
IN THE COURT OF PERVEZ IQBAL SIPRA, 

DISTRICT & SESSIONS JUDGE / PRESIDING OFFICER, 

DISTRICT CONSUMER COURT, 

FAISALABAD. 

Complaint No      232/2015 

Date of institution      31.07.2015 

Date of decision         25.09.2017. 

Syed Muhammad Bashir Shah Bukhari S/o Syed Muhammad Amin 

Shah Bukhari, Senior Voice Chairman Punjab National Peace 

Council, Pakistan Punjab. 

Versus 

1.  Haier Company through Chief Executive, Lahore. 

2. World Choice Electronics Company through proprietor Rana 

Muhammad Ali, Kotwali Road, Faisalabad.  
 

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

 

ORDER: 

  By filing this complaint, the claimant has contended 

that on 03.07.2012, he purchased a air-conditioner from defendant 

No.2 for Rs.29,100/-, which had been manufactured by defendant 

No.1. After about two months, the air-conditioner went out of order 

and a complaint of that was made to defendant No.1. Defendant 

No.1 filled gas and made the air-conditioner functioning. After nine 

months, the air-conditioner again stopped to work and on his 

complaint, defendant No.1 again filled gas and the air-conditioner 

then started to work. In the next season, defendant No.1 changed 

the kit and filled gas but the air-conditioner remained out of order. 

On 03.06.2015, he again made a complaint regarding the defect of 

the air-conditioner but he was not heard by the defendants. He gave 

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

the defendants on 09.06.2015, but no reply, hence, the instant 

complaint. 
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2.  Defendant No.1 contested the complaint by filing 

written statement while defendant No.2 was proceeded against ex-

parte. Defendant No.1 has contended that within warranty period, 

necessary repair was made and the complaint was filed beyond the 

period for which warranty had been given. The complaint is time 

barred and that the claimant has come to the court just to blackmail 

and harass the company.   

3.  At pre-trial stage, none of the parties offered for 

settlement and then the evidence of both the parties was recorded 

4.  Arguments heard, record perused.  

5.  The claimant entered into the witness box as PW1 and 

submitted his affidavit Ex-P1. He also examined Syed Hassan Raza 

Bukhari PW2 and he submitted his affidavit Ex-P6, whereby he 

supported the contention of the claimant. The post office receipts 

are Ex-P2 and Ex-P3 whereby the claimant stately posted the 

notices to the defendants. Ex-P4 is the receipt showing that the 

product in question was sold by defendant No.2 to the claimant.  

Ex-P5 is the warranty card. The copy of notice stately sent to the 

defendant is Mark P/A. On the other hand, defendant No.1 

examined Nadeem Tahir DW1, who submitted his affidavit  

Ex-D1 and negated the version of the claimant. He has stated that 

on complaint of the claimant, on 16.07.2014, the air-conditioner 

was repaired and made functioning. Till 16.07.2014, The air-

conditioner was working properly and no complaint was received to 

the company. The company is responsible for repair and service for 
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the product according to the terms and conditions of the warranty 

and that the claimant filed the complaint just to harass the company.  

6.  As per terms and conditions of the warranty, the 

company was responsible for repair of the product and replacing 

any part within the period of one year and the warranty for the 

compressor was for three years. The copy of job card on file as  

(Ex-D3) shows that the air-conditioner was repaired and some parts 

were replaced on 16.07.2014. The claimant purchased the air-

conditioner on 03.07.2012 and till 02.07.2013, the company under 

warranty was responsible for repair and change of parts except the 

compressor, if required. The warranty of the compressor was for 

three years and the claimant has not contended anywhere that the 

compressor of the air-conditioner is defective. After two months, as 

stated by the claimant himself, gas was filled and the air-conditioner 

started to work. Lateron, after nine months, the air-conditioner 

again went out of order and defendant No.1 filled gas and then the 

air-conditioner became functioning. The product was purchased in 

July 2012 and as per version of the claimant, in September 2012, 

the service was rendered by defendant No.1 for the air-conditioner. 

After about nine month i.e. in June / July 2013, again defendant 

No.1 filled gas in the air-conditioner. No specific defect has been 

pointed out by the claimant and from his contention, it connotes that 

there was a problem in the air-conditioner about gas and gas was 

filled by defendant No.1 for two times. After that the company was 

not responsible for repair and replacing the parts of the air-

conditioner because the period of warranty for one year had 
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expired. Despite it, in the year 2014, some parts were changed and 

gas was filled. This was just a courtesy of defendant No.1 to repair 

the product while after one year, under warranty no such 

responsibility lies towards to the company. In July 2014, the air-

conditioner was again repaired and some parts were changed and 

gas was filled while the warranty period had ended one year before. 

The claimant has come to the court in respect to the defect in the 

product after warranty period and within the warranty period 

necessary services under the warranty were rendered by defendant 

No.1. The claimant’s claim keeping in view the warranty terms and 

conditions is beyond time and no right exists for the claimant to ask 

the defendants after one year for repair or replacing the parts of the 

product. Moreover, he sent notice on 09.06.2015 to the defendants 

u/s 28 (1) of the Punjab Consumers Protection Act, 2005 and filed 

the complaint on 31.07.2015, thereby it is also beyond the period of 

limitation provided for filing such a claim. No application u/s 28 (4) 

of the Punjab Consumers Protection Act, 2005 for extension of time 

has been filed at all.  

7.  For what has been discussed above, the complaint in 

hand is not maintainable and consequently is dismissed. After due 

completion, the file be consigned to the record room. 

 

Announced                  (Pervez Iqbal Sipra) 

25.09.2017                                               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, 

25.09.2017       District Consumer Court, Faisalabad. 
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Short order 

Present:-      

The learned counsels for the parties. 

ORDER 

  Arguments heard, record perused. 

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) 

25.09.2017                                               District & Sessions Judge/ 

             Presiding Officer, 

  District Consumer Court, Faisalabad. 


