
IN THE COURT OF PERVEZ IQBAL SIPRA, 

DISTRICT & SESSIONS JUDGE / PRESIDING OFFICER, 

DISTRICT CONSUMER COURT, 

FAISALABAD. 

Complaint No           26/2017 

Date of institution        21.01.2017 

Date of decision           10.04.2018. 

Tariq Mehmood S/o Abdul Ghafoor R/o House No.D-379, Street 

No.8, Madni Park, Jaranwala, Faisalabad. 

Versus 

Al-Haj Muhammad Abbas Amin Chief Executive Dar-ul-Nabvi 

Travels & Tours (Pvt) Ltd Al-Amin Plaza First Floor Jaranwala, 

Faisalabad. 
 

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

 

ORDER: 

  By filing this claim, the claimant has contended that he 

hired the services of the defendant for performance of “Umrah” by 

he and 14 other persons and paid him Rs.13,00,000/-. It was settled 

that the residence to all the persons would be provided within the 

limit of “Kubra” at Makkah at distance of 500 meters and 12 beds 

would be provided. It was also agreed that the transportation for the 

children would be provided and the consideration for transportation 

to the children was also paid. One Friday was to be made available 

to he and others at Makkah and the arrangements for 21 days were 

to be made. On 02.12.2016, he traveled from Faisalabad to Doha 

and then Doha to Jeddah. When he and others reached Makkah, 

they contacted with the defendant but his cell number did not 

respond. At about 05:00pm, he and others were made stayed in a 

hotel but the hotel promised where they were to stay, was not 

available. He and others for the reason remained at road for whole 
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the night. At Makkah, the hotel in which they were accommodated 

was 1000 to 1200 meters away from “Haram” and for the first three 

days, 11 beds were provided instead of 12 beds. During journey 

from Jeddah to Makkah and then Makkah to Madina and Madina to 

Makkah and Makkah to Jeddah, seats were not provided to the 

children. He and others were to live in hotel for 20 nights while 

they were only provided residence in hotel for 17 nights. When he 

and others returned from Madina to Makkah, they were not 

provided hotel and with delay, an agent of the defendant contacted 

with them and brought in another hotel and only one room 

consisting of five beds was provided. The hotel was got vacated at 

03:00AM. In the way, the defendant provided faulty services and 

resultantly, he and others faced mental and physical torture. He 

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

2005, to the defendant but of no avail, hence, the instant complaint. 

2.  The defendant contested the complaint by filing 

written statement. He has contended that the claimant and others 

purchased the package of Rs.89,000/- per head and the services for 

the children were free of costs. All the services were provided as 

agreed and there was no faulty service on his behalf. An amount of 

Rs.26,000/- was outstanding towards to the claimant and he filed 

the claim malafide, to avoid from the payment of such amount.  

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

then, the evidence of both the parties was recorded. 
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4.  The claimant himself entered into the witness box as 

PW1 and also examined Muhammad Akram PW2. They both 

submitted their affidavits Ex-P1 and Ex-P10. The claimant also 

tendered the documentary evidence which is Ex-P2 to Ex-P9 and 

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

into the witness box as DW1 and also submitted his affidavit  

Ex-D1 but his right of evidence was closed on 07.03.2018 as he did 

not appear to face cross-examination.  

5.  Arguments heard, record perused.  

6.  In the complaint, the claimant has contended that at 

Makkah, the residence was not provided within “Kubra” limits and 

for three days, 11 beds were provided instead of 12. They were not 

accommodated for 20 nights at hotel and no seats to the children 

were given during journey. Muhammad Akram PW2 was with the 

claimant for the performance of “Umrah”. He in his cross-

examination stated that at Makkah, the residence in a hotel within 

“Kubra” limits was provided. In the situation, the contention of the 

claimant has been negated by his own witness who was with him 

during the performance of “Umrah”. The second objection which 

the claimant raised is that the children were not seated during 

journey while in his cross-examination, he admitted that the 

package for children was free of costs and the package was only for 

12 persons. When the booking for children was free of 

consideration, this assertion of the claimant also is not well 

founded. When nothing was paid for journey of the children, it may 
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not be said a faulty service that the children were not provided 

seats. So for as the question of remaining at road for one night is 

concerned, as per statement of PW2, they reached Makkah at 

“Tahajjat” time and the claimant says that they reached Makkah at 

05:00am were provided hotel. From the statements of the claimant 

and PW2, it may safely be inferred that when the claimant and 

others reached Makkah, they were provided hotel and no 

considerable delay caused in their accommodation. The claimant 

also has contended that for first three days, 11 beds were provided 

instead of 12 and for one day at Makkah only a room having 5 beds 

was provided and on 21.12.2016 at 03:00am, the hotel was got 

vacated. During the cross-examination of PW2, the learned counsel 

for the defendant asked him that on 22.12.2016, they returned to 

Pakistan and the witness admitted it correct, however, he said that 

on 21.12.2016, at 12 O’clock, they left hotel. The statement of PW2 

also is contradictory to the claimant’s version who says that at 

03:00 O’clock, the hotel was got vacated. The agreement stately 

was oral and no documentary proof has been brought on file by the 

claimant in support to his version. The version of the claimant is 

that for 17 nights, they were provided residence. PW2 in his cross-

examination says that on 22.12.2016, they returned to Pakistan and 

on 21.12.2016, they were asked to vacate hotel. So this very fact 

goes against the claimant’s version that only for 17 nights, 

residence was provided. However, it is considerable that till 

21.12.2016, the claimant and others stayed in hotel and they went to 
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Saudi Arabia on 02.12.2016. By counting the days, it seems that for 

20 nights, the claimant and others were given residence. In the 

circumstances, the claimant’s claim does not prove from the 

evidence on file, therefore, it is not well founded and consequently, 

is dismissed. After due completion, the file be consigned to the 

record room.  

Announced                  (Pervez Iqbal Sipra) 

10.04.2018                                               District & Sessions Judge/ 

            Presiding Officer, 

                              District Consumer Court, Faisalabad. 

   Certified that this order consists of five pages and each 

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

 

Dated                       Presiding Officer, 

10.04.2018     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 dismissed. After due completion, the file be 

consigned to the record room. 

Announced              (Pervez Iqbal Sipra) 

10.04.2018                                               District & Sessions Judge/ 

             Presiding Officer, 

       District Consumer Court, Faisalabad 


