
HON’BLE SRI JUSTICE S.V. BHATT 

 

C.R.P.No.174_OF 2017  

ORDER: 

 

Hyderabad  Cric ket Assoc ia tion (HCA), Uppa l, Ranga  Reddy 

Distric t, is the revision petitioner. 

 

The revision petitioner c ha llenges order da ted  23.12.2016 in 

I.A.No.899 of 2016 in O.P.No.1254 of 2016 in the Court of the  

V-Add itiona l Distric t Judge, Ranga  Reddy. 

 

The order under revision reads as follows: 

“No prejudice would be caused to either side, if 

the commissioner for the elections is appointed and the 

respondents also submitted no objection for 

appointment of an Commissioner for conducting 

election.  (emphasis added). Therefore this Court  

holds that the petitioner is entitled for the relief of 

appointing Commissioner for conducting elections. Any 

observations made herein is only for the purpose of 

disposal of this Interlocutory Application and the parties 

are at liberty to urge all contentions as available in Law 

in the main Original Petition.  The observations made at 

this Interlocutory stage will not bind on main suit.  

Accordingly, this point is answered. 

In the result, this Interlocutory Application is 

allowed by appointing Sri K.Rajeevreddy, Advocate as 

Commissioner for conducting elections of the 

Respondent No.2 after issuing voter’s list and voter ID 

cards in accordance with the resolution dt.20.11.2016 

and declaring results.  His fees is fixed at Rs.15,000/- 

payable by the petitioner directly and for report”. 

 

Heard  Mr. Vedula  Venka ta  Ramana , lea rned  senior c ounsel 

for petitioner, Mr.Mir Masood  Khan for 1st and  2nd  respondents and  

Mr.K.S.Murthy for 3rd  respondent. 
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 On 21.12.2016, respondents 1 and  2 herein filed , under 

Sec tion 23 of the A.P. Coopera tive Soc ieties Reg istra tion Ac t, 2005, 

O.P.No.1254 of 2016 in the Court of the V-Add itiona l Distric t Judge, 

Ranga  Reddy p raying for a  dec ree: 

 

i. declaring the acts/actions of respondent No.1 in not 

complying with the resolutions of special general 

body meeting held and conducted on 20.11.2016 

by members of 2nd respondent HCA and not 

following the Justice Lodha Committee 

recommendations in terms of judgments in 2015 

S.C 3194, Civil Appeal No.4236/2014 dated 

15.5.2014 and order in Civil Appeal  No.4236/2014 

dated 18.7.2014 as arbitrary, violative, ultra vires, 

mala fide, illegal, non est, null and void. 

 
ii. direct the respondent No.1 and 2 to scrupulously to 

follow the bye laws and recommendations of 

Justice Lodha Committee in terms of judgment of 

Supreme Court stated above by fixing, conducting 

election of HCA, notifying time place of election.  

 

Respondents 1 and  2 filed  I.A.No.899 of 2016 for appointment 

of Commissioner for performing ministeria l ac ts or administra tor to 

c onduc t elec tions of HCA on the fixed  da te or by fixing  any other 

da te by issuing  voters list, voters ID c a rds and  dec la re the results by 

imp lementing  resolutions/ dec isions da ted  20.11.2016, taken in the 

Spec ia l Genera l Body Meeting  of HCA/ petitioner herein pursuant to 

notic e No.HCA/ SGM da ted  29.10.2016.  The lea rned  tria l Judge 

ordered  urgent notic e to petitioner and  3rd  respondent herein.  

Counsel for respondents 1 and  2 herein served  notic e on Ad hoc  

Committee of HCA. The Ad hoc  Committee/ 3rd  respondent herein 

entered  appearanc e through Mr.B.Suresh and  c ounter a ffidavit was 

filed  by opposing the p rayer for appointment of Commissioner.   
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As a lready noted  with emphasis in the order da ted  23.12.2016,  

the c ounsel rep resenting  petitioner and  respondent No.3 c onsented  

to appointing  Commissioner for c a rrying out the resolutions. 

 

 Having regard  to the fac tua l and  lega l ob jec tions ra ised  by 

the petitioner herein aga inst appearanc e by petitioner, rec ord  in 

O.P.No.1254 of 2016, inc lud ing I.A.No.899 of 2016, was summoned .  

The rec ord  is perused  and  a t appropria te stage of this order, the 

c ontents in this rec ord  a re adverted . 

 

The c ase of respondents 1 and  2 is tha t desp ite the law 

dec la red  by the Apex Court in BOARD OF CONTROL FOR CRICKET IN 

INDIA v. CRICKET ASSOCIATION OF BIHAR AND OTHERS1, the ac c ep tanc e 

of the rec ommenda tions of Justic e Lodha  Committee by the Apex 

Court and  the c a tegoric a l undertaking g iven by the petitioner 

herein as respondent No.3 in W.P.No.16606 of 2016, the judgment 

and  rec ommenda tions of Justic e Lodha  Committee a re not 

imp lemented  or elec tions to HCA a re c onduc ted .  The various ac ts 

of c ommission or omission by the former c ommittee have put the 

la rger interest of HCA, the c lub  members, c ric ket and  c ric ket lovers 

in jeopardy.  It is admitted  by the parties to the revision tha t notic e 

No.HCA/ SGM da ted  29.10.2016 was issued  to the c lub  members of 

petitioner for c onvening meeting  on 20.11.2016. The agenda  item 

reads thus: 

 

“to consider directions of the Justice (Retd) 

Lodha Committee to carry out necessary 

amendments to the memorandum, rules and 

regulations of the HCA to bring  them in terms with 

                                                 
1
 AIR 2015 SC 3194 
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the judgment of the Hon’ble Supreme Court in Civil 

Appeal No.4235 of 2014 (Board of Control for 

Cricket in India v. Cricket Association of Bihar and 

others) dated 18.07.2016”. 

 

This Court hastens to add  tha t on the resolution sa id  to have 

been passed  in the Spec ia l Genera l Meeting  held  on 20.11.2016, 

the pa rties join issue.  The petitioner, rep resented  through Sec reta ry, 

relies upon minutes of Spec ia l Genera l Meeting  filed  a t Page No.299 

in the paper book filed  in this revision and  whereas respondents  

1 and  2 rely upon doc ument No.11 filed  in O.P.No.1254 of 2016.  

After examining  the rec ord  in O.P.No.1254 of 2016, a t the outset,  

I would  like to remark tha t the c opy of minutes of meeting  relied  

upon by the petitioner is not the doc ument basing  on whic h 

respondents 1 and  2 have moved  the Court for d irec tions.  The tria l 

Court a fter taking  note of c onsent of c ontesting  parties appointed  

Commissioner for the purpose of c onduc ting  elec tions etc .  Henc e, 

the revision. 

 

Sri Vedula  Venka ta  Ramana , appearing  for petitioner, 

c ontends tha t the p rayer for appointing  Advoc a te Commissioner to 

c onduc t elec tions of petitioner Assoc ia tion is substantia lly same and  

simila r to the ma in p rayer in O.P.No.1254 of 2016.  Therefore, the 

interloc utory app lic a tion c ould  not have been heard  and  d isposed  

of by the tria l Court.  Ac c ord ing to him, under Chap ter IX of the 

byelaws of petitioner Assoc ia tion, the Assoc ia tion sha ll sue and  be 

sued  in its name, rep resented  by the Sec reta ry.   Respondents 1 and  

2 a re aware of the requirement of byelaws, but the petitioner 

Assoc ia tion was not rep resented  by its Sec reta ry.  The petitioner, 
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therefore, d id  not have opportunity to rep resent before the tria l 

Court and  on tha t g round , the order impugned  in the revision is 

liab le to be set aside.  He further c ontends tha t on 29.05.2016, in the 

Annua l Genera l Meeting  of the Assoc ia tion a  resolution was passed  

to the effec t tha t the elec tions to Exec utive Committee would  be 

held  on the last Sunday of May 2017 as a  one time measure by 

amend ing the Memorandum, Rules and  Regula tions of the HCA.  

Thus, by virtue of the resolution passed  on 29.05.2016, the petitioner 

herein is rep resented  by the Exec utive Committee, then in offic e 

and  the Assoc ia tion sha ll be rep resented  by its Sec reta ry.  

Therefore, there is no room for appointing  Ad hoc  Committee. 

Ac c ord ing to him, the byelaws do not p rovide for c onstituting   

Ad hoc  Committee and , therefore, the Ad hoc  Committee is illega l 

and  has no lega l stand ing to imp lement the resolution da ted  

20.11.2016.   The lea rned  senior c ounsel has sta ted  tha t in this 

revision the va lid ity or otherwise of the resolutions on whic h the 

respec tive parties a re relying  upon c annot and  c ould  not be gone 

into, as the members aggrieved  by the resolution a re yet to 

c ha llenge the resolution relied  upon by respondents 1 and  2.   

He c ontends tha t the appointment of Commissioner to c onduc t 

elec tions is c ontra ry to the very rec ommenda tions ac c ep ted  by the 

Apex Court, for the elec tions to HCA sha ll be c onduc ted  under the 

supervision of an offic er of the Sta te Elec tion Commission.  He p rays 

for setting  aside the order appointing  Advoc a te Commissioner and  

the further steps taken by Advoc a te Commissioner pursuant to the 

interim order da ted  11.01.2017 in the instant revision. 
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Mr.Mir Masood  Khan, appea ring  for respondents 1 and  2, 

c ontends tha t the term of last elec ted  Exec utive Committee was 

2013-2016 and  the resolution da ted  29.05.2016 extend ing the term 

of offic e of the outgoing Committee was not ac c ep ted  by the 

c ompetent authority.  The resolution c annot automatic a lly extend  

the term of Exec utive Committee.  In other words, ac c ord ing to him, 

it exp ired  by 2016.   Ac c ord ing to him, the letters da ted  23.11.2016 

and  14.12.2016 of the Distric t Reg istra r, Ranga  Reddy refuse the 

amendments p roposed  in the Annua l Genera l Meeting  held  on 

29.05.2016 as repugnant to the byelaws of the HCA.  He spec ific a lly 

d raws the a ttention of the Court to the c onc lusion of Distric t 

Reg istra r tha t the amendments p roposed  through resolution  

da ted  29.05.2016 were made without p roper notic e to members.  

Amendments made in Annua l Genera l Meeting  held  on 29.05.2016 

a re null and  void .  In view of the non-ac c ep tanc e of amendment 

to byelaws, the term of the Committee was over.   

 

He c ontends tha t in the Spec ia l Genera l Meeting  da ted  

20.11.2016, severa l dec isions for imp lementa tion of d irec tions of 

Apex Court were taken, an interim Cha irman was appointed  to 

p reside over the meeting  and  as per the unanimous view of the 

members, Ad hoc  Committee was appointed  to c onduc t elec tions. 

The Ad hoc  Committee c onsists of Mr.Prakash Chand  Ja in, Interim 

Chariman, Dr.Anil Kumar of Mahaboob College and  Mr.Naresh 

Sharma of EMCC  as members to oversee the Assoc ia tion till the 

c onduc t of elec tions, was c onstituted .  Therefore, he c ontends tha t 

the OP was filed  by spec ific a lly a rraying Ad hoc  Committee as 
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respondent No.1 and  then the HCA/ petitioner herein as respondent 

No.2.  Ac c ord ing to him, with the resolution passed  on 20.11.2016 by 

the Genera l Body of the Assoc ia tion, the former Exec utive 

Committee members have no right to rep resent the Assoc ia tion 

bec ause of the posts held  by them.  The Assoc ia tion is rep resented  

by Ad hoc  Committee.  He further submits tha t if OP was filed  by 

showing Sec reta ry as rep resenting  the Assoc ia tion, then the same 

would  go c ontra ry to the resolutions passed  on 20.11.2016 on whic h 

respondents 1 and  2 rely upon.  In this bac kground , he c ontends 

tha t the desc rip tion or a rraying of pa rties is stric tly in ac c ordanc e 

with the resolution of Genera l Body and , therefore, the ob jec tions 

pointed  out by petitioner through former Sec reta ry a re untenab le.   

 

Mr.Mir Masood  Khan c ontends tha t the revision a t the 

instanc e of former Exec utive Committee member is not 

ma inta inab le; tha t the 3rd  respondent who was authorized  by the 

Genera l Body through its Advoc a te reported  no ob jec tion for 

appointment of Advoc a te Commissioner to c a rry out and  

c omp lete the resolutions da ted  20.11.2016.  It is urged  tha t the 

appointment of Commissioner is for c onduc ting  elec tions and  HCA, 

as Soc iety, should  not have ob jec tion.   

 

Respondents 1 and  2 further c ontends tha t onc e it is 

admitted  tha t the resolutions now relied  upon by the 1st and   

2nd  respondents herein a re not under c ha llenge by either the former 

Exec utive Committee or by any of the members of petitioner 

Assoc ia tion, the appointment of Advoc a te Commissioner with the 

c onsent of Ad hoc  Committee, c annot be faulted  or irregula rity or 
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illega lity is pointed  out warranting  interferenc e under Artic le 227 of 

the Constitution of Ind ia .  In other words, one Committee c annot 

g ive c onsent before the tria l Court and  another body c la iming 

leg itimac y c annot c ha llenge the c onsent order.  In rep ly to the 

a rgument of Mr.Vedula  Venka ta  Ramana tha t byelaws do not 

p rovide for c onstitution of Ad hoc  Committee, he c ontends tha t the 

Genera l Body of petitioner Assoc ia tion c onsists of rep resenta tives of 

the c lubs, and  Distric t Assoc ia tions who a re members and  offic e 

bearers of the Assoc ia tion.  Keep ing in view the judgment of the 

Apex Court, the timelines stipula ted  by Justic e Lodha  Committee 

and  the c onsequenc es of fa ilure to adhere to timelines, the 

Genera l Body has c onstituted  the Ad hoc  Committee.  Ac c ord ing 

to him, firstly the c onstitution of Ad hoc  Committee is not under 

c ha llenge and  sec ond ly there is no p rohib ition for the Genera l Body 

to take a  dec ision to further the ob jec t of byelaws of Assoc ia tion.  

As there is no p rohib ition, the power to c onstitute an Ad hoc  

Committee is imp lic it in the overa ll power and  func tion of Genera l 

Body.  In rep ly to the a rgument of petitioner tha t the appointment 

of Commissioner to oversee the elec tion p roc ess is c ontra ry to the 

very rec ommenda tions of Justic e Lodha  Committee, he c ontends 

tha t the Advoc a te Commissioner is not appointed  to c onduc t 

elec tion, but is appointed  only to assist the Ad hoc  Committee etc ., 

for issuing elec tion notific a tion, c onc lude the elec tion within the 

sc hedule.  By d rawing the a ttention of the Court to the elec tion 

notific a tion issued , he submits tha t the Advoc a te Commissioner has 

taken the assistanc e of a  rep resenta tive from Sta te Elec tion 

Commission and  c onduc ted  the elec tion. He p rays for d ismissing 
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the revision by vac a ting  the stay granted  for dec la ring  the results of 

elec tions held  on 17.01.2017. 

 

Mr.K.S.Murthy c ontends tha t the Ad hoc  Committee was 

c onstituted  through the resolution da ted  20.11.2016 and  the  

Ad hoc  Committee entered  appearanc e for itself and  HCA in the 

tria l Court.  He does not d ispute the observa tion of the tria l Court 

viz., respondents a lso submitted  no ob jec tion for appointment of 

Commissioner for c onduc ting  elec tions.  He p rays for d ismissing  the 

revision. 

 

I have perused  the materia l ava ilab le on rec ord  and  noted  

the submissions of c ounsel appearing  for the pa rties.   

 

The point for c onsidera tion is – whether the appointment of 

Commissioner for c onduc ting  elec tions of HCA/ petitioner in terms of 

resolution da ted  20.11.2016 warrants interferenc e or not? 

 

The petitioner, rep resented  through Sec reta ry, now 

c ha llenges the appointment of Commissioner for c onduc ting  

elec tions and  dec la ring  results.  The c ase of petitioner is tha t on 

29.05.2016, a  resolution was passed  by the Annua l Genera l Meeting  

extend ing the term of Exec utive Committee till May 2017 and  the 

filing  of OP without p roperly showing the petitioner viz., rep resented  

through Sec reta ry, therefore, is illega l.  On the other hand , the c ase 

of respondents 1 and  2 and  a lso 3rd  respondent is tha t on 

20.11.2016, the Genera l Body of HCA has delibera ted  a ll the 

rec ommendations of Justic e Lodha  Committee, passed  resolution 

ac c ep ting  the rec ommendations and  Ad hoc  Committee was 
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c onstituted  to supervise till elec tions a re c onduc ted  and  

c omp leted .  Though I have perused  the respec tive resolutions on 

whic h these riva l g roups a re relying  upon, having regard  to the 

submission of Mr.Vedua la  Venaka ta  Ramana  tha t resolution relied  

upon by the pa rties as on da te sinc e is not put to issue either in the 

Court below or by independently c ha lleng ing the same, this Court 

c onsiders it appropria te to p roc eed  to examine this ob jec tion with 

the list of doc uments filed  a long with the OP, but not by relying  

upon resolutions filed  by petitioner. Onc e for the purpose of 

d isposing of this revision the doc uments filed  a long with the OP a re 

c onsidered , it is evident tha t notic e on the respondents in the Court 

below was ordered  and  notic e was served .   From the orig ina l 

rec ord , it is evident tha t the Ad hoc  Committee and  a lso the HCA, 

represented  by Cha irman of Ad hoc  Committee filed  vaka la t by 

engag ing Mr.B.Suresh.  The Cha irman of Ad hoc  Committee filed  

c ounter a ffidavit opposing the p rayer for appointment of 

Commissioner.  But the order shows tha t the respondents in the 

c ourse of hearing  of interloc utory app lic a tion reported  no ob jec tion 

for appointment of Commissioner for c onduc ting elec tions.  Unless 

the members of Exec utive Committee (erstwhile) prima  fac ie  show 

tha t the amendment to byelaws, made through resolution da ted  

29.05.2016, was reg istered  by the Distric t Reg istra r and  the 

amended byelaws is in opera tion; the ob jec tions on petitioner 

rep resented  by Sec reta ry now ra ised  a re not tenab le.   Therefore, 

this Court is unab le to ac c ep t the first c ontention ra ised  by 

petitioner viz., a t the instanc e of the Sec reta ry of Exec utive 

Committee.   
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The next c ontention of petitioner is tha t the byelaws of HCA 

do not p rovide for c onstitution of Ad hoc  Committee till elec tions 

a re c onduc ted . It is urged  tha t c onduc ting  elec tions under the 

supervision of a  Commissioner is not in line with Justic e Lodha  

Committee, for elec tions to HCA ought to be with the assistanc e of 

an Offic er from Elec tion Commission.   On the other hand , the c ase 

of respondents is tha t the timelines stipula ted  by the Apex Court a re 

fast approac hing , the amendment to byelaws was not ac c ep ted  

by the c ompetent authority and , therefore, the Genera l Body 

whic h has authority to take a  dec ision c ompatib le to the 

requirement, c onstituted  Ad hoc  Committee, and  a lterna tively for 

c onstitution of Ad hoc  Committee, byelaws do not p rohib it and  the 

power to take suc h dec isions is imp lic it in the Genera l Body.   

This Court is of the view tha t the appointment of Commissioner is 

sought to c a rry out the resolutions passed  on 20.11.2016.   

In W.P.No.16606 of 2016, the Assoc ia tion has undertaken to c omp ly 

with a ll the d irec tions c onta ined  in the e-ma il issued  by Gopa l 

Sankaranarayanan on beha lf of the Committee c onstituted  by the 

Supreme Court headed  by the Retired  Chief Justic e of Ind ia  Sri 

R.M.Lodha  in BCCI c ase (supra ) and  would  adhere to the timeline 

la id  down in the sa id  ema il c ommunic a tion with regard  to the 

c onduc t of elec tions for Sta te Assoc ia tions etc ., and  a lso any further 

d irec tion whic h may be issued  by the sa id  Committee to the 

petitioner Assoc ia tion. 

 

On 20.11.2016, the Genera l Body has resolved  to imp lement 

orders of the Hon’b le Supreme Court and  rec ommenda tions of 



 12 

Justic e Lodha  Committee.  From the c hronology da tes and  events 

referred , nothing  happened  till 21.12.2016.  Respondents 1 and  2 on 

21.12.2016 approac hed  the Court below for appointment of 

Commissioner to c a rryout the resolution da ted  20.11.2016.   

The HCA represented  through Cha irman of Ad hoc  Committee for 

a ll purposes c onsented  to appointment of Commissioner resulting  in 

the order impugned  in the revision.  The c onstitution of Ad  hoc  

Committee or appointment of Commissioner to c a rry out resolution 

da ted  20.11.2016 c annot be found  fault on these grounds.  It is the 

c ase of a ll pa rties tha t if time limits a re not adhered  to HCA, its 

members suffer loss and  p rejud ic e.  It is henc e in the fitness of things 

tha t the Commissioner was appointed , elec tion to HCA was 

c onduc ted  on 17.01.2017 and  c ounting  was stayed .  This Court is 

further of the view tha t let the pa th of Exec utive Committee through 

elec tion be c omp leted  instead  of getting  into these ob jec tions a t 

this stage. 

 

For the above reasons, no exc ep tion to the appointment of 

Commissioner is made out.  All ob jec tions aga inst the elec tions held  

on 17.01.2017 or result if aggrieved  by a  member c an be 

c ha llenged  separa tely. The resolution da ted  20.11.2016 further refers 

to imp lementing  va rious rec ommenda tions of Justic e Lodha  

Committee. A mistake in the imp lementa tion of rec ommenda tions, 

if notic ed , c onstitutes separa te c ause of ac tion for c ha llenge in 

petition filed  c ha lleng ing  the outc ome of elec tions.  
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Having regard  to the above find ings, this Court is of the view 

tha t the revision fa ils and  is, ac c ord ing ly, d ismissed .  There sha ll be 

no order as c osts. 

Consequently, pend ing misc ellaneous petitions, if any, a lso 

stand  d isposed  of.  

  

 

____________ 

         S.V.BHATT, J 

                                                       

30th Marc h 2017 

Lrkm  
 



 14 

  


