#
N THE MAGISTRATES COURT OF RIVERS STATE OF NIGERIA
IN THE PORT HARCOURT MAGISTERIAL DISTRICT
HOLDEN AT SMALL CLAIMS COURT 1, PORT HARCOURT
BEFORE HIS WORSHIP COLLINS 6. AL, ESQ..! TODAY WEDNESDAY, THE
6™ DAY OF DECEMBER, 2023. B
SUIT NO.:PMC/SCC/200/2023.

BETWEEN:
PRINCESS AMADI CLAIMANT
AND
ALLIANCE IN MOTI%ON' GLOBAL NIG. LTD. - DEFENDANT
Case called.
Parties absent.
JUDGMENT

The Claimant commenced this suit against the Defendant company after
serviﬁg the mandatory demand letter and claims as per the claim attached to the
sum?noiis dated and filed on the 17" October, 2023 as follows:

Amount Claimed N9 700.00

Damages & N1,000,000.00

CosT of Imga‘rlon ! M1,500,000.00

JT‘O_TAI‘_ &y M2 ,509,700.00

The Defendant company was served with the summons issued from this
Honourable Court and Complam‘r form on the 20™ day of Oc‘rober 2023 but the
DefendanT falled to appear in Court on the 25™ October, 2023 when plea of not

hable was en’rer‘ed for] ‘rhe Defendant and the case adjourned for ‘rr'lal
bl o ake ¢ 1

When this case came up. for hearing on the 15t November, 2023 the Claimant

appeared buf the Defendan‘r without reasonaable cause failed to appear in Court and
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The adse praaeeded To 'rr'lal in accordance with Article 8 (2) Small Claims Practice
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1LL$ ME ‘_A IDRI Chlef Maglstrate Grade 1, and the Presxdmg Magistrate, Small Claims Court 1, Port
o1 ﬁk’mame 'fm‘ (s o ,
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bln';a'ﬂfdn, 20208 (,‘lulnf!mn! teatified in proof of her cade as CW1 and tendered three
(3) documents which were received in evidence as Exhibit A (Claimant Selicitor's
Lettdr 1o the Defendant dated 22/12/2022), Exhibit Al (Claimant Solicitor's Letter
to the Defendant dated 27/06/2023) and [xhibit & (Claimant's Acceds Bank
Statement for 09/01/2022 to 11/02/2022) respectively, The Defendant did not
defend the claim as it was not represented in Court despite been served with
summons. At the cloge of trial, the learned Claimant counsel waived the Claimant's

l‘lgh{f tojaddreds the Gourt and the case was adjourned for Judgment
| |
After a careful review of this case, the Sole Tssue for determination I% thus:

Whether the Claimant has proved her case to be entitled to the

 reliefs sought? &=

"The Claimant ih this case is a distributor of the Defendant company's health
caré and supplement 'products in Port Harcourt, The testimony of the Claimant is
that she purchased products worth N9, 700.00 at the Defendant's office in Port
Harcort on the 2 November, 2022 and used her Access Bank ATM card to pa'y for
the products but was informed by the Sales Lady at the Defendant's outlet th’r ‘rhel
transaction declined despite been debited. The Claimant thereafter went to her‘ bank
to lodge complaint and equally did a transfer for the product value from the t?aqk cmd
returned to the De‘fgndan'r company to pick up the products. The Claimant fzsflfled
that she later confirmed from her bank that the Defcndanf company was r'edh‘ed|
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wn‘h the declined transaction value of M9,700.00 which the Defendan’rs Iawyer

acknowledgcd in a Ieﬂcr to her Iawyer but have smce refused fo refund her' The
Faane i B R S |
Claimant therefore wams the Cour‘r to order the Defendanf to refund her th+ sum
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of N9 700, 00J with fh’e 7urn of Nl 000 000.00 as compenscﬂon for emoﬂona| trauma
| . n‘ LR 41 i ‘

and the sum of M, 500 000 00 as Iegal fees. |
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. il The quncT ﬁf T ,Clolmanf is unchallenged nd therefore deemed a m|
Thct ;’almpm has smn Ry her evldence that the surp of N? 700, charge on
1on the 2"‘| November, 2022 was crpdlfed to the |

b ,,‘#qndcd dqplfe repeated damancls.l
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wy clnlms for' damages and legal fees are very une muunnble'l the

I
i shhcn of thls cns., Whilst T concede that the Claimant i entitled 1o da ages,

That
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gmwng ‘tht amount tlnimed would be unreasonable and scandalous. The law |
'H\c&l‘ur‘di of general damngcs s never an avenue for gold digging and thus mu  be a
Jus?‘ hnd fair recompense for the injury, and must be neither too high cm
scariddlous nor too low as ?o be ridiculous. See the cases of Pearse v JmaduI & Anor
[201‘73 LPELR- (CA) and Chevron Nigeria Limited v Titan Energy Limited (2013)
MZIZOZ (CA) Pcr GEORGEWILL,J.C A (P. 85, para. B) l
T:j- e cssue IS reso\ved in fnvou: of the Claimant. Judgment is hereby cnffr d for

the lemam‘s as follows
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1. The Defendanf is ordercd to pay the sum of N9, 700 00 (Nine Tb’ou and,
4 RIS ]
I Seven Hundred Nalm) only as outstanding debt to fhe Claimant forfh ith,
| Nl
| & The Defendanf is also ordered to pay the sum of N50,000, OO ﬁFlfT‘/
| e Il
i Thousand }\‘Jaira) only as cost of litigation to the Claimant for'rhwlﬂf\. ,
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LEGA SENTATION: | | '

1. Claimant counsel absent. il
. D¢ :
2: bé{‘%hdqgf: not r?‘?gcsb?nfed. l’
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