
IN THE COURT OF PERVEZ IQBAL SIPRA, 

DISTRICT & SESSIONS JUDGE / PRESIDING OFFICER, 

DISTRICT CONSUMER COURT, 

FAISALABAD. 

Complaint No       374/2016 

Date of institution       05.10.2016 

Date of decision          19.01.2018. 

Abdul Razzaq S/o Abdul Majeed R/o Khothi No.1, House No.P-425, 

Mohallah New Civil Lines, Faisalabad. 

Versus 

Mushtaq Furniture, situated at Chowk Jamil Abad, Sheikhupura Road, 

Faisalabad. 
 

Claim u/s 25 of the Punjab Consumer Protection Act, 2005. 

 

ORDER:- 

   The claimant by filing this complaint has contended that 

he purchased furniture from the defendant on 13.02.0216 for 

Rs.2,70,000/- and that very furniture was delivered by him to his 

daughter as dowry. After some days, the furniture sustained damage 

and the polish started to vanish. The defendant sold him defective 

furniture and a complaint thereof was made him. He promised to 

replace the furniture by new one but lateron denied on 21.09.2016. He 

gave notice u/s 28 (1) of the Punjab Consumer Protection Act, 2005, 

to the defendant but no reply, hence, the instant complaint. 

2.  The defendant contested the complaint by filing written 

statement. He has contended that the claimant gave him notice on 

28.07.2016, which he received on 30.07.2017. This very fact has been 

concealed from the court thereby it may be said that the claimant has 

not come to the court with clean hands. The limitation for filing the 



 (2) 

claim started when the claimant accrued the cause of action but he did 

not come to the court within thirty days, therefore, the claim is time 

barred. Moreover, three receipts have been produced by the claimant 

wherefrom one bears the date 03.02.2016. This receipt infact is of the 

year 2012 and the claimant by tempering it, showed the date 

03.02.2016. The receipt on file shows that the claimant was to pay 

Rs.2,20,000/- to him and for avoiding this payment, he has filed the 

claim malafide.. 

3.  At pre-trial stage, no one offered for settlement and then 

the evidence of both the parties was recorded. 

4.  Arguments heard, record perused. 

5.  The point of limitation is crucial in this complaint and 

without crossing the barrier of limitation, no further findings may be 

given. The claimant in his complaint has stated that he gave notice u/s 

28 (1) of the Punjab Consumer Protection Act, 2005 to the defendant 

on 21.09.2016, while the defendant’s plea is that previously, on 

28.07.2016, such a notice was also given to him. In his cross-

examination, the claimant stated that the furniture sustained damage in 

February 2016. It was the time, when he came to know about the 

alleged defect in the furniture purchased from the defendant and on 

the day, he accrued the cause of action to file claim. He showed his 

ignorance about the notice stately given by him on 28.07.2016, 

however, the copy of such notice is available on file. While cross-

examining the defendant, the counsel for the claimant suggested him 

that he did not reply the notice dated 28.07.2016. From this 
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suggestion, it may be inferred that on behalf of the claimant, it has 

been admitted that on 28.07.2016, a notice was given to the defendant. 

The claimant himself has not denied from this notice and the copy of 

notice dated 28.07.2016 available on file shows that it was prepared 

by Ch. Muhammad Naeem Majeed Advocate on behalf of the 

claimant and now he is also his counsel. From the evidence available 

on file, it may be held without any hesitation that on 28.07.2016, the 

learned counsel for the claimant prepared the notice and sent to the 

defendant. This very fact has been concealed by the claimant while 

filing this claim. On 21.09.2016, the second notice was sent just to 

justify the delay and to bring the claim within time. An application u/s 

28 (4) of the Punjab Consumer Protection Act, 2005 was submitted by 

the claimant for extension of time wherein he was stated that the 

parties remained negotiating for compromise, therefore, the delay for 

filing this claim caused. No evidence in this respect has been 

produced at all and that in his affidavit, the claimant also has not 

mentioned that he and the defendant negotiated for settlement. The 

reason given in the application u/s 28 (4) of the Punjab Consumer 

Protection Act, 2005, for extension of time is not a sufficient cause 

and the delay in filing the claim also is not justified. Even, the 

claimant has concealed the fact of sending first notice and this very 

act amounts to abuse of the process of law. In the circumstances, the 

time for filing this claim after thirty days may not be extended and the 

complaint in hand being time barred is not maintainable.  
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6.  For what has been discussed above, the complaint in 

hand is dismissed. After due completion, the file be consigned to the 

record room. 

Announced                  (Pervez Iqbal Sipra) 

19.01.2018                                               District & Sessions Judge/ 

            Presiding Officer, 

                              District Consumer Court, Faisalabad. 

      

   Certified that this order consists of four pages and each 

page has been dictated, read, corrected and signed by me. 
 

 

Dated                                 Presiding Officer, 
19.01.2018                     District Consumer Court, Faisalabad.  
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Short order 

Present:-      

The learned counsels for the parties. 

ORDER 

   The furniture in question has been brought to the court 

and the same has been examined. 

2.  Vide order dated even passed in English separately, the 

complaint in hand is dismissed. After due completion, the file be 

consigned to the record room. 

Announced              (Pervez Iqbal Sipra) 

19.01.2018                                               District & Sessions Judge/ 

             Presiding Officer, 

  District Consumer Court, Faisalabad. 


