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moter as per scction Z(z.k) of'Act 2016 and again

being channel partner of respondent no.l- and

being channel partner of respondents no.1 and 2.

Briefly stated, the case of the complainan

ndent no.L is engaged in business of developing

ent of individual flats etc.
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ndent no.1 known as M3M Marline lcon in
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ruction activities and it also undertakes large

ho ing/flat/floors etc which includes the constr
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for ool<ing of the flat, FIe made a payment of [ls.

ugh cheque No. 000222 datcd 31.01,2021 of FID
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in [con under PYP (Port your property) Scheme

ondent No.1- and he fcomplainant) requested resp

t the application signed for M3M Merlin Ico

nclent No.1 confirmed that thc same 'lixpression

be converted into M3M Merlin Icon booking and

ity to sign any other application. The pyp frro

RIr-.31, 3rd l.'loor, TDI tispania l{oya Irloor, Sone

is in the name of wife of complainant, whi

That he (complainant) transferred Rs.

deducting TDS @ 0.750/o on both the amounts (

,00,000) on 22nd F'ebruary 2021. Thereafter, the

sent booking confirmation nrail to rcsponde.n

g with cost sheet dated llna pssruary 2021 and

forwarded to complainant by respondent no.Z w

intentional. In this mail, complainant was allo

, Sector-67, Gurugram. J";

ACC by respondent no.1 as confirmed by respo
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plainant to deposit further Rs. 11,00,000/- with
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6. That respondent no.1 did not mention the pyp

property details in the booking confirmation mail intentionally [o

hide the facts of the deal for fraud and conspiracy in associatiQn

with respondent no.Z and 3 to cheat and trap the complainarit.

Had this fact been mentioned in the mail, he [complainantJ muFt

have highlighted the fraud and conspiracy then and tti.

complainant would not have cleposited further payments to

respondent no.1.

7, That after receipt of said payment, the responderlrt

no.Z put pressure on him (complainant) to comprete aoV!

payment within 30 days otherwise booking will get cancelled arid

I

amount deposited will be forfeited to the tune of 'lO(yo of the rothl

property price. Ilowever, the complainant had paid further R$.

9,g2,500/- on 1g.03.2021 to safeguarcl his amount. deposited wi!h

re.spondent no.1. As such, total antount of Rs. 3l,76,000/- *4t

paid to respondent no.1 as balance amount was to be got financeld

from bank and complainant had submitted the ICICI Bank hon
1e

loan sanction letter through respondent no.2 to respondent no.L.

8. That he [complainant) received comfort letter ciateld

30.A4.2021 in which PYP property was found clifferent, rath{r

belongs to relative of the complainant, who was interested !o

convert his existing residential to new residcntial property (M3[4

t.4_
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ghts and M3M Merlin lcon) through respondent no.2 ,, OL.

ns of the PYP property which later was refused but r..ronno.fr,

z fabricated these documents in favour of comprainant J,
I

;ing the name and address of these documents. 
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That his fcomplainant's) signatures were forged 
1,

rondents no.Z and 3 and phone number on the pyp forin
Irnged to respondent no.Z. Email ,1,

eeshaggarwal4T@-gmail,co-m is fictitious as not belonging {o

Lplainant. Respondent no,Z and 3 in association ,,]*.r
I

rondent no.1 undertook this fraud conspiracy to grab the defl

I

earn commission. 
I

That respondent no.1 never called him (comptainanf)

I

rart of KYC or welcome call to validare the facts of rhe plp

rerty. Alleging that the respondents have cheated ala

auded him, the complainant has sought following reliefs: - 
|

I

To direct the respondents no.1 to 3 to pay Rs. 25,00,000{-

r to the complainant as compensation for hiding the fact thJt

project M3M Merlin Icon is non-registered with RL-RA as oln

'2.2021 and for trapping the complainant to invest in no{-

stered with RERA project by fraud, criminal conspiracf,

rch of trust, forgery as complainant is undergoing menttl

ss and harassment in investing in renowned company sin(e
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;l -I1:I: r,:::-, 1, '-!1;,1 11':,;11O,,,d rgnde n,tsr I) o: 1, 1 ;[E ;3,,to-,pa)

cscalation of property25,00,000 / -

31.01.2021.

3. To direct the respondents no.l" to 3 to pay the Capital ga

tax amount on the capital gain along with penalty whi

complainant need to pay due to fraud, criminal conspiracy, bre.a

of trust, forgc.ry and non-RERA registered project.

4. To award a cost of Rs. 2,00,000 /- towards litigati

expenses in favour of complainant and against each respondcn

no.1 to 3.

5, To impose "suo moto" penalty on all respondents f,

towards pnces sln

non-REIIA registe

and misleading

6. To impose "suo moto" penalty on respondent no.1 f(

empanelling non-Rl.)RA rcgistered channcl partner,

7. To impose "suo moto" penalfy on respondent n

taking booking application without getting registered with

RtsRA.

t]. To grant any other relief in favour of the cornplainant

AO may deern fit and proper in the fact and circumstances

CASE.

1,1. The respondent No.1 contested the complaint by fili

written reply. Said respondent denied all the facts as stated by t

complainant, in his complaint.

12. It is averred by said respondent that an Expression

marketing, selling and constructing the

projects and non-licensed project

complainant/and other customers.
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of respondent no.L, I'he complainant applied fo
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ction has been completed and Occupation C

already been granted by the competent authorities.

That the complainant is not an allot'

rondent no.1 and thus has no locus standi to ap

'ble Authority. 'l'he refund of the amount p.

Lplainant was offered to the complainant on 16.01

lue no. 736347 and the respondent no.L was not s

interest as a goodwill gesture agreed to give statutr

[he amount deposited by the complainant r,'ide

348 to the complainant to settle the matter. The c

her settled the matter nor he came forward to cc

king formalities, therefore, the respondent was cot:

:el the Expression of Interest vide letter dated 02.01

T'hat the respondent no, 1 along with the t

lr also refunded the amounts paid by the complair

r the applicable interest vide IMPS/RTGS/NE

saction ID ICICR52022013100249180 /HDF'C0000

final towards payment made by him. 
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Th; answering respondent is not p

rstanding between the complainant, his relative

property and respondent no.Z.lt is further submi

ed WhatsApp messages have been exchanged

plainant and respondent no.2 and the said chat

d upon as the same are not accompanied by 
^

r section 658 of Evidence Act, 'Ihe units in the p

ts are allotted in the name of the complainant,s si

Respondent No.L denied having com
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cri inal conspiracy as alleged. According to it, the
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ch, he [complainant) is not entitled to any kind of

nsation as claimed in the complaint.

The respondents No.2&3 also contestetl th

filed a separate written reply. It is stated

ndents that the present complaint is not maintai

Adjudicating Officer, as the complainant ha

iled to prove any loss/injury suf'fered by him [co

romised the matter and received an a

,67,322/- against a sum of Rs.I11,76,000/- in th

laint No. GRG-2688-2021 perraining to
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allottee. He [complainant) had simply expressed his interest

seek priority allotment of a residential apartment/commerci

unit/commercial plots/office space in one of the ;trojects of M3

India Pvt Ltd wherein construction has been completed a

Occupation Certificate (OC) has already been granted.

18. It is denied that the respondent no.2 approached t

complainant. According to the former, the complainant h

shortlisted two projects on the basis of which he signed the

Expression of Interest dated 3L.0L.2021 for booking of the flat

making a payment of Rs. 11,00,000 /- vide checlue no. 0002

dated 31.01.202t of HDFC Bank. The complainant along with rk{e

Expression of Interest [E0l) also tendered a sum of

11,00,000/- towards the confirmation of their tiOL It is al

denied that the complainant transferred Rs. 10,83,500/- aft

deducting TDS @0,750/o on both the amounts (Rs. 11,00,000

11,00,000) on 22"d F'ebruary 2021 or that post receipt of fundfs,

M3M India Private Limited sent the booking confirmation mail

respondent no.2 only along with cost sheet dated 22.0Q,2021 a

seems to be intentional. T

the amount paid by t

with interest, which is

not to complainant which now

respondent no.1 has refunded

conrpplainant along with interest

34.67 .322 / -.
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All respondents have prayed that the

issed with heavy costs.

Complainant and respondents No. 1 a
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ts in evidence in support of their case,6. I

counsels for the complainant and respo

the record on file.

Even as per complainant, same had
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ing of a flat with the respondents. Neither any

rwise, amount paid by the complainant has al

red to be refunded in favour of same by order o

refunded to the complainant.

In circumstances as described above, the
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I

IParfies are left to bear their own costs. File be consigned to recofa

Iroom. 
I

I

Announced in open Court today i.e. 05.0 L.2026. 
I

l..-{ ---
(Rajender x)#r;
Adjudicating Officcr,
Haryana Real Estate
Regulatory Authority,
Gurugrarn

11



Present:
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Ms. Vandana Aggarwal, Advocate for complainant.
Ms, Shriya Takkar, Advocate for respondent No.1
Mr. Sushil Yadav, Advocate for respondents no. 2 & ll

Complaint is dismissed, vide separate order today,

I;ile be consigned to rccord room.

ir\'lV
(Rajender Kumar)
Adjudi caling O ffi cer,
05.01 .2026
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