Adv. Rajendra D. Tambe

Office Add. Unit no.5, Raheja Arcade, Plot
MNo. 61, Sector-11, CBD Belapur- 400614,
Enroll No. MAH/3758/2002

Mob, No. 9833956750




3

BEFORE THE HON'BLE CO-OPERATIVE COURT AT

THANE

DISPUTE NO. /2026

SHRL VIRAJ V. SHARMA & ORS

Vis.

MR. ARIF SHAIKH, Treasurer
Of SHARAYU CHS & ANR

J.. DISPUTANTS

)
) OPPONENTS

INDEX
ST Particulars Page No. I
No.
1: Advocate Name Page
2. | Index
| 3 Plaint along with Court Fees
4. Duplicate Plaint
3. Affidavit in support to Plaint
b. Vakalatnama
7 List of Documents
8. Documents
9 Memo
10. Injunction Application
11. Affidavit in support 1o Injunction
| Application

Date:- 22/04/2026
Place : Belapur

S—

A=

Advocate for the Disputant




By e Pt il g

GREFORE THE HoN'BLE (o-OPERATIVE CoVET

AT THAME
Vive; V.Shevmak o
-..r{}iafumlﬁ.
*..r/.S-

ik Shoi b (Taasuves)

Shavop4 Gds U L o=a _B gFFuﬂmt
iy [U'E]dﬁ‘l[lﬂlf _ﬁ; -
Y

Plaf t T Thatt
Hn - o Dspr




Rl fowen - TNETT AW FTTTEA

o i, e, W ooki/ov
T A ._1_306 _._t_ At :
i NLFOY N §har o,

28 MAY 2026 .

s -




TENTE MAHARASHTRA A 947046

RE-FofE THE HoN'BLE (0 OPERATIVE CoulT

AT THAHRE
\Vixeq V- Shermg e Dispadarid
v/s.
foit Shaikh
(TxPasumren)
Shevonu U L fous . Oppa '
Tk : ﬂﬁ)uﬁji—ﬂ% _ bﬂ,ﬁ""f

F"Hl-ﬁe .‘w



el Py (. TG TR wOTE0ETT
ot i o, mEEEE A gl a0

st A —% I:.’|'| :IH?H‘:- ;
Y e R SR IR R

= gAY 20

. .'|I Ii
¢ = A 1201031 fn/uﬁ-




| WEATE MAHARASHTRA A 947047

BEFORE “THE Hon'fLE Ge-opERRTSIVvE CouRy
AT TR K€

Ullrw W E;‘ﬂ'l"rhc,l

T o Duperfong
Y
Ej}"t:hi'&"-l"rﬂm-:;
Shetyore, s ¢ ¥ ox
COPpenends
O=ofes * orfos [zong fi;"'“hn”

place . Tiaipe

pelu. Py ﬂh’&:@%




Fnfie B . T T AT

w1 B, mr e ek oy
MRS {&T-_Jl.m_ P = —
o= 8 MAY 20087

CEL [T T PPy



HEWT= MAHARASHTRA A 947048

BEPope ~mp YoN'BLE <o-OpPERATIVE COORT
AT ThAwnE

Wirery V. Eheaping

v ,n’g

AstP  Gheibh
CTreegayey )
Shavoyu, O A0 X 0¥ .. . appopents

<o Olspufan

Derle . oglos(vore _L;l,,r:__
Belv. Poy ﬂup‘-‘ié’rﬂf

place.’, "Thaane.




Pl B . FCET TR STOTOTY
e o, A A oge/en

wET A .. "'J‘DE_ [ n e
- Dby Olp_Capoe

(e ey (= EO
- -.,.II rdrl dl'l'-'!; -|—- - =T 1 . ) -
2 wiz - 2.3 MAY 2026

o . .-L /i 'y
e 1103 _ m oA 1201034 W
- :




7049
Heme MAHARASHTRA A 4

BEFoRA THE N BLE <o ~opERATT L '::J':"E-'R_T
AT - ThANE

V'f}%f. v E’?mrnrpi
v fr

AFP  shalkh
{‘_'T}-Emmg_}

*5-""1“"1'“"1% che L3p. 4 00t . opperends

G QJU?M{H?\%

O ot )os) 2an ¢ ;i:f":’.",;
adu. por .ﬂ.irp:lqﬂ’np&r

pPleice. - Theine,




bl Pl < TNF] T RITETS
or i, o, pgEeE @ oatfen

TR A "':JaD’}—m-ua ‘
S £ O . Ealg-ols

g

T HAY 2008

vi A 1201034 éﬁm



RRRRSR |

DI/ “.* i' P

' B s
RN R R 0 el

TETE MAHARASHTRA A 947050

EE@RF THE J‘J:JFHEF E’”“GPEﬁnij,E‘ GD&Q‘T
AT- ThArE

Vlree) . Steurms,

Ll",:'j"

ar ':'J:" Efﬁ”ll f ﬁ-i'j
Q‘T}t&:uw)

v~ _Dlepajands

lerece, (il ¢T0. 4017, . opporery

pefe! oFlos| <orc
( Lﬁ'v“"‘_,_;

v Par plspestary ¢

Plree ' Thane




Pl oo -~ TET T AITITET
e B, o), ATEE A okLfoY

By Oia. Narge




MAHARASHTRA A 947051

BE FORE “TvE worr 'BLE Qpnapﬁ”ﬂﬂ_ﬂi@ SowR]
HT-ThanE

-La"'i.‘a-r;:r_[' Ls, ET"':*TTI’E?

© Olpofants
vis
APiFE  ghet bl
C—'M%'j
Fhoteeta eqg 0 4o L - - mpﬂ:}r’lfr.fﬁ_-r
el - 02)65] 200 o
(L~
plece’ Thane S

tolu: Ror Disperfersd,




il B - TR 7T FOPTIERT
e . ool AraEE A ok oY




HENATE MAHARASHTRA A 947052

Bcfore THe HﬂH"_BLE’— Cﬂ'ﬁﬁﬁﬂﬂ”E (oURT
AT THANE
-,Iuli'[ﬂj AL Ehmm,i-g;xz‘- e I_]::}’I-E*'F'U"‘M"i,
Ve
A shai B0

g,ﬁ:ﬂ%ﬁ W&o . Opponn

;ﬁ“ Ty Mo
Dedl + B g|oB | ozt f_]:;;ﬂm ;
praee | & M. (o Prupuherks




ju

f . “--,k
L
i - 5
.'_F. e b
f Tl ==y

RN E i e - TR T A
‘* i -_;-f. ;{anu;l HQE Eﬂ"'ﬂ‘" o= T

I
=Wy -

?Jr., i nﬁ:-_,_,,.__ :
e =D '_"'”‘" s

_"5'1-";; E-..l




HUNDRED £/

HeT MAHARASHTRA A 947053

REFORE THEHONBIE (o-OPERFTIVE Covel
AT THANE

\Jivoy V.Shovmo L ool [ Piyputen
VA,

At Shalbin (Tresswer)

5hﬂ-ﬂﬂﬁt‘! CHd LM& D vl = i_:}!r'-t'!--:lmﬁ-"l'"f..
gl
ettt 088l / o
Plad €Tt il ¥

K fo Dispka?




T

tinfls: ey - FRETT T RTRTEA

ﬁirh: nﬁ'léumn ok i fad

m & 1201024 ﬁm




HUNDRED |
RUPEESE!

[ !1

- L gl
Tyl 7 et

e MAHARASHTRA A 947054

REFORE THE HoN'BLE Co- OPERATIVE ¢oVET
AT T HANE
ﬂll\_,.llifﬂj '||,|r. ﬂf\ﬁ"'n’# Af_—r‘ oy _i'_-'_{:_:..hrM
vii

At shuien ( Tren)

Shovey fHA M’-’ls,ﬁ'a'ﬂ - ;f‘j&;fuwl

A~ .-i--__‘\l |
TF‘”I'{ . Er'f,lﬁﬁj o2& 'ﬁ_ _]]_:gj’_‘_y‘
.‘]I:-’j el 1',*““]%'-4.' ﬂﬂ"" #ﬂ_‘r"'}}j_‘_rw”: .




el fowren . TOCET TR ST

'Eﬂi :ﬂ m' "-l.r‘"

m Adn.. 0P Gt

""'E HPN’E‘}EG i

a1 s 1201031 éﬁm



bl T !:. '-': e R e b

TR MAHARASHTRA A 947055

EEFORE THE HoN'ELE O-0pEgA TIVE (oURT
AT THANE

h\\‘x,j'f't":"fj. . ﬂﬂﬁwﬂ'@.ﬁﬁ e T DRape v
VA S

F Shosbr (rew=) R
5’;“‘:{“’3‘4 s Lfd. ook s PRSI

<Tos | of)o5] 0028 v ’
PIOCE = han B ¥




firefts Peen - FRFR] B STRENCA
ot By, o), SveE A oktfed
wamasin A u:,.'fl fifwn =



2.8

BEFORE THE HON’BLE CO-OPERATIVE COURT AT
THANE

DISPUTE NO. /2026

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

2) SHRIL. 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

T i T o

3) SHRI. UTSAYV 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

e e S

4) SHRIL. MANSUKHLAL KANJIBHAL KHUNT )
Age 70 Years, An Adult Indian Inhabitant )
Flat No. H=10/2 : 4, Sharayu Co-operative Housing )
Society Lid., Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai — 400703 )
. DISPUTANTS

Vis,

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

T e e T g g

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

e e R



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

ot

3) SMT. SUJATA BANGAR, Chairman
An Adult Indian Inhabitant
SHARAYLU CO-OPERATIVE
HOUSING SOCIETY LIMITED
Address:- Flat No. H=9/1 : 1, Sharayu
Co-operative Housing Society Lid.,
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 : 1, Sharayu

Co-operative Housing Society Lid.,
Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai — 4007035,

g g gt gt Mgttt

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 SOCIETIES ACT, 1960 :-

MAY IT PLEASE YOUR HONOUR,

|. 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 Maharashira 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,

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
:  SHRI. VARUN VISHWAMBHAR LAL SHARMA and
SHRI. MANSUKHLAL 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).

The Dispuiants further state that the Opponent No.l 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.

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



5. In the said meeting, a Redevelopment Cemmittee (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
g0 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 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 1D 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 prafessional fee among all shortlisted PMCs,
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[t 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.

At is further submitted that thereafter, on 01 November 2025,

Opponent No.4, a member of the Managing Committee, SHRL.
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
guotation 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 1D of the Society. Thus, it
15 evident that both RDC members and Managing Commitiee
members had prior knowledge as well as actual receipt of the
revised guotation. 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.

At is further submitted that prior 1o submission of the revised

quotation, Opponent No.l, 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.l specifically
coordinated and scheduled a meeting with the Redevelopment
Committee (RDC), thereby establishing that Opponent No.l
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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14.

15

It is further submitted that subsequent to the aforesaid meeting
with the RDC, Opponent No,l 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.l was not only
aware of the revised quotation but had himsell facilitated and
pursued its submission, thereby establishing prior knowledge,
involvement and active participation in the process.

It is further submitted that on 01 November 2025, Opponent
MNo.1 himself shared the official email ID of the Society with
Architeet 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 1D 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.

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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16.1t 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
lerms,

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.

19.1n 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.lmmediately after issuance of the said notice and in the days
preceding the said meeting, Opponent No.l and Opponent
Mo.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.




22.0n 08 March 2026, Opponent No.1 circulated a summary Excel

sheet purportedly containing analvsis 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 Neo.l knowingly suppressed the
revised quotation of PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C. dated 01 November
20025 and instead reflected only the original higher quotation.

25.1t is further submitted that Opponent No.l 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.l 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.

26.1t is further submitted that on 09 March 2026, Opponent No.l,
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 information to Opponent No.l 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  Nawi
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
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
FII'GEE.':'-E.

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 quatation 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.l - Advocate Vira] Sharma on 14 March 2026,
who also produced documentary proof of the revised quotation
email sent to the official Society email 1D.

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.

30.0pponent 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 (just
shooting a email will not suffice)”.

11.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

Commitiee,

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

33.0pponent 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 2Znd 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.

33.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,

36.1t 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.l 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 eves 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.l, 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.

39.1t is pertinent to note that immediately upon being confronted
with the aforesaid allegations, Opponent No.l 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.l 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 atoresaid 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
Ne.l is in complete violation of the Government Resolutions
govemning redevelopment of Co-operative Housing Societies,
which mandate utmost transparency, faimess, 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.l 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
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 eancel 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.3, 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 TD 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.

47.1t 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 1o continued

illegality and justifies invocation of the jurisdiction of this
Hon'ble Court.

48.11 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 20235, when admittedly the same
was neither circulated on the official WhatsApp group nor
disclosed in the comparative Excel summary.

49.1t 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 1o a limited group cannot be treated as disclosure to
the General Body, which is the ultimate decision-making
authority.

50.1t is submiued that the Opponents, in their reply dated 18 April
2026, have falsely stated that PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C. was
introduced to the Seciety by some of the Disputants themselves.
The said statement is factually incorrect and contrary to record.
It was Opponent No.l, Mr. Anf 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 Sociely fails to deal with the said
allegations in a point-wise or issue-wise manner. The reply 15
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 1t 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.l, 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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53.1t 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 Maharashira Co-operative
Societies Act, 1960, on account of being a defaulter of Society
dues for a prolonged period exceeding eleven months.

33.1t 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.

36.1t 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.

57.1t s tfurther 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 1s 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.

581t 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.

59,1t 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, 1t 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 1o 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 Commiitee 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 ewvaluation and
comparison of PMC  proposals, The preparation of a
comparative [inancial 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.l completely
bypassed both the Managing Committee and the
Redevelopment Committee and proceeded 1o 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 official email of the
Society.

65.The conduct of Opponent No.l 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
constituied. By bypassing these bodies, Opponent No.l
deprived the Society of informed deliberation and ensured that
incorrect and distorted information was directly placed before
members without any internal checks or wverification. 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 serutiny and discussion at
the commitiee.

66.1t 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.l, Opponent No.2 actively
supported and defended the same. Even after discrepancies
were pointed out on 14 March 2026 with documentary proof,
Opponent MNo.2 failed to take corrective action.

67.0n the contrary, Cpponent 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
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
mala fide attempt to influence the outcome of the PMC
selection process by suppressing  material  facts  and
disseminating false information.

70.1t 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 1s indicative of continung interference and
manipulation in the redevelopment process.

71.The Oppanents, 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 |5 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 faimess. 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 15
viclative 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 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 2023,
when Opponent No.l 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 3| 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 1D 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.] 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




Movember 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.l 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, expenience,
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
Sharavu Members WhatsApp Group by Disputant No.l 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 wvitiating 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.l 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
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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,

.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.l himself, thereby demonstrating lack of bona fides and an
attempt to mislead this Honble Court.

82.The disputant further submits that, from the continuing conduct

83

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 1o the General
Body.

.The disputant further submits that, aggravated by the

independent and continuing statutory  disqualification of
Oppenent No.2, Mr. Aashish Baldota, who has remained a

defaulter of Society dues for a continuous period exceeding
cleven 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 continuation in office illegal.

¥4.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.

83.0t 15 respectfully submitted that the Disputants have filed
independent proceedings dated 05 May 2026 before the
Hon'ble Registrar seeking action against Opponent No.|l 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 ofTicial position, breach
of fiduciary duties and mala fide actions on the part of the
Opponents, which have resulted in vitiating the entire deciston-
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 reselution.

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) Suppression of Materinl 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. MNon-disclosure of such crucial financial information
amounts to suppression of material facts, thereby vitiating the
entire decision-making process.

b) Fraud on the General Body:

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 Principles of Natural Justice:

The members of the Society were denied the fundamental right
o 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 faimess in administrative action.

d) Breach of Government Redevelopment Guidelines dated
03 January 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.

¢) Abuse of Fiduciary 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.

Participation of Disqualificd Secretary:

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 stood
tainted by participation of a disqualified person.

g) 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 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
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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 circumstances i1s no consent in the
eyes of law,

i} Adverse Inference on Suppression of Evidence:

The conduct of Opponent No.l in activating the “disappearing
messages” feature immediately afier being confronted with
allegations of suppression clearly indicates an attempt to
conceal or destrov material evidence. Such conduct warrants
drawing of adverse inference against the Opponents and further
strengthens the case of the Disputants.

k) Cumulative Effect of Hlegality:

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 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
ireparable 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 ¢laiming 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 i3 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.
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G4.No Caveat notice 15 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 13
March 2026, insofar as it relates 1o 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 quetations 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;

¢) 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




fi 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.

l) 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,
1) Award costs of the present proceedings
Date:- 08/05/2026 A
'«.I\v‘ﬂ |
Place :- Thane 1\'»
1) SHRI. VIRAJ V. SHARMA
Y
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| L

(1 X
i
/
3) SHRIL.UTSAV G. PATEL
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Adv. for Disputants
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VERIFICATION
I, SHRIL. 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 08" Day of May 2026 )

(A

: __.72-'?}7“& \\h‘:X
Adv. for Disputants Disputant No.1
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BEFORE THE HON'BLE CO-OPERATIVE COURT AT
THANE

DISPUTE NO. /2026

1) SHRL 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) SHRIL. YARUN VISHWAMBHAR LAL SHARMA )
Ape 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) SHRIL UTSAY 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 )

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 )
).. DISPUTANTS

4) SHRL MANSUKHLAL KANJIBHAI KHUNT 1
)
)

Vis.

1) SHRI. ARIF SHAIKH, Treasurer
An Adult Indian Inhabitant
SHARAYU CO-OPERATIVE
HOUSING SOCIETY LIMITED
Address:- Flat No. H- 10/ | : 4, Sharayu
Co-operative Housing Society Lid.,
Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai — 400703
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2) SHRL. AASHISH BALDOTA, Secretary
An Adult Indian Inhabitant
SHARAYU CO-OPERATIVE
HOUSING SOCIETY LIMITED
Address:- Flat No. G -6 /0 : 1, Sharayu

el R




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-92/1 : 1, Sharayu
Co-operative Housing Society Ltd.,
Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai — 400703,

e e

4) SHRL FRANCIS EMMATTY,
Managing Committee member
An Adult Indian Inhabitant
SHARAYU CO-OPERATIVE
HOUSING SOCIETY LIMITED
Address;- Flat No. H -9 /3 : 1, Sharayu

Co-operative Housing Society Ltd.,
Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai - 400703,
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5) SHARAYU CO-OPERATIVE )
HOUSING SOCIETY LIMITED )

Address:- Plot No.5, Opposite South Indian Bank, )
Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai — 400703 1. OPPONENTS

DISPUTE UNDER SECTION 91 OF THE MAHARASHTRA
CO-OPERATIVE SOCIETIES ACT, 1960 :-

MAY IT PLEASE YOUR HONOUR,

I. The present dispute is filed under Section 21 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



G O

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.

. 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
SHRI. VARUN VISHWAMBHAR LAL SHARMA and

SHRI. MANSUKHLAL 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]).

. The Disputants further state that the Opponent No.l 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.

. The redevelopment process of the Society commenced with the
st Special General Body Meeting held on 5 QOctober 2025,
wherein in-principle approval for redevelopment was
unanimously  granted in  accordance with applicable
Government pguidelines including the Government Resolution
dated 03 Janvary 201% 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
50 appointed include Advocate Viraj Sharma, Mr, Vikas Singh,
Mr. Anand Gupta, Mr. D.K. Ralli, Mr. T.5. Gala, Mr. Jayesh
Jain, Mr. Yogesh Agarwal, Mr. Sanjay Kolge, Mr. Navin
Arora, Mr. L.N. Maheshwari and Mr. Kashyvap Thakkar, along
with six members of the Managing Committee.

6. The said resolution having been passed unanimously 1s binding
and legallv enforceable, and the RDC was constituted to ensure
transparency, ohjectivity 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
way of a formal email dated 01 Movember 2025 addressed to
the official email 1D 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.




110.

11

e S

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.

1t is further submitted that thereafier, 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
comparaiive 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.

At is further submitted that prior to submission of the revised

quotation, Opponent No.l, 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.l specifically
coordinated and scheduled a meeting with the Redevelopment
Committee (RDC), thereby establishing that Opponent No.l
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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It 15 further submitted that subsequent to the aforesaid meeting
with the RDC, Opponent No.l 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.l 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.

[t is further submitted that on 01 November 2025, Opponent
No.l himself shared the official email ID of the Society with
Architect Geet Chanda through the said WhatsApp
communication for the specific purpose of submiiting the
revised quotation. Pursuant thereto, on the very same date, 1.e.,
01 November 2025, PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C. duly submitted the
revised guolation to the official email 1D 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.l, 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.

.The =aid revised quotation constituted a material and decisive

tactor 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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16.1t 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.

1 7.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 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 2Znd Special General Body Meeting
scheduled on 15 March 2026 for the purpose of selection of
PMUC from the shortlisted candidates.

21.Immediately after issuance of the said notice and in the days
preceding the said meeting, Opponent No.l 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.




22.0n 08 March 2026, Opponent No.| 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.l knowingly suppressed the
revised quotation of PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C. dated (11 November
2025 and instead reflected only the original higher quotation,

25.1t is further submitted that Opponent No.l had, on 22 October
20235, 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.l 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.

26.1t 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 information to Opponent No.l through official
communication channels, including email.

The said uwpdated information ncluded, 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 1s submitted that although the revised professional fees
had already been submitted earlier on 01 November 2023, the
aforesaid commumication dated 09 March 2026 further
supplemented and clarified critical aspects of the PMC’s
credentials and safeguards.

[Drespite having directly sought and received the said
updated and relevant information, Opponent No.l 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 1o 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,
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duly provided on the same day, and vet 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 hefore 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.l1 - Advocate Vira) Sharma on 14 March 2026,
who also produced documentary proof of the revised quotation
email sent to the official Society email 1D.

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.

30.0pponent 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

“MNO one in committee was informed of the revised quote (just
shooting a email will not suffice)”.

31.The aforesaid statements are demonstrably false and contrary 1o
official records, as the revised quotation was duly
communicated to the official email 1D 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.

33.0pponent No.2 reiterated and circulated the same incorrect and
misleading data on 15 March 2026, i1.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 Znd 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.

36.0t 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.l and Opponent MNo.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 s 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.l, 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 quetation 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.

39.1t is pertinent to nole that immediately upon being confronted
with the aforesaid allegations, Opponent No.| 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 ineriminating 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.l 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.l 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.l 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.l, 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 concems
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 guotation,
circulation of misleading data, and vitiation of the PMC
selecion process. The said representation, supported by
documentary evidence, clearly called upon the Managing
Committee to cancel the zaid process and to conduct a fresh,
fair and transparent selection process in accordance with law,

46. 1t 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 guotation was received on the
official email 1D of the Society, thereby conclusively
establishing knowledge on the part of the Managing
Commuittee. 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,

47.1t 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
legality and justifies invocation of the jurisdiction of this
Hon'ble Court.

48.1t 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 Committes
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 Commitiee 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.

49.11 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.

50.1t 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.l, 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 behall of the Society clearly reflects
lack of bona fides and further strengthens the case of the
Disputants.

51.1t 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.

52.1t 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.l, 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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53.1t 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 MNo.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.

55.1t 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.

56,1t 1s 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.

57.1t 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




g
%)

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 iflegal.

58.1t 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 [5th March 2026, further
vitiates the decision-making process.

59.1t 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
MNotice 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 OB 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 1o the principles of collective functioning mandated
under the Act and the bye-laws of the Society.

It is submitied that the very purpose of constituting the
Managing Committee and the Redevelopment Commitlee 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.

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 linalized and collectively approved summary to the
general members of the Society.

However, in the present case, Opponent No.l 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.

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 official email of the
Society,

65.The conduct of Opponent No.l 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.l
deprived the Society of informed deliberation and ensured that
incorrect and distorted information was directly placed before
members without any intermnal checks or verification. Such
conduct 15 not only procedurally irregular but strikes at the root
of transparency, faimess 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.

66.1t 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.l, Opponent No.2 actively
supported and defended the same. Even after discrepancies
were pointed out on 14 March 2026 with documentary proof,
Opponent MNo.2 failed to take corrective action.

67.0n 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
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
mala fide attempt to influence the outcome of the PMC
selection process by suppressing  material  facts  and
disseminating false information.

70.1t 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 govemning
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 cumulatve 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 eolourable exercise of power,
undertaken under the guise of admimistrative 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 t©o deceive members and obtain approval through
misrepresentation.  Any  resolution  passed wunder 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 manner.

75.The cause of action for filing the present Dispute 1s 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 MNo.l 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 Commitiee 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 afier 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 1D 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 Commitiee, 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 Commitiee 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 MNo.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




MNovember 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.l 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 thereafier 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 thereafier
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 1o the Society
bringing to its notice the illegality, suppression and misconduct
in the PMC selection process and calling upon the Managing
Committee 1o take corrective action and cancel the vitiated

process,

80.The disputant further submits that, on 18 April 2026, when the

gl
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Society issued a reply to the said representation (communicated
on or about 23 April 2026), wherein the Opponents, while
admitting receipt of the revised guotation on the official email
1D, 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.

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
Mo.l himself, thereby demonstrating lack of bona fides and an
attempt to mislead this Hon'ble Court.

The disputant further submits that, from the continuing conduct
of the Opponents in attempting to justily 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, apgravated by the

independent and continuing statwtory 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




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.

83.1t 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
secks 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) Suppression 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 information
amounts to suppression of material facts, thereby vitiating the
entire decision-making process,

b) Fraud on the General Body:

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 guotation 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 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
audi alteram partem and fairness in administrative action,

d) Breach of Government Redevelopment Guidelines dated

03 January 2019:
The Government Resolution governing redevelopment of Co-

operative Housing Societies mandates transparency, fairness,
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 pguidelines, rendering the process illegal and
unsustainable.

e} Abuse of Fiduciary 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] Participation of Disqualified Sceretary:

Opponent No.2, having incurred statutory disqualification on
account of continuous default in payment of Society duesx 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 stood
tainted by participation of a disqualified person.

g) Colourable Exercise of Power:

The actions of the Opponents, viewed cumulatively, reveal a
pre-determined intent to influence and manipulate the out~ome
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 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
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distorted and manipulated data cannot be sustained in law and
15 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 circumstances is no consent in the
eves of law,

i) Adverse Inference on Suppression of Evidence:
The conduct of Opponent No.l in activating the “disappearing

messages” feature immediately afier 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.

k) Cumulative Effect of Hlegalitv:

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 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 juri.sdicr.i.nn since the
dispute falls under section 91 of Maharashira Cooperative
Society Act 1960, The respondent society is situated at Vashi
Navi Mumbai, Taluka and District- Thane and hence this
Hon'hle 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 bevond 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 13
March 2026, insofar as it relates to the selection/appointment of
Project Management Consultant (PMC), is illegal, vitiated by
suppression and misrepresentation of material lacts, 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;

¢) 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
execuling any agreement or creating any rights, title or interest
in favour of PMC Dilip Sanghvi or any third party pursuant to
the impugned Resolution




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} & () 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.

1) Award costs of the present proceedings

Date:- 08/05/2026 ‘\\
Place :- Thane M:K

1) SHRL FIM\A SHARMA

2)SHRI. w&{ V. SHARMA

a\\

3) SHRIL UTSA."V’ G. PATEL

oo

4)SHRIL.MANSUKHLAL KANJIBHAI

\ :D HJ_ KHUNT

Adv. for Disputants
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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 Aflirmed at Thane }
On this 08" Day of May 2026 )

) '
) e N oA
,a-':':"'i g lh_uuh"" \ ;’l‘-

Adv, for [lisli}utauts Dispuiaf:.t H_rlil.l
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BEFORE THE HON'BLE CO-OPERATIVE COURT AT
THANE

DISPUTE NO. 2026

1) SHRIL. 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) SHRL VARUN VISHWAMBHAR LAL SHARMA ]
Ape 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) SHRIL UTSAV GIRISH PATEL ]
Ape 38 Years, An Adult Indian Inhabitant )
Flat No. H = 10/ 0 : 3, Sharayu Co-operative Housing )
Society Lid., Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai — 400703 )

4) SHRI. MANSUKHLAL KANJIBHAI KHUNT
Ape 70 Years, An Adult Indian Inhabitant

Flat No. H= 10/ 2 : 4, Sharayu Co-operative Housing
Society Ltd., Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai — 400703 J
J.. DISPUTANTS

e e S

Yis.

1) SHRIL. 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

Y g g T T g

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 Lid,,

e it T gt




Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai — 400703,

o

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,

et i v g i o™

4) SHRIL. FRANCIS EMMATTY,
Managing Committee member
An Adult Indian Inhabitant
SHARAYU CO-OPERATIVE
HOUSING SOCIETY LIMITED
Address:- Flat No, H-9/3 : 1, Sharayu
Co-operative Housing Society Ltd.,
Sector 26, Vashi, Navi Mumbai — 400703,

e e e

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

FIDAVIT OF DISPUTANT No.1 1 PPORT TO DISPUTE

MAY IT PLEASE YOUR HONOUR :-

I, SHRL VIRAJ VISHWAMBHAR LAL SHARMA, aged
46 vears, residing at - Flat No. H - 10/ 0 : 2, Sharayu Co-operative
Housing Society Led., 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 THAT:-
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|. The present dispute is filed under Section 91 of the Maharashtra
Co-operative Societies Act, 1960, as the dispute pertains 1o 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

SHRI. VARUN VISHWAMBHAR LAL SHARMA and
SHRI. MANSUKHLAL KANIJIBHAI 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 wvitiation of the decision-making process relating to
appointment of the Project Management Consultant (PMC),

3. The Disputants further state that the Opponent No.l 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
Ist Special General Body Meeting held on 5 October 2023,
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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.

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 Advecate Viraj Sharma, The members
so appointed include Advocate Viraj Sharma, Mr. Vikas Singh,
Mr. Anand Gupta, Mr. DK, Ralli, Mr. T.8. Gala, Mr. Jayesh
Jain, Mr. Yopgesh Agarwal, Mr. Sanjay Kolge. Mr. Navin
Arora, Mr. L.N. Maheshwan and Mr. Kashyap Thakkar, along
with six members of the Managing Committee.

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.

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.

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

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 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 o
the next Special General Body Meeting, and reflected the
lowest professional fee among all shortlisted PMCs.

10.1t is further submitted that an RDC member, Mr. Vicky

11

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 shertly. This clearly establishes
prior knowledge at the level of the Redevelopment Committee
regarding the impending submission of the revised quotation.

t is further submitted that thereafter, on 01 November 2025,

Opponent No.4, a member of the Managing Committee, SHRL
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., 0]
MNovember 2025, PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C. duly submitted the
revised quotation to the official email 1D 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 tw members. This clearly
establishes conscious and intentional suppression of material

information and rules out any defence of inadvertence or lack of
knowledge.

12.1t 15 further submitted that prior to submission of the revised

quotation, Opponent No.l, 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 20235,
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In the said communication, Opponent No.l specifically
coordinated and scheduled a meeting with the Redevelopment
Committee (RDC), thereby establishing that Opponent No.|
was actively involved in the evaluation process and was in
direct contact with the said PMC even prior to submission of
the revised quotation.

13.1t is further submitted that subsequent to the aforesaid meeting
with the RDC, Opponent No.l 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.l 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.

14.01t is further submitted that on 01 November 2025, Opponent
No.l himself shared the official email 1D 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, 1.e.,
01 November 2025, PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C. duly submitted the
revised quotation to the official email ID of theé Society. This
sequence of events conclusively establishes that the revised
quotation was submitted at the instance of and with the full
knowledge and invelvement of Opponent No.l, 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.
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I5.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.

16.1t 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 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,

2 L. Immediately after issuance of the said notice and in the days
preceding the said meeting, Opponent No.l 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.

22.0n 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."”

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.l knowingly suppressed the
revised quotation of PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C. dated 01 November
2025 and instead reflected only the original higher quotation.

25.1t is further submitted that Opponent No.l 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.l 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 guotation 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.




1

20.1t is further submitted that on 09 March 2026, Opponent No.l,
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.l 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
vears 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
atoresaid communication dated 09 March 2026 further
supplemented and clarified cntical 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
circulated to members and continued to rely upon incomplete
and misleading data. The omission of such crucial technical and
evaluative information, which would have materally 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 vet 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.l - Advocate Viraj Sharma on 14 March 2026,
whao also produced documentary proof of the revised quotation
email sent to the official Society email 1D,

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 rectifyving 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 (just
shooting a email will not suffice)”.

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

33.0pponent 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.

36.1t 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 1o 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.l and Opponent No.2 has
therefore directly prejudiced the decision-making process,
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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 19th March,
2026 Architect Mr. Geet Chanda, acting on behalf of PMC Ar.
Rajesh R.C. Team, addressed a communication to Opponent
No.l, 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 nfluencing the outcome of the voting process to the
detriment of PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C.

39.1t is pertinent to note that immediately upon being confronted
with the aforesaid allegations, Opponent No.l issued a bare
denial without offering any substantive explanation.
Significantly, and in a manner that raises grave suspicion, he
thereafter procesded 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.l deactivated the said setting. This
conduct, when viewed in totality, unequivocally demonstrates a
mala fide intention on the pant of Opponent No.]l to suppress
material evidence and to cover up his prior actions, thereby
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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.l 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.l has acted in a manner that
is diametrically opposed to the principles of wansparency. 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
office bearer of the Society. This raises serious concerns
regarding transparency and preservation of material evidence.




45. 1t 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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48.1t is most respectfully submitted that in the reply dated 18 April
2026, the Opponents have sought to justify their conduet 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, 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 o 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.,

49.11 is submited 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.

50.1t 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 incerrect and contrary to record,
It was Opponent No.l, 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,

At 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 & point-wise or issue-wise manner. The reply 15
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 aveoid direct
answers.

52.1t 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
i5 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.l, 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.

53.1t 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 ol a larger design to influence the
outcome of the PMC selection process.

54.Without prejudice to the aforesaid, 1t 1s 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,

53.1t is submitted that the said Opponent No.2 has outstanding
arrears of Society dues, as reflected in official records and bills
1ssued by the Society, which remain unpaid and continue to
subsist. The said default is continuous, substantial, and
undisputed in nature.

56.1t 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 forther 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 te hold the
office of Secretary and his continuation is ex facie illegal.

58.1It 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.

59.1t 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 tw 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. 1t 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
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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 :mi:anwered 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,

Jt 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 15 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 Mo. 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.l completely

bypassed both the Managing Committee and the
Redevelopment Commitiee and proceeded to unilaterally
prepare and circulate the said Excel summary directly on the
official Society WhatsApp group. Mo 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 Movember 2025 of PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C.,
which was admittedly available on the official email of the
Society.

65.The conduct of Opponent No.l 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 bvpassing these bodies, Opponent No.l
deprived the Society of informed deliberation and ensured that
incorrect and distorted information was directly placed before
members without any internal checks or wverification. Such
conduct is not only procedurally irregular but strikes at the root
of transparency, faimess and democratic functioning of the
Society, and clearly establishes mala fide intent to intluence the
decision-making process by avoiding scrutiny and discussion at
the committee.

66.1t 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.l, Opponent No.2 actively
supported and defended the same. Even after discrepancies
were pointed out on 14 March 2026 with documentary proot,
Opponent No.2 failed to take corrective action.

67.0n 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 [D of the Society.
Such conduct clearly establishes that Opponent No.Z 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 1o 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
mala fide attempt to influence the outcome of the PMC
selection process by suppressing material facts  and
disseminating false information.

70.1t 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
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 faimess. 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 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 20235,
when Opponent No.l 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
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 2023, 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
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complete comparative analysis of all shortlisted PMCs, but
deliberately suppressing the revised quotation dated 0l
November 2025 of PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C. and instead reflecting
the onginal higher quotation, thereby misleading the members
and distorting the financial comparison. Thereafter 09 March
2026, when Opponent No.l 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
Sharayvu 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.l confronting him
with the aforesaid irregularities, and immediately thereafter
Opponent No.| 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 avtempt 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.l 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 comtinuing 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 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

B3,

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.

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.l 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 appoimtment 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 reselution dated 13

March 2026 is ex facie illegal, arbitrary, vitiated and liable to
be set aside on the following, amongst other, grounds:

a) Suppression 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
Commitiee. The said information constituted a material and
decisive factor for informed decision-making by the General
Body. MNon-disclosure of such crucial financial information
amounts to suppression of material facts, thereby vitiating the
entire decision-making process.

b) Fraud on the General Body:

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 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
audi alteram partem and fairness in administrative action.
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d) Breach of Government Redevelopment Guidelines dated

03 January 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 1s in direct contravention of the said

binding guidelines, rendering the process illegal and
unsustainable,

e} Abuse of Fiduciary 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.

Participation of Disgualified Secreta

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 stood
tainted by participation of a disqualified person.

g) 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.
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h) Decision Based on Incomplete and Manipulated Duata:

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 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 Suppression of Evidence:

The conduct of Opponent No.l in activating the “disappearing
messages” feature immediately afier 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.

k) Cumulative Effect of llegality:

The atoresaid acts are not isolated instances but form part of a
conuinuous  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
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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 Maharashira 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.

02.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 Honhle Court.
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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 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 true and
correct to the best of my knowledge and belief.

Solemnly Affirmed at THANE )
On this 08" day of MAY, 2026 }
Identified by Me, :
% L}
_:Q__h_,I_".I~1_||..|._|-—l..___h l"‘"q ﬁl: ;
; I !
Adv. For Plaintiff DEFDHEI‘NT

VERIFICATION

I, SHRL. 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.l 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 1
On this 08" Day of May 2026 )

'|I 8
= R | “\WL _

Adv. fu;i}-i-.'sﬁ_ulﬂnts Disputant No.1
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1! We am/ are not a member / members al the
Wellan: ]"unﬂ_ﬂw samp of Rs. 2/- s/ are
nmfnﬂimil herewith

M. B. (Strike out which is not applicable)

VAKALATNAMA
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} Opponents
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pwe___ Mg wnd gt , inhabitant’s of
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in the above matter do hereby appoint SHRI. RAJENDRA D. TAMBE,
SHRL SUBODH D. KHARPATIL, SHRL. PRAMOD S. SARTAPE,
SHIRIL. RAHUL 5. THORAT, SHRL SANTOSH 8. PAL, & SHRI VINIT
S5 WALNUSKAR Advocates High Court, Mumbai to act, appear and

pleaid for us as our Advocate.
Witness my/our hand on 08 day of MAY, 2026

Witmess :-
Accepted & Filled in Court x
On - 08/05/2026 ) "\1 ‘

“‘CJ 4

&

B J»;Il BN R |
Mr. RAJENDRA D-TAMBE & ORS % ) h\ =
Advocates High Court,

Lnit Mo.5, Rohej Arcade,

Plot Mol Sec-11,CBD-Belapur,

O j\
Mavi Mumbai- 400 614 "‘l
Enroll No- Mah/3758/2002 1y W

Miobile No- YE3FEGTS0

2

e
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BEFORE THE HON'BLE CO-OPERATIVE COURT AT

THANE
DISPUTE NO. 72026
SHRI. VIRAJ V. SHARMA & ORS . DISPUTANTS
Vis.
MR. ARIF SHAIKH, Treasurer )
Of SHARAYU CHS & ANR )...OPPONENTS

LIST OF DOCUMENTS UPON WHICH DISPUTANTS
RELY :-

1. Copy of Minutes of the st 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,

I-2

Copy of WhatsApp messages dated 22 October 2025 posted
by Opponent No.l — Mr. Arif Shaikh on the official Sharayu
Members WhatsApp Group, evidencing  circulation  of
Documents showing consideration ol revised quotation of

PMC Dilip Sanghvi.

3. Copy of WhatsApp chat dated 27 October 2025 and 28
October 2025 between Opponent No.l = Mr. Anf Shaikh
and Architect Geet Chanda, authonzed representative of
PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C., evidencing direct communication, co-
ordination and scheduling of meeting with  the

Redevelopment Commitiee (RIDC).

4. Copy of WhatsApp chat dated 31 October 2025 and 01
Movember 20235 between Opponent No.l = Mr, Anf Shaikh
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and Architect Geet Chanda, evidencing follow-up
communications, active involvement and facilitation by
Opponent No.l in submission of revised guotation, including
sharing of official email 1D of the Society
{sharayuchs2%@ gmail.com), therehy conclusively
establishing prior knowledge and participation in  the

process.

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 guotation
shortly, thereby evidencing prior knowledge at the level of

the Redevelopment Commitiee.

. 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 Commuttee,

Copy of Email dated 01 November 2025 sent by PMC Ar.
Rajesh R.C. to the official email 1D of Sharayu Co-operative

Housing Society Lid., containing the revised quotation.

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

Opponent No.l — Mr, Aril Shaikh on the official Sharavu
Members WhatsApp Group, stating:
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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 shect dated 08 March 2026
circulated by Opponent No.l — 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 0% March 2026 evidencing
telephonic communication between Opponent No.l — Mr.
Arif  Shaikh and Architect Geet Chanda, authorized
representative of PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C,

11.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.l — Mr. Arif Shaikh, forwarding
updated Excel sheet and detailed information relating 1o
PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C.

13.Copy of WhatsApp messages dated 14 March 2026 posted
by Advocate Viraj Sharma on the official Sharavu 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.Copyv of WhatsApp messages dated 14 March 2026 posted
by Opponent No.2 — Mr. Aashish Baldota on the official
sharavu 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 MNo.l activated the “disappearing messages”
feature immediately after being confronted regarding
suppression of material facts, followed by subsequent
deactivation, clearly indicating an attempi to conceal or

destrov material evidence.

17.Copy of Complaint dated 23 April 2026 before the Hon ble
Registrar seeking action against Opponent No2 — Mr.
Aashish Baldota and Show Cause Notice dated 27 Apnl
2026 issued to the Opponent No.2 — Mr. Aashish Baldoa
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,
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19. Copv of Representation dated 29 March 2026 submitted by
the Applicams 1o 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 Applicamts 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 ,_:7!—.3_ e

Place :- Thane Adv. for Disputants
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BEFORE THE HON'BLE CO-OPERATIVE COURT AT
THANE
DISPUTE NO. /2026

SHRIL VIRAJ V. SHARMA & ORS ).. DISPUTANTS

Vis

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

1 MENTS UPON WHICH APPLICANTS
RELY :-

1. Copy of Minutes of the 1st 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:- 08/05/2026 //7H_ Ty (e

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

DISPUTE NO. /1026
SHRI VIRAJ V. SHARMA & ORS ). DISPUTANTS

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

LIST _OF DOC
RELY :-

NTS U

WHICH APPLICANTS

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:- 08052026 E '—;‘:D-F'IW_‘:

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

Vis.
MR. ARIF SHAIKH, Treasurer )
Of SHARAYU CHS & ANR I DPPONENTS
LIST OF DOCUMENTS UPON WHICH APPLICANTS
RELY :-

3. Copy of WhatsApp chat dated 27 October 2023 and 28
October 2023 between Opponent No.l = Mr. Anf 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 (RIDC).

Date:- 08/05/2026 ——
.5::-7‘}(‘53 =

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

DISPUTE NO. /2026

SHRIL VIRAJ V. SHARMA & ORS J.. DISPUTANTS

Vis.
MR. ARIF SHAIKH, Treasurer )
Of SHARAYU CHS & ANR )..OPPONENTS
LIST DOCUMENTS UPON ICH APP NTS

RELY :-

4. Copy of WhatsApp chat dated 31 October 2025 and 01
November 2025 between Opponent No.l — Mr. Arif Shaikh
and Architect Geet Chanda, evidencing follow-up
communications, active involvement and facilmation by
Opponent No.1 in submission of revised quotation, including
sharing of official email [D of the Society
(sharayuchs2%@gmail.com), thereby conclusively
establishing prior knowledge and participation in the

process.

Date:- 0B/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

Vis.
MR. ARIF SHAIKH, Treasurer )
Of SHARAYU CHS & ANR e DPPONENTS
OF DO NTS UPON_ W APPLICAN

RELY :-

5. Copy of WhatsApp message dated 31 October 2025 posted
by RDC member Mr. Kashyap Thukkar (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 Commuittee.

Date:- B&/05/2026 oty
AT e

Place ;- Thane Adyv. for Disputants
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Aashish Baldota Panvel, Dk, K...
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34 year old architect firm

Registered D.A done for 1 project aircli
. ovt society and stage of work 0.C awaited
- 2nd project reg d.a done cc awaited in pvt
- society new ekta airoli and Shri ganesh
. premium chs

. Bldr appointed superior navkar naigaon
2 12 people staff

BG 20 cr of constructicn cost
recommended

Pme fees 3% negotiable

Plot size 1600 to 2000 Meter pmc
experience for 2 society and many as
architect work

No armalgamation possible for pvt
society.... in cidco possible and extention
with o.c flat extra consideration is there his
opinion

His scope of work will share soon and
revised quote submit soon
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BEFORE THE HON'BLE CO-OPERATIVE COURT AT
THANE

DISPUTE NO. /2026

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

MR, ARIF SHAIKH, Treasurer )

Of SHARAYU CHS & ANR }1...OFPONENTS

LIST OF DOCUMENTS _UPON_WHICH APPLICANTS
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 Commitice.

Date:- 08052026 : N
R TR, F S,
i’:ﬂ\:‘j_k______

Place :- Thane Adv. for Disputants
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. 4 year old pmc
34 year old architect firm

. Registered D.A done for 1 project airoli
. pvt society and stage of work 0.C awaited
2nd project reg d.a done cc awaited in pvt
-~ society new ekta airoli and Shri ganesh
~ premium chs

~ Bldr appointed superior navkar naigaon

12 people staff

- BG 20 cr of construction cost
recommended

Pmc fees 3% negotiable

~ Plot size 1600 to 2000 Meter pmc
experience for 2 society and many as
architect work

Mo amalgamation possible for pvt
society.... in cidco possible and extention
with o.c flat extra consideration is there his
opinion

His scope of work will share soon and
revised quote submit soon

Tomorrow SGM would take place
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BEFORE THE HON'BLE CO-OPERATIVE COURT AT

THANE
DISPUTE NO. /2026
SHRIL VIRAJ V. SHARMA & ORS ). DISPUTANTS
V/s.
MRE. ARIF SHAIKH, Treasurer )
Of SHARAYU CHS & ANR 1..OPPONENTS

LIST _OF DOCUMENTS UPON WHICH APPLICANTS
RELY :-

7. Copy of Email dated 01 November 2025 sent by PMC Ar.
Rajesh R.C. to the official email [D of Sharayu Co-operative

Housing Society Ltd., containing the revised quotation.

Date:- 08/05/2026 ALY

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

DISPFUTE NO. /2026
SHRL VIRAJ V. SHARMA & ORS b DEISPUTANTS

Vis.

MR. ARIF SHATKH, 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.l — Mr. Arif Shaikh on the official Sharayu
Members WhasApp Group, stating:

“The RDC has shortlisted Three PMCs. For preater and
deeper understanding, please find attached the credentials,

Analysis and Summary of all the Three PMCs.”

Drate:- 08/05/2(26

| ::D""'H“"

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 J.. DISPUTANTS

Vis.
MR. ARIF SHAIKH, Treasurer !
Of SHARAYU CHS & ANR ) OPPONENTS
LIST OF DOCUMENTS UPON WHICH APPLICANTS

RELY :-

9. Copy of Excel summary sheet dated 08 March 2026
circulated by Opponent No.l — Mr. Arif Shaikh on the
official Sharayu Members WhatsApp Group, purportedly

containing analysis and comparison of all three PMCs.

Date:- 08/05/2026 e
d‘fﬁ—fi '1"1-"‘

Place :- Thane Ady, for Disputants
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BEFORE THE HON'BLE CO-OPERATIVE COURT AT
THANE
DISPUTE NO. /2Ul6

SHRL VIRAJ V. SHARMA & ORS 3. DISPUTANTS

Vs,
MR. ARIF SHAIKH, Treasurer )
Of SHARAYU CHS & ANR 1 OPPONENTS
LIST OF DOC NTS UPON H_ APPLICANTS

RELY :-

0. Copy of Call log records dated 09 March 2026 evidencing
telephonic communication between Opponent No.l — Mr.
Arif Shaikh and Architect Geet Chanda, authorized
representative of PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C.

Diate:- 32026 R
ate:- 080372 CJTEW"‘-—.

Place :- Thane Adv. for Disputanis
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BEFORE THE HON’BLE CO-OPERATIVE COURT AT
THANE

DISPUTE NO. /2026
SHRIL VIRAJ V. SHARMA & ORS ).. DISPUTANTS

Vis,
MR. ARIF SHAIKH, Treasurer )
Of SHARAYU CHS & ANR ). OPPONENTS
ST OF DOCUMENTS UPON WHICH AP NTS

EE:I :E .

11. Copy of WhatsApp messages dated (9 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,

Date:- 08/05/2026
zijq:b i

Place :- Thane Ady. for Disputants
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- ¥ last seen tocay at i 19
"Navkar Builders
4} Plot no-6 Sector-14 Vashi-Satyam :
Superstructures PVT LTD o _,;

. Sharayu - Arifji- reply- 2
K | =ypdated.¥lsx

15 KB + klsx

updated the document - in the e -*ce!
the updated points.-are hugnllqhtrd in red |
funt color'and the same in the mass age
: j i éhwe a're highlighted in BOLD . 'y7:55¢ b
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BEFORE THE HON'BLE CO-OPERATIVE COURT AT
THANE

DISPUTE NO, /2026
SHRI VIRAJ V., SHARMA & ORS ). DISPUTANTS

Yis.
MR. ARIF SHAIKH, Treasurer )
Of SHARAYU CHS & ANR 1 OPPONENTS

LIST OF DOCUMENTS UPON WHICH APPLICANTS
EEI 1' o

12, Copy of Email dated 09 March 2026 sent by Architect Geet
Chanda to Opponent No.l — Mr. Arif Shaikh, forwarding

updated Excel sheet and detailed information relating to

PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C.

Date:- 08052026 g
i AT

Place :- Thane Ady. for Disputants




[ €8

Jpdated PMC evaluation list M
@ Rajesh Chanda o Al
fm}u-sh::r-nndn@ﬁm ndosgroup.com:? pbor, 09 kor 2026 55715

o: “sharayuchs29 " <shorayuchs28@gmall.com? «
il Juil |'|&l'.'l|1-5’l}'i Ampart Spo | E Recal Kall
@1 attachments

rﬁ '“*&;}ﬂiﬁi;_uz‘;ﬂ ¥e)

| oownioaa| preview

Caar Arifji,
As perour telephonic conversation please find the updated excel sheet as requested.

+01 74000 05174

Links:
Company Viebste-
Instagram:

hitps:! herwinstagram comfrejeshrearenitect/

Quick Actions: | Reply All

Enter o mgssage
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BEFORE THE HON'BLE CO-OPERATIVE COURT AT
THANE

DISPUTE NO. /2020
SHRL VIRAJ V. SHARMA & ORS b ISPUTANTS

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

LIST _OF DOCUMENTS UPON WHICH APPLICANTS
RELY :-

13. Copy of WhatsApp messages dated 14 March 2026 posted
by Advocate Viraj Sharma on the official Sharayu Members
WhatsApp Group, peinting out discrepancies in the Excel
summary, highlighting suppression of revised quotation of
PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C., and placing documentary proof on

record.

— e
Date:- (8052026 wiy ) R

J .;‘_‘_‘:—Q‘E}
Place :- Thane Ady. for Disputants
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SHARAYU Parivaar @
Dilip Parikh, Dr Bangar, E7/0:7 5.

« ®

6 Viraj Sharma 14 March 2026

P - Arif Shaikh Nuvama = | ‘
; The RDC has. 5hnrtlrsted Three PMD; : ;
For greater and deeper u nderstanding,
nlease find attached the credentials , An..

Good afternoon Members &%

,f | would 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 gb

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

After calling for Fesibility 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 detailec
Presentation with drawings, plans,
elevation of building and podium and
flatwise plans

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

(® Message v ® ©@© a
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& SHARAYU Parivaar @
Dilip Parikh, Dr Bangar , E7/0:1 5...

EE L]

Viraj Sharma 14 March 2026

7 Forwarded 4
Presentation- sharayyi.pdf .
80 pages « 17 MB = POF ] avj
3:53 pm -;‘-:L:
Arif Shaikh Nuvama' ] il s
E SGBM PMCxlsx(3sheets) . || Wi

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

Please check &/ according tomy b

information PMC Rajesh RC has
~ reduced and given revised quate

- Please update latest fees figures. G o)

- Thank u Arif bhai for ur effortsin
compiling these important analysis

and details ©F
o 356 pm

Dr. Bishram

&

) This message was deleted , . pm

@ Pravin Bhai Thakkar Ref Vicky Dad
@Arif Shaikh Nuvama @Aashish
Paldota Fasteners @Viraj Sharma Y

—

@ Message ¥ ® ©
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SHARAYU Parivaar :
< gy (i
E7 1:1, E7/0:1 Sharayu, Sumanbh...
_ — ¥ P
g L o it o4 14 March 2026 TREEEEET

£ @ Pravin Bhai Thakkar Ref Vicky Dad

: @Arif Shaikh Nuvama @Aashish
Baldota Fasteners @Sharma Viraj T

Rajesh ws
Dilip Sanghavi vs Innomatrix

Pmc fees is how much plz share for
all to compare g

A TE =l e = LY

_ Edited 6:14 pm
Rajesh rc pmc Fees

rs5,54,12,413
Y77 Dilip sanghavi pmc fees rs
1,60,00,000 '

Innomatrix pmc fees
Rs 2,03,39116

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

Edited 4:33 pm

$ Dharmendra Kohii H. -10 3 Rd Floor
ot = Fofa ot Fae MC &t dt v
€, HeAgT- o AIeth o) IS JTgTehar T8l
&, o4 fah lease deed @t aifdes g ox
feu o= & aret # fovay T an

dioad) &1 g 99 78T &, OH & | =Ja "
ﬁTWﬂﬂQFRJ?]ﬁHEﬁﬁTﬂ e

== =x _..-I T .__-..-_..-| =N |. r‘i"_l'_'F_H

(® Message LHJ @ @ o
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SHARAYU Parivaar
o E7 1:1, E7/0:1 5h @I
- -1 Sharayu, Sumanbh...

e Sharma Virajl
Rajesh Rc has revised feeson
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: B

b QI

14 March 2026

constarea-5,22,076 x30rs =%
-1,56,62,280.00

= 3 replies 446 pm

Some members will always make
unwanted and non calculated iy
" messages on this group, but it will R
' notstop the initiative of honest

. members who are updating sharayu
members with the facts.

I..\:‘I i

| m sure these people have noteven | =
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 notning
for betterment of our society.

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

(¢ Message h ® .IE]

o
S




7Y

SHARAYU Parivaar
& s (1
E7 1:7, E7/0:1 Sharayu, Sumanbh...

from their fr 14 march 2024 ession.

aEE

. Edited &:56 pm |
T N S T |
: @ Shamim Aunty
(e Sharma Viraj1

Rajesh Re has revised fees on 01,11.2025
and send formal email in which total
amount, ::-F Professional fees is qu:nted at..

Should this be cansidered as the
final fees? Reconfirming as based
on details shared above thereisa
Hh vast difference of 3,97,50,133 i.e.
“_ 3.9 crore from his intial quotation of
‘*5%‘: 5,54,12,413 and the new one which is

0 156,62, 280 12 pm |
N e, b AL S B,
g' Sharma ".i'jraJ‘I

(= | Sharma Viraj

EaJEEh Rchas revised fees on 0171712025
and send formal email in which tatal
amount of Professional fees is quited at...

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 en the group..

v
S
10 pm

(¥ Message V) = 0
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YU Parivaar
& SHARA s @

E7 1:1, E7/0:1 Sharayu, Sumanbh.

L LR

this facton1 14March2026 & 795 om

For canfirmation,

| 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...

e s e e SR

TLma
aprmedloaaiane wrp e e wamah i LIS

.@ Dr. Bishram

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

A PMC revising cost from 5 plus cr to

L

(¥ Message U ® [@
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SHARAYU Parivaar @
£7 1:1, E7/0:1 Sharayu, Sumanbh...

: @ Dr. Bishram 14 March 2026

Sharma Viraj1
Rajesh Rc has revised fees on 01.11.2025
and send formal email in which total
amount of Professional fees is quoted at...
A PMC revising cost from 5 plus cr to
.. 1.5crdoes not go well. MC should set
: up a good process where integrity is

maintained. 7:25 am

it — . T

@ Sharma Viraj

EOlrev quote comparepdf = 0L
14 pages = 1.5 MB = PDF Aes

@ Renu Singh
Any individuals inclination towards a
particular PMC/Builder, is definitely
bound to raise suspicion. 7:37 prn

@ Aashish Baldota Fasteners

If guote are shared , and then quote
is revised just to level to gain the
project, it not fair

s 4 replies /

(¥ Message y ®
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BEFORE THE HON'BLE CO-OPERATIVE COURT AT
THANE

DISPUTE NO. /2026
SHRL VIRAJ V. SHARMA & ORS ). DISPUTANTS

Vs,
MR. ARIF SHAIKH, Treasurer )
Of SHARAYU CHS & ANR 1. OPPONENTS

LIST OF DOCUMENTS UPON WHICH APPLICANTS
RELY :-

14, Copy of WhatsApp messages dated 14 March 2026 posted
by Opponent No.2 — Mr. Aashish Baldota on the official
Sharayu Members WhasApp Group, containing false and
misleading statements including denial of knowledge of the

revised quotation,

Date:- 08052026 g ———
(’_‘:.A“ J 1255

Place :- Thane Adv. for Disputants
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SHARAYU Parivaar @
E7 1:1, E7/0:1 Sharayu, Sumanbh...

.(:_

@ Sharma Virajl 14 March 2026

Aashish Ealduta Fasteners

i = | If quote are shared ‘and then quote s
| revised Just to LEUEI to gain: the fiolie jEtI it
h N notfair

Question is not this

= § m

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

. group.

ik k. =

.1 I'have just a simple request to change
~-. itsince its not updated

2 & 7 Eﬂg}m
) ENET AR T Ao A -:r_' .
3t :J-

= Shamim Aunty

A PMC that can revise so much upto
. 4croresseems to be avery risky bet
- =4 right from the get go
P sharma viraj1
© " Ultimately cost of pmc is going to be
~ passed on to the society members

indirectly, so we all should know the

revised pmc quotes.

7:29pm

< 3 replies 7:31pm

Renu Singh

Shamim Aunty

A PMC that can revise so much upto 4
crores seems to be a very risky bet right ¥
fraum Lhe get go

(® Message D @ O i

S
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SHARAYU Parivaar
é- E7 1:1, E7/D¢1 Sharayu, Sumanbh... @

@ Dr. Bishram 14 March 2026

Aashish Baldota Fasteners

If quote are shared , and then gquote s ;
revised just to leveltn qain the D!‘ﬂjﬂ.‘t i g
not fair ey Y EAE

In corporate world any vendor (PMC)
doing like this should be outrightly

rejected. It raises concerns about the
vendor integrity. Hope MC considers F’J

_ this. 7:34pm
g Sa : T gl |
s Na b . "'l__rg.
| @ Sharma Viraj1 :
| s gl L
. Oneflat/ one member one vote and B i
" =. everyoneis free to express their % s

< views and opinions on this group. ﬁ

?,3ﬁpm '

@ . Aashish Baldota Fasteners

Sharma Virajl
Question is not this

\ § Question is why quotes which were revis...

NO one in commitee was informed
of the revised quote ( just shooting a
email will not suffice ) and the reason

= 5
L for i saan of quote : 7:38pm
ﬁ' Shamim Aunty
Dr. Bishram
In corporate world any vendar (PMC) v
coing like this should be outrightly

relected It ralses concerns ahout the wve

(& Message bW ® ©
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& SHARAYL Parivaar @ .

E7 1:1, E7/0:1 Sharayu, Sumanbh...

(@) Shamim AUt 14 march 2026

Y - Dr. Bishram

= In-corporate world any vendaer (PMC)

K " doing like this should be outrightly AN,
¢ | rejected: it raises concerns about the ve..  ©
h . Agreed. Such a PMC should not even

B qualify for the voting stage!

e o 7400

@ Sharma \.ﬂra]‘i
e,

- Sharma Viraj1
E EOl'rev quc:te compare.pdf {14 page&)

E-g_;'“-—- Reasons for revision all mentioned in ¢
(- thisattachment to the email which
.~ wassend on sharayu Society's official

email 1D

 May be @Aashish Baldota Fasteners
 must not be aware but some
member of Mc must be having this

information
B e v T

@ Pravin Bhai Thakkar Ref Vicky Dad
"~ Letusall 70 members make sure to
remain present in thumping majority
and vote tomorrow purely based on
MERITS

7144 pm

Pmc is foundation for our society

ultimate goal. So election of merit

based pmcis very important as on n
gate g4

@ MESSEL{_:]E [“J @ @
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& SHARAYU Parivaar @

E7 1:1, E7/0:1 Sharayu, Sumanbh...

14 March 2026

E‘I'me o

: g P e e L
e Sharma "ul'lraﬂ
5 Rdc members had called all pmc's
one on one to meet and discuss
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
work 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. 8114 pm

.' Other F;.ITI.E'S had given 1to 10 % of

| construction costalso ... RS b

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

BT 6 pim

(@ Message

S
LY
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SHARAYU Parivaar (@
E7 1:1, E7/0:1 Sharayu, Sumanbh...

old owners ¢
TS _ MHarch 2026 11:44 pm

@ Dharmendra I{nhll H.-103 Rd Flnc:-r ||
Pleaae answer ﬁiahtsh I}han

re

1'1 44 |:II!T||

. L I ST R 3 j s
ﬁ Aashish Baldota Fastenerg

o - Asper my knowledge RC has not yet

*~ completed 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

‘:‘Iifr‘t pm
\., § e p— :1. F ": ‘.| .

-.._-.- -

Sachm Rumde Sharayu H103:3
P Then, i m sorry to say, but the

ST . "

% question ison MC more than anyone
else!

17z Eflpm

i - | had raised th|5 question in Monday
"~ meeting also. If there are defined
criteria and if there is a process

e which is followed in selection of
PMCs, then how come this PMCisin

| the shortlisted 37! Edited 11:56 pm

[ alsn wr:mder .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

ity!
seek clarity! Fdited 11:57 pm

15 March 2024

=

(¥ Message U ® @&
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BEFORE THE HON'BLE CO-OPERATIVE COURT AT
THANE

DISPUTE NO. /2026

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

MR. ARIF SHAIKH, Treasurer )

Of SHARAYU CHS & ANR )...OPPONENTS

LIST OF DOCUMENTS UPON WHICH 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, reilerating incorrect
and misleading data on the date of the 2nd Special General
Body Meeting.

Date:- 08/05/2026 p—
d::?@ -

Place :- Thane Adyv. for Disputants
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SHARAYU Parivaar @
E7 1:1, E7/0:1 Sharayu, Sumanbh...

15 March 2026

@ Aaahlsh Eal.dt::ta Fasteners
~ Forwarded

The RDC has shortlisted Three PMCs.
| For greater and deeper
. understanding, please find attached

‘25 the credentials , Analysis and
Summary of all the Three PMCs .

BT 12:02 am

I . + — ; = = . e

' Aashish Baldeta Fasteners Gt

; r# Forwarded s

i E
I‘.!l : L: e -
e a EGEﬁﬂi PMi xlsx L '@
’ .{ .‘1'1 ] 51 35hla-,éts « 26 kB » ALSX - L]
= ﬂ.\:-‘-:;.:: | : L :“I'I,'T
’Z"t;-': 12:02am S

-I,. L R s — RS

| ' Sachin bha|
k f 11 lence agam put the detailed
comparison for all members,
our members are learned and
knowledgeable and should take a
informed decision

TR

1208 am

% Sachin Rumde Sharayu H 10 3:3

Sachin Rumde Sharayu H 10 3:3

| had raised this question in Monday
meeting also. if there are defined criteria
and if there is a process which is followe...

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

12:0070 am o

Az -,

( Message v ®

— e
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BEFORE THE HON'BLE CO-OPERATIVE COURT AT
THANE

DISPUTE NO. /1026
SHRIL VIRAJ V. SHARMA & ORS ). DISPUTANTS

Vis.
MR. ARIF SHAIKH, Treasurer )
Of SHARAYU CHS & ANR ). OPPONENTS
IST OF DOCUM S UPON WHICH AP NTS

RELY :-

16. Copy of WhatsApp chat dated 19 March 2026 evidencing
that Opponent No.] 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 maierial evidence.

Date:- 08/05/2026 L,____—/Q\- D) fwaa

Place :- Thane Adv. for Disputants



< 18 Arif Shaikh - shara-_.ru...
last seen tudav at 1E 45 ;

e —"El'.m""_:-"_ﬂ-ﬁmlm i

* uhﬂ\ﬁlln‘nﬁm same =1ruu1:anlthaun 8
H.-'mdw as m:arenn-twnrl-:ingtn-day‘?

E!EJP'

 Sure that Stan! o _

‘:n.
1'J'lE'"I'E'E 1EBRE

L Para!m'tms tmmlum& F'Mt.‘.

1. E:-:p-&nanm & crcdﬁntm:

- e "I!'HBH of EWH‘I'EETIEE fl'l h.amllmg
_nrujﬂ:ls :}f slmltar ciza gs an Architect f

e
AT e

Em‘ali id! sha*réd b'}!‘ ynu fnr"_: b
cnmmunmatlun b

Missed:-voice call
Tap tocalf Backs: a5
: .-21:32
" Please call A!sn nu::- fnmlnus
a!legatmnﬁ §i A

“Thu, 19 Mar

=

@: Arif Shaikh < Sharayu CHS - sec~29 turned.
on disappearing messages. New messages will -
disappear from this chat 24 hours after they're

sent, except when kept. Tap to change.

G Arif Shaikh - Sharayu CHS - sec-29 turned
off disappearing messages. Tap to chgnge.-
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BEFORE THE HON'BLE CO-=0PERATIVE COURT AT
THANE
DISPUTE NO. /2026
SHRIL VIRAJ V. SHARMA & ORS Y. DISPUTANTS

Vis.
MR. ARIF SHAIKH, Treasurer )
Of SHARAYU CHS & ANR )..OPPONENTS
OF EN WHIC PPLICANTS

RELY :-

17. Copy of Complaint dated 23 April 2026 before the Hon'ble
Registrar seeking action against Opponent No2 — Mr.
Aashish Baldota and Show Cause Notice dated 27 April
2026 issued to the Opponent No.2 — Mr. Aashish Baldota
under the provisions of the Maharashira Co-operative
Societies Act, 1960, calling upon him to explain why action

should not be taken against him.

Date:- 08/05/2026 ,’_’/"R:D_h:ﬁ-:

Place :- Thane Adv. for Disputants
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We

COMPLAINT = FOR IMMEDIATE DISQUALIFICATION & REMOWVAL
s A3080 .~ &
To, @:r

The Deputy Registrar / Assistant Registrar FaiinTn
Co-operative Societies, Belapur, MNavi Mumbai FoeTTeT, SR T,
fFovares), w1 HHE

Subject: Apphication for immediate declaration of disqualification aud removal of Mr
Aashish Baldota (Secretary) as a defaulter under Sections 73CA [ 73FF of the
Maharashtra Co-operative Societies Act, 1960, read with Section 78 - in light of
continued default and issuance of dishonoured chegue.

Respected Sir/ Madam,

1. Introduction

1.1 The present application is preferred by the undersigned member(s} of Sharayu Co-
operative Housing Society Ltd. (“the Society™), seeking urgent stalutory intervention
against Mr, Aashish Baldota, who is presently holding the office of Secretary of the
Society.

12 The complaint raises a pure question of statitory disqualification, coupled with
aggravated financial misconduct, warranting immediate action.

2, Undisputed Defaulter Status (Statutory Disqualification)

31 It iz an admitted and documented position that Mr. Aashish Baldota is a defoulter of
society dues, with substantial arrears cutstanding.

22 As per the official bill ssued by the Society, arrears amounting to 75,950 /-
[exclusive of interest) remain unpaid and continue W subsist,

2.3 The said detault is:

Continuous {exceeding several months)

Substantial in nature

Undisputed and bome oust by official records.

3. Legal Cansequence - Automatic Disqualificabion
1.1 Under Sections T3CA [/ 73FF of the Maharashtra Co-operative Secieties Acl, 1960, a
member who is a defaulter of dues of the Society incurs disqualification from being a
member of the Managing Commattee.
3.2 The statutory scheme is mandatory and awtomatic, and does not require any
adjudicatory discretion once default is established. F',

h"';!;.. : ”ZZ

%
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3.4 It is a settled position in co-operative jurisprudence that:

A person who incurs statutory disqualification cannol conlinue to hold office, and
cessation follows as a matter of law.

34 Consequently, upon incurring default, Mr. Baldota has ipso facto ceased to be
eligible to continue as a member of the Managing Comumitice, and therefore cannot
continue as Secretary

4. Dishonoured Cheque = Serious Aggravating Factor

4.1 In addition to the above continuing default, Mr. Baldota issued a cheque beanng no,
B44950 For an amount of 833,341 /- towards payment of society dues.

4.2 The said cheque, upon presentation, was dishonoured on 22042026 with the
remark:

“Funds Insufficient”

4% The dishonour is evidenced by bank intimation issued by South Indian Bank.

44 The act of issuing a cheque which is retwned unpaid for insufficiency of funds
constitubes:

Clear 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

45 The sald conduct squarely attracts the principles underlyving:

Section 138 of the Megotiable Instruments Act, 1881 (though independent remedy lies
separabely)

and reinforces the conclusion that the default is wilful and deliberate.

5. llegal Continuation in Cffice

51 Dwespite incurring statutory disqualification 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

UHera wares thae Act

In direct contravention of statutory mandate

G T is e ttled law that

An ineligible person cannot be permitted to continue éven for a single day once
disgualification is attracted.
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i, Jurisdiction and Duty of Registrar

6.1 This Hon'ble Autherity is vested with powers under:

Section 78 of the MCS Act - o remove a member of the committee acting in
contravention of the Act or prejudicial to the interests of the Society

Supervisory jurisdiction to ensure lawful constitution and functioning of managing
Commi e

6.2 Where statutory disqualification is demonstrated, the Registrar is duty-bound o
give effect to such disqualification and prevent continuation of illegality.

7. Vaoting Disqualitication

71 It is further submitted that under Section 27 of the MCS Act, a defaulter is not
entitled to exercise voting rights.

72 Arcordingly, Mr. Baldota, being a defaulter, is liable to be restrained from
participating in any voting process of the Society.

8, Urgency - Redevelopment Context

81 The Society is presently undergoing redevelopment, invelving decisions of
significant financial and structural consequence.

.2 Permitting a statutorily disqualified and defaulting Secretary, who has further
issued a dishonoured cheque, to continue in office:

Compromises legality of decisions

Exposes the Society to future disputes and litigation

Causes serious and irreversible prejudice o members

#.3 The matter therefore warrants immediate intervention without delay.

PRAYER

In view of the above, it is most respectfully prayed that this Hon'ble Authority may be
pleased to:

a) Declare that Mr. Aashish Baldota stands disqualified from being a member of the
Managing Committee under Sections 73CA / T3FF of the Act

b} Direct immediate cessation of his membership of the Managing Commtlee

<) Consequently, declare that he ceases to hold the office of Secretary forthwith

d) Exercise powers under Section 78 and pass appropriate orders of removal

e} Direct 1hat he shall not exercise voting rights in terms of Section 27

f) Tass interim directions restraining him from functioning as Secretary pending final
disposal




1]

g} Pass such further orders as deemed fit in the interest of justice and proper
administration of the Soci
Yours faithfully,

[VIRA] VISHWAMBHAR LAL SHARMA|

[address :H - 10/0: 2, Sharayu Ce-operative Housing Society Lid.,
Sector 29, Vashi, Mavi Mumbai - 400 703]

[Contact Dietails : 9820551099]

Date - 23,04, 2026
Place Mavi Mumbai.
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vl Cheque Returh'lnﬁ'rna‘fé'inn {Inbox

SIB Al... Yesterday Unsubscribe

Dear Customer,

Greetings from South Indian Bank. '

We regret to inform that the cheque no:.
| 644950 for Rs 93341 deposited in your
. A/c ending with 1388 has been returmned.
by STATE BANK OF INDIA on 22-04-2D26
forthe reason FUNDS INSUFF[E!ENT

Kindly contact your . I:rranch fur more
details. -

€ Reply ~ Forward




1Y

e/

COVERING LETTER - FOR IMMEDIATE HEARING

- A Mozny . Yo o

The Deputy Registrar / Assistant Registrar i »éﬁ?ﬂ '
£ . . {etics N i AL
Co-operative Societies, Hglapm Mavi Mumbai mﬂi »
Feramy, =ply s

Subject: Urgent request for listing within 3 days - Disqualification and removal of
defaulter Secretary - Sharayu Co-operative Housing Society Lid.

Respected Sir/Madam,

I am filing herewith a formal complaint secking immediate declaration of
disqualification and removal of Mr. Aashish Baldota, presently acting as Secretary of
Sharayu Co-cperative Housing Society Ltd., on account of his undisputed status as a
defaulter of society dues, attracting statutory disqualification under Sections 730 A {
73FF of the Maharashtra Co-nperative Societies Act, 1960.

URGENCY AND IMMEDIATE PREJUDICE

The issue invelved is purely statutory and documentary, nomely:

Existence of arrears

Consequent autematic disqualification

Deapite 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 dishonoured
for “Funds Insufficient”, reflecting lack of bona fides and aggravating the default.

REDEVELOPMENT CONTEXT (CRITICAL)

The Society is presently undergoing redevelopment, involving:

Financial structuring

Consultant engagement

Decisions with long-term consequences

Continuation of a stalutorily disqualified and defaulting office bearer in such
circumstances:

Vitiates decision-making

Exposes the Society to future disputes and legal challenges

Lauses serious and irreversible prejudice to members.

LIMITED AND CLEAR ISSUF
The present matter does not require any detailed inguary, and Is confined to

(N~
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Vertfication of arrears

Application of statutory disqualification

In such cases, delay defeats the very object of the statute, which mandates that a
disqualified person should not continue in office.

FUMCTIOMNAL OCOMMITTEE - NO NEED FORE  ADMIMISTRATIVE
INTEREVERTIOMN

1t is respoctiully submitted that:

The Managing Comumittee otherwise remains functional and capable of meeting
CjUr regurements

Oy one member has incurred disqualification

Theralore:

Mo situation arises warranting appointment of an Admindstrator, 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 Authority
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 ongoiug illegality and immediate prejudice, and therefore
deserves priority consideration.

Yours faithfully,

[VIRA] VISHWAMBHAR LAL SHARMA]

laddress :H - 100 2, Sharayu Co-operative Housing Society Ltd.,
Sector 249, Vashi, Navi Mumbai - 400 703]

flontact Details | 9820551099]

[Tate - 73042025
Place: Navi Mumbad
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BEFORE THE DEPUTY REGISTRAR/ASSISTANT REGISTRAR CO-
OPERATIVE SOCIETIES, BELAPUR, NAVI MUMBAI IN THE MATTER OF:

Sharayu Co-operative Housing Society Lid.
Plat No.5, Opposite South Indian Bank,

=
Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai — 400703, R A
AND -
e, T T‘”
51 5 -4
IN THE MATTER OF: et S0E Y

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..

Qectar 79, Vashi, Navi Mumbai — 400703.

ADDITIONAL  WRITTEN SUBMISSIONS ON  BEHALF OF THE
COMPLAINANT

1 Muost Respectfully Submitted:

At the outset, the Complainant respectfully seeks to place on record the
present additional submissions for the limited yet crucial purpose of
addressing @ foreseeable defence that may be raised by the Respondent,
namely, that any subsequent payment of outstanding dues after receipt of
notice from this Hon'ble Authority would operate to regularize the default
and thereby render the present procecdings infructuous. It is submitted with
utmost respect that such a contention s whaolly misconceived in law as well as
om facts, and deserves to be rejected at the threshold,

2 The factual position, which stands borne out from the record and is incapable
of dispute, is that the Respomdent, Mr. Ashish Baldota, has remained &
defaulter of society dues for a4 continuous and prolonged peried excecding
eleven months.

3, The said default is neither trivial nor solated, but is substantial in nature,
persistent over time, and duly reflected in the official records of the Society. In
this regard, it is most pertinent lo invite the attention of this Hon'ble
Authority o the Managing Commative Meeting Minules pertaining lo May

25, wherein under Agenda Hem N, 2, he s redating o “hr Baldok
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maintenance matter w chook” has been specifically recorded. A copy of the
caid minutes is annexed hereto and marked as Annexure A

What assurmnes considerable legal significance is the fact that the said meeting
was duly attended by the Respondent himself, and his signature appears on
the said minutes, The presence and signature of the Respondent on the said
record leaves no 5.Manner of deubt that the ssue of his outstanding dues was
not only within his knowledge, but stood acknowledged n an official forum
of the Society, The Respondent, having participated in the said mecting and
having affixed his signature thereto, is estopped from contending otherwise.
The default, therefore, is not merely alleged by the Complainant but i
demonstrably admitted, recorded, and evidenced through contemporaneous
official documentation.

[n the aforesaid backdrop, it is respectfully submitted that the statutory
scheme under Sections MCA and 73FF ol the Maharashtra Co-operative
Sacicties Act, 1960 operates with clarity and precision, leaving no scope for
ambiguity. The provisions unequivocally stipulate that a member wheo is in
default of payment of dues 0 the Society incurs disqualification from being &
member of the Managing Commitkee, Such disqualification is not contingent
upon any adjudicatory Jeclaration but operates by force of law upon the
oecurrence and continuation of defanit. In the present case, AT |:|mlnnged and
undisputed default of the Respondent had already attracted the statutory
disqualification much prior to the filing, of the present complaint. The legal
consequence of such disqualification is irmmediate and automatic, resulting m
cessation of eligibility to continue as & member of the Managing Commuittee.

It is in this context that the anticipated defence of subsequent payment
requires to be addressed. Tt is respectiully submitted that any payment made
by the Respondent after initiation of proceedings or upon receipt of notice
fram this Hon'ble Authority cannet, m law, obliterate or rotrospectively cure
the disqualification already incurred. The subsequent act of payment, if at all
undertaken, is clearly an sfterthought  prompled by impending legal
consequences and cannot be permitted to defeat the operation ol statutory
provisions, The law Joes not contemplate a situation where a disqualified
person may, at his convenience, purge the consequences of disqualification by
making belated payment after prolonged and deliberate default. To accept
such n proposition weuld amount to rendering the statutory disqualification
aticee and would defeat the very abject 0f ensUring financial discipline and

accratibaldlily an (b [nebiorngy s ci-ue) wrative soctetivs
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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 Insutficient”. This
fact is supported by bank intimation already forming part of the record. The
jssuance of a cheque which is subsequently dishonoured 1 nolt & mere
continuation of default but constitutes an independent act of financial
misconduet. 1t evidences a clear admission of liability coupled with failure to
honour the same, thereby reflecting lack of bona fides, financial indiscipline,
and conduct wholly inconsistent with the fiduciary responsibilitics attached
te the office of Secretary. It is respectiully submitted that even assuming,
without admitting, that the Respondent secks to make payment subsequent to
dishonour, such payment docs 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
determining the Respondent’s fitness to continue in office.

It is further submitted that despite having incurred statutory disqualification,
the Respondent has continued to funclion 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 mandate, 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 ta a mere question of recovery of dues. The issue that
squarely arises for consideration is whether a person who has admittedly
incurred statutory disqualification, whose default stands recorded in official
minutes acknowledged by him, and who has further engaged in conduct such
as iscuance of a dishonoured cheque, can be permitted to continue in office
merely on account of subsequent payment.

In these circumstances, the Complainant most respectfully prays that this
Honble Authority may be pleased to hold and declare that th 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 Comumittee. It is
further prayed that this Hon'ble Authuority may declare that the Respondent is

ot enditled to contimue as Secretory of the Seclety and may pass appropriate
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orders of removal in exercise of powers under the Act. It is also praved that
the dighonour 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.

11.  The Complainant further prays for such other and further reliets as this
Hon'ble Authority may
deem fit in the facts and circumstances of the case.
AN

N\
Filed by:

[VIRA] VISHWAMBHAR LAL SHARMA]
[address :H - 10,0 : 2, Sharayu Co-operative Housing Society Ltd.,
Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai - 400 T0a]

(8201099 )

Place: Mavi Mumbai.
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BEFORE THE HON'BLE CO-OPERATIVE COURT AT
THANE
DISPUTE NO. /2026
SHRI VIRAJ V. SHARMA & ORS J.. DISPUTANTS

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

LIST OF DOCUMENTS UPON WHICH APPLICANTS
RELY :-

18, Copy of Minutes and Resolution passed in the Special
General Body Meeting dated 135 March 2026, whereby PMC
Dilip Sanghvi was selected/approved.

Date:- 08/05/2026 (_,:;\\ YT

Place :- Thane Adv. for Dispumn-ls
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SHARAYU CO-OPERATIVE HOUSING SOCIETY LTD

SECTOR- 29, VASHI, NAVI M UMBAL = 400703
(Reg. No. TNAJTNAY HSG/ (TCY6RTE 1994-95)

www.sharavuchs.com

e=miail; sharayuchs29agmail com

MINUTES OF THE 2nd SPECIAL GENERAL BODY MEETING (SGEM)

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 al G-6 Terracas in accordance with
the Revised Redevelopment Directions dated 04 July 2019 issued undar Section THA
of the Maharashtra Co-operative Societies Act, 1960,

The meeting was chaired by Mrs. Sujata Bangar, Chairperson of the Society.

The requisite guorum being presenl, the Chairperson caled the meeating to order and
walcomed all membears,

Agenda Item No. 1

To confirm the minutes of the 1st Spacial General Body Meeting held on 5th October
2025.

The minutes of the 1st Special General Body Meeting held on S5th Oclober 2025 wera read
out and placed before 1ne mambers.

Resolution:

The General Body unanimously confirmed the minules of the 1si 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 shordlisted PMCs were presented
before the members. The key aspecls of the proposals were discussed and clarified.




Agenda ltem No. 3

To select one PMC, by majority vote,

for managing the redevelopment of the society's
building.

woting was conductad among the members preseni.

Voting Results:

Dilip Sanghvi Consultants — 45 voles

Rajesh R.C. Architect — 11 vates

Mone of the three options - 1 vole

Resolution:

Based on the majority vote of the members present, Dilip Sanghvi Consultants wera
sglactad and appeinted as the Project Management Consultant (PMC) for the
redevelopment of Sharayu Co-oparative Housing Society Lid.

Agenda ltem No. 4

To authorize the Managing Cammittea to define and finalize the scope of work and
terms & conditions for the selected PMC and carry oul necessary tasks related to
redevelopment.

Resolution:

The General Bady unanimously auiharized the Managing Committee, in coordination with
the Redevelopment Committee, 10 finalize the scope of work, professional fees, and
terms & conditions of appointment of the selected PMC and to undartake all necassary
steps related o the redevelopment process

Agenda ltem No. 5

To authorize office bearers to sign docu ments and represent the society.

Resolution:
The General Body authorized the following office hearers:

Mrs. Sujata Bangar — Chairperson

Mr. Aashish Baldota — Secretary

pir. Arif Shaikh — Treasurer

Any two of the above three office bearers jointly are authorized to:

Sign and issue the appointment lefter o the selected PMC.

Sign all necessary applications, agreeme nts, and documents on behall of the
socialy,

Represent the sociely before CIDCO, the OHice of the Joint Registrar of Co-

gperative Societies, NMMC, and other authorities in matlers related 1o
_ fredevelopment.

&)



Agenda ltem No. 6

To authorize the Managing Committee to proceed with the next stages of
redevelopment.

Resolution:
The General Body aulhorized the Managing Commitlee, in consultation with the appointed
PMC, ta procead with the next stages of the redevelopment process, including:

. Preparation and finalization of tender documents for selection of the Developer
. Drafting of the Redevelopmeant Agreement

« Drafting of Power of Attorney {(POA)

« Drafting of Permanent Alternate Accommodation Agreements (PAAA)

Agenda ltem 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 Commitiae.

Agenda [tem No. 8
To discuss and decide the next course of action regarding redevelopment.

mMembers discussed the importance of proceeding with the redevelopment process in a
transparent and timely manner with the assistance of the appointed PMC.

Agenda ltem No. 9
Any other matter with the permission of the Chair.

Mo additional matters were raised.

There being no further business o transact, the meeting concluded with a vote of thanks to
the Chair,

SHARAYU CO-OF. HGS. EDEIET'::::TD.
For Sharays Co rative Housing Society Ltd

i : 5HA | CO-L i
C aﬁﬁer ; ary | -Teeasurer RAYU CO-OT. H??L}CLJ
Secretany; f/l}ﬁ n‘ﬁj’/ " . s
Traasurar: Chiimaaﬂm}mm}. gasurer

Date: 15.03.2026

Place: Mav Mumbai
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BEFORE THE HON’BLE CO-OPERATIVE COURT AT
THANE
DISPUTE NO. /2026
SHRIL VIRAJ V. SHARMA & ORS ). DISPUTANTS

Vis.
MR. ARIF SHAIKH, Treasurer !
OFf SHARAYU CHS & ANR L OPPONENTS

LIST OF DOCUMENTS UPON WHICH APPLICANTS
LY :-

19. Copy of Representation dated 29 March 2026 submitted by
the Applicants to the Managing Committee of Sharayu Co-
operative Housing Society Lid., placing on record objections
to the PMC selection process, including suppression of
revised quotation, circulation of misleading comparative

analvsis and vitiation of decision-making process.

Date:- 08/05/2026 ‘__‘___:Q{D, e

Place :- Thane Adv. Tor Disputants




Date: ﬁ ﬂﬁ]ﬂﬂ EJ-\ a2l

To,
The Chairman / Secretary/ Treasurer &mvtq{ h be 7’1‘&1‘;
Sharayu Co-operative Housing Society Ltd. ﬁf(, : m{‘
Plot No. 5, Opposite South Indian Bank, /?;' ;
Soctor 29, Vashi, Mavi Mumbei -400 03 ,? *’3—"'.#
PRl (P QuTETR EANGHE)

by £ l-u_vu_ﬂ'},.- IG: Hﬁ'fﬁm:}
SUBJECT : REPRESENTATION AGAINST ILLEGAL, MISLEADING
AND VITIATED PMC SELECTION PROCESS CONDUCTED ON 15%

MARCH 2026 AND DEMAND FOR FRESH, FAIR AND
TRANSPARENT PROCESS

Respected Sir/ Madam,

1.  The present representation is being submitted by the undersigned
bona fide members of Sharayu Co-operative Housing Society Ltd., placing
on record grave misconduct, deliberate suppression of material fucts, abuse
of official position, breach of fiduciary duties and mala fide actions on the
part of the office bearers : Mr. Arif Shaikh {Treasurer of the Society) and
Mr. Aashish Baldota (Secretary of the Seciety) 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 13% March 2026.

% It is stated that the undersigned include members of the Society,
: o ; . A : ¥ - MAsEEH Lyl
including a Managing Committes member Mr. Varun Sharma, who is fully gy,

aware of the internal functioning, communications and decision-making
process of the Society. It is further stated that Mr. Arif Shaikh is the
Treasurer of the Society and Mr, Aashish Baldota is the Secrelary of the
Society, both being office bearers entrusted with fiduciary and statutory
abligations,



3. Tt 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 inforrmation before the General
Hody.

4.  The redevelopment process of the Society commenced with the 1st
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
Covernment Resolution dated 3 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 cach building type along with one independent Legal
Advisor namely Advocate Vira) Sharma. The members so appointed
include Advocate Viraj Sharma, Mr. Vikas Singh, Mr. Anand Gupta, Mr.
DK, Ralli, Mr, T.S. Gala, Mr. Jayesh Jain, Mr. Yogesh Agarwal, Mr. Sanjay
Kolge, Mr. Navin Arora, Mr. LN, Maheshwari and Mr. Kashyap Thakkar,
along with six members of the Managing Committee (Annexure A : Copy
of Minutes of the 1st Special General Body Meeting held on 5 October
2025, wherein in-principle approval for redevelopment was granted and

2.



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.

§  The RDC shortlisted three PMCs namely Ar. Rajesh R.C., Dilip
Sanghvi and Inomatrix.

9 Tt is submitted that after discussions and negotiations with the RDC,
Az. Rajesh R.C. submitted a revised quotation by way of a formal email
dated 1 November 2025 addressed to the official email 1D of the Society.
The said revised quotation was submitted well in advance, more than four
maonths prior to the next Special General Body Meeting, and reflected the
lowest professional fee among all shortlisted PMCs (Annexure B : Copy of
Email dated 19 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 1% 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. Once such communication is received on the official email
D, the Managing Committee cannot plead ignorance or treat the same as
informal or non-binding, The said revised quotation was theretore 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 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
{Annexure C : 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 guotation shortly).

12, It is further submitted that thereafter, on 1% MNovember 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 (uotation
shortly. This once again clearly establishes prior knowledge at the level of
the Managing Committee regarding the impending submission of the
revised quotation (Annexure D : Copy of WhatsApp message dated 1%
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}).

13 Significantly, on the very same date, i.e., 1 November 2025, Ar.
Rajesh R.C. duly submitted the revised quotation to the official ernail 11} 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 quotalion. Despite such knowledge, Mr. Arif Shaikh deliberately
failed to incorporate or disclose the same in the comparative analysis

circulated to members. This clearly establishes conscious and intentional

4



¥ R =

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 15% March
2026 for the purpose of selection of PMC from the shortlisted ca ndidates:

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
Sociaty,

17.  On & March 2026, Mr. Arif Shaikh circulated a summary Excel sheet
purportedly containing analysis and comparison of all three PMCs, and

stated as follows : “The RDC hgs shortlisted Three PMCs, For greater
and er rstandi lease tiac ‘redenti
nalysis and r ree " (Annexure E : Copy of

WhatsApp message dated 8" March 2026 posted by Mr. Arif Shaikh on
the official Sharayu Members WhatsApp Group). The said 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. Arf Shaikh knowingly suppressed the revised
quotation of Ar. Rojesh R.C. dated 1% Movember 2025 and instead reflected
only the original higher quotation,

&,



5

19, Itis further submitted that Mr. Arif Shaikh had, on 22m¢ October 2025,
circulated documents and comm unications on  the official Sharayu
Members WhatsApp Group including revised quotation details of PMC
Dilip Sanghvi (Annexure F: Copy of Whats App messages and documents
dated 22nd October 2025 posted by Mr. Arif Shaikh on the offical
Sharayu Members WhatsApp Group). This clearly establishes that Mr.
Arif Shaikh was actively considering and incorporating revised quotations
in the decision-making process. FHowever, while the revised quotation of
Dilip Sanghvi was duly reflected and relied upon, the revised quotation of
Ar. Rajesh R.C., which was already received and known to the Managing
Comumittee, was deliberately excluded from the summary Excel sheet. Such
<alective 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. Mr. Arif Shaikh was
under a duty to ensure a level playing field amongst all competing PMC's.
By selective disclasing rev ised quotation of one PMC and suppressing that
of another, Mr, Arif Shaikh has distorted the competitive process itself,
thereby rendering the selection process arbitrary and unfair.

20, Tt is further submitted that on 9 March 2026, Mr. Arxif 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
ta the summary and evaluation of PMC proposals (Annexure G : Copy of
Call log records dated 9% March 2026 evidencing telephonic
communication between Mr. Arif Shaikh and Architect Geet Chanda,
authorized representative of PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C.).

71.  Pursuant to the said telephonic discussion, Architect Geet Chanda, on
the very same date ie. 9" March 2026, shared updated details on

Whats App and also forwarded an updnmd Excel shoot containing revised
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and complete information to Mr. Arif Shaikh through official
communication channels, including email (Annexure H: Copy of the
WhatsApp messages dated 9" March 2026 sent by Architect Geet Chanda
to Mr. Arif Shaikh, providing updated details relating to PMC Ar. Rajesh
R.C.) (Annexure H Colly : Copy of Email dated 9" March 2026 sent by
Architect Geet Chanda to Mr. Arif Shaikh, forwarding 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 engoing and completed redevelopment projects,
approximately 40 years of experience in the field of architecture in Navi
Mumbai, Recommendation of a Bank Guarantee of approximately Es. 20
Crotres from the Developer as a safeguard for the Society’s interesls, other
material technical and qualitative parameters relevant for informed
evaluation by members. It is submitted that the aforesaid communication
dated 9% 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 information on WhatsApp by Mr. Arif Shaikh on same day (9t
March, 2026 at 1811 Hours) Mr. Arif Shaikh deliberately failed to
incorporate the same in the summary Excel sheet circulated to members
and continued to rely upon incomplete and misleading data (Annexure | :
Copy of the Report/Information about Architect Geet Chanda's
WhatsApp messages delivered and read by M. Arif Shaikh).

The omission of such crucial technical and evaluative mformation,
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 'MC
selection process. This conduct further reinforces the mala fide intent af

Mr. Arif Shaikh, as the information was specifically sought by him, duly
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provided on the same day and also read by him on WhatsApp and vet
consciously withheld from the members. The suppression of the revised
guotation, 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,

24, The discrepancy in the said summary was immediately pointed out
on the same WhatsApp group by Advocate Viraj Sharma directly
addressing the message to Mr. Arif Shaikh on 14" March, 2026, who also
produced documentary proof of the revised quotation email sent to the
official Society email 1D (Annexure | : 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).

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 (14" March at 17.15 Hours) Mr. Arif Shaikh failed and neglected
to correct the summary or circulate accurate data prior to the Special
General Body Meeting, thercby continuing suppression of material
information {Annexure K : Copy of the Report/Information about
Advocate Viraj Sharma’s Whats App messages delivered and read by Mr.
Arif Shaikh).

%. Mr. Aashish Baldota, 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 (just shooting a email
will not suffice]” (Annexure L : Copy of WhatsApp messages dated 14"

i
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March 2026 posted by Mr, Aashish Baldota on the official Sharayu
Members WhatsApp Group, containing false and misleading statemenis
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 15" March 2026, ie., on the very date of the 2 Special
General Body Meeting, thereby ensuring that the members continued to
rely upon distorted information at the time of voting (ANNEXURE - M :
Copy of WhatsApp messages dated 15" March 2026 posted by Opponent
Mr. Aashish Baldota on the official Sharayu Members Whats App Group,
reiterating incorrect and misleading data on the date of the 2nd Special
General Body Meeting.|

78. 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 process.

29, 'The 2nd Special General Body Meeting of the Society was held on 15%
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, misleading and  deliberately
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suppressed material information, particularly the revised quotation dated
14 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 undoubledly the
supreme authority; however, such decision must be based on true and
complete disclosure. A decision based on suppressed or distorted
information cannot be treated as a valid decision in law and is liable to be
sot 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 decision-making process in its entirety.

32 We submit that the mere conduct of voting and subsequent
crculation 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 cannot 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 15% March 2026, the
voting conducted thercin and the subsequent circulation of minutes stands
vitiated, arbitrary, biased and legally unsustainable, as the same is founded
upon suppression of material facts which strikes at the root of the decision-
making process.

|
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33. Tt is further submitted that attempts are being made to reconstilute 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 committee was
selected by having representation from all building types and it was
unanimously decided in 1# SGBM. Few members with vested interest
cannot decide or propese 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.

15, 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.

%, It is further submilted 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
information, circulation of misleading data and false statements constitutes

L]
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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.

3% It is further submitted that the acts complained of also justify
invocation of powers of the Registrar under Section 79 of the Act for
issuance of appropriate directions and corrective measures.

39 1Tt 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 15
required on behalf of the Society.

41, We hereby call upon the Society to cancel and set aside the entire
PMC selection process conducted pursuant to the meeting dated 13%
sarch 2026, We further call upon the Society to invite fresh quotations
from entirely new PMCs, excluding Ar. Rajesh R.C, Dilip Sanghvi and
Inomatrix. The undersigned 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.

12




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 locking forward to your co-
operation and response and immediate action in this serious matter
concerning interest of each and every member of Sharayu Society.

£.r'

Yours faithfully,

N\ \elF
(wﬁﬁfﬁﬁﬂmiﬁ} (VRRUN SHARMA) (VTISAV FATEL )

Qe — —fasy
CAUAVEER cHogpg) (WERAM MENTAD)

(MANNIEH LA KHYNT D)

Enclosures/ Annexures :

(ANNEXURES starting from A to M)
All supporting documents, emails, WhatsApp screenshots, call records and
comparative sheets arranged in chronological date wise order,
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completion till MAY 2026
110 = CC received for - - PLOTNO 1

| SECTOR-8 AIROL! on'16th January 2
'REST 8 OTHERPROJECTSARE IN' =~ 1"
EITHER FEASIBILITY OR TENDERING OR
DEVELOPER NEGOTIATION STAGEOR |
IN THE: PHDEEEE DF chMEHcEM‘EMT
E‘EET'EFILT&TE

| Point-10-='8 F'FtDJ EGT 5

Pulnt—‘IE DUT OF 1'.']' PRDJEGT S

1PROJECT - PLOTNO 49 SEC15 w.sm
- ASHTABHUJA CHSIIS' cmc:u

REDEV ELDPMEHT .

Pmnt-'l 5= :

1) Plot no-23 Sector-7: Airoli = Supennr ]
Navkar Builders - . -
2) Plot no =11 Eectﬂr-ﬂ Alrﬂll - E_l_.gperlnr :
Mavkar Euiiders TR =

. Navkar Eu]IdErs
4) Plot no-6 Sector-14 "l.l"a*shi Satyam
Euperstructums PYT LTD 17:68 4

' Read 09/03/26 18:11

v/ Delivered . 08/03(26 17:54




- .13:42

< Message info

Mon, © Mar .
o Sharayu - Arifji- repl.'y-z-
'_#' 17 5.8 -updated.xisx: .

5 Bl

s Eeén el il -j"_::..f:__p_a'.ruérié 1811

; 1_'-: & Delivered 2 09/03/26 17:54.




Messade info

“Mon, 9 Mar i
sir updated l:he dnu:ument in: l:he excel J
- the updated points are hlghllghted in: md :
font color and the same in the' rnessage ’,
. above are. haghlighted i EGLD S ﬁug

.'\. "o M/ Read 2 ' : 'nér@uéfzﬁ [T

S Delivered- ' ; S _ﬂwhéi’z'isﬁ?':ﬁ'ﬁ'_'.
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Message info

- _Mon, 8 Mar

. mailing the 5amMe guirea 17:35:¢

U 08j05/26 18T

/. 09/03/26.17:85., -
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Mon, 2 Mar

LipSctad Flls hiteaciomn e
g Thereia

g L [T e
|l e P ok R ol o -
[ P

[l

WY W ad o [ k]

| s |

Seen

Delivered
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|

09/03/26 1811

08/03/28 17:68
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SHARAYU Parivaar .
{_ Dilip Parikh, Dr Bangar , EF/0:1 5. @ 2

[ Lt e - g 'T"‘”"' PR =
';'ﬂ-j ETEJ Sharma 14 March 2026
1

Members §¥

- | would like téﬁ.g;i__-%g._:fhe dﬁaﬂ_.:_ ﬁut
& up by Arif bhaiaboutthe PME's

= Fesibility reports by all Pme's-have ¢
54 been put up ongroup already ge

A This important Presentation PDF of
= PMG Rajestt RC has not been updated
£ gn Pariwaar group :

% After calting for Fesibility reports
Lo there was a Presentation of PMC's .
%1 which was kept on same day for all3 ' HEe
. shortlisted PMC's -_._',,_ 7 -,.""’."

all the 3 gave Presentation to
sresent membersin the meeting.

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

flatwise plans

Forwarding it taall Members for thei e
review and records % i

(P Message ¥ ® [[©@
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SHARAYU Parivaar :
£ Dilip Parikh, Or Bangar , E7/0:7 5. @ 2
ii Viraj Sharma .1-ﬂl:T~'iar{h EﬂEE:E E‘ g i

1 @ Forward Ed

@ﬁ.nf Ehd:kh Nuvarﬂa
Inthis Presentation excel sheet the
fees which was negotiated with PMC
is not updated

Please check ~/ according to my '
- 5 information PMC Rajesh RChas B
5. reduced and given revised quote ¢

) Please update latest fees figures :
iy i |
{07 Thank u Arif bhai for ur efforts in ol
\“» compiling these important analysis il

and details G¥ _

- 4 R

% Dr. Bishram i
- Q This message was deleted e

4229 pm

9 Pravin Bhai Thakkar Ref Vicky Dad
@ArAf Shaikh Movama @pashish
Hlj]ii.Lll.lﬂ | it ‘:-I.l-.'" LR = '\-:'.'nq'f”Jl ’_:?hl'l' Td E

(& Message W @ @ a




SHARAYU Parivaar

+ E7 1:1, E7/0:1 Sharayy, Samanbh... @
e = gL i
T 4 March 2025 TR e
: & Pravin Bhal Thakkar Ref Vicky Dads
et @Aif Shaikh Nuvama @Aashish
+ Baldota Fasteners @Sharma Virajl

w1 Rajesh vs
4 Dilip Sanghavi vs Innnmatrm

Prmic fees is how mu::h plz sha re far
i g
_a[l. o cump re ﬁ Edited 6:14pm

i g-— T ep

WEM
q 1555412413 =

Dilip sanghavi pmc fees rs
1,60,00,000

Innomatrix pmc fees
Rs203.39,116

r; This above was shared in excelisthis 26 ]
correct or any changes is there MC? g3\

e L:TI’*':'-‘} -- Edited 6:33 pm

ﬁ Dharmendra Kohli H -10 3 Rd Floar
iyt g ok oft Shea MC BT B R
 oder & A1 gl ehg g Tl
& o & lease deed @it 3if¥eh dhina oz
ferg 7 o Tl A feRa I A

fhemgeft a s ot 2 8. g g A R 1t
:-h - - 7 li v
& gy e off e et B 1 A ad attdn

TI=T=r | _.I'i I _1.':'_\1-“ r 1ll| THOE TN '.r-.\-u il -1-:||

(® Message bW ® B
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SHARAYU Parivaar @
E7 1:1, E7/0:1 Sharayu, Sumankh..

M aey vy 14 March 2026 T TEREL P

@@ Sharma Viraj1? S|

252! pajesh Re has revised fees on

! g1:|'l.3§25.andsendfﬂrmalemaiLin
which total amount of Professional

const area - 5,22,0?5 WA0rs =%
_FI :Sﬁlﬁzgm-ﬁ[} o3
<3 3 replies : §:46pm.

e

: Some members will always make
_,}m__;;;} unwanted and non calculated
7= messages on this group, but it will

2. not stop the initiative of honest
Satpn memberswhoare updating sharayu
2 ‘members with the facts.

i I m sure these people have not even
4 rgad 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 saciety.

Everyone has a right to express tneir
ppinion and views on the group and
no one has the 1ight 1o stop anyon:
fram their freedom of expression

(3 Message B @ [ ﬁ

“ 29
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SHARAYU Parivaar
% E7 1:1, EZfD:1 Sharayu, cumanhh.., @

g ol e
s Bl Edited &:56 pm ~W§'; B
; : Rl e e

on dexaﬁasharad ahwe- thereisa

vast difference of 3,97,50,13% Le.

3 9 crare from his intial quotation of
" 5,54,12,413 and the new one which is

'I 56,62,280

S P o M T ST B AN

——

-I

,3 amﬂuﬁtmﬂm _"%‘riafféﬁs}-qhﬁteﬂ'at._. v ?E

| They have aLrear_ly send this revised
fees in email to sharayu society

on 01.11,2025 (4 and half months
befare).

Please note this revision in fees isnot
done today.

Just hecause the excel sheet did not
have this change, | have pointed oul
this facl on the grouvp..

R

(P Message vy ©
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& SHARAYL Parivaar @
£7 1:1, E7/0:1 Sharayu, Sumanbh.. .
fﬁ;fﬁi this fact on {7 wWiErcz026, Ly 7115 pm ;ﬂ.

o r—— o

For confirmation, J ]
| just called for this screenshot from
Rajesh R Office so that its crystal
clear that revised fees was emailed
to Sharayu society 4 and half months

. =1 Mt B s T ...'. - ey
e '::-i'--'-'-n"-n_-_-?l-r_-e--}"i-g-. T T TP I-'-'l-u n-l_.‘;i_' =

il

Sharma Virajl
2ajesh RL hat revised fees on 07 11, £LE
and =end formal email inwhich fota

y
B

L
et

§ alTIILA il

A PMC revising cost from & pius ¢ Lo

(D Message 1) ® [
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14 March, 16:09

Aashish Baldota Panvel Industrial...
14 March, 19:17

Ajinkya Baangar Sharayu
15 March, 00:47

Anand Gupta Sharayu 2:2
14 March, 16:07

Arif shaikh
14 March, 17:51

Dr. Aziz Mhate
14 March, 18:08

Daniel Mathews G Datta Guru Sha...
14 March, 19:37

Dharmesh Parekh
14 March, 17:21

Dk Ralli Sharayu Chs
14 March, 19:20

Dolly Punn
14 March, 16:14

AN NEXVRE -

&




: bound to raise suspicion,

280

ArivepvEg

SHARAYU Parivaar ()
E7 1:1, E7/0:1 Sharayu, Sumanbh..,

EREAES . : i

Dr. Eishram “ﬂ'ﬁﬁmiﬁ} '5;] ;

J!. F'M‘C rewsmg tDEt ﬁ'nm 5 pl.us cr t:::
 1.5¢r does net go well. MC should set

. u‘ﬁ'a‘grm}ﬂ'mtltess mmErE intearity-is ¥

7:25.pm

Renu S1ﬂg h

Any individuals inclination towards 4
particular PMC/Builder, is definitely

Jodd pm

. Aashish Baldota Fasteners

If quote are shared , and then quote

is revised just to level to gain the
project , i1 aot tar H.?'

“3 4 replies P

Message W & [




SHARAYU Parivaar @ i
E7 1:1, E7/0:1 Sharayu, Sumanbh.. ’
"""" ST

duestlﬂn is not this

Questionis whjmuﬂfEE which were™
revised are not hﬁdaﬁed inthe ;
summary which is being circulated in

4 group. .

| have just a simple request to change
_itsinee |t5 not updatercl

: Ehamnm Aunty .
- A PMC that can revise so mua::h upto
4 crores seems to be a very risky bet

, . Ultimately cost of pmc is going 1u be
passed on to the society members _
indirectly, so we all should know the "
revised pmc quotes.

4 3 replles £33 pm

ﬁ' Renu Singh

Shamim Aunty

A Pc that can revise 5o much upta 4 11":1

crores seems to be a very risky bet nght
from the get go

(@ Message D ® @ ﬁ

44
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E7 1:1, E7/0:1 Sharayu, Sumanbh..

Or Bishram  14.Marchizczs’

i In_cnrpx:_nraie.wurld any vendor (PMC)
i deing like this should be outrightly

 vendar integrity. Hope MC considers

I O o 2 | . NS

' One flat/ one member one vote and
. everyone is free to express their
. views and opinions on this group. @@

A

2N Guestion is why quotes Which were revis..
NO gne in commiteg was informed
of the revised quote { just shooting a

email will not suffice ) and the reason
for revision of quate ? A e

@ Shamim Aunty

Or. Bishram

b carporate wio i any ye e [FRAL
dotig Like this should be autnghtly
e Vel 1 ralses o onerPrns sl thies ve

(¥ Message D @ [

SHARAYU Parivaar @

e

| “rejected: it raises concerns about the

' =4 this' 7:34 pm.

o
bl

hS




SHARAYU Parivaar @
E7 1:1, £7/0:1 Sharayu, Sumanbh..

SHEm‘m Aunt 4Match 2026

S Agreed Such a PMC shnu[d not eve;w
iy quahfy for the vnﬂng stage!

e T ""-_"-'f..'-"u"dr'-!" R [t

Eﬁnﬁa ’T.t'lrajflt-*

ReasunE for revision atl rnentmned in
this attachment to the email which

email 1D

May be @Aashish Baldota Fasteners

must not be aware but some

member of Mc must be having this ,

Enfnrmatinn 7-adpm o
P =, o= - <=+ vk F iRt e ey

Pravin Ehal Thakkar Ref Vicky Dad

Let us all 70 members make sure to

remain present in thumping majority

and vote tomorrow purely based on

MERITS

Pmic is foundation for our society
ultimate aoal. So election of merit

hased prmcis very important as on

L

thate i

Faewd =11

(¥ Message B @® [@
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& . SHARAYU Parivaar M

E7 1:1, E7/0:1 Sharayu, Sumanbh...

! Rdc mermbers had caltedall pmc's
one an one to meet and discuss
points before the presentation in
Dec 2025, all Pmc were asked to
negotiate and hence this fees was
negotiated and formal email was 11 :
{ send before december's presentation | bini
! tasociety memberswith total ' g
! comparison about earlierscopeof | 7
work and revised | SEae

Revision is fees is onty because they
4 redefined their scope of work as per
21 gur Society's requirement

Explained in the pdf attached 1o
email.. please refer, 14 b
Other pmc's had given 1 to 10 % of
construction cost also .. 515 pr
Some had given 1 percent, some 3 [f?

percent, 5 percent and one alsn gave
10 9% teas of construction cos bt

(@ Message B @ @ ﬁ
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& SHARAYU Parivaar @

E7 111, EZ/0:1 Sharayu, Sumanbh...

¥

doeadl  old owners 2

" ']}u‘ﬂ«_ ﬂ;ﬁm:ﬁ-

i+

e gy TR

@ Sachin RumdeShara

"' Then, i m sorry to say, but the

S0 question ison MC
maiesd elsel

e A per my knnwled geF RE has not yet
] _._;;2_ % completed any major project as PMC,
Fo he himself said he has riot delivered
3 - key as yel for any redevoped houses,
 his projects as PMC are underway

17144 pm = ‘* #
- T T r
£ 1% .‘-r""“‘], F

711:57 pm
R T R E" L
yu H 1035
more thananyone iz &
115¢pm S

e | had raised thrs queztlnn in Monday
. meeting also. If there are defined
S5l criteria and if there is a process
=0T which is followed in selection of
Y. PMCs, then how come this PMC is in

the shortlisted 37!

i bl

Edited 71:56 pm

e

| also wunder such qualitfied
and meritarious PMCs, who were
supposed to be the experts, but none
of them could quide us and the MC
had ta go to relevant authority to

seek clarity!

Eclitedd 171257 pumt

15 Maich 2026 1"5“

(@ Message

v o o @

'.
Rt b
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/"‘:}TYWEWTQE_ : = I

SHARAYU Parivaar @ 3
£7 1:1, E7/0:1 Sharayu, Sumanbh... :

3. i i i 4 RTTER s -
e i g i
o ChZD2g 3 :

i, AdEhish Wﬁﬂ%‘ﬁe%.
 Forwarded _
* The RDC has shortlisted Three PMCs.
| For greater and deeper .

| understanding, please find attached
b. thecredentials,-Analysis-and

1 Summaryof all the Three PMCs..

- Sachin bhai,

* | once again put the detailed

. comparison for all members

| our members are learned and
knowledgeable and should take a
informed decision g am  CNEr

s TR g T - | i
@ Sachin Rumde Sharayu H 10 3:3 '

< Sachin Rumde Sharayu H 1033
| had raised this guestion in Monday
meeting also. If there are defined criteria
and if there is a process which is followe.

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

T _E
| R T

B

(® Message W @ @ a
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BEFORE THE HON'BLE CO-OFPERATIVE COURT AT

THANE
DISPUTE NO. /2026

SHRIL VIRAJ V. SHARMA & ORS ). MSPUTANTS

Vis,
MR. ARIF SHAIKH, Treasurer )
Of SHARAYU CHS & ANR )...OPPONENTS
L1 DOCUMENTS N WHICH APPL
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 matenal i1ssue
of non-disclosure of the revised quotation and suppression of

relevant information.

Date:- 08/05/2026 §¥D ‘“_m_*_*‘

Place :- Thane Adv, for Disputants




- 28%

Tan
SHARAY U CO-OPERATIVE HOUSING SOCIETY LTD
SECTOR- 29, VASHI, NAY ‘1 MUMBAIL - 400703
(Heg, No. THNATNAN A5G/ {(TCHETH 1994-95)

www,sharuyuchs.com

e-mail: sharayuchs29@amail.com

st o PLAIRANIT
7 yIRRd S HAR R
1) gy PIEL 1,‘_5/ FTHEILT

Date: 12 04 2000

To,

The I:n::-rnplninant;:ﬁ

sharayu Co-operative Housing Socety i1d.

S Lo 29 Vashi, Mavi Mumbai = 400703

subject: Reply ta feprescntation dated 73.03.2026 regarding PMC Seloction Process

Dear SiefMiadam, 5

We acknowledge recelpt of your representation concerning the PMC selection process conducted at
the special General Body Meeting held on 15th March 2026,

AL the outsat, we categarically deny all allegations of deliberate suppression, mala fide intent,
misrepresentation, or misconduct attributed to the undersigned office bearers. The allcgations arc
misconceived. factually incorrect, and selectively presented while disreparding matenial facts and
cirfumstanoes

withowt prejudice to the above, the fallowing is placed on record.

PART A — FACTUAL CLARIFICATIONS

1. Composition of Managing Committee
The Managing Committes comprises the following six members:

+  MArs, Sujata Bangar — Chairpersen

e« Mir fashish Baldots — Secretary

¢ M Anf Shaikh — Treasurer

s MR Marun Sharma = Committes Member

s Me Mansukh Khunt = Cammittee Member

s B Francis Ermmatty — Commiites Member

2. Access to Official Email
The official Brmail 1D of the Society is sharoyuchs29@gmail.com. All six committes members
have eaual access ta this email account, including login credentials. The account was craated
and shared by Mr. Varun Sharma, and the recovery credentials are gl linked tor ham

Accordingly, ro individual office bearer has eyclusive custody or conirol nyves
carmmLnications receiwed therein
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A

SHARAY U CO-OPERATIVE HOUSING SOCIETY LTD

SECTOR- 29, VASIHI, NAY1I MUMBAIT - 400703
(Reg, No. TNA/(TNAY HSG/ (TC)6876 1994-95)

www.sharayuchs.com
c-miil: sharayuchs29@pmail.com

3. Awareness of Revised Quotation
B ac knowicdged in your oWwn represeniation, on 158 November 2025, Mr. Francis Emmatty
informed the Society’s WhatsApp group that PMC Ar, Rajesh R.C. would be submitting a
revised quotation. The said WhatsApp group comprises a substantial number of Sociely
rmembers, including the complainants. Accordingly, all such members were dware of thi
anticijpated revised subimission.
4. Absence of Follow-up
Despie such awareness, it is pertinent that for a period exceeding four maonths, no
member—nciuding the complainants— sought any clarification regarding the receipt, status,
or consideration of the revised quotation.
5. Ne Deliberate Suppression
it I emphatically denied that there was any deliberate withholding of information, The
revised quotation, though receved on the commen emall 1D, was not specifically taken note
of of deliberated dpon by any individual office-bearer This position equally applies to other
committae members, including bwo of the complainants who are themseles part of the
hanaging Committee and had ide ntical access and opportunity 1o review the same,
6, Collective Responsibility
in & system where access to information is equally shared, it |s neither reasonabie nor
tenahle to singhe cut select office bearers for alleged suppression. All committee members—
including the complainants—had equal access, visibility, and responsibility with respect (o
Society communications.
7. Introduction of PRC Ar. Rajesh R.C. by Certain Com plainants
It 15 pertinent o note that PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C. was originally introduced to the Sooety by
certain complainants themselves, In such gircumstances, it is reasonable to infer that those
members may have had independent communication with the said PMIC and were,
therefore. likely aware of relevant developments, including any revised quotalion.
in this context, the emission of the revised quotation cver a period of four manths, by such
complainants, suggests either an oversight on their part or that the same was not considered
by them e he a material factor when weighed agalnst the averall credentials aad suitability
il thie BRI
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SHARAY U CO-OPERATIVE HOUSING SOCIETY LTD

SECTOR- 29, VASHI, NAVI MUMBAIL - 400703
(Reg. No. TNAA(TNAY HSG {(TC)68TH 1994-95)

www.sharayuchs.com

e-mail: sharavuchs29@gmail.com

o

Absenee of Mala Fides

&1 the highest, the situation reflects an inadvertént non-consideration of a communication
such an omission, in 4 shared-access system, cannot be construed as inteational
suppressien, fraud, or miseonduct,

validity of General Body Decision

The selection of the PMC was carried owt at a duly corvened Special General Body Meeting,
whersin members exercised their indepe ndent judgment after considering the credentials
and overall suitability of the participating PMCs. The decision 5o taken by the General Body,
heing the supreme authority of the Saclety, is final and binding, and cannot be set aside on
ihe hasis of conjectures, assumptions, or unsubstantiated allegations

PART B - CONTEXT REGARDING PMC QUOTATIONS

1.

Opening of Sealed Tenders
The sealed tenders of shortlisted PMCs were opened on 10th October 2025 in the presence
of 7 members, including some of the complainants. The quoted professional fees were a3
ol b

e PMC Dilip Sanghvi — %160 Lakhs

s PMC Ar Rajesh R.C.— %554 Lakhs

«  PMC Inpmatrix— 2210 Lakhs
Subseguent Revislon
it is notewarthy that anly PME Ar. Rajesh R.C. submitted a revised gquotation after the
opening of seated bids.
Mature of Revised Quote
The revised quotation of PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C was approximately 1155 Lakhs, which is only
marginalty lawer than the lpwest original guote.
Concerns an Variation
The substantial reduction fram 2554 Lakhs to apgroximately 21 58 Lakhs represents a
significant and abrupt deviation. cuch variation raises legitimate concerns rega rding
COTLILlEnLY, hasis of p.rin:ing, and reliability of the guotation.
Evnluation Critoria
it k% relterated that the selection of a PRC s not based salehy on finangial conside rations
fechnical capability, expenence, track record, and it all suitability are egually, il nol more,

Ciibscatl Faesars, welich were doly consldered by members while paerosing themr vito

o
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SHARAY U CO-OPERATIVE HOUSING SOCIETY LTD
SECTOR- 29, VASHI, NAVI MUMBAL - 400703
(Reg. No. TNA{TNAY HSG/ (TC)/6876 1994-05)
WWW.S uchs

e-mail: sharayuchs29@gmail.com

COMNCLUSION

Iry e o Ui abowe, the ailegations made in the represe ntation are denied as baseless,
miscanteived, and unsupported by the factusl record. There has been no breach of fiduciary duty,
statutary obiigation, or misconduct on the part of the undersigned.

The Managing Commitles rémains committed ta transparency and fairness and k8 willing 1o address
amy genuine concerns in the larger interest of the Society,

Yours fathfully,

For Sharayu Co-operalive Housing Society Lid.
PArs, Sujara Bangar

Cihairperson ;l ey
hir, Aashish Baldota ﬂ.-:? !

[ =
Secretary . f n_.-"-'-'-" ..Il‘h-"'f
mar Aril Shaikkh o ,In"-‘ 2]
Treasurer &

L

e
ATy A s Yo - L %ﬁjﬁ.ﬁ”
i . ;:.e.-:,u - Hy‘ Wik -

i Al L L 4 ,.u W J‘:MJ H 42":?“] S A
VPV B ﬂy’ a4
- *‘i,ﬂi‘""‘uﬁ‘j‘ Wele ,-Eumdﬁmg_ h}wuw"r
S . "‘H’_’_’____._.-
yman T b b A ’!‘Lz‘ ’
| Ki ﬁ\"“"h F'Elﬂwﬂl-"l-"‘ &?g(l L. L 'I-:. ,z: (1)’,.:in.p'"l"'JmIl~
,:‘r_::;r ' ,_"" “’;ﬁ/ \ 'I_ c;d__:’_;:—:% }"-r--*',n'l--u,.l L .,:ﬁf""r_‘ij o

i: PR P, : ur = P T‘.'L'ﬂd e » 4
a pddi 2

t1 Hju.un..: %1‘“ / ;duaqiﬂ ﬂﬂbf«iv-

el



2670

BEFORE THE HON'BLE CO-OPERATIVE COURT AT
THANE

DISPUTE NGO, /2026
SHRL VIRAJ V. sl ARMA & ORS .. DISPUTANTS
¥/s,

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

MEMORANDLM
DISPUTANTS:-

OF _ REGISTERED ADDRESS OF

(1) SHRIL. VIRAJ VISHWAMBHARLAL SHARMA )
Flat No. H - 10 /( : 2, Sharayu Co-operative Housing )
Society Ltd., Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai - 400703 )
(2} SHRL VARUN VISHWAMBHAR LAL SHARMA)
Flat No. H—10 /1 : 2, Sharayu Co-operative Housing )
Society Lud., Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai - 400703 )
(3) SHR). UTSAY GIRISH PATEL }
Flat No. H - 10 / 0 : 3, Sharayu Co-operative Housing )
Society Lid., Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai — 400703 )
(4) SHRI. MANSUKHLAL KANJIBHATI KHUNT )
Flat No. H = 10/ 2 : 4, Sharayu Co-operative Housing )
Seciety Ltd., Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai — 300703 )

Mobile Mo 9820551099 ). DISPUTANTS

Drate;- O8/05/2026
Place :- THANE

2)SHRIL. VARUN V. SHARMA




3) SHRL UTSAV G. PATEL

P

4) SHRIL. MANSUKHLAL
ﬁ?f\hl ¥ I_U"-l-.__ HﬁNJI'HHAI ":HUNT

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

DISPUTE NO. /2026

1) SHRIL. 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) SHRL 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) SHRL UTSAV GIRISH PATEL )
Age 38 Years, An Adult Indian Inhabitant )
Flat No. H— 10/ 0 : 3, Sharayu Co-operative Housing b
Society Lud.. Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai — 400703 ]
4) SHRIL. MANSUKHLAL KANJIBHAI KHUNT )
Ape 70 Years, An Adult Indian [nhabitant )
Flat No. H— 10/ 2 : 4, Sharayu Co-operative Housing )
Society Lid., Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai — 400703 )

). DISPUTANTS
Vis.

1) SHREIL 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 Lid.,
Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai — 400703

e

2) SHRI1. AASHISH BALDOTA, Secretary
An Adult Indian Inhabitant
SHARAYU CO-OPERATIVE
HOUSING SOCIETY LIMITED
Address:- Flat No. G- 5 /0 : |, Sharayu
Co-operative Housing Society Lid.,

e e




Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai — 400703. )

3) SMT. SUJAT A 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,

R

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

T it i’ T i T Ve

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

TEMPORARY 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 @1 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.

. The present Application is being preferred by the Disputants,
who are bona fide members of Sharayu Co-operative Housing
Society Lid. (including the two Managing Committee members

SHRI. VARUN VISHWAMBHAR LAL SHARMA and
SHRI. MANSUKHLAL 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).

. The Disputants further state that the Opponent No.l 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.

. The redevelopment process of the Society commenced with the
Ist 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.

. 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
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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 Vira) 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,

. 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.

. 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.

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

. Tt 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.

10,1t 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
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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,

At 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.

At is further submitted that prior to submission of the revised

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

At is further submitted that subsequent to the aforesaid meeting

with the RDC, Opponent No.l 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




1&7

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.

14.1t 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 evenis conclusively
establishes that the revised quotation was submitted at the
instance of and with the full knowledge and involvement of
Opponent No.l, 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 matenial 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 w
suppression of facts and renders the decision-making process
arbitrary and legally unsustainable.

16.1t 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.
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1 7.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 submited 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 Commitiee 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.] 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.

22.0n 08 March 2026, Opponent No.| 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.”
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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 gquotation of PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C. dated 01 November
2025 and instead reflected only the original higher quotation.

25.1t 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.l 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.

26.1t 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 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.l through official
communication channels, including email.
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The said updated information included, inter alia: Detailed
project credentials and status of ongoing and completed
redevelopment  projects; Approximately 40 vyears 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.l 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,
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 guotation has resulted
in a distorted comparative framework being placed before 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.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 rectifving 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 (just
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.

33.0Opponent 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 2Znd SGBM, the Opponents undertock 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.

36.1t 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. |
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
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.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
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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.

39.1t 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.l 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.l 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
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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.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.l, 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
Disputants, along with several other members of the Society,
submiited 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
hrought 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 D
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.

47.1t 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.

48.1t 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, 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
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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,

49,11 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.

50.1t is submitted that the Opponents, in their reply dated 18 April

51

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.
[t was Opponent No.l, 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,

At 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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|8 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,

521t 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.l, 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 misconduet.

53.1t is submitted that the conduct of the Opponents, when viewed
in totality, clearly demonstrates a consistent pattern of
suppression, misrepresentation and lack of transparency. Desp ite
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
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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,

55.1t 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.

56.1t 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.

57.1t1s 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
tacie illegal.

58.1t 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.

59.1t 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, Tt 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.

61.1t 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
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influences the understanding and voting of members of the
aoclety.

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.l 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,,
which was admittedly available on the official email of the
Society.

65.The conduct of Opponent No.l 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.| 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 conduect is not
only procedurally irregular but strikes at the root of transparency,
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fairmess 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.

66.1t 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.
Ewven after discrepancies were pointed out on 14  March 2026
with documentary proof, Opponent No.2 failed to take corrective
action.

67.0n 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
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
mala fide attempt to influence the outcome of the PMC
selection process by suppressing material  facts and
disseminating false information.

70.1t 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
attemnpt 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 wvitiated, 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 faimess. 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 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 manner.

75.The cause of action for filing the present Dispute 1s 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.l 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 shertly, 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 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 ecirculated 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.l 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.l 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
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 imregularities, and immediately thereafter
Opponent No. | 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 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.
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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.l 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
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 wvitiated 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.l 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 (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:

a) Suppression of Material Facts:
The Opponents deliberately withheld the revised quotation dated

(11 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.

b} Fraud on the General Body:

The Opponents circulated a comparative analysis which was
incomplete, distorted and misleading, thereby inducing members
ta 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
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fraud practiced upon the General Body. Any resolution obtained
by such deception is void ab initio in law.

¢} 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
audi alteram partermn and faimess in administrative action.

d) Breach of Government Redevelopment Guidelines dated
03 January 2019:

The Government Resolution governing redevelopment of Co-
operative Housing Societies mandates transparency, faimess,
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.

€) Abuse of Fiduciary 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.

rticipation of Disqualified Secretary:
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
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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,

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 Ba 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 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 circumstances is no consent in the
eves of law.

1) Adverse Inference on Suppression of Evidence:
The conduct of Opponent No.l 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.

k) Cumulative Effect of Illegality:

-
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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 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 Districti- Thane and hence this
Hon'ble Court is having terntonial jurisdiction to try, entertain
and to adjudicate the dispute.
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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.

04 No Caveat notice is received from the Opponent Society.

95. HENCE THE DISPUTANTS PRAY THAT,

a) Pending the hearing and final disposal of the present dispute,
the opponents be restrained 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 10
stay the operation, implementation and effect of the Resolution
dated 15 March 2026 including the appointment of PMC namely
Dilip Sanghvi pursuant thereto;

b} Pending the hearing and final disposal of the present dispute,
the 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
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¢) Pending the hearing and final 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 terms 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.

£) Award costs of the present proceedings

Date:- 08/05/2026 *
Place :- Thane
1) SHRL VIRAJ V. SHARMA

4
t\ #
2)SHRL VARUN V. SHARMA

s

3) SHRL UTSAV G. PATEL

4 SHRLMANSUKHLAL KANJIBHAI

,_;JED b s SERENE

Adyv. for Disputants
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VERIFICATION

I, SHRI. VIRAJ VISHWAMBHAR LAL SHARMA, aged 46
vears, 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 1
On this 08™ Day of May 2026 )

AT \\9&

Adyv, for Disputants Disputant No.1
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BEFORE THE HON'BLE CO-OPERATIVE COURT AT
THANE

DISPUTE NO. /2026

(1) SHRL VIRAJ VISHWAMBHARLAL SHARMA )
Age 46 Years, An Adult Indian Inhabitant )
Flat No. H— 10/ 0 : 2, Sharayu Co-operative Housing )
Society Lud., 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) SHRL. 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 )

). DISPUTANTS
Vis.

(1) 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

e e

(2) SHRI. AASHISH BALDOTA, S-EQI'HHT}'
An Adult Indian Inhabitant )
SHARAYU CO-OPERATIVE )

i
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HOUSING SOCIETY LIMITED
Address:- Flat No. G =6 /0 : 1, Sharayu
Co-operative Housing Society Lid,,
Sector 29, Vashi, Navi Mumbai — 400703,

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

N . i~ S

(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 TO

TEMPORA JUNCTIO LICATIO
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
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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 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 wvalidity 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

SHRI. VARUN VISHWAMBHAR LAL SHARMA and
SHRI. MANSUKHLAL 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.l 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.

. The redevelopment process of the Society commenced with the
1st Special General Body Meeting held on 5 October 2025,
wherein in-principle approval for redevelopment was
unanimously granted in accordance with applicable Government
cuidelines including the Government Resolution dated 03
January 2019 governing redevelopment of Co-operative Housing
Societies and statutory provisions.

. 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.

. 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.

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

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 1o the
next Special General Body Meeting, and reflected the lowest
professional fee among all shortlisted PMCs.

10,1t is further submitted that an RDC member, Mr. Vicky Thakkar

{also referred to as Mr. Kashvap 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,

At is further submitted that thereafter, on 01 November 2025,

Opponent No.4, a member of the Managing Committee, SHRL
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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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 2023, In the said
communication, Opponent No.l specifically coordinated and
scheduled a meeting with the Redevelopment Committee (RDC),
thereby establishing that Opponent No.l was actively involved
in the evaluation process and was in direct contact with the said
PMC even prior to submission of the revised quotation.

13.1t is further submitted that subsequent to the aforesaid meeting
with the RDC, Opponent No.l 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.1 was not only aware of
the revised quotation but had himself facilitated and pursued its
submission, thereby establishing prior knowledge, invelvement
and active participation in the process.

14.1t is further submitted that on 01 November 2025, Opponent No. |
himself shared the official email 1D 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 1D 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.l, 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.

16.1t 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 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 2Znd 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.| 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.

22.0n 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.”

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.l knowingly suppressed the
revised quotation of PMC Ar. Rajesh R.C. dated 01 November
2025 and instead reflected only the original higher quotation.

25.1t 15 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.l 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.
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26.1t 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 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.l 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 Mavi 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
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 decision.

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

20.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.

30.0Opponent 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

“NC one in committee was informed of the revised quote (just
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



306

|

to the official email 1D 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,

33.0pponent 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 2Znd 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.

36.1t 15 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. 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 19th 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,

39.1t is pertinent to note that immediately upon being confronted
with the aforesaid allegations, Opponent No.l 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.| deactivated the said setting. This
conduct, when viewed in totality, unequivocally demonstrates a
mala fide intention on the part of Opponent No.l 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.l i1s in complete violation of the Government Resolutions
governing redevelopment of Co-operative Housing Societies,
which mandate utmost transparency, faimess, 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. | 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.l, 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 gquotation,
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.

471t 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,

48.1t 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 guotation. The said
defence is wholly misconceived, misleading and legally
untenable. The decision regarding appointment of PMC is not a
matter te 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, onlv 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 1t 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.

50.1t 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.l, 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
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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.

51.1t 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.

52.1t is further submitted that the Opponents have attempied 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.l, 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.

53.1t 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
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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.

56.1t 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.

57.1t 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



=14

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,

S8.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.

9.1t 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 Nao. 1,
Mr. Arif Shaikh, in prepating and circulating the summary Excel
sheet dated OB 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
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the principles of collective functioning mandated under the Act
and the bye-laws of the Society.

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.

62.1n such circumstances, it was incumbent upon Opponent No. 1,

being the Treasurer, to first place the relevant data, including all
quotations and revised gquotations, before the Managing
Committee and the Redevelopment Committee, to invite
discussion, scrutiny and wverification, 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.l 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,,




=25

which was admittedly available on the official email of the
Society.

65.The conduct of Opponent No.l 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 venification. 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.

66.1t 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.

67.0n 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
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
mala fide attempt to influence the outcome of the PMC
selection process by suppressing material facts and
disseminating false information.

70.1t 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 wvitiating 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 faimess. 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 manner.

75.The cause of action for filing the present Dispute 15 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.l 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
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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
MNovember 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.| 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.l directly contacted and sought updated
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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 Ne.1 along with documentary
proof of the email containing the revised guotation, 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 1o 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 fo
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
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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
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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.

.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.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 “common email access”, which does not
address the core 1ssue of non-disclosure to the General Body.

.The disputant further submits that, agpravated 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
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. '
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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 pgrave 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.

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) Suppression 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.
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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.

b) Fraud on the General Body:
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 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
audi alteram partem and fairness in administrative action.

d) Breach of Government Redevelopment Guidelines dated
03 January 2019:

The Government Resolution governing redevelopment of Co-
operative Housing Societies mandates transparency, faimess,
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.
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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) Participation gli Disqualified Secretary:

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 stood tainted
by participation of a disqualified person.

g} Colourable Exercise of Power:

The actions of the Oppanents, 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 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 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 15 no consent in the
eves of law.,

i) Adverse Inference on Suppression 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.

k) Cumulative Effect of lllegality:

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 prima facie case and the balance of
convenience and irreparable loss will cause to the disputant if
injunction is being refused by this Honble court. An irreparable
loss will cause to the disputant if injunction 1s 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
Mavi 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 beyvond 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 true and
correct to the best of my knowledge and belief.
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Solemnly Affirmed at THANE )
On this 08" day of MAY', 2026 )
Identified by Me, \ .
AT T C\;ﬁ
Adyv. For Plaintiff DEPONENT
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 08™ Day of May 2026 }

- - W

A e
Ady. for Disputants Disputant No.1




