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BEFORE THE HON'BLE CO-OPERATIVE COURT AT
THANE

DISPUTENO.      /2026

I) SHRI. VIRAJ VISHWAMBHARLAL SHARMA
Age 46 Years, An Adult Indian Inhabitant
Flat No. H -10 / 0 : 2, Sharayu Co-operative Housing
Society Ltd., Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai -400703

2) SHRI. VARUN VISHWAMBHAR LAL SHARMA
Age 47 Years, An Adult Indian Inhabitant
Flat No. H -' 10 / 1  : 2, Sharayu Co-operative Housing
Society Ltd., Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai -400703

3) SHRI. UTSAV GIRISH PATEL
Age 38 Years, An Adult Indian Inhabitant
Flat No. H -10 / 0 : 3, Sharayu Co-operative Housing
Society Ltd., Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai -400703

4) SHRI. MANSUKIILAL KANJIBHAI KHUNT
Age 70 Years, An Adult Indian Inhabitant
Flat No. H -10 / 2 : 4, Sharayu Co-operative Housing
Society Ltd., Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai -400703

V/s,

I) SHRI. ARIF SHAIKH, Treasurer
An Adult Indian Inhabitant
SHARAYU CO-OPERATIVE
HOUSING  SOCIETY   LIMITED
Address:-Flat No. H -10 /  1  : 4, Sharayu
Co-operative Housing Society Ltd.,
Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai - 400703

2) SHRl. AASHISH BALDOTA, Secretary
An Adult Indian Inhabitant
SHARAYU CO-OPERATIVE
HOUSING  SOCIETY   LIMITED
Address:-Flat No. G -6 /0 :  I, Sharayu

).. DISPUTANTS
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Co-operative Housing S.ociety Ltd.,
Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai -400703.

3) SMT. SUJATA BANGAR, Chairman
An Adult Indian Inhabitant
SHARAYU CO-OPERATIVE
HOUSING  SOCIETY   LIMITED
Address:-Flat No. H -9 /I  :  1, Sharayu
Co-operative Housing Society Ltd.,
Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai -400703.

4) SHRI. FRANCIS EMMATTY,
Managing Committee membet.
An Adult Indian Inhabitant
sHARAyu cO-OpERATlvn
HOUSING  SOCIETY   LIMITED
Address:- Flat No. H -9 /3  :  I, Sharayu
Co-operative Housing Society Ltd.,
Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai -400703.

5) SIIARAYU CO-OPERATIVE
HOUSING  SOCIETY   LIMITED
Address:-Plot No.5, Opposite South Indian Bank,
Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai -400703

)
)
)

)...OPPONENTS

PLISPUTE  UNDER  SECTION  91  OF  THE  MAHARASHTRA
CO-OPERATIVE SOCIETIES ACT. 1960 :-

MAY IT PLEASE YOUR HONOUR,

1.   The present dispute is filed under Section 91  of the Maharashtra

Co-operative  Societies  Act,  1960,  as the dispute  pertains to the
affairs,  management,  and  business  of  the  Society,   including
illegal  appointment  of Project Management  Consultant  (PMC)
and   validity   of  resolution   passed   in   Special   General   Body
Meeting  dated   15  March  2026.  The  present  dispute  squarely
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falls  within  the  ambit  of  Section  91   of the  Maharashtra  Co-
operative  Societies Act,1960  as  it pertains to the  constitution,
management  and  business  of the  Society,  including  decision-
making  of the  General  Body,  conduct  of  office  bearers,  and
validity  of resolutions  affecting  redevelopment  of the  Society.
The dispute is therefore maintainable before this Hon'ble Court.

2.   The  present  Application  is  being  preferred  by  the  Disputants,
who  are  bona fide  members  of Sharayu  Co-operative Housing
Society Ltd. (including the two Managing Committee members
:     SI.IRI.   VARUN  VISHWAMBHAR  LAL   SIIARMA  and
SHRI.  MANSUKHLAL  KANJIBIIAI  KHUNT)  invoking  the

jurisdiction   of  this  Hon'ble   Court  under  Section  91   of  the
Maharashtra  Co-operative  Societies  Act,  1960  on  account  of
acts  and  omissions  on  the  part  of the  Opponents  which  have
resulted  in  suppression of material  facts,  lack of transparency,
and   vitiation   of   the    decision-making   process    relating   to

appointment of the Project Management Consultant (PMC).

3.   The  Disputants  further  state  that  the  Opponent  No.I   is  the
Treasurer of the Society and the Opponent No.2 is the Secretary
of the  Society  and  the  Opponent No.3  is  the  Chaiman  of the
Society  and  the  Opponent No.4  is  a member  of the  Managing
Committee of the Society, having their address as shown in the
cause   title.   The   Opponent   No.5   is   a   duly   registered   Co-
operative  Housing  Society,  having  its  address  as  shown  in the
cause title.

4.   The redevelopment process of the Society commenced with the
lst  Special  General  Body  Meeting  held  on  5   October  2025,
wherein      in-principle     approval      for     redevelopment     was
unanimously      granted       in      accordance      with      applicable

Government  guidelines  including  the  Government  Resolution
dated   03   January   2019   governing   redevelopment   of   Co-
operative Housing Societies and statutory provisions.

-€
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5.  In   the   said   meeting,   a   Redevelopment   Committee   (RDC)
comprising   eleven    members   along   with    inclusion   of   six
members of the. Managing Committee (total  17  members) was
duly   constituted  and  unanimously  approved  by  the  General
Body, as recorded in the minutes annexed hereto. The RDC was
structured    in    a   representative    manner   consisting    of   two
members  from  each  building type  along with  one  independent
Legal  Advisor namely  Advocate  Viraj  Sharma.  The  members
so appointed include Advocate Viraj  Sharma, Mr. Vikas Singh,
Mr.  Anand  Gupta,  Mr.  D.K.  Ralli,  Mr.  T.S.  Gala,  Mr.  Jayesh
Jain,   Mr.   Yogesh  Agarwal,   Mr.   Sanjay   Kolge,   Mr.   Navin
Arora, Mr.  L.N.  Maheshwari  and Mr.  Kashyap Thakkar,  along
with six members of the Managing Committee.

6.  The said resolution having been passed unanimously is binding

and legally enforceable, and the RDC was constituted to ensure
transparency,  objectivity  and  adherence  to  statutory  norms  in
the redevelopment process.

7.  It   was   further   resolved   that   no   member   of  the   Managing
Committee   shall  have  any  direct  or  indirect  interest  in  the
appointment   of  PMC   and   that  the   entire   process   shall   be
conducted in a fair and transparent manner with participation of
the General Body.

8.  Pursuant to the  said resolution, the RDC  undertook evaluation
and  shortlisted  three  PMCs,  namely  PMC  Ar.   Rajesh  R.C.,
Dilip Sanghvi (PMC) and lnomatrix.

9.   It is  submitted that after discussions  and  negotiations  with the
RDC,  PMC  Ar.  Rajesh  R.C.  submitted  a revised  quotation  by
way  of a  formal  email  dated  01  November 2025  addressed  to
the official email ID of the Society. The said revised quotation
was submitted well  in advance, more than four months prior to
the   next   Special   General   Body   Meeting,   and   reflected   the
lowest professional fee among all shortlisted PMCs.

J-
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10.It   is   further   submitted   that   an  'RDC   member,   Mr.   Vicky
Thakkar (also referred to as Mr. Kashyap Thakkar), had posted
a message on the official RDC WhatsApp group on 31  October
2025 recording that the PMC namely Ar. Rajesh R.C. would be
submitting a revised  quotation  shortly.  This clearly  establishes

prior knowledge at the  level  of the Redevelopment Committee
regarding the impending submission of the revised qirotation.

11.It  is  further  submitted  that  thereafter,  on  01  November  2025,
Opponent No.4, a member of the Managing Committee, Sml.
FRANCIS  EMMATTY,  had  also  put  up  a  message  on  the
official  Sharayu  Members  WhatsApp  Group  stating  that  the
PMC  namely  Ar.  Rajesh  R.C.  would  be  submitting  a  revised

quotation shortly.  Significantly,  on the very  same date,  i.e., 01
November  2025,  PMC   Ar.   Rajesh  R.C.   duly   submitted  the
revised quotation to the official email ID of the Society. Thus, it
is  evident  that  both  RDC  members  and  Managing  Committee
members  had prior knowledge  as  well  as  actual  receipt  of the
revised   quotation.   Despite   such   knowledge,   the   Opponents
deliberately  failed  to  incorporate  or  disclose  the  same  in  the
comparative    analysis    circulated   to    members.    This   clearly
establishes  conscious  and  intentional  suppression  of  material
information and rules out any defence of inadvertence or lack of
knowledge.

12.It  is  further  submitted  that  prior  to  submission  of the  revised

quotation,   Opponent   No.I,   Mr.   Arif   Shaikh,   had   directly
initiated  communication  with  the  authorised  representative  of
PMC  Ar.   Rajesh  R.C.,  namely  Architect  Mr.  Geet  Chanda,
through  WhatsApp on  27  October 2025  and  28  October 2025.
In    the    said    communication,    Opponent    No.1     specifically
coordinated  and  scheduled  a meeting  with the  Redevelopment
Committee  (RDC),  thereby  establishing  that  Opponent  No.1
was  actively  involved  in  the  evaluation  process  and  was  in
direct  contact with the  said  PMC  even  prior to  submission  of
the revised quotation.



30

13.It  is  further submitted that subsequent to the aforesaid  meeting

with  the  RDC,  Opponent  No.I   continued  to  remain  in  direct
communication   with   Architect   Geet   Chanda   and   actively
followed  up  on  310ctober  2025  and  01  November  2025  for
submission  of the  revised  quotation  of PMC  Ar.  Rajesh  R.C.
This  clearly  demonstrates  that  Opponent  No.I   was  not  only
aware  of the  revised  quotation  but  had  himself facilitated  and

pursued  its  submission,  thereby  establishing  prior  knowledge,
involvement and active participation in the process.

14.It  is  further  submitted  that  on  01  November  2025,  Opponent
No.I  himself shared the  official  email  ID  of the  Society  with
Architect     Geet     Chanda     through     the     said     WhatsApp
communication   for   the   specific   purpose   of  submitting   the
revised quotation. Pursuant thereto, on the very same date,  i.e.,
01  November 2025,  PMC  Ar.  Rajesh R.C.  duly  submitted the
revised  quotation to  the  official  email  ID  of the  Society.  This
sequence  of  events  conclusively  establishes  that  the  revised

quotation  was  submitted  at  the  instance  of and  with  the  full
knowledge  and  involvement  of Opponent No.1,  and  therefore
any  subsequent  denial  of knowledge  or  non-disclosure  of the
said  quotation  is  ex  facie  false,  misleading  and  mala  fide.  The
aforesaid conduct completely demolishes the defence sought to
be  raised by the  Opponents that the  revised  quotation was  not
within   their   knowledge,   and   clearly   establishes   deliberate
suppression   of   material    facts    despite    full    and   conscious
awareness.

15.The  said  revised  quotation  constituted  a  material  and  decisive

factor  which  was  required  to  be  disclosed  to  all  members  to
enable   an   informed,    fair   and   transparent   decision-making

process.  Non-disclosure  of such  material  information  amounts
to suppression of facts and renders the decision-making process
arbitrary and legally unsustainable.

`t-
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16.It is  submitted that the  process adopted by the  Society  clearly
demonstrates  that revision  and  negotiation  of PMC  quotations
was an  accepted and  integral part of the evaluation process, as
evident  from  multiple  communications  wherein  PMCs  were
allowed  to  negotiate  and  revise  their  professional   fees   and
terms.

17.Communications relating to PMC  Dilip  Sanghvi clearly reflect
that   the   professional   fees   were   negotiable   and   subject   to
revision,  and  detailed  evaluation  of  such  revised  terms  was
circulated to members,

18.Similar  evaluative  discussions  were  also  undertaken  iri  respect
of Inomatrix PMC, thereby establishing that there was no rigid
or  final  quotation  system  and  that  revisions  were  part  of the
decision-making process.

19.In such circumstances, the revised quotation submitted by PMC
Ar. Rajesh R.C. formed a crucial and material component of the
comparative  analysis  and  was  required  to  be  disclosed  to  all
members.

20.Thereafter,  the  Managing  Committee  issued  and  circulated  a
notice   calling   for   the   2nd   Special   General   Body   Meeting
scheduled  on  15  March  2026  for  the  purpose  of selection  of
PMC from the shortlisted candidates.

21.Immediately  after  issuance  of the  said  notice  and  in  the  days

preceding   the   said   meeting,   Opponent  No.I   and   Opponent
No.2,  acting   in  their  respective  capacities   as  Treasurer  and
Secretary,  proceeded  to  circulate  messages  and  documents  on
the  official  Sharayu  Members  WhatsApp  Group,  which  is  the

primary communication platform of the Society.

_.H!r
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22.On 08 March 2026, Opponent No.I  circulated a summary Excel

sheet  purportedly  containing  analysis  and  comparison  of  all
three PMCs, and stated as follows:

"The RDC has shortlisted Three PMCs.  For greater and deeper

understanding,  please  find  attached  the  credentials,  Analysis
and Summary of all the Three PMCs."

.I

23.The  said representation created  a clear impression that the data

being   circulated   was   complete,   accurate   and   reliable   for
decision-making by members.

24.However, the said  Excel  summary was deliberately misleading
and  incomplete,  as  Opponent No.1  knowingly  suppressed  the
revised quotation of PMC Ar.  Rajesh R.C.  dated 01  November
2025 and instead reflected only the original higher quotation.

25.It is  further submitted that Opponent No.1  had, on 22  October
2025, circulated documents and communications on the official
Sharayu     Members     WhatsApp     Group     including     revised

quotation    details    of    PMC    Dilip    Sanghvi.    This    clearly
establishes  that  Opponent  No.I  was  actively  considering  and
incorporating    revised    quotations    in    the    decision-making

process. However, while the revised quotation of Dilip Sanghvi
was  duly  reflected  and  relied  upon,  the  revised  quotation  of
PMC Ar.  Rajesh R.C., which was already received and known
to  the  Managing  Committee,  was  deliberately  excluded  from
the  summary  Excel  sheet.  Such  selective  inclusion  of revised
data for one PMC and exclusion for another clearly establishes
that  the  act  was  not  a  mere  omission  or  negligence,  but  a
conscious   and   intentional   suppression   aimed   at   misleading
members  and  influencing  the  outcome  of the  PMC  selection

process.

26.It is further submitted that on 09 March 2026, Opponent No. I ,
Mr.  Arif Shaikh,.  had  personally  contacted and  held  telephonic
communication with the  authorised representative  of PMC  Ar.

1-
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Rajesh R.C., namely Architect Geet Chanda, for the purpose of
seeking clarifications and updates with respect to the summary
and   evaluation   of   PMC   proposals.   Pursuant   to   the   said
telephonic discussion, Architect Geet Chanda, on the very same
date  i.e.  09  March 2026,  shared updated details  on  WhatsApp
and  also  forwarded  an updated Excel  sheet  containing revised
and  complete  information  to  Opponent  No.I  through  official
communication channels, including email.

The    said   updated    information    included,    inter   alia:
Detailedproject      credentials    and    status    of   ongoing    and
completed redevelopment           projects;      Approximately     40

yearsofexperienceinthe fieldof         architecture       in      Navi
Mumbai; Other material technical and qualitative    parameters
relevant for informed evaluation by members.

It is submitted that although the revised professional fees
had  already  been  subinitted  earliei. on  01  November  2025,  the
aforesaid    communication    dated    09    March    2026    further
suppleinented   and   clarified   critical   aspects   of  the   PMC's
credentials and safeguards.

Despite   having  directly   sought   and  received  the  said
updated  and  relevant  information,  Opponent No. I  deliberately
failed  to  incorporate  the  same  in  the  summary  Excel  sheet
circulated  to  members  and  continued  to  rely  upon  incomplete
and misleading data. The omission of such crucial technical and
evaluative   information,   which  would   have   materially   aided
members  in  making  an  informed  decision,  clearly  establishes
that  the  suppression was  intentional  and  calculated to mislead
the  members  and  influence  the  outcome  of the PMC  selection

process.

This conduct further reinforces the mala fide intent of the
Opponent,  as  the  information  was  specifically  sought  by  him,

~'



'--i 1'

duly  provided  on  the  same  day,  and  yet  consciously  withheld

from the members.

27.The suppression of the revised quotation, which was the lowest
among  all  PMCs,  was  not accidental  but was  a  conscious  and
deliberate   act   aimed   at   distorting   the   comparative   analysis

placed before  members and thereby  prejudicing their decision-
making. Such deliberate suppression of the lowest quotation has
resulted  in  a  distorted  comparative  framework  being  placed
before  the  members,  thereby  vitiating  the  very  basis  of their
decision.

28.The discrepancy in the said summary was immediately pointed
out   on   the   same   WhatsApp   group   by   members   including
Disputant  No.1  -Advocate  Viraj  Sharma  on  14  March  2026,
who also produced documentary proof of the revised quotation
email sent to the official Society email ID.

29.Despite  being  informed  on  the  said  WhatsApp  group  with
documentary  proof  of  the  revised  quotation,  the  Opponents
failed   and   neglected   to   correct   the   summary   or   circulate
accurate   data   prior   to   the   Special   General   Body.  Meeting,
thereby continuing suppression of material information.

30.Opponent No.2, instead of rectifying the position, proceeded to
make  false  and  misleading  statements  on  the  said  WhatsApp

group, including the following statements:

"If quote  are  shared,  and then quote  is  revised just to  level  to

gain the project, it not fair" and

"NO one  in committee was informed of the revised quote Oust

shooting a email will not suffice)".

31.The aforesaid statements are demonstrably false and contrary to
official     records,     as     the     revised     quotation     was     duly
communicated  to  the  official  email  ID  of the  Society  well  in
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advance   and   was   within   the   knowledge   of  the   Managing
Committee.

32.The   said   statements  were  made  with   the   intent  to  mislead
members,  discredit  PMC  Ar.  Rajesh  R.C.  and  to  justify  the
suppression of the revised quotation.

33.Opponent No.2 reiterated and circulated the same incorrect and
misleading data on  15  March 2026, i.e., on the very date of the
2nd  Special  General  Body  Meeting,  thereby  ensuring that the
inembers  continued  to  rely  upon  distorted  information  at  the
time of voting.

34.The  sequence  of events  clearly  demonstrates  that  immediately
after  calling  of  the  2nd   SGBM,  the  Opponents  undertook  a
systematic  exercise  of cii.culating  misleading  information  with
the sole objective of influencing and prejudicing the decision of

members in the PMC selection process.

35.The Special General Body Meeting held on  15  March 2026 was
thus   conducted   on   the   basis   of  incomplete,   incorrect   and
manipulated   data,   and   members   voted   based   on   incorrect
financial   comparison,   thereby   vitiating   the   entire   decision-
making process.

36.It  is  submitted  that  had  the  revised   quotation  of  PMC  Ar.
Rajesh  R.C.,  being  the  lowest  among  all  PMCs  along  with
technical    and    factual    infomation    been    disclosed   to   the
members, the financial and real comparison placed before them
would have  materially  changed  and the  outcome  of the voting
would have materially altered the decision-making process and
outcome   of  the   voting.   The   suppression   of  such   material
information    by    Opponent   No.I    and   Opponent   No.2   has
therefore directly prejudiced the decision-making process.

37.The  consent  obtained  from  the  members  in  the  said  Special
General Body Meeting is not free and informed consent, as the
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same  was   based  on   incomplete,   misleading  and   suppressed
information. It is a settled principle of law that consent obtained
on  the  basis  of  incomplete  or  misleading  information  is  not
valid consent in the eyes of law.

38. It  is  further  most  respectfully  submitted  that  on   19th  March,
2026 Architect Mr.  Geet Chanda, acting on behalf of PMC Ar.
Rajesh  R.C.  Team,  addressed  a  communication  to  Opponent
No.I,   specifically  confronting  him  with  serious  irregularities
and  seeking clarification on, inter alia,  his conduct in allegedly
attempting   to   discredit   the   said   PMC   team,   the   deliberate
omission of the revised quotation and  important  facts  from the
summary  Excel  sheet  circulated  to  Society  members,  and  his
role  in  influencing  the  outcome  of the  voting  process  to  the
detriment of PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C.

39.It is pertinent to  note  that  immediately  upon being confronted
with  the  aforesaid  allegations,  Opponent  No.1   issued  a  bare
denial     without     offering     any      substantive     explanation.
Significantly,  and  in  a  manner that  raises  grave  suspicion,  he
thereafter proceeded to  activate the  ``disappearing  messages"
feature on the WhatsApp communication thread with Architect
Geet  Chanda.  The  timing  and  sequence  of  this  act  clearly
indicate  a   conscious  and   deliberate  attempt  to  erase  or
conceal  incriminating  communications  exchanged  between
the parties.

40.Subsequently,  upon  realizing  that  activation  of  such  feature
would    not     retrospectively     delete     previously     exchanged
messages, the Opponent No.1  deactivated the said setting. This
conduct, when viewed in totality, unequivocally demonstrates a
mala  fide  intention  on  the  part  of Opponent No.I  to  suppress
material  evidence  and  to  cover  up  his  prior  actions,  thereby
obstructing transparency and fair dealing in the  PMC  selection

Process.
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41.The  aforesaid  acts  constitute  not  only  misconduct  but  also  a
clear  attempt  to  interfere  with  the  integrity  of the  decision-
making process of the Society, warranting immediate and strict
action by the Hon'ble Court.

42. It is  further submitted that the aforesaid conduct of Opponent
No.I  is  in  complete  violation  of the  Government  Resolutions

governing  redevelopment  of Co-operative  Housing  Societies,
which mandate utmost transparency, fairness,  and disclosure in
all   stages  of  the   redevelopment  process.   The  office  bearer,

particularly    the    Treasurer,    is    entrusted    with    a    fiduciary
obligation  to  act  in  the  best  interests  of the  Society  and  its
members by placing true and complete facts on record.

43.In  the  present  case,  instead  of upholding  such  statutory  and
fiduciary duties, the Opponent No.1  has acted in a manner that
is diametrically  opposed to  the principles of transparency.  The
very   act   of  attempting   to   enable   "disappearing   messages"
immediately   after  being   confronted   on  issues   pertaining  to
redevelopment    clearly    indicates    an    intention   to    suppress
material communication relating to the evaluation and selection
of the PMC.  Such communication was directly comected with
the  redevelopment  process  and  ought  to  have  been  preserved
and disclosed to the members of the Society.

44.The  conduct  of the  Opponent  No.1,  therefore,  not  only  raises
serious   doubts   about   his   integrity   but   also   amounts   to   a
deliberate attempt to withhold and destroy relevant information,
thereby   undermining   the   transparency   required   under   the
applicable  Government  Resolutions.  This  constitutes  a  grave
dereliction  of  duty  and  renders  him  unfit  to  continue  as  an
office   bearer   of  the   Society.   This   raises   serious   concerns
regarding transparency and preservation of material evidence.

45. It  is  further  submitted  that,   immediately  after  the  aforesaid
illegal Special General Body Meeting dated 15 March 2026, the
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Disputants,  along  with  several  other  members  of the  Society,
submitted a detailed representation dated 29 March 2026 to the
Managing  Committee,  specifically  bringing  to  their  notice  the

grave    irregularities,    suppression   of   the   revised   quotation,
circulation   of  misleading   data,   and   vitiation   of  the   PMC
selection    Process.    The    said    representation,    supported    by
documentary   evidence,   clearly   called   upon   the   Managing
Committee  to  cancel  the  said  process  and  to  conduct  a  fresh,
fair and transparent selection process in accordance with law.

46. It is further submitted that the Opponent No.5, Society, through
its office bearers, issued a reply dated  18 April 2026 to the said
representation,   which   was   admittedly   communicated   to   the
Disputants on 23  April 2026.  In the  said reply, the  Society has,

instead   of  addressing   the   serious   illegality   and   suppression

brought to  its notice, merely  issued bald denials and attempted
to   justify   the   non-disclosure   of  the   revised   quotation   on
untenable   and   contradictory   grounds.   The   said   reply   itself
acknowledges  that  the  revised  quotation  was  received  on  the
official    email    ID    of   the    Society,    thereby    conclusively
establishing    knowledge    on    the    part    of    the    Managing
Committee.  Despite  such  admission,  the  Society  has  failed  to
explain why the said material  information was not disclosed to
members prior to the Special General Body Meeting.

47.It  is  submitted that the  said  reply  is  self-serving,  evasive,  and

contrary to record, and in fact further strengthens the case of the
Disputants by demonstrating that the suppression of the revised

quotation was not inadvertent but was consciously disregarded.
The   failure   of  the  Managing  Committee  to  take  corrective
action  despite  a  detailed  representation  amounts  to  continued
illegality  and  justifies   invocation  of  the  jurisdiction  of  this
Hon'ble Court.

48.It is most respectfully submitted that in the reply dated  18 April

2026,  the  Opponents  have  sought  to justify  their  conduct  by
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contending  that  all  six  members  of the  Managing  Committee
had  access  to  the  official  email  account  of the  Society  and,
therefore,  there  was  no  suppression  of the  revised  quotation.
The   said   defence   is   wholly   misconceived,   misleading   and
legally untenable. The decision regarding appointment of PMC
is not a matter to be decided by  six members of the Managing
Committee, but is required to be taken by the General Body of
the  Society  consisting  of approximately  70  members.  Out  of
these,   only   six   members   of  the   Managing   Committee   had
access     to     the     email     account,     whereas     the     remaining
approximately  64  members  had  no  access  whatsoever  to  the
said  email  account,  its  login  credentials,  password  or  contents.
In such circumstances, mere internal availability of information
within   six   committee   members   cannot,   by   any   stretch   of
imagination,  be  equated  with  disclosure  to  the  General  Body.
The Opponents have  failed  to explain as to how the remaining
members   were   expected   to   become   aware   of  the   revised

quotation dated 01  November 2025, when admittedly the same
was  neither  circulated  on  the  official  WhatsApp  group  nor
disclosed in the comparative Excel summary.

49.It  is  submitted that the obligation of the  Managing Committee
is   not   merely   to   possess   information,   but  to   transparently
disclose all  material  information to  members who are required
to take an informed decision. The defence of "common access"
is therefore an afterthought and does not absolve the Opponents
of their duty to ensure transparency towards the General Body.
Disclosure to a limited group cannot be treated as disclosure to
the   General   Body,   which   is   the   ultimate   decision-making
authority.

50.It is submitted that the Opponents, in their reply dated  18 April
2026,   have   falsely   stated   that  PMC   Ar.   Rajesh   R.C.   was
introduced to the Society by some of the Disputants themselves.
The said statement is factually incorrect and contrary to record.
It  was  Opponent  No.I,  Mr.  Arif  Shaikh,  who  had  initially
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introduced Architect Geet Chanda and brought PMC Ar. Rajesh
R.C.  into  the  process  for participation  as PMC.  The  said  false
statement has been deliberately made to shift responsibility and

create    a    misleading    narrative,    thereby    undermining    the

credibility  of the  reply  itself.  Making  false  statements  in  an
official reply submitted on behalf of the Society clearly reflects
lack  of  bona  fides  and   further  strengthens  the   case   of  the
Disputants.

51.It  is   submitted  that  the  Disputants   had   submitted   a  detailed
representation dated 29 March 2026  raising specific allegations

supported by  documentary evidence.  However,  the  reply  dated
18  April  2026  issued  by the  Society  fails to deal  with the  said
allegations  in  a point-wise or issue-wise manner.  The reply  is
vague,   generalized   and   evasive,   and   does   not   specifically

address   critical   allegations   such   as   suppression   of  revised

quotation, circulation of misleading data, and failure to correct
the same despite knowledge. It is a settled principle of law that
failure   to   specifically   deny   material   allegations   amounts   to
deemed  admission  of such  allegations.  The  evasive  nature  of
the  reply  clearly  indicates  that  the  Opponents  are  unable  to

`     justify  their  actions  on  merits  and  are  seeking  to  avoid  direct

answers.

52.It is further submitted that the Opponents have attempted to rely
upon the concept of "collective responsibility" of the Managing
Committee to avoid individual accountability. The said defence
is legally untenable  in cases where  specific acts of misconduct
are attributable to identified office bearers. In the present case,
the preparation and circulation of misleading Excel summary is
directly  attributable  to  Opponent  No.1,  while  the  failure  to
correct the same and issuance of false statements is attributable
to  Opponent  No.2.  The  principle  of  collective  responsibility
cannot   be   used   as   a   shield   to   protect   individual   acts   of
suppression, misrepresentation and misconduct.
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53.It is submitted that the conduct of the Opponents, when viewed
in    totality,    clearly    demonstrates    a    consistent   pattern   of
suppression,    misrepresentation    and    lack    of   transparency.
Despite   being   confronted   with   documentary   evidence,   the
Opponents  have  neither  rectified  the  position  nor  taken  any
corrective  steps,  but  have  instead  issued  an  evasive  reply  and
continued to justify their actions.  Such conduct establishes that
the suppression of material information was not inadvertent but
was deliberate and forms part of a larger design to influence the
outcome of the PMC selection process.

54.Without   prejudice   to   the   aforesaid,   it   is   most   respectfully
submitted   that   Opponent   No.2,   Mr.   Aashish   Baldota,   has
incurred   statutory   disqualification   under   the   provisions   of
Sections   73CA   and   73FF   of  the   Maharashtra   Co-operative
Societies Act,  1960, on account of being a defaulter of Society
dues for a prolonged period exceeding eleven months.

55.It  is  submitted  that  the  said  Opponent  No.2  has  outstanding
arrears of Society dues, as reflected in official records and bills
issued  by  the  Society,  which  remain  unpaid  and  continue  to
subsist.    The    said    default    is    continuous,    substantial,    and
undisputed in nature.

56.It is further submitted that the said default is not merely alleged
but  stands  formally  recorded  in  the  minutes  of the  Managing
Committee Meeting, wherein the issue of non-payment of dues
by  Opponent  No.2  has  been  specifically  noted.  Significantly,
Opponent No.2 was present in the said meeting and has signed
the minutes, thereby acknowledging the existence of such dues
and default.

57.It   is   further   submitted   that   in   addition   to   the   aforesaid
continuous  default,  Opponent  No.2  issued  a  cheque  towards

payment   of   Society    dues,    which    upon   presentation   was

+,



Lu

dishonoured    on    22    April    2026    for    the    reason    "Funds
Insufficient",    thereby    constituting    an    independent    act    of
financial misconduct and lack of bona fides. It is submitted that
once  a  member  incurs  default  in  payment  of  Society  dues,

statutory   disqualification  operates  automatically   by   force   of
law, and such person becomes disqualified from continuing as a
Member of the Managing Committee and ceases  to be eligible
to   continue    as   a   member   of   the   Managing   Committee.
Consequently,   Opponent  No.2   cannot   continue   to   hold   the
office of Secretary and his continuation is ex facie illegal.

58.It  is  further  submitted  that  a  disqualified  person  is  also  not
entitled to participate in voting or decision-making processes of
the  Society.  Therefore,  the  participation  of Opponent  No.2  in
the   proceedings   relating   to    PMC    selection,    including   the

Special General Body Meeting dated  15th March 2026,  further
vitiates the decision-making process.

59.It is further submitted that one of the Disputants had previously
filed  a  separate  complaint  dated   23   April   2026   before   the
Hon'ble  Registrar  seeking  action  against  Opponent No.2,  Mr.
Aashish   Baldota,   on   account   of  his   statutory   default   and
misconduct. Pursuant thereto, the Hon'ble Registrar has already
taken  cognizance  of the  matter  and  has  issued  a  Show  Cause
Notice   dated   27   April   2026   to   Opponent  No.2   under   the

provisions   of  the   Maharashtra   Co-operative   Societies   Act,
1960,  calling  upon  him  to  explain  why  action  should  not  be

taken against him.

60. It is most respectfully submitted that the act of Opponent No.1,
Mr.  Arif  Shaikh,  in  preparing  and  circulating  the  summary
Excel  sheet  dated  08  March  2026  was  undertaken  unilaterally
and   without   any   prior   consultation,   discussion   or   approval
either     from     the     Managing     Committee     or     from     the
Redevelopment   Committee,   both   of  which   had   been   duly
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constituted and empowered by the General Body to oversee and

guide   the   redevelopment   process,   including   evaluation   of
Project   Management   Consultants.   Such   unilateral   action   is
contrary  to  the  principles  of collective  functioning  mandated
under the Act and the bye-laws of the Society.

61.It   is   submitted   that   the   very   purpose   of  constituting   the
Managing  Committee  and  the  Redevelopment  Committee  was
to ensure collective decision-making, transparency, deliberation

and   application   of  mind   on   core   and   material   aspects   of
redevelopment,    particularly    in    relation    to    evaluation    and
comparison    of    PMC    proposals.     The    preparation    of    a
comparative financial and technical summary is not a routine or
clerical act but constitutes a critical decision-making tool which
directly influences the understanding and voting of members of
the Society.

62.In such circumstances,  it was incumbent upon Opponent No.1,

being the Treasurer, to first place the relevant data, including all

quotations    and    revised    quotations,    before    the    Managing
Committee   and   the   Redevelopment    Committee,   to    invite
discussion,   scrutiny  and   verification,   and   only  thereafter  to
circulate a finalized and  collectively  approved summary to the

general members of the Society.

63.However,   in   the   present   case,   Opponent   No.1    completely
bypassed      both      the      Managing      Committee      and      the
Redevelopment    Committee    and    proceeded    to    unilaterally

prepare  and  circulate  the  said  Excel  summary  directly  on  the
official  Society  WhatsApp  group.  No  meeting  was  convened,
no deliberation was undertaken, no approval was obtained, and
no opportunity was given to other committee members to verify
the accuracy or completeness of the data being circulated.

64.This unilateral action assumes greater seriousness in light of the
fact that the said summary was not merely incomplete but was

`
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materially  misleading,  as  it  deliberately  excluded  the  revised

quotation  dated  01  November  2025  of PMC  Ar.  Rajesh  R.C.,
which  was  admittedly  available  on  the  offiicial   email   of  the
Society.

65.The  conduct  of Opponent  No.I   therefore  amounts  to  a  clear
abuse   of  position,   usurpation   of  collective   decision-making

powers,   and   violation   of  the   very   purpose   for   which   the
Managing   Committee   and   Redevelopment   Committee   were
constituted.    By    bypassing    these    bodies,    Opponent    No.I
deprived the  Society of informed  deliberation and ensured that
incorrect  and  distorted  information  was  directly  placed  before
members   without   any   internal   checks   or  verification.   Such
conduct is not only procedurally  irregular but strikes at the root
of  transparency,   fairness  and  democratic   functioning  of  the
Society, and clearly establishes mala fide intent to influence the
decision-making process by avoiding scrutiny and discussion at

the committee.

66.It is further submitted that Opponent No.2, being the  Secretary
of  the   Society,   had   an   independent   statutory   obligation   to
ensure      accuracy      of      records      and      transparency       in
communications.   Instead   of  correcting   the   misleading   data
circulated    by    Opponent    No.I,    Opponent    No.2    actively
supported  and   defended  the   same.   Even  after  discrepancies
were pointed out on 14     March  2026  with documentary  proof,
Opponent No.2 failed to take corrective action.

67.On  the  contrary,  Opponent  No.2  made  false  and  misleading
statements on the official WhatsApp group denying knowledge
of the revised quotation and questioning its validity, despite the
same  being  received  on  the  official  email  ID  of the  Society.
Such  conduct  clearly  establishes  that  Opponent No.2  was  not
acting as a neutral office bearer but was actively participating in
the  suppression  of material  information  and  in  misleading the
meinbers.
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68.The  failure  to  correct  the  record  despite  having  knowledge,
coupled  with  issuance  of  false  statements,  constitutes  active
collusion   and  renders  Opponent  No.2  equally  liable  for  the
vitiation of the PMC selection process.

69.The actions of the Opponents clearly establish a deliberate and
malafide      attempt   to   influence   the   outcome   of  the   PMC
selection process by          suppressing      material      facts      and
disseminating false information.

70.It   is   further   submitted   that   attempts   are   being   made   to
reconstitute   or  alter  the   Redevelopment  Committee   (RDC),
which  is  contrary  to  the  unanimous  resolution  of the  General
Body    and    is    indicative    of   continuing    interference    and
manipulation in the redevelopinent process.

71.The  Opponents,  being  office  bearers,  were  under  a  statutory
obligation to act fairly, transparently and in accordance with the
Government   Resolution   dated   03   January   2019   governing
redevelopment    of   Co-operative    Housing    Societies.    Their
actions constitute a clear breach of duties under Section 73, 78
and 79 of the Act.

72. The  resolution  passed  in  the  Special  General  Body  Meeting
dated  15  March  2026  is  illegal,  arbitrary  and  liable  to  be  set
aside as the same has been obtained by suppression of material
facts and misleading representations, thereby vitiating the entire
decision-making   process.    The   cumulative   conduct   of   the
Opponents   clearly   establishes   a   deliberate   and   coordinated
attempt   to   manipulate   the   decision-making   process   of  the
Society by suppressing material facts, misrepresenting data and
misleading  members.  Such  conduct  strikes  at the  very  root  of
democratic functioning of a Co-operative Society and cannot be

permitted in law.

73.The  entire  PMC   selection  process  stands  vitiated,  arbitrary,
biased   and   legally   unsustainable   and   calls   for   immediate
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intervention   by   this   Hon'ble   Court.   The   Opponents,   being
office bearers, occupy a fiduciary position and are bound to act
with    utmost    good    faith,    transparency    and    fairness.    The
deliberate    suppression    of   material    information    constitutes
breach of fiduciary duty and abuse of position.  The conduct of
the   Opponents   constitutes   a   colourable   exercise   of  power,
undertaken  under  the   guise   of  administrative   action  but   in
reality   intended   to   manipulate   the   outcome   of  the   PMC
selection process.

74.The  acts  of the  Opponents  amount  to  fraud  on  the  General
Body, as material information was deliberately suppressed with
intent   to    deceive    members   and    obtain    approval    through
misrepresentation.      Any      resolution      passed      under      such

circumstances  is  void  ab  initio  in  law.  The  entire  process  is
violative  of the  principles  of natural justice,  as  members  were
denied  access  to  complete  and  accurate  information  necessary
for   informed   decision-making.   It   is   well   settled   that   any
decision      obtained     by      suppression      of     material      facts,
misrepresentation  or  lack  of  transparency  is  liable  to  be  set

aside.  The  Hon'ble  Courts  have  consistently  held  that  fraud
vitiates all proceedings and that office bearers of a co-operative
society  are   bound  by   fiduciary   duties  to   act  in  a  fair  and
transparent marmer.

75.The cause of action for filing the present Dispute is continuous,
recurring  and  subsisting  in  nature  and  has  arisen  on  multiple
dates    and    occasions,    each    of   which    independently    and
collectively gives rise to the present proceedings.

76.The  cause  of action  first  arose  on  or  about  22  October  2025,
when   Opponent   No.I    circulated   and   relied   upon   revised

quotation details of PMC Dilip Sanghvi on the official Sharayu
Members  WhatsApp  Group,  thereby  clearly  establishing  that
revision  and  consideration  of  updated  quotations  formed  an
integral  part of the  PMC  evaluation process  and was  accepted
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and  acted  upon  by  the  Managing  Committee  and  thereafter
again  arose  on  or about  310ctober  2025,  when  a member of
the  Redevelopment  Committee,  namely  Mr.  Kashyap  Thakkar

(also  referred  to  as  Mr.  Vicky  Thakkar), posted a message  on
the official RDC WhatsApp Group stating that PMC Ar. Rajesh
R.C.  would  be  submitting  a  revised  quotation  shortly,  thereby
evidencing    prior    knowledge    within    the    Redevelopment
Committee  regarding  the  forthcoming  revised  quotation  and
thereafter  after  again  on  01  November  2025,  when  Opponent
No.4,  a  Managing  Committee  member,  Mr.  Francis  Emmatty,

posted  a message  on the official  Sharayu Members WhatsApp
Group  acknowledging  that  PMC  Ar.   Rajesh  R.C.  would  be
submitting  a  revised  quotation,  and  on  the  same  date  when
PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C. submitted the revised quotation by email
to the official email ID of the Society.  Upon receipt of the said
email, the revised quotation formed part of the official records
of the  Society  and  was  within  the  knowledge,  possession  and
control    of   the   Managing   Committee,   thereby   creating   a
corresponding duty to  disclose the  same to  all members of the
Society and again.

77.The  cause  of action  further  arose  from  the  admitted  position
taken by the Opponents in their reply dated  18  April 2026 that
all six Managing Committee members had access to the official
email account of the  Society, thereby conclusively establishing
that  the  Managing  Committee  had  knowledge  of the  revised

quotation. The cause of action further arises from the failure of
the  Opponents  to  disclose   such  material   information  to  the
remaining  members  of the  Society,  who  had no  access  to  the
said email account, thereby resulting in suppression of material
facts   from   the   General   Body.   On   08   March   2026,   when
Opponent No.1  circulated a summary Excel sheet on the official
Sharayu  Members  WhatsApp  Group  purpoiling  to  provide  a
complete   comparative   analysis  of  all   shortlisted  PMCs,  but
deliberately    suppressing    the    revised    quotation    dated    01
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November 2025 of PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C. and instead reflecting
the  original  higher  quotation,  thereby  misleading  the  members

and  distorting  the  financial  comparison.  Thereafter  09  March
2026,   when   Opponent   No.I   directly   contacted   and   sought
updated information from the authorized representative of PMC
Ar.  Rajesh R.C., namely  Architect Geet Chanda,  and received
detailed information including technical credentials, experience,

project  details  and  updated  evaluation  parameters,  yet  failed
and   neglected   to    incorporate   the    same    in   the    summary
circulated  to  members,  thereby  continuing  the  suppression  of
material       information      despite      direct      knowledge      and
confirmation.    And    thereafter    on    14    March    2026,    when
discrepancies   in  the   said   summary   and   suppression   of  the
revised  quotation  were  specifically  pointed  out  on  the  official

Sharayu  Members  WhatsApp  Group  by  Disputant No.I  along
with  documentary  proof  of  the  email   containing  the  revised

quotation,   and   despite   such   clear  and  direct   intimation,   the
Opponents  failed and neglected  to  correct the  misleading  data
or  circulate  accurate  information  prior  to  the  Special  General
Body  Meeting.  And  finally  on  15  March  2026,  when  the  2nd
Special  General  Body  Meeting  was  conducted  and  members
were  made  to  vote  on  the  basis  of incomplete,  incorrect  and
suppressed  information,  thereby  vitiating  the  entire  decision-
making process and rendering the outcome of the said meeting
illegal,  arbitrary  and  unsustainable  in  law  and  thereafte,r    the
same  is  continued  till  filing  of the  present  Dispute  before  this
Hon'ble Court.

78.The  Disputant  further  submits  that  on  19  March  2026,  when
Architect  Geet  Chanda,  on  behalf of PMC  Ar.  Rajesh  R.C.,
addressed a communication to Opponent No. I  confronting him
with  the   aforesaid   irregularities,   and   immediately  thereafter
Opponent  No.1  activated the  "disappearing  messages"  feature
on the WhatsApp communication thread, thereby attempting to
erase  or  conceal  incriminating  communications.  Such  conduct
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constitutes  a  deliberate  attempt  to  suppress  material  evidence
and further strengthens the inference of mala fide intent.

79.The disputant further submits that, on 29 March 2026, when the
Disputants  submitted  a  detailed  representation  to  the  Society
bringing to its notice the illegality, suppression and misconduct
in  the  PMC  selection  process  and  calling  upon  the  Managing
Committee  to  take  corrective  action  and  cancel  the  vitiated

Process.

80.The  disputant further submits that, on  18  April  2026, when the
Society issued a reply to the said representation (communicated
on  or  about  23   April  2026),  wherein  the  Opponents,  while
admitting receipt of the revised quotation on the official  email
ID,  failed to provide any  explanation  for non-disclosure of the
same  to  members  and  instead  issued  evasive,  generalized  and
non-point-wise denials, thereby refusing to rectify the illegality.

81.The  disputant  further  submits  that,  froin  the  false  statements
made  in  the  said  reply,  including  the  incorrect  assertion  that
PMC   Ar.   Rajesh   R.C.   was   introduced   by   the   Disputants,
whereas  in  fact  the  said  PMC  was  introduced  by  Opponent
No. I  himself, thereby  demonstrating lack of bona tides and an
attempt to mislead this Hon'ble Court.

82.The disputant further submits that,  from the continuing conduct
of  the   Opponents   in   attempting   to   justify   suppression   of
material  information  by  relying upon the untenable defence of
"collective  responsibility"  and "common  email  access", which

does not address the core issue of non-disclosure to the General
Body.

83.The    disputant   further   submits   that,       aggravated   by   the
independent    and    continuing    statutory    disqualification    of
Opponent  No.2,  Mr.  Aashish  Baldota,  who  has  remained  a
defaulter  of  Society  dues  for  a  continuous  period  exceeding
eleven  months,  as  recorded  in  official  records  and  minutes  of
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meetings  signed by  him,  and who has  further  issued  a cheque
towards  such  dues  which  has  been  dishonoured  on  22  April
2026      for      insufficiency      of     funds,      thereby      incurring
disqualification under Sections  73CA and 73FF of the Act and
rendering his continiiation in office illegal.

84.The disputant further submits that, continuing and subsisting as
the Opponents are proceeding with or are likely to proceed with
the   appointment   of  PMC   Dilip   Sanghvi   and   execution   of
agreement   pursuant  to   the   impugned   and   vitiated   process,
thereby  causing  irreparable  prejudice  to  the  members  of the
Society.

85.It   is   respectfully   submitted   that   the   Disputants   have   filed
independent   proceedings   dated   05    May   2026   before   the
Hon'ble Registrar seeking action against Opponent No.I  and 2
under Sections 73,  78  and  79  of the  Maharashtra Co-operative
Societies Act,1960 on account of grave misconduct, deliberate
suppression of material  facts,  abuse of official  position, breach
of  fiduciary  duties  and  mala  fide  actions  on  the  pall  of the

Opponents, which have resulted in vitiating the entire decision-
making    process    relating    to    appointment    of   the    Project
Management Consultant (PMC).

86.The   Disputants   submit  that  the   present   dispute   specifically
challenges  the  legality  and  validity  of the  resolution passed  in
the  Special  General  Body  Meeting  dated  15  March  2026  and

seeks  appropriate  reliefs  including  setting  aside   of  the  said
resolution  and  grant  of injunction  restraining the  Society  from

proceeding with the appointment of PMC namely Dilip Sanghvi
pursuant to the said resolution.

87.The  Disputants  submit that  the  impugned  resolution  dated  15
March 2026  is  ex  facie  illegal,  arbitrary,  vitiated  and  liable to
be set aside on the following, amongst other, grounds:

~
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ression of Material Facts:
The   Opponents   deliberately   withheld   the   revised   quotation
dated 01  November 2025  submitted by  PMC  Ar.  Rajesh R.C.,
which was  admittedly the  lowest quotation and was within the
knowledge,     possession     and     control     of    the     Managing
Committee.  The  said  information  constituted  a  material  and
decisive  factor  for  informed  decision-making  by  the  General
Body.   Non-disclosure   of  such   crucial   financial   infomation
amounts  to  suppression of material  facts,  thereby  vitiating the
entire decision-making process.

Fraud on the General Bod
The  Opponents  circulated  a  comparative  analysis  which  was
incomplete,     distorted     and     misleading,     thereby     inducing
members   to   vote   on   an   incorrect   financial   premise.   The
selective  inclusion  of  revised  quotation  of  one  PMC  (Dilip
Sanghvi)  while  deliberately  excluding  the  revised  quotation  of
another  PMC   (Ar.   Rajesh  R.C.)  constitutes  a  clear  case  of
misrepresentation  and  fraud  practiced  upon the  General  Body.
Any  resolution  obtained  by  such  deception  is  void  ab  initio  in
law.

Violation of Princi Ies of Natural Justice:
The members of the Society were denied the fundamental right
to   make   an   informed   decision,   as   complete   and   accurate
information was not placed  before  them.  The  decision-making

process   stands  vitiated  due  to  denial   of  fair  opportunity  to
consider all relevant material, thereby violating the principles of
audi alteram partem and fairness in administrative action.

d)  Breach  of Government Redeveloi)ment Guidelines  dated
03 Januarv 2019:
TThe  Government  Resolution  governing  redevelopment  of Co-
operative  Housing  Societies  mandates  transparency,  falmess,
equal    opportunity    and    full    disclosure    at    all    stages    of
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redevelopment, including appointment of PMC. The conduct of
the    Opponents    in    suppressing    material    infomation    and
circulating misleading data is in direct contravention of the said
binding     guidelines,     rendering     the     process     illegal     and
unsustainable.

e` Abuse of Fiduciarv Position:
TThe office bearers of the Society occupy a position of trust and
are bound to act in utmost good  faith and in the  interest of the
members.    The    deliberate    suppression    of   material    facts,
circulation  of  misleading  data  and  failure  to  correct  known
inaccuracies  constitute  a  clear  breach  of fiduciary  duties  and
abuse of position, warranting judicial interference.

f) ParticiDation of Disqualified Secretarv:
Opponent  No.2,  having  incurred  statutory  disqualification  on
account of continuous.default  in payment of Society dues, was
not  eligible  to  participate   in  the  affairs  of  the   Society.   His

participation  in  the  PMC  selection  process  and  in  the  Special
General  Body  Meeting  dated  15  March  2026  has  vitiated  the
entire   proceedings,    as   the   decision-making    process    stoocd
tainted by participation of a disqualified person.

E` Colourable Exercise of Power:
The  actions  of the  Opponents,  viewed  cumulatively,  reveal  a

pre-determined intent to influence and manipulate the outcome
of the  PMC  selection  pi.ocess.  The  power  vested  in  them  has
been exereised not for the purpose  for which  it was conferred,
but  to  achieve  a  predetermined  result,  thereby  constituting  a
colourable exercise of power.

h) Decision Based on IncomDlete and Manipulated Data:
The   impugned   resolution   is   founded   upon   a   comparative
analysis which was materially incomplete, selectively presented
and   factually   incorrect.   A   decision   taken   on   the   basis   of
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distorted  and  manipulated  data cannot  be  sustained in  law and
is liable to be set aside.

i` Vitiation of Free and Informed Consent:
The consent of the General  Body, which forms the foundation
of the impugned resolution,  is not free,  informed or valid, as it
was obtained on the basis of suppression and misrepresentation.
Consent obtained under such cireumstances is no consent in the
eyes of law.

i` Adverse Inference on SuDDression of Evidence:
The  conduct of Opponent No. I  in activating the "disappearing
messages"   feature   immediately   after  being  confronted  with
allegations   of  suppression   clearly   indicates   an   attempt   to
conceal  or  destroy  material  evidence.  Such  conduct  warrants
ddrawing of adverse inference against the Opponents and further
sstrengtheus the case of the Disputants.

kt Cumulative Effect of Tllegalitv:
TThe aforesaid acts are not isolated  instances but form part of a
continuous       and      systematic      pattern      of      suppression,
misrepresentation  and   lack  of  transparency.   The  cumulative
effect  of  such  conduct  renders  the  entire  process  arbitrary,
biased andjegally unsustainable,

88.The Disputant is having the prima facie case and the balance of
convenience  and  irreparable  loss  will  cause  to the  disputant if
injunction    is    being    refused    by    this    Hon'ble    court.    An
irreparable  loss  will  cause  to the  disputant  if injunction  is  not

granted against the respondent society. The opponent society is
acting high handed and not in accordance to the law. Hence it is

just  and  necessary  to  grant  temporary  injunction  against  the
respondent   society   by   an   Order   of  Temporary   Injunction
restraining  the  Opponents,  their  servants,   agents  and/or  any

person claiming through or under them  from  in any manner to
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stay the operation,  implementation and effect of the Resolution
dated   15   March  2026   including  the     appointment  of  PMC
namely  Dilip  Sanghvi  pursuant  thereto  and  further Opponents
be restrained by an order of temporary injunction by passing an
order of injunction restraining the  Opponents from  issuing any
appointment  letter,  work  order or  executing  any  agreement  or
creating  any  rights,  title  or  interest  in  favour  of  PMC  Dilip
Sanghvi or any third party pursuant to the impugned Resolution
and  further Opponent be  restrained  by  an  order of Temporary
Injunction  from  creating  any  third-party  rights  or  equities  in
respect of the subject matter of the present Dispute.

89.This  Hon'ble  court  is  having  exclusive  jurisdiction  since  the
dispute   falls   under   section   91   of  Maharashtra   Cooperative
Society  Act  1960.  The  respondent  society  is  situated  at  Vashi
Navi   Mumbai,   Taluka   and   District-   Thane   and   hence   this
Hon'ble  Court  is  having territorial jurisdiction  to  try,  entertain

and to adjudicate the dispute.

90.The  Disputant has  paid  appropriate  court  fees  of Rs  5000/-  as

per law.

91.The  Disputant  is  challenging the  Resolution  dated  15/03/2026

passed  by  the  Special  General  Body  Meeting  and  hence  the
present dispute is within limitation as per law.

92.The reliefs as sought are falling within the definition of Dispute
as per Section 91  of Maharashtra Cooperative  S6ciety  Act and
no reliefs are beyond the jurisdiction of this Hon'ble Court.

93.The Disputant has annexed the documents alongwith the list of
documents and craves to referred to and rely upon the same and
the  disputant further seeks permission  of this Hon'ble  court to
file the additional document as and when required.
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94.No Caveat notice is received from the Opponent Society.

95.HENCE THH DISPUTANTS PRAY THAT,

a)  It  be  Declared  that  the  Resolution  passed  at  the  Special
General  Body  Meeting  of Opponent  No.5  Society  held  on  15
March 2026, insofar as it relates to the selection/appointment of
Project  Management  Consultant  (PMC),  is  illegal,  vitiated  by
suppression  and  misrepresentation  of  material  facts,  arbitrary
and unsustainable in law;

b)   The   Hon'ble   court   be   Set   aside,   quash   and   annul   the
Resolution dated  15  March 2026 by  an  appropriate  orders  and

directions of this Hon'ble Court;

c)    Direct   the    Opponent    Society   to   conduct    fresh,    fair,
transparent  due  process  for  selection  of Project  Management
Consultant,  strictly  in  accordance  with  applicable  Government
Resolutions   and   after   full   and   complete   disclosure   of   all
material facts, documents and quotations to the members;

d)  The  opponents  be  restrained  by  an  Order  of  Permanent
Injunction   restraining  the   Opponents,   their  servants,   agents
and/or any person claiming through or under them from in any
manner to stay the operation, implementation and effect of the
Resolution dated  15 March 2026 including the   appointment of
PMC namely Dilip Sanghvi pursuant thereto;

e)  The  Opponents   be   restrained   by   an  order  of  permanent
injunction  by  passing  an  order  of  injunction  restraining  the
Opponents  from  issuing  any  appointment letter,  work order or
executing any agreement or creating any rights, title or interest
in favour of PMC Dilip Sanghvi or any third party pursuant to
the impugned Resolution
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f)   The   Opponent  be   restrained   by   an   order  of  Permanent
Injunction  from  creating  any  third-party  rights  or  equities  in
respect of the subject matter of the present Dispute

g) Interim and ad-interim ex-partee relief in terms of prayer (d),
(e) & (f ) as above.

h)  Grant  such  further  and  other  reliefs  as  this  Hon'ble  Court
may deem fit, just and proper in the facts and circumstances of
the case.

i) Award costs of the present proceedings

Date:- 08/05/2026

Place :- Thane

EHi \ U`Jth-

Adv. for Disputants

I)SHRIVI`*ARMA

2)SHRI. VARUN SHARMA

`/

AV G. PATEL

4)SHRI.MANSUKHLAL KANJIBHAI

KHUNT
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VHRIFICATI0N

I,  SHRI.  VIRAJ  VISHWAMBIIAR  LAL  SHARMA,  aged

46 years, residing at -Flat No.  H -10 / 0  :  2,  Sharayu Co-operative

Housing Society Ltd.,  Sector 29, Vashi, Navi  Mumbai -400703, the

Disputant No. I  in the present Application, do hereby state and declare

on solemn affirmation for himself and on behalf other Disputants that

whatever  stated  in  the  above  paragraphs  are  true  and  correct  to  the

best of my knowledge and belief.

Solemnly Affirmed at Thane

On this O8'h Day of May 2026

I,-J+DrTi=L±-
Adv. for Disputants .1
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BEFORE THE HON'BLE CO-OPERATIVE COURT AT

THANE

DISPUTENO.      /2026

1) SHRI. VIRAJ VISHWAMBHARLAL SHARMA
Age 46 Years, An Adult Indian Inhabitant
Flat No. H -10 / 0  : 2, Sharayu Co-operative Housing
Society Ltd., Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai -400703

2) SHRI. VARUN VISHWAMBHAR LAL SHARMA
Age 47 Years, An Adult Indian Inhabitant
Flat No. H -10 / I  : 2, Sharayu Co-operative Housing
Society Ltd., Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai -400703

3) SHRI. UTSAV GIRISH PATEL
Age 38 Years, An Adult Indian Inhabitant
Flat No. H -10 / 0 : 3, Sharayu Co-operative Housing
Society Ltd., Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai -400703

4) SHRI. MANSUKHLAL KANJIBHAI KHUNT
Age 70 Years, An Adult Indian Inhabitant
Flat No. H -10 / 2 : 4, Sharayu Co-operative Housing
Society Ltd., Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai -400703

V/s.

I) SHRI. ARIF SHAIKII, Treasurer
An Adult Indian Inhabitant
SHARAYU CO-OPERATIVE
HOUSING  SOCIETY   LIMITED
Address:-Flat No. H -10 / 1  : 4, Sharayu
Co-operative Housing Society Ltd.,
Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai -400703

2) SHRI. AASHISH BALDOTA, Secretary
An Adult Indian Inhabitant
SHARAYU CO-OPERATIVE
HOUSING  SOCIETY   LIMITED
Address:-Flat No. G -6 /0 :  1, Sharayu

).. DISPUTANTS
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Co-operative Housing Society Ltd.,
Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai -400703.

3) SMT. SUJATA BANGAR, Chairman
An Adult Indian Inhabitant
SHARAYU CO-OPERATIVE
HOUSING  SOCIETY   LIMITED
Address:-Flat No. H -9 /I  :  I, Sharayu
Co-operative Housing Society Ltd.,
Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai -400703.

4) SHRI. FRANCIS EMMATTY,
Managing Committee member
An Adult Indian Inhabitant
SHARAYU CO-OPERATIVE
HOUSING  SOCIETY   LIMITED
Address:-Flat No. H -9 /3  :  I, Sharayu
Co-operative Housing Society Ltd.,
Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai -400703.

5) SHARAYU CO-OPERATIVE
HOUSING  SOCIETY   LIMITED
Address:-Plot No.5, Opposite South Indian Bank,
Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai -400703

)
)
)

)...OPPONENTS

DISPUTE  UNDER  SECTION  91  OF  THE  MAHARASHTRA

CO-OPERATIVE SOCIHTIES ACT.1960+

MAY IT PLEASE YOUR HONOUR,

I.  The present dispute is filed under Section 91  of the Maharashtra

Co-operative  Societies Act,  1960, as the dispute  pertains to the
affairs,  management,  and  business  of  the  Society,  including
illegal  appointment  of Project  Management Consultant  (PMC)
and   validity   of  resolution   passed   in   Special   General   Body

Meeting  dated   15  March  2026.  The  present  dispute  squarely
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falls  within  the  ambit  of  Section  91   of the  Maharashtra  Co-
operative  Societies Act,  1960  as it pertains to the  constitution,

management  and  business  of the  Society,  including  decision-
making  of the  General  Body,  conduct  of offlce  bearers,  and
validity  of resolutions  affecting redevelopment  of the  Society.
The dispute is therefore maintainable before this Hon'ble Court.

2.   The  present  Application  is  being  preferred  by  the  Disputants,
who  are  bona  fide members  of Sharayu  Co-operative Housing
Society Ltd. (including the two Managing Committee members
:     SliRI.   VARUN  VISHWAMBHAR  LAL  SIIARMA  and
Slml.  MANSUKIILAL  KANJIBHAI  KHUNT)  invoking  the

jurisdiction  of  this  Hon'ble   Court  under   Section  91   of  the
Maharashtra  Co-operative  Societies  Act,   1960  on  account  of
acts  and  omissions  on  the  part  of the  Opponents  which  have
resulted  in  suppression of material  facts,  lack of transparency,
and    vitiation   of   the    decision-making   process   relating   to
appointment of the Project Management Consultant (PMC).

3.  The  Disputants  further  state  that  the  Opponent  No.1   is  the
Treasurer of the Society and the Opponent No.2 is the Secretary
of the  Society  and the  Opponent No.3  is the  Chairman  of the
Society  and the  Opponent No.4  is  a member  of the  Managing
Committee of the Society, having their address as shown in the
cause   title.   The   Opponent   No.5   is   a   duly   registered   Co-
operative Housing  Society,  having  its  address  as  shown  in the
cause title.

4.   The redevelopment process of the Society commenced with the
lst  Special  General  Body  Meeting  held  on  5  October  2025,
wherein     in-principle     approval      for     redevelopment     was
unanimously      granted      in      accordance      with      applicable
Government  guidelines  including  the  Government  Resolution
dated   03   January   2019   governing   redevelopment   of   Co-
operative Housing Societies and statutory provisions.
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5.  In   the   said   meeting,   a   Redevelopment   Committee   (RDC)
comprising   eleven   members   along   with    inclusion   of   six
members  of the Managing Committee  (total  17  members) was
duly  constituted  and  unanimously  approved   by  the  General
Body, as recorded in the minutes annexed hereto. The RDC was
structured    in   a   representative   manner   consisting   of   two
members  from  each building type  along with  one  independent
Legal  Advisor nanely  Advocate  Viraj  Sharma.  The  members
so appointed include Advocate Viraj  Sharma, Mr. Vikas Singh,
Mr.  Anand  Gupta,  Mr.  D.K.  Ralli,  Mr.  T.S.  Gala,  Mr.  Jayesh

Jain,   Mr.   Yogesh   Agarwal,   Mr.   Sanjay   Kolge,   Mr.   Navin
Arora, Mr.  L.N.  Maheshwari  and Mr.  Kashyap Thakkar, along
with six members of the Managing Committee.

6.  The said resolution having been passed unanimously is binding
and legally enforceable, and the RDC was constituted to ensure
transparency,  objectivity  and  adherence  to  statutory  norms  in
the redevelopment process.

7.  It   was   further   resolved   that   no   member   of  the   Managing
Committee   shall   have   any  direct  or  indirect   interest  in  the

appointment   of  PMC   and   that   the   entire   process   shall   be
conducted in a fair and transparent manner with participation of
the General Body.

8.  Pursuant to the  said resolution,  the  RDC  undertook evaluation
and  shortlisted  three  PMCs,  namely  PMC  Ar.   Rajesh  R.C.,
Dilip Sanghvi (PMC) and lnomatrix.

9.   It  is  submitted that  after discussions  and  negotiations  with  the
RDC,  PMC  Ar.  Rajesh  R.C.  submitted  a revised  quotation  by
way  of a  formal  email  dated  01  November  2025  addressed  to
the official  email ID  of the  Society.  The  said revised quotation
was  submitted well  in advance,  more than  four months prior to
the   next   Special   General   Body   Meeting,   and   reflected   the
lowest professional fee among all shortlisted PMCs.
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10.It   is   further   submitted   that   an   RDC   member,   Mr.   Vicky
Thakkar (also referred to as Mr. Kashyap Thakkar), had posted
a message on the official RDC WhatsApp group on 31  October
2025 recording that the PMC namely Ar. Rajesh R.C. would be
submitting  a  revised  quotation  shortly.  This  clearly  establishes

prior knowledge at the  level  of the Redevelopment Committee
regarding the impending submission of the revised quotation.

11.It  is  further  submitted  that  thereafter,  on  01  November  2025,
Opponent No.4, a member of the Managing Committee, SIRI.
FRANCIS  EMMATTY,  had  also  put  up  a  message  on  the
official  Sharayu  Members  WhatsApp  Group  stating  that  the
PMC  namely  Ar.  Rajesh  R.C.  would  be  submitting  a  revised

quotation  shortly.  Significantly,  on the  very  same  date,  i.e.,  01
November  2025,  PMC  Ar.   Rajesh  R.C.   duly  submitted  the
revised quotation to the official email ID of the Society. Thus, it
is  evident that  both  RDC  members  and  Managing  Committee
members  had prior knowledge  as  well  as  actual  receipt  of the
revised   quotation.   Despite   such   knowledge,   the   Opponents
deliberately  failed  to  incorporate  or  disclose  the  same  in  the
comparative   analysis   circulated   to    members.    This   clearly

establishes  conscious  and  intentional  suppression  of material
information and rules out any defence of inadvertence or lack of
knowledge,

12.It  is  further  submitted  that  prior  to  submission  of the  revised

quotation,   Opponent   No.I,   Mr.   Arif   Shaikh,   had   directly
initiated  communication  with  the  authorised  representative  of
PMC  Ar.   Rajesh  R.C.,  namely  Architect  Mr.   Geet  Chanda,
through  WhatsApp on  27  October 2025  and 28  October 2025.
In    the    said    communication,    Opponent    No.I    specifically
coordinated  and  scheduled  a meeting with the Redevelopment
Committee  (RDC),  thereby  establishing  that  Opponent  No.1
was  actively  involved  in  the  evaluation  process  and  was  in
direct  contact with  the  said  PMC  even  prior  to  submission  of
the revised quotation.
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13.It  is  further submitted that subsequent to the  aforesaid meeting
with  the  RDC,  Opponent  No.1  continued  to  remain  in  direct
communication   with   Architect   Geet   Chanda   and   actively

followed  up  on  31  October  2025  and  01  November  2025  for
submission  of the  revised  quotation  of PMC  Ar.  Rajesh  R.C.
This  clearly  demonstrates  that  Opponent  No.I   was  not  only
aware  of the  revised  quotation  but  had  himself facilitated  and

pursued  its  submission,  thereby  establishing  prior  knowledge,
involvement and active participation in the process.

14.It  is  further  submitted  that  on  01   November  2d25,  Opponent
No.I  himself shared  the  official  email  lD  of the  Society  with
Architect     Geet     Chanda     through     the     said     WhatsApp
communication   for   the   specific   purpose   of  submitting   the
revised quotation.  Pursuant thereto,  on the very same  date,  i.e.,
01  November 2025,  PMC  Ar.  Rajesh  R.C.  duly  submitted  the
revised  quotation  to  the  official  email  ID  of the  Society.  This
sequence  of  events  conclusively   establishes  that  the   revised

quotation  was  submitted  at  the  instance  of and  with  the  full
knowledge  and  involvement  of Opponent  No.1,  and  therefore
any  subsequent  denial  of knowledge  or  non-disclosure  of the
said  quotation  is  ex  facie  false,  misleading  and  mala  fide.  The
aforesaid conduct completely demolishes the defence sought to
be raised by the Opponents that the  revised quotation was  not
within   their   knowledge,   and   clearly   establishes   deliberate
suppression   of   material    facts   despite   full   and   conscious
awareness.

15.The  said  revised  quotation  constituted  a material  and  decisive

factor  which  was  required  to  be  disclosed  to  all  members  to
enable   an   informed,   fair   and   transparent   decision-making

process.  Non-disclosure  of such  material  information  amounts
to suppression of facts and renders the decision-making process
arbitrary and legally unsustainable.
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16.It is  submitted that the process  adopted by the  Society  clearly
demonstrates that revision  and  negotiation  of PMC  quotations
was an accepted and integral part of the evaluation process, as
evident  from  multiple  communications  wherein  PMCs  were
allowed  to  negotiate  and  revise   their  professional   fees   and
terms.

17.Communications relating to PMC Dilip  Sanghvi  clearly reflect
that   the   professional   fees   were   negotiable   and   subject   to
revision,  and  detailed  evaluation  of  such  revised  terns  was
circulated to members.

18.Similar evaluative  discussions were  also  undertaken in respect
of Inomatrix PMC, thereby establishing that there was no rigid
or  final  quotation  system  and  that  revisions  were  part  of the
decision-making process.

19.In such circumstances, the revised quotation submitted by PMC
Ar. Rajesh R.C. formed a crucial and material component of the
comparative  analysis  and  was  required  to  be  disclosed  to  all
members,

20.Thereafter,  the  Managing  Committee  issued  and  circulated  a
notice   calling   for   the   2nd   Special   General   Body   Meeting
scheduled  on  15  March  2026  for  the  purpose  of selection  of
PMC from the shortlisted candidates.

21.Immediately  after  issuance  of the  said  notice  and  in  the  days

preceding   the   said   meeting,   Opponent  No.I   and   Opponent
No.2,   acting  in  their  respective  capacities   as  Treasurer  and
Secretary,  proceeded  to  circulate  messages  and  documents  on
the  official  Sharayu  Members  WhatsApp  Group,  which  is  the

primary communication platform of the Society.
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22.On 08 March 2026, Opponent No. I  circulated a summary Excel
sheet  purportedly  containing  analysis  and  comparison  of  all
three PMCs, and stated as follows:

"The RDC has shortlisted Three PMCs.  For greater and deeper

understanding,  please  find  attached  the  credentials,  Analysis
and Summary of all the Three PMCs."

23.The said representation created a clear impression that the data
being   circulated   was   complete,   accurate   and   reliable   for
decision-making by members.

24.However, the said Excel summary was deliberately misleading
and  incomplete,  as  Opponent  No.1   knowingly  suppressed  the
revised quotation of PMC Ar.  Rajesh  R.C.  dated  01  November
2025 and instead reflected only the original higher quotation.

25.It  is  further submitted that Opponent No.1  had,  on 22  October
2025, circulated documents and communications on the official
Sharayu     Members     WhatsApp     Group     including     revised

quotation    details    of    PMC    Dilip    Sanghvi.     This    clearly
establishes  that  Opponent  No.1   was  actively  considering  and
incorporating    revised    quotations     in    the     decision-making

process. However, while the revised quotation of Dilip Sanghvi
was  duly  reflected  and  relied  upon,  the  revised  quotation  of
PMC  Ar.  Rajesh R.C., which was already received and known
to  the  Managing  Committee,  was  deliberately  excluded  from
the  summary  Excel  sheet.  Such  selective  inclusion  of revised
data for one PMC and exclusion for another clearly establishes
that  the  act  was  not  a  mere  omission  or  negligence,  but  a
conscious   and   intentional   suppression   aimed   at   misleading
members  and  influencing  the  outcome  of the  PMC  selection

process.

26.It is further submitted that on 09 March 2026, Opponent No.1,
Mr.  Arif Shaikh,  had personally  contacted and held telephonic
communication with the  authorised representative  of PMC  Ar.
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Rajesh R.C., namely Architect Geet Chanda, for the purpose of
seeking clarifications and updates with respect to the summary
and   evaluation   of   PMC   proposals.   Pursuant   to   the   said
telephonic discussion, Architect Geet Chanda, on the very same
date  i.e.  09  March  2026,  shared updated details  on  WhatsApp
and  also  forwarded  an updated Excel  sheet  containing revised
and  complete  inforination  to  Opponent  No.1  through  official
communication channels, including email.

The    said    updated    information    included,    inter    alia:
Detailedproject      credentials    and    status    of   ongoing    and
completed redevelopment            projects;      Approximately     40

yearsofexperienceinthefieldof         architecture       in      Navi
Mumbai; Other material technical and qualitative    parameters
relevant for infomed evaluation by members.

It is submitted that although the revised professional fees
had  already  been submitted  earlier on  01  November 2025,  the
aforesaid    communication    dated    09    March    2026    further
supplemented   and   clarified   critical   aspects   of  the   PMC's
credentials and safeguards.

Despite   having  directly   sought   and   received  the   said
updated  and  relevant  information,  Opponent No. I  deliberately
failed  to  incorporate  the  same  in  the   summary  Excel  sheet
circulated  to  members  and  continued  to  rely  upon  incomplete
and misleading data. The omission of such crucial technical and
evaluative   information,   which  would   have  materially  aided
members  in  making  an  informed  decision,  clearly  establishes
that the  suppression  was  intentional  and  calculated  to  mislead
the  members  and  influence  the  outcome  of the PMC  selection

process.

This conduct further reinforces the ma]a fide intent of the
Opponent,  as  the  information  was  speciflcally  sought  by  him,

ill
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duly  provided  on  the  same  day,  and  yet  consciously  withheld
from the members.

27.The suppression of the revised quotation, which was the lowest
among all  PMCs,  was  not  accidental  but was  a conscious  and
deliberate   act   aimed   at   distorting   the   comparative   analysis

placed before members and thereby prejudicing their decision-
making. Such deliberate suppression of the lowest quotation has
resulted  in  a  distorted  comparative  framework  being  placed
before  the  members,  thereby  vitiating  the  very  basis  of their

ecision.

28.The discrepancy in the said summary was immediately pointed
out   on   the   same   WhatsApp   group   by   members   including
Disputant No.1  -Advocate  Viraj  Sharma  on  14  March  2026,
who also produced documentary proof of the revised quotation
email sent to the official Society email ID.

29.Despite   being   informed  on  the   said   WhatsApp  group   with
documentary  proof  of  the  revised  quotation,  the  Opponents
failed   and   neglected   to   correct   the   summary   or   circulate
accurate   data  prior  to   the   Special   General   Body   Meeting,
thereby continuing suppression of material information.

30.Opponent No.2, instead of rectifying the position, proceeded to
make  false  and  misleading  statements  on  the  said  WhatsApp

group, including the following statements:
"If quote  are  shared,  aiid then  quote  is  revised just to  level  to

gain the project, it not fair" and

"NO one  in committee was informed of the revised quote Oust

shooting a email will not suffice)".

31.The aforesaid statements are demonstrably false and contrary to
official     records,     as     the     revised     quotation     was     duly
communicated  to  the  official  email  ID  of the  Society  well  in
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advance   and   was   within   the   knowledge   of  the   Managing
Committee.

32.The  said  statements  were  made  with  the  intent  to  mislead
members,  discredit  PMC  Ar.  Rajesh  R.C.  and  to  justify  the
suppression of the revised quotation.

33.Opponent No.2 reiterated and circulated the same incorrect and
misleading data on  15 March 2026, i.e., on the very date of the
2nd  Special  General  Body  Meeting,  thereby  ensuring that the
members  continued  to  rely  upon  distorted  information  at  the
time of voting.

34.The  sequence  of events  clearly  demonstrates that  immediately
after  calling  of the  2nd  SGBM,  the  Opponents  undertook  a
systematic exercise of circulating misleading infomation with
the sole objective of influencing and prejudicing the decision of
members in the PMC selection process.

35.The Special General Body Meeting held on 15 March 2026 was
thus   conducted   on   the   basis   of  incomplete,   incorrect   and
manipulated   data,   and   members   voted   based   on   incorrect
financial   comparison,   thereby   vitiating   the   entire   decision-
making process.

36.It  is  submitted  that  had  the  revised  quotation  of  PMC  Ar.
Rajesh  R.C.,  being  the  lowest  among  all  PMCs  along  with
technical    and    factual    information   been   disclosed   to   the
members, the financial and real comparison placed before them
would have materially  changed and the  outcome  of the voting
wbuld have materially altered the decision-making process and
outcome   of  the   voting.   The   suppression   of  such   material
information    by    Opponent   No.1    and    Opponent   No.2   has
therefore directly prejudiced the decision-making process.

37.The  consent  obtained  from  the  members  in  the  said  Special
General Body Meeting is not free and informed .consent, as the
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same  was  based  on   incomplete,   misleading  and   suppressed
information. It is a settled principle of law that consent obtained
on  the  basis  of  incomplete  or  misleading  information  is  not
valid consent in the eyes of law.

38. It  is  further  most  respectfully  submitted  that  on  l9th  March,
2026 Architect Mr.  Geet Chanda, acting on behalf of PMC Ar.
Rajesh  R.C.  Tean,  addressed  a  communication  to  Opponent
No.1,  specifically  confronting  him  with  serious  irregularities
and seeking clarification on, inter alia, his conduct in allegedly
attempting   to   discredit  the   said   PMC   team,   the   deliberate
omission of the revised quotation  and important facts from the
summary  Ex.eel  sheet  circulated  to  Society  members,  and  his
role  in  influencing  the  outcome  of the  voting  process  to  the
detriment of PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C.

39.It  is  pertinent to  note  that  immediately  upon being confronted
with  the  aforesaid  allegations,  Opponent  No.I   i;sued  a  bare
denial      without      offering      any      substantive      explanation.
Significantly,  and  in  a  manner  that  raises  grave  suspicion,  he
thereafter proceeded  to  activate  the  "disappearing  messages"
feature on the  WhatsApp communication thread with Architect
Geet  Chanda.  The  timing  and  sequence  of  this  act  clearly
indicate  a   conscious   and   deliberate  attempt  to  erase  or
conceal  incriminating  communications  exchanged  between
the parties.

40.Subsequently,  upon  realizing  that  activation  of  such  feature
would     not     retrospectively     delete     previously     exchanged
messages, the Opponent No. I  deactivated the said setting. This
conduct, when viewed  in totality, unequivocally demonstrates a
mala  fide  intention  on  the  part of Opponent No.1  to  suppress
material  evidence  and  to  cover  up  his  prior  actions,  thereby
obstructing transparency and  fair dealing in the PMC  selection

process.
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41.The  aforesaid  acts  constitute  not  only  misconduct  but  also  a
clear  attempt  to  interfere  with  the  integrity  of the  decision-
making process of the Society, warranting immediate and strict
action by the Hon'ble Court.

42. It  is  further submitted that the aforesaid conduct of Opponent
No.1  is  in  complete  violation  of the  Government  Resolutions

governing  redevelopment  of  Co-operative  Housing  Societies,
which mandate utmost transparency, fairness, and disclosure in
all   stages  of  the  redevelopment  process.   The  office  bearer,

particularly   the   Treasurer,    is    entrusted    with    a    fiduciary
obligation  to  act  in  the  best  interests  of the  Society  and  its
members by placing true and complete facts on record.

43.In  the  present  case,  instead  of upholding  such  statutory  and
fiduciary duties, the Opponent No.1  has acted in a manner that
is diametrically opposed to the principles of transparency.  The
very   act   of  attempting   to   enable   "disappearing   messages"
immediately  after  being  confronted   on  issues  pertaining  to
redevelopment   clearly    indicates    an    intention   to    suppress
material communication relating to the evaluation and selection
of the PMC.  Such communication was directly connected with
the  redevelopment  process  and  ought  to  have  been  preserved
and disclosed to the members of the Society.

44.The  conduct  of the  Opponent No.I,  therefore,  not  only  raises
serious   doubts   about   his   integrity   but   also   amounts   to   a
deliberate attempt to withhold and destroy relevant information,
thereby   undermining   the   transparency   required   under   the
applicable  Government  Resolutions.  This  constitutes  a  grave
dereliction  of  duty  and  renders  him  unfit  to  continue  as  an
office   bearer   of  the   Society.   This   raises   serious   concerns
regarding transparency and preservation of material evidence.

45.  It  is  further  submitted  that,   immediately  after  the  aforesaid
illegal Special General Body Meeting dated 15 March 2026, the
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Disputants,  along  with  several  other  members  of the  Society,
submitted a detailed representation dated 29 March 2026 to the
Managing  Committee,  specifically bringing to  their notice  the

grave    irregularities,    suppression   of   the   revised   quotation,
circulation   of  misleading   data,   and   vitiation   of  the   PMC
selection    process.    The    said    representation,    supported    by
documentary   evidence,   clearly   called   upon   the   Managing
Committee  to  cancel  the  said  process  and  to  conduct  a  fresh,
fair and transparent selection process in accordance with law.

46. It is further submitted that the Opponent No.5, Society, through
its office bearers,  issued a reply dated  18 April 2026 to the said
representation,   which   was   admittedly   communicated   to   the
Disputants on 23 April 2026. In the said reply, the Society has,

instead   of  addressing   the   serious   illegality   and   suppression
brought to  its  notice,  merely  issued bald denials  and attempted
to   justify   the   non-disclosure   of  the   revised   quotation   on
untenable   and   contradictory   grounds.   The   said   reply   itself
acknowledges  that  the  revised  quotation  was  received  on  the
official    email    ID    of   the    Society,    thereby    conclusively
establishing    knowledge    on    the    part    of    the     Managing
Committee.  Despite  such  admission,  the  Society  has  failed  to
explain why the said material  information was not disclosed to
members prior to the Special General Body Meeting.

47.It  is  submitted  that  the  said  reply  is  self-serving,  evasive,  and
contrary to record, and in fact further strengthens the case of the
Disputants by demonstrating that the suppression of the revised

quotation was not inadvertent but was consciously disregarded.
The   failure   of  the   Managing  Committee  to   take   corrective
action  despite  a  detailed  representation  amounts  to  continued
illegality   and  justifies   invocation   of  the  jurisdiction   of  this

Hon'ble Court.

48.It is most respectfully submitted that in the reply dated  18 April

2026,  the  Opponents  have  sought  to justify  their  conduct  by
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contending  that  all  six  members  of the  Managing  Committee
had  access  to  the  offlcial  email  account  of the  Society  and,
therefore,  there  was  no  suppression  of the  revised  quotation.
The   said   defence   is   wholly   misconceived,   misleading   and
legally untenable. The decision regarding appointment of PMC
is not a matter to be decided by six members of the Managing
Committee, but is required to be taken by the General Body of
the  Society  consisting  of approximately  70  members.  Out  of
these,   only   six  members   of  the  Managing  Committee   had
access     to     the     email     account,     whereas     the     remaining

approximately  64  members  had  no  access  whatsoever  to  the
said email  account,  its  login credentials, password or contents.
In such circumstances, mere internal availability of information
within   six   committee   members   cannot,   by   any   stretch   of
imagination,  be  equated  with  disclosure  to  the  General  Body.
The Opponents have  failed to explain as to how the remaining
members   were   expected   to   become   aware   of  the   revised

quotation dated 01  November 2025, when admittedly the same
was  neither  circulated  on  the  official  WhatsApp  group  nor
disclosed in the comparative Excel summary.

49.It is  submitted that the  obligation of the Managing Committee
is   not   merely   to   possess   information,   but   to   transparently
disclose  all  material  inforination to members wbo are required
to take an infomed decision. The defence of "common access"
is therefore an afterthought and does not absolve the Opponents
of their duty to ensure transparency towards the General Body.
Disclosure to a limited group cannot be treated as disclosure to
the   General   Body,   which   is   the   ultimate   decision-making
authority.

50.It is submitted that the Opponents,  in their reply dated  18 April
2026,   have   falsely   stated   that   PMC   Ar.   Rajesh   R.C.   was
introduced to the Society by some of the Disputants themselves.
The said statement is factually incorrect and contrary to record.
It  was  Opponent  No.I,  Mr.  Arif  Shaikh,  who  had  initially
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introduced Architect Geet Chanda and brought PMC Ar. Rajesh
R.C.  into the  process  for participation  as PMC.  The  said false
statement has been deliberately made to shift responsibility and
create    a    misleading    narrative,    thereby    undermining    the
credibility  of the  reply  itself.  Making  false  statements  in  an
official reply submitted on behalf of the Society clearly reflects
lack  of  bona  fides  and  further  strengthens  the  case  of  the
Disputants.

51.It  is  submitted  that  the  Disputants  had  submitted  a  detailed
representation dated 29 March 2026 raising specific allegations
supported by documentary evidence.  However, the reply dated
18  April 2026  issued by the  Society fails to deal with the said
allegations in a point-wise or issue-wise manner.  The reply is
vague,   generalized   and   evasive,   and   does   not   specifically
address   critical   allegations   such   as   suppression   of  revised

quotation,  circulation of misleading data, and failure to correct
the same despite knowledge.  It is a settled principle of law that

failrire  to   specifically   deny   material   allegations   amounts  to
deemed  admission  of such  allegations.  The  evasive  nature  of
the  reply  clearly  indicates  that  the  Opponents  are  unable  to

justify  their  actions  on  merits  and  are  seeking  to  avoid  direct
answers.

52.It is further submitted that the Opponents have attempted to rely
upon the concept of "collective responsibility" of the Managing
Committee to avoid individual accountability. The said defence
is legally untenable in  cases where  specific acts of misconduct
are attributable to identified office bearers.  In the present case,
the preparation and circulation of misleading Excel summary is
directly   attributable  to   Opponent  No.I,   while   the   failure  to

correct the same and issuance of false statements  is attributable
to  Opponent  No.2.   The  principle   of  collective   responsibility
cannot   be   used   as   a   shield   to   protect   individual   acts   of

suppression, misrepresentation and misconduct.
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53.It is submitted that the conduct of the Opponents, when viewed
in    totality,    clearly    demonstrates    a    consistent   pattern   of
suppression,    misrepresentation    and    lack    of   transparency.
Despite   being   confronted   with   documentary   evidence,   the
Opponents  have  neither  rectified  the  position  nor  taken  any
corrective  steps,  but  have  instead  issued  an  evasive  reply  and
continued to justify their actions.  Such conduct establishes that
the suppression of material information was not inadvertent but
was deliberate and forms pall of a larger design to influence the
outcome of the PMC selection process.

54.Without   prejudice   to   the   aforesaid,   it   is   most   respectfully
submitted   that   Opponent   No.2,   Mr.   Aashish   Baldota,   has
incurred   statutory   disqualification   under   the   provisions   of
Sections   73CA  and  73FF   of  the   Maharashtra  Co-operative
Societies Act,  1960, on account of being a defaulter of Society
dues for a prolonged period exceeding eleven months.

55.It  is  submitted  that  the  said  Opponent  No.2  has  outstanding
arrears of Society dues, as reflected in official records and bills
issued  by  the  Society,  which  remain  unpaid  and  continue  to
subsist.    The    said    default    is    continuous,    substantial,    and
undisputed in nature.

56.It is further submitted that the said default is not merely alleged
but  stands  formally  recorded  in  the  minutes  of the  Managing
Committee Meeting, wherein the issue of non-payment of dues
by  Opponent  No.2  has  been  specifically  noted.  Significantly,
Opponent No.2 was present in the said meeting and has signed
the minutes, thereby acknowledging the existence of such dues
and default.

57.It   is   further   submitted   that   in   addition   to   the   aforesaid
continuous  default,  Opponent  No.2  issued  a  cheque  towards

payment   of   Society    dues,   which   upon   presentation   was
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dishonoured    on    22    April    2026    for    the    reason    "Funds
Insufficient",    thereby    constituting   an    independent    act    of
financial misconduct and lack of bona fides. It is submitted that
once  a  member  incurs  default  in  payment  of  Society  dues,
statutory  disqualification  operates  automatically  by   force  of
law, and such person becomes disqualified from continuing as a
Member of the Managing Committee  and ceases to be eligible
to   continue   as   a   member   of   the   Managing   Committee.
Consequently,   Opponent  No.2   cannot   continue   to   hold   the
office of Secretary and his continuation is ex facie illegal.

58.It  is  further  submitted  that  a  disqualified  person  is  also  not
entitled to participate in voting or decision-making processes of
the  Society.  Therefore,  the  participation  of Opponent  No.2  in
the   proceedings   relating   to   PMC   selection,   including   the
Special General Body Meeting dated  15th March 2026,  further
vitiates the decision-making process.

59.It is further submitted that one of the Disputants had previously
filed   a  separate   complaint  dated   23   April   2026   before   the
Hon'ble  Registrar  seeking  action  against  Opponent  No.2,  Mr.
Aashish   Baldota,   on   account   of  his   statutory   default   and
misconduct. Pursuant thereto, the Hon' ble Registrar has already
taken  cognizance  of the  matter  and  has  issued  a  Show  Cause
Notice   dated   27   April   2026   to   Opponent  No.2   under   the

provisions   of  the   Maharashtra   Co-operative   Societies   Act,
1960,  calling  upon  him  to  explain  why  action  should  not  be
taken against him.

60. It is most respectfully submitted that the act of Opponent No. I ,
Mr.   Arif  Shaikh,   in  preparing  and  circulating  the  summary
Excel  sheet  dated  08  March  2026  was  undertaken  unilaterally
and   without   any   prior   consultation,   discussion   or   approval
either     from     the     Managing     Committee     or     from     the
Redevelopment   Committee,   both   of  which   had   been   duly

\J-
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constituted and empowered by the General Body to oversee and

guide   the   redevelopment   process,   including   evaluation   of
Project   Management   Consultants.  .Such   unilateral   action   is
contrary  to  the  principles  of  collective  functioning  mandated
under the Act and the bye-laws of the Society.

61.It   is   submitted   that   the   very   purpose   of  constituting   the
Managing Committee and the Redevelopment Committee was
to ensure collective decision-making, transparency, deliberation
and   application   of  mind   on   core   and   material   aspects   of
redevelopment,   particularly   in   relation   to   evaluation   and
comparison    of   PMC    proposals.    The    preparation    of    a
comparative financial and technical summary is not a routine or
clerical act but constitutes a critical decision-making tool which
directly influences the understanding and voting of members of
the Society.

62.In such circumstances,  it was incumbent upon Opponent No. I ,
being the Treasurer, to first place the relevant data, including all

quotations    and    revised    quotations,    before    the    Managing
Committee   and   the    Redevelopment   Committee,    to    invite
discussion,   scrutiny   and   verification,   and   only  thereafter  to
circulate  a finalized  and collectively approved  summary to the

general members of the Society.

63.However,   in   the   present   case,   Opponent   No.I   completely
bypassed      both      the      Managing      Committee      and      the
Redevelopment    Committee    and    proceeded    to    unilaterally

prepare  and  circulate  the  said  Excel  summary  directly  on  the
official  Society  WhatsApp  group.  No  meeting  was  convened,
no deliberation was undertaken, no approval was obtained, and
no opportunity was given to other committee members to verify
the accuracy or completeness of the data being circulated.

64.This unilateral action assumes greater seriousness in light of the
fact that the said summary was not merely incomplete but was
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materially  misleading,  as  it  deliberately  excluded  the  revised

quotation  dated  01  November  2025  of PMC  Ar.  Rajesh R.C.,
which  was  admittedly  available  on  tlie  official  email  of  the
Society.

65.The  conduct  of Opponent  No.I  therefore  amounts  to  a  clear
abuse   of  position,   usurpation   of  collective   decision-making

powers,   and   violation   of  the   very   purpose   for   which   the
Managing   Committee   and   Redevelopment  Committee   were
constituted.    By    bypassing    these    bodies,    Opponent    No.I
deprived the  Society of informed deliberation and ensured that
incorrect  and  distorted  information  was  directly  placed  before
members   without   any   internal   checks   or  verification.   Such
conduct is not only procedurally irregular but strikes at the root
of  transparency,  fairness  and  democratic  functioning  of  the
Society, and clearly establishes mala flde intent to influence the
decision-making process by avoiding scrutiny and discussion at
the committee.

66.It is further submitted that Opponent No.2, being the Secretary
of  the   Society,   had   an   independent   statutory   obligation   to
ensure       accuracy       of      records       and      transparency       in
communications.   Instead   of  correcting   the   misleading   data
circulated    by    Opponent    No.I,    Opponent    No.2    actively
supported  and   defended  the   same.   Even  after  discrepancies
were pointed out on  14     March 2026 with  documentary  proof,
Opponent No.2 failed to take corrective action.

67.On  the  contrary,  Opponent  No.2  made  false  and  misleading
statements on the official WhatsApp group denying knowledge
of the revised quotation and questioning its validity, despite the
same  being  received  on  the  official  email  ID  of the  Society.

Such  conduct  clearly  establishes  that  Opponent  No.2  was  not
acting as a neutral office bearer but was actively participating in
the  suppression  of material  infonnation  and  in  misleading  the
members.

\,
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68.The  failure  to  correct  the  record  despite  having  knowledge,
coupled  with  issuance  of  false  statements,  constitutes  active
collusion  and  renders  Opponent  No.2  equally  liable  for  the
vitiation of the PMC selection process.

69.The actions of the Opponents clearly establish a deliberate and
malafide      attempt  to   influence   the   outcome   of  the   PMC
selection process by          suppressing      material      facts      and
disseminating false information.

70.It   is   further   submitted   that   attempts   are   being   made   to
reconstitute   or  alter  the  Redevelopment  Committee   (RDC),
which  is  contrary  to  the  unanimous  resolution  of the  General
Body    and    is    indicative    of   continuing    interference    and
manipulation in the redevelopment process.

71.The  Opponents,  being  office  bearers,  were  under  a  statutory
obligation to act fairly, transparently and in accordance with the
Government   Resolution   dated   03   January   2019   governing
redevelopment    of   Co-operative    Housing    Societies.    Their
actions  constitute a clear breach of duties under  Section  73,  78
and 79 of the Act.

72. The  resolution  passed  in  the  Special  General  Body  Meeting
dated   15  March  2026  is  illegal,  arbitrary  and  liable  to  be  set
aside as the same has been obtained by suppression of material
facts and misleading representations, thereby vitiating the entire
decision-making   process.    The   cumulative    conduct   of   the
Opponents   clearly   establishes   a   deliberate   and   coordinated
attempt   to   manipulate   the   decision-making   process   of  the
Society by suppressing material facts, misrepresenting data and
misleading  members.  Such  conduct  strikes  at the  very  root  of
democratic functioning of a Co-operative Society and cannot be

permitted in law.

73.The  entire  PMC   selection  process  stands   vitiated,   arbitrary,
biased   and   legally   unsustainable   and   calls   for   immediate

`  ` -.i



\J-

intervention   by   this   Hon'ble   Court.   The   Opponents,   being
office bearers, occupy a fiduciary position and are bound to act
with    utmost   good    faith,    transparency    and    fairness.    The
deliberate    suppression    of   material    information    constitutes
breach of fiduciary duty and abuse of position. The conduct of
the   Opponents   constitutes   a   colourable   exercise   of  power,
undertaken   under  the   guise   of  administrative   action   but   in
reality   intended   to   manipulate   the   outcome   of  the   PMC
selection process.

74.The  acts  of  the  Opponents  amount  to  fraud  on  the  General
Body, as material information was deliberately suppressed with
intent   to   deceive   members   and   obtain   approval   through
misrepresentation.      Any     resolution     passed     under     such
circumstances  is  void  ab  initio  in  law.  The  entire  process  is
violative  of the principles  of natural justice,  as  members  were
denied  access  to  complete  and  accurate  information  necessary
for   informed   decision-making.   It   is   well   settled   that   any
decision     obtained     by     suppression     of     material      facts,
misrepresentation  or  lack  of transparency  is  liable  to  be  set
aside.  The  Hon'ble  Courts  have  consistently  held  that  fraud
vitiates all proceedings and that office bearers of a co-operative
society   are   bound  by   fiduciary   duties  to   act   in   a  fair  and
transparent in armer.

75.The cause of action for filing the present Dispute is continuous,
recurring  and  subsisting  in  nature  and  has  arisen  on  multiple
dates    and    occasions,    each    of   which    independently    and
collectively gives rise to the present proceedings.

76.The  cause  of action  first  arose  on  or  about  22  October  2025,
when   Opponent   No.I    circulated   and   relied   upon   revised

quotation details of PMC Dilip Sanghvi on the official  Sharayu
Members  WhatsApp  Group,  thereby  clearly  establishing  that
revision  and  consideration  of  updated  quotations   formed  an
integral  part of the  PMC  evaluation  process  and  was  accepted
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and  acted  upon  by  the  Managing  Committee  and  thereafter
again  arose  on  or about 310ctober 2025,  when  a member of
the Redevelopment Committee,  namely  M.  Kashyap Thakkar
(also  referred  to  as  Mr.  Vicky  Thakkar),  posted a message  on
the official RDC WhatsApp Group stating that PMC Ar. Rajesh
R.C.  would be  submitting  a  revised  quotation  shortly,  thereby
evidencing    prior    knowledge    within    the    Redevelopment
Committee  regarding  the  forthcoming  revised  quotation  and
thereafter  after  again  on  01  November  2025,  when  Opponent
No.4,  a Managing Committee member, Mr.  Francis Emmatty,

posted  a message  on the  official  Sharayu Members  WhatsApp
Group  acknowledging  that  PMC  Ar.  Rajesh  R.C.  would  be
submitting  a  revised  quotation,  and  on  the  same  date  when
PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C. submitted the revised quotation by email
to the official email ID of the Society.  Upon receipt of the said
email, the revised quotation formed part of the official records
of the  Society  and  was  within  the  knowledge,  possession  and
control    of   the    Managing   Committee,   thereby    creating   a
corresponding duty to  disclose the  same to all  members of the
Society and again.

77.The  cause  of action  further  arose  from  the  admitted  position
taken by the Opponents in their reply dated  18 April 2026 that
all six Managing Committee members had access to the official
email account of the  Society, thereby conclusively establishing
that  the  Managing  Coqumittee  had  knowledge  of the  revised

quotation. The cause of action further arises from the failure of
the  Opponents  to  disclose   such  material  information  to  the
remaining  members  of the  Society,  who  had  no  access  to  the
said email account, thereby resulting in suppression of material
facts   from   the   General   Body.   On   08   March   2026,   when
Opponent` No.1 circulated a summary Excel sheet on the offlcial
Sharayu  Members  WhatsApp  Group  purporting  to  provide  a
complete   comparative  analysis  of  all   shortlisted  PMCs,  but
deliberately    suppressing    the    revised    quotation    dated    01
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November 2025 of PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C. and instead reflecting
the  original  higher quotation,  thereby  misleading the  members
and  distorting  the  flnancial  comparison.  Thereafter  09  March
2026,   when   Opponent   No.I   directly   contacted   and   sought
updated infomation from the authorized representative of PMC
Ar.  Rajesh  R.C.,  namely  Architect  Geet Chanda,  and received
detailed information including technical credentials, experience,

project  details  and  updated  evaluation  parameters,  yet  failed
and   neglected   to    incorporate   the    same   in   the   summary
circulated  to  members,  thereby  continuing  the  suppression  of
material       information      despite      direct      knowledge      and
confirmation.    And   thereafter    on    14   March    2026,    when
discrepancies   in  the   said   summary   and   suppression   of  the
revised  quotation  were  specifically  pointed  out  on the  official
Sharayu  Members  WhatsApp  Group  by  Disputant No.1  along
with  documentary  proof of the  email  containing  the  revised

quotation,   and  despite   such  clear  and  direct  intimation,  the
Opponents  failed and neglected  to  correct the  misleading  data
or  circulate  accurate  information  prior  to  the  Special  General
Body  Meeting.  And  finally  on  15  March 2026,  when  the  2nd
Special  General  Body  Meeting  was  conducted  and  members
were  made  to  vote  on  the  basis  of incomplete,  incorrect  and
suppressed  information,  thereby  vitiating  the  entire  decision-
making process and rendering the outcome of the said meeting
illegal,  arbitrary  and  unsustainable  in  law  and  thereafter    the
same  is  continued till  filing of the  present Dispute  before  this
Hon'ble Court.

78.The  Disputant  further  submits  that  on  19  March  2026,  when
Architect  Geet  Chanda,  on  behalf of PMC  Ar.  Rajesh  R.C.,
addressed a communication to Opponent No.1  confronting him
with  the   aforesaid   irregularities,   and   immediately  thereafter

Opponent No.1  activated  the  "disappearing  messages"  feature
on the WhatsApp communication thread, thereby attempting to
erase  or  conceal  incriminating  communications.  Such  conduct
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constitutes  a  deliberate  attempt  to  suppress  material  evidence
and further strengthens the inference of mala fide intent.

79.The disputant further submits that, on 29 March 2026, when the
Disputants  submitted  a  detailed  representation  to  the  Society
bringing to its notice the illegality, suppression and misconduct
in  the  PMC  selection  process  and  calling  upon  the  Managing
Committee  to  take  corrective  action  and  cancel  the  vitiated

process.

80.The disputant further submits that, on  18 April  2026, when the
Society issued a reply to the said representation (communicated
on  or  about  23   April  2026),  wherein  the  Opponents,  while
admitting receipt of the revised quotation on the official  email
ID,  failed to provide  any explanation  for non-disclosure of the
same  to  members  and  instead  issued  evasive,  generalized  and
non-point-wise denials, thereby refusing to rectify the illegality.

81.The  disputant  further  submits  that,  from  the  false  statements
made  in  the  said  reply,  including  the  incorrect  assertion  that
PMC   Ar.   Rajesh   R.C.   was   introduced   by   the   Disputants,
whereas  in  fact  the  said  PMC  was  introduced  by  Opponent
No.I  himself, thereby demonstrating lack of bona fides and an
attempt to mislead this Hon'ble Court.

82.The disputant further submits that,  from the continuing conduct
of  the   Opponents   in   attempting   to   justify   suppression   of
material  information by relying upon the  untenable  defence of
"collective  responsibility"  and  "common  email  access",  which

does not address the core issue of non-disclosure to the General
Body.

83.The   disputant   further   submits   that,       aggravated   by   the
independent    and    continuing    statutory    disqualification    of
Opponent  No.2,  Mr.  Aashish  Baldota,  who  has  remained  a
defaulter  of  Society  dues  for  a  continuous  period  exceeding
eleven  months,  as  recorded  in  official  records  and  minutes  of

Es=



93

meetings  signed by  him,  and  who  has  further  issued  a cheque
towards  such  dues  which  has  been  dishonoured  on  22  April
2026      for      insufficiency      of     funds,      thereby      incurring
disqualification under Sections  73CA and 73FF of the Act and
rendering his continuation in office illegal.

84.The disputant further submits that, continuing and subsisting as
the Opponents are proceeding with or are likely to proceed with
the   appointment   of  PMC   Dilip   Sanghvi   and   execution   of
agreement  pursuant  to   the   impugned   and   vitiated   process,
thereby  causing  irreparable  prejudice  to  the  members  of the
Society.

85.It   is   respectfully   submitted   that   the   Disputants   have   filed
independent   proceedings   dated   05    May   2026   before   the
Hon'ble Registrar seeking action against Opponent No.1  and 2
under  Sections 73,  78  and  79  of the Maharashtra Co-operative
Societies Act,1960 on account of grave misconduct, deliberate
suppression of material  facts, abuse of official position, breach
of  fiduciary  duties  and  mala  fide  actions  on  the  part  of the
Opponents, which have resulted in vitiating the entire decision-
making    process    relating    to    appointment    of   the    Project
Management Consultant a'MC).

86.The   Disputants   submit  that  the   present   dispute   specifically
challenges  the  legality  and  validity  of the  resolution  passed  in
the  Special  General  Body  Meeting  dated  15  March  2026  and
seeks  appropriate  reliefs  including  setting  aside   of  the   said
resolution  and  grant  of injunction restraining the  Society  from

proceeding with the appointment of PMC namely Dilip Sanghvi
pursuant to the said resolution.

87.The  Disputants  submit that the  impugned  resolution  dated  15
March  2026  is  ex  facie  illegal,  arbitrary,  vitiated  and  liable  to

be set aside on the following, amongst other, grounds:
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a) SuDDression of Material Facts:
The   Opponents   deliberately   witrineld   the   revised   quotation
dated 01  November 2025  submitted by  PMC  Ar.  Rajesh R.C.,
which was admittedly the lowest quotation and was within the
knowledge,     possession     and     control     of    the     Managing
Committee.  The  said  information  constituted  a  material  and
decisive  factor  for  informed  decision-making  by  the  General
Body.   Non-disclosure   of  such  crucial   financial   information
amounts  to  suppression of material  facts,  thereby vitiating the
entire decision-making process.

Fraud on the General Bod
The  Opponents  circulated  a  comparative  analysis  which  was
incomplete,     distorted     and    misleading,     thereby     inducing
members   to   vote   on   an   incorrect   financial   premise.   The
selective   inclusion   of  revised  quotation  of  one   PMC   (Dilip
Sanghvi)  while  deliberately  excluding  the  revised  quotation  of
another  PMC   (Ar.   Rajesh  R.C.)   constitutes  a  clear  case  of
misrepresentation  and  fraud  practiced  upon  the  General  Body.
Any  resolution  obtained  by  such  deception  is  void  ab  initio  in

c` Violation of Principles of Natural Justice:
The members of the Society were denied the fundamental right
to   make   an   informed   decision,   as   complete   and   accurate
information  was  not placed  before them.  The  decision-making

process   stands  vitiated  due  to  denial   of  fair  opportunity  to
consider all relevant material, thereby violating the principles of
qudi alteram partem and fairness in administrative action.

dt  Breach  of Government Redevelor]ment Guidelines  dated
03 Januarv 2019:
The  Government  Resolution  governing  redevelopment  of Co-
operative  Housing  Societies  mandates  transparency,  falmess,
equal    opportunity    and    full    disclosure    at    all    stages    of
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redevelopment, including appointment of PMC. The conduct of
the    Opponents    in    suppressing    material    information    and

circulating misleading data is in direct contravention of the said

binding     guidelines,     rendering     the     process     illegal     and
unsustainable.

e` Abuse of Fiduciarv Position:
TThe office bearers pf the Society occupy a position of trust and
are bound to act in utmost good faith and  in the  interest of the
members.    The    deliberate    suppression    of   material    facts,
circulation  of  misleading  data  and  failure  to  correct  known
inaccuracies  constitute  a  clear  breach  of fiduciary  duties  and
atuse of position, warranting judicial interference.

fl Particii)ation of Disoualified Secretarv:
Opponent  No.2,  having  incuned  statutory  disqualification  on
account of continuous default in payment of Society duest was
not  eligible  to  participate  in  the  affairs  of  the  Society.  His

participation  in  the  PMC  selection  process  and  in  the  Special
General  Body  Meeting  dated  15  Mareh  2026  has  vitiated  the
entire   proceedings,   as   the   decision-making   process    stood
tainted by participation of a disqualified person.

g` Colourable Exercise of Power:
The  actions  of the  Opponents,  viewed  cumulatively9  reveal  a

pre-determined  intent to influence and manipulate the  out.ome
of the  PMC  selection  process.  The  power  vested  in  them  has
been exereised not for the purpose  for which it was confemed,
but  to  achieve  a  predetermined  result,  thereby  constituting  a
colourable exeroise of power.

h) Decision Based on Incomplete and Manipulated Data:      .
The   impugned   resolution   is   founded   upon   a   comparative
analysis which was materially incomplete, selectively presented
and   factually   incorrect.   A   decision   taken   on   the   basis   of

`r
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distorted  and manipulated data cannot be  sustained  in  law and
is Liable to be set aside.

it Vitiation of Free and Informed Consent:
TThe consent of the General Body, which forms the foundation
of the impugned resolution, is not free,  informed or valid, as it
was obtained on the basis of suppression and misrepresentation.
Consent obtained under such circumstances is no consent in the
eyes of law.

i` Adverse Inference on SuDI)ression of Evidence:
The conduct of Opponent No.1  in activating the "disappearing
messages"   feature   immediately   after   being   confronted   with
allegations   of   suppression   clearly   indicates   an   attempt   to
conceal  or  destroy  material  evidence.  Such  conduct  warrants
drawing of adverse inference against the Opponents and further
strengthens the case of the Disputants.

kl cumulative Effect of lll    alitv:
The aforesaid acts are not isolated  instances but form part of a
continuous       and       systematic      pattern      of      suppression,
misrepresentation  and  lack  of  transparency.  The  cumulative
effect  of  such  conduct  renders  the  entire  process  arbitrary,
biased and legally unsustainal)le.

88.The Disputant is having the prima facie case and the balance of
convenience  and  irreparable  loss  will  cause  to  the  disputant  if
injunction    is    being    refused    by    this    Hon'ble    court.    An
irreparable  loss  will  cause  to  the  disputant  if injunction  is  not

granted against the respondent society. The opponent society is
acting high handed and not in accordance to the law. Hence it is

just  and  necessary  to  grant  temporary  injunction  against  the
respondent   society   by   an   Order   of  Temporary   Injunction
restraining  the  Opponents,  their  servants,  agents  and/or  any

person claiming through or under them  from in any mamer to
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stay the operation,  implementation and effect of the Resolution
dated   15   March  2026   including  the     appointment  of  PMC
namely  Dilip  Sanghvi  pursuant  thereto  and  further  Opponents
be restrained by an order of temporary injunction by passing an
order of injunction restraining the  Opponents  from  issuing  any

appointment  letter,  work  order  or  executing  any  agreement  or
creating  any  rights,  title  or  interest  in  favour  of  PMC  Dilip
Sanghvi or any third party pursuant to the impugned Resolution
and  further Opponent be  restrained  by  an  order of Temporary
Injunction  from  creating  any  third-party  rights  or  equities  in
respect of the subject matter of the present Dispute.

89.This  Hon'ble  court  is  having  exclusive  jurisdicti-6n  since  the
dispute   falls   under   section   91   of  Maharashtra   Cooperative
Society  Act  1960.  The  respondent society  is  situated  at Vashi
Navi   Mumbai,   Taluka   and  District-   Thane   and   hence   this
Hon'ble Court is having territorial jurisdiction to try,  entertain
and to adjudicate the dispute.

90.The Disputant has  paid appropriate  court  fees  of Rs  5000/-  as

per law.

91.The  Disputant  is  challenging  the  Resolution  dated  15/03/2026

passed  by  the  Special  General  Body  Meeting  and  hence  the
present dispute is within limitation as per law.

92.The reliefs as sought are falling within the definition of Dispute
as per Section 91  of Maharashtra Cooperative  Society Act and
no reliefs are beyond the jurisdiction of this Hon'ble Court.

93.The Disputant has annexed the documents alongwith the list of
documents and craves to referred to and rely upon the same and
the  disputant  further seeks permission of this  Hon'ble court to
file the additional document as and when required.

•-`
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94.No Caveat notice is received from the Opponent Society.

95.HENCE THE DISPUTANTS PRAY THAT,

a)  It  be  Declared  that  the  Resolution  passed  at  the`  Special
General  Body  Meeting  of Opponent  No.5  Society  held  on  15
March 2026, insofar as it relates to the selection/appointment of
Project  Management  Consultant  (PMC),  is  illegal,  vitiated  by
suppression  and  misrepresentation  of material  facts,  arbitrary
and unsustainable in law;

b)   The   Hon'ble   court   be   Set   aside,   quash   and   annul   the
Resolution  dated  15  Mai.ch  2026  by  an  appropriate  orders  and
directions of this Hon'ble Court;

c)    Direct    the    Opponent    Society    to    conduct    fresh,    fair,
transparent  due  process  for  selection  of Project  Management
Consultant,  strictly  in accordance  with  applicable  Government
Resolutions   and   after   full   and   complete   disclosure   of  all
material facts, documents and quotations to the members;

d)  The  opponents  be  restrained  by  an  Order  of  Permanent
Injunction   restraining  the   Opponents,   their   servants,   agents
and/or any person claiming through or under them from in any
manner to  stay the operation,  implementation and effect of the
Resolution dated  15 March 2026 including the   appointment of
PMC namely Dilip Sanghvi pursuant thereto;

e)  The   Opponents   be  restrained   by   an  order  of  permanent
injunction  by  passing  an  order  of  injunction  restraining  the
Opponents  from  issuing any  appointment letter,  work order or
executing any agreement or creating any rights, title or interest
in favour of PMC Dilip Sanghvi or any third party pursuant to
the impugned Resolution

•-`.
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f)   The   Opponent   be   restrained   by   an   order   of  Permanent
Injunction  from  creating  any  third-party  rights  or  equities  in
respect of the subject matter of the present Dispute

g) Interim and ad-interim ex-partee relief in terms of prayer (d),
(e) & (f ) as above.

h)  Grant  such  further  and  other  reliefs  as  this  Hon'ble  Court
may deem fit, just and proper in the facts and circumstances of
the case.

i) Award costs of the present proceedings

Date:-08/05/2026

Place :- Thane

c*DrT:+I-
Adv. for Disputants

2)SHRI. V

SHARMA
E=J

UN V. SHARMA

3) SHRI. UTSAV G. PATHL

------.``-``--

4)SHRI.MANSUKHLAL KANJIBHAI

KHUNT
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VERIFICATION

I,  SHRI.  VIRAJ  VISHWAMBHAR  LAL  SHARMA,  aged

46 years, residing at -Flat No.  H -10 / 0  :  2,  Sharayu Co-operative

Housing Society Ltd.,  Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai -400703, the

Disputant No. I  in the present Application, do hereby state and declare

on solemn affirmation for himself and on behalf other Disputants that

whatever  stated  in  the  above  paragraphs  are  true  and  correct  to  the

best of my knowledge and belief.

Solemnly Affirmed at Thane

On this O8`h Day of May 2026

=:=*--;i.5:¥i
Adv. for Disputants
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BEFORE THE HON'BLE CO-OPERATIVE COURT AT
THANE

DISPUTENO.      /2026

1) SHRI. VIRAJ VISHWAMBHARLAL SHARMA
Age 46 Years, An Adult Indian Inhabitant
Flat No. H - 10 / 0 : 2, Sharayu Co-operative Housing
Society Ltd., Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai -400703

2) SHRI. VARUN VISHWAMBHAR LAL SHARMA
Age 47 Years, An Adult Indian Inhabitant
Flat No. H -10 /  I  : 2, Sharayu Co-operative Housing
Society Ltd., Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai -400703

3) SHRI. UTSAV GIRISH PATEL
Age 38 Years, An Adult Indian Inhabitant
Flat No. H - 10 / 0 : 3, Sharayu Co-operative Housing
Society Ltd., Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai -400703

4) SHRI. MANSUKHLAL KANJIBHAI KHUNT
Age 70 Years, An Adult Indian Inhabitant
Flat No. H - 10 / 2 : 4, Sharayu Co-operative Housing
Society Ltd., Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai -400703

V/s,

I) SHRI. ARIF SHAIKH, Treasurer
An Adult Indian Inhabitant
SHARAYU CO-OPERATIVE
HOUSING  SOCIETY   LIMITED
Address:-Flat No. H -10 / 1  : 4, Sharayu
Co-operative Housing Society Ltd.,
Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai - 400703

2) SHRI. AASHISH BALDOTA, Secretary
An Adult Indian Inhabitant
SHARAYU CO-OPERATIVE
HOUSING  SOCIETY   LIMITED
Address:-Flat No. G -6 /0 :  1, Sharayu
Co-operative Housing Society Ltd.,

).. DISPUTANTS
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Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai -400703.

3) SMT. SUJATA BANGAR, Chairman
An Adult Indian Inhabitant
SHARAYU CO-OPHRATIVE
HOUSING  SOCIETY  LIMITED
Address:-Flat No. H -9 /I  :  1, Sharayu
Co-operative Housing Society Ltd.,
Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai -400703.

4) SHRI. FRANCIS EMMATTY,
Managing Committee member
An Adult Indian Inhabitant
SHARAYU CO-OPFRATIVE
HOUSING  SOCIETY   LIMITED
Address:-Flat No. H -9 /3  :  1, Sharayu
Co-operative Housing Society Ltd.,
Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai -400703.

5) SHARAYU CO-OPERATIVE
HOUSING  SOCIETY  LIMITED
Address:-Plot No.5, Opposite South Indian Bank,
Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai -400703

)
)
)

)...OPPONENTS

AFFIDAVIT 0F DISPUTANT No.1 IN SUPPORT TO DISPUTE
:-

MAY IT PLEASE YOUR HONOUR :-

I,  SHRI.  VIRAJ  VISHWAMBHAR  LAL  SHARMA,  aged
46 years,  residing at -Flat No. H -10 / 0  :  2,  Sharayu Co-operative
Housing Society Ltd.,  Sector 29, Vashi, Navi  Mumbai -400703, the
Disputant No.1  in the present Application, do hereby state and declare
on solemn  affirmation  for himself and on behalf other Disputants  as
under-

I SAY TRAT:-
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1.  The present dispute is filed under Section 91  of the Maharashtra
Co-operative  Societies Act,  1960, as the dispute pertains to the
affairs,  management,  and  business  of  the   Society,  including
illegal  appointment of Project Management Consultant (PMC)
and   validity   of  resolution   passed   in   Special   General   Body
Meeting  dated   15  March  2026.  The  present  dispute  squarely
falls  within  the  ambit  of  Section  91   of the  Maharashtra  Co-
operative  Societies Act,  1960  as it pertains to the  constitution,
management  and  business  of the  Society,  including  decision-
making  of the  General  Body,  conduct  of  office  bearers,  and
validity  of resolutions  affecting  redevelopment  of the  Society.
The dispute is therefore maintainable before this Hon'ble Court.

2.  The  present  Application  is  being  preferred  by  the  Disputants,
who  are  bona fide  members of Sharayu  Co-operative  Housing
Society Ltd. (including the two Managing Committee members
:     Slml.   VARUN  VISHWAMBHAR  LAL  SIIARMA  and
SHRI.  MANSUKHLAL  KANJIBIIAI  KHUNT)  invoking  the

jurisdiction  of  this  Hon'ble   Court  under   Section  91   of  the
Maharashtra  Co-operative  Societies  Act,   1960  on  account  of
acts  and  omissions  on  the  part  of the  Opponents  which  have
resulted  in  suppression of material  facts,  lack of transparency,
and    vitiation   of   the    decision-making   process   relating   to
appointment of the Project Management Consultant (PMC).

3.   The  Disputants  further  state  that  the  Opponent  No.I   is  the
Treasurer of the Society and the Opponent No.2 is the Secretary
of the  Society  and the  Opponent No.3  is the  Chairman of the
Society  and the  Opponent No.4  is  a member  of the Managing
Committee of the Society, having their address as shown in the
cause   title.   The   Opponent   No.5   is   a   duly   registered   Co-
operative  Housing  Society,  having  its  address  as  shown  in the
cause title.

4.  The redevelopment process of the Society commenced with the
lst  Special  General  Body  Meeting  held  on  5  October  2025,
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wherein     in-principle     approval     for     redevelopment     was
unanimously      granted      in      accordance      with      applicable
Government  guidelines  including  the  Government  Resolution
dated   03    January   2019   governing   redevelopment   of   Co-
operative Housing Societies and statutory provisions.

5.   In   the   said   meeting,   a   Redevelopment   Committee   (RDC)
comprising    eleven    members   along   with   inclusion   of   six
members  of the Managing Committee  (total  17  members) was
duly  constituted  and  unanimously  approved   by  the  General
Body, as recorded in the minutes annexed hereto. The RDC was
structured    in    a   representative    manner   consisting    of   two
members  from  each building type  along with  one  independent
Legal  Advisor namely  Advocate  Viraj  Sharma.  The  members
so appointed  include Advocate Viraj  Sharma, Mr.  Vikas Singh,
Mr.  Anand  Gupta,  Mr.  I).K.  Ralli,  Mr.  T.S.  Gala,  Mr.  Jayesh
Jain,   Mr.   Yogesh   Agarwal,   Mr.   Sanjay   Kolge,   Mr.   Navin
Arora, Mr.  L.N. Maheshwari  and  Mr.  Kashyap Thakkar,  along
with six members of the Managing Committee.

6.  The said resolution having been passed unanimously is binding
and legally enforceable, and the RDC was constituted to ensure
transparency,  objectivity  and  adherence  to  statutory  norms  in
the redevelopment process.

7.  It   was   further  resolved   that  no   member  of  the   Managing
Committee   shall  have   any  direct  or  indirect  interest  in  the
appointment   of  PMC   and  that  the   entire   process   shall   be
conducted in a fair and transparent manner with participation of
the General Body.

8.  Pursuant to the  said resolution,  the RDC undertook  evaluation
and  shortlisted  three  PMCs,  namely  PMC  Ar.   Rajesh  R.C.,
Dilip Sanghvi (PMC) and Inomatrix.

9.   It is  submitted that after discussions  and negotiations with the
RDC,  PMC  Ar.  Rajesh R.C.  submitted  a revised  quotation  by

`,-
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way  of a  formal  einail  dated  01  November  2025  addressed to
the official email ID of the Society. The said revised quotation
was submitted well  in advance, more than four months prior to
the   next   Special   General   Body   Meeting,   and   reflected  the
lowest professional fee among all shortlisted PMCs.

10.It   is   further   submitted   that   an   RDC   member,   Mr.   Vicky
Thakkar (also referred to as Mr.  Kashyap Thakkar), had posted
a message on the official RDC WhatsApp group on 31  October
2025 recording that the PMC namely Ar. Rajesh R.C. would be
submitting a  revised  quotation  shortly.  This  clearly  establishes

prior knowledge at the  level  of the Redevelopment Committee
regarding the impending submission of the revised quotation.

I I.It  is  further  submitted  that  thereafter,  on  01  November  2025,
Opponent No.4, a member of the Managing Committee, SHRI.
FRANCIS  EMMATTY,  had  also  put  up  a  message  on  the
official  Sharayu  Members  WhatsApp  Group  stating  that  the
PMC  namely  Ar.  Rajesh  R.C.  would  be  submitting  a  revised

quotation  shortly.  Significantly,  on the' very  same  date,  i.e.,  01
November  2025,  PMC  Ar.   Rajesh  R.C.   duly  submitted  the
revised quotation to the official email ID of the Society. Thus, it
is  evident  that  both  RDC  members  and  Managing  Committee
members  had prior knowledge  as  well  as  actual  receipt  of the
revised   quotation.   Despite   such   knowledge,   the   Opponents
deliberately  failed  to  incorporate  or  disclose  the  same  in  the
comparative   analysis   circulated   to   members.   This   clearly
establishes  conscious  and  intentional  suppression  of material
information and rules out any defence of inadvertence or lack of
knowledge.

12.It  is  further  submitted  that prior to  submission  of the  revised

quotation,   Opponent   No.I,   Mr.   Arif   Shaikh,   had   directly
initiated  communication  with  the  authorised  representative  of
PMC  Ar.  Rajesh  R.C.,  namely  Architect  Mr.  Geet  Chanda,
through  WhatsApp on 27  October 2025  and 28  October 2025.

\
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In    the    said    communication,    Opponent    No.I    specifically
coordinated  and  scheduled  a meeting with the  Redevelopment
Committee  (RDC),  thereby  establishing  that  Opponent  No.I
was  actively  involved   in  the  evaluation  process  and  was   in
direct  contact with  the  said  PMC  even  prior to  submission  of
the revised quotation.

13.It is  further submitted  that  subsequent to the  aforesaid meeting
with  the  RDC,  Opponent  No.I  continued  to  remain  in  direct
communication   with   Architect   Geet   Chanda   and   actively
followed  up  on  310ctober  2025  and  01  November  2025  for
submission  of the  revised  quotation  of PMC  Ar.  Rajesh  R.C.
This  clearly  demonstrates  that  Opponent  No.I   was  not  only
aware  of the  revised  quotation  but had  himself facilitated  and

pursued  its  submission,  thereby  establishing  prior  knowledge,
involvement and active participation in the process.

14.It  is  further  submitted  that  on  01   November  2025,  Opponent
No.1  himself shared  the  official  email  ID  of the  Society  with

Architect     Geet     Chanda     through     the     said     WhatsApp
communication   for   the   specific   purpose   of  submitting   the
revised quotation.  Pursuant thereto, on the very same date,  i.e.,
01  November 2025,  PMC  Ar.  Rajesh R.C.  duly  submitted the
revised  quotation  to  the  official  email  ID  of the.Society.  This
sequence  of  events  conclusively  establishes  that  the  revised

quotation  was  submitted  at  the  instance  of and  with  the  full
knowledge  and  involvement  of Opponent No.1,  and  therefore
any  subsequent  denial  of knowledge  or  non-disclosure  of the
said quotation is ex facie false,  misleading and mala  fide.  The
aforesaid conduct completely demolishes the defence sought to
be  raised by the  Opponents that the  revised quotation was not
within   their   knowledge,   and   clearly   establishes   deliberate
suppression   of   material    facts    despite    full    and   conscious
awareness.

`Jr
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15.The  said  revised  quotation  constituted  a  material  and  decisive
factor  which  was  required  to  be  disclosed  to  all  members  to
enable   an   informed,    fair   and   transparent   decision-making

process.  Non-disclosure  of such  material  i.nformation  amounts
to suppression of facts and renders the decision-making process
arbitrary and legally unsustainable.

16.It  is  subinitted  that  the  process  adopted  by  the  Society  clearly
demonstrates  that  revision  and  negotiation  of PMC  quotations
was an  accepted  and  integral part of the  evaluation process, as
evident  from  multiple  communications  wherein  PMCs  were
allowed  to   negotiate  and   revise  their  professional   fees   and
terms.

17.Communications relating to PMC Dilip  Sanghvi clearly reflect
that   the   professional   fees   were   negotiable   and   subject   to
revision,  and  detailed  evaluation  of  such  revised  terms  was
circulated to members.

18.Similar evaluative  discussions  were  also  undertaken  in  respect
of Inomatrix PMC, thereby establishing that there was no rigid
or  final  quotation  system  and  that  revisions  were  part  of the
decision-making process.

19.In such circumstances, the revised quotation submitted by PMC
Ar. Rajesh R.C. formed a ci.ucial and material component of the
comparative  analysis  and  was  required  to  be  disclosed  to  all
members.

20.Thereafter,  the  Managing  Committee  issued  and  circulated  a
notice   calling   for   the   2nd   Special   General   Body   Meeting
scheduled  on  15  March  2026  for  the  purpose  of selection  of
PMC from the shortlisted candidates.

21.Immediately  after  issuance  of the  said  notice  and  in  the  days

preceding   the   said   meeting,   Opponent  No.I   and   Opponent
No.2,   acting  in  their  respective  capacities  as  Treasurer  and
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Secretary,  proceeded  to  circulate  messages  and  documents  on
the  official  Sharayu  Members  WhatsApp  Group,  which  is  the

primary communication platform of the Society.

22.On 08 March 2026, Opponent No. I  circulated a summary Excel
sheet  purportedly  containing  analysis  and  comparison  of  all
three PMCs, and stated as follows:

"The RDC has shortlisted Three PMCs. For greater and deeper

understanding,  please  find  attached  the  credentials,  Analysis
and Summary of all the Three PMCs."

23.The said representation created a clear impression that the data
being   circulated   was   complete,   accurate   and    reliable   for
decision-making by members.

24.However,  the  said Excel  summary  was  deliberately misleading
and  incomplete,  as  Opponent  No.I   knowingly  suppressed  the
revised quotation of PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C.  dated 01  November
2025 and instead reflected only the original higher quotation.

25.It is  further submitted that Opponent No.1  had,  on 22  October
2025, circulated documents and communications on the official
Sharayu     Members     WhatsApp     Group     including     revised

quotation    details    of   PMC    Dilip    Sanghvi.    This    clearly
establishes  that  Opponent  No.I  was  actively  considering  and
incorporating    revised    quotations    in    the    decision-making

process. However, while the revised quotation of Dilip Sanghvi
was  duly  reflected  and  relied  upon,  the  revised  quotation  of
PMC Ar.  Rajesh R.C., which was already received and known
to  the  Managing  Committee,  was  deliberately  excluded  from
the  surmary  Excel  sheet.  Such  selective  inclusion  of revised
data for one PMC and exclusion for another clearly establishes
that  the  act  was  not  a  mere  omission  or  negligence,  but  a
conscious   and   intentional   suppression   aimed   at   misleading
members  and  influencing  the  outcome  of the  PMC  selection

process.

`,/_



26.It is  further submitted that on 09 March 2026, Opponent No.I,
Mr.  Arif Shaikh,  had personally  contacted and held telephonic
communication with the  authorised representative  of PMC Ar.
Rajesh R.C., namely Architect Geet Chanda, for the purpose of
seeking clarifications and updates with respect to the summary
and   evaluation   of   PMC   proposals.    Pursuant   to   the   said
telephonic discussion, Architect Geet Chanda, on the very same
date  i.e.  09  March 2026,  shared updated details  on  WhatsApp
and  also  forwarded  an  updated Excel  sheet  containing revised
and  complete  information  to  Opponent  No.I  through  offlcial
communication channels, including email.

The    said    updated    information    included,    inter    alia:
Detailedproject      credentials    and    status    of   ongoing    and
completed redevelopment           projects;     Approximately     40

years of experience inthe field of         architecture       in      Navi
Mumbai; Other material technical and qualitative    parameters
relevant for informed evaluation by members.

It is submitted that although the revised professional fees
had  already  been  submitted  earlier  on  01  November 2025, the
aforesaid    communication    dated    09    March    2026    further
supplemented   and   clarified   critical   aspects   of  the   PMC's
credentials and safeguards.

Despite  having  directly   sought  and  received  the   said
updated  and  relevant  information,  Opponent No. I  deliberately  .
failed  to   incorporate  the  saine  in  the  summary  Excel  sheet
circulated  to  members  and  continued  to  rely  upon  incomplete
and misleading data. The omission of such crucial technical and
evaluative   information,   which   would   have   materially   aided
members  in  making  an  informed  decision,  clearly  establishes
that the  suppression  was  intentional  and  calculated to  mislead
the  members  and  influence  the  outcome  of the  PMC  selection

process.
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This conduct further reinforces the mala fide intent of the
Opponent,  as  the  information  was  specifically  sought  by  him,
duly  provided  on the  same  day,  and  yet  consciously  withheld
from the members.

27.The suppression of the revised .quotation, which was the  lowest
among  all  PMCs,  was  not accidental  but was  a conscious  and
deliberate   act   aimed   at   distorting   the   comparative   analysis

placed before  members and thereby  prejudicing their decision-
making. Such deliberate suppression of the lowest quotation has
resulted  in  a  distorted  comparative  framework  being  placed
before  the  members,  thereby  vitiating  the  very  basis  of their

ecision.

28.The discrepancy in the  said summary was  immediately pointed
out   on   the   same   WhatsApp   group   by   members   including
Disputant  No.I  -Advocate  Viraj  Sharma  on  14  March  2026,
who also produced documentary proof of the revised quotation
email sent to the official Society email  ID.

29.Despite   being   informed   on  the   said   WhatsApp   group  with
documentary  proof  of  the  revised  quotation,  the  Opponents
failed   and   neglected   to   correct   the   summary   or   circulate
accinrate   data   prior   to   the   Special   General   Body   Meeting,
thereby continuing suppression of material information.

30.Opponent No.2,  instead of rectifying the position,  proceeded to
make  false  and  misleading  statements  on  the  said  WhatsApp

group, including the following statements:

"If quote  are  shared,  and then  quote  is  revised just to  level  to

gain the project, it not fair" and

"NO one in committee was informed of the revised quote Oust

shooting a email will not suffice)".

31.The aforesaid statements are demonstrably false and contrary to
official     records,     as     the     revised     quotation     was     duly

--r
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communicated  to  the  official  email  ID  of the  Society  well  in
advance   and   was   within   the   knowledge   of  the   Managing
Committee.             ,,

32.The   said   statements  were  made  with  the   intent  to  mislead
members,  discredit  PMC  Ar.  Rajesh  R.C.  and  to  justify  the ,
suppression of the revised quotation.

33.Opponent No.2 reiterated and circulated the same incorrect and
misleading data on  15 March 2026, i.e., on the very date of the
2nd  Special  General  Body  Meeting,  thereby  ensuring that  the
members  continued  to  rely  upon  distorted  information  at  the
time of voting.

34.The  sequence  of events  clearly  demonstrates  that  immediately
after  calling  of the  2nd  SGBM,  the  Opponents  undertook  a
systematic  exercise of circulating misleading  information with
the sole objective of influencing and prejudicing the decision of
members in the PMC selection process.

35.The Special General Body Meeting held on  15 March 2026 was
thus   conducted   on   the   basis   of  incomplete,   incorrect   and
manipulated   data,   and   members   voted   based   on   incorrect
financial   comparison,   thereby   vitiating   the   entire   decision-
making process.

36.It  is  submitted  that  had  the  revised  quotation  of  PMC  Ar.
Rajesh  R.C.,  being  the  lowest  among  all  PMCs  along  with
technical    and    factual    information   been    disclosed   to   the
members, the financial and real comparison placed before them
would have materially changed and the outcome of the voting
would have materially altered the decision-making process and
outcome   of  the   voting.   The   suppression   of  such   material
information   by   Opponent   No.I    and   Opponent   No.2   has
therefore directly prejudiced the decision-making proces;.
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37.The  consent  obtained  from  the  members  in  the  said  Special
General Body Meeting is not free and informed consent, as the
same  was  based  on   incomplete,  misleading   and   suppressed
information. It is a settled principle of law that consent obtained
on  the  basis  of  incomplete  or  misleading  information  is  not
valid consent in the eyes of law.

38. It  is  further  most  respectfully  submitted  that  on  l9th  March,
2026 Architect Mr.  Geet Chanda, acting on behalf of PMC Ar.
Rajesh  R.C.  Team,  addressed  a  communication  to  Opponent
No.1,  specifically  confronting  him  with  serious  irregularities
and seeking clarification on, inter alia, his conduct in allegedly

attempting   to   discredit  the   said   PMC   team,   the   deliberate
omission of the  revised quotation and  important facts from  the
summary  Excel  sheet  circulated  to  Society  members,  and  his
role  in  influencing  the  outcome  of the  voting  process  to  the
detriment of PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C.

39.It  is  pertinent  to  note  that  immediately  upon  being  confronted
with  the  aforesaid  allegations,  Opponent  No.I   issued  a  bare
denial      without      offering      any      substantive      explanation.
Significantly,  and  in  a  manner  that  raises  grave  suspicion,  he
thereafter proceeded to  activate  the  "disappearing  messages"
feature on the  WhatsApp communication thread with Architect
Geet  Chanda.  The  timing  and  sequence  of  this  act  clearly
indicate  a   conscious  and   deliberate  attempt  to  erase  or
conceal  incriminating  communications  exchanged  between
the parties.

40.Subsequently,  upon  realizing  that  activation  of  such  feature
would    not     retrospectively     delete     previously     exchanged
messages, the Opponent No.1  deactivated the said setting. This
conduct, when viewed in totality, unequivocally demonstrates a
mala  fide  intention  on the  part  of Opponent No.I  to  suppress
material  evidence  and  to  cover  up  his  prior  actions,  thereby

`r`
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obstructing transparency and  fair dealing in the PMC  selection
I

process.

41.The  aforesaid  acts  constitute  not  only  misconduct  but  also  a
clear  attempt  to  interfere  with  the  integrity  of the  decision-
making process of the Society, warranting immediate and strict
action by the Hon'ble Court.

42. It  is  further submitted that the  aforesaid conduct of Opponent
No.1  is  in  complete  violation  of the  Government  Resolutions

governing  redevelopment  of Co-operative  Housing  Societies,
which mandate utmost transparency,  fairness, and disclosure in
all   stages  of  the  redevelopment  process.   The   office  bearer,

particularly   the   Treasurer,    is    entrusted    with   a    fiduciary
obligation  to  act  in  the  best  interests  of the  Society  and  its
members by placing true and complete facts on record.

43.In  the  present  case,  instead  of  upholding  such  statutory  and
fiduciary duties, the Opponent No.I  has acted in a manner that
is diametrically opposed to  the principles of transparency.  The
very   act   of  attempting   to   enable   "disappearing   messages"
immediately   after   being   confronted   on  issues  pertaining  to
redevelopment    clearly    indicates    an    intention    to    suppress
material communication relating to the evaluation and selection
of the PMC.  Such communication was directly connected with
the  redevelopment  process  and  ought  to  have  been  preserved
and disclosed to the members of the Society.

44.The  conduct  of the  Opponent No.I,  therefore,  not  only  raises
serious   doubts   about   his   integrity   but   also   amounts   to   a
deliberate attempt to withhold and destroy relevant information,
thereby   undermining   the   transparency   required   under   the
applicable  Government  Resolutions.  This  constitutes  a  grave
dereliction  of  duty  and  renders  him  unfit  to  continue  as  an
office   bearer   of  the   Society.   This   raises   serious   concerns
regarding transparency and preservation of material evidence.
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45. It  is  further  submitted  that,   immediately  after  the  aforesaid
illegal Special General Body Meeting dated 15 March 2026, the
Disputants,  along  with  several  other  members  of the  Society,
submitted a detailed representation dated 29 March 2026 to the
Managing  Committee,  specifically  bringing to  their notice  the

grave   irregularities,    suppression   of   the   revised   quotation,
circulation   of  misleading   data,   and   vitiation   of  the   PMC
selection    process.    The    said    representation,    supported    by
documentary   evidence,   clearly   called   upon   the   Managing

Committee  to  cancel  the  said  process  and  to  conduct  a  fresh,
fair and transparent selection process in accordance with law.

46. It is further submitted that the Opponent No.5, Society, through
its office bearers, issued a reply dated  18 April 2026 to the said
representation,   which   was   admittedly   communicated   to   the
Disputants on 23  April  2026.  In the  said reply, the  Society has,
instead   of  addressing   the   serious   illegality   and   suppression

brought to  its  notice,  merely  issued  bald  denials  and  attempted
to   justify   the   non-disclosure   of   the   revised   quotation   on
untenable   and   contradictory   grounds.   The   said   reply   itself
acknowledges  that  the  revised  quotation  was  received  on  the
official    email    ID    of   the    Society,    thereby    conclusively
establishing    knowledge    on    the    part    of    the    Managing
Committee.  Despite  such  admission,  the  Society  has  failed  to
explain why the said material information was not disclosed to
members prior to the Special General Body Meeting.

47.It  is  submitted  that the  said  reply  is  self-serving,  evasive,  and
contrary to record, and in fact further strengthens the case of the
Disputants by demonstrating that the suppression of the revised

quotation was not inadvertent but was consciously disregarded.
The   failure   of  the   Managing   Committee  to   take   corrective
action  despite  a  detailed  representation  amounts  to  continued
illegality   and  justifies   invocation  of  the  jurisdiction  of  this

Hon'ble Court.
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48.It is most respectfully submitted that in the reply dated  18 April
2026,  the  Opponents  have  sought  to  justify  their  conduct  by
contending  that  all  six  members  of the  Managing  Committee
had  access  to  the  official  email  account  of the  Society  and,
therefore,  there  was  no  suppression  of the  revised  quotation.
The   said   defence   is   wholly   misconceived,   inisleading   and
legally untenable. The decision regarding appointment of PMC
is not a matter to be decided by six meinbers of the Managing
Committee, but is required to be taken by the General Body of
the  Society  consisting  of approximately  70  members,  Out  of
these,   only   six   members   of  the   Managing   Committee   had
access     to     the     email     account,     whereas     the     remaining

approximately  64  members  had  no  access  whatsoever  to  the
said email  account,  its login  credentials, password or contents.
In such circumstances, mere internal availability of information
within   six   committee   members   cannot,   by   any   stretch   of
imagination,  be  equated  with  disclosure  to  the  General  Body.
The Opponents have  failed to explain as to how the remaining
members   were   expected   to   become   aware   of  the   revised

quotation dated 01  Noveinber 2025, when admittedly the same
was  neither  circulated  on  the  official   WhatsApp  group  nor
disclosed in the comparative Excel summary.

49.It is  submitted that the obligation  of the Managing Committee
is   not   merely   to   possess   information,   but   to   transparently
disclose  all  material  information to members who are required
to take an informed decision. The defence of "common access"
is therefore an afterthought and does not absolve the Opponents
of their duty to ensure transparency towards the General Body.
Disclosure to a limited group cannot be treated as disclosure to
the   General   Body,   which   is   the   ultimate   decision-making
authority.

50.It is submitted that the Opponents,  in their reply dated  18 April
2026,   have   falsely   stated   that   PMC   Ar.   Rajesh   R.C.   was
introduced to the Society by some of the Disputants themselves.
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The said statement is factually incorrect and c`ontrary to record.
It  was  Opponent  No.I,  Mr.   Arif  Shaikh,  who  had  initially
introduced Architect Geet Chanda and brought PMC Ar. Rajesh
R.C.  into the  process  for participation  as  PMC.  The  said  false
statement has been deliberately made to shift responsibility and
create    a    misleading    narrative,    thereby    undermining    the
credibility  of  the  reply  itself.  Making  false  statements  in  an
official reply submitted on behalf of the Society clearly reflects
lack  of  bona  fides  and   further  strengthens  the  case  of  the
Disputants.

51.It  is  submitted  that  the  Disputants  had  submitted  a  detailed
representation dated 29 March 2026 raising specific allegations
supported by documentary evidence.  However, the reply dated
18  April  2026  issued  by the  Society  fails to  deal  with the  said
allegations in a point-wise or issue-wise manner. The reply  is
vague,   generalized   and   evasive,   and   does   not   specifically
address   critical   allegations   such   as   suppression   of  revised

quotation, circulation of misleading data, and  failure to correct
the same despite knowledge.  It is a settled principle of law that
failure   to   specifically   deny   material   allegations   amounts   to
deemed  admission  of such  allegations.  The  evasive  nature  of
the  reply  clearly  indicates  that  the  Opponents  are  unable  to

justify  their  actions  on  merits  and  are  seeking  to  avoid  direct
answers.

52.It is further submitted that the Opponents have attempted to rely
upon the concept of "collective responsibility" of the Managing
Committee to avoid  individual accountability. The said defence

is  legally  untenable  in  cases  where  specific  acts  of misconduct

are attributable to identified office bearers. In the present case,
the preparation and circulation of misleading Excel summary is
directly  attributable  to  Opponent  No.I,  while  the  failure  to
correct the same and issuance of false statements is attributable
to  Opponent  No.2.  The  principle  of  collective  responsibility
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cannot   be   used   as   a   shield   to   protect   individual   acts   of
suppression, misrepresentation and misconduct.

53.It is submitted that the conduct of the Opponents, when viewed
in    totality,    clearly    demonstrates    a    consistent   pattern   of
suppression,    misrepresentation    and    lack    of   transparency.
Despite   being   confronted   with   docuinentary   evidence,   the
Opponents  have  neither  rectified  the  position  nor  taken  any
corrective  steps,  but have  instead  issued  an  evasive  reply  and
continued to justify their actions.  Such conduct establishes that
the suppression of material  information was not inadvertent but
was deliberate and forms part of a larger design to influence the
outcome of the PMC selection process.

54.Without   prejudice   to   the   aforesaid,   it   is   most   respectfully
submitted   that   Opponent   No.2,   Mr.   Aashish   Baldota,   has
incurred   statutory   disqualification   under   the   provisions   of
Sections   73CA   and   73FF   of  the   Maharashtra  Co-operative
Societies  Act,  1960,  on account ()f being a defaulter of Society
dues for a prolonged period exceeding eleven months.

55.It  is  submitted  that  the  said  Opponent  No.2  has  outstanding
arrears of Society dues, as reflected in official records and bills
issued  by  the  Society,  which  remain  unpaid  and  continue  to
subsist.    The    said   default    is    continuous,    substantial,    and
undisputed in nature.

56.It is further submitted that the said default is not merely alleged
but  stands  formally  recorded  in  the  minutes  of the  Managing
Committee Meeting, wherein the issue of non-payment of dues
by  Opponent  No.2  has  been  specifically  noted.  Significantly,

Opponent No.2 was present in the said meeting and has signed
the minutes, thereby acknowledging the existence of such dues
and default.
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57.It   is   further   submitted   that   in   addition   to   the   aforesaid
continuous  default,  Opponent  No.2  issued  a  cheque  towards

payment   of   Society   dues,   which   upon   presentation   was
dishonoured    on    22    April    2026    for    the    reason    ``Funds
Insufficient",    thereby    constituting    an    independent    act    of
financial misconduct and lack of bona fides. It is submitted that
once  a  member  incurs  default  in  payment  of  Society  dues,
statutory   disqualification   operates  automatically   by   force   of
law, and such person becomes disqualified from continuing as a
Member of the Managing Committee  and ceases to be eligible
to    continue    as    a   member   of   the    Managing   Committee.
Consequently,   Opponent  No.2   cannot   continue   to   hold   the
office of Secretary and his continuation is ex facie illegal.

58.It  is  further  submitted  that  a  disqualified  person  is  also  not
entitled to participate in voting or decision-making processes of
the  Society.  Therefore,  the  participation  of Opponent No.2  in
the   proceedings   relating   to   PMC   selection,   including   the
Special  General Body  Meeting dated  15th March  2026,  further
vitiates the decision-making process.

59.It is further submitted that one of the Disputants had previously
filed   a  separate   complaint  dated  23   April   2026   before   the
Hon'ble  Registrar  seeking  action  against  Opponent  No.2,  Mr.
Aashish   Baldota,   on   account   of  his   statutory   default   and
misc`onduct. Pursuant thereto, the Hon'ble Registrar has already
taken  cognizance  of the  matter  and  has  issued  a  Show  Cause
Notice   dated   27   April   2026   to   Opponent   No.2   under   the

provisions   of  the   Maharashtra   Co-operative   Societies   Act,
1960,  calling  upon  him  to  explain  why  action  should  not  be

taken against him.

60. It is most respectfully submitted that the act of Opponent No. I ,
Mr.   Arif  Shaikh,   in  preparing  and  circulating  the  summary
Excel  sheet  dated  08  March  2026  was  undertaken  unilaterally
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and   without   any   prior  consultation,   discussion   or   approval
either     from.   the     Managing     Committee     or     from     the
Redevelopment   Cpmmittee,   both   of  which   had   been   duly
constituted and e'mpowered by the General Body to oversee and

guide   the   redevelopment   process,    including   evaluation   of
Project   Management   Consultants.   Such   unilateral   action   is
contrary  to  the  principles  of collective  functioning  mandated
under the Act and the bye-laws of the Society.

61.It   is   submitted   that   the   very   purpose   of  constituting   the
Managing  Committee  and  the Redevelopment  Committee  was
to ensure collective decision-making, transparency, deliberation
and   application   of  mind   on   core   and   material   aspects   of
redevelopment,    particularly    in   relation   to    evaluation    and
comparison    of    PMC    proposals.    The    preparation    of    a
comparative financial and technical summary is not a routine or
clerical act but constitutes a critical decision-making tool which
directly influences the understanding and voting of members of
the Society.

62.In such circumstances,  it was incumbent upon Opponent No.1,
being the Treasurer, to first place the relevant data, including all

quotations    and   revised    quotations,    before    the    Managing
Committee   and   the   Redevelopment   Committee,   to   invite
discussion,   scrutiny  and  verification,   and  only   thereafter  to
circulate  a finalized and collectively  approved  summary to the

general members of the Society.

63.However,   in   the   present   case,   Opponent   No.1    completely
bypassed      both      the      Managing      Committee      and      the
Redevelopment    Committee    and    proceeded    to    unilaterally

prepare  and  circulate  the  said  Excel  summary  directly  on  the
official  Society  WhatsApp  group.  No  meeting  was  convened,
no deliberation was undertaken, no approval was obtained,  and
no opportunity was given to other committee members to verify
the accuracy or completeness of the data being circulated.
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64.This unilateral action assumes greater seriousness in light of the
fact that the said summary was not merely incomplete but was
materially  misleading,  as  it  deliberately  excluded  the  revised

quotation  dated  01  November  2025  of PMC  Ar.  Rajesh  R.C.,
which  was  admittedly  available  on  the  official  email  of  the
Society.

65.The  conduct  of Opponent  No.I  therefore  amounts  to  a  clear
abuse   of  position,   usurpation   of  collective   decision-making

powers,   and   violation   of  the   very   purpose   for   which   the
Managing   Committee   and   Redevelopment  Committee   were
constituted.    By    bypassing    these    bodies,    Opponent    No.I
deprived the  Society of infomed deliberation and ensured that
incorrect  and  distorted  information  was  directly  placed  before
members   without   any   internal   checks   or   verification.   Such
conduct is not only procedurally irregular but strikes at the root
of  transparency,   fairness  and  democratic   functioning  of  the
Society, and clearly establishes mala fide intent to influence the
decision-making process by avoiding scrutiny and discussion at
the committee.

66.It is further submitted that Opponent No.2, being the Secretary
of  the   Society,   had   an   independent   statutory   obligation   to
ensure       accuracy       of      records       and      transparency       in
communications.   Instead   of  correcting   the   misleading   data
circulated    by    Opponent    No.I,    Opponent    No.2    actively
supported  and  defended  the   same.   Even  after  discrepancies
were pointed out on  14     March  2026  with  documentary  proof,
Opponent No.2 failed to take corrective action.

67.On  the  contrary,  Opponent  No.2  made  false  and  misleading
statements on the official WhatsApp group denying knowledge
of the revised quotation and questioning its validity, despite the

same  being  received  on  the  official  email  ID  of the  Society.
Such  conduct  clearly  establishes  that  Opponent  No.2  was  not
acting as a neutral office bearer but was actively participating in
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the  suppression  of material  information  and  in  misleading the
members.

68.The  failure  to  correct  the  record  despite  having  knowledge,
coupled  with  issuance  of  false  statements,  constitutes  active
collusion   and  renders  Opponent  No.2   equally   liable   for  the
vitiation of the PMC selection process.

69.The actions of the Opponents clearly establish a deliberate and
malafide      attempt  to   influence   the   outcome   of  the   PMC
selection process by          suppressing      material      facts      and
disseminating false information.

70.It   is   further   submitted   that   attempts   are   being   made   to
reconstitute   or  alter  the   Redevelopment  Committee   (RI)C),
which  is  contrary  to  the  unanimous  resolution  of the  General
Body    and    is    indicative    of   continuing    interference    and
manipulation in the redevelopment process.

71.The  Opponents,  being  office  bearers,  were  under  a  statutory
obligation to act fairly, transparently and in accordance with the
Government   Resolution   dated   03   January   2019   governing
redevelopment    of   Co-operative    Housing    Societies.    Their
actions constitute a clear breach of duties under Section 73, 78
and 79 of the Act.

72. The  resolution  passed  in  the  Special  General  Body  Meeting
dated  15  March  2026  is  illegal,  arbitrary  and  liable  to  be  set

aside as the same has been obtained by suppression of material
facts and misleading representations, thereby vitiating the entire
decision-making   process.    The   cumulative    conduct   of   the
Opponents   clearly   establishes   a   deliberate   and   coordinated
attempt   to   manipulate   the   decision-making   process   of  the
Society by suppressing material  facts, misrepresenting data and
misleading  members.  Such  conduct  strikes  at the  very  root of
democratic functioning of a Co-operative Society and cannot be

permitted in law.
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73.The  entire  PMC   selection  process  stands  vitiated,  arbitrary,
biased   and   legally   unsustainable   and   calls   for   immediate
intervention   by   this   Hon'ble   Court.   The   Opponents,   being
office bearers, occupy a fiduciary position and are bound to act
with   utmost   good   faith,   transparency   and   fairness.    The
deliberate    suppression    of   material    information    constitutes
breach of fiduciary duty and abuse of position.  The conduct of
the   Opponents   constitutes   a   colourable   exercise   of  power,
undertaken  under  the   guise   of  administrative   action   but   in
reality   intended   to   manipulate   the   outcome   of  the   PMC
selection process.

74.The  acts  of the  Opponents  amount  to  fraud  on  the  General
Body, as material information was deliberately suppressed with
intent   to    deceive   members    and    obtain    approval   through
misrepresentation.      Any     resolution     passed     under     such
circumstances  is  void  ab  initio  in  law.  The  entire  process  is
violative  of the  principles  of natural justice,  as  members  were
denied  access  to  complete  and  accurate  information  necessary
for   informed   decision-making.   It   is   well   settled   that   any
decision     obtained      by     suppression     of     material      facts,
misrepresentation  or  lack  of  transparency  is  liable  to  be  set
aside.  The  Hon'ble  Courts  have  consistently  held  that  fraud
vitiates all proceedings and that offlce bearers of a co-operative
society   are   bound   by   fiduciary   duties  to   act   in   a  fair  and
transparent manner.

75.The cause of action for filing the present Dispute is continuous,
recurring  and  subsisting  in  nature  and  has  arisen  on  multiple
dates    and    occasions,    each    of   which    independently    and
collectively gives rise to the present proceedings.

76.The  cause  of action  first  arose  on  or  about  22  October  2025,
when    Opponent   No.1    circulated    and   relied   upon    revised

quotation details of PMC Dilip Sanghvi on the official Sharayu
Members  WhatsApp  Group,  thereby  clearly  establishing  that
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revision  and  consideration  of  updated  quotations  formed  an
integia`l  part  of the PMC  evaluation process  and was accepted
and  acted  upon  by  the  Managing  Committee  and  thereafter
again  arose  on  or about  31  October  2025,  when  a member of
the  Redevelopment Committee,  nainely  Mr.  Kashyap  Thakkar

(also  referred to  as Mr.  Vicky  Thakkar),  posted  a message  on
the official RDC WhatsApp Group stating that PMC Ar. Rajesh
R.C.  would be  submitting  a  revised  quotation  shortly,  thereby
evidencing    prior    knowledge    within    the    Redevelopment
Committee  regarding  the  forthcoming  revised  quotation  and
thereafter  after  again  on  01  November  2025,  when  Opponent
No.4,  a  Managing  Committee  member,  Mr.  Francis  Emmatty,

posted  a message  on the  official  Sharayu Members  WhatsApp
Group  acknowledging  that  PMC  Ar.   Rajesh  R.C.  would  be
submitting  a  revised  quotation,  and  on  the  same  date  when
PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C. submitted the revised quotation by email
to the official email ID of the Society. Upon receipt of the said
email, the revised quotation formed part of the official records
of the  Society  and  was  within the  knowledge,  possession  and
control    of   the   Managing   Committee,   thereby   creating   a
corresponding duty to  disclose the  same to  all  members of the
Society and again.

77.The  cause  of action  further  arose  from  the  admitted  position
taken by the Opponents in their reply dated  18 April 2026 that
all six Managing Committee members had access to the official
email  account of the  Society, thereby  conclusively establishing
that  the  Managing  Cominittee  had  knowledge  of the  revised

quotation. The cause of action further arises from the failure of
the   Opponents  to  disclose   such  material   information  to  the
remaining  members  of the  Society,  who  had  no  access  to  the
said email  account, thereby  resulting in  suppression of material
facts   from   the   General   Body.   On   08   March   2026,   when
Opponent No.1  circulated a summary Excel sheet on the official
Sharayu  Members  WhatsApp  Group  purporting  to  provide  a
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complete  comparative  analysis  of  all   shortlisted  PMCs,   but
deliberately    suppressing    the    revised    quotation    dated    01
November 2025 of PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C. and instead reflecting
the  original  higher quotation,  thereby  misleading the  members
and  distorting  the  financial  comparison.  Thereafter  09  March
2026,   when   Opponent   No.I   directly   contacted   and   sought
updated information from the authorized representative of PMC
Ar.  Rajesh R.C.,  namely Architect Geet Chanda,  and  received
detailed information including technical credentials, experience,

project  details  and  updated  evaluation  parameters,  yet  failed
and    neglected   to    incorporate   the    same    in   the    summary
circulated  to  members,  thereby  continuing  the  .suppression  of
material      information      despite      direct      knciwledge      and
confirmation.    And    thereafter    on    14    March    2026,    when
discrepancies   in   the   said   summary   and   suppression   of  the
revised  quotation were  specifically  pointed  out  on the  official
Sharayu  Members  WhatsApp  Group  by  Disputant No.1  along
with  documentary  proof  of the  email  containing  the  revised

quotation,  and  despite   such  clear  and  direct  intimation,   the
Opponents  failed and  neglected  to  correct the  misleading  data
or  circulate  accurate  information  prior  to  the  Special  General
Body  Meeting.  And  finally  on  15  March  2026,  when  the  2nd
Special  General  Body  Meeting  was  conducted  and  members
were  made  to  vote  on  the  basis  of incomplete,  incorrect  and
suppressed  information,  thereby  vitiating  the  entire  decision-
making process and rendering the outcome of the said meeting
illegal,  arbitrary  and  unsustainable  in  law  and  thereafter    the
same  is  continued  till  filing of the  present Dispute  before  this
Hon'ble Court.

78.The  Disputant  further  submits  that  on   19  March  2026,  when
Architect  Geet  Chanda,  on  behalf of  PMC  Ar.  Rajesh  R.C.,
addressed a communication to Opponent No.1  confronting him
with   the   aforesaid   irregularities,   and   immediately  thereafter
Opponent  No.1  activated  the  "disappearing  messages"  feature
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on the WhatsApp communication thread, thereby attempting to
erase  or  conceal  incriminating  communications.  Such  conduct
constitutes  a  deliberate  attempt  to  suppress  material  evidence
and further strengthens the inference of mala fide intent.

79.The disputant further submits that, on 29 March 2026, when the
Disputants  submitted  a  detailed  representation  to  the  Society
bringing to its notice the illegality, suppression and misconduct
in  the  PMC  selection  process  and  calling  upon  the  Managing
Committee  to  take  corrective  action  and  cancel  the  vitiated

Process.

80.The disputant further submits that, on  18 April 2026, when the
Society issued a reply to the said representation (communicated
on  or  about  23   April  2026),  wherein  the  Opponents,  while
admitting receipt of the revised quotation on the  official  email
ID,  failed to provide  any  explanation  for non-disclosure of the
same  to  members  and  instead  issued  evasive,  generalized  and
non-point-wise denials, thereby refusing to rectify the illegality.

81.The  disputant  further  submits  that,  from  the  false  statements
made  in  the  said  reply,  including  the  incorrect  assertion  that
PMC   Ar.   Rajesh   R.C.   was   introduced   by   the   Disputants,
whereas  in  fact  the  said  PMC  was  introduced  by  Opponent
No.I  himself, thereby  demonstrating lack of bona fides and an
attempt to mislead this Hon'ble Court.

82.The disputant further submits that,  from the continuing conduct
of  the   Opponents   in   attempting   to   justify   suppression   of
material  information by relying upon  the untenable  defence of
"collective  responsibility"  and  "common email  access", which

does not address the core issue of non-disclosure to the General
Body.

83.The   disputant   further   submits   that,       aggravated   by   the
independent    and    continuing    statutory    disqualification    of
Opponent  No.2,  Mr.  Aashish  Baldota,  who  has  remained  a
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defaulter  of  Society  dues  for  a  continuous  period  exceeding
eleven  months,  as  recorded  in  official  records  and  minutes  of
meetings  signed by  him,  and who  has  further  issued  a cheque
towards  such  dues  which  has  been  dishonoured  on  22  April
2026      for      insufflciency      of     funds,      thereby      incurring
disqualification under Sections  73CA and 73FF of the Act and
rendering his continuation in office illegal.

84.The disputant inher submits that, continuing and subsisting as
the Opponents are proceeding with or are likely to proceed with
the   appointment   of  PMC   Dilip   Sanghvi   and   execution   of
agreement   pursuant   to   the   impugned   and   vitiated   process,
thereby  causing  irreparable  prejudice  to  the  members  of the
Society.

85.It   is   respectfully   submitted   that   the   Disputants   have   filed
independent   proceedings   dated   05   May   2026   before   the
Hon'ble Registrar seeking action against Opponent No.1  and 2
under Sections  73,  78  and 79  of the Maharashtra Co-operative
Societies Act,  1960 on account of grave misconduct, deliberate
suppression of material  facts, abuse of official position, breach
of  fiduciary  duties  and  mala  fide  actions  on  the  part  of the
Opponents, which have resulted  in vitiating the entire decision-
making    process    relating    to    appointment    of   the    Project
Management Consultant (PMC).

86.The   Disputants   submit  that  the  present   dispute   specifically
challenges  the  legality  and validity  of the resolution passed  in
the  Special  General  Body  Meeting  dated  15  March  2026  and
seeks  appropriate  reliefs   including  setting  aside  of  the  said
resolution  and grant  of injunction restraining the  Society  from

proceeding with the appointment of PMC namely Dilip Sanghvi
pursuant to the said resolution.
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87.The  Disputants  submit that  the  impugned  resolution  dated  15
March  2026  is  ex  facie  illegal,  afoitrary,  vitiated  and  liat>le  to
be set aside on the following, ainongst other, grounds:

a) SuDr]ression of Material Facts:
The   Opponents   deliberately   withheld   the   revised   quotation
dated 01  November 2025  submitted by  PMC  Ar.  Rajesh R.C.,
which was admittedly the lowest quotation and was within the
knowledge,     possession     and     control     of    the     Managing
Committee.  The  said  information  constituted  a  material  and
decisive  factor  for  informed  decision-making  by  the  General
Body.   Non-di.sclosure   of  such   crucial   financial   information
amounts  to  suppression  of material  facts,  thereby  vitiating the
entire decision-making process.

bt Fraud on the General Bodv:
The  Opponents  circulated  a  comparative  analysis  which  was
incomplete,     distorted     and    misleading,     thereby     inducing
members   to   vote   on   an   incorrect   financial   premise.   The
selective   inclusion  of  revised  quotation  of  one  PMC  (Dilip
Sanghvi) while deliberately  excluding the revised  quotation of
another  PMC   (Ar.   Rajesh  R.C.)   constitutes  a  clear  case  of
misrepresentation  and  fraud  practiced  upon  the  General  Body.
Any resolution obtained  by  such deception  is void at  initio  in
law.

c` Violation of PrinciDles of Natural Justice:
TThe members of the Society were denied the fundamental right
to   make   an   informed   decision,   as   complete   and   accurate
information  was  not placed  before them.  The  decision-making

process   stands  vitiated  due  to  denial   of  fair  opportunity  to
cconsider all relevant material, thereby violating the principles of
audi alteram partem and fairness in administrative action.

<



„i8

d`  Breach  of Government Redcvelor)ment Guidelines  dated
03 Janua 2019:

The  Government  Resolution  governing  redevelopment  of Co-
operative  Housing  Societies  mandates  transparency,  fairness,
equal    opportunity    and    full    disclosure    at    all    stages    of
redevelopment, including appointment of PMC. The conduct of
the    Opponents    in    suppressing    material    information    and
circulating misleading data is in direct contravention of the said
binding     guidelines,     rendering     the     process     illegal     and
unsustainable.

e` Abuse of Fiduciarv Position:
The office bearers of the Society occupy a position of trust and
are bound to act in utmost good faith and in the  interest of the
members.    The    deliberate    suppression    of   material    facts,
circulation  of  misleading  data  and  failure  to  correct  known
inaccuracies  constitute  a  clear  breach  of fiduciary  duties  and
abuse of position, warranting judicial interference.

f` Particil)ation of Disoualiried Secretarv:
Opponent  No.2,  having  incurred  statutory  disqualification  on
account of continuous default in payment of Society dues, was
not  eligible  to  participate   in  the  affiirs  of  the   Society.   His

participation  in  the  PMC  selection  process  and  in  the  Special
General  Body  Meeting  dated  15  March  2026  has  vitiated  the
entire   proceedings,    as   the   decision-making   process    stood
tainted by participation of a disqualified person.

g` Colourable Exereise of Power:
TThe  actions  of the  Opponents,  viewed  cumulatively,  reveal  a

prerdetermined intent to influence and  manipulate the outcome
of the  PMC  selection  process.  The  power vested  in  them  has
been  exercised not for the purpose  for which  it was conferred,
but  to  achieve  a  predetermined  result,  thereby  constituting  a
colourable exercise of power.

y,
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li) Decision Based on lncomT)]ete and ManiDu]ated Data:
The   impugned   resolution   is   founded   upon   a   comparative
analysis which was materially incomplete, selectively presented
and   factually   incorrect.   A   decision   taken   on   the   basis   of
distorted  and manipulated  data carmot be  sustained  in law and
is liable to be set aside.

il Vitiation of Free and Informed Consent:
The consent of the General Body, which forms the foundation
of the impugned resolution, is not free, informed or valid, as it
was obtained on the basis of suppression and misrepresentation.
Consent obtained under such circumstances is no consent in the
eyes of law.

it Adverse Inference on Sur)Dression of Evidence:
The  conduct of Opponent No.1  in  activating the "disappearing
messages"   feature   immediately   after   being   confronted  with
allegations   of  suppression   clearly   indicates   an   attempt   to
conceal  or  destroy  material  evidence.  Such  conduct  warrants
drawing of adverse inference against the Oppenents and further
strengthens the case of the Disputants.

k` Cumulative nffect of. IIIegalitv:
The aforesaid acts are not isolated  instances but form part of a
continuous       and       systematic       pattern      of      suppression,
misrepresentation  and   lack  of  transparency.   The   cumulative
effect  of  such  conduct  renders  the  entire  process  arbitrary,
biased and legally unsustainable.

88.The Disputant is having the prina facie case and the balance of
convenience  and  irreparable  loss  will  cause to the disputant if
injunction    is    being   refused    by    this   Hon'ble    court.    An
iITeparable  loss  will  cause  to the  disputant  if injunction  is  not

granted against the respondent society. The opponent society is
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acting high handed and not in accordance to the law. Hence it is

just  and  necessary  to  grant  temporary  injunction  against  the
respondent   society   by   an   Order   of  Temporary   Injunction

restraining  the  Opponents,  their  servants,  agents  and/or  any

person claiming through or under them  from  in any manner to
stay the operation, implementation and effect of the Resolution
dated   15   March   2026   including  the     appointment  of  PMC
namely  Dilip  Sanghvi  pursuant  thereto  and  further Opponents
be restrained by an order of temporary injunction by passing an
order of injunction restraining the Opponents from  issuing any
appointment  letter,  work  order  or executing  any  agreement  or
creating  any  rights,  title  or  interest  in  favour  of  PMC  Dilip
Sanghvi or any third party pursuant to the impugned Resolution
and  further Opponent  be restrained  by  an  order  of Temporary
Injunction  from  creating  any  third-party  rights  or  equities  in
respect of the subject matter of the present Dispute.

89.This  Hon'ble  court  is  having  exclusive jurisdiction  since  the
dispute   falls   under   section   91   of  Maharashtra  Cooperative
Society  Act  1960.  The  respondent  society  is  situated  at  Vashi
Navi   Mumbai,   Taluka   and   District-   Thane   and   hence   this
Hon'ble  Court is having territorial jurisdiction to try,  entertain
and to adjudicate the dispute.

90.The  Disputant has  paid  appropriate  court fees  of Rs  5000/-  as

per law.

91.The  Disputant  is  challenging  the  Resolution  dated  15/03/2026

passed  by  the  Special  General  Body  Meeting  and  hence  the
present dispute is within limitation as per law.

92.The reliefs as sought are falling within the definition of Dispute
as per Section 91  of Maharashtra Cooperative  Society Act and
no reliefs are beyond the jurisdiction of this Hon'ble Court.

y
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93.The Disputant has annexed the documents alongwith the list of
documents and craves to referred to and rely upon the same and
the  disput.ant further seeks permission  of this Hon'ble court to
file the additional document as and when required.

94.No Caveat notice is received from the Opponent Society.

Whatever  stated  in  the  above  paragraphs  are  true  and
correct to the best of my knowledge and belief.

Solemnly Affirmed at THANE

On this O8th day of MAY, 2026

Identified by Me,

-:=*.TD.\i=h_i
Adv. For Plaintiff

VERIFICATION

DE)oNin,T

I,  SHRI.  VIRAJ  VISHWAMBHAR  LAL  SHARMA,  aged
46  years,  residing at -Flat No.  H -10 /  0  :  2,  Sharayu  Co-operative

Housing  Society  Ltd.,  Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai - 400703, the
Disputant No. I  in the present Application, do hereby state and declare
on solemn affirmation for himself and on behalf other Disputants that
whatever  stated  in  the  above  paragraphs  are  true  and  correct  to  the
best of my knowledge and belief.

Solemnly Affirmed at Thane

On this O8`h Day of May 2026

_H|=-,J=,a:`
Adv. for Disputants

\'
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VAKALATNAMA
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•tr   `       S'```A-.'`rY

Cv£    |®u&|

a `T` p "i c  N a .
"JAppeaL

Appkeratieff

Uwe
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-Dint/
thicaat/

itrypelhant/
encatorun
ENendant/
Art-ed+
Gmunend/-
Respondent/ ~
Caveatee JD

inhabitant/s     of

in  ttie above  matter do  hereby appoint SHRI.  RAJENDRA D. TAMBE,

SHRI.   SUBOI)H   D.   KHARPATIL,   SHRI.   PIIAMOD   S.   SARTAPE,

SHRI. RAHUL S. THORAT, SHRI. SANTOSH S. PAL. & SHRI. VINIT

S.  WALNUSKAR  Advocates  High  Court,  Muml)ai  to  act,  appear  and

I)lead for us as our Advocate.

Witness my/our hand on  O8'h  day of MAY, 2026

Witness :.
Accepted & Filled in Court
On - 08/05/2026

-iiL±
Mr. RAJHNDRA MBE & ORS
Advocates High Court,
Unit No.5, Raheja Arcade,
Plot No.61 ,See-I I,CBD-Belapur,
Navi  Mumbai-400 614.
Enroll No-Malt/3758n002
Mobile No- 9833986750

uL``or,
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BEFORE THE HON'BLE CO-OPERATIVE COURT AT

THANE

DISPUTENO.      /2026

SHRI. VIRAJ V. SHARMA & ORS           ).. DISPUTANTS

V/s,

MR. ARIF SHAIKII, Treasurer
Of  SHARAYU CHS  & ANR

)
)...OPPONENTS

LIST   0F   DOCUMENTS    UPON   WIIICH   DISPUTANTS
RELY :-

I.   Copy  of Minutes  of the  lst  Special  General  Body  Meeting

held  on  05  October 2025,  wherein  in-principle  approval  for

redevelopment was  granted  and  Redevelopment  Committee

(RDC) comprising 17 members was constituted.

2.   Copy of WhatsApp messages dated 22 October 2025 posted

by Opponent No.I  -Mr. Arif Shaikh on the official Sharayu

Members    WhatsApp    Group,    evidencing    circulation    of

Documents  showing  consideration  of` revised  quotation  of

PMC Dilip Sanghvi.

3.   Copy   of  WhatsApp  chat  dated  27  October  2025   and  28

October  2025  between  Opponent  No.1  -Mr.  Arif  Shailch

and  Architect  Geet  Chanda,   authorized  representative   of

PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C., evidencing direct communication, co-

ordination      and      scheduling      of     meeting      with      the

Redevelopment Committee (RDC).

4.   Copy   of  WhatsApp  chat  dated  31   October  2025   and  01

November 2025  between  Opponent No.1  -Mr. Arif Shaikh

<



IiE

and     Architect     Geet     Chanda,     evidencing      follow-up

communications,   active   involvement   and   facilitation   by

Opponent No.1  in submission of revised quotation,  including

sharing       of      official       email       ID       of      the       Society

(sharayuchs29@gmail.com),            thereby            conclusively

establishing    prior    knowledge    and    participation    in    the

Process.

5.   Copy  of WhatsApp  message  dated  31  October 2025  posted

by   RDC   member  Mr.   Kashyap  Thakkar  (Vicky)  on   the

official  Sharayu  RDC  WhatsApp  Group,  stating  that  PMC

Ar.  Rajesh  R.C.  would  be  submitting  a  revised  quotation

shortly,  thereby  evidencing  prior knowledge  at  the  level  of

the Redevelopment Committee.

6.   Copy   of  WhatsApp   message   dated   01   November   2025

posted by Managing Committee member Mr. Francis on the

official   Sharayu  Members  WhatsApp  Group,   stating  that

PMC   Ar.   Rajesh   R.C.   would   be   submitting   a   revised

quotation shortly, thereby evidencing prior knowledge at the

level of the Managing Committee.

7.   Copy  of Email  dated  01  November 2025  sent by  PMC  Ar.

Rajesh R.C. to the official email ID of Sharayu Co-operative

Housing Society Ltd., containing the revised quotation.

8.  Copy of whatsApp message dated 08 March 2026 posted by

Opponent  No.1  -  Mr.  Arif Shaikh  on  the  official  Sharayu

Members WhatsApp Group, stating:

c=E
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"The  RDC  has  shortlisted  Three  PMCs.  For  greater  and

deeper  understanding,  please  find  attached  the  credentials,

Analysis and Summary of all the Three PMCs."

9.   Copy   of  Excel   summary   sheet   dated   08   March   2026

circulated  by   Opponent  No.1   -  Mr.   Arif  Shaikh  on  the

official   Sharayu   Members   WhatsApp   Group,  purportedly

containing analysis and comparison of all three PMCs.

10.Copy  of Call  log  records  dated  09  March  2026  evidencing

telephonic  communication  between  Opponent  No.1   -  Mr.

Arif    Shaikh    and    Architect    Geet    Chanda,    authorized

representative of PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C.

I 1.Copy  of WhatsApp messages dated 09  March 2026 sent by

Architect Geet Chanda to Opponent No.1  -Mr. Arif Shaikh,

providing updated details relating to  PMC  Ar.  Rajesh R.C.,

including project credentials, experience and safeguards.

12.Copy of Email dated 09 March 2026 sent by Architect Geet

Chanda  to  Opponent  No.1  -Mr.  Arif`  Shaikh,  forwarding

updated   Excel  sheet  and  detailed   infomation  relating  to

PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C.

13.Copy  of WhatsApp  messages  dated  14  March  2026  posted

by Advocate Viraj  Sharma on the official Sharayu Members

WhatsApp  Group,  pointing  out  discrepancies  in  the  Excel

summary,  highlighting  suppression  of revised  quotation  of

PMC  Ar.  Rajesh  R.C.,  and  placing  documentary  proof on

record.
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14.Copy  of WhatsApp  messages  dated  14  March  2026  posted

by  Opponent  No.2  -  Mr.  Aashish  Baldota  on  the  official

Sharayu  Members  WhatsApp  Group,  containing  false  and

misleading  statements  including  denial  of knowledge  of the

revised quotation.

15.Copy  of WhatsApp  messages  dated  15  March  2026  posted

by  Opponent  No.2  -  Mr.  Aashish  Baldota  on  the  official

Sharayu  Members  WhatsApp  Group,  reiterating  incorrect

and misleading  data on the date of the  2nd  Special  General

Body Meeting.

16.Copy  of  WhatsApp  chat  dated   19  March  2026  evidencing

that  Opponent  No.I  activated  the  "disappearing  messages"

feature    immediately    after    being    confronted    regarding

suppression   of   material   facts,    followed   by    subsequent

deactivation,   clearly   indicating  an  attempt  to   conceal   or

destroy material evidence.

17.Copy  of Complaint dated 23  April 2026 before the Hon'ble

Registrar   seeking   action   against   Opponent   No.2   -   Mi..

Aashish  Baldota  and  Show  Cause  Notice  dated  27  April

2026  issued  to  the  Opponent  No.2  -  Mr.  Aashish  Baldota

under   the   provisions   of   the   Maharashtra   Co-operative

Societies Act,1960,  calling upon him to explain why action

should not be taken against him.

18.Copy   of  Minutes   and   Resolution   passed   in   the   Special

General Body Meeting dated  15 March 2026, whereby PMC

Dilip Sanghvi was selected/approved.

IE
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19. Copy  of Representation dated 29 March 2026  submitted by

the Applicants to  the Managing  Committee  of Sharayu Co-

operative Housing Society Ltd., placing on record objections

to  the   PMC   selection  process,   including   suppression   of

revised   quotation,   circulation   of  misleading   comparative

analysis and vitiation of decision-making process.

20.Copy  of Reply  dated  18 April  2026  issued by  Sharayu Co-

operative     Housing     Society     Ltd.      to     the     aforesaid

Representation,   received  by   the   Applicants   on   23   April

2026,    wherein    the    allegations    were    denied    without

addressing the material issue of non-disclosure of the revised

quotation and suppression of relevant information.

Date:-08/05/2026

Place :-Thane
HEEEEEE]

Adv. for Disputants
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BEFORE THE HON'BLE CO-OPERATIVE COURT ATT-E
DISPUTENO.      /2026

SHRI. VIRAJ V. SHARMA & ORS           ).. DISPUTANTS

V/s,

MR. ARIF SHAIKII, Treasurer                 )
Of  SHARAYU CHS  & ANR                       )...OPPONENTS

LIST   0F   DOCUMENTS   UPON   WHICH   APPLICANTS
RELY :-

1.   Copy  of Minutes  of the  lst  Special  General  Body  Meeting

held  on 05  October 2025,  wherein  in-principle  approval  for

redevelopment was  granted and Redevelopment Committee

(RDC) comprising 17 members was constituted.

Date:-o8/o5/2026       ±FT±
Place :-Thane                                Adv. for Disputants

ii=E
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BEFORE THE HON'BLE CO-OPERATIVE COURT AT

THANE

DISPUTENO.      /2026

SHRI. VIRAJ V. SHARMA & ORS           ).. DISPUTANTS

V/s,

MR. ARIF SHAIKII, Treasurer                  )
Of  SHARAYU CHS  & ANR                       )...OPPONENTS

nor   OF   DOcuMENrs   UPON   wHlcll   AppLlcANTE
RELY :-

2.  Copy of WhatsApp messages dated 22 October 2025 posted

by Opponent No.1 -Mr. Arif Shaikh on the official Sharayu

Members    WhatsApp    Group,    evidencing    circulation    of

Documents  showing  consideration  of revised  quotation  of

PMC Dilip Sanghvi.

Date:-08/05/2026

Place :-Thane

EEHiii=
Adv. for Disputants
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BEFORE THE HON'BLE CO-OPIIRATIVE COURT AT
THANE

DISPUTENO.      /2026

SHRI. VIRAJ V. SIIARMA & ORS           ).. DISPUTANTS

V/s.

MR. ARIF SHAIKII, Treasurer                  )
Of  SHARAYU CHS  & ANR                       )...OPPONENTS

LIST   0F   DOCUMENTS   UPON   WHICH   APPLICANTS
RELY :.

3.   Copy  of  WhatsApp  chat  dated  27  October  2025   and  28

October  2025  between  Opponent  No.1  -Mr.  Arif  Shaikh

and  Architect  Geet  Chanda,  authorized  representative  of

PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C., evidencing direct communication, co-

ordination      and      scheduling     of     meeting     with      the

Redevelopment Committee (RDC).

Date:-08/05/2026

Place :-Thane
c±5 HiE=

Adv. for Disputants
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BEFORE THE HON'BLE COOPERATIVE COURT AT

THANE

DISPUTENO.      /2026

SHRI. VIRAJ V. SHARMA & ORS           ).. DISPUTANTS

V/so

MR. ARIF SHAIKII, Treasurer
Of  SHARAYU CHS  & ANR

)
)...OPPONENTS

LIST   0F   DOCUMENTS   UPON   WIIICH   APplilcANTS
RELY :-

4.  Copy  of  WhatsApp  chat  dated  31   October  2025   and  01

November 2025 between Opponent No.I -Mr. Arif Shaikh

and     Architect     Geet     Chanda,     evidencing     follow-up

communications,   active   involvement   and   facilitation   by

Opponent No. I  in submission of revised quotation, including

sharing      of      official      email      ID      of     the      Society

(sharayuchs29@gmail.com),           thereby           conclus iv ely

establishing   prior   knowledge   and   participation    in    the

process.

Date:-08/05/2026

Place :-Thane Adv. for Disputants
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BEFORE THE HON'BLE CO-OPERATIVE COURT AT

THANE

DISPUTE NO.      /2026

SHRI. VIRAJ V. SHARMA & ORS           ).. DISPUTANTS

V/s,

MR. ARIF SHAIKII, Treasurer                 )
Of  SHARAYU CHS  & ANR                       )...OPPONENTS

LIST   0F   DOCUMENTS   UPON   WHICH   APPLICAI`ITS
RELY :-

I

5.   Copy  of WhatsApp message dated 310ctober 2025  posted

by  RDC  member  Mr.  Kashyap  Thakkar  (Vicky)  on  the

official  Sharayu  RDC  WhatsApp  Group,  stating that PMC

Ar.  Rajesh  R.C.  would  be  sribmitting  a  revised  quotation

shortly,  thereby  evidencing prior knowledge  at the  level  of

the Redevelopment Committee.

Date:-08/05/2026

Place :-Thane

-±S-]E-
Adv. for Disputants
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BEFORE THE HON'BLE CO-OPERATIVE COURT ATTINE
DISPUTENO.      /2026

SHRI. VIRAJ V. SHARMA & ORS           ).. DISPUTANTS

V/s,

MR. ARIF SHAIKII, Treasurer
Of  SHARAYU CHS  & ANR

)
)...OPPONENTS

LlsT   OF   DOcuMENTs   UPON   iamcH   AppLlcANIiE
RELY :-

6.    Copy   of  WhatsApp   message   dated   01   November   2025

posted by Managing Committee member Mr. Francis on the

official  Sharayu  Members  WhatsApp  Group,  stating  that

PMC   Ar.   Rajesh   R.C.   would   be   submitting   a   revised

quotation shortly, thereby evidencing prior knowledge at the

level of the Managing Committee.

Date:-08/05/2026

Place :-Thane
EHHiiE

Adv. for Disputants
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BEFORE THE HON'BLE CO-OPERATIVE COURT AT
THANE

DISPUTE NO.      /2026

SHRI. VIRAJ V. SHARMA & ORS           ).. DISPUTANTS

V/s.

MR. ARIF SIIAIKH, Treasurer
Of  SHARAYU CHS  & ANR

)
)...OPPONHNTS

LIST   OF   DOCUMENTS   UPON   WHCH   AI'PLlgANTS
RELY :-

7.  Copy  of Email  dated  01  November 2025  sent by  PMC  Ar.

Rajesh R.C. to the official email ID of Sharayu Co-operative

Housing Society Ltd., containing the revised quotation.

Date:-08/05/2026

Place :-Thane
#s5T¥

Adv. for Disputants
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Revised quotation `for"
F{qjesh Chanda
{ra|eghchandd@chanclas)groinp,com>

To:   "shardyuchs29

rtryu cHs

- <sharciyuGhe2g@gmall.com2  T
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QuickActioh§ :  i   ;;ply;i,i.
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BEFORE THE HON'BLE CO-OPERATIVE COURT AT
THANE

DISPUTE NO.      /2026

SHRI. VIRAJ V. SHARMA & ORS           ).. DISPUTANTS

V/s,

MR. ARIF SHAIKH, Treasurer                 )
Of  SHARAYU CHS  & ANR                      )...OPPONENTS

LIST   OF   DOCUMENTS   UPON   WHICH   APPLICANTS
RELY :-

8. Copy of WhatsApp message dated 08 March 2026 posted by

Opponent  No.1  -Mr.  Arif Shaikh  on the  official  Sharayu

Members WhatsApp Group, stating:
"The  RDC  has  shortlisted  Three  PMCs.  For  greater  and

deeper  understanding,  please  find  attached  the  credentials,

Analysis and Summary of all the Three PMCs."

Date:-08/05/2026

Place :-Thane

-\,_
Adv. for Disputants
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SHARAYU Parivaar
4 online

"........`8S8§::-.iiiELfihi

Ar}f shaikh`

The RDC has shortlisted Three
PMC§.
For greater and deeper
understanding* please ffnd attached
the credentials I Analysis and
Summary of alL* the,Three PMCs .

15:14    `^-

Arif shafkha

Ko uatubtha Res ai^ Sharayu
f3€ty   Forurarded

A r`T           Dr-`/ir`  Tl--L.lt-r

®   lyessage a     ©    ffl  ,
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BEFORE THE HON'BLE CO-OPERATIVE COURT AT
.THANE

DISPUTENO.      /2026

SHRI. VIRAJ V. SHARMA & ORS           ).. DISPUTANTS

V/s.

MR. ARIF SIIAIKH, Treasurer                 )
Of  SHARAYU CHS  & ANR                      )...OPPONENTS

LIST   OF   DOCUMENTS   UPON   WIIICH   APPLICANTS
RHLY :-

9.   Copy   of  Excel   summary   sheet   dated   08   March   2026

circulated  by   Opponent  No.1   -  Mr.   Arif  Shailch   on  the

official   Sharayu  Members  WhatsApp  Group,  purportedly

containing analysis and comparison of all three PMCs.

Date:-08/05/2026

Place :-Thane
z=#:.LT\iE=T

Adv. for Disputants
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BEFORE THE HON'BLE CO-OPERATIVE COURT AT
THANE

DISPUTE NO.      /2026

SHRI. VIRAJ V. SHARMA & ORS           ).. DISPUTANTS

V/s,

MR. ARIF SHAIKII, Treasurer
Of  SHARAYU CHS  & ANR

)
)...OPPONENTS

LrsT   oF   DocuMENTs  upoN  wHlcH  AppLICANIs
RELY :-

10. Copy  of Call  log records  dated 09  March 2026  evidencing

telephonic  communication  between  Opponent  No.1  -  M.

Arif    Shaikh    and    Architect    Geet    Chanda,    authorized

representative of PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C.

Date:-08/05/2026

Place :-Thane

_._-.`+-|rs
Adv. for Disputants
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BEFORE THE HON'BLE CO-OPERATIVE COURT AT
THANE

DISPUTE NO.      /2026

SHRI. VIRAJ V. SHARMA & ORS           ).. DISPUTANTS

V/s,

MR. ARIF SHAIKII, Treasurer
Of  SHARAYU CHS  & ANR

)
)...OPPONENTS

±FT   0F   DOCUMENTS   UPON   WHICH   APPLICAIH§
RELY :-

1 1. Copy of WhatsApp messages dated 09 March 2026 sent by

Architect Geet Chanda to Opponent No. I -Mr. Arif Shaikh,

providing updated details  relating to  PMC Ar.  Rajesh R.C.,

including project credentials, experience and safeguards.

Date:-08/05/2026

Place :- Thane

-\
Adv. for Disputants
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BEFORE THE HON'BLE CO-OPERATIVE COURT AT

TINE
DISPUTENO.      /2026

SHRI. VIRAJ V. SHARMA & ORS           ).. DISPUTANTS

V/s,

MR. ARIF SHAIKII, Treasurer
Of  SHARAYU CHS  & ANR

)
)...OPPONENTS

LIST   OF   DOCUMENTS   UPON   WHICH   APPLICANTS
RELY :-

12. Copy of Email dated 09 March 2026 sent by Architect Geet

Chanda  to  Opponent No.1  -Mr.  Arif Shaikh,  forwarding

updated  Excel  sheet  and  detailed  information  relating  to

PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C.

Date:-08/05/2026

Place :-Thane
EEilliiii

Adv. for Disputants
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Jpdated PMC evaluation list
Rdjesh Chanda
<fajeshchanda@chandasgroup.com>

ro:   .sharayuchs29 " <sharayuchs29@gmail.com>  +

;H;i;~fjiThch=-5;rs|Reponspom!|R-:cawMa'nul"

© 1 flttdQhments

FT``

A  <+  ,  I     :
Mon, 09 Mar 202617: 57:15

Dear.Afifji,

\A§perourtelephonicconversotionpleasefindtheupdut€dexcelsh6etasrequested.

Conen
rty'7400095i74

Lth,R&

RETREHEFEEEEEEEE

Egfflhaoncom,rajeshrcarchiteetl

Qui:k__?_:.ti_Ons :   I     -ReplyAH-m!

Enter a message

`.=;..:i...``gff?.

i--
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BEFORE THE HON'BLE CO-OPERATIVE COURT AT
THANH

DISPUTHNO.      /2026

SHRI. VIRAJ V. SHARMA & ORS           ).. DISPUTANTS

V/s.

MR. ARIF SHAIKH, Treasurer                  )
Of  SHARAYU CHS  & ANR                       )...OPPONENTS

LIST   0F   DOCUMENTS   UPON   WIIICH   APPLICANTS
RELY :-

13.  Copy  of WhatsApp messages dated  14  March 2026 posted

by Advocate Viraj Sharma on the official Sharayu Members

WhatsApp  Group,  pointing  out  discrepancies  in  the  Excel

summary,  highlighting  suppression  of revised  quotation  of

PMC  Ar.  Rajesh  R.C.,  and  placing  documentary  proof on

record.

Date:-08/05/2026

Place :- Thane
#iDJ=
Adv. for Disputants
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SHARAYU  Parivaar
Dilip Parikh,  Dr Bangar ,  E7/0:l  S...

Good afternoon Members

I wouid like to add to the details put
up by Arif bhai about the PMC`s

Fesibility reports by all Pmc's have

been put up on group already

This important Presentation PDF of
PMC Rajesh  RC has not been updated
on  Pariwaar group

After calling for Fesi bi lit}-reports
there was a Presentation of PMC's
which was kept on same day for all 3
shortlisted  PMC's

All the 3 gave Presentation to
present members in the meeting.

PMC  Rajesh  RC has given  a  detailed
Presentation with drawings, plans,
elevation of building and  podium  and
flatwise plans

Forwarding it to all Members for their
review and  records. 3:53 pin

`©Message                 a      ©      E
't`^
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SHARAYU Parivaar
Dilip Parikh,  Dr Bangar , E7/0:l  S...

•`   .:,    41      ,,

Virajsharma     14March2026
r}>   Forwarded

©

3:53 pin
`r;<r ,:`,r:r~~~~"xrfuRTTrfe

@Arif Shaikh  Nuvama
ln this Presentation excel sheet the
fees which was negotiated with PMC
is not updated

Please check V according to my
information  PMC Rajesh RC has
reduced and given revised quote

Please update latest fees figures.

Thank u Arif bhai for ur efforts in
compiling  these important analysis

anddetailsgse

Dr. Bishram

®  This messagewas deleted     4..29pm

Pravin  Bhai Thakkar  Ref Vicky Dad

@Arif Shaikh  Nuvama  @Aashish
Baldota  Fasteners @Viraj Sharma

©   Message                 0      ®
-       '  .---,,.--.-.---.,,.---,...---. ".--i.?'tc,.I-r ------ `-.I_`-_.

a

`-A
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SHARAYU  Parivaar
E71 :1, E7/0:1  Sharayu, Sumanbh...

14 March` 2026
4.Z?  L''''

Pravin Bhai ThakkaT Ref Vicky Dad

@Arif Shaikh  Nuvama @Aashish
Baldota  Fasteners @Sharma Virajl

Rajesh    vs
DiLipsanghavi     vslnnomatrix

Pmc fees is how much plz share for
all to compare

Rajesh rc pmc Fees
rs 5,54,12,413

Edited  6:14 pin

Dilip sanghavi  pmcfees  rs
1,60,00,000

lnnomatrix pmc fees
Rs 2,03,39,116

This above was shared in excel is this
correct or any changes is there MC ?

Edited  6:33 pin

Dharmendra Kohli H. -10 3 Rd Floor

tfldiffiTmaOflhaMcchaed
a, Fz]iIH ai ]TEEF fl ERE cmRqffitTT id
a, rfu fat lease deed al GTfha Eha q<
fry ul a; nd i fin iiqT e]T

;nd.,|^©
'yan   i ,-,--. A  -,.

tfrenEFTHffltqtl{ETa.tr€alat]T
a EF HT 3fl Qi5F ed a I a qF an tFT
i,TT ir in i, , r,,,. i TT_:,T ri OIT i+

Message                 ©      ®      E]
I- .`rryrv-~*r- -~ ~ "nd ``  `
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SHARAYU  Parivaar
E71 :1,  E7/O:1  Sharayu,  Sumanbh...

a:40 Pin
`,1;i.=v,-          ,:I;i    `       i4March2026    -*t~
I.-i      ,-,,, ;``:

Sharma Virajl

Rajesh  Rc has revised fees on
01.11.2025 and  send formal email in
which total amount of Professional
fees is quoted at Rs. 30 per square
feet which works out to :

const area -5,22,076 x30rs =¥
-1,56,62,280.00

c+ 3 replies 6:46 pin

Some members will always make
unwanted and non calculated
messages on this group, but it will
not stop the in itiative Of' honest
members who are updating 5harayu
members with the facts.

I in sure these people have not even
read the PMC reports before writing
all these messages.

Its very easy to openly make
allegations on the Members of
Managing Committee but such
people can only talk and do nothing
for betterment of our society.

Everyone has a  right to express their
opinion and views on the group and
no one  has the right to stop anyone
from their freedom of expression.

®   Message                 ©      ©
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SHARAYU  Parivaar
E71:1,  E7/0:l  Sharayu, Sumanbh...

®
from their fr  i4"airch2o261>`essi'on.

'

Edited  6:56 pin

Shamim Aunty

Should this be considered as the
final fees? Reconfirming as ba,5ed
on details shared above there is a
vast difference of 3,97,50,133 i.e.
3.9 crore from  his intial quo,ta.tion of
5,54,12,413 and the new one which is
1,,56,62,280

Sharma Virajl

•;.::.......:..:.:...----.'....-.'.

They have already send  this revised
fees in email to sharayu society
on  01.11.2025  (4 and  half months
before).

Please note this revision  in fees is not
done today.

Just because the excel sheet did not
have this change, i have pointed out
this fact  on  the  group..                  c..>  7:i5pm

©Message                ©      ©     B
_ , _rd:I
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SHARAYU  Parivaar
E71:1,  E7/0:l  Sharayu,  Sumanbh...

thisfacton  i  l4`'Marth~/`2026          ci>  7:i5p

For confirmation,
I just called for this screenshot from
Rajesh Rc Office so that its crystal
clear that revised fees was emailed
to Sharayu society 4 and half months
back...

Sharma Virajl

Sharma Vir'ajl
Rajesh  Rc has revised fe
and send formal  email i
amount of Professional fe

n  01.I 1.2025

ich total
esisquotedat...           ¥

A PMC revising  cost from  5  plus cr to

©Message                 ©       ©      E/v
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SHARAYU  Parivaar
E71:1,  E7/0:l  Sharayu,  Sumanbh...

®

Aashish Baldota Fasteners

lf quote are shared , and then quote
is revised just to level to gain the

proj.ect , it not fai r
c+  4  replies 7   ,  :-_,I  _/`     \ )  rl  1

©Message                  ©       ©      @
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BEFORE THE HON'BLE CO-OPERATIVE COURT AT
THANE

DISPUTE NO.      /2026

SHRI. VIRAJ V. SHARMA & ORS           ).. DISPUTANTS

V/s.

MR. ARIF SHAIKH, Treasurer
Of  SHARAYU CHS  & ANR

)
)...OPPONENTS

LlsT   OF   DOcuMENTs   uroN   wincH  AppLlcANTs
RELY :-

14.  Copy  of WhatsApp messages dated  14 March 2026 posted

by  Opponent  No.2  -  Mr.  Aashish  Baldota  on  the  official

Sharayu  Members  WhatsApp  Group,  containing  false  and

misleading statements  including denial of knowledge of the

revised quotation.

Date:-08/05/2026

Place :-Thane

alftw`.
Adv. for Disputants

`
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€ SHARAYU  Parivaar
E71:1,  E7/0:1  Sharayu,  Sumanbh...

5harma virajl   14March 2026

Question is not this

Question is why quotes which were
revised are not updated in the   `
summary which is being circulated in

group.

I have just a simple request to change
itsince its not updated               c+ 7:28pm

Shamjm Aunty

A PMC that can revise so much upto
4 crores seems to be a very risky bet
right from the get go                        7:29pm

Sharmav}rajl

Ultimately cost of pmc is going to be

passed on to the society members
indirectly, so we all should  know the
revised pmc quotes.
C+  3  replies                                                           7:3l  pin

©   Message ©©B
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SHARAYU  Parivaar
E71:1,  E7/0:l  Sharayu,  Sumanbh...

Pmc is foundation for  our society
ultimate goal. So election of merit
based  pmc is very important as on

date&ifa!fa

I,   ©    Message
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SHARAYU  Parivaar
E71:1,  E7/0:1  Sharayu, Sumanbh.„

14 March 2026

®

8:11  pin

Sharma Virajl

Rdc members had called all pmc's
one on one to meet and disc,uss
points before the presentation in
Dec 2025.. all Pmc were asked to
negotiate and hence this fees was
negotiated and formal email was
send before december's presentation
to society members with total
comparison about earlier scope of

rk and revised

Revision  is fees is only because they
redefined their scope of work as per
our Society's requirement

Explained in the pdf attached to
email..  please  refer.                              8:i4pm

Other pmc's had given  1  to  10 % of
construction  cost also...                   8:15

Pin;

Some had given 1  percent, some 3
percent, 5 percent and one also gave
10 % fees of construction cost

8: 16  pin

©Message                 ©      ©      @.
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SHARAYU  Parivaar
E71:1,  E7/0:l  Sharayu, Sumanbh.„

®
Old  owners?-'T4 March 2o26               11:44 Pin

Dharmendra Kohli H. -10 3 Rd Floor

PleaseanswerAshish  bhai     TT

Aashish Baldota Fasteners

As per rty knowledge RC has not yet
complete`d any major project as PMC,
he him self said he has not delivered
key as yet for any redevoped houses ,
his projects as PMC are underway

11:51

Sachin Rumde Sharayu  H 10 3:3

Then, i in s`orry`to say, but the
question is on MC more than anyone
else!                                                                       11:5

I  h-ad  r-aised this question in,Monday
meeting also. If there are defined
criteria and if there is a process
which is followed in selection of
PMCs, then how come this PMC is in
the shortlisted 3?I Edited   11:56  pin

I also wonder...such qualitfied
and meritorious PMCs, who were
supposed to be the experts, but none
of them could guide us and the MC
had to go to relevant authority to
seek  clarity!                                     Edited  11:57pm

15  March  2026

Message                ©      ©     E
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BEFORE THE HON'BLE CO-OPERATIVE COURT AT
THANE

DISPUTE NO.      /2026

SHRI. VIRAJ V. SHARMA & ORS           ).. DISPUTANTS

V/s,

MR. ARIF SHAIKH, Treasurer
Of  SHARAYU CHS  & ANR

)
)...OPPONENTS

LIST   OF   DOCUMENTS   UPON   WIIICH   APPLICANTS
RELY :-

15.  Copy  of WhatsApp messages dated  15  March 2026 posted

by  Opponent  No.2  -  Mr.  Aashish  Baldota  on  the  official

Sharayu  Members  WhatsApp  Group,  reiterating  incorrect

and misleading  data on the date of the 2nd  Special  General

Body Meeting.

Date:-08/05/2026

Place :-Thane
EREiiii]

Adv. for Disputants

E=
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SHARAYU  Parivaar
E71:1,  E7/0:l  Sharayu,  Sumanbh...

15March2026     \
-`,,iJ``,                                                              ..=lj-I       -,          `

®

Aashish Baldota Fasteners
r}>   Forwarded

The RDC has shortlisted Three PMCs.
For greater and deeper
understanding, please find attached
the crede,ntials , Analysis and
Summary of all the Th ree PMCs .

12:02 am

Aa5hish BaLdota Fasteners
r»   Forwarded

12:02am

Sachin  bhai ,
I once again put the detailed
comparison for all members ,
our members are learned and
knowledgeable and should take a
informed decision

Sachin Rumde Sharayu   H  10 3:3
-y-,.    *

in-RSmdesnarayu
this  qu
o.  If the`re

12:06 am

pr\6'cess' whi`ch  is''followe

Thank you Ashish ji, but it still doesnt
answer this!

©   Message
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BEFORE THE HON'BLE CO-OPERATIVE COURT AT
THANE

DISPUTE NO.      /2026

SHRI. VIRAJ V. SHARMA & ORS           ).. DISPUTANTS

V/s.

MR. ARIF SHAIK[I, Treasurer
Of  SHARAYU CHS  & ANR

)
)...OPPONENTS

LIST 0F DOCUMENTS UPON WIIICH APPLICANTS
RELY :-

16.  Copy  of WhatsApp  chat dated  19  March  2026  evidencing

that  Opponent  No.I  activated  the  "disappearing  messages"

feature    immediately    after    being    confronted    regarding

suppression   of   material   facts,   followed   by    subsequent

deactivation,   clearly   indicating   an   attempt  to   conceal   or

destroy material evidence.

Date:- 08/05/2026

Place :- Thane

-\
Adv. for Disputants
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BEFORE THE HON'BLE CO-OPERATIVE COURT AT
THANE

DISPUTENO.      /2026

SHRI. VIRAJ V. SHARMA & ORS           ).. DISPUTANTS

V/s,

MR. ARIF SHAIKH, Treasurer                 )
Of SHARAYU CHS  & ANR                      )...OPPONENTS

LIST   oF   DoCUMEr`ITS   UPoN   WHICH   APPLICANTs
RELY :-

17. Copy of Complaint dated 23 April 2026 before the Hon'ble

Registrar   seeking   action   against   Opponent   No.2   -   Mr.

Aashish  Baldota  and  Show  Cause  Notice  dated  27  April

2026  issued  to  the  Opponent No.2  -  P\dr.  Aashish  Baldota

under   the   provisions   of   the   Maharashtra   Co-operative

Societies Act,  1960, calling upon him to explain why action

should not be taken against him.

Date:-08/05/2026

Place :-Thane
_:#.`DT¥

Adv. for Disputants
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COMPLAINT -FOR IMMEDIATE DISQUALIFICATION & REMOVAL_sofa+gr3foQfr:

Fo:o:::autityveR::::etrtiaers`Bfi:;SurTtNRaev8]]SMtr::ba]              en=owfefit±ike#ff{en.

Subject:  Application for  immediate  declaration  of disqualification  ancl  removcil  of  Mr.
Aashish   Baldota   (Secretary)   as   a   defaulter   under   Sections   73CA   /   73FF  of   the
Maharashtra  Co-operative  Societies  Act,  1960,  read   with  Sectioii   78   -   in  light  of
continued default and issuance of dishonoured cheque.

Respected Sir/ Madam,

1. Introduction
1.1 The present application is preferred by the undersigned member(s) of Sha].ayu Co-
operative  Housing Society  Ltd.  ('`the  Society''),  seeking  urgent  statutory  intervention
against M.  Aashish Baldota, who  is  presently holding  the  office  of Secretary of  the
Society.

1.2  The  complaint raises  a  pure  question  of  statutory  disqualification,  coupled  with
aggravate d financial misconduct, warranting immediate action.

2.UndisputedDefault;rStatus(StatutoryDisqualification)
2.1 It is an admitted and documented position that Mr. Aashish Baldota is a defaulter of
society dues, with substantial arrears outstanding.
2.2  As  per  the   official  bill  issued   by   the   Society,   arrears   amounting   to  @75,950/`-

(exclusive of interest) remain unpaid and continue to subsist.
2.3 The said default is:
Continuous (exceeding several months)
Substantial in nature
Undisputed and borne out by official records.

3. Legal Consequence - Automatic Disqualification
3.1 Under Sections 73CA /  73FF of the Maharashtra Co-operative Societies  Act,1960, a
member who is a defaulter of dues  of the Society incurs disqualificatlon  from being a
member of the Managing Committee.
3.2  The   statutory  scheme   is  mandatory   and   automatic,  and   does   ]`ot  reiiuire   any
adjudicatory discretion once default is established.
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3.3 It is a settled position in co-operative jurisprudence that:
A  person  who  incurs  statutory  disqualification  cannot  continue  to  hold  office,  and
cessation follows as a matter of law.
3.4  Consequently,  upon  incurring  default,  Mr.  Baldota  has  ipso  fact(>  ceased  to  be
eligible  to  continue  as  a  member  of  the  Managing  Committee,  and  therefore cannot
continue as Secretary.

4. Dishonoured Cheque - Serious Aggra,vating Fact{)r
4.1 In addition to the above continuing default, Mr. Baldota issued a cheque bearing no.
644950¢for an amount of m93,341/-towards paymeiit of society dues.
4.2  The   said  cheque,  upon  presentation,  was   clishonourecl   on   22.04.2026 'with   the
remark:
"Funds Insufficient"

4.3 The dishonour is evidenced by bank intimation issued by South Indian Bank.
4.4  The  act of issuing  a  c,heque  which  is  refurned  unpaid  for  insufficiency  of funds
constitutes:
dear admission of liability coupled with failure to honour the same
Demonstration of lack of bona fides and financial discipline
Conduct wholly inconsistent with the fiduciary position of Secretary
4.5 The said conduct squarely attracts the principles underlying:
Section 138 of the Negotiable Instruments Act,1881  (though independent remedy lies
separately)
and reinforces the conclusion that the default is wilful and deliberate.

5. Illegal Continuation in Office
5.1  Despite  incurring  statutory  disquatification  and  committing  the  above  acts,  Mr.
Baldota continues to:
Function as Secretary
Exercise powers of administration
Participate in decision-making
5.2 Such continuation is:

Ex facie illegal

Ulh.a viri`.1 thi- Act

ln direct contrtivention of statutory mandate
5.3 It is sl.ttli.c]  law that.

An  ineligibli`  person  cannot  be   permitted  to  continue   even   for   a  single   day  once
disqualific.ititii` is attracted.
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6. Jurisdiction and Duty of Registrar
6.1 This Hon'ble Authority is vested with powers under:
Section   78   of  the   MCS   Act  -  to   remove   a   member   of   the   committee   clcfu`g  in
contravention of the Act or prejudicial to the interests of the Society
Supervisory  jurisdiction  to  ensure  lawful  constitution  and  functioning  ()f  mcinaging
cointtees
6.2 Where  statutory  disqualification  is  demonstrated,  the  Registrar  is  duty-bound  to

give effect to such disqualification and prevent continuation of illegality.

7. Voting Disqualification
7.1  It  is  further  submitted  that under  Section  27  of  the  MCS  Act,  a  defaulter  is  not
entitled to exercise voting rights.
7.2  Accordingly,   Mr.   Baldota,   being   a  defaulter,   is   liable   to   be   restrainec{  from

participating in any voting process of the Society.

8. Urgency - Redevelopment Context
8.1   The   Society   is   presently   undergoing   redevelopment,   involving   decisions   of
significant financial and structural consequence.
8.2  Permitting  a  statutorily  disqualified  and  defaulting  Secretary,  who  has  further
issued a dishonoured cheque, to continue in offic`e:
Compromises legality Of decisions
Exposes the Society to future disputes and litigation
Causes serious and irreversible prejudice to members
8.3 The matter therefore warrants immediate intervention without delay.
PRAYER
In view of the above, it is most respectfully prayed that this Hon'ble Author.ity may be

pleased to:
a)  Declarc`  that  Mr.  Aashish  Baldota  stands  disqualified  from  being  a  member of the
Managing Committee under Sections 73CA / 73FF of the Act
b) Direct immediate cessation of his membership of the Managi]ig Committee
c) Consequently, declare that he ceases to hold the office of Secretary forthwith
cl) Exercise powers under Section 78 and pass appropriate orclers of removal
e) Direct that he shall not exercise voting rights in terms of Sect]on 27

f)  Pass  interim directions restraining him from  functioning  as Secretary  pc`nding final
disposal

\-
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g)  Pass  such  further  orders  as  deemed  fit  in   the  interest  of  justice  and  proper

I

-:----=-i-:i.:,
L`

[address :rl -10/ 0 : 2, Sharayu Co-operative Housing Society Ltd.,
Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai -400 703]

[Contact Details : 9820551099]

Date : 23.04.2026

Place: Navi Mumbai.
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COVERING LETTER - FOR IMMEDIATE HEARING

Chtef&2gro¢zxp€
Jee7 .
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\`

To'
The Deputy Registrar / Assistant Registrar
Co-operative Societies, Belapur, Navi Mumbai.

subject.urgentrequestfor];stjngwfth;n3days_Dfsqua]]fjcatioRE.r*o*:,`f
defaulter Secretary -Sharayu Co-operative Housing Society Ltd.

Respected sir/ Madam,

I   am   filing   herewith   a   formal   complaint   seeking   immediate   declaration   of
disqualification and removal of Mr. Aashish Baldota, presently acting as Secretary (>f
Sharayu Co-operative Housing Society Ltd., on account of his undisputed status cis a
defaulter of society dues, attracting statutory disqualification under Sections 73CA /
73FF of the Maharashtra Co-operative Societies Act, 1960.

URGENCY AND IMMEDIATE PREJUDICE
The issue involved is purely statutory and documentary, namely:
Existence of arrears
Consequent automatic disqualification
Despite such disqualification, Mr. Baldota continues to:
Function as Secretary
Exercise authority and control over Society affairs
Further, he has issued a cheque towards society dues which has been dishonour.ed
for ``Funds lnsufficient'', reflecting lack Of bona fides and aggravating the default.

REDEVELOPMENT CONTEXT (CRITICAL)
The society js presently undergoing redevelopment, involving:     \
Financial structuring
Consultant eiigagement
Decisions with long-term coiisequences
Continuation  of   a   statutorily  disqualified   and  defaulting  office   bearer   in  such
circumstances:
Vitiates decision-making
Exposes the Society to future disputes and legal challenges
Causes serious and irreversible prejudice to members.

LIMITED AND CLEAR ISSUE
The present matter does not rl`quire any detailed inquiry, and is confined to:

`--:.-,:::
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Ve].ification of arrears

Application of statutory disqualification
ln  such  cases,  delay  defeats  the  very  object of  the  statute,  which mandates  that  a
disqualified person should not continue in office.
FUNCTIONAL      COMMITTEE      -      NO      NEED      FOR      ADMINISTRATIVE
IN'rERVENTloN
It is respectfully submitted that:
Tlie  Mi`mging  Committee  otherwise  remains  functional  and  capable  of  meeting

qu orum requii-ements
Oiily one member has incurred disqualification
Therefore:
No  situation arises warranting appointment of an Administrator, and  the  existing
Committee can continue to function in accordance with law.

PRAYER FOR URGENT LISTING
In view  of the above, it  is  most respectfully  requested  that this Hon'ble  Authoi.ity
may be pleased to:
List the matter for urgent hearing within 3 days, and
Consider passing appropriate interim directions,  including restraining Mr.  Baldota
from functioning as Secretary pending disposal
The  matter  involves  ongoiiig  illegality  and  immediate  prg.udice,  and  therefore
deserves priority
Yours faithfully,

[VIRA/ VISHWA

consideration.

HAR LAL SHARMA]
[address :H -10/0 : 2, Sharayu Co-operative Housing Society Ltd.,
Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai - 400 703]

[Contact Details : 9820551099]

Datii : 23.04.2026

Pl.ice: Navi Mumbai
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BEFORE      THE      DEPUTY      REGISTRAR/ASSISTANT      REGISTRAR      CO-
OPERATIVESOCIETIES,BELAPUR,NAVIMUMBAIINTHEMATTEROF:

Sharayu Co-operative Housing Society Ltd.
Plot No.5, Opposite South Indian Bank,
Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai -400703.

AND

5gFREfRTP4'°tyff:

-.f£-es

5qi2FTg=ijg:r,¥,%se3cktRT'
•..`..:,

IN THE MATTER OF:

Application  seeking  declaration  of  disqualification  and  removal   of  Mr.   Ashish
Baldota, acting Secretary

Having address at Flat No. G - 6 /0 :  1, Sharayu
Co-operative Housing Society Ltd.,
Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai -400703 .

ADDITIONAL      WRITTEN      SUBMISSIONS       ON      BEHALF      OF      THE
COMPLAINANT

1.         Most Respectfully submitted:

At  the  outset,  the  Complainant  respectfully  seeks  to

present   additional   submissions   for   the   limited   yet
addressing  a  foreseeable  defence  that  may  be  raised
namely,  that  any  subsequent  payment  of  outstanding

place  on  record  the
ci.ucial   purpose    Of
by  the  Respondent,
dues  after  receipt  of

notice from this`Hon'ble-Authority  would  operate to regularize the  default
and thel'eby render the present proceedings infructuous. It is submitted with
utmostrespectthatsuchacontentioniswhollymisconceivedinlawaswellas
on facts, and deserves to be rejected at the threshold.

The factual position, which stands boi.ne out from the record and is incapable
of  dispute,  is   that  the  Respondent,  Mr.   Ashish  Baldota,  has  remained   a
defaulter  of  society  dues  for  a  continuous  and  prolonged  period  exceeding
eleven months.

The  said  default  is  neither  ti.ivia]  nor  isolated,  but  is  substantial  in  nature,

persistentovertime,ailddu]yreflectedintheofficialrecordsoftheSociety.In
this   regard,   it   is   most   pertiiient   to   invite   the   atteiition   of   this   Hon'ble
Authority  to  the  Manci!iini;  C()mmittee  Meeting  Minutes  pertaiiiing  to  May

2025w]il]iii"ndlrAt5emll](in`N„ll"i`suHi]l"ilt+t(l^#;

`+
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maintenancemattertocheck''hasbeenspecificallyrecordedAcopyofthe
saidminutesisannexedheretoandmarkedasAnnexureA.

Whatassumesconsiderablelegalsignificanceisthefactthatthesaidmeeting
wasdulyattendedbytheRespondenthimscl£,andhissignatureappearson
thesaidminutesThepresenceandsignatureoftheRespondentonthesaid
recordleavesno5.marmerofdoubtthattheissueofhisoutstandingdueswas
notonlywithii`hisknowledge,butstoodacknowledgedinanofficialforum
oftheSocietyTheRespondent,havingparticipatedinthesaidmeetingand
havinga££ixedhissignaturethereto,isestoppedfromcontendingofherwise.
The  default,  therefore,  is  not  merely  alleged  by  the  Complainar\t  but  is
demonstrably  admitted, recorded, and evidenced through contemporaneous
official documentation.

In  the  aforesaid  backdrop,  it  is  respectfully   submitted  that  the  statutory
scheme  under  Sections  73CA  and  73FF   of  the  Maharashtra  Co-operative
SocietiesAct,1960opel.ateswithclai.ityandprecision,leavingnoscopefor
ambiguity.Theprovisiousunequivocallystipulatethatamemberwhoisin
defaultofpaymentofduestotheSocietyincursdisqualificationfrombeinga
memberoftheMariagingConndttee.Suchdisqualificationisnotcondngent
upon  any  adjudicatory  declaration  but  operates  by  force  of  law  upon  the
occui.renceandcontinuationofdefault]nthepresentcase,theprolongedand
undisputed  default  of  the  Respondent  hall  already  attra-cted  the  statutory
disqualificationmuchpriortothefilingofthepresentcomplaint.Thelegal
consequenceofsuchdisqualificationisimmediateandautomatic,resultingin
cessationofeligibilitytocontinueasamemberoftheManagingConulttee.

6          It  is  in  this  context  that  the  anticipated  defence  of  subsequent  payment
requirestobeaddressed.Itisrespectfullysubmittedthatanypaymentmade
bytheRespondentafterinitiationofproceedingsoruponreceiptofnotice
fromthisHon'bleAuthoritycannot,inlav\J,c>bliterateorretrospectivelycure
thedisqudlificationalreadyincurredThesubsequentactofpayment,ifatall
undertaken,    is   clearly    an   afterthought   prompted   by   impending   legal
consequeiices  and  cannot  be  permitted  to  defeat  the  operation  of  statutory

provisions.  The  law  does  not  contemplate  a  situation  where  a  disqualified
personmay,athisconvenience,purgetheconsequencesofdisqualificationby
making  belated  payment  after  prolonged  and  del]berate  default   To  accept
suchapropositionwoulclamouiittorenderingthestatutorydisqualification
otiose  .`nd  would  defeat  the  vei.y  ob)ect  of  ensuriiig  fin.incial  discipline  and
""ui`til"lit\"itlilf"`ihonnigt>l iiwil]in\ut`|jitil`            %
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10.

Without prejudice to the aforesaid, it is further submitted that the present case
stands on an even more serious footing by reason of the admitted fact that the
Respondent issued  a cheque towards  discharge  of his  liability,  which upon

presentation came to be dishonoured for the reason '`Funds Insufficient". This
fact is supported by bank intimation already forming part of the record. The
issuance  of  a  cheque  which  is  subsequently   dishonoured   is  not  a  mere
continuation   t.I   default  but   constitutes   an   independent   act   of  financial
misconduct. It evidences a clear <idmission of liability coupled with failure to
honour the  same,  thereby reflecting lack of bona fides, financial  iiidiscipline,
and conduct wholly inconsistent with the fiduciary  responsibilities attached
to  the  office  of  Secretary.  It  is  respectfully  submitted  that  even  assuming,
without admitting, that the Respondent seeks to make payment subsequent to
dishonour, such payment does not efface the misconduct already committed.
The dishonour of cheque remains a standalone and aggravating factor which
this   Hon'ble   Authority   ought   to   take   into   serious   consideration   while
determiriing the Respondent's fitness to continue in ()ffice.

It is further submitted that despite having incurred statutory disqualification,
the Respondent has continued to function as Secretary, exercising powers Of
administration,  participating  in  decision-making  processes,  and  influencing
the  affairs  of the  Society.  Such  continuation  is  ex  facie  illegal  and  in  direct
contravention  Of  the  statutory  mcindate.  The  continuation  of  a  disqualified

person in a position of authority not only undermines the legality of decisions
taken during  such period  but  also  exposes  the  Society  and  its  members  to
serious prejudice and potential disputes.

In view of the above, it is respectfully submitted that the present proceedings
cannot be  reduced  to  a  mere  question  of  recovery  of  dues.  The  issue  that
squarely  arises  for  consideration  is  whether  a  person  who  has  adndttedly
incurred statutory  disqualification,  whose  default stands recorded in official
minutes acknowledged by him, and who has further engaged in conduct such
as  issuance  of  a  dishonoured  cheque,  cai`  1]e  permitted  to  continue  in office
merely on account of subsequent payment.
In  these  circumstances,  the  Complaiiiant  niost  respectfully  pi.ays  that  this
Hon'ble  Authority  may be  pleased  to  hold  and  declare  that the  Respondent
had    incurred    disqualification    under   Sections   73CA   and   73FF   of    the
Maharashtra  Co-operative Societies  Act,  1960,  and  that  such disqualification
resulted  in  cessation  of  his  membership  of  the  Managing  Committee.  It  is
further prayed that this Hoii'ble Authority niciy declare that the Respondeiit is
]itttentitleiitocontHiui<issci]itii\Jttftlilst`i]|tyinil]ii,i„mi`#
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orders of 1.emoval in exercise of powers under  the Act.  It is also prayed that
the dishonour of cheque be taken into account as an aggravating circumstance
warranting strict action, and that pending final  disposal,  appropriate interim
directions be issued restraining the Respondent from functioning as Secretary.

The  Complainant  further  prays  for  such  other  and  further  relief s  as  this
Hon'ble Authority may

[VIRAJVISHWAMBHARLALSHARMA]
[address:Ii-10/0:2,SharayuCo-operativeHousingSocietyLtd.,
Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai - 400 703]

C££tez?3#!o°2699J
Place: Navi Mumbai.
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BEFORE THE HON'BLE CO-OPERATIVE COURT AT

THANE
DISPUTE NO.      /2026

SHRI. VIRAJ V. SHARMA & ORS           ).. DISPUTANTS

V/s,

MR. ARIF SHAIKII, Treasurer
Of SHARAYU CHS  & ANR

-,

)
)...OPPONENTS

LIST   OF   DOCUMENTS   UPON   WIIICH   APPLICANTS
RELY :-

18.  Copy  of  Minutes  and  Resolution  passed  in  the  Special

General Body Meeting dated 15 March 2026, whereby PMC

Dilip Sanghvi was selected/approved.
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SHARAYU CO-OPERATIVE HOUSING SOCIETY LTD
SECTOR- 29, VASHI, NAVI MUMBAI - 400703

(Reg. No. TNA/(TNA)/ HSG/ (TC)/68761994-95)
ui``.`i7..`hara`Juchs.Coln

e-mail: sharayuchs29@gmail.com

M|NUTES OF THE 2nd SPECIAL GENERAL BODY MEETING (SGBM)

Date: Sunday,15th March 2026
Time:  11 :00 AM
Venue: G-6 Terraces

The 2nd Special General Body Meeting (SGBM)  Of Sharayu  Co-operative Housing Society
Ltd. was held on Sunday.15th March 2026 at 11 :00 AM at G-6 Terraces in accordance with
the Revised Redevelopment Directions dated 04 July 2019 issued under Section 79A
of the Maharashtra Co-operative Societies Act,196o.

The meeting was chaired by Mrs. Sujata Bangar, Chairperson of the Society.

The requisite quorum being present, the Chairperson called the meeting to order and
wglcomed all members.

Agenda Item No. 1

To confirm the minutes of the lst Special General Body Meeting held on 5th October
2025.

The minutes of the lst Special General Body Meeting held on  5th October 2025 were read
out and placed before the members.

Resolution:
The General Body unanimously confirmed the minutes of the  lst Special General Body
Meeting.

Agenda Item No. 2

To present and consider the proposals and feasibility reports submitted by the
shortlisted Project Management Consultants (PMCs).

The proposals and feasibility reports submitted by the shortlisted  PMCs were presented
before the members. The key aspects of the proposals were discussed and clarified.

a
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Agenda Item No. 3

To select one PMC, by majority vote, for managing the redevelopment of the society's
building.

Voting was conducted among the members  present.

Voting Results:

•     Dilip sanghvi consultants -45 votes

•     Rajesh R.C.Architect-11 votes

•     None ofthethree options-1  vote

Resolution:
Based on the majority vote of the members  present, Dilip Sanghvi  Consultaiits were
selected and appointed as the Project Management Consultant (PMC) for the
redevelopment of Sharayu Co-operative Housing Society Ltd.

Agenda Item No. 4

To authorize the Managing Committee to define and finalize the scope of work and
terms & conditions for the selected PMC and carry out necessary tasks related to
redevelopment.

Resolution:
The General Body unanimously authorized the Managing Committee, in coordination with
the Redevelopment Committee, to finalize the scope of work, professional fees, and
terms & conditions of appointment of the selected PMC and to undertake all necessary
steps related to the redevelopment process.

Agenda Item No. 5

To authorize office bearers to sign documents and represent the society.

Resolution:
The General Body authorized the following  ofrice bearers:

•     Ivlrs. Sujata Bangar-Chairperson

•     Mr. Aashish Baldota -Secretary

•     Mr.Arif shaikh-Treasurer

Any two of the above three office bearers jointly are authorized to:

<=_-.i--

®(
rsc ,1 ..., i

. i::  .';

Sign and issue the appointment letter to the selected PMC.

Sign all necessary applications, agreements,  and documents on behalf of the
society.

Represent the society before CIDCO, the Office of the Joint Registrar of Co-
operative Societies, NMMC, and  other authorities in matters related to
rcdevelopment.

'`1e9l¥-es        ,,.I   ,:--.:-

:t':c:.-:::;:i
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Agenda Item No. 6

To authorize the Managing Committee to proceed with the next stages of
redevelopment.

Resolution:
The General Body authorized the  Managing Committee,  in consultation with the appointed
PMC, to  proceed with the next stages of the redevelopment process, including:

.      Preparation and finalization of tender documents for selection of the Developer

•     Drafting of the Redevelopment Agreement

•      Drafting of power of Attorney (POA)

•     Drafting of permanent Alternate ACcommodation Agreements (PAAA)

Agenda Item No. 7

To record declarations or disclosures of interest.

No declarations or disclosures of interest Were reported by any members Of the Managing
Committee or the Redevelopment Committee.

Agenda Item No. 8

To discuss and decide the next course of action regarding redevelopment.

Members discussed the importance of Proceeding with the redevelopment process in a
transparent and timely manner with the assistance of the appointed PMC.

Agenda Item No. 9

Any other matter with the permission of the Chair.

No additional matters were raised.

There being no further business to transact, the meeting concluded with a vote of thanks to
the Chair.

CO-OP. HGS. SOCIETYjiTD

59ati<HousingsocietyLtd
/  'Treasurer

SHARAYUCO-OP.

E==E-

SHARAYU
For Shara

Secretary:

Treasurer:

Date:  15.03.2026

Place:  Navi  Mumbai
zl EI,FI I
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BEFORE THE HON'BLE CO-OPERATIVE COURT AT
THANE

DISPUTENO.      /2026
SHRI. VIRAJ V. SHARMA & ORS           ).. DISPUTANTS

V/s,

MR. ARIF SHAIKH, Treasurer
Of  SHARAYU CHS  & ANR

)
)...OPPONENTS

LIST   OF   DOCUMENTS   UPON   WHICH   APPLICANTS
RELY :.

19. Copy of Representation dated 29 March 2026 submitted by

the Applicants to the Managing Committee of Sharayu Co-

operative Housing Society Ltd., placing on record objections

to   the   PMC   selection   process,   including   suppression   of

revised   quotation,   circulation   of  misleading   comparative

analysis and vitiation of decision-making process,

Date:-08/05/2026

Place :-Thane

_J\
Adv. for Disputants

`,
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To,
The Chairman / Secretary/ Treasurer
Sharayu Co-operative Housing Society Ltd.
Plot No. 5, Opposite South Indian Bank,

PMCVITIATEDAND

i=

Date:rfuch2o2€
hard tb be nd

8< drf rmJ:ty_   i`£

i6r:is!¢ffi
MISLEADINGAGAINST

SELECTION
ILLEGAL

PROCESS CONDUCTED ON

MARCH 2026      AND DEMAND
PROCESS

FOR     FRESH FAIR     AND

Respected Sir/ Madam,

1.       The  present  representation is  being  submitted  by  the  undersigned
bona fide members of Sharayu Co-operative Housing Society I.,td., placing
on record grave misconduct, deliberate suppression of material facts, abuse
of official position, breach of fiduciary duties and mala fide actiotis on the

part of the  office bearers  :  Mr.  Arif Shaikh  (Treasurer  of the  Society)  and
Mr.  Aashish  Baldota  (Secretary  of  the  Society)  which  have  resulted  in
vitiating the entire decision-making process relating to the voting, selection
and  appointment  of the  Project Management  Consultant  (PMC)  and  the
Special General Body Meeting held on 15th March 2026.

:nc]ud[]tn:Sas;taendagtLhnagt::em=tdt::S::idb::C#rd;a]=uenmsbhe::m°:^#i(,i£^Cf#:#t!}f"£g±LL
aware  of  the  internal  functioning,  communications  anci  decision-making

process  of   the  Society.  It  is   further  stated   that  Mr.   Arif  Shaikh  is   the
Treasurer  of  the  Society  ancl  Mr.  Aashish  Baldota  is  the  Sel`retary  of  the
Society,  both  being  office  bearers  entrusted  with  fiduciary  and  statutory
obligations.
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3.       It  is   submitted   that   in   matters   relating   to   redevelopment   and
appointment  of  Project  Management  Consultant  (PMC),  the  members  of
the Society necessarily rely upon the information, comparative analysis and
data officially circulated by the office bearers of the Society, particularly the
Chairman,    Treasurer    and    Secretary,   who    are    entrusted    with    the
responsibility  of collating, verifying and presenting accurate and complete
information.  It  is  not  feasible  for  individual  members  to  independently
verify technical and financial details directly from PMCs, and therefore the
office bearers are under a fiduciary and statutory obligation to ensure full,
true and complete disclosure of all material information before the General
Body.

4.       The redevelopment process of  the society  commenced with the  lst
Special  General  Body   Meeting  held  on  5th  October  2025,   wherein  in-

principle   approval   for   redevelopment   was   unanimously   granted   in
accordance    with    applicable    Government    guidelines    including    the
Government Resolution dated 3rd January 2019  governing redevelopment
of co-operative housing societies and statutory provisions.

5.       In the said meeting, a Redevelopment committee (RDC) comprising
eleven  members  along  with  inclusion  of  six  members  of  the  Managing
Committee  (total  17  members)  was  duly  constituted  and  unanimously
approved by the General Body, as recorded in the minutes annexed hereto.
The  RDC  was  structured  in  a  representative  manner  consisting  of  two
members  from  each  building  type   along  with  one  independent  Legal
Advisor   namely   Advocate   Viraj   Sharma.   The   members   so   appointed
include  Aclvocate Viraj  Sharma,  Mr.  Vikas  Singh,  Mr.  Anand  Gupta,  Mr.
D.K.  Ralli,  Mr. T.S.  Gala, Mr. Jayesh Jain, Mr. Yogesh  Agarwal, Mr. Sanjay
Kolge, Mr.  Navin Arora, Mr. L.N. Maheshwari and Mr. Kashyap Thakkar,
along with six  members of the Managing Committee  (A±nexure__A :  Copy
of Minutes of the lst Special General Body Meeting held  on 5tl` October
2025, wherein in-principle approval for redevelopment was granted and

+
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Redevelopment    Committee    (RDC)    comprising    17    members    was
constituted unanimously).

6.       The said resolution having been passed unanimously is binding and
legally enforceable, and the RDC was constituted to ensure transparency,
objectivity and adherence to statutory norms in the redevelopment process.

7.       It was further resolved that no member of the Managing committee
shall have any  direct or indirect interest in the appointment of PMC and
that the entire process shall be conducted in a fair and transparent manner
with participation of the General Body.

8.       The  RDC  shortlisted   three  PMCs  namely   Ar.   Rajesh  R.C.,  Dilip
Sanghvi and Ihctmatrix.

9.       It is submitted that after discussions and negotiations with the RDC,
Ar. Rajesh R.C.  submitted a  revised quotation by  way  of  a formal email
dated lst November 2025 addressed to the official email ID of the Society.
The said revised quotation was submitted well in advance, more than four
months prior to the next Special General Body Meeting, and reflected the
lowest professional fee among all shortlisted PMCs (Annexure 8 : Copy of
Email  dated  lst  November  2025  sent  by  PMC  Ar.  Rajesh  R.C.  to  the
official   email   ID   of   Sharayu   Co-operative   Housing   Society   Ltd.,
containing the revised quotation).

10.      It is further submitted that the revised quotation dated lst November
2025 having been formally submitted  to the official email ID of the Society
constitutes  official  communication  and  knowledge  of  the  Society  and  its
office bearers.  Or`ce  such communication  is  received  on the  official  email
ID, the Managing Committee cannot plead ignorance or treat  the same as
informal or non-binding. The said revised quotation was therefore required

+..
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to  be   duly   considered   and  disclosed   to  all   members   as  part  of  the
comparative evaluation.

11.     It is further submitted that a RDC member, Mr. Vicky Thakkar (also
referred to as Mr. Kashyap Thakkar), had posted a message on the official
RDC  WhatsApp   group   on  31st  October  2025  recording  that  the  PMC
namely  Ar. Rajesh R.C.  would be submitting a revised  quotation shortly.
This clearly establishes prior knowledge at the level of the Redevelopment
Committee regarding the  impending submission of the revised  quotation

:   Copy   of  WhatsApp  message   dated  31St  October  2025
Mr.  Kashyap  Thakkar  ovicky)  on the  official

SharayuRDCWhatsAppGroup,statingthatPMCAr.RajeshR.C.would
be submitting a revised quotation shortly).

Copy of WhatsApp message  dated lst

posted  by  RDC  member

12.     It  is  further  submitted  that  thereafter,  on  lst  November  2025,  a
member  of  the  Managing  Committee,  Mr.  Francis,  had  also  put  up  a
message  on the  official  Sharayu  Members WhatsApp  Group  stating  that
the PMC namely Ar. Rajesh R.C. would be submitting a revised quotation
shortly. This once again clearly establishes prior knowledge at the level of
the  Managing  Committee  regarding  the  impending  submission  of  the

DNovember2025postedbyManaging Committee member Mr. Francis on

the  official  Sharayu  Members WhatsApp  Group,  stating  that  PMC  Ar.
Rajesh R.C. would be submitting a revised quotation shortly).

13.      Significantly,  on  the  very   same  date,  i.e.,  1S`  November  2025,   Ar.

Rajesh R.C. duly submitted the revised quotation to the official email ID of
the  Society.  Thus,  it  is  evident  that  both  RDC  members  and  Managing
Committee members hacl  prior knowledge as well as actual  receipt of the
revised  quotation.  Despite  such  knowledge,  Mr.  Arif  Shaikh  deliberately
failed   to  incorporate  or  disclose  the  same  in  the  comparative  analysis
circulatecl  to  members.  This  cleai.ly  establishes  conscious  and  intentional

revised quotation

E=Ei
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suppression   of   material   information   and   rules   out   any   defense   of
inadvertence or lack of knowledge.

14.     The said revised quotation constituted a material and decisive factor
which was required to be disclosed to all members to enable an informed,
fair and transparent decision-making process.

15.     Thereafter,  the Managing Committee issued  and circulated  a notice
calling for the 2nd Special General Body Meeting scheduled on 15th March
2026 for the purpose of selection of PMC froin the shortlisted candidates..

16.     Immediately   after   issuance   of  the   said   notice  and   in  the   days

preceding  the  said  meeting,  Mr.  Arif  Shaikh  and  Mr.  Aashish  Baldota,
acting in their respective capacities as Treasurer and Secretary, proceeded
to  circulate  messages  and  documents  on  the  official  Sharayu  Members
WhatsApp Group, which  is the  primary  communication platform of the
Society.

17.     On 8th March 2026, Mr. Arif shaikh circulated a summary Excel sheet

purportedly containing  analysis  and  comparison  of  all  three PMCs,  and
sta`ted  as foTlows  ..  '|T_he  RDC  has  shortlisted  Three  PMCs.  For  greatEL

and   deeper   understanding.   please   find   attached   the   credentials.
Armlysis  and  Summary  of all  the  Three  PMCs': Copy of

WhatsApp message dated 8th March 2026 posted by Mr.  Arif Shaikh on
the official Sharayu Members WhatsApp Group). The saicl representation
created  a  clear  impression  that  the  data  being  circulated  was  complete,
accurate and reliable for decision-making by members.

18.      However,  the said  Excel  summary  was  deliberately  misleading  and
incomplete,   as    Mr.    Arif   Shaikh   kiiowingly    suppressecl    the    revised

quotation of Ar.  Ri`jesh R.C. dated 1`t November 2025 and instt`ad reflected
only the original higher quotation.

5
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: Copy of WhatsApp messages and documents

posted  by  Mi..  Arif  Shaikh  on  the  official

-,,

19.     It is furthei. submitted that Mr. Arif shaikh had, on 22nd october 2025,
circulated   documents   and   communications   on   the   official   Sharayu
Members  WhatsApp  Group  including  revised  quotation  details  of  PMC
Dilip Sanghvi
dated  22nd   October  2025
Sharayu  Members  WhatsApp  Group).  This  clearly  establishes  that  Mr.
Arif Shaikh was actively considering and incorporating revised quotations
in the  decision-making process. However, while the revised quotation of
DilipSanghviwasdulyreflectedandreliedupon,therevisedquotationof
Ar. Rajesh R.C., which was already received and known to the Managing
Committee,wasdeliberatelyexcludedfromthesummaryExcelsheet.Such
selective inclusion of revised data for one PMC and exclusion for another
clearlyestablishesthattheactwasnotamereomissionornegligence,buta
conscious and intentional  suppression aimed at misleading members and
influencingtheoutcomeofthePMCselectionpi.ocess.Mr.ArifShaikhwas
under a duty to ensure a level playing field amongst all coinpeting PMC's.
ByselectivedisclosingrevisedquotationofonePMCandsuppressingthat
of  another,  Mr.  Arif  Shaikh  has  distorted  the  competitive  process  itself,
therebyrenderingtheselectionprocessarbitraryandurfair.

20.     It  is  further  submitted  that  on 9th  March 2026,  Mr.  Arif Shaikh had

personally   contacted   and   held    telephonic   communication   with   the
authorised  representative  of PMC  Ar. Rajesh R.C.,  namely  Architect Geet
Chanda, for the purpose of seeking clarifications and updates with respect

Copy of

Call     log    records    dated    9`h     March     2026     evidencing    telephonic
communication  between  Mr.  Arif  Shaikh  and  Architect  Geet  Chanda,
authorized representative of PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C.).

21.     Pursuant to the said telephonic discussion, Architect Geet chanda, on
the   very   same   date   i.e.   9th   March   2026,   shared   updated   details   on
WhatsApp a]`d  also forwarded an updated Excel  sheet containing revised

`.:,

to the summary and evaluation of PMC proposals
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and    complete    information    to    Mr.    Arif    Shaikh    through    official
copy     of     theH

WhatsAppmessagesdated9thMarch2026sentbyArchitectGeetChanda
to Mr. Arif Shaikh, providing updated details relating to PMC Ar. Rajesh
R.C.) Q± Colly : Copy of Email dated 9th Mal.ch 2026 sent by
Architect  Geet  Chanda  to  Mr.  Arif  Shaikh,  £orwarding  updated  Excel
sheet and detailed information relating to PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C.).

22.     The  said updated information included,  inter alia  :  Detailed project
credentials  and status of ongoing and completed  redevelopment projects,

approximately 40  years  of  experience  in the  field  of  architecture  in Navi
Mumbai,  Recommendation  of a Bank Guarantee  of  approximately Rs.  20
Crores from the Developer as a safeguard for the Society's interests, other
material   technicail   and   qualitative   parameters   relevant   for   informed
evaluation by members. It is submitted that the aforesaid communication
dated 9th March 2026 further supplemented and clarified critical aspects of
the PMC's credentials and safeguards.

23.     Despite  having  directly  read  and  received  the  said  updated  and
relevant iriformation on WhatsApp  by Mr.  Arif Shaikh on  same  day  (9th
March,   2026   at   18.1.i   Hours)   Mr.   Arif   Shaikh   deliberately   failed   to

circulated  to members

communication channels, including email

incorporate  the  same in  the  summary Excel  sheet
and continued to rely upon incomplete and misleading data
Copy   of    the   Reporvlrformation   about   Architect    Geet   Chanda's
WhatsApp messages delivered and read by Mr. Arif Shaikh).

The  omission  of  such  crucial  technical  and  evaluative  information,
which  would  have  materially  aided  members  in   making  an  i]iformed
decision,   clearly   establishes   that   the  suppression   was   intentional   card
calculated to mislead the members and influence the outcome of the PMC
selection  process.  This  conduct  further  reinforces  the  mala  fidc  intent  of
Mr.  Arif Shaikh,  as  the  informatioii  was  specifically  sought  by  him,  duly

-.T.
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provided  on  the  same day  and  also  read  by  him on  WhatsApp  and  yet
consciously  withheld  from  the members.  The suppression  of  the  revised

quotation, which was the lowest among all PMCs, was not accidental but
was  a  conscious  and  deliberate  act  aimed  at  distorting  the  comparative
analysis  placed  before  members  and  thereby  pr9udicing  their  decision-
makin8.

24.     The discrepancy in the said summary was immediately pointed out
on   the   sane   WhatsApp   group   by   Advocate   Viraj   Sharma   directly
addressing the message to Mr. Arif Shaikh on 14th March, 2026, who also

produced  documentary  proof  of  the  revised  quotation  email  sent  to  the
official Society email ID (Armexure T : Copy of WhatsApp messages dated
14th March 2026 posted by Advocate Viraj Sharma on the official Sharayu
Members  WhatsApp  Group,  pointing  out  discrepancies  in  the  Excel
sun-).
25.     Despite   being   informed   on   the   said   WhatsApp    group   with
documentary  proof  of  the  revised  quotation  and  having  read  the  said
messages of Advocate Viraj Sharma on WhatsApp by Mr. Arif Shaikh on
same day (14th March at 17.15 Hours) Mr. Arif Sheikh failed and neglected
to  correct  the  summary  or  circulate  accurate  data  prior  to  the  Special
General   Body   Meeting,   thereby   continuing   suppression   of   material
information   (ALn_nexure   K   :     Copy   of  the   Report/Information   about
Advocate Viraj Sharma's WhatsApp messages delivered and read by Mr.
Arif Shaikh).

26.      Mr.  Aashish Baldota, instead of rectifying the position, proceeded to
make  false   and   misleading  statements  on   the   said  WhatsApp   group,
inchading the fo\\ow±r\g sta,terr\er\ts .. ``If quote are shared, and then quote

is  revised just to  level  to  gain  the  project,  it not fair"  elnd ``NO  one  in

committee  was  informed  of the  revised  quote  Oust shooting  a  email
will  not  suffice)" Copy of WhatsApp  messages dated 14th

-i,
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March  2026  posted  by  Mr.  Aashish  Baldota  on  the  official  Sharayu
Members WhatsApp Group, containing false and misleading statements
including denial of knowledge of the revised quotation).

The  aforesaid  statements  are  demonstrably  false  and  contrary  to
official  records,  as  the  revised  quotation was  duly  communicated  to  the
official  email  ID  of  the  Society  well  in  advance  and  was  within  the
knowledge  of  the  RDC  and  Managing  Committee.  The  said  statements
were made with the intent to mislead members, discredit Ar.  Rajesh R.C.
and to justify the suppression of the revised quotation.

27.      Mr. Aashish Baldota reiterated and circulated the same incorrect and
misleading data on 15th March 2026, i.e., on the very date of the 2nd Special
General Body  Meeting, thereby ensuring that the members continued  to
rely upon distorted information at the time of voting -M:

Copy of WhatsApp messages dated 15th March 2026 posted by Opponent
Mr. Aashish Baldota on the official Sharayu Members WhatsApp Group,
I.eiterating incorrect and misleading data on the date  of the 2nd Special
General Body Meeting.)

28.      The sequence  of events  clearly  demonstrates  that immediately  after
calling  of  the  2nd   SGBM,   Mr.   Arif  Shaikh  and   Mr.   Aashish  Baldota
undertook a systematic exercise of circulating misleading information with
the sole objective of influencing and prejudicing the decision of members in
the PMC selection procc`ss.

29.      The 2nd special General Body Meeting of the society was held on l5th
March   2026   for   the   purpose   of   selection   of  the   Project   Management
Consultant  (PMC).  In the  said  Special  General  Body  Meeting,  voting was
conducted  amongst the members based  on  the comparative  analysis  and
summary circulated by Mr. Arif Shaikh and Mr. Aashish Baldota, which as
stated     hereinabove     was     incomplete,     misleciding     and     deliberately

9.
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suppressed material information, particularly the revised quotation dated
lsl November 2025 of PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C. In the said voting process, PMC
Dilip Sanghvi was declared as selected, allegedly having received majority
votes of the members present at the meeting.

30.      The Managing committee has also circulated the Minutes of the said
2nd  Special  General  Body  Meeting  recording  the  selection of  PMC  Dilip
Sanghvi.

31.      We  humbly   submit   that  the   General   Body   is   undoubtedly   the
supreme  authority;  howevei-,  such  decision  must  be  based  on  true  and
complete   disclosure.    A   decision   based   on   suppressed   or   distorted
information carmot be treated as a valid decision in law and is liable to be
set  aside.  The  entire  decision-making  process  culminating  in  the  said
selection  and  recording  of  minutes  is  vitiated,  as  the  same  is  based  on
suppression of material facts, misrepresentation and distorted comparative
data,    thcreby    rendering    the    entire    process    illegal,    arbitrary    and
unsustainable  in  law  and  the  same  amounts  to  a  fraud  on  the  General
Body, thereby vitiating the clecision-making process in its entirety.

32.      We   submit   that   the   mere   conduct   of   voting   and   subsequent
circulation  of  minutes  does   not  cure  the   illegality,   as  the  consent  of
members   was   obtained   on   the   basis   of   incorrect,   incomplete    and
misleading   information   and   therefore   c.innot   be   treated   as   free   and
informed  consent. in  the  eyes  of  law.  The  entire  PMC  selection  process
including the 2nd Special General Body Meeting dated 15th March 2026, the
voting conducted therein and the subsequent circulation of minutes stands
vitiated, arbiti.ary, biased and legally unsustainable, as the same is founded
upon suppression of material facts which strikes at the root of the decision-
making process.

(0.
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33.     It is further submitted that attempts are being made to reconstitute or
alter  the  Redevelopment  Committee   (RDC),  which  is   contrary  to  the
unanimous resolution of the General Body and is indicative of continuing
interference and manipulation in the redevelopment process. This is a very
serious issue and needs to be addressed on priority. RDC comlnittee was
selected  by  having  representation  from  all  building  types  and  it  was
unanimously  decided  in  lst  SGBM.  Few  members  with  vested  interest
cannot    decide    or    propose    that   new   RDC    committee    should    be
reconstituted.

Any  attempt  to  reconstitute  the  RDC  contrary  to  a  unanimously

passed resolution of the General Body is ex facie illegal, arbitrary and void.

34.     The  actions  of  the  office bearers  constitute  a colourable  exercise  of

power, undertaken under the  guise  of administrative functioning but in
reality aimed at manipulating the outcome of the PMC selection process.

35.     It is further submitted  that the conduct of Mr.  Arif Shaikh  and Mr.
Ashish  Baldota  amounts  to  breach  and  violation  of  statutory  provisions
including Section 73  of the Maharashtra Co-operative Societies  Act, 1960,
which  mandates  that  the  Managing  Committee  shall  exercise  its  powers
and discharge its functions honestly, in good faith and in the interest of the
Society. ,

36.      It is  further submil-ted  that the  conduct of  Mr.  Arif Shaikh  and  Mr.
Ashish Baldota also attracts Section 73(1AB) of the said  Act, which casts  a
fiduciary  duty  upon  the  members  of  the  committee  to  act  in  the  best
interest of the Society and its members and prohibits  acts of omission and
commission which are prejudicial to the Society.

37.      It  is  further  submitted  that  the  deliberate  suppression  of  material
iriformation, circulation of misleading data and false statemenLs constitutes

\'1.
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misconduct and misfeasance by  Mr.  Arif Shaikh  and Mr.  Ashish Baldota
within  the  meaning  of  Section  78  of the  Act,  warranting removal  of the
concerned office bearers.

38.     It   is  further   submitted   that  the   acts  complained   of  also  justify
iiwocation  of  powers  of  the  Registrar  under  Section  79  of  the  Act  for
issuance of appropriate directions and corrective measures.

39.     It is further submitted that the conduct of Mr.  Arif Shaikh and Mr.
Ashish Baldota  is in clear breach of the  Government Resolution  dated 03
January  2019  governing  redevelopment  of  co-operative housing  societies,
which mandates transparency, fairness and full disclosure at every stage of
redevelopment.

40.     In view  of the above serious matter,  immediate corrective  action is
required on behalf of the Society.

41.     We  hereby  call  upon  the  Society  to  cancel  and  set  aside  the  entire
PMC   selection   process   conducteci   pursuant  to   the  meeting  dated  15th
March  2026.  We  further  call  upon  the  Society  to  invite  fresh  quotations
from  entirely  new  PMCs,  excluding  Ar.  Rajesh  R.C.,  Dilip  Sanghvi  and
lnomatrix.  The  undersigr`ecl  further  call  upon  the  Society  to  conduct  a
fresh,  fair  and  transparent  short  listing  process  based  on  complete  and
accurate information. We further call upon  the Society  to convene a fresh
Special General Body Meeting and conduct voting based on full disclosure.

42.     The undersigned  further  call  upon  Mr.  Arif  Shaikh  and Mr.  Ashish
Baldota to immediately step down and resign from their respective posts in
view  of the serious  misconduct,  statutory  violations  and  complete loss  of
confidence.

\2..
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43.     The  Society  is  further  called  upon  NOT  to  issue  any  appointment
letter or execute any agreement pursuant to the impugned process.

44. Please take serious note that failing compliance, the undersigned shall
be  constrained   to  initiate  proceedings   under  relevant  Sections   of  the
Maharashtra   Co-operative   Societies   Act,   1960   before    the   competent
authority, at your entire risk as to costs and consequences. The Society is
hereby called  upon to take immediate corrective action failing which the
undersigned shall be constrained to initiate appropriate legal proceedings
without further notice.

We have faith that our complaint and  grievances will be addressed
by the Society and justice shall prevail. We are looking forward to your co-
operation  and  response   and  immediate   action  in  this   serious   matter

Enclosures Armexures :

(ANNEXURES starting from A to M)
All supporting documents, emails, WhatsApp screenshots, call records and
comparative sheets ai-ranged in chronological date wise order.
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Revised quotation for PMC services for Sharayu CHS

RQjesh Chanda
<ra|eshchanda@chanda§group.com>         --

"sharayuchs29 " <sharayuchs29@gmclo,Co`rT.>
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RDC Sharayu CHS
Aashish Baldota  Panvel, Dk. K...

=31  October 2025
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€® SHARAYU Parivaar
4 online

for 2 society

Francis Sharayu
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Updated PMC evaluation list

Rajesh Chancta
Hajeshchonda@chonc!asgrc)upcom>
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SHARAYU  Parivaar
Dilip  Parikh,  Dr Bangar ,  E7/0:l  S.`.

Fe'SiJrb.ilityrepeTts-by-all P-m€!.s~hava-J

been-put up oh grouph alre~ady

This-important Presentation  PDF of
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keDt on same da
shortlisted  PMC's

All the 3 gave Presentation to

present members in the meeting.

PMC Rajesh  RC has given a detailed
Presentation  with drawings,  plans,
elevation  of  building  and  podiiim  and
flatwise  plans
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SHARAYU  Parivaar
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Pmc  is foundation for   our society
ultimcite  qoal.  So election  of  merit
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Explained in the  pdf attached to
email..  please  refer.                             8.",]m

Other  pmc`s had  given  1  to  10  % of
construction  cost also...                    8 i`r:,pin

Some  had given  1  percent, some 3
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€® SHARAYU  Parivaar
E71:1,  E7/0:1  Sharayu,  Sumanbh...

I  also wonder,.,such qualitfied
and  meritorious PMCs, who wei-e
supposedtobetheexperts,butnone     "
of tliem  could guide us and the  MC
had to go to relevant authority. to
seek  clarity!                                       Etiited   ll  57rjm

15  March  2026
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Sachin Ru`mde S

I  had  raised  this  qu
meeting  also. If there are  defined  criteria
ancl  lf ther:e  is a  profess whi`ch  is followe

Thank you  Ashish ji,  but it still doesnt
ans`AJer  thls!                                                           i2  u[,'t,
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BEFORE THE HON'BLE CO-OPERATIVE COURT AT
THANE

DISPUTENO.      /2026

SHRI. VIRAJ V. SHARMA & ORS           ).. DISPUTANTS

V/s.

MR. ARIF SIIAI]CII, Treasurer
Of SHARAYU CHS  & ANR

)
)...OPPONENTS

LIST   0F   DOCUMENTS   UPON   WIIICH   APPLICANTS
RELY :-

20.  Copy  of Reply  dated  18  April  2026  issued  by  Sharayu  Co-

operative Housing Society Ltd. to the aforesaid Representation,

received  by  the  Applicants  on  23  April  2026,  wherein  the

allegations  were  denied  without  addressing the  material  issue

of non-disclosure  of the  revised  quotation  and  suppression  of

relevant information.

Date:-08/05/2026

Place :-Thane
±DTTviL=

Adv. for Disputants

Ji
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SHARAYU CO-OPERATIVF, HOUSING SOCIHTY LTI)
SECTOR-29, VASHI, NA\'I MUMBAI -40()703

(Reg. No. TNA/(TNA)/ I]SG/ (TC)/6876  1994-95)

mvw.a_h_ar€yucli_s_..£pE

e-mail: sliarayuchs29@gmail.com

1=

Date:18.04.2006

TO' i

+  CoripL^lr.AMJ`.
`IP    VIRprT fH^n.rif+
'1.I)    LrfsAV    ZptrFLL.   2{   oTnpl+I

The Compla.inants,

Sharayu Co-operative  Housing Society ltd.

Seilot. 29, Vashi, Navi  Mumbai -400703

Subjeit:  Reiily to r`eprescntation dated 23.03.2026 regarrljng "C Selcctlon  Process

-Dearsir/Madam,

WeacknowledgereceiptofyourrepresentationconcerningthePMCselectionprocessconductedat

the Special General Body Meeting held on 15th March 2026.

At the outset, we categorically deny all allegations of deliberate suppression, mala tide inter`l,

misrepresentation, or misconduct attributed to the undersigned office bearers. The allegations are

misconceived, factually incorrect, and selectively presented while disregarding materlal facts and

circumstances.

Withoiit  prejudice to the above, the following is placed  on  record:

PART A -FACTUAL CLARIFICATIONS

1.     Composition of Managing committee

The  Managing Committee comprises the following six members:

•       Mrs.Sujata  Bangar-Chairperson

•       Mr.Aashish  Baldota-Secretary

•       Mi..Arifshaikh-Treasurer

•       Mr.Varunsharma-CommitteeMember

•       Mr.  Mansukh  Khunt-CommitteeMember

•       Mr.  FrancisEmmatty-Committee  Member

2.     Access to official  Email

The  official  email  lD  of the Society is 5horoyuch529@gmo/./.I-om.  All  six committee  members

have  equal access to this email account,  including login credentials. The  account  was created

and  sharect  by  Mr.  Varun  Sharma,  and the  recovery credentials  are  also  linked  to  him.

Accorc]ingly,  no  iiidividual office bearer has exclusive custody  or control  over

commimic{1t.Ions  received  therein.
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SIIARAYU CO-OPERATIVE HOUSING SOCIETY LTD
SECTOR-29, VASHI, NAVI MUMBAI -400703

(Reg. No. TNA/(TNA)/ HSG/ (TC)/6876 1994-95)

e-mail: sharayuchs29@gmail.com

3.    Awareness of Revised Quotation
As acknowieciged in your own representation, on lst November 2025,  Mr.  Franc.is Emmatty

•informed the  Society's WhatsApp group that PMC Ar.  Rajesh R.C. would be submitting a

revisedquotation.ThesaidWhatsAppgroupcomprisesasubstantialnumberofSociety

members,  .Includ`ing the complainants. Accordingly, an such  members were aware of the

anticii)atecl  revised  siibmission.

4,    Absence of Follow-up

Despite  such  awareness,  it is pertinent that for a period exceeding four months,  no

member-including the complainants-sought any clarification regarding the  receipt, status,

or consideration of the revised quotation.

5.    NO  Deliberate suppression

ltisemphaticallydeniedthattherewasanydeliberatewithholdingofinformation.The

revlsed  quotation, though  received on the common ema"  lD, was not specifically taken note

oforLdeliberatedu-pondyinyindividual-.offiee-bearerT-hiapositionequally-appliestoother-

committee members,  including two of the complainants who are themselves  part of the

Managing Committee and  had identical access and opportunity to review the same.

6.     Collective Responsibility

ln  a  system where access to  information is equaHy shared, it is neither reasonable  nor

tenable to single out select office bearers for alleged suppression. An committee members-

including the  complainants-had  equal access, visibility, and  responsibility with  respect to

Soc.iety communications.

7.    Introduction of PMC Ar.  Rajesh R.C. by Certain Complainants

lt  .Is  pertinent to  note that  PMC Ar.  Rajesh R.C. was originally  introduced  to the  Society by

certain complainants themselves.  In such circumstances, it .is reasonable to infer that those

members may have had  independent communication with the sa.Id PMC  and were,

therefore,  likely aware  of  relevant  developments,  including any  revised  qiiotation

ln  this context, the omission of the revised quo.tation over a period of four months,  by such

complainants,suggestseitheranoversightontheirpartorthatthesamewasnotconsidered

by them to  be a  material factor when weighed aga.inst the overaH credent.ials a,`d suitabirlty

of the  lJMC.
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SHARAYU CO-OPERATIVE HOUSING SOCIETY LTD
SECTOR-29, VASHI, NAVI MUMBAI -400703

(Rcg. No. TNA/(TNA)/ HSG/ (TC)/68761994-95)

iww.shal.avuchs.e_Qm

e-mail: sharayuchs29@gmail.com

8.    Absenceof Mala  Fides

At the  h.ighest, the  situation reflects an  inadvertent non-consideration of a communication.

Such  an omlssion,  in a shared-access system, cannot be construed as intentional

suppression, fraud, or misconduct.   '

9.    Validity of General  Body Decision

The selection of the  PMC was carried out at a duly convened Special General Body  Meeting,

whereinmembersexercisedtheirindependentjudgmentafterconsideringthecredentials

and overan suitability of the participating PMCs. The decision so taken by the General  Body,

beingthesupremeauthor.ityoftheSociety,isfinalandbinding,andcannotbesetasideon

the basis of conjectures, assumptions, or unsupstantiated allegations.

PART a -CONTEXT REGARDING PMC QuOTATIONS

1.    Opening of sealed Tenders

The sealed tenders of shortlisted  PMCs were opened  on loth October 2025 in the  presence

of 7 members,  Including some of the  complainants. The quoted  professional fees were as

follows:

•       PMCDilipsanghvi-=160Lakhs

•       PMCAr.  RajeshR.C.-=554Lakhs

•       PMclnomatrix-=210Lakhs

2.    Subsequent Revision

lt is noteworthy that only PMC Ar.  Rajesh  R.C. submitted a  revised quotation after the

opening  of sealed  bids.

3.    Nature of Revised Quote

TherevisedquotationofpMCAr.RajeshR.C.wasapproximately3156lakhs,whichisonly

rtiarginally  lower than the  lowest original quote.

4.    Concerns on variation

The substantial  reduction from I554  Lakhs to approximately 3156 Lakhs represents  a

slgnificant  and  abrupt deviation. Such variation  raises legitimate  concerns regarding

consistency,  basis  of pricing, and  reliability of the quotation.

5.     Evaluation  criteria

lt  ls  relterated  that the  selection  of a  PMC  is not  based  solely on  financial considerations.

Technical  capability, experience,  track  record,  ai`d uveidll  suitablllty are  equally,  If  not  more,

I I l\Ical  fcii`tul `,  wliiih  wcjre  duly  considered  by  members  whllp  pxercising  tliftir  v(jtt?

jr
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CONCLUSION

ln view of llie  above, the allegat.Ions made in the  representation are denied as baseless,

iTliscorlceived,  ar,d ur,supported by the fact.ual record. There has been no  breach of fiduc.!ar`,J c!.jt`,J,

statutory obligation, or misconduct on the part of the undersigned.

The  Managlng Committee rema.ins committed to transparency and fairness and  is willing to address

any  genuine  concerns  in the  larger  interest of the Society.

yours faithfully,

For Sharayu  Co-operative  Housing Society Ltd.

....:,:.`..!`:`.'``:``

Mrs. Sujata  Bangar

Chairperson

Mr. Aashish

Secretary

Mr.  Arif Shaikh

Treasurer    .
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BEFORE THE HON'BLE CO-OPERATIVE COURT AT
THANE

DISPUTENO.      /2026

SHRI. VIRAJ V. b[lARMA & ORS            ).. DISPUTANTS

V/s.

MR. ARIF SHAIKII, Treasurer
Of  SIIARAYU CHS  & ANR

)
)...OPPONENTS

MEMORANDLTM     0F     REGISTERED     ADDRESS     OF
DISPUTANTS:-

(1) SHRI. VIRAJ VISHWAMBIIARLAL SHARMA
Flat No. H -10 / 0 : 2, Sharayu Co-operative Housing
Society Ltd., Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai -400703
(2) SHRI. VARUN VISHWAMBIIAR LAL SHARMA)
Flat No. H -10 / 1  : 2, Sharayu Co-operative Housing
Society Ltd., Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai -400703
(3) SHRI. UTSAV GIRISH PATEL
Flat No. H -10 / 0 : 3, Sharayu Co-operative Housing
Society Ltd., Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai -400703
(4) SHRI. MANSUKHLAL KANJIBIIAI KIIUNT
Flat No. H -10 / 2 : 4, Sharayu Co-operative Housing
Society Ltd., Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai -400703

Mobile No  :  9820551099

Date:-08/05/2026

Place :-THANE

).. DISPUTANTS

f`
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3) SHRI. UTSAV G. PATEL

...i-\J,-.l`-i
4)       SHRI.       MANSUKHLAL
KANJIBHAI KHUNT

L

Adv. for Disputants
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@:.il¥¥ BEFORE THE HON'BLE CO-OPERATIVE COURT AT
THANE

DISPUTENO.      /2026

1) SHRI. VIRAJ VISHWAMBHARLAL SHARMA
Age 46 Years, An Adult Indian Inhabitant
Flat No. H -10 / 0 : 2, Sharayu Co-operative Housing
Society Ltd., Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai -400703

2) SHRI. VARUN VISHWAMBIIAR LAL SIIARMA )
Age 47 Years, An Adult Indian Inhabitant
Flat No. H -10 / 1  : 2, Sharayu Co-operative Housing
Society Ltd., Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai -400703

3) SHRI. UTSAV GIRISH PATEL
Age 38 Years, An Adult Indian Inhabitant
Flat No. H -10 / 0 : 3, Sharayu Co-operative Housirig
Society Ltd., Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai -400703

4) SHRI. MANSUKHLAL KANJIBHAI KHUNT
Age 70 Years, An Adult Indian Inhabitant
Flat No. H - 10 / 2 : 4, Sharayu Co-operative Housing
Society Ltd., Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai -400703

V/s.
I) SHRI. ARIF SHAIKH, Treasurer

An Adult Indian Inhabitant
SHARAYU CO-OPERATIVE
HOUSING  SOCIETY  LIMITED
Address:-Flat No. H -10 / 1  : 4, Sharayu
Co-operative Housing Society Ltd.,
Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai -400703

2) Sml. AASHISH BALDOTA, Secretary
An Adult Indian Inhabitant
SHARAYU CO-OPERATIVE
HOUSING  SOCIETY   LIMITED
Address:-Flat No. G -6 /0 :  I, Sharayu
Co-operative Housing Society Ltd.,

).. DISPUTANTS



Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai -400703.

3) SMT. SUJATA BANGAR, Chairman
An Adult Indian Inhabitant
SHARAYU CO-OPERATIVE
HOUSING  SOCIETY  LIMITHD
Address:-Flat No. H -9 /1  :  1, Sharayu
Co-operative Housing Society Ltd. ,
Sector 29, Vashi. Navi Mumbai -400703.

4) SHRI. FRANCIS nMMATTy,
Ma[iaging Committee member
An Adult Indian Inhabitant
SHARAYU CO-OPERATIVE
HOUSING  SOCIHTY   LIMITED
Address:-Flat No. H -9 /3  :  1, Sharayu
Co-operative Housing Society Ltd.,
Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai -400703.

5) SIIARAYU CO-OPHRATIVE
HOUSING  SOCIETY   LIMITED
Address:-Plot No.5, Opposite South Indian Bank,
Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai -400703

)
)
)

)...OPPONENTS

THMPORARY INJUNCTION APPLICATION

MAY IT PLEASE YOUR HONOUR,

I.  The present dispute is filed under Section 91 of the Maharashtra
Co-operative Societies Act,  1960, as the dispute pertains to the
affairs,  management,  and  business  of the  Society,  including
illegal appointment of Project Management Consultant (PMC)
and   validity   of  resolution   passed   in   Special   General   Body
Meeting dated 15 March 2026. The present dispute squarely falls
within the ambit of section 91  of the Maharashtra co-operative       ~
Societies Act, 1960 as it pertains to the constitution, management
and  business  of the  Society,  including  decision-making  of the
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General   Body,   conduct   of  office   bearers,   and   validity   of
resolutions affecting redevelopment of the Society. The dispute
is therefore maintainable before this Hon'ble Court.

2.  The present Application is  being preferred by the  Disputants,
who are bona fide members of Sharayu Co-operative Housing
Society Ltd. (including the two Managing Committee members
:     SI.ml.  VARUN  VISHWAMBIIAR  LAL  SIIARMA  and
SHRI.  MANSUKIELAL  KANJIBIIAI  KHUNT)  invoking  the

jurisdiction  of  this  Hon'ble  Court  under  Section  91   of  the
Maharashtra Co-operative Societies Act,1960 on account of acts
and omissions on the part of the Opponents which have resulted
in  suppression  of  material  facts,  lack  of  transparency,  and
vitiation of the decision-making process relating to appointment
of the Project Management Consultant (PMC).

3.  The  Disputants  further  state  that  the  Opponent  No.I   is  the
Treasurer of the Society and the Opponent No.2 is the Secretary
of the  Society and the Opponent No.3  is the  Chaiman of the
Society and the Opponent No.4 is a member of the Managing
Committee of the Society, having their address as shown in the
cause title. The Opponent No.5 is a duly registered Co-operative
Housing Society, having its address as shown in the cause title.

4.  The redevelopment process of the Society commenced with the
lst  Special  General  Body  Meeting  held  on  5  October  2025,
wherein     in-principle     approval     for     redevelopment     was
unanimously granted in accordance with applicable Government

guidelines   including   the   Government   Resolution   dated   03
January 2019 governing redevelopment of co-operative Housing
Societies and statutory provisions.

5.  In   the   said   meeting,   a   Redevelopment   Committee   (RDC)
comprising eleven members along with inclusion of six members
of  the  Managing  Committee  (total   17  members)  was  duly
constituted and unanimously approved by the General Body, as

a-
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recorded in the minutes amexed hereto. The RDC was structured
in a representative manner consisting of two members from each
building type along with one independent Legal Advisor namely
Advocate  Viraj  Sharma.  The  members  so  appointed  include
Advocate Viraj Sharma, Mr. Vikas Singh, M. Anand Gupta, Mr.
D.k. Ralli, Mr. T.S. Gala, hdr. Jayesh Jain, M. Yogesh Agarwal,
Mr. Sanjay Kolge, M. Navin Arora, Mr. L.N. Maheshwari and
Mr. Kashyap Thakkar, along with six members of the Managing
Committee.

6.  The said resolution having been passed unanimously is binding
and legally enforceable, and the RDC was constituted to ensure
transparency, objectivity and adherence to statutory norms in the
redevelopment pro cess.

7.  It  was   further  resolved  that  no  member  of  the  Managing
Committee  shall  have  any  direct  or  indirect  interest  in  the
appointment   of  PMC   and  that  the   entire  process   shall   be
conducted in a fair and transparent manner with participation of
the General Body.

8.  Pursuant to the said resolution, the RDC undertook evaluation
and shortlisted three PMCs, namely PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C., Dilip
Sanghvi (PMC) and Inomatrix.

9.  It is `submitted that after discussions  and negotiations with the
RDC,  PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C.  submitted a revised quotation by
way of a formal email dated 01 November 2025 addressed to the
official email ID of the Society. The said revised quotation was
submitted well in advance, more than four months prior to the
next  Special  General  Body  Meeting,  and reflected the  lowest

professional fee among all shortlisted PMCs.

10.It is further submitted that an RDC member, Mr. Vicky Thakkar

(also referred to as Mr. Kashyap Thakkar), had posted a message
on  the  official  RDC  WhatsApp  group  on  31   October  2025
recording  that  the  PMC  namely  Ar.  Rajesh  R.C.  would  be

-i
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submitting a revised quotation shortly.  This clearly establishes

prior knowledge at the level of the Redevelopment Committee
regarding the impending submission of the revised quotation.

I I.It  is  further  submitted  that thereafter,  on  01  November  2025,
Opponent No.4, a member of the Managing Committee, SIIRI.
FRANCIS EMMATTY, had also put up a message on the official
Sharayu  Members   WhatsApp  Group   stating  that  the  PMC
namely Ar. Rajesh R.C. would be submitting a revised quotation
shortly.  Significantly, on the very same date, i,e., 01 November
2025 , PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C. duly submitted the revised quotation
to the official email ID of the Society. Thus, it is evident that both
RDC  members  and Managing  Committee  members  had  prior
knowledge  as  well  as  actual  receipt  of the  revised  quotation.
Despite  such knowledge,  the  Opponents  deliberately  failed to
incorporate  or  disclose  the  same  in  the  comparative  analysis
circulated  to  members.  This  clearly  establishes  conscious  and
intentional suppression of materi.al information and rules out any
defence of inadvertence or lack of knowledge.

12.It  is  further  submitted  that prior to  submission  of the  revised

quotation,OpponentNo.I,M.ArifShaikh,haddirectlyinitiated
communication with the authorised representative of PMC Ar.
Rajesh   R.C.,   namely   Architect   Mr.   Geet   Chanda,   through
WhatsApp on 27 October 2025 and 28 October 2025. In the said
communication,  Opponent  No.1   specifically  coordinated  and
scheduled a meeting with the Redevelopment committee QDC),
thereby establishing that Opponent No.1  was actively involved
in the evaluation process and was in direct contact with the said
PMC even prior to submission of the revised quotation.

13.It is further submitted that subsequent to the aforesaid meeting
with  the  RDC,  Opponent No.1  continued  to  remain  in  direct
communication   with   Architect   Geet   Chanda   and   actively
followed  up  on  310ctober 2025  and  01  November 2025  for
submission of the revised quotation ofpMC Ar. Rajesh R.C. This

J*
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clearly demonstrates that Opponent No.1 was not only aware of
the revised quotation but had himself facilitated and pursued its
submission, thereby establishing prior knowledge, involvement
and active participation in the process.

14.Itisfurthersubmittedthaton01November2025,OpponentNo.I
himself shared the official email ID of the Society with Architect
Geet Chanda through the said WhatsApp communication for the
specific purpose of submitting the revised quotation.  Pursuant
thereto, on the very same date, i.e„ 01 November 2025, PMC Ar.
Rajesh R.C. duly submitted the revised quotation to the official
email  ID  of the  Society.  This  sequence  of events  conclusively
establishes  that  the  revised  quotation  was  submitted  at  the
instance  of and  with  the  full  knowledge  and  involvement  of
Opponent   No.I,   and   therefore   any   subsequent   denial   of
knowledge  or non-disclosure of the  said quotation  is  ex  facie
false,   misleading   and   mala   fide.    The   aforesaid   conduct
completely demolishes the  defence  sought to be raised by the
Opponents  that  the  revised  quotation  was  not  within  their
knowledge,  and  clearly  establishes  deliberate  suppression  of
material facts despite full and conscious awareness.

15.The  said revised  quotation constituted  a material  and  decisive
factor which  was  required  to  be  disclosed  to  all  members  to
enable   an   infomed,   fair   and   transparent   decision-making

process. Non-disclosure of such material information amounts to
suppression  of facts  and  renders  the  decision-making  process
arbitrary and legally unsustainable.

16.It is  submitted that the process  adopted by the  Society  clearly
demonstrates that revision and negotiation of PMC quotations
was an accepted and integral part of the evaluation process, as
evident  from  multiple  communications  wherein  PMCs  were
allowed to negotiate and revise their professional fees and terns.



2;ICJ

17.Communications relating to PMC Dilip Sanghvi clearly reflect
that the professional fees were negotiable and subject to revision,
and detailed evaluation of such revised terms was circulated to
members.

18.Similarevaluativediscussionswierealsoundertakeninrespectof
Inomatrix PMC, thereby establishing that there was no rigid or
final  quotation  system  and  that  revisions  were  part  of  the
decision-making process.

19.In such circumstances, the revised quotation submitted by PMC
Ar. Rajesh R.C. formed a crucial and material component of the
comparative  analysis  and  was  required  to  be  disclosed  to  all
memt)ers.

20.Thereafter,  the  Managing  Committee  issued  and  circulated  a
notice   calling   for  the   2nd   Special   General   Body   Meeting
scheduled on 15 March 2026 for the purpose of selection of PMC
from the shortlisted candidates.

21.Immediately  after  issuance  of the  said  notice  and  in  the  days

preceding the said meeting, Opponent No. I and Opponent No.2,
acting in their respective capacities as Treasurer and Secretary,

proceeded to circulate messages and documents on the official
Sharayu  Members  WhatsApp  Group,  which  is  the  primary
communication platfom of the Society.

22.On 08 March 2026, Opponent No.1  circulated a summary Excel
sheet purportedly containing analysis and comparison of all three
PMCs, and stated as follows:

"The RDC has shortlisted Three PMCs. For greater and deeper

understanding, please find attached the credentials, Analysis and
Summary of all the Three PMCs."

E±
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23.The said representation created a clear impression that the data
being   circulated   was   complete,   accurate   and   reliable   for
decision-making by members.

24.However, the said Excel summary was deliberately misleading
and  incomplete,  as  Opponent No.1  knowingly  suppressed the
revised quotation of PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C. dated 01  November
2025 and instead reflected only the original higher quotation.

25.It is  further submitted that Opponent No.1  had,  on 22 October
2025, circulated documents and communications on the official
Sharayu Members WhatsApp Group including revised quotation
details  of  PMC  Dilip  Sanghvi.  This  clearly  establishes  that
Opponent  No.1   was  actively   considering  and   incorporating
revised  quotations  in  the  decision-making  process.  However,
while the revised quotation of Dilip Sanghvi was duly reflected
and relied upon, the revised quotation of PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C.,
which  was   already   received   and  known  to   the   Managing
Committee, was deliberately excluded from the summary Excel
sheet. Such selective inclusi6n of revised data for one PMC and
exclusion for another clearly establishes that the act was not a
mere  omission or negligence,  but a conscious  and  intentional
suppression aimed at misleading members and influencing the
outcome of the PMC selection process.

26.It is further submitted that on 09 March 2026, Opponent No. I ,
M. Arif Shaikh, had personally contacted and held telephonic
communication with the authorised representative of PMC Ar.
Rajesh R.C., namely Architect Geet Chanda, for the purpose of
seeking clarifications and updates with respect to the summary
andevaluationofpMCproposals.Pursuanttothesaidtelephonic
discussion, Architect Geet Chanda, on the very same date i.e. 09
March  2026,  shared  updated  details  on  WhatsApp  and  also
forwarded   an   updated  Excel   sheet   containing   revised   and
complete   infomation   to   Opponent   No.1    through   official
communication chamels, including email.

h
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Thesaidupdatedinfomationincluded,interalia:Detailed

project          credentials  and  status  of ongoing  and  completed
redevelopment        projects;     Approximately     40     years     of
experience in the field of architecture  in  Navi  Mumbai;  Other
material technical and qualitative         parameters   relevant   for
informed evaluation by members.

It is submitted that although the revised professional fees
had already been submitted earlier on 01  November 2025, the
aforesaid    communication   dated    09    March    2026    further
supplemented   and   clarified   critical   aspects   of  the   PMC's
credentials and safeguards.

Despite  having  directly  sought  and  received  the  said
updated and relevant information,  Opponent No.1  deliberately
failed  to  incorporate  the  same  in  the  summary  Excel  sheet
circulatedtomembersandcontinuedtorelyuponincompleteand
misleading  data.  The  omission  of such  crucial  technical  and
evaluative  infomation,  which  would  have  materially  aided
membersinmakinganinformeddecision,clearlyestablishesthat
the  suppression was  intentional  and  calculated to  mislead the
members  and  influence  the  outcome  of the  PMC  selection

process.

This conduct further reinforces the mala fide intent of the
Opponent,  as the  infomation was  specifically  sought by him,
duly provided on the  same  day,  and yet consciously withheld
from the members.

27.The suppression of the revised quotation, which was the lowest
among all PMCs, was not accidental but was  a conscious and
deliberateactaimedatdistortingthecomparativeanalysisplaced
before members and thereby prejudicing their decision-making.
Suchdeliberatesuppressionofthelowestquotationhasresulted
in a distorted comparative  framework being placed t>efore the
members, thereby vitiating the very basis of their decision.
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28.The discrepancy in the said summary was immediately pointed
out   on  the   same   WhatsApp   group   by   members   including
Disputant No. I - Advocate Viraj Sharma on 14 March 2026, who
also produced documentary proof of the revised quotation email
sent to the official Society email ID.

29.Despite  being  informed  on  the  said  WhatsApp  group  with
documentary proof of the revised quotation, the Opponents failed
and neglected to correct the summary or circulate accurate data

prior to the Special General Body Meeting, thereby continuing
suppression of material information.

30.Opponent No.2, instead of rectifying the position, proceeded to
make  false  and  misleading  statements  on  the  said  WhatsApp

group, including the following statements:
"If quote are shared, and then quote is revised just to level to gain

the project, it not fair" and

"NO one in committee was informed of the revised quote Oust

shooting a email will not suffice)".

31.The aforesaid statements are demonstrably false and contrary to
official records, as the revised quotation was duly communicated
to the official email ID of the Society well in advance and was
within the knowledge of the Managing Committee.

32.The  said  statements  were  made  with  the  intent  to  mislead
members,  discredit  PMC  Ar.  Rajesh  R.C.  and  to  justify  the
suppression of the revised quotation.

3 3. Opponent No.2 reiterated and circulated the same incorrect and
misleading data on  15 March 2026, i.e., on the very date of the
2nd  Special  General Body  Meeting,  thereby  ensuring that the
members continued to rely upon distorted information at the time
of voting.
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34.The  sequence of events  clearly demonstrates that immediately
after  calling  of the  2nd  SGBM,  the  Opponents  undertook  a
systematic exercise of circulating misleading information with
the sole objective of influencing and prejudicing the decision of
members in the PMC selection process.

35.The Special General Body Meeting held on 15 March 2026 was
thus   conducted   on   the   basis   of  incomplete,   incorrect   and
manipulated   data,   and  members   voted   based   on   incorrect
financial   comparison,   thereby  vitiating  the   entire   decision-
making process.

36.It is submitted that had the revised quotation of PMC Ar. Rajesh
R.C., being the lowest anong all PMCs along with technical and
factual information been disclosed to the members, the financial
and real comparison placed before them would have materially
changed and the outcome of the voting would have materially
altered the decision-making process and outcome of the voting.
The suppression of such material information by Opponent No.1
and   Opponent   No.2   has   therefore   directly   prejudiced   the
deci sion-making process.

37.The  consent  obtained  from  the  members  in  the  said  Special
General Body Meeting is not free and informed consent, as the
same  was  based  on  incomplete,  misleading  and  suppressed
information. It is a settled principle of law that consent obtained
on the basis of incomplete or misleading information is not valid
consent in the eyes of law.

38. It  is  further most respectfully  submitted that  on  l9th March,
2026 Architect Mr. Geet Chanda, acting on behalf of PMC Ar.

•   Rajesh  R.C.  Teani,  addressed  a  communication  to  Opponent

No. I , specifically confronting him with serious irregularities and
seeking  clarification  on,  inter  alia,  his  conduct  in  allegedly
attempting  to   discredit  the   said  PMC   team,   the   deliberate
omission of the revised quotation and important facts from the
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summary Excel sheet circulated to Society members, and his role
in influencing the outcome of the voting process to the detriment
of PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C.

39.It is pertinent to note that immediately upon being confronted
with  the  aforesaid  allegations,  Opponent  No.1   issued  a  bare
denial     without     offering     any     substantive     explanation.
Significantly,  and  in a manner that raises  grave  suspicion,  he
thereafter proceeded to activate the "disappearing messages"
feature on the WhatsApp communication thread with Architect
Geet  Chanda.  The  timing  and  sequence  of this  act  clearly
indicate  a  conscious  and  deliberate  attempt  to  erase  or
conceal  incriminating  communications  exchanged  between
the parties.

40.Subsequently,  upon  realizing  that  activation  of  such  feature
would    not    retrospectively     delete    previously     exchanged
messages, the Opponent No.1  deactivated the said setting. This
conduct, when viewed in totality, unequivocally demonstrates a
mala fide  intention on the part of Opponent No.1  to  suppress
material  evidence  and  to  cover  up  his  prior  actions,  thereby
obstructing transparency and fair dealing in the PMC  selection

process.

41.The aforesaid acts constitute not only misconduct but also a clear
attempt to  interfere  with the  integrity  of the  decision-making

process of the Society, warranting immediate and strict action by
the Hon'ble Court.

42. It is further submitted that the aforesaid conduct of Opponent
No.1  is  in  complete  violation  of the  Government Resolutions

governing  redevelopment  of Co-operative  Housing  Societies,
which mandate utmost transparency, fairness, and disclosure in
all   stages  of  the  redevelopment  process.  The  office  bearer,

particularlytheTreasurer,isentrustedwithafiduciaryobligation
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to  act  in the` best  interests  of the  Society  and  its  members  by

placing true and complete facts on record.

43.In  the  present  case,  instead  of upholding  such  statutory  and
fiduciary duties, the Opponent No. I has acted in a manner that is
diametrically opposed to the principles of transparency. The very
act    of    attempting    to     enable     "disappearing    messages"
immediately  after  being  confronted   on  issues  pertaining  to
redevelopment clearly indicates an intention to suppress material
communication relating to the  evaluation and  selection of the
PMC.  Such  communication  was  directly  connected  with  the
redevelopment process  and' ought to have been preserved and
disclosed to the members of the Society.

44.The  conduct of the  Opponent No.I, therefore,  not only raises
serious doubts about his integrity but also amounts to a deliberate
attempt to  withhold and destroy relevant information, thereby
undemining  the  transparency  required  under  the  applicable
Government Resolutions. This constitutes a grave dereliction of
duty and renders him unfit to continue as an office bearer of the
Society. This raises serious concerns regarding transparency and

preservation of material evidence.

45. It  is  further  submitted  that,  immediately  after  the  aforesaid
illegal Special General Body Meeting dated 15 March 2026, the
Disputants,  along  with  several  other members  of the  Society,
submitted a detailed representation dated 29 March 2026 to the
Managing  Committee,  specifically bringing to their notice the

grave   irregularities,   suppression   of   the   revised   quotation,
circulation of misleading data, and vitiation of the PMC selection

process.  The  said  representation,  supported  by  documentary
evidence, clearly called upon the Managing Committee to cancel
the  said  process  and  to  conduct  a  fresh,  fair  and  transparent
selection process in accordance with law.
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46. It is further submitted that the Opponent No.5, Society, through
its office bearers, issued a reply dated  18 April 2026 to the said
representation,  which  was  admittedly  communicated  to  the
Disputants on 23 April 2026. In the said reply, the Society has,
instead  of  addressing  the  serious  illegality  and  suppression
brought to its notice, merely issued bald denials and attempted to

justify the non-disclosure of the revised quotation on untenable
and contradictory grounds. The  said reply  itself acknowledges
that the revised quotation was received on the official email ID
of the Society, thereby conclusively establishing knowledge on
the part of the Managing Committee. Despite such admission,
the   Society   has   failed   to   explain   why   the   said   material
information was not disclosed to members prior to the Special
General Body Meeting.

47.It  is  submitted that the  said reply  is  self-serving,  evasive,  and
contrary to record, and in fact further strengthens the case of the
Disputants by demonstrating that the suppression of the revised

quotation was not inadvertent but was consciously disregarded.
The failure of the Managing Committee to take corrective action
despite a detailed representation amounts to continued illegality
and justifies invocation of the jurisdiction of this Hon'ble Court.

48.It is most respectfully submitted that in the reply dated 18 April
2026,  the  Opponents  have  sought to justify  their  conduct  by
contendingthatallsixmembersoftheManagingCommitteehad
access to the official email account of the Society and, therefore,
there  was  no  suppression  of the  revised  quotation.  The  said
defence    is   wholly   misconceived,   misleading   and   legally
untenable. The decision regarding appointment of PMC is not a
matter   to   be   decided   by   six   members   of  the   Managing
Committee, but is required to be taken by the General Body of
the  Society  consisting  of approximately  70  members.  Out  of
these, only six members of the Managing Committee had access
to the email account, whereas the remaining approximately 64
members had no access whatsoever to the said email account, its



i=iLRE

login credentials, password or contents.  In such circumstances,
mere  internal  availability of infomation within six committee
members cannot, by any stretch of imagination, be equated with
disclosure to the General Body. The Opponents have  failed to
explain  as  to  how  the  remaining  members  were  expected  to
become aware of the revised quotation dated 01 November 2025 ,
when admittedly the same was neither circulated on the official
WhatsApp   group   nor   disclosed   in   the   comparative   Excel
summary.

49.It is submitted that the obligation of the Managing Committee is
not merely to possess information, but to transparently disclose
all material infomation to members who are required to take an
informed decision. The defence of ``common access" is therefore
an afterthought and does not absolve the Opponents of their duty
to ensure transparency towards the General Body. Disclosure to
a limited group cannot be treated as disclosure to the General
Body, which is the ultimate decision-making authority.

50.It is submitted that the Opponents, in their reply dated 18 April
2026,   have   falsely   stated  that  PMC   Ar.   Rajesh  R.C.   was
introduced to the Society by some of the Disputants themselves.
The said statement is factually incorrect and contrary to record.
It  was  Opponent  No.i,  M.  Arif  Shaikh,  who  had  initially
introduced Architect Geet Chanda and brought PMC Ar. Rajesh
R.C.  into the process  for participation as PMC.  The  said false
statement has been deliberately made to shift responsibility and
create    a    misleading    narrative,    thereby    undermining    the
credibility  of the  reply  itself.  Making  false  statements  in  an
official reply submitted on behalf of the Society clearly reflects
lack  of  bona  fides  and  further  strengthens  the  case  of the
Disputants.

51.It  is  submitted  that  the  Disputants  had  submitted  a  detailed
representation dated 29 March 2026 raising specific allegations
supported by documentary evidence. However, the reply dated
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18 April 2026  issued by the  Society fails to deal with the said
allegations in a point-wise or issue-wise manner. The reply is
vague,generalizedandevasive,anddoesnotspecificallyaddress
critical  allegations  such  as  suppression  of revised  quotation,
circulation of misleading data,  and failure to correct the  same
despite knowledge. It is a settled principle of law that failure to
specifically   deny   material   allegations   amounts   to   deemed
admission of such allegations.  The evasive nature of the reply
clearly indicates that the Opponents are unable to justify their
actions on merits and are seeking to avoid direct answers.

52.It is further submitted that the Opponents have attempted to rely
upon the concept of ``collective responsibility" of the Managing
Committee to avoid individual accountability. The said defence
is legally untenable in cases where specific acts of misconduct
are attributable to identified offlce bearers. In the present case,
the preparation and circulation of misleading Excel summary is
directly  attributable  to  Opponent  No.I,  while  the  failure  to
correct the sane and issuance of false statements is attributable
to  Opponent  No.2.  The  principle  of collective  responsibility
carmot   be   used   as   a   shield   to   protect   individual   acts   of
suppres sion, misrepresentation and misconduct.

53.It is submitted that the conduct of the Opponents, when viewed
in   totality,    clearly   demonstrates    a   cbnsistent   pattern   of
suppression,misrepresentationandlackoftransparency.Despite
being  confronted  with  documentary  evidence,  the  Opponents
have neither rectified the position nor taken any corrective steps,
but have instead issued an evasive reply and continued to justify
their actions.  Such conduct establishes that the  suppression of
material information was not inadvertent but was deliberate and
formspartofalargerdesigntoinfluencetheoutcomeofthePMC
selection process.

54.Without  prejudice   to   the   aforesaid,   it   is   most   respectfully
submitted   that   Opponent   No.2,   Mr.   Aashi.sh   Baldota,   has
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incurred   statutory   disqualification   under   the   provisions   of
Sections   73CA  and  73FF  of  the  Maharashtra  Co-operative
Societies Act,  1960, on account of being a defaulter of Society
dues for a prolonged period exceeding eleven months.

55.It  is  submitted  that  the  said  Opponent  No.2  has  outstanding
arrears of Society dues, as reflected in official records and bills
issued  by  the  Society,  which  remain  unpaid  and  continue  to
subsist.   The   said   default   is   continuous,   substantial,   and
undisputed in nature.

56.It is further submitted that the said default is not merely alleged
but  stands  formally  recorded  in the  minu.tes  of the  Managing
Committee Meeting, wherein the issue of non-payment of dues
by  Opponent No.2  has  been  specifically  noted.  Significantly,
Opponent No.2 was present in the said meeting and has signed
the minutes, thereby acknowledging the existence of such dues
and default.

57.It is further submitted that in addition to the aforesaid continuous
default,  Opponent No.2  issued  a  cheque  towards  payment  of
Society dues, which upon presentation was  dishonoured on 22
April   2026   for   the   reason   "Funds   Insufficient",   thereby
constituting an independent act of financial misconduct and lack
of bona fides. It is submitted that once a member incurs default
in payment of Society dues, statutory disqualification operates
automatically   by   force   of  law,   and   such   person   becomes
disqualified  from  continuing  as  a  Member  of the  Managing
Colnmittee and ceases to be eligible to continue as a member of
the Managing Committee. Consequently, Opponent No.2 cannot
continue to hold the office of Secretary and his continuation is ex
facie illegal.

58.It  is  further  submitted  that  a  disqualified  person  is  also  not
entitled to participate in voting or decision-making processes of
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the Society. Therefore, the participation of opponent No.2 in the

proceedings  relating  to  PMC  selection,  including  the  Special
General Body Meeting dated  15th March 2026, further vitiates
the decision-making process.

59.It is further submitted that one of the Disputants had previously
filed  a  separate  complaint  dated  23   April  2026  before  the
Hon'ble Registrar seeking  action against Opponent No.2,  M.
Aashish  Baldota,   on   account   of  his   statutory   default   and
misconduct. Pursuant thereto, the Hon'ble Registrar has already
taken cognizance  of the matter and has  issued  a  Show Cause
Notice   dated   27   April   2026   to   Opponent  No.2   under  the

provisions of the Maharashtra Co-operative Societies Act,1960,
calling  upon  him  to  explain  why  action  should  not  be  taken
against him.

60. It is most respectfully submitted that the act of Opponent No.1,
Mr. Arif Shaikh, in preparing and circulating the summary Excel
sheet  dated  08  March  2026  was  undertaken  unilaterally  and
without  any  prior  consultation,  discussion  or  approval  either
from  the  Managing  Committee  or  from  the  Redevelopment
Committee,   both  of  which  had  been  duly   constituted   and
empowered  by  the  General  Body  to  oversee  and  guide  the
redevelopment    process,    including    evaluation    of    Project
Management Consultants.  Such unilateral action  is contrary to
the principles of collective functioning mandated under the Act
and the bye-laws of the Society.

61.ItissubmittedthattheverypurposeofconstitutingtheManaging
Committee  and the  Redevelopment  Committee  was  to  ensure
collective    decision-making,    transparency,    deliberation    and
application    of   mind    on    core    and    material    aspects    of
redevelopment,   particularly   in   relation   to   evaluation   and
comparisonofPMCproposals.Thepreparationofacomparative
financial and technical summary is not a routine or clerical act
but  constitutes  a  critical  decision-making  tool  which  directly
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influences  the  understanding  and  voting  of members  of the
Society.

62.In such circumstances, it was incumbent upon Opponent No. I,
being the Treasurer, to first place the relevant data, including all

quotations   and   revised   quotations,    before   the   Managing
Committee   and   the   Redevelopment   Committee,   to   invite
discussion,  scrutiny  and  verification,  and  only  thereafter  to
circulate a finalized and collectively approved summary to the

general members of the Society.

63.However,   in   the   present   case,   Opponent  No.1   completely
bypassed both the Managing Committee and the Redevelopment
Coinmittee and proceeded to unilaterally prepare and circulate
the   said   Excel   summary   directly   on   the   official   Society
WhatsApp  group.  No  meeting was  convened,  no  deliberation
was undertaken, no approval was obtained, and no opportunity
was given to other committee members to verify the accuracy or
completeness of the data being circulated.

64.This unilateral action assumes greater seriousness in light of the
fact that the said summary was not merely incomplete but was
materially  misleading,  as  it  deliberately  excluded  the  revised

quotation  dated 01  November 2025  of PMC Ar.  Rajesh R.C.,
which  was  admittedly  available  on  the  official  email  of the
Society.

65.The  conduct  of Opponent  No.1  therefore  amounts  to  a  clear
abuse   of  position,   usurpation  of  collective   decision-making

powers,   and  violation   of  the   very   purpose   for  which  the
Managing  Committee  and  Redevelopment  Committee  were
constituted. By bypassing these bodies, Opponent No.1 deprived
the Society of informed deliberation and ensured that incorrect
and distorted information was  directly placed before members
without any internal checks or verification. Such conduct is not
only procedurally irregular but strikes at the root of transparency,
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fairness and democratic functioning of the Society, and clearly
establishes  mala  fide  intent  to  influence  the  decision-making

process by avoiding scrutiny and discussion at the committee.

66.It is further submitted that Opponent No.2, being the Secretary
of the Society, had an independent statutory obligation to ensure
accuracy   of  records   and   transparency   in   communications.
Instead of correcting the misleading data circulated by Opponent
No.1, Opponent No.2 actively supported and defended the same.
Even after discrepancies were pointed out on l4      March  2026
with documentary proof, Opponent No.2 failed to take conective
action.

67.On  the  contrary,  Opponent  No.2  made  false  and  misleading
statements on the official WhatsApp group denying knowledge
of the revised quotation and questioning its validity, despite the
same being received on the official email ID of the Society. Such
conduct clearly establishes that Opponent No.2 was not acting as
a  neutral  offlce  bearer  but  was  actively  participating  in  the
suppression   of  material   information   and   in   misleading  the
members.

68.The  failure  to  correct  the  record  despite  ha`ving  knowledge,
coupled  with  issuance  of false  statements,  constitutes  active
collusion  and  renders  Opponent  No.2  equally  liable  for  the
vitiation of the PMC selection process.

69.The actions of the Opponents clearly establish a deliberate and
malafide      attempt  to   influence  the  outcome   of  the  PMC
selectionprocess by          suppressing      material      facts      and
disseminating false infomation.

70.It   is   further   submitted   that   attempts   are   being   made   to
reconstitute  or  alter  the  Redevelopment  Committee  (RDC),
which  is  contrary to the  unanimous  resolution  of the  General
Body    and    is    indicative    of   continuing    interference    and
manipulation in the redevelopment process.
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71.The  Opponents,  being  office  bearers,  were  under  a  statutory
obligation to act fairly, transparently and in accordance with the
Government   Resolution   dated   03   January   2019   governing
redevelopment of Co-operative Housing Societies. Their actions
constitute a clear breach of duties under Section 73, 78 and 79 of
the Act.

72. The  resolution  passed  in  the  Special  General  Body  Meeting
dated 15 March 2026 is illegal, arbitrary and liable to be set aside
as the same has been obtained by suppression of material facts
and   misleading  representations,   thereby  vitiating  the   entire
decision-making   process.   The   cumulative   conduct   of  the
Opponents   clearly   establishes   a  deliberate   and   coordinated
attempt to manipulate the decision-making process of the Society
by    suppressing   material    facts,    misrepresenting    data   and
misleading  members.  Such  conduct  strikes  at the  very  root  of
democratic functioning of a Co-operative Society and cannot be

permitted in law.

73.The  entire  PMC  selection  process  stands  vitiated,  arbitrary,
biased   and   legally   unsustainable   and   calls   for   immediate
intervention by this Hon'ble Court. The Opponents, being offlce
bearers, occupy a fiduciary position and are bound to act with
utmost  good  faith,  transparency  and  fairness.  The  deliberate
suppression   of  material   information   constitutes   breach   of
fiduciary   duty   and  abuse   of  position.   The   conduct   of  the
Opponents    constitutes    a    colourable    exercise    of   power,
undertaken under the guise of administrative action but in reality
intended  to  manipulate  the  outcome  of  the  PMC  selection

process.

74.The acts of the Opponents amount to fraud on the General Body,
as material information was deliberately suppressed with intent
to     deceive     members     and     obtain     approval     through
misrepresentation.     Any     resolution     passed     under     such
circumstances  is  void  ab  initio  in  law.  The  entire  process  is
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violative of the principles of natural justice,  as members were
denied access to complete and accurate infomation necessary for
infomed  decision-making. It  is  well  settled  that  any  dec.ision
obtained by suppression of material facts, misrepresentation or
lack of transparency is liable to be set aside. The Hon'ble Courts
have consistently held that fraud vitiates all proceedings and that
office bearers of a co-operative society are bound by fiduciary
duties to act in a fair and transparent manner.

75.The cause of action for filing the present Dispute is continuous,
recuring  and  subsisting  in  nature  and has  arisen  on multiple
dates    and   occasions,    each   of   which    independently    and
collectively gives rise to the present proceedings.

76.The cause of action first arose on or about 22 October 2025 , when
Opponent  No.1   circulated  and  relied  upon  revised  quotation
details of PMC Dilip Sanghvi on the official Sharayu Members
WhatsApp Group, thereby clearly establishing that revision and
consideration of updated quotations formed an integral part of
the PMC evaluation process and was accepted and acted upon by
the Managing Committee and thereafter again arose on or about
31   October   2025,   when   a   member   of  the   Redevelopment
Committee, namely Mr.  Kashyap Thakkar (also referred to as
Mr.  Vicky  Thakkar),  posted  a  message  on  the  official  RDC
WhatsApp Group stating that PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C. would be
submitting a revised quotation shortly, thereby evidencing prior
knowledge within the Redevelopment Committee regarding the
forthcoming revised quotation and thereafter after again on 01
November 2025 , when Opponent No.4, a Managing Committee
member, Mr. Francis Emmatty, posted a message on the official
Sharayu Members WhatsApp Group acknowledging that PMC
Ar. Rajesh R.C. would be submitting a revised quotation, and on
the same date when PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C. submitted the revised

quotation by email to the official email ID of the Society. Upon
receipt of the said email, the revised quotation formed part of the
official records of the Society and was within the knowledge,
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possession  and  control  of the  Managing  Committee,  thereby
creating  a. corresponding  duty  to  disclose  the   sane  to  all
members of the Society and again.

77.The  cause  of action  further  arose  from  the  admitted  position
taken by the Opponents in their reply dated  18 April 2026 that
all six Managing Committee members had access to the official
email account of the Society, thereby conclusively establishing
that  the  Managing  Committee  had  knowledge  of the  revised

quotation. The cause of action further arises from the failure of
the  Opponents  to  disclose  such  material  information  to  the
remaining members of the Society, who had no access to the said
email account, thereby resulting in suppression of material facts
from the  General  Body.  On  08  March  2026,  when  Opponent
No.1  circulated a summary Excel sheet on the official Sharayu
Members  WhatsApp  Group  purporting to  provide  a  complete
comparative  analysis  of all  shortlisted  PMCs,  but  deliberately
suppressing the  revised quotation dated 01  November 2025  of
PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C. and instead reflecting the original higher

quotation,  thereby  misleading the  members  and  distorting the
financial    comparison.    Thereafter    09    March    2026.,    when
Opponent    No.1     directly    contacted    and    sought    updated
information  from  the  authorized  representative  of  PMC  Ar.
Rajesh  R.C.,  namely   Architect  Geet  Chanda,   and  received
detailed information including technical credentials, experience,

•   project details and updated evaluation parameters, yet failed and
neglected to incorporate the same in the summary circulated to
members,   thereby   continuing   the   suppression   of  material
information  despite  direct  knowledge  and  confirmation.  And
thereafter on  14  March  2026,  when  discrepancies  in  the  said
summary   and   suppression   of  the   revised   quotation   were
specifically   pointed   out   on   the   official   Sharayu   Members
WhatsApp  Group by Disputant No.1  along with documentary
proof of the email containing the revised quotation, and despite
such  clear  and  direct  intimation,  the  Opponents   failed  and
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neglected  to  correct the  misleading  data  or  circulate  accurate
infomation  prior to  the  Special  General  Body  Meeting.  And
finally on  15  March 2026, when the 2nd Special General Body
Meeting was conducted and members were made to vote on the
basis   of  incomplete,   incorrect  and   suppressed   infomation,
thereby   vitiating   the   entire   decision-making   process   and
rendering the outcome of the said meeting illegal, arbitrary and
unsustainable in law and thereafter   the sanie is continued till
filing of the present Dispute before this Hon'ble Court.

78.The  Disputant  further  submits  that  on  19  March  2026,  when
Architect  Geet  Chanda,  on  behalf of PMC  Ar.  Rajesh  R.C.,
addressed a communication to Opponent No.1  confronting him
with  the  aforesaid  inegularities,  and  immediately  thereafter
Opponent No.1 activated the "disappearing messages" feature on
the  WhatsApp  communication  thread,  thereby  attempting  to
erase  or conceal  incriminating communications.  Such conduct
constitutes a deliberate attempt to suppress material evidence and
further strengthens the inference of mala tide intent.

79.The disputant further submits that, on 29 March 2026, when the
Disputants  submitted  a  detailed  representation  to  the  Society
bringing to its notice the illegality, suppression and misconduct
in the  PMC  selection process  and calling upon the Managing
Committee  to  take  corrective  action  and  cancel  the  vitiated

Process.

80.The disputant fuither submits that, on 18 April 2026, when the
Society issued a reply to the said representation (communicated
on  or  about  23  April  2026),  wherein  the  Opponents,  while
admitting receipt of the revised quotation on the official email
ID,  failed to provide any explanation for non-disclosure of the
same to  members  and  instead issued evasive,  generalized and
non-point-wise denials, thereby refusing to rectify the illegality.

`+i
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81.The  disputant  further  submits  that,  from  the  false  statements
madeinthesaidreply,includingtheincorrectassertionthatPMC
Ar.  Rajesh R.C. was introduced by the Disputants, whereas in
fact the  said PMC was introduced by Opponent No.1  himself,
thereby  demonstrating  lack  of bona  fides  and  an  attempt  to
mislead this Hon'ble Court.

82.The disputant further submits that,  from the continuing conduct
of the Opponents in attempting to justify suppression of material
information by relying upon the untenable defence of "collective
responsibility"  and  f`common  email  access",  which  does  not
address the core issue of non-disclosure to the General Body.

83.The   disputant   further   submits   that,       aggravated   by   the
independent    and    continuing    statutory    disqualification    of
Opponent  No.2,  M.  Aashish  Baldota,  who  has  remained  a
defaulter  of  Society  dues  for  a  continuous  period  exceeding
eleven months,  as recorded in official  records  and minutes  of
meetings  signed by him, and who has  further issued a cheque
towards such dues which has been dishonoured on 22 April 2026
for  insufficiency  of  funds,  thereby  incuming  disqualification
under  Sections  73CA  and  73FF  of the  Act  and  rendering his
continuation in offlce illegal.

84.The disputant further submits that, continuing and subsisting as
the Opponents are proceeding with or are likely to proceed with
the   appointment  of  PMC   Dilip   Sanghvi   and   execution  of
agreement  pursuant  to  the   impugned   and  vitiated  process,
thereby  causing  irreparable  prejudice  to  the  members  of the
Society.

85.It   is   respectfully   submitted  that   the   Disputants   have   flled
independent proceedings dated 05 May 2026 before the Hon'ble
Registrar  seeking  action  against  Opponent  No.1  and  2  under
Sections 73 , 78 and 79 of the Maharashtra Co-operative Societies
Act,    1960    on    account    of   grave    misconduct,    deliberate
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suppression of material facts, abuse of official position, breach
of fiduciary  duties  and  mala  fide  actions  on  the  part  of the
Opponents, which have resulted in vitiating the entire decision-
making  ,process    relating    to    appointment    of   the    Project
Management Consultant OMC).

86.The  Disputants  submit  that  the  present  diapute   specifically
challenges the legality and validity of the resolution passed in the
Special General Body Meeting dated 15 March 2026 and seeks
appropriate reliefs including setting aside of the said resolution
and grant of injunction restraining the Society from proceeding
with the appointment of PMC namely Dilip Sanghvi pursuant to
the said resolution.

87.The  Disputants  submit that the  impugned resolution  dated  15
March 2026 is ex facie illegal, afoitrary, vitiated and liable to be
set aside on the following, amongst other, grounds:

a) Sul]I]ression of Material Facts:
The Opponents deliberately withheld the revised quotation dated
01  November 2025 submitted by PMC Ar. Rajesh RC., which
was   admittedly   the   lowest   quotation   and   was   within   the
knowledge, possession and control of the Managing Committee.
The said information constituted a material and decisive factor
for  infomed   decision-making  by  the   General   Body.   Non-
disclosure  of  such  crucial  financial  information  amounts  to
suppression   of  material   facts,   thereby   vitiating   the   entire
decisionmaking process.

bt Fraud on the General Bodv:
The  Opponents  circulated  a  comparative  analysis  which  was
incomplete, distorted and misleading, thereby inducing members
to vote on an incorrect financial premise. The selective inclusion
of  revised   quotation   of  one   PMC   (Dilip   Sanghvi)   while
deliberatelyexcludingtherevisedquotationofanotherPMC(Ar.
Rajesh RC.) constitutes  a clear case of misrepresentation  and

Ir=!
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fraud practiced upon the General Body. Any resolution obtained
by such deception is void ab initio in law.

ct Violation of Principles of Natural Justice:
The members of the Society were denied the fundanental right
to   make   an   informed   decision,   as   complete   and   accurate
information was not placed before them. The decision-making

process  stands  vitiated  due  to` denial  of  fair  opportunity  to
consider all relevant material, thereby violating the principles of
audi alteram partem and fairness in administrative action.

dt Breach of Government Redevelopment Guidelines dated
03 Januarv 2019:
The  Government Resolution  governing redevelopment of Co-
operative  Housing  Societies  mandates  transparency,  fairness,
equal    opportunity    and    full    disclosure    at    all    stages    of
redevelopment, including appointment of PMC. The conduct of
the    Opponents    in   suppressing   material    infomation   and
circulating misleading data is in direct contravention of the said
binding    guidelines,    rendering    the    process     illegal     and
unsustainal]le.

e` Abuse of Fiduciarv Position:
The office bearers of the Society occupy a position of tmst and
are bound to act in utmost good faith and in the interest of the
members.    The    deliberate    suppression    of   material    facts,
circulation  of misleading  data  and. failure  to  correct  known
inaccuracies  constitute  a  clear  breach  of fiduciary  duties  and
at>use of position, warranting judicial interference.

fl Participation of Disqualified Secretarv:
Opponent  No2,  having  incurred  statutory  disqualification  on
account of continuous default in payment of Society dues, was
not  eligible `.to  participate  in  the  affairs  of  the  Society.  His

participation  in the  PMC  selection  process  and  in  the  Special
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General  Body  Meeting  dated  15  March  2026  has  vitiated  the
entire proceedings, as the decision-making process stood taintedd
by participation of a disqualified person.

g` Colourable Exercise of Power:
TTheactiousoftheOpponents,viewedcumulatively,revealapre-
determined intent to influence and manipulate the outcome of the
PMC  selection  process.  The  power  vested  in  them  has  been
exereised not for the purpose for which it was confined, but to
achieve a predetermined result, thereby constituting a colourable
exereise of power.

h) Decision Based on IncomD]ete and Manipulated Data:
TTheimpugnedresolutionisfoundeduponacomparativeanalysis
wwhieh  was  materially  incomplete,   selectively  presented  and
factually incorrect. A decision taken on the basis of distorted and
manipulated data cannot be sustained in law and is liable to be
set aside.

i\ Vitiation of Free and Informed Consent:
TThe consent of the General Body, which forms the foundation of
the impugned resolution, is not free, informed or valid, as it was
obtained  on  the  basis  of suppression  and  misrepresentation.
Consent obtained under such circumstances is no consent in the
eyes of law.

il Adverse Inference on SuDDression of Evidence:
The conduct of Opponent No. I  in activating the "disappearing
messages"   feature   immediately   after  being  confronted  with
allegations of suppression clearly indicates an attempt to conceal
or destroy material evidence. Such condrct warrants drawing of
adverse inference against the Opponents and further strengthens
the case of the Disputants.

kt Cumulative Effect of I»egalitv:
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The aforesaid acts are not isolated instances but fom part of a
continuous      and      systematic      pattern      of      suppression,
misrepresentation  and  lack  of  transparency.  The  cumulative
effect of such conduct renders the entire process arbitrary, biased
and legally unsustainable.

88.The Disputant is having the prima facie case and the balance of
convenience and irreparable loss will cause to the disputant if
injunction is being refused by this Hon'ble court. An irreparable
loss will cause to the disputant if injunction is not granted against
the  respondent  society.  The  opponent  society  is  acting  high
handed and not in accordance to the  law. Hence it is just and
necessary to grant temporary injunction against the respondent
society  by  an  Order  of Temporary  Injunction  restraining  the
Opponents,  their  servants,  agents  and/or  any  person  claiming
through or under them from in any manner to stay the operation,
implementation  and  effect  of the  Resolution  dated  15  March
2026 including the  appointment of PMC namely Dilip Sanghvi

pursuant thereto and further Opponents be restrained by an order
of  temporary  injunction  by  passing  an  order  of  injunction
restraining the Opponents from issuing any appointment letter,
work order or executing any agreement or creating any rights,
title or interest in favour of PMC Dilip Sanghvi or any third party

pursuant to the impugned Resolution and further Opponent be
restrained by an order of Temporary Injunction from creating any
third-party rights or equities in respect of the subject matter of
the present Dispute.

89.This  Hon'ble  court  is  having  exclusive jurisdiction  since  the
dispute   falls   under  section  91   of  Maharashtra  Cooperative
Society Act  1960.  The respondent  society  is  situated  at Vashi
Navi  Mumbai,  Taluka  and  District-  Thane  and  hence  this
Hon'ble Court is having territorial jurisdiction to try, entertain
and to adjudicate the dispute.
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90.TheDisputanthaspaidappropriatecourtfeesofRs5000/-asper

91.The Disputant  is  challenging the Resolution dated  15/03/2026

passed  by  the  Special  General  Body  Meeting  and  hence  the
present dispute is within limitation as per law.

92.The reliefs as sought are falling within the definition of Dispute
as per Section 91  of Maharashtra Cooperative Society Act and
noreliefsarebeyondthejurisdictionofthisHon'bleCourt.

93.The Disputant has armexed the documents alongwith the list of
documents and craves to referred to and rely upon the sane and
the disputant further seeks permission of this Hon'ble court to
file the additional document as and when required.

94.No Caveat notice is received from the Opponent Society.

95.HENCE THE DISPUTANTS PRAY THAT,

a)Pendingthehearingandfinaldisposalofthepresentdispute,
theopponentsberestrainedbyanOrderofTemporaylnjunction
restraining  the  Opponents,  their  servants,  agents  and/or  any

person claiming through or under them from in any mamer to
stay the operation, implementation and effect of the Resolution
dated15March2026includingtheappointmentofpMCnamely
Dilip Sanghvi pursuant thereto;

tt)Pendingthehearingandfinaldisposalofthepresentdispute,
theOpponentsberestrainedttyanorderofTemporarylnjunction
bypassinganorderofinjunctionrestrainingtheOpponentsfrom
issuing  any  appointment  letter,  work  order  or  executing  any
agreement or creating  any rights, title  or interest in favour of
PMCDilipSan8hvioranythirdpartypursuanttotheimpugned
Resolution
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c) Pending the hearing and fmal disposal of the present dispute,
the Opponent be restrained by an'order of Temporary Injunction
from creating any third-party rights or equities in respect of the
subject matter of the present Dispute

d) Interim and ad-interim ex-partee relief in tens of prayer (a),
(b) & (c ) as above.

f) Grant such further and other reliefs as this Hon'ble Court may
deem fit, just and proper in the facts and circumstances of the
Case.

g) Award costs of the present proceedings

Date:- 08/05/2026

Place :- Thane

DL

Adv. for Disputants

1) Sml.

2)SIIRI. VARUN V. SIIARMA

3) slml. uTSAv G. PATEL

-.cT-\l+.'`l-..

4)SHRI.MANSUKHLAL KANJIBIIAI

REUNT
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VERIFICATION

I, SHRI. VIRAJ VISHWAMBHAR LAL SHARMA, aged 46

years,  residing  at  -Flat  No.  H  -10  /  0  :  2,  Sharayu  Co-operative

Housing  Society Ltd.,  Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai -400703, the

Disputant No.1  in the present Application, do hereby state and declare

on solemn affirmation for himself and on behalf other Disputants that

whatever stated in the above paragraphs are true and correct to the best

of my knowledge and belief.

Solemnly Affirmed at Thane

On this O8th Day of May 2026

EEHEiiii
Adv. for Disputants

`+i
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BEFORE TIIE HON'BLE CO-OPERATIVE COURT AT

TELRE

DISPUTENO.      /2026

(1) SHRI. VIRAJ VISHWAMBIIARLAL SIIARMA
Age 46 Years, An Adult Indian Inhabitant
Flat No. H -10 / 0 : 2, Sharayu Co-operative Housing
Society Ltd., Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai -400703

(2) SHRI. VARUN VISHWAMBIIAR LAL SIIARMA
Age 47 Years, An Adult Indian Inhabitant
Flat No. H -10 / I  : 2, Sharayu Co-operative Housing
Society Ltd., Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai - 400703

(3) SHRI. UTSAV GIRISH PATEL'
Age 38 Years, An Adult Indian Inhabitant
Flat No. H -10 / 0 : 3, Sharayu Co-operative Housing
Society Ltd., Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai -400703

4) SHRI. MANSUKHLAL KANJIBIIAI KHUNT
Age 70 Years, An Adult Indian Inhabitant
Flat No. H -10 / 2 : 4, Sharayu Co-operative Housing
Society Ltd., Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai -400703

V/s.

(1) SIIRI. ARIF SIIAIKH, Treasurer
An Adult Indian Inhabitant
SHARAYU C 0-OPERATIVE
HOUSING  SOCIETY  LIMITED
Address:-Flat No. H -10 / 1  : 4, Sharayu
Co-operative Housing Society Ltd.,
Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Murnbai -400703

(2) SHRI. AASHISH BALDOTA, Secretary
An Adult Indian Inhabitant
SIIARAYU CO-OPERATIVE

).. DISPUTANTS

; -~j-
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HOUSING  SOCIETY  LIMITED
Address:-Flat No. G -6 /0 :  1, Sharayu
Co-operative Housing Society Ltd.,
Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai -400703.

(3) SMT. SUJATA BANGAR, Chairman
An Adult Indian Inhabitant
SHARAYU CO-OPERATIVE
HOUSING  SOCIETY  LIMITED
Address:-Flat No. H -9 /1  :  1, Sharayu
Co-operative Housing Society Ltd.,
Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai -400703.

(4) SHRI. FRANCIS EMMATTY,
Managing Committee member
An Adult Indian Inhabitant
SHARAYU CO-OPERATIVE
HOUSING  SOCIETY  LIMITED

•      Address:-FlatNo.H-9/3 :  1, Sharayu

Co-operative Housing Society Ltd.,
Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai -400703.

(5) SHARAYU CO-OPERATIVE
HOUSING  SOCIETY  LIMITED
Address:-Plot No.5, Opposite South Indian Bank,
Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai - 400703

)
)
)

)...OPPONENTS

AFFIDAVIT OF DISPUTANT No.1 IN SUPPORT±Q

TEMPORARY INJtJNC TION APPLICATION

MAY IT PLEASE YOUR HONOUR,

I, SHRI. VIRAJ VISHWAMBIIAR LAL SHARMA, aged 46 years,
residing at - Flat No. H -  10 / 0  :  2,  Sharayu Co-operative Housing
Society Ltd., Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai -400703, the Disputant
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No.1 in the present Application, db hereby state and declare on solemn
affirmation for himself and on behalf other Disputants as under-

I SAY THAT:-

1.  The present dispute is filed under Section 91  of the Maharashtra
Co-operative  Societies Act,  1960, as the dispute pertains to the
affairs,  management,  and  business  of the  Society,  including
illegal appointment of Project Management Consultant (PMC)
and  validity  of  resolution  passed  in   Special   General  Body
Meeting dated 15 March 2026. The present dispute squarely falls
within the ambit of Section 91  of the Maharashtra Co-operative

•     Societies Act,1960 as it pertains to the constitution, management

and business of the  Society,  including decision-making of the
General   Body,   conduct   of  office   bearers,   and   validity   of
resolutions affecting redevelopment of the Society. The dispute
is therefore maintainable before this Hon'ble Court.

2.  The present Application  is  being preferred  by  the  Disputants,
who are bona fide members of Sharayu Co-operative Housing
Society Ltd. (including the two Managing Committee members
:     Slml.  VARUN  VISHWAueHAR  LAL  SIIARMA  and
SHRI.  MANSUKIILAL  KANJIBHAI  KHUNT)  invoking  the
jurisdiction  of  this  Hon'ble  Court  under  Section  91   of the
Maharashtra Co-operative Societies Act, 1960 on account of acts
and omissions on the part of the Opponents which have resulted
in  suppression  of  material  facts,  lack  of  transparency,  and
vitiation of the decision-making process relating to appointment
of the Project Management Consultant (PMC).

3.  The  Disputants  further  state  that  the  Opponent  No.1   is  the
Treasurer of the Society and the Opponent No.2 is the Secretary
of the  Society and the Opponent No.3  is the  Chairman of the
Society and the Opponent No.4 is a member of the Managing
Committee of the Society, having their address as shown in the
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cause title. The Opponent No.5 is a duly registered Co-operative
Housing Society, having its address as shown in the cause title.

4.  The redevelopment process of the Society commenced with the
lst  Special  General  Body  Meeting  held  on  5  October  2025,
wherein     in-principle     approval     for     redevelopment     was
unanimously granted in accordance with applicable Government

guidelines   including   the   Government   Resolution   dated   03
January2019govemingredevelopmentofco-operativeHousing
Societies and statutory provisions.

5.  In   the   said   meeting,   a   Redevelopment   Committee   (RDC)
comprisingelevenmembersalongwithinclusionofsixmembers
of  the  Managing  Committee  (total   17  members)  was   duly
constituted and unanimously approved by the General Body, as
recorded in the minutes armexed hereto. The RDC was structured
in a representative manner consisting of two members from each
building type along with one independent Legal Advisor namely
Advocate  Viraj  Shama.  The  members  so  appointed  include
Advocate Viraj Sharma, Mr. Vikas Singh, M. Anand Gupta, Mr.
D.K. Ralli, Mr. T.S. Gala, Mr. Jayesh Jain, M. Yogesh Agarwal,
M. Sanjay Kolge, Mr. Navin Arora, M. L.N. Mcheshwari and
M. Kashyap Thakkar, along with six members of the Managing
Committee.

6.  The said resolution having been passed unanimously is binding
and legally enforceable, and the RDC was constituted to ensure
transparency, objectivity and adherence to statutory norms in the
redevelopment process.

7.  It  was   further  resolved  that  no  member  of  the  Managing
Committee  shall  have  any  direct  or  indirect  interest  in  the

appointment  of  PMC   and  that  the   entire  process   shall   be
conducted in a fair and transparent manner with participation of
the General Body.

-1i
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8.  Pursuant to the said resolution, the RDC undertook evaluation
and shortlisted three PMCs, namely PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C., Dilip
Sanghvi (PMC) and Inomatrix.

9.  It  is  submitted that after discussions  and negotiations with the
RDC,  PMC  Ar.  Rajesh R.C.  submitted  a revised  quotation by
way of a formal email dated 01 November 2025 addressed to the
official email ID of the Society. The said revised quotation was
submitted well in advance, more than four months prior to the
next  Special  General  Body  Meeting,  and  reflected  the  lowest

professional fee among all shortlisted PMCs.

10.It is further submitted that an RDC member, I\fr. Vicky Thakkar

(also referred to as hfr. Kashyap Thakkar), had posted a message
on  the  official  RDC  WhatsApp  group  on  31   October  2025
recording  that  the  PMC  namely  Ar.  Rajesh  R.C.  would  be
submitting a revised quotation shortly.  This clearly establishes

prior knowledge at the level of the Redevelopment Committee
regarding the impending submission of the revised quotation.

11.It  is  further  submitted  that thereafter,  on  01  November  2025,
Opponent No.4, a member of the Managing Committee, SIRI.
FRANCIS EMMATTY, had also put up a message on the official
Sharayu  Members  WhatsApp  Group   stating  that  the  PMC
namely Ar. Rajesh R.C. would be submitting a revised quotation
shortly.  Significantly, on the very same date, i.e., 01 November
2025 , PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C. duly submitted the revised quotation
to the official email ID of the Society. Thus, it is evident that both
RDC  members  and Managing  Committee  members  had prior•knowledge  as  well  as  actual  receipt  of the  revised  quotation.

Despite  such knowledge,  the  Opponents  deliberately  failed to
incorporate  or  disclose  the  same  in  the  comparative  analysis
circulated  to  members.  This  clearly  establishes  conscious  and
intentional suppression of material information and rules out any
defence of inadvertence or lack of knowledge.
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12.It is  further  submitted that prior to  submission  of the  revised

quotation, Opponent No.1, Mr. Arif shaikh, had directly initiated
communication with the authorised representative of PMC Ar.
Rajesh  R.C.,   namely   Architect  Mr.   Geet   Chanda,   through
WhatsApp on 27 October 2025 and 28 October 2025. In the said
communication,  Opponent  No. I   specifically  coordinated  and
scheduled a meeting with the Redevelopment Committee (RI)C),
thereby establishing that Opponent No.1  was actively involved
in the evaluation process and was in direct contact with the said
PMC even prior to submission of the revised quotation.

13.It is further submitted that subsequent to the aforesaid meeting
with the  RDC,  Opponent No.I  continued to  remain  in  direct
communication   with   Architect   Geet   Chanda   and   actively
followed  up  on  31  October 2025  and  01  November  2025  for
submission of the revised quotation ofpMC Ar. Rajesh R.C. This
clearly demonstrates that Opponent No.1 was not only aware of
the revised quotation but had hinself facilitated and pursued its
submission, thereby establishing prior knowledge, involvement
and active participation in the process.

14.Itisfurthersubmittedthaton01November2025,OpponentNo.I
himself shared the official email ID of the Society with Architect
Geet Chanda through the said WhatsApp communication for the
specific purpose of submitting the revised quotation.  Pursuant
thereto, on the very same date, i.e., 01 November 2025, PMC Ar.
Rajesh R.C. duly submitted the revised quotation to the official
email ID of the Society. This sequence of events conclusively
establishes  that  the  revised  quotation  was  submitted  at  the
instance  of and  with  the  full  knowledge  and  involvement  of
Opponent   No.1,   and   therefore   any   subsequent   denial   of
knowledge  or non-disclosure  of the  said  quotation is  ex  facie
false,   misleading   and   mala   fide.    The   aforesaid   conduct
completely demolishes the  defence sought to be raised by the
Opponents  that  the  revised  quotation  was  not  within  their
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knowledge,  and  clearly  establishes  deliberate  suppression  of
material facts despite full and conscious awareness.

15.The  said revised  quotation  constituted  a material  and decisive
factor which  was  required  to  be  disclosed  to  all  members  to
enable   an   informed,   fair   and   transparent   decision-making

process. Non-disclosure of such material infurmation amounts to
suppression  of facts  and  renders  the  decision-making process
arbitrary and legally unsustainable.

16.It is  submitted that the process  adopted by the  Society  clearly
demonstrates that revision and negotiation of PMC quotations
was an accepted and integral pat of the evaluation process, as
evident  from  multiple  communications  wherein ' PMCs  were
allowed to negotiate and revise their professional fees and terms.

17.Communications relating to PMC Dilip  Sanghvi clearly reflect
that the professional fees were negotiable and subject to revision,
and detailed evaluation of such revised terns was circulated to
members.

18. Similar evaluative discussions were also undertaken in respect of
Inomatrix PMC, thereby establishing that there was no rigid or
final  quotation  system  and  that  revisions  were  part  of  the
decision-making process.

19.In such circumstances, the revised quotation submitted by PMC
Ar. Rajesh R.C. fomed ? crucial and material component of the
comparative  analysis  and  was  required  to  be  disclosed  to  all
members.

20.Thereafter,  the  Managing  Committee  issued  and  circulated  a
notice   calling   for  the   2nd   Special   General   Body   Meeting
scheduled on 15 March 2026 for the purpose of selection of PMC
from the shortlisted candidates.

21.Immediately  after issuance  of the  said notice  and  in the  days

preceding the said meeting, Opponent No. I and Opponent No.2,
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acting in their respective capacities as Treasurer and Secretary,

proceeded to circulate messages and documents on the official
Sharayu  Members  WhatsApp  Group,  which  is  the  primary
communication platform of the Society.

22.On 08 March 2026, Opponent No.1 circulated a sunimary Excel
sheet purportedly containing analysis and comparison of all three
PMCs, and stated as follows:

"The RDC has shortlisted Three PMCs. For greater and deeper

understanding, please find attached the credentials, Analysis and
Summary of all the Three PMCs."

23.The said representation created a clear impression that the data
being   circulated   was   complete,   accurate   and   reliable   for
decision-making by members.

24.However, the said Excel summary was deliberately misleading
and  incomplete,  as  Opponent No.1  knowingly  suppressed  the
revised quotation of PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C.  dated 01  November
2025 and instead reflected only the original higher quotation.

25.It is further submitted that Opponent No.I  had, on 22 October
2025, circulated documents and communications on the official
Sharayu Members WhatsApp Group including revised quotation
details  of PMC  Dilip  Sanghvi.  This  clearly  establishes  that
Opponent  No.I   was   actively  considering   and  incorporating
revised  quotations  in  the  decision-making  process.  However,
while the revised quotation of Dilip Sanchvi was duly reflected
and relied upon, the revised quotation of PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C.,
which  was   already   received   and  known  to   the  Managing
Committee, was deliberately excluded from the summary Excel
sheet. Such selective inclusion of revised data for one PMC and
exclusion for another clearly establishes that the act was not a
mere  omission  or negligence,  but  a  conscious  and  intentional
suppression aimed at misleading members and influencing the
outcome of the PMC selection process.

EI
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26.It is further submitted that on 09 March 2026, Opponent No.1,
Mr. Arif Shaikh, had personally contacted and held telephonic
communication with the authorised representative of PMC Ar.
Rajesh R.C., namely Architect Ge`et Chanda, for the purpose of
seeking clarifications and updates with respect to the summary
and evaluation of PMC proposals. Pursuant to the said telephonic
discussion, Architect Geet Chanda, on the very same date i.e. 09
March  2026,  shared  updated  details  on  WhatsApp  and  also
forwarded   an   updated   Excel   sheet   containing  revised   and
complete   information   to   Opponent   No.1    through   official
communication channels, including email.

The said updated information included, inter alia: Detailed

project          credentials  and  status  of ongoing  and  completed
redevelopment       projects;     Approximately     40     years     of
experience in the field of architecture  in  Navi  Mumbai;  Other
material technical and qualitative         parameters   relevant   for
informed evaluation by members.

It is submitted that although the revised professional fees
had already been submitted earlier on  01  November 2025, the
aforesaid    communication    dated    09    March    2026    further
supplemented   and   clarified   critical   aspects   of  the   PMC's
credentials and safeguards.

Despite  having  directly  sought  and  received  the  said
updated and relevant information,  Opponent No.I  deliberately
failed  to  incorporate  the  sane  in  the  summary  Excel  sheet
circulatedtomembersandcontinuedtorelyuponincompleteand
misleading  data.  The  omission  of such  crucial  technical  and
evaluative   information,  which  would  have   materially   aided
members in making an informed decision, clearly establishes that
the  suppression was  intentional  and  calculated to  mislead the
members  and  influence  the  outcome  of  the  PMC   selection

process.
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This conduct further reinforces the mala fide intent of the
Opponent,  as the information was  specifically  sought by him,
duly provided  on the  same  day,  and yet consciously withheld
from the members.

27.The suppression of the revised quotation, which was the lowest
among all PMCs, was not accidental but was a conscious and
deliberate act aimed at distorting the comparative analysis placed
before members and thereby prejudicing their decision-making.
Such deliberate suppression of the lowest quotation has resulted
in a distorted comparative  framework being placed before the
members, thereby vitiating the very basis of their decision.

28.The discrepancy in the said summary was immediately pointed
out  on  the   same   WhatsApp   group   by   members   including
Disputant No.1 -Advocate Viraj Sharma on 14 March 2026, who
also produced documentary proof of the revised quotation email
sent to the official Society email ID.

29.Despite  being  informed  on  the  said  WhatsApp  group  with
documentary proof of the revised quotation, the Opponents failed
and neglected to correct the summary or circulate accurate data

prior to the Special General Body Meeting, thereby continuing
suppression of material information.

30.Opponent No.2, instead of rectifying the position, proceeded to
make  false  and  misleading  statements  on  the  said  WhatsApp

group, including the following statements:
"If quote are shared, and then quote is revised just to level to gain

the project, it not fair" and

``NO one in committee was informed of the revised quote Oust

shooting a email will not suffice)".

31.The aforesaid statements are demonstrably false and contrary to
official records, as the revised quotation was duly communicated
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to the official email ID of the Society well in advance and was
within the knowledge of the Managing Committee.

32.The  said  statements  were  made  with  the  intent  to  mislead
members,  discredit  PMC  Ar.  Rajesh  R.C.  and  to  justify  the
suppression of the revised quotation.

33.Opponent No.2 reiterated and circulated the sane incoITect and
misleading data on  15 March 2026, i.e., on the very date of the
2nd  Special  General Body  Meeting,  thereby  ensuring that the
members continued to rely upon distorted infomation at the time
of voting.

34.The sequence of events  clearly demonstrates that immediately
after  calling  of the  2nd  SGBM,  the  Opponents  undertook  a
systematic exercise of circulating misleading information with
the sole objective of influencing and prejudicing the decision of
members in the PMC selection process.

35.The Special General Body Meeting held on  15 March 2026 was
thus   conducted   on   the   basis   of  incomplete,   incorrect   and
manipulated   data,   and   members   voted   based   on   incorrect
financial   comparison,   thereby   vitiating  the   entire   decision-
making process.

36.It is submitted that had the revised quotation of PMC Ar. Rajesh
R.C., being the lowest anong all PMCsL along with technical and
factual information been disclosed to the members, the financial
and real comparison placed before them would have materially
changed and the outcome of the voting would have materially
altered the decision-making process and outcome of the voting.
The suppression of such material information by Opponent No. I
and   Opponent   No.2   has   therefore   directly   prejudiced   the
deci sion-making process.

37.The  consent  obtained  from  the `members  in  the  said  Special
General Body Meeting is not free and informed consent, as the
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same  was  based  on  incomplete,  misleading  and  suppressed
information. It is a settled principle of law that consent obtained
on the basis of incomplete or misleading information is not valid
consent in the eyes of law.

38. It  is  further most respectfully  submitted that on  l9th  March,
2026 Architect Mr. Geet Chanda, acting on behalf of PMC Ar.
Rajesh  R.C.  Team,  addressed  a  communication  to  Opponent
No.1, specifically confronting him with serious irregularities and
seeking  clarification  on,  inter  alia,  his  conduct  in  allegedly
attempting  to   discredit  the   said  PMC   team,   the   deliberate
omission of the revised quotation and important facts from the
summary Excel sheet circulated to Society members, and his role
in influencing the outcome of the voting process to the detriment
of PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C.

39.It is pertinent to note that immediately upon being confronted
with  the  aforesaid  allegations,  Opponent  No.1   issued  a  bare
denial     without     offering     any     substantive     explanation.
Significantly,  and  in  a  marmer that raises  grave  suspicion,  he
thereafter proceeded to activate the  "disappearing messages"
feature on the WhatsApp communication thread with Architect
Geet  Chanda.  The  timing  and  sequence  of this  act  clearly
indicate  a  conscious  and  deliberate  attempt  to  erase  or
conceal  incriminating  communications  exchanged  between
the parties.

40.Subsequently,  upon  realizing  that  activation  of  such  feature
would    not    retrospectively    delete    previously    exchanged
messages, the Opponent No.1  deactivated the said setting. This
conduct, when viewed in totality, unequivocally demonstrates a
mala fide  intention on the  part of Opponent No.1  to  suppress
material  evidence  and  to  cover  up  his  prior  actions,  thereby
obstructing transparency and fair dealing in the PMC selection

process.
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41.The aforesaid acts constitute not only misconduct but also a clear
attempt  to  interfere  with the  integrity  of the  decision-making

process of the Society, warranting immediate and strict action by
the Hon'ble Court.

42. It is further submitted that the aforesaid conduct of Opponent
No.1  is  in  complete  violation  of the  Government  Resolutions

governing  redevelopment  of Co-operative  Housing  Societies,
which mandate utmost transparency, fairness, and disclosure in
all  stages  of  the  redevelopment  process.  The  office  bearer,

particularly the Treasurer, is entrusted with a fiduciary obligation
to  act in the best interests  of the  Society  and its members by

placing true and complete facts on record.

43.In  the  present  case,  instead  of upholding  such  statutory  and
fiduciary duties, the Opponent No.1 has acted in a manner that is
diametrically opposed to the principles of transparency. The very
act     of    attempting    to     enable     "disappearing    messages"
immediately  after  being  confronted   on  issues  pertaining  to
redevelopment clearly indicates an intention to suppress material
communication relating to the  evaluation and  selection of the
PMC.  Such  communication  was  directly  connected  with  the
redevelopment process  and ought to have been preserved and
disclosed to the members of the Society.

44.The  conduct of the Opponent No.1, therefore,  not only  raises
serious doubts about his integrity but also amounts to a deliberate
attempt to  withhold and destroy  relevant information, thereby
undermining  the  transparency  required  under  the  applicable
Government Resolutions. This constitutes a grave dereliction of
duty and renders him unfit to continue as an offlce bearer of the
Society. This raises serious concerns regarding transparency and

preservation of material evidence.

45. It  is  further  submitted  that,  immediately  after  the  aforesaid
illegal Special General Body Meeting dated 15 March 2026, the
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Disputants,  along  with several  other members  of the  Society,
submitted a detailed representation dated 29 March 2026 to the
Managing Committee,  specifically bringing to their notice the

grave   irregularities,   suppression   of  the   revised   quotation,
circulation of misleading data, and vitiation of the PMC selection

process.  The  said  representation,  supported  by  documentary
evidence, clearly called upon the Managing Committee to cancel
the  said  process  and  to  conduct  a  fresh,  fair  and  transparent
selection process in accordance with law.

46. It is further submitted that the Opponent No.5, Society, through
its office bearers, issued a reply dated  18 April 2026 to the said
representation,  which  was   admittedly  communicated  to  the
Disputants on 23 April 2026. In the said reply, the Society has,
instead  of  addressing  the  serious  illegality  and  suppression
brought to its notice, merely issued bald denials and attempted to

justify the non-disclosure of the revised quotation on untenable
and contradictory grounds. The said reply itself acknowledges
that the revised quotation was received on the official email ID
of the Society, thereby conclusively establishing knowledge on
the  part of the Managing Committee.  Despite  such  admission,
the   Society   has   failed   to   explain   why   the   said   material
information was not disclosed to members prior to the Special
General Body Meeting.

47.It  is  submitted that the  said reply  is  self-serving,  evasive,  and
contrary to record, and in fact furtfier strengthens the case of the
Disputants by demonstrating that the suppression of the revised

quotation was not inadvertent but was consciously disregarded.
The failure of the Managing Committee to take corrective action
despite a detailed representation amounts to continued illegality
and justifies invocation of the jurisdiction of this Hon'ble Court.

48.It is most respectfully submitted that in the reply dated 18 April
2026,  the  Opponents  have  sought to justify  their  conduct  by
contending that all six members of the Managing Committee had
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access to the official email account of the Society and, therefore,
there  was  no  suppression  of the  revised  quotation.  The  said
defence    is   wholly   misconceived,    misleading    and   legally
untenable. The decision regarding appointment of PMC is not a
matter   to   be   decided   by   six   members   of  the   Managing
Committee, but is required to be taken by the .Generai` Body of
the  Society  consisting  of approximately  70  members.  Out  of
these, only six members of the Managing Committee had access
to the email account, whereas the remaining approximately 64
members had no access whatsoever to the said email account, its
login credentials, password or contents. In such circumstances,
mere  internal availability  of infomation within six committee
members cannot, by any stretch of imagination, be equated with
disclosure to the General Body. The Opponents have failed to
explain  as  to  how  the  remaining  members  were  expected  to
become aware of the revised quotation dated 01 November 2025,
when admittedly the same was neither circulated on the offlcial
WhatsApp   group   nor   disclosed   in   the   comparative   Excel
summary.

49.It is submitted that the obligation of the Managing Committee is
not merely to possess infomation, but to transparently disclose
all material information to members who are required to take an
informed decision. The defence of "common access" is therefore
an afterthought and does not absolve the Opponents of their duty
to ensure transparency towards the General Body. Disclosure to
a limited group cannot be treated ap disclosure to the General
Body, which is the ultimate decision-making authority.

50.It is submitted that the Opponents, in thei.r reply dated  18 April
2026,   have   falsely   stated  that  PMC   Ar.   Rajesh  R.C.   was
introduced to the Society by some of the Disputants themselves.
The said statement is factually incorrect and contrary to record.
It  was  Opponent  No.1,  M.  Arif  Shaikh,  who  had  initially
introduced Architect Geet Chanda and brought PMC Ar. Rajesh
R.C.  into the process for participation as PMC. The said false
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statement has been deliberately made to shift responsibility and
create    a    misleading    narrative,    thereby    undermining    the
credibility  of the  reply  itself.  Making  false  statements  in  an
official reply submitted on behalf of the Society clearly reflects
lack  of  bona  fides  and  further  strengthens  the  case  of  the
Disputants.

51.It  is  submitted  that  the  Disputants  had  submitted  a  detailed
representation dated 29 March 2026 raising specific allegations
supported by documentary evidence. However, the reply dated
18 April 2026 issued by the  Society falls to deal with the said
allegations in a point-wise or issue-wise manner. The reply is
vague, generalized and evasive, and does not specifically address
critical  allegations  such  as  suppression  of revised  quotation,
circulation of misleading data,  and failure to correct the  same
despite knowledge. It is a settled principle of law that failure to
specifically   deny   material   allegations   anounts   to   deemed
admission of such allegations.  The evasive nature of the reply
clearly indicates that the Opponents are unable to justify their
actions on merits and are seeking to avoid direct answers.

52.It is further submitted that the Opponents have attempted to rely
upon the concept of "collective responsibility" of the Managing
Committee to avoid individual accountability. The said defence
is legally untenable in cases where specific acts of misconduct
are attributable to identified office bearers. In the present case,
the preparation and circulation of misleading Excel summary is
directly  attributable  to  Opponent  No.I,  while  the  failure  to
correct the same and issuance of false statements is attributable
to  Opponent  No.2.  The  principle  of  collective  responsibility
cannot   be   used   as   a   shield   to   protect   individual   acts   of
suppression, mi srepresentation and misconduct.

53.It is submitted that the conduct of the Opponents, when viewed
in   totality,    clearly    demonstrates    a   consistent   pattern   of
suppression, misrepresentation and lack of transparency. Despite



312-

being  confronted  with  documenttry  evidence,  the  Opponents
have neither rectified the position nor taken any corrective steps,
but have instead issued an evasive reply and continued to justify
their actions.  Such conduct establishes that the  suppression of
material information was not inadvertent but was deliberate and
fomspartofalargerdesigntoinfluencetheoutcomeofthePMC
se lection process.

54.Without  prejudice  to  the   aforesaid,   it  is   most  respectfully
submitted   that   Opponent  No.2,   Mr.   Aashish   Baldota,   has
incured   statutory   disqualification   under   the   provisions   of
Sections   73CA  and  73FF   of  the  Maharashtra  Co-operative
Societies Act,  1960, on account of being a defaulter of Society
dues for a prolonged period exceeding eleven months.

55.It  is  submitted  that  the  said  Opponent  No.2  has  outstanding
arrears of Society dues, as reflected in offlcial records and bills
issued  by  the  Society,  which  remain  unpaid  and  continue  to
subsist.   The   said   default   is   continuous,   substantial,   and
undisputed in nature.

56.It is further submitted that the said default is not merely alleged
but  stands  formally recorded  in the  minutes  of the  Managing
Committee Meeting, wherein the issue of non-payment of dues
by  Opponent No.2  has  been  specifically  noted.  Significantly,
Opponent No.2 vyas present in the said meeting and has signed
the minutes, thereby acknowledging the existence of such dues
and default.

57.It is further submitted that in addition to the aforesaid continuous
default,  Opponent No.2  issued  a  cheque  towards  payment  of
Society dues, which upon presentation was dishonoured on 22
April   2026   for   the   reason   "Funds   Insufficient",   thereby
constituting an independent act of financial misconduct and lack
of bona fides. It is submitted that once a member incurs default
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in payment of Society dues, statutory disqualification operates
automatically   by   force   of  law,   and   such  person   becomes
disqualified  from  continuing  as  a  Member  of the  Managing
Committee and Ceases to be eligible to continue as a member of
the Managing Committee. Consequently, Opponent No.2 carmot
continuetoholdtheofficeofSecretaryandhiscontinuationisex
facie illegal.

58.It  is  further  submitted  that  a  disqualified  person  is  also  not
entitled to participate in voting or decision-making processes of
the Society. Therefore, the participation of opponent No.2 in the

proceedings  relating  to  PMC  selection,  including  the  Special
General Body Meeting dated  15th March 2026, further vitiates
the decision-making process.

59.It is further submitted that one of the Disputants had previously
filed  a  separate  complaint  dated  23  April  2026  before  the
Hon'ble  Registrar seeking  action against  Opponent No.2,  Mr.
Aashish   Baldota,   on   account   of  his   statutory   default   and
misconduct. Pursuant thereto, the Hon'ble Registrar has already
taken  cognizance  of the matter and has  issued  a  Show Cause
Notice   dated   27   April   2026   to   Opponent  No.2   under  the

provisions of the Maharashtra Co-operative Societies Act,1960,
calling  upon  him  to  explain  why  action  should  not  be  taken
against him.

60. It is most respectfully submitted that the act of Opponent No.1,
Mr. Arif Shaikh, in preparing and circulating the summary Excel
sheet  dated  08  March  2026  was  undertaken  unilaterally  and
without  any  prior  consultation,  discussion  or  approval  either
from  the  Managing  Comniittee  or  from  the  Redevelopment
Committee,   both   of  which  had  been  duly   constituted   and
empowered  by  the  General  Body  to  oversee  and  guide  the
redevelopment    process,    including    evaluation    of    Project
Management Consultants.  Such unilateral action is contrary to
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the principles of collective functioning mandated under the Act
and the bye-laws of the Society.

61.It is submitted that the very purpose of constituting the Managing
Committee  and the  Redevelopment  Committee  was  to  ensure
collective    decision-making,   transparency,    deliberation   and
application    of   mind    on    core    and    material    aspects    of
redevelopment,   particularly   in   relation   to   evaluation   and
comparison of PMC proposals. The preparation of a comparative
financial and technical summary is not a routine or clerical act
but  constitutes  a  critical  decision-making  tool  which  directly
influences  the  understanding  and  voting  of members  of the
Society.

62.In such circumstances, it was incumbent upon Opponent No.1,
being the Treasurer, to first place the relevant data, including all

quotations   and   revised   quotations,    before   the    Managing
Committee   and   the   Redevelopment   Committee,   to   invite
discussion,   scrutiny  and  verification,   and  only  thereafter  to
circulate a finalized and collectively approved summary to the

general members of the Society.

63.However,   in   the   present   case,   Opponent  No.1   completely
bypassed both the Managing Committee and the Redevelopment
Committee and proceeded to unilaterally prepare and circulate
the   said   Excel   summary   directly   on   the   official   Society
WhatsApp  group.  No  meeting  was  convened,  no  deliberation
was undertaken, no approval was obtained, and no opportunity
was given to other committee members to verify the accuracy or
completeness of the data being circulated.

64.This unilateral action assumes greater seriousness in light of the
fact that the said summary was not merely incomplete but was
materially  misleading,  as  it  deliberately  excluded  the  revised

quotation dated 01  November 2025  of PMC Ar.  Rajesh R.C„

S.   :i+,



r3IS

which  was  admittedly  available  on  the  official  email  of the
Society.

65.The  conduct  of Opponent No.I  therefore  amounts  to  a  clear
abuse   of  position,  usurpation  of  collective   decision-making

powers,   and  violation  of  the  very  purpose   for  which  the
Managing  Committee   and  Redevelopment  Committee  were
constituted. By bypassing these bodies, Opponent No. I deprived
the Society of informed deliberation and ensured that incorrect
and distorted information was directly placed before members
without any internal checks or verification. Such conduct is not
only procedurally irregular but strikes at the root of transparency,
fairness and democratic functioning of the Society, and clearly
establishes  mala  fide  intent  to  influence  the  decision-making

process by avoiding scrutiny and discussion at the committee.

66.It is further submitted that Opponent No.2, being the Secretary
of the Society, had an independent statutory obligation to ensure
accuracy   of  records   and   transparency   in   communications.
Instead of correcting the misleading data circulated by Opponent
No.1, Opponent No.2 actively supported and defended the same.
Even after discrepancies were pointed out on 14      March  2026
with documentary proof, Opponent No.2 failed to take corrective
action.

67.On  the  contrary,  Opponent  No.2  made  false  and  misleading
statements on the official WhatsApp group denying knowledge
of the revised quotation and questioning its validity, despite the
same being received on the offlcial email ID of the Society. Such
conduct clearly establishes that Opponent No.2 was not acting as
a  neutral  office  bearer  but  was  actively  participating  in  the
suppression   of  material   information   and   in  misleading   the
members.

68.The  failure  to  correct  the  record  despite  having  knowledge,
coupled  with  issuance  of false  statements,  constitutes  active
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collusion  and  renders  Opponent  No.2  equally  liable  for  the
vitiation of the PMC selection process.

69.The actions of the Opponents clearly establish a deliberate and
malafide      attempt  to   influence  the  outcome  of  the  PMC
selectionprocessby          suppressing      material      facts      and
disseminating false information.

70.It   is   further   submitted   that   attempts   are   being   made   to
reconstitute  or  alter  the  Redevelopment  Committee  (RDC),
which  is  contrary to  the  unanimous  resolution  of the  General
Body    and    is    indicative    of   continuing    interference    and
manipulation in the redevelopment process.

71.The  Opponents,  being  office  bearers,  were  under  a  statutory
obligation to act fairly, transparently and in accordance with the
Government   Resolution   dated   03   January   2019   governing
redevelopment of Co-operative Housing Societies. Their actions
constitute a clear breach of duties under Section 73, 78 and 79 of
the Act.

72. The  resolution  passed  in  the  Special  General  Body  Meeting
dated 1 5 March 2026 is illegal, arbitrary and liable to be se.t aside
as the same has been obtained by suppression of material facts
and   misleading   representations,   thereby   vitiating  the   entire
decision-making   process.   The   cumulative   conduct   of  the
Opponents   clearly   establishes   a   deliberate   and  coordinated
attempt to manipulate the decision-making process of the Society
by    suppressing   material    facts,    misrepresenting    data   and
misleading  members.  Such  conduct strikes  at the  very  root  of
democratic functioning of a Co-operative Society and cannot be

permitted in law.

73.The  entire  PMC  selection  process  stands  vitiated,  arbitrary,
biased   and   legally   unsustainable   and   calls   for   immediate
intervention by this Hon'ble Court. The Opponents, being office
bearers, occupy a fiduciary position and are bound to act with
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utmost  good  faith,  transparency  and  fairness.  The  deliberate
suppression   of  material   infomation   constitutes   breach   of
fiduciary   duty   and  abuse  of  position.   The  conduct  of  the
Opponents    constitutes    a    colourable    exercise    of   power,
undertaken under the guise of administrative action but in reality
intended  to  manipulate  the  outcome  of  the  PMC  selection

process.

74.The acts of the Opponents amount to fraud on the General Body,
as material information was deliberately suppressed with intent
to     deceive     members     and     obtain     approval     through
misrepresentation.     Any     resolution     passed     under     such
circumstances  is  void  ab  initio  in  law.  The  entire  process  is
violative of the principles of natural justice, as members were
denied access to complete and accurate infomation necessary for
informed  decision-making. It  is  well  settled  that  any  decision
obtained by suppression of material facts, misrepresentation or
lack of transparency i§ liable to be set aside. The Hon'ble Courts
have consistently held that fraud vitiates all proceedings and that
office bearers of a co-operative society are bound by fiduciary
duties to act in a fair and transparent manner.

75.The cause of action for filing the present Dispute is continuous,
recurring  and  subsisting  in nature  and has  arisen  on  multiple
dates    and    occasions,    each    of   which    independently    and
collectively gives rise to the present proceedings.

76.The cause of action first arose on or about 22 October 2025, when
Opponent  No.1   circulated  and  relied  upon  revised  quotation
details of PMC Dilip Sanghvi on the official Sharayu Members
WhatsApp Group, thereby clearly establishing that revision and
consideration of updated quotations formed an integral part of
the PMC evaluation process and was accepted and acted upon by
the Managing Committee and thereafter again arose on or about
31   October   2025,   when   a  member   of  the   Redevelopment
Committee, namely M.  Kashyap Thakkar (also  referred to  as



a\©

Mr.  Vicky  Thakkar),  posted  a  message  on  the  official  RDC
WhatsApp Group stating that PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C.  would be
submitting a revised quotation shortly, thereby evidencing prior
knowledge within the Redevelopment Committee regarding the
forthcoming revised quotation and thereafter after again on 01
November 2025, when Opponent No.4, a Managing Committee
member, Mr. Francis Emmatty, posted a message on the official
Sharayu Members WhatsApp Group acknowledging that PMC
Ar. Rajesh R.C. would be submitting a revised quotation, and on
the same date when PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C. submitted the revised

quotation by email to the official email ID of the Society. Upon
receipt of the said email, the revised quotation formed part of the
official records of the  Society  and was within the knowledge,

possession  and  control  of the  Managing  Committee,  thereby
creating   a  corresponding  duty  to   disclose  the   same  to   all
members of the Society and again.

77.The  cause  of action  further  arose  from  the  admitted position
taken by the Opponents in their reply dated  18 April 2026 that
all six Managing Committee members had access to the official
email account of the Society, thereby conclusively establishing
that  the  Managing  Committee  had  knowledge  of the  revised

quotation. The cause of action further arises from the failure of
the  Opponents  to  disclose  such  material  information  to  the
remaining members of the Society, who had no access to the said
email account, thereby resulting in suppression of material facts
from  the  General  Body.  On  08  March  2026,  when  Opponent
No.1  circulated a summary Excel sheet on the official  Sharayu
Members  WhatsApp  Group  purporting to  provide  a complete
comparative  analysis  of all  shortlisted PMCs,  but deliberately
suppressing the revised quotation dated 01  November 2025  of
PMC Ar. Rajesh R.a. and instead reflecting the original higher

quotation,  thereby misleading the  members  and  distorting the
financial    comparison.    Thereafter    09    March    2026,    when
Opponent    No.1    directly    contacted    and    sought    updated
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infomation  from  the  authorized  representative  of PMC  Ar.
Rajesh  R.C.,   namely  Architect  Geet  Chanda,   and  received
detailed information including technical credentials, experience,

project details and updated evaluation parameters, yet failed and
neglected to incorporate the same in the summary circulated to
members,   thereby   continuing   the   suppression   of  material
information  despite  direct  knowledge  and  confirmation.  And
thereafter  on  14  March  2026,  when  discrepancies  in  the  said
summary   and   suppression   of  the   revised   quotation   were
specifically   pointed   out   on   the   official   Sharayu   Members
WhatsApp  Group by Disputant No.I  along with documentary

proof of the email containing the revised quotation, and despite
such  clear  and  direct  intimation,  the  Opponents  failed  and
neglected  to  correct the  misleading 'data  or  circulate  accurate
information  prior to  the  Special  General  Body  Meeting.  And
finally on  15 March 2026, when the 2nd Special General Body
Meeting was conducted and members were made to vote on the
basis   of  incomplete,   incorrect  and   suppressed   information,
thereby   vitiating   the   entire   decision-making   process   and
rendering the outcome of the said meeting illegal, arbitrary and
unsustainable  in law and thereafter   the  same is continued till
filing of the present Dispute before this Hon'ble Court.

78.The  Disputant  fiuther  submits  that  on  19  March  2026,  when
Architect  Geet  Chanda,  on  behalf of PMC  Ar.  Rajesh  R.C.,
addressed a communication to Opponent No. I  confronting him
with  the  aforesaid  irregularities,  and  immediately  thereafter
OpponentNo.1activatedthe"disappearingmessages"featureon
the  WhatsApp  communication  thread,  thereby  attempting  to
erase  or conceal  incriminating  communications.  Such conduct
constitutesadeliberateattempttosuppressmaterialevidenceand
further strengthens the inference of mala fide intent.

79.The disputant further submits that, on 29 March 2026, when the
Disputants  submitted  a  detailed  representation  to  the  Society
bringing to its notice the illegality, suppression and misconduct
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in the  PMC  selection process  and calling upon the Managing
Committee  to  take  corrective  action  and  cancel  the  vitiated

process.

80.The disputant further submits that, on  18 April 2026, when the
Society issued a reply to the said representation (communicated
on  or  about  23  April  2026),  wherein  the  Opponents,  while
admitting receipt of the revised quotation on the official email
ID,  failed to provide any explanation for non-disclosure of the
same to  members  and instead issued evasive,  generalized and
non-point-wise denials, thereby refusing to rectify the illegality.

81.The  disputant  further  submits  that,  from  the  false  statements
made in the said reply, including the incorrect assertion that PMC
Ar.  Rajesh R.C. was introduced by the Disputants, whereas  in
fact the  said PMC was introduced by Opponent No.I  himself,
thereby  demonstrating  lack  of bona  tides  and  an  attempt  to
mislead this Hon'ble Court.

82.The disputant further submits that,  from the continuing conduct
of the Opponents in attempting to justify suppression of material
information by relying upon the untenable defence of "collective
responsibility"  and  "common  email  access",  which  does  not
address the core issue of non-disclosure to the General Body.

83.The   disputant   further   submits   that,       aggravated   by   the
independent    and    continuing    statutory    disqualification    of
Opponent  No.2,  M.  Aashish  Baldota,  who  has  remained  a
defaulter  of  Society  dues  for  a  continuous  period  exceeding
eleven months,  as recorded in official  records  and minutes  of
meetings  signed by him,  and who\ has  further issued  a cheque
towards such dues which has been dishonoured on 22 April 2026
for  insufficiency  of funds,  thereby  incurring  disqualification
under  Sections  73CA  and  73FF  of the  Act  and rendering his
continuation in office illegal.

i-  `i~
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84.The disputant further submits that, continuing and subsisting as
the Opponents are proceeding with or are likely to proceed with
the   appointment  of  PMC   Dilip   Sanghvi   and   execution  of
agreement  pursuant  to  the   impugned  and  vitiated  process,
thereby  causing  irreparable  prejudice  to  the  members  of the
Society.

85.It   is   respectfully   submitted  that  the  Disputants   have   filed
independent proceedings dated 05 May 2026 before the Hon'ble
Registrar  seeking  action  against  Opponent No.1  and  2  under
Sections 73, 78 and 79 of the Maharashtra Co-operative Societies
Act,    1960    on    account    of   grave    misconduct,    deliberate
suppression of material facts, abuse of official position, breach
of fiduciary  duties  and  mala  fide  actions  on  the  part  of the
Opponents, which have resulted in vitiating the entire decision-
making   process   relating   to    appointment   of   the    Project
Management Consultant ¢MC).

86.The  Disputants   submit  `that  the  present  dispute   specifically
challenges the legality and validity of the resolution passed in the
Special General Body Meeting dated 15 March 2026 and seeks
appropriate reliefs including setting aside of the said resolution
and grant of injunction restraining the Society from proceeding
with the appointment of PMC namely Dilip Sanghvi pursuant to
the said resolution.

87.The  Disputants  submit that  the  impugned  resolution  dated  15
March 2026 is ex facie illegal, arbitrary, vitiated and liable to be
set aside on the following, amongst other, grounds:

a) SuDDression of Material Facts:
The Opponents deliberately withheld the revised quotation dated
01 November 2025  submitted dy PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C., which
was   admittedly   the   lowest   quotation   and   was   within   the
knowledge, possession and control of the Managing Committee.
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TThe said information constituted a material and decisive factor
for  informed  decision-making  by  the   General  Body.   Non-
disclosure  of  such  crucial  financial   information  amounts  to
suppression   of  material   facts,   thereby   vitiating   the   entire
deci sion-mrfug proce ss.

bl Fraud on the General Bodv:
The  Opponents  circulated  a  comparative  analysis  which  was
incomplete, disto]1ed and misleading, thereby inducirig members
to vote on an incorrect financial premise. The selective inclusion
of  revised   quotation   of  one   PMC   (Dilip   Sanghvi)   while
deliberately excluding the revised quotation of another PMC (Ar.
Rajesh R.C.) constitutes a clear case of misrepresentation and
fraud practiced `xpon the General Body. Any resolution obtained
by such deception is void ab initio in law.

c` Violation of PrinciDles of Natural Justice:
The members of the Society were denied the fundamental right
to   make   an   informed   decision,   as   complete   and   accurate
information was not placed before them. The  decision-making

process  stands  vitiated  due  to  denial  of  fair  opportunity  to
consider all relevant material, thereby violating the principles of
audi alteram partem and fairness in administrative action.

dl Breach of Government Redeveloi)ment Guidelines dated
03 Januarv 2019:
The  Government Resolution  governing redevelopment of Co-
operative  Housing  Societies  mandates  transparency,  fairness,
equal    opportunity    and    full    disclosure    at    all    stages    of
rredevelopment, including appointment of PMC. The conduct of
the    Opponents    in   suppressing   material    information   and
circulating misleading data is in direct contravention of the said
binding    guidelines,     rendering    the    process     illegal     and
ununsustainchle.
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et Abuse of Fiduciarv Position:
TThe office bearers of the Society occupy a position of tmst and
are bound to act in utmost good faith and in the interest of the
members.    The    deliberate    suppression    of   material    facts,
circulation  of misleading  data  and  failure  to  correct  known
inaccuracies  constitute  a  clear  breach  of fiduciary  duties  and
abuse of position, warranting judicial interference.

fl Participation of Disqualified Secretarv:
Opponent  No.2,  having  incurred  statutory  disqualification  on
account of continuous default in payment of Society dues, was
not  eligible  to  participate  in  the  affairs  of the  Society.  His

participatioh  in the PMC  selection process  and  in the  Special
General  Body  Meeting  dated  15  March 2026  has  vitiated the
entire proceedings, as the decision-making process stood tainted
by participation of a disqualified person.

gt Colourable Exercise of Power:
The actions of the Opponents, viewed cumulatively, reveal a pre-
determined intent to influence and manipulate the outcome of the
PMC  selection  process.  The  power  vested  in  them  has  been
exercised not for the purpose for which it was conferred, but to
achieve a predetermined result, thereby constituting a colourable
exercise of power.

h) Decision Based on IncomD]ete and Manipulated Data:
The impugned resolution is founded upon a comparative analysis
which  was  materially   incomplete,   selectively  presented  and
factually incorrect. A decision taken on the basis of distorted and
manipulated data cannot be sustained in law and is liable to be
set aside.

i` Vitiation of Free and Informed Consent:
The consent of the General Body, which forms the foundation of
the impugned resolution, is not free, informed or valid, as it was
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obtained  on  the  basis  of  suppression  and  misrepresentation.
Consent obtained under such circumstances is no consent in the

eyes of law.

i` Adverse Inference on SuDDression of Hvidence:
The conduct of Opponent No.I  in activating the "disappearing
messages"   feature   immediately  after  being  confronted  with
allegations of suppression clearly indicates an attempt to conceal
or destroy material evidence. Such conduct waITants drawing of
adverse inference ngalnst the Opponents and further strengthens
the case of the Disputants.

k` Cumulative Effect of IIIegalitv:
The aforesaid acts are not isolated instances but form pat of a
continuous      and      systematic      pattern      of      suppression,
misrepresentation  and  lack  of  transpareney.  The  cumulative
effect of such conduct renders the entire process arditrary, biased
and legally unsustainable.

88.The Disputant is having the prima facie case and the balance of
convenience and  irreparable loss will cause to the disputant if
injunction is being refused by this Hon'ble court. An irreparable
loss will cause to the disputant if injunction is not granted against
the  respondent  society.  The  opponent  society  is  acting  high
handed and not in accordance to the  law. Hence it is just and
necessary to grant temporary injunction against the respondent
society  by  an  Order  of Temporary  Injunction  restraining  the
Opponents,  their  servants,  agents  and/or  any  person  claiming
through or under them from in any marmer to stay the operation,
implementation  and  effect  of the  Resolution  dated  15  March
2026 including the  appointment of PMC namely Dilip Sanghvi

pursuant thereto and further Opponents be restrained by an order
of  temporary  injunction  by  passing  an  order  of  injunction
restraining the Cxpponents from issuing any appointment letter,
work order or executing any agreement or creating any rights,

J'
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title or interest in favour of PMC Dilip Sanghvi or any third party
pursuant to the imp.ugned Resolution and futher Opponent be
restrained by an order of Temporary Injunction from creating any
third-party rights or equities in respect of the subject matter of
the present Dispute.

89.This  Hon'ble  court  is  having  exclusive  jurisdiction  since  the
dispute   falls   under   section   91   of  Maharashtra  Cooperative
Society Act  1960.  The  respondent society  is  situated  at Vashi
Navi  Mumbai,  Taluka  and  District-  Thane  and  hence  this
Hon'ble Court is having territorial jurisdiction to try, entertain
and to adjudicate the dispute.

90.The Disputant has paid appropriate court fees of Rs 5000/-as per
law.

91.The  Disputant  is  challenging the Resolution  dated  15/03/2026

passed  by  the  Special  General  Body  Meeting  and  hence  the
present dispute is within limitation as per law.

92.The reliefs as sought are falling within the definition of Dispute
as per Section 91  of Maharashtra Cooperative Society Act and
no reliefs are beyond the jurisdiction of this Hon'ble Court.

93.The Disputant has annexed the documents alongwith the list of
documents and craves to referred to and rely upon the same and
the disputant further seeks permission of this Hon'ble court to
file the additional document as and when required.

94.No Caveat notice is received from the Opponent Society.

Whatever  stated  in  the  above  paragraphs  are  tnie  and
correct to the best of my knowledge and belief.

b,I  
+̀
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Solemnly Affirmed at TIIANE

On this O8th day of MAY, 2026

Identified by Me,

EHEE
Adv. For Plaintiff

VERECATION

I, SIIRI. VIRAJ VISIIWAMBIIAR LAL SHARMA, aged 46

years,  residing  at  -  Flat  No.  H  -  10  /  0  :  2,  Sharayu  Co-operative

Housing Society Ltd., Sector 29, Vdshi, Navi Mumbai -400703, the

Disputant No.1 in the present Application, do hereby state and declare

on solemn affimation for himself and on behalf other Disputants that

whatever stated in the above paragraphs are true and correct to the best

of my knowledge and belief.

Solemnly Affirmed at Thane

On this O8th Day of May 2026

=LEiiii]
Adv. for Disputants
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