
DISTRICT CONSUMER DISPUTES REDRESSAL COMMISSION
CHANDIGARH DISTRICT COMMISSION

CONSUMER COMPLAINT NO. DC/AB1/44/CC/46/2025

MANAN
PRESENT ADDRESS - CHANDIGARH , CHANDIGARH , CHANDIGARH 

.......Complainant(s)

Versus

DOMINOS PIZZA
PRESENT ADDRESS - CHANDIGARH , CHANDIGARH , CHANDIGARH 

.......Opposite Party(s)

BEFORE:
HON'BLE PAWANJIT SINGH , PRESIDENT
BRIJ MOHAN SHARMA , MEMBER

FOR THE COMPLAINANT: MANAN

FOR THE OPPOSITE PARTY: DOMINOS PIZZA

DATED: 28/07/2026
ORDER

DISTRICT CONSUMER DISP UTES REDRESSAL COMMISSION- I I ,

U .T.  CHANDIGARH

                                                   

Consumer  Compla in t

No.

: CC/46/2025

Date  of  Ins t i tu t ion : 31/01/2025

Date  of  Decis ion       : 28/07/2026

 

Manan son of  Sh.Dinesh  Kumar,  age  23  years ,  res ident  of  H.No.4390,  Sham

Nagar,  Sector  20 ,  Rajpura ,  Dis t t .  Pa t ia la .

. . . .Compla inant

VERSUS

1.        Domino’s  Pizza  (Jubi lant  Foodworks  Limi ted)  having i t s  off ice  a t

Tower-D,  Plo t  No.5 ,  Logix  Techno Park ,  Sector  127,  Noida-201304,



C O R A M  : S H R I  PAWA N J I T  S I N G H P R E S I D E N T  
  S H R I  B . M . S H A R M A M E M B E R  
A R G U E D  B Y : S h . M a n a n ,  C o m p l a i n a n t  i n  p e r s o n .

  : S h . S o u r a v  G u l i a ,  A d v o c a t e  f o r  O P s .

     

 

1.                      I t  t ranspi res  f rom the  averments ,  as  pro jec ted  in  the  consumer

compla in t ,  tha t  the  compla inant  avai led  the  home del ivery  serv ice  of

Domino 's  P izza  through the  off ic ia l  appl ica t ion  of  OP No.1  on  08.01.2025.

An amount  of  Rs .185.90 was  pa id  through UPI .  The  payment  rece ip t  i s

annexed as  Annexure  A-1 wi th  the  compla in t .  I t  i s  p leaded tha t  upon

examining the  invoice  and b i l l  summary,  the  compla inant  found tha t  an

addi t ional  packaging charge  of  Rs .20/ -  had  been levied .  The  invoice  and

bi l l  summary are  annexed as  Annexure  A-2 and A-3 wi th  the  compla in t .  On

12.01.2025,  the  compla inant  p laced a  takeaway order  f rom OP No.2  and

paid  Rs .194.90 through UPI .  The  payment  rece ip t ,  b i l l  and invoice  are

annexed as  Annexure  A-4 to  A-6 wi th  the  compla in t .  Dur ing  the  takeaway

vis i t ,  the  compla inant  ques t ioned the  Branch Manager  regarding the

Ut tar  Pradesh ,  through the i r  Direc tor /Author ized

Signatory/Propr ie tor /  Manager. .

             Fresh  address :  Domino’s  Pizza  (Jubi lant  Foodworks  Limi ted)  having

i ts  off ice  a t  15
t h

 F loor,  Tower-E,  Skymark One,  P lo t  No.H-10/A,

Sector  98 ,  Noida-201301 Ut tar  Pradesh ,  through the i r  Chai rman and

Direc tor  Mr.Shyam S.Bhar t ia .

             E-mai l : inves tor@jublfood.com.

2.        Domino’s  Pizza  –  Fi rs t  and Second Floor  SCO 29,  near  Communi ty

Centre ,  Sector  15-C,  Chandigarh  160015 through the i r

Direc tor /Author ized  Signatory/Propr ie tor /Manager.

. . .Opposi te  Par t ies

 

Per  Pawanji t  Singh,  President



packaging charge  imposed on the  home del ivery  order.  The  manager  fa i led

to  provide  any sa t i s fac tory  reply  and advised  the  compla inant  to  ra ise  the

issue  wi th  the  company through e-mai l .  The  compla inant  was  in i t ia l ly

unable  to  access  the  invoice  for  the  takeaway order  due  to  a  technica l  i ssue

on the  OP's  websi te /app.  The  screenshot  evidencing the  er ror  i s  annexed as

Annexure  A-7 wi th  the  compla in t .  On 22.01.2025,  the  compla inant  v is i ted

the  res taurant  to  obta in  the  invoice ,  which  was  eventual ly  provided by the

Branch Manager.  The  invoices  b i l l s  provided to  the  compla inant  a re

annexed as  Annexure  A-8 and A-9,  whi le  the  payment  rece ip t  and b i l l  of

the  d ine- in  order  are  annexed as  Annexure  A-10 and A-11 wi th  the

compla in t .  Upon compar ing  the  invoices  of  the  takeaway and d ine- in

orders ,  the  compla inant  found tha t  no  packaging charges  had been levied  in

e i ther  case ,  a l though the  food was  packed in  the  same type  of  p izza  boxes

as  the  home del ivery  order.  Photographs  of  the  boxes  a t  the  t ime of

del ivery,  takeaway and d ine- in  orders  are  annexed as  Annexure  A-12 to  A-

14 wi th  the  compla in t .  The  compla inant  fur ther  found tha t  the  OPs '  te rms

and condi t ions  do  not  d isc lose  any separa te  packaging charge  for  home

del ivery.  I t  i s  p leaded tha t  the  charging packaging fees  only  for  home

del ivery,  despi te  f ree  de l ivery  be ing appl icable  and ident ica l  packaging

being used  for  takeaway and d ine- in  orders ,  i s  a rb i t rary,  non- t ransparent

and amounts  to  def ic iency in  serv ice  and an  unfa i r  t rade  prac t ice .  Hence ,

the  present  consumer  compla in t  has  been f i led  by  the  compla inant  seeking

refund of  the  packaging charges  a longwith  in teres t ,  compensat ion ,

l i t iga t ion  cos ts ,  and d i rec t ions  res t ra in ing  the  OPs f rom cont inuing such

unfa i r  t rade  prac t ices .

2 .                      OPs  res is ted  the  consumer  compla in t  and f i led  the i r  wr i t ten

vers ion ,  in ter  a l ia ,  tak ing  pre l iminary  objec t ions  tha t  the  compla in t  i s

f r ivolous  and not  mainta inable  e i ther  in  law or  on  fac ts .  The  compla inant



has  fa i led  to  d isc lose  any cause  of  ac t ion  or  es tabl i sh  any def ic iency in

service  or  unfa i r  t rade  prac t ice .  The  compla in t  has  been f i led  only  to

harass  the  OPs and seek  unwarranted  monetary  compensat ion .

                          In  evidence  f i led  by  the  OPs,  i t  i s  s ta ted  tha t  before  conf i rming

the  onl ine  order,  the  compla inant  was  shown the  comple te  tax  invoice  on

the  appl ica t ion ,  inc luding the  packaging charges .  The  compla inant

voluntar i ly  accepted  the  invoice  and proceeded wi th  payment  af ter  be ing

ful ly  aware  of  a l l  appl icable  charges .  Having accepted  the  te rms and

comple ted  the  t ransact ion ,  the  compla inant  cannot  subsequent ly  chal lenge

the  same.  I t  i s  fur ther  s ta ted  tha t  the  packaging charges  were  c lear ly

ref lec ted  in  the  invoice  genera ted  before  payment .  I f  the  compla inant  d id

not  agree  wi th  the  charges ,  he  had the  opt ion  to  cancel  the  order  and not

proceed wi th  the  purchase .  The  packaging used  for  home del ivery  i s

necessary  to  ensure  safe  de l ivery  and preservat ion  of  the  qual i ty  of  the

food.  Denying any def ic iency in  serv ice  or  unfa i r  t rade  prac t ice  as  wel l  as

a l l  o ther  a l legat ions ,  the  OPs have  prayed for  d ismissa l  of  the  compla in t .

3 .                      Repl ica t ion  has  a lso  been f i led  by  the  compla inant  cont rover t ing

the  asser t ions  of  OPs  as  made in  the i r  wr i t ten  vers ion .

4 .                      Par t ies  led  evidence  in  suppor t  of  the i r  content ion .

5 .                      We have  heard  the  compla inant  in  person & the  learned counsel

for  the  OPs and a lso  gone  through the  f i le  carefu l ly,  inc luding the  wr i t ten

arguments .

6 .                      The  fac t  tha t  the  compla inant  p laced an  onl ine  order  on

08.01.2025 and paid  an  amount  of  Rs .185.90 i s  not  d isputed .  The  invoice

placed on record  by  the  compla inant  c lear ly  ref lec ts  the  levy of  Rs .20/ -

towards  packaging charges .  I t  i s  a l so  not  d isputed  tha t  the  compla inant



subsequent ly  p laced a  takeaway order  and a  d ine- in  order  f rom the  same

out le t  and no separa te  packaging charges  were  imposed in  those

t ransact ions .

7 .                      The  compla inant  has  fur ther  p laced on record  photographs  of  the

packaging used  for  the  home del ivery,  takeaway and d ine- in  orders .  A

perusa l  of  the  same shows tha t  the  food i tems were  suppl ied  in  s imi lar

p izza  boxes  in  a l l  three  modes  of  serv ice .  The  OPs have  fa i led  to  p lace  on

record  any cogent  evidence  to  prove  tha t  any addi t ional  or  specia l

packaging mater ia l  was  used  exclus ive ly  for  the  home del ivery  order  of  the

compla inant  so  as  to  jus t i fy  the  separa te  levy of  packaging charges .

8 .                      The  defence  ra ised  by  the  OPs tha t  the  compla inant  accepted  the

invoice  before  making payment  does  not  hold  much mer i t .  Mere ly

displaying a  charge  in  an  invoice  cannot  va l ida te  an  unfa i r  or  a rb i t rary

levy,  i f  such charge  i s  o therwise  found to  be  unreasonable  or

discr iminatory  in  na ture

9 .                      The  OPs have  fa i led  to  expla in  why packaging charges  were

recovered  only  f rom cus tomers  opt ing  for  home del ivery,  whereas  the  same

packaging was  provided in  takeaway and d ine- in  serv ices  wi thout  any

addi t ional  charges .  Such se lec t ive  imposi t ion  of  charges  crea tes  an

unreasonable  d is t inc t ion  be tween consumers  avai l ing  d i fferent  modes  of

service  and lacks  t ransparency.

10.                  The  content ion  of  the  OPs tha t  packaging i s  requi red  for  safe

del ivery  of  food cannot  jus t i fy  the  separa te  recovery  of  packaging charges

when packaging i s  an  in tegra l  par t  of  supplying the  product  in  a

del iverable  condi t ion .  The  OPs have  a lso  fa i led  to  show any t ransparent

pol icy  or  pr ior  d isc losure  expla in ing  the  bas is  of  imposing packaging

charges  only  on  home del ivery  orders .  The  compla inant  has  speci f ica l ly



pleaded tha t  the  promot ional  offer  provided f ree  de l ivery  for  orders  above

Rs.149/ - ,  and the  OPs have  not  d isputed  tha t  the  order  va lue  was  above the

sa id  threshold .  Therefore ,  charging an  addi t ional  amount  under  the  head of

packaging charges ,  wi thout  es tabl i sh ing  any addi t ional  serv ice  or  cos t

a t t r ibutable  so le ly  to  the  compla inant ' s  order,  amounts  to  an  unfa i r  t rade

prac t ice .

11 .                  In  v iew of  the  foregoing d iscuss ion ,  i t  i s  safe  to  hold  tha t  the  OPs

have  indulged in  an  unfa i r  t rade  prac t ice  by  imposing packaging charges

only  on  home del ivery  orders  wi thout  any reasonable  bas is  and have  a lso

caused def ic iency in  serv ice  by  fa i l ing  to  provide  t ransparent  and fa i r

deal ing  to  the  compla inant .

12 .                  In  the  l ight  of  the  aforesa id  d iscuss ion ,  the  present  consumer

compla in t  succeeds ,  the  same is  hereby par t ly  a l lowed and the  OPs are

di rec ted  as  under : -

i)          to refund Rs.20/- (charged as packaging

charges) to the complainant along with interest

@ 9% per annum from the date of charging i .e .

08.01 .2025 onwards.

i i)        to pay Rs.2 ,000/- to the complainant as

compensation for causing mental agony and

harassment as wel l  as l i t igation expenses.

i i i)     to deposit  Rs .20,000/- in the Poor Patient Welfare

Fund, Postgraduate Inst i tute of Medical Education

and Research (PGIMER),  Sector 12 ,  Chandigarh

and submit the receipt/proof thereof with this

off ice.



This  order  be  compl ied  wi th  by  the  OPs wi th in  45  days  f rom the  da te

of  rece ip t  of  i t s  cer t i f ied  copy,  fa i l ing  which  the  pr inc ipa l  amount(s )

ment ioned a t  Sr.No. ( i )  & ( i i )  above  shal l  car ry  in teres t  @ 12% per  annum

from the  da te  of  th is  order,  t i l l  rea l iza t ion .

13 .                 The  pending appl ica t ion(s)  i f  any,  s tands  d isposed of  accordingly.

                          

..................
PAWANJIT

SINGH
PRESIDENT

..................
BRIJ MOHAN SHARMA

MEMBER

         

Cert i f ied copies of this order be sent to the part ies

free of charge.  A cert i f ied copy of this order be also sent to

the Director ,  Postgraduate Inst i tute of Medical Education and

Research (PGIMER),  Sector 12 ,  Chandigarh for int imation.  The

f i le be consigned.

A n n o u n c e d

2 8 / 0 7 / 2 0 2 6

    Sd / -

[Pawan j i t  S ingh ]

P re s iden t

       

      Sd / -

      [B .M.Sha rma]

Member

a s


