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IN THE COURT OF MR. SOHAIB AHMAL RUMI,

DISTRICT & SESSIONS JUDGE/PRESIDING OFFICER,

DISTRICT CONSUMER COURT,
SIALKOT/NAROWAL..

Case No.21/2017

Date of Institution: 292.03.2017
Date of Decision: 23.04.2018

Riaz Ahmad S/0O Muhammad Ashraf, Awan by casic /O Mouza
Harrar, Tchsil & District, Sialkot.
{Claimant!/ consumer}

Versus

Muhammad Anwar, Proprietor Masha ALLAH Traders & Furniturc
House (Registered) Situated at Airport Road, Gohad pur, Sialkot.

(Defendant)

COMPLAINT U/S 25 OF THE PUNJAB CONSUMER
PROTECTION ACT, 2005.

Judgment:

Briefly stated facts of the casc, as emerged our ot the
complaint, lunched at the instance of consumer-complainani-Riax
Ahmad are, that on 28.05.2015, he purchascd Tollowing furniture
{rom defendant’s tdisplay Centre) for L'{ili‘iidcl‘;:ﬂﬂil amount of K.
163,000/ - (Rupees One Lac & Sixty Fight Hundreds oniv) against

02 ycars warranty.

a) Bed Set Model (03 picces) Rs. 92,000/ -
1) Suting Almirah Rs. 48,000/ -
) Dlecwan Rs. 28,007 -
dy Toial Price Rs. 168,000/ -

At the sale/transaction time defendant assurcd the products
accurate, under warranty and promised that he shail be responsible
for any defects. It is further averred thal defendant, despilc
recciving cxcessive price than markei, prepared the products witls

old and substandard material, which is against the terms and
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Case No.21/2017 (02

Riaz Ahmad VS Muhammad Anwar

in the furniture. Defendant by false, deceptive and mislead

representation sold substandard and damaged  products o

clanmant.
02. According to the claimant on 04.03.2017 hc scrved a legal

notice to ithe detendant but defendant did nol bothoer fo reply the
same or o redress his grievance. Hence, this claim with the demand
of Ks. 448,000/ -,

03, Detendant was summoned who contested the complaint by
filling written reply, controverted the allegabions leveled against
hitn with the assertion that claim is time bavreed. Clanmani aner
compleic inspection of the product and satisfaction received the
same and that the claim has been filed just only to harass and Black
mail the defendant, which be dismissed wiith costs,

. Reconciliation efforts, ai pre trial stage remained fruitless,
therefore, both the parties were dirccted to lead their respective
evidenoe.

05, From the claimant side, claimani himsell appoared in fhe

witness box as AW.1 and produced Asii Saddique AW.Z. They

&
[ ] L

produced their affidavits in the shape of Exh-AcT and Exbh-AZ
Learncd counsel for the claimant in his stalement produced recangs
rearding purchase of products Mark-A, L;op_y. of legal notive 1w
defendant Mark-B, Copy of postal receipt regarding issuance of
legal notice to defendant Mark-C and closed his evidence. From the
delendant side, Munir Hussain RW.1 appearcd in the witness frax
and L'n.'1t'T'Ul?~.“'I‘.:l'[cLi the defendani’s version. Learned counsel jor Hie
defendant, while submitting original visiting card of the defendant
Fxh-R.1 closed the evidence.

0. Arguments heard. Record perused.
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Case No.21/2017 {03)
Riaz Ahmad VS

against a warranty period of two years. li was assured and

warranted by the defendant that the fumiture is of best quality and

in case, any defect arises therein the defendant shall b responsible

to that. During the warranty period the furniture worn out and

damaged.

8. | have examined the file and gone through the record. It is

manifest from Mark-A (Purchase reccipt) issucd by defendand

wherein 1t s clearly mentioned thal tumituere warvaniv is ror twe

years. F'rom ;ﬁcruxing the written reply, it is admiiied thal derendand

has prepared the furniture and reccived total sale price of the

disputed products and provided 02 years warranty.,

0. While examining the evidence ot defendant side it 1g admitied
that defendant provided 02 years warranty of the sold products It

is admitied that defendant after filing complaint in the Court has
taken back the furniture and promisced its repairing. Dofondane is
ready o repair the products and o remove the detects,

10, Alter considering deeply the available record on the nle, | an
of the view that defendant has failed to fulfill the ierms of warranly
provided by him for 02 years of the product. During the warranty
period it became damaged, however, claimant has {ailed o produce
any inspection report of an expert 1o assess as to what cxieni the
furniture is damaged and what will be the costs/charges of the
same. However, defendant has admitted to remaove the dereats in the
product and ﬂm furniture is lying with the deiendant for repair, as
such defendant 1s directed to repair the product in question and io
remove all the detects within 01 weck to the entire S:ltinf:-_tattit.m of

sy e

the claimant and thereafter deliver the turniture. Betore delivery,
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by the expert from TEVTA or any other CGovl, Deparimes
Defendant is directed to comply with the order within (he
_ stipulaied period after passing of this judgment. Failing which faw
shall take its own course and proceedings U/Sec. 32 shall bhe
nitiated. Cost of litigation charges Rs.3000/ - (Five Thousands only)
is also awarded which shall be paid by the dctendant o the

claimant. Yile be consigned to the record room after its duc

compilation, 4‘(

Annournced: | Presiding Orficer
23.04.2018. District Consumer Conrt
Sialkot/Narowal’

CERTIFICATE

Certitied that this order confains four pazes and cach or
pages s dictated, comected and sjiencd by g1

Announced:

Presiding Officer
23.04.2018.

Dhstrict Consumer Cours
Sialkot/Narowal.
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