
IN THE COURT OF PERVEZ IQBAL SIPRA, 

DISTRICT & SESSIONS JUDGE / PRESIDING OFFICER, 

DISTRICT CONSUMER COURT, 

FAISALABAD. 

Complaint No        107/2015 

Date of institution       05.05.2015 

Date of decision          07.04.2018. 

Ch. Muhammad Saleem S/o Shah Din R/o Lahori Gate, Chiniot. 

Versus 

Ijaz Ahmad, Dar-e-Arqam School, Mandar Road, near T.B Clinic, 

Chiniot. 
 

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

 

ORDER: 

  By filing this claim, the claimant has contended that 

the defendant published an advertisement for admission in his 

school. He advertised that the staff was qualified and the students 

would be taught oxford syllabus, class rooms were air-conditioned 

and the computer skill would be educated. It was also advertised 

that the education regarding “Nazra & Hefiz-e-Quran” would also 

be given. He inspired from the advertisement and got his son 

Muhammad Adeen Azeem admitted in the school in September 

2014 and paid necessary dues. He also spent some money for 

uniform and others necessary requirements. His son remained 

admitted in school for seven months but learnt nothing except 

abuses. In March 2015, the door of school was closed for his son 

and because of such attitude of the defendant, his son suffered 

badly. In the circumstances, the defendant rendered faulty services, 

hence, the instant complaint.  

2.  The defendant contested the complaint by filing 

written statement. He has admitted that Muhammad Adeen Azeem 
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the claimant’s son got admitted in the school but in the school, the 

advertised services were provided and are also being provided to 

the students. After March 2015, no fee was paid and after 16 March 

2015, the claimant’s son remained absent for which a notice was 

given on 20.04.2015. The claim is baseless, therefore, is not 

maintainable.  

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

then, the evidence of both the parties was recorded. 

4.  The claimant himself entered into the witness box as 

PW1 and submitted his affidavit Ex-P1. The claimant also produced 

the documentary evidence which is on file as Ex-P2 to Ex-6 and 

Mark P/A to Mark P/G. On the other hand, the defendant entered 

into the witness box as DW1 and also examined Majid Imran DW2. 

They both submitted their affidavits Ex-D1 & Ex-D2. The learned 

counsel for the defendant produced the documentary evidence 

which is Ex-D3 to Ex-D14 and Mark D/A to Mark D/C.  

5.  Arguments heard, record perused.  

6.  In the complaint, the claimant stated nothing about 

calling upon the defendant through a written notice as provided u/s 

28 (1) of the Punjab Consumer Protection Act, 2005. However, 

while producing evidence, he brought on file the copy of such 

notice as Mark P/F. It is pertinent to mention here that in his 

affidavit Ex-P1, he also stating nothing about the notice and it has 

not been explained anywhere through which mean of 

communication, the notice was delivered to the defendant. Without 
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a proof regarding delivery of notice u/s 28 (1) of the Punjab 

Consumer Protection Act, 2005, a claim may not be deemed 

entertainable. The copy of receipt issued by the courier service 

stately whereby a shipment containing notice was sent to the 

defendant has been produced by the claimant as Mark P/G but it is 

not a sufficient proof that the notice was delivered to the defendant.  

7.  When a student gets admission in school, it may not be 

presumed that he will get good education. The school only may 

guide but the learning depends upon the students. If the claimant’s 

son did not prove himself a good student, its responsibility may not 

be put upon the defendant. The claimant was doing job at 

Faisalabad and it was not possible for him to live in the house at 

Chiniot. In absence of the father, perhaps, the son did not pay full 

attention to his education. The claimant in his cross-examination 

has admitted that the syllabus being taught in the school is similar 

which is being taught in others Dar-e-Arqam schools in Punjab. He 

also admits that the rooms in which the classes of “Hefiz-e-Quran” 

are taken, are air-conditioner and he produced no proof about any 

complaint if made by any other person against the school. The 

defendant’s witnesses on oath have stated that the school is being 

run properly and the students are being educated as advertised. The 

claimant’s son was not a good student and he himself absented from 

the school. A notice was given in the respect but nothing positive 

resulted and then the student was expelled. This very evidence leads 

to infer that the school is being run properly and the services 
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advertised by the defendant are being provided to the students. 

Oxford syllabus is being taught and some rooms are air-conditioner. 

The education of Nazra & Hefiz-e-Quran is also being given. 

8.  The defendant is an educational institution and the 

claimant’s son was its student. As held in the judgment of Hon’able 

Lahore High Court Lahore titled Allama Iqbal Open University and 

four others vs. Irfan Boota (PLD 2011 Lahore 239), an educational 

institution may not be deemed a service provider. The claimant’s 

son got admitted in the defendant school ant the stated faulty 

services were rendered to him. If the defendant is admitted a service 

provider, the claimant’s son was competent to file claim at his own, 

however, he might file claim through his father as next friend. The 

claimant may not be deemed “consumer” as no service was 

provided to him. In the circumstances, the claim is also not 

maintainable.  

9.  For the reasons mentioned above, the claim is not 

maintainable, therefore, is dismissed. After due completion, the file 

be consigned to the record room. 

Announced                  (Pervez Iqbal Sipra) 

07.04.2018                                               District & Sessions Judge/ 

            Presiding Officer, 

                              District Consumer Court, Faisalabad. 
        Camp Office, Chiniot. 

   Certified that this order consists of four pages and each 

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

 

Dated                       Presiding Officer, 

07.04.2018     District Consumer Court, Faisalabad. 

       Camp Office, Chiniot. 
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Short order. 

 

Present:- 

Nemo. 

ORDER 

   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) 

07.04.2018                                               District & Sessions Judge/ 

             Presiding Officer, 

       District Consumer Court, Faisalabad 

    Camp Office, Chiniot. 


