Constitr-rtion ol lndia

can rcvicw an order passed undcl Scction l l or Section 37 ol- the Act.

1996.

10. Per col?I/rr, Rcspondent Nos. I to 6 subrnit that thc Applicant

hercin has sousht Lc lc'" icu arr orde l passccl undcl Section I 1 ol thc Act,

1996 by introducins allegations concerning intcrnal disputes amongst thc

shareholders and dir ectors of ltespondent r-o. 7 compan1,. which neither

affcct the existcncc of thc arbitration ae.rcen'tcnt nor the albitrabilitt ol

the disputes arising out ol the registered I-ease Deed datcd 10.05.2024

The Applicant has fa.ilcd to point out an-\'crror apparenI on the lacc o1'tht:

recorcl. \['hilc excrcising limitcd .iLLrisdiction undcr Section I I ol thc Act,

1996, this ('olrrt cannot rc-hcar disputed questions of 1act. [;lrrthcr, thc

Applicant herein dicl not dispute thc execution o1' the Lease Decd. thc

cxistencc ofthe arbi.ration clausc, or the arbitrable natute ofdisputes. lt

- R.P \o l-1.1 oflOi0. Order dared ll.0lJ.l0ll
r 

(u o t9) r scc :rrr
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has not been pleaded that the l-ease Deed was executed without the

knowledge o1'the Respondcnt No. 7 conrpany. 1'hc Applicant docs not

dispute that Respondent No. 7 cornpany is the lessee undcr the registered

Lease Deed

I l. Respondcnt Nos. I to 6 har,'c acted s[r'ictlr in accordance with

thc terms of the registered Lcase [)ccd, which recognizes Mr. P

Ramireddy as the Managing l)irector ol Respondent No. 7 company

They merely acted upon the authority expressly represented by

Respondent No. 7 company itsell in the registered document executed. lt

was specifically contended that every communication was addressed to

the Respondent No. 7 company at its registcred olllce, and not to Mr. P.

Ramireddy in his personal capacity.-l'hc Applicant's challcnge does not

pcftain to the L.ease I)eed or the tcrms and conditions therein, but in

relation to the internal al-flairs ol thc conrpany

I2. It is lurther submitted that the Applicant's contention that Mr

P. Ramireddy lacked authorit)'to reprcsent Respondent No. 7 company is

untenable. Once the registercd I-casc Deed itself records the authority of

Mr. P. Ramireddy as the Managing Director to execute the document, the
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third parties are enritled to proQeed on the basis that the representation is

valid. In r iew ol' thc "doctrine o/ indoor motlugetltenr", the internal

clisputes anro.a.sI thc- I)ircciors ancl sharcholc]crs.l thc Rcspo,dent No.7

compan),. ca.not inl.alid ate thc bono /ide acts performed by the third

p art ie s.

Application liablr: to be dismissed as the Applicant failcd to esrablish

13. It *as spccillcall,, conrcnded that thc prcsent [{s,ie.,i

IS

anvan), error applireut rtn the l'acc ol'ths rccor.d. cliscovcrv ol' new and

irlportanI lact u,hich could not ha'c bccn p..cluced carlier dcspitc duc

diligence. or a,\ .ther suf'llcicnt reasort recognizcd under lar.^, for rct,ieu

of a judicial order

14. I'he contcntions/subrlissions advanced bv l{espondent \io. 7.

are sirnilar to those rladc b1 Respondent \os. I to 6. Respondent \o. 7

sr-rbrnits that disputed questions cannot bc convcfiecl into grouncls lor

revicrl,. The Applicant herein has n01 disputcd thc erccution of the [_casc

[)ecc] or thc eristc;.tcc o1' thc arbitration clause, and thcrelore. thc

lundamental basis upon rvhich the learned Sole Arbitr.ator was appointed

remains wholly intact. the impugned order was cor-rflncd to the
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constitution ol'the Arbitral 
.l 

ribunal. and the pafties were granted liberty

to raise all the available pleas and delcnces belore the leamed Arbitrator.

I he allegations of collr.rsion be-tu,ccn Respondent Nos. I to 6 and

Respondeut No. 7 wcre categorically dcnied

15. Respondent No. 7 represcnted by Mr. P. Ramireddy further

submits about the subsequent conduct olthe Applicant herein, who after

obtaining knowledgc about the constitLrtion o1' the Arbitral Tribunal,

entered appearance and sought to represent Respondent No. 7 company.

by ti ling appropriate memos tbr protecting its interests. Having

participatod in the arbitral proccedings. thc Applicanr is prcvcnted lionr

contending that Respondent No. 7 company was incapable of

pafiicipating in thc arbitral procecdings

I6. Respondent No. 7 rcprcsentcd by' Mr. P. Ramireddy contends

that this Courl docs not havc thc.lurisdiction to rcview the order dated

01 .05.2026 passed under Section I I of thc Act, 1996. Placing reliance on

the jr-rdgment of the Hon'blc Suprcmc Court in Hindustan Construction

Company Limited v. Bihar Rajya Pul Nirmal Nigam l-imitedr, the

1025 l\s(' t-t65

')
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Applicant subrrits rhat once the ar.bitrator is appointed. the High (iour1

beccrmcs firnt-ttts o,tfiL:io and can.ot sit in judgmcnt ove r thc issuc alrcadr

sett le d

17. I havc considercd thc subnrissions advanced Ery. thc Applicant.

relied upon bv thenr respecrivel\

18. I find it appropriate to fir'st consider the mainrainabilitv of the

the judgment o1'thc IIon'ble Suprcme C--oun in I tindustan Construction

Company'Limited (supra'1, w,herein it was obser',,ed thar the I{igh Coun

prcsent Re\ ic* Application and scope of rcr ier.r. I har c dulr, considcred

Rcspondcnt \os. I to 6 and [lcspondcnt N(). 7. as u,cll as the altthoritics

as a Court of l{ccot'd posscsses lintited po\er of rer ir.u 10 con.cct an)

crror apparcnl on thc lacc o1- thc |ccord or to address a rnaterial fhct that

was overlooked. I-Lru,ever, such power does not extend to reopening

findings on law or rc-appreciating issues which have bcen already

dec ided
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19. It is pertirrenr to note that in S. Madhusudhan Reddy v. V.

Narayana Reddy', the tlon'blc Suplcmc Courl held that the Court's

.jurisdiction of review is not the same as that of an appeal. A judgment

can be open to review if there is a mistake or an error apparent on the

facc ol thc record. An erroneous decision can be corrected by an

appellate court. however, an error apparent on the lace of the record can

be corrected in exelcise ol levier.r jurisdiction. Order XLVII Rule I of

the CPC, permits application lor rel iu.r' whcn there exists any othcr

sulficient reason. 
-fhe 

expression "ctnt,other .su/Jicient reason" has been

construed to mean "a reason sulflcient on grounds, at least analogous to

those specified in the rule"

20. Fufther, in State of Telangana v. Mohd. Abdul Qasim6, the

Supreme Court held that rnistake or error apparent on the face of record

would debar the court lrom acting as an appellate coun in disguise, by

indulging in a rc-hearing. A decision, howevcl crroncous, can never be a

lactor lor review. but can only be correctcd in appcal. 'l'he error should

be grave enough to be identified on a mere cursory look, and an omission

' (:o::t n scc :s:
'(l0ll)6s((.16r
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so glarine tl'at it r:cluires inter'rcrcncc in thc lbrnr ol- a rel ier.i. Ir.,en whcr.r

two viervs are possible, the court shall not indulge itself by going into the

merits. It bcing a rnattcr of.judiciar discrction, it has to be exer.ciscd ,,vith

CtreUIttSP(,ctiOn i.ln,l ('n rarc ()cca\iot)\.

2l Bcing nrindlul ol thc limited scopc of rer ierv .jurisdiction, I

would now cxarninc whethcr rhc

RSA \ir. ll l lil0;1. lUdgrncnrdat.d llll: l0l1

grouncis 1'or rcvier.r'raised by the

Applicant rvoLrld Iall rrithin thc anrbir ol'r.e-r icu.iLu.iscliction.

22. In the ptesent case, thc Applicant,s preliminarv coutention is

that l\,[r. P. Ranrir-eddy who rcporred ,,No Objection,, on behalf of

Ilcspondent No. 7 (iompanv in thc Arbitrarion Application. w,as not dull

authorized to act as its representative. In thc absence ol such

authorization, rhc "IVo Objection'. recorded in poragraph no. 6 ol'thc

order cannot be tr:ated as an ricl or conscnl of Rcsponclent No.7

compan). lurlhcrntore. thcrc arc rnternal disputcs bcLwcen Mr. p.

Ramileddl' and other shareholders of Respondent No. 7 company.. In this

regard, reliancc w,as placcd on thc.iud.qmcnt ol the Deihi IIigh (.ourr in

Seritec Electronics P't. t-td. v. i\r/s Computer peripherar Sorutions:.
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whercin while making relbrence to the judgment in Mahanagar

l.clephone Nigam Ltd. v. Smt. Suman SharmaE, the Leamed Single

Judge obscrvcd that thc lequircnrent of'a spccilic authorization or

resolution assumes particular signiticance where there exist inter se

disputes between the shareholders, with respect to control and

manageme nt ol the conrpanl .

23. In the present case. it is evident lrom the FIRs registered

against Mr. P. Ramireddl and the proceedings of oppression &

mismanagcment institutcd by Mr, P. Ramircddy' Lrnde r Section 24 I ol thc

Corrpanies Act, 2013 against other shareholders, that disputes exist

between Mr. P. Ramireddy and the other shareholders of Respondent No.

7 company. It is further the specific contention of the Applicant herein

that Mr. P. Ramircddy did not havc thc rcquisite authorization to

rcprescnt Respondent No. 7 cornpany bcfbrc this Court in the Arbitration

Application.

24. 'l-he underll ing ohject o1'thc Act, 1996. and thc mcchanism of

disputc resolution contemplated thelcundcr, is fbunded upon the principle

* 
20 | it1 ,to Delhi i3 t

)
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ol 'parrv autotlotT'): ..l he Appricanr r'rcrcin is. thcrelbr.c, cntitred t. a lair

opportLrnity to cortcst the claims raised b.u- Respondents No. I to 6 hcrcin

in thc Arbitration Application bclo.c this (,ourt. while rcpresenting the

authorization. I hir; would inclLrdc an opponun it) to rnake sr-rbmissions

u ith rcsard to thc ,:ristcnce ancr 
'aliditl of thc ar.hitrariou agl.cenrcnL, thc

arbitrahilitl' of the tlisputes sousht to Erc reI'errcd to arbitration. and thc

constitution of the .\rbitral 'l ribunal

interests of Resp,rndent No. 7 cotnpan), pLrrsLlant to due ancl valid

15. Ihe sper:il'ic contcnlion ot'the Applicant hercin that Mr. p

mlsmanagement of' allairs of the company,; the servicc of Notice

I{amireddy had no authorization to rcpresent Respondent No. 7 contpanr

and report '!\o Obr;ection' requires cxamination; morc pafticularly, the

proceedinqs initiated b1 Mr. t'. Rami.eddy undcr secti.n 24r of the

oornpa'ies Act. l0l3 against olhcr sha'ehordc.s crairring oppression and

invoking arbilration on Respondcnt No. 7 corrpanv in terrns ol Scction

ol the ordcr rLnder revieu, thcrcbl ta[ing within thc lirnited rcview

I I of thc Act. I99(r: etc. I he aloresaici aspccts qo to thc \cr\ lbr,tnclation

1
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.iurisdiction of this Court. In view ol the same, this Court does not deem

it necessary to delve into the othcr con[cntions madc by the parties.

26. ln the light ol the albrcsaid discussion, the present Review

Application i.e. LA No. I of 2026 is allowed. Consequently, the order

dated 0l .05.2026 passed in Arbitration Application No. 204 ol'2025 is

recalled. 'l'he said Arbitration Application will bc heard afresh ir.r

accordance with law.
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HIGH COURT

DATED: 09t1012026

ORDER

|.A.NO.1 0F 2026

IN

ARBAPPL.NO.2O4 OF 2025

ALLOWING THE I.A.

$E Sl.4f(q.1

o 26 o0r 2026
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