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Mantri Developers PVT. LTD,
No.41 Mantr House,Vittal Mallya Road,
Bengaluru - 560001.
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During the month of April 2014 I had entered into
negotiations with Mantri Developers Private Limited
(hereinafter MDPL) for purchase of an apartment based on
MDPL advertisement in newspapers and billboards. In this
connection I met one Mr. Deepak V Raj , Dy Manager
(Sales & Marketing) of MDPL. I was offered a 2 bed room
apartment being built by MDPL at their project known as
Mantri Webcity at Nagareshwara Nagenahalli Kothanur
Village, K.R. Puram Hobli, Bangalore South Taluk,
Bangalore, (hereinafter the Mantri Webcity). That the deal
Jor apartment No J1805 in Mantri Webcity was concluded
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basis the offer made by MDPL for an assured return on the
investment made by me and the offer was exclusively for
Mantri Webcity. Following were the terms and condition for
100% assured return offer made by MDPL. We had to pay
a token amount of Cheque of Rs. 2 lakhs in favour of
Mantri Developers Puvt. LTD. and book a particular unit.
Having carried away with the aforesaid offer we opted to
purchase the apartment J 1805. Subsequent to the initial
negotiations we were provided a detailed statement {
through the MDPL demand note) giving the breakup of the
agreed amount of Rs. 68,80,349.00 together with the
payment schedule by MDPL. We paid the total self
contribution Amount of Rs.13,76,070.00. Area of the
Apartment being 1010 Sft; (iti) Rate per Sft. being Rs.
5330/- and (iv) total cost of the Apartment being Rs.
68,80,349/ -

Relief Sought from RERA: Direct the Respondent / Builder
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The Complainant have entered in to assure return/Buy-
back Scheme, therefore the complainants are clearly
investors not end use consumers. Be that as it may, it is
pertinent to note here that the complainants in their
complaint have only sough for relief as against the Pre-EMI
and Buy-back Scheme, this establishes that the
complainants never intended to be final consumers but
always wanted to be investors and get the benefit as per
the scheme. Hence, the complainant being investors and
have no jurisdiction to approach this Hon’ble Authority
and seek for any relief/s against the Respondent herein.
This clearly establishes the oblique motive of the
Complainants to harass the Respondent and get the
Respondent to the terms.

The Complainants have not approached this Hon’ble
Authority with clean hands. Since the real estate business
has been subjected to market fluctuations, the
Complainant who wanted to make money out of booking
an apartment/flat facing trouble in finding a prospective
buyer, therefore the Complainants are making reckless
allegation against the Respondent herein and have
approached this Hon’ble Authority and is using this
Authority as a tool to make financial gain by taking undue

advantage and this is nothing but an abuse of process of
law.
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i Mantri Developer will bear the Pre-EMI till March
2017.
i, Mantri Developer will assure return on 100% on the

own contribution made by the unit purchaser at the end of
March 2017.
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It is further and more specifically submits that the Term
“Investor” is not defined either in Agreement or nowhere
defined under RERA. Any purchasers of the apartment is
an allotee as per Sec.2(d) of RERA Act. Thus the connection
of respondent that complainant is an Investor will not
holds good to the facts of the case and it is neither
sustainable on facts or in the Eyes of the Law. The concept
of Investor is applicable under Consumer Protection Act
and Not under RERA Act. Under RERA Act any buyer is an
allotee. Since the project is registered under RERA, only
the provision of the RERA act will be applicable, the
provision of other laws will be applicable in coordination
and not is derogation to defend the main object of the Act.
Thus the concept of the Investor is not applicable under
RERA and as such more specifically to the complainant.
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