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GOVERNMENT OF SINDH LN
INDH PUBLIC PROCUREMENT REGULATORY AUTHORITY %% 25
NO.AD (L-||)/SPPRA/CM5-2967/2021-22/(/‘§55 Karachi, dated the 1* March, 2022
To,
The Executive Engineer,
Sujawal Drainage Division,
SUJAWAL.
Subject: DECISION OF THE REVIEW COMMITTEE OF SINDH PUBLIC PROCUREMENT
REGULATORY AUTHORITY.

The undersigned is directed to refer to the subject cited above and to
enclose herewith a copy of the Authority’s Review Committee decision (M/s Haji
Habibullah Khan, v/s Executive Engineer, Sujawal Drainage Division Sujawal, held on 22
.02.2022, It is farther stated that Committee has rejected appeal submitted by the Appellant
M/s Haji Habibullah Khan.

ASSISTAN

A copy is forwarded for information and necessary action to:

1. The Secretary to Government of Sindh, Irrigation & Power Department.

The Superintending Engineer, Lower Sindh Drainage Circle Hyderabad.

3. Assistant director (1.T), SPPRA (with advice to post the decision on the Authority’s
website in terms of Rule-32(11) of SPP Rules, 2010)

4. The Staff Officer to the Chairman / Members Review Committee.

5. The Appellant.

N

gndh Public Procurement Regulatory Authority, Barrack # 8. Secretariat 4-A, Court Road, Saddar. Karachi.




¢ SINDH
T REGULATOEY

K PROCUREMEN
CR'Y AUTHOR (Y

SlosA s TR s s 2000-21 arachi. dated the 28" Februar v 2022

Coon e SO O SINDH PUBLIC PROCUREMZNT
i A TTHORITY UNDER KULE-32 OF SPP RULES 2010

CTHE REVI COMMITTEE HLED ON 22.2.207!

|
FA/S Haji Habibullah Khan |

|

“ERN SUIAWAIL DRAINAGE D:iVISION
AWAL

| |
» :

(IS8T -0004)

PUTOCUR I g0y ;

055/ TB480/202 ]

512.2021 1 = 25-12-2021

1G.1.2022 - e

25.01.2022

oa-tooo00 T
H\ ect up-to .15.2.2022 o -
820027
27 Miillon

COpe work

- Complete NIT

i Mon- observarice of SPE Rules

- Nen-opening of bids

112022 1

)\L J o




The Appel

bl

apoellant M/S Haji Fabibullah Khan hereinafler
Ciude 31(5)Y against the procuring agercy “The
snave Division _»uL[iawaﬂL” hereinafter referred as
‘=.hant was called by the Review Commitiee for
.. The appellant could not appea: before the
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T -[i-ﬁcﬁsiezz arovided that he has not
d security, i auv, deposited by him.

fe rules meationed supra, it is evident that thers are two
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ai.s to arrive at the decision within 7 of tae
cese, the appeal stands transferred to tre Review
s of the complaint provided thar the aggrieved
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“ovi Committee is after the announcen:at of the
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« whether failure of CRC to decide the mater or
o CRO decision. the bidder was required to ap-roach tae
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5. setlh2 srinciple of law thar Vigilance is required for the claim and
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S N LT Member
Miarzoly samed Memon) (Munir Ahmed Shaiki)
Membier SPPRA Roard [ndependent Professioral

Chairman
(Abdul Haleem Shaikh)
Managing Director
Sindh Public Procursiment
Regulatory Autherity
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