N
A&
*v'u FOR MONEY,

% ‘ﬂ- LA
P e 2

SINDH PUBLIC PROCUREMENT
REGULATORY AUTHORITY

o
& ‘::;\oe
43 M

Cy

&
o<
50
- 0
z< ¢

i

Fm o

&

>

v
7

ol

GOVERNMENT OF SINDH
SINDH PUBLIC PROCUREMENT REGULATORY AUTHORITY

5 PAREN,
LK

45

W
G

NO.AD (L-Il)/SPPRA/CMS-2961/2021-22/ @57.7}5’ Karachi, dated the 04™ March, 2022

To,

Subject:

The Executive Engineer,
Irrigation West Division,
KHAIRPUR MIR’S

DECISION OF THE REVIEW COMMITTEE OF SINDH PUBLIC PROCUREMENT
— =" L VWITIEE DF 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 Ghulam
Murtaza Enterprises, v/s Executive Engineer, Irrigation West Division Khairpur Mir’s, held

on 16.02.2022, for information & necessary action.

A copy is forwarded for information and necessary action to:

ASSISTA

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

N

The Superintending Engineer, Khairpur Irrigation Circle Sukkur.

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.

gndh Public Procurement Regulatory Authority, Barrack # 8. Secretariat 4-A, Court Road. Saddar. Karachi.
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GOVERNMENT OF SINDH
SINDE PUBLIC PROCUREMENT REGULATORY AUTHORITY
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ULATORY AUTHORITY
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/2020-21 Karachi, dated 3™ March 2022

Decision o the Review Committee held on 16™ February 2022
i I\aire of Appellant M/5S Ghulam Murtaza Enterprises

; “ ixecutive Engineer IRRIGATION Wi ST
Procuring Agency PIVISION KHAIRPUR (23-Irrigation: % Power
Department)
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