
IN THE COURT OF PERVEZ IQBAL SIPRA, 

DISTRICT & SESSIONS JUDGE / PRESIDING OFFICER, 

DISTRICT CONSUMER COURT, 

FAISALABAD. 

Complaint No        172/2017 

Date of institution        08.07.2017 

Date of decision          15.05.2018. 

Mirza Muhammad Naseem S/o Mirza Ahsan Muhammad R/o Plot 

No.30 Kareem City, Small Industrial Road, Faisalabad. 

Versus 

Ishtiaq Ahmad Building Contractor, Proprietor Nawab & Sons 

Contractor Company situated at P-96 Jameel Town, Faisalabad. 
 

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

 

ORDER: 

  By filing this claim, the claimant has contended that he 

entered into a contract with the defendant for construction of his five 

marlas house at Karim City, Faisalabad. The defendant agreed to 

construct the house at the rate of Rs.360/- per square feet for basement 

and Rs.240/- for ground floor and first storey. The construction was 

agreed to be completed till 04.09.2017. The defendant received from 

him Rs.8,26,400/- as consideration from time to time even as advance 

rather than the estimated construction costs of Rs.7,00,000/-. The 

defendant did work casually which was substandard and left the most of 

work incomplete and appeared reluctant to complete the construction 

till 04.09.2017, when was requested. In the circumstances, the 

defendant rendered faulty services for which he gave notice to the 

defendant u/s 28 (1) of the Punjab Consumer Protection Act, 2005 but 

of no avail, hence, the instant complaint. 

2.  The defendant appeared before the court and contested the 

complaint by filing written statement. He has contended that there was 
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no written contract in between the parties and no standard of work was 

also settled. However, he agreed to make construction at the stated rate. 

The work was in progress when the claimant showed his inability to 

provide money and asked him to stop the work. The construction work 

was done for Rs.10,26,000/- while the claimant paid Rs.7,00,000/-. 

When he demanded for the outstanding amount, he adopted evasive 

conduct. He, in December, 2016, asked the claimant to get the 

construction work restarted and on his promise to pay the outstanding 

consideration, he provided him a mason name Irshad and one labourer 

but he never paid consideration money and now just to blackmail him 

has filed this claim, malafide.  

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 counsel for the claimant 

produced the receipt of post office Ex-P2, the copy of notice Mark P/A 

and the copies of receipts for payment of consideration money  

Mark P/B to Mark P/E. On the other hand, the defendant entered into 

the witness box as DW1 and also examined Muhammad Irshad, 

Muhammad Iftikhar and Waseem Abbas DW2 to DW3. They submitted 

their affidavits Ex-P1 to Ex-P4.  

5.  Arguments heard, record perused. 

6.  The claimant through his affidavit reiterated the contents 

of the complaint. On the other hand, the defendant in support to his 

version swore the affidavit and stated that he completed the work to the 
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extent of the claimant’s wish but he did not pay him the whole 

consideration. He provided him the mason named Muhammad Irshad. 

Muhammad Irshad DW, deposed that at the request of the defendant, he 

provided his services to the claimant. Muhammad Iftikhar DW3 was 

the labourer who worked at the house of the claimant at the request of 

the defendant. 

7.     The dispute in between the parties is over money. The 

civil court may adjudicate upon such a matter and this court being a 

consumer court only is competent to see and decide any dispute 

regarding faulty services.  

8.  The claimant’s version is that the work done by the 

defendant is faulty and he did not complete the construction till 

04.09.2017. The defendant’s stance is that the claimant himself asked 

him to stop the work as he had no money. No evidence regarding the 

standard of work has been brought on file. Only the claimant himself 

entered into the witness box and no witness has been examined, who 

saw and found the construction work defective. So for as the period of 

construction is concerned, the defendant’s version appears more 

plausible. The claimant himself made the construction stopped and 

when the defendant provided a mason to the claimant, he did not get the 

work continued. In the circumstance, it does not prove that the work 

done by the defendant was defective and that no time frame also proves 

to have been settled and written in black and white. From the material 

available on file, it appears that the defendant constructed the work to 

the extent, the claimant afforded. In the circumstances, the claimant’s 
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claim is not well founded, therefore, the complaint in hand is dismissed. 

After due completion, the file be consigned to the record room. 

Announced                  (Pervez Iqbal Sipra) 

15.05.2018                                               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, 

15.05.2018            District Consumer Court, Faisalabad. 
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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) 

15.05.2018                                               District & Sessions Judge/ 

             Presiding Officer, 

  District Consumer Court, Faisalabad. 

 

 
 


