
IN THE COURT OF PERVEZ IQBAL SIPRA, 

DISTRICT & SESSIONS JUDGE / PRESIDING OFFICER, 

DISTRICT CONSUMER COURT, 

FAISALABAD. 

Complaint No        204/2017 

Date of institution       25.08.2017 

Date of decision          17.04.2018. 

Sajid Israr S/o Muhammad Israr R/o 31-Z-10, Madina Town, 

Faisalabad. 

Versus 

Suzuki Canal Motors, P-786, West Canal Road, Faisalabad through 

its Chief Executive. 
 

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

 

ORDER: 

  By filing this claim, the claimant has contended that on 

02.08.2017, he approached the defendant for getting his car bearing 

Registration No.FDA-12-663 repaired. He handed over his car to 

the defendant and the job card bearing No.17/06069 was issued for 

the repair work, the detail of which is as under:- 

Sr. No. Job Description & Remarks Amount 

1. Front Suspension Hauling 2,500.00 

2. Gear Shifter Seal Replace  1,200.00 

3. Throttle Body Service 1,200.00 

4. Replace Leaf Spring Bush  600.00 

5. Front Shock Mounting Replace 600.00 

6. Steering Column Bush Replace 500.00 

7. Gear Side Plate Replaced 500.00 

8. Engine Tuning 260.00 

9. Brake Service  220.00 

10. Wheel Balancing  200.00 

11. Wheel Alignment  180.00 

12. Electrical Checkup 120.00 

13. Others 20.00 

PARTS 

Sr. 

No. 

Part No. Part Description Qty Price Amount 

1. 48534-60J00 Plunger, Steering 

Rack 

1 1243 1,243.00 

2. 48381-51041 Bushing, STRG 1 659 659.00 
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Column 

3. 41331B78020P000 Bush Rear Spring 

Front 

2 72 144.00 

4. 25517-60B01 Seal Gear Shift 

Oil 

1 706 706.00 

5. 16510B82703P000 Filter Assy Oil 1 153 153.00 

 09305B13005P000 Bushing Shackle  8 41 328.00 

6. 48541-82H10 Bushing, Steering 

Rack (RA SB) 

1 1609 1609.00 

7. 28278B78001P000 Boot, Gear Shift 

Shaft FR 

1 36 36.00 

8. 0017 Shock Mounting 

SB 

2 300 600.00 

9. 0021 Tepet Gain SB 1 80 80.00 

10. 0032 Majic 1 30 30.00 

11. 0076 Bolt 12” 2 50 100.00 

Lubricants 

Sr. 

No. 

Part No. Part 

Description 

Qty Price Amount 

1. 99EA1B10W40P

SM3 

Engine Oil, 

Ultimate, 3L 

1 1,663.00 1,663.00 

 

When he took his car and checked, he was astonished to know that 

the car had not been repaired properly and the services rendered by 

the defendant were faulty. He asked the defendant to make repair as 

required but he denied. He gave notice u/s 28 (1) of the Punjab 

Consumer Protection Act, 2005 to the defendant on 05.08.2017 but 

of no avail, hence, the instant complaint.   

2.  The defendant contested the complaint by filing 

written statement. He admitted the contents of the complaint 

regarding issuance of the job card, detail of repairing work, parts 

and lubricants. However, he has contended that he provided 

excellent services and spare parts bearing specific parts numbers 

were replaced with the out of order parts, therefore, no question of 

faulty services arises. After completion of work, the computerized 
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checking of the car was conducted and thereafter, the car was 

handed over to the claimant. The claimant was quite satisfied about 

the repair work after a road test and the old replaced parts were 

handed in to him. The defendant also raised objections regarding 

the jurisdiction of court, maintainability of this complaint, notice u/s 

28 (1) of the Punjab Consumer Protection Act, 2005 and malafide 

of the claimant in filing this claim.  

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 also examined Muhammad Habib Raza PW2. They both 

submitted their affidavits Ex-P1 and Ex-P2. The learned counsel for 

the claimant produced the receipt of TCS Ex-P3 and also brought 

on file the copy of invoice Mark P/A and the copy of notice stately 

sent to the defendant Mark P/B. On the other hand, the defendant 

examined Shakeel Ahmad, the Sales Manager as DW1 who 

submitted his authority letter Ex-D1 and the affidavit Ex-D2. 

5.  Arguments heard, record perused.  

6.  It is an admitted fact that the claimant obtained the 

services of the defendant for repair of his car. The defendant 

replaced some old parts by new one and also made repair and 

received the consideration as per invoice (Mark P/A). The 

controversy is that the claimant asserts that the repair was not made 

properly and the defect in the car was not removed and the car 

showed disturbance after repair more than before. The defendant’s 
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version is that after repair, the computerized checking of the car 

was made and after road test, the claimant was quite satisfied and 

then the car was handed over to him. No written proof in regard to 

the stated computerized checking and the road test has been 

produced by the defendant and that the statement regarding 

satisfaction of the claimant was also not taken in black and white. 

The invoice (Mark P/A) has a column for receiving remarks and job 

card remarks but no remarks were obtained from the claimant. The 

claimant after receiving car drove the same but the disturbance 

which already the car has been showing, was found existing. The 

claimant in support to his version submitted his affidavit and 

Muhammad Habib Raza PW2 who is a bank manager by profession 

on oath supported his version that after repair, the car was found 

sustaining the same defect which was before. It was not necessary 

for the claimant to get his car checked from another workshop of 

Suzuki, to establish his case. His plea is that the car is still defective 

and the defect for removing which the services of the defendant 

were obtained, are still existing. On behalf of the defendant, it has 

not been said that the car still has no such defect or it may be got 

checked from another workshop. Although, some parts were 

replaced by new one but the new parts appear to have not worked 

properly and in replacing the parts and rendering the services, some 

fault was on behalf of the defendant. The defendant received 

Rs.8100/- as consideration for services, Rs.5688/- as price of new 

parts and Rs.1663/- were received for lubricants. The amount of 
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Rs.1296/- was received as sales tax on services. The services and 

parts may be deemed defective, however, the lubricant has not been 

alleged faulty and it was definitely used in the car. The sales tax 

went to the Government, however, it was paid by the claimant 

despite faulty services were rendered to him. He gave notice to the 

defendant well within time and the claim is also within the period of 

thirty days. In the circumstances, the claimant’s claim is well 

founded, thereby is accepted.  

7.  The defendant is directed to return the consideration 

received for services, parts and the sales tax paid by the claimant 

which amounts to Rs.15,451/-. Because of faulty services, the 

claimant did not suffer any damage except lack of benefit / loss of 

utility, therefore, he is not entitled for damages. The alleged mental 

agony has not been proved through sufficient evidence, hence, the 

claimant is refused from damages except his expenses incurred on 

legal proceedings. He has mentioned that he incurred the expenses 

on legal proceedings amounting to Rs.50,000/- but in this respect, 

no relevant evidence has been produced. However, through a 

tentative assessment, he is awarded Rs.10,000/- as expenses 

incurred on legal proceedings including lawyer’s fee. The defendant 

is directed to comply with this order and if he fails to comply with 

this order, the proceedings u/s 32 (2) of the Punjab Consumer 

Protection Act, 2005 will be initiated against him. The Registrar of 

this court is directed to send a copy of this order to the defendant 

free of costs and the receipt thereof be ensured and got 
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acknowledged. A copy of this order be also delivered to the 

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

room. 

Announced                  (Pervez Iqbal Sipra) 

17.04.2018                                               District & Sessions Judge/ 

            Presiding Officer, 

                              District Consumer Court, Faisalabad. 

   Certified that this order consists of six pages and each 

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

 

Dated                              Presiding Officer, 

17.04.2018 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 accepted and the defendant is directed to return 

the consideration received for services, parts and the sales tax paid 

by the claimant which amounts to Rs.15,451/- and also to pay 

Rs.10,000/- as costs incurred on legal proceedings including 

lawyer’s fee. After due completion, the file be consigned to the 

record room. 

Announced                  (Pervez Iqbal Sipra) 

17.04.2018                                               District & Sessions Judge/ 

            Presiding Officer, 

                              District Consumer Court, Faisalabad. 

     

 


