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NO.AD (L-1I)/SPPRA/CMS-3
3218120222307 Karachi, dated 04" JULY, 2022

10,
The Director School Educati
he g cat
E/S & H/S Karachi .
Karachi

Subject:

DECISION OF THE _RE
VIEW COMMITTEE OF SINDH PUBL
PROCUREMENT REGULATORY ATHORITY x

The undersigned is directed to refer to the subject cited above and to enclose herewith a
. i . : L
py of the Authority’s Review Committee decision in the appeal preferred by M/S Faiz Scientific

Company Vs the Director School Education E/S & H/S Karachi held on 22.6.2022 for information &
necessary action.

Assistant (LEGAL-II)

{
9

1. The Secretary to the Government of Sindh. Education & Literacy Department

2. Assistant Director L.T. SPPRA (with advice to post the decision on authority website
in terms of Rule-32(11) of SPP Rules, 2010).

3. The PS to Chairman / Member of the Review Committee

4. The Appellant. M/s Faiz Scientific

A copy is forwarded for necessary action to:
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GOVERNMENT OF SINDH o8 e dB
SINDH PUBLIC PROCUREMENT REGULATORY AUTHORITY TS

No.AD (L-11) SPPR .
(L-11) SPPRA/CMS-3218/2021-22 Karachi, dated, 04" July, 2022

BEFOR
E REVIEW COMMITTEE OF SINDH PUBLIC PROCUREMENT REGULATORY AUTHORITY UNDER

RULE-32 OF SPP RULES 2010.

Decision of the Review Committee held on 22.06.202
I
M/s Faiz Scientific Company

Name of Appellant

The Director School Education E/S & H/S Karachi.

T01947-21-0001
No:DES&SH/TC/001-04/03/ Dated: 04-03-2022

Procuring Agency
PPMSID #
Reference No.

Appeal Received in Authority Dated 06.06.2022

Complaint addressed to the SELD Karachi 19.4.2022

Dated of Posting Notice Inviting Tender
0=05-04-20221= 25-04-2022
25.03.2022

Date of Opening of Bids

Various BER’s had been uploaded on 23.4 2022

Date of Posting Bid Evaluation Report

SPPRA Observations communicated on
07-04-2022
Estimated Cost of NIT Total Around 492 million
Total works in NIT 14 Works
Appellant Related work All Works
: Disqualification of the bidder due to lack of
Issue involved : : . '
Registration as Manufacturer or Supplier 5
Complaint addressed to the SELD Karachi 19.4.2022 |
12" May 2022 (but the Appellant did not get the
CRC Decision decision till the filing of the Review Appeal)
=

The Appellant’s Version:-

d before the Review Committe
hat the matter has been staye
assed by the Honorable Hig

e and submitted the application of Learned
d by the Honorable High Court of Sindh vide
h Court of Sindh@ Karachi.

d the order dated 16.6.2022 passed by the Honorable High Court of
re were no direction in the order passed by

y for deciding the matter of the Review
Committee a legal forum for the
k unless expressl

1. The Appellant appeare
ASC with a submission t
its order dated 16.6.2022 p

2. The Review Committee peruse
Sindh@ Karachi and asked to the Appellant that the

the Honorable High Court of Sindh regarding sta
Committee. The Appellant was informed that the Review
Procurement matters under the SPP Rules and it would continue tg/wor

rohibited by the Honorable Court__.

b4

[
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he Committee held that the petitio . .
thereafter he might avail any othe ner must exhaust remedy before the Review Committee and
The Appellant complained that th : ::emedy ke -

no relief was granted to him rati RC wasted his time and announced a vagug decision wherein

evaluation of all bids. er matter was referred back to the Procuring Agency for re-
5. The Appellant a ;

SPP RZTe 32(1ol)soa;3m£,|:'tr;iietzathhis Appeal was not listed for hearing within 10 days as.per the

announce its decision within ten t alt the Review Committee could not hear the parties and
6. The Appellant also complained t\:orkmg days of submisslon of appea:

Committee that he had received foitmn;a?'y mistakes were committed in the letter of the Review
7. Th : RHRHE:

Corenn?::f:;,?ze?ilzz t‘;]C;Ftn\l?J:lned that letters were received for the meeting of the Review

B i ate delay in dodidin 5”:0 be held on 15.6.2022 but the same was not held which caused

that the firstly appellant'_c,g e appeal of the Appellant. The Review Committee was informed

IR o e Revieaie el appeal was listed thereafter both were listed for hearing.

B s ruc_"scheduled 4 fmmuttee noted that thelhmeeting scheduled on 14.6.2022 but the

il A b . 6.6.2022 because on 14" June 2022 Budget was presented in the

ssem y of Sindh and Managing Director SPPRA was engaged in the budgetary
matters, regardlng the meeting of the Review Committee re-scheduled on 16.06.2022, written
request was received from the Director Education Karachi wherein he informed that due to by

Elections he would not be able to attend the meeting and requested for next date of hearing. The
keeping in view of the by Election in Karachi.
hen the Complaint

Review Committee granted next date of hearing,
e receipt of the

8. The Appellant was asked why he did not approach the Review Committee w
Redressal Committee failed to decide the complaint within seven days of th
complaint. The Appellant said that he was waiting for the decision of CRC.

eview Committee

9. The Committee informed the appellant he was required to approach the R
within 10 days’ time if the Complaint Redressal Committee had failed to decide the complaint within

seven days. The Appellant could not answer the question satisfactorily and became furious.
Thereafter, he misbehaved before the Review Committee and went out shouting that the matter
was pending before the Honorable High Court so _he maintained that the Review Committee

cannot consider/ Review at any cost.
10. The Review Committee decided to adjudicate the matter as mandated by the Rule 32 of
Rules and perused the record available.
11. The Committee noted that the appellant was disqualified by the Procuring Agency as the
turer nor were registered as

Appellant’s Sales Tax and NTN were neit

the SPP

her registered as Manufac

Committee _on 19.4.2022 against his

Supplier.
12. The Appellant approached to the Complaint Redressal
disqualification vide letter FSC/562/2021-22 dated 19.4.2022 with a request to form complaint
les # 31 and address the grievances of the

Redressal Committee under provision of SPPRA Ru

appellant timely.
13. The Complaint Redressal Committee failed to arrive at the decision within seven days but later on
0.5.2022 after 21 days of receipt of the complaint

the Complaint Redressal called its meeting on 1
and announced its decision on 12.4.2022 (23) days after the receipt of the complaint.
to re-evaluate all the bids

14. The Complaint Redressal Committee directed to the Procuring Agency

: including the bid of the appellant.
% :he Appellant kept waiting for the re-evaluation of bids by the Procuring Agency but the Procuring
gency could not announce re-evaluation results till the Appellant filed the Review Appeal before

& V65
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ot received the CRC decisip
(o]

pellant js
on the record '
PPly for the Review Compmity ord wherein the Appellant submitted that he

N since 10.5
2.2022 till the fili ;
e A ee e filing of the revie
o Pgl:Eélant also contended thatutnhder Provision of SPPRA Rules W appeal 50 he wanted
ompany, M/S Bri e Procuring A o
submit . . risk Servic g Agency qualified M/s AL Shahzai
the required criteria, es Company and M/ Scientific Traders e\f:r:bt;radsr;' >
ey did not

8. The Review Commi
mmittee also
noted that in |
ett
er NO FSC/593/2021-22 dated 6" June 2022

(received to this A :
uthority o
shal n 06.06.20 o~
| not award the contract till the ﬂ"ali)c-the Appellant maintained that the Procuring Agency

ision.

19. The Appellant also complained that the di
isqual

man i g
ufacturer was unjustified and unreasonab| S on thesmatier of Hon-Teginrmion a5 3
able.

20. The Appellant also
complai
Plained that the re-evaluation of bids would take him in a position to get

the contract and disqualifi
qualification i
The Procuring Agency’s Version:- S & BRI (oM gesting the contract

1. The Procuring Agency co
N d that tie Aypperl‘lta(:\:dsv(::h;itsgtz@?e%eil was not maintainable ir? terms of Rule 31(5) and
neither he submitted Authorization letter ecause he was not registered as Manufacturer

| : A

2. 1:%:20532';‘5 ;\f:c"uclyeri:zztszzmlttid that th-e Appellant’s bid was re-scrutinized on the directions
B oy fields o A mi .tee‘and it was found that he. could not get the minimum 50%

on criteria such as Contract Experience, Tools and Machinery, Ware

house / Storage Capacity and skilled labor.

3. The Procuring Agency also submitted that work orders were issued to the successful bidder after
the expiry of appeal period in terms of Proviso of Rule 31(7).

24. The Procuring Agency also contended that the appellant was neither Manufacturer nor authorized
dealer therefore the details of tools, machinery, warehouse/ storage capacity are questionable.

Findings of the Review Committee:-

statement submitted by the

From the perusal of record, bare reading of the complaint, appeal and
/questions to be resolved by

Procuring Agency, the Review Committee found that there are following issues

the Review Committee:
1. Whether the decision
prescribed time limits?
2. Whether the Appeal is time barred under the spp Rules or not? . e
Whether the Appellant was req uired to approach the Review Committee of walt‘for CRC decision
4. Whether the Procuring Agency was under obligation to not award the contract till the final decision or
the PROCURING AGENCY was allowed to award the contract? 5
5. Whether the disqualification on the matter of non-registration was ur.uustlfi
the disqualification was as per terms and conditions of the NIT and bidding documents? o
6. Whether the re-evaluation of bids would take the bidder in a position 10 get the contrac
disqualification prevented him from getting the contract? ; e 9 of
7. Whether the Order dated 16.6.2022 passed by the Honorable High Coutrth :fs i‘:dRhu:zst:? ?ﬁi:owgals -

2022 restrained the Review Committee to decide the matter as per
der dated 16.6.20227

prohibition for the Review Committee in or
\
d
/ 3
% 0
/"

Scanned with CamScanner

of Complaint Redressal Committee was within time limits or beyond the

w

ed and unreasonable or



v e |y &
~

SPP Rules, in case the CRC fails to arriy

bidder is not satisfied with the decisio

€ at decision
n of CRC, taken within seven

days, as the case may be.
The Review Committ
taken after the time
without legal authorit

instead of within seve .
under: cdnvenience and easiness, the Rule 31(5) is reproduced as

€€ observed t
“mitS presc
Y, as the ¢
n days. For

:hat the decision of Complaint Redressal Committee was
..!:)E_rd under the SPP Rules and decision of the CRC was
ccision was taken after the lapse of time limit of 15 days

Rule-31 (5) [The complaint Re
seven days and intimate the

: e fails to arrive at the decision within seven days, the
complaint shall stand transfeired to the Review Committee which shall dispose of the
complaint in accordance with the procedure laid down in rule 32,12 [ if the aggrieved
bidder files the review appeal within ten (10) days of such transfer

The Complaint Redressal Committee had no legal authority to decide the complaint of M/s
Faiz Scientific Company after seven days of the receipt of the complaint. After the lapse of
seven days, the complaint had transferred to the Review Committee and the authority of the
Complaint Redressal Committee stood ceased. M/s Faiz Scientific Company was required to
approach the Review Committee within 10 days of the transfer of the Review Appeal.
However, M/S Faiz Scientific Company did not approach to the Review Committee within
legal time of ten days. Hence there was no legal worth of the complaint of the bidder after

the expiry of appeal period.

Whether the Appeal is time barred under the SPP Rules or not

The Rule 31(5) & 32(1) provide the time limits for any bidder to approach the Review

Committee.
Rule 31(5) : i j
The complaint redressal committee shall announce its decision within seven days an

intimate the same to the bidder and the Authority within three working days. If the
committee fails to arrive at the decision within seven days, the complaint shall.starjd
transferred to the Review Committee which shall dispose of the .co&l.amt in
accordance with the procedure laid down in rule 32,]2 [ if the a rieved bidder files the

review appeal within ten (10) days of such transfer;]3

B o M@l/ﬂ/a/
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Rule 32(1)

5. From readin
8 and analys;
YSis of
ways to approach the rule i
the Revi S mentioned SPPRA, it is ey
6. A . eview Co ¢ , It is evident
pproaching by transfer. Mmittee-by transfer or dissatisfaction f:::‘té:sr: are two
ecision,

Redress . is to appro .
al Committee fails to ar”f: ach the Review Committee in case dhe  © .
ands t at the decision within 7 of the receipt of th omplaint
ran ) Sk
sferred to the Review Committee which is authoriflzlr;tc;

provid i
ten (10) days of such trancre, ed that the aggrieved bidder files the review appeal within

7. Another way to a
Pproach the Revi
. e i i
of Complaint Redressal o mfr?mmlttee is after the announcement of the decision
the Review Committee within iy (-10 is case also the complainant is required to approach
8. It may be noted that in either of th ) days of the announcement of the decision.
dissatisfaction of the bidder from C(:léasesv\’?/hEther fa'llure of CRC to decide the matter or
Review Committeasvilie e decision, the bidder was required to approach the
days’ time shaliatis ) ys. In accordance with the rules, any appeal received after 10
ot be maintainable. In the instant matter, the bidd
apnroach the fightit . r, the bidder was not successful to
pp right forum at right time. He approached the Complaint Redressal Committ
on 19.04.2022 but the complaint Red i i i i .
g plaint Redressal Committee failed to arrive at the decision within
seven (7) a.ys. Resultantly, the appellant approached to the review Committee on
06.06.2022 (vide letter dated 06.06.2022) after the lapse of about forty one days which is

not allowed as per SPP Rules.

9. The above discussion is summarized in table below.
Way of Approaching | Condition Time limitation In Appellant’s
the Review Committee case
By Transfer Rule 31(5) If the CRC fails to arrive | Within 10 days of the | The complainant
at the decision transfer of appeal filed complaint on
19.4.2022.

If the aggrieved bidder

files the Review Appeal The CRC failed to

arrive at the

within ten days of such

transfer decision  within
seven days(7).
The Appeal
transferred on
26.04.2022

The Appellant
filed the Review
Appeal on
06.06.2022.

The appellant

i | after
B _J/”’_q_j filed appea :
)

4 B W42
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T\‘:l days of o
fansfer of appe l
Whereag he wa
required -
approach
Review
Committee Within
10 days of the

the

| ]
Dissatisfaction From | If e ‘t:ransfef of the
the Decision of the decision announces jts omplaint,
int and
Complg Redessal complaint is g 'Fhe
Committee Rule 32 I the Issatisfied

| lod complainant

8es appeal within
ten days of the
announcement of
decision.

Whether the Appellant was required to approach the Review Committee or wait for
CRC decision?

10. The Appellant contended that he was waiting for CRC decision announcement therefore he
could not approach the Review Committee within time. The Review Committee held that It is a
well settled principle of law that Vigilance is required for the claim and infringement of rights.
Vigilance requires that those who wish to seek assistance of law must move with speed to do so.
“law aids the vigilant and not the indolent.” If one sleeps upon his rights, his rights will slip
away from him and therefore this maxim is expressed. If someone has any right, he must come
to the Right forum for remedy within stipulated time period as laid down in the I.aw. If he comes
within fixed time period, then his right would be recognized and enforced. Delay in claim defeats

ioht. | ‘
e at he has experience Of 27 years in business so surely he

11. Furthermore, the Appellant claims th = ; .
should not be unaw:rpe of the Right forums and time limits for making complaints.

as referred to the Rule 31 of the SPP Rules in his

2 that’ttzgu?gife”:zsturr‘ned that he was not aware about filing the Revliew
COFFESportndt?ncg e ore, if the procurement related issues are not resolved within time
Appeal i Furthfzrm f t;id validity period leading to cancellation of the procurement
e Ie;d i e):\pel?;s‘:ary loss of time and creating inconvenience for the procurement
process and causing un

entities. " Fo
; ; ; the importance O
13. The Review Committee relterated n be granted in the regard.

right time is mandatory no re

A /MMW
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he P S Under obligati
aineng::tURlNG AGENCbYIvaat'OTI to not award the contyact
the pr as allowed to awar till
d the contra
ct?

ance ha Ocurin
S g Age :
.k been taken 3 gency was required to not aw
- Served that th n Rule 31(7) of the SPP Rules ard the contract tj||
| t a ‘
unlon With the spp iy ;DEllant contended that the Procuring A
convenience and read €ss the ¢ i 1(7) which requires that the procuring aancy awardeg
st I ecided by the CRC or the appeal Deriodg' s .Sha” i
ule 31(6) and the Rule 31(7) are reproduced dls expired. For
as under:

B Agenc
shall a
commi Ward
ittee the contract after the decision of the complaint redressal
comm sa

7. Mere fact of lo
proceedings;

15. The Review Committ
contract in contraye

award the contract
Omplai

the R

6. The Procurin

dgin
m
laint shall not warrant suspension_of the procurement

Provided that i
In_case o i
the cortiRis thipmc\win_fg_fallure of the Complaint Redressal Committee to decide
perlod or the finl adJ'Udicatio:ientc: shall not award the contract, [until the expiry of appeal
y the Review Committee.]

17. The Rule

2 compIa;ilrgf)r::;t:;;h:;r:,:i:(rocuring Agc.en'cy sha.II award t'he. contract after the decision of
S1(51of the SPR AU T s theed( tr‘? de.cmon? arrived at within Seven days in terms of Rule
 aldered Sl e decision is arrived at after seven davs‘such days shall not be

e same would be taken after the prescribed period of 7 days)
whereas the proviso of Rule 31(7) bars the Procuring Agency from awarding the contract in case
of failure of the Complaint Redressal Committee to decide the complaint within stipulated time till
the expiry of appeal period i.e ten days period after transfer of the complaint or the final
adjudication by the Review Committee in case the complainant approaches within 10 days of the

complaint.
plaint Redressal Committee failed to decide the complaint within
ferred to the Review Committee but the appellant could to

y appeal period had been expired and bar on the
ring Agency was at

18. In the instant matter, the Com

stipulated time and the complaint trans
Review Committee consequent!
lifted with the expiry of appeal period. The Procu

he matter is illustrated as below:

approach to the
procuring agency had been
liberty to award the contract. T

Redressal Committee to decid 5t April)

19. Total Period of Complaint e the matter ( 7 days from 19" April to 2
19 20 21 22 23 24 25

M

d to the Review Committee and appeal period

e Appeal tra nsferre
roach to the

e the matter and th
04t May 2022 but the Appellant did not app

20. CRC Failed to decid
ended on

started on 26" April 2022 and

Review Committee.
/ 7
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26 27
= 29 30 31 1 2 3 4 th May

PR N M 75 SO = i

71, Bar on thT Procuring had been lifted on 4th May 2022 when the appeal period had expired and
the Appellant could not fie the Review Appeal. Therefore, The procuring Agency was at liberty to
,ward the contract. Hence, signing of contract after the expiry appeal period had been allowed

under the SPP Rules and such cannot be contended

The Review Committee noted that the Appeal period had expired
approach to the Review Committee.

whether the disqualification on the matter of non-registration as
_njustified and unreasonable or the disqualification was as per ter

of the NIT and bidding documents?

23, The Appellant was disqualified by the Procuring Agency on the basis the
manufacturer with FBR rather his NTN and Sales Tax registrations
wholesaler and General Order supplier. In order to understand the matter

para of the sales Tax registration is pasted as below:

22. and the Appellant failed to
Manufacturer was

ms and conditions

he was not registered as
show him registered as
fully the operative

hat the Procuring Agency clearly mentioned in the NIT that the
Authorized distributors/Supplier were allowed to participate in the
n the basis that the Appellant was not a manufacturer
n by the Appellant is

24, The Appellant contended t
Original Manufacturer/their
bidding process. Hence, disqualification o
was unjustified and unreasonable. The operative Para relied upo

Z MM(M“/S
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25.

26.

27.

7] by
(/ N
V4
) J] u
‘\‘\\.f\_ y
& C
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Y

The Review Commij
Mittee
two grounds: observed that the A :
ppellant has challenged his disqualification on

a. The Appellant
i . IS a registe
included in Bidding PI’Oceserd Whole seller so and General Supplier and he should be

b. In Earlier tend
ers, the A
now he has been ppellant was allowed to participate in the bidding process but
prevented f v Mo
The Review Committee noted rm.“ participating
manufacturer. Theteoth the that it was an admitted position that the appellant was not 2
Form duly filled and si , the appellant was required to submit Manufacturer's Authorization
to submit a bid gned by the Manufacturer wherein the Appellant was to be authorized
f q id, and SL{bsequently negotiate and sign the Contract for the goods to be
manufactured by the registered Manufacturer. Furthermore, the Manufacturer had to extend
full guarantee and warranty as per Clause 15 of the General Conditions of Contract for the

goods offered for supply by the Appellant against the Invitation for Bids. However, the

Appellant failed to submit Manufacturer’s Authorization Form with the technical bid even

the instructions in the bidding documents clearly asked for authorization. The Instructions
mentioned in the bidding documents are mentioned below:

Authorization (0N the :
company/firm or relevant sU lier
formal authorization the form No.6 was attached to the bidding documents t0 be
rm
e : rer .The Form NO.6 is re roduced as under

filled by the manufacty
(
9
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26.

27.
28.

Whether the re-evalua
disqualification prevente

29.

12

6. M
. Manufae . o
turer’s Authorization Form

[See Cla
use h
e 13,3 (n) of the [ngtructions 10 pidders. |

lo
| reputable manufacturers of

\\'HI"RI"AS nam y
[name of the Manyfacturer] who are c»luhliuhc(l and

| 4 -
[name and/or descriptior . !
i goods] having fnctories at Jaddress u/‘ﬁu‘mr\'/

do hereby authorize /n
” me n " . . ¢
[name and address of Agent] 1O gubmit bid, and sulmcqucmly negotiate and
y for the above goods

sign the Contract wi :
£ ith you agmnsl IFB No. [reference of the Invitatio

nmnul‘nclurcd by us.

n 1o Hie

15 of the General

r Clause
firm against this

d warranty 8% pe
1bove

wWe hereby extend our full guarantee an
ly by the

Conditions of Contract for the goods offered for supp

[nvitation for Bids.

on behalf ef Manufacturer]

[signature Jfor and

{ the Munufacturcr and should be

n the lcncrhcud 0
of attorney 1@

bind the

authority should be ©

Note:!
signed by @ person competent and having the power
Manufacturer. It should be included by the Bidder in its bid.

r and was 1o be signed by 2
he same Was to

pe on the Ietterhead of the Manufactureé
facturer and t

attorney to bind the Manu

orization form to be

n was required to
t and having the power of

gidder in its bid
pellant did n
his G

The Authorlzatio
person competen

be included by the
tant matter,
pind hi

ot submit any Auth filled by the

lies.
by the mManufacturer there_was no

uarantee for the su
er_nor Authorlzed

A
question t0 include d.
tion of bids would take the bidder in a positio

him from getting the contract?
mmittee noted from the perusal of record that the Appellant claimed that his
alified and must be re-evaluated sO he would be in 2 position to

The bid submitted by the Appellant was scrutinized and the

n to get the contract and

The Review Cco
bids must be considered qu
he contract.

tions were made;

n the basis of

all be Evaluated o

Bids Sh
followin

arameters:
Observations of the Review

Evaluation Parameters
Brief

Company / Firm / individual

> o 4V
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15 Marks wil| be added in -\
. : ?ff: ?'d evidence are Providec: Tﬁ g I:e APRellant can be awargeq
‘ Experience of the firm 10 . leld of furniture, dual desk Mark
years 15 IXture for |ast 10 years, h Bl appellant
> 10 marks wi cias
‘ s y;ull be added in case Dft?r1!’100l1strate¢| the experience
e Vlf ence are provided in el
& fixtr of furniture, dual desk
e for last 05 years
> 05 marks will be added in case
. of valid evidence are provided in
e the field of furniture, dual desk
\\-\mmiﬁ 03 years.
AR The Apoellnt would be swarieg
> 20 marks will be given if bidder | zero
have Successfullycompleted 03 x Mmmu&mmﬂ
contract/project similar type,
Contract Experience 20 nature, financial & PhyZizaI iﬂﬂﬂ:ﬂm
complexity  worth upto 20 Mﬂ&lﬂ_@_f_worth
million  or  above (Proof upto‘ .
Required) 20 million or above nor submitted 2
» 10 marks will be given if bidder A
has successfully completed 02 x Of 50 million or above. The value of
contract/project similar type, | Projects
nature, financial & Physical | Submitted by the appellant is given
complexity worth upto 50| below at
million  or  above  (Proof | Table 1.The Appellant submitted 33
required). different
» No marks will be awarded if the Work orders but none of the Work
number of contract is less than orders
02. meets the required criteria. Hence
Appellant
will get Zero marks
» 10 marks are given if the available | J 05 Marks will be given.
average annual turnover for last
10 years is equal to or above PKR
30 Million
o » 05 marks are given if the available
Annual Turnover of last average annual turnover for last 5
10years years is equal to or above PKR 15
Million
» No marks shall be given if
available average working capital
of last three years is less than PKR
15 Million.
= » 05 Marks of 03 year >
Annual Income Tax 5 GST/Income Tax Paid Returns
Returns of e
L S
Azs:i:):dY;:;_i;r__—— 5 » 05 Marks of 03 year Financial » 0 Marks will be awarded because
Statersertaor v et Statement Report the
- e

WW'
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st 3 years\\ A% \

financial ted Auditay

statemem u

to
did not Pto June 2020 pyy

submit the stat,
eme
2021 Nt Up-to Jyne

as the
# The Appellant will get Zerq

» :
Firm provides complete details

x;:;h:lvi;:ti: \;\i/otrkshop c?f Iron & Marks
Tools & Machinery 20 factory Premissesand b e R
¥ | where such Neither  manufacturer :
machineries  are  installed. Authorized dealer i
However details also required Therefore, details. of techni
for machinery categories such as workshop of -
how many CNC, Manual, Simple Iron & Wood with list and
& hand operated (Relevant picture of factory
Evidence Mandatory) premises where such
» No marks will be given if the machineries which are
bidder do not provide relevant Installed seem to be unrealistic.
information.
» 10 mark will be given if » ZeroMarks

the bidder posses a Details may be seen at Para

7 Ware house / 10 warel;g;gestf'utaving;:overed
. area . or above

MArgER SHRRdEy > 5 marks if the bidder
possesses ware house
havingcovered are less
than 2000 Sft.

» No marks will be given if
the bidder do notpossess
warehouse to store
furniture items

YR » 5 marks will be given if the 0 Marks will be given because

acceptable detail of The appellant has only one
strength / skilled carpenter

5 manpower with

qualification possessed by

the company has been

8 Skilled Manpower

provided.

» 03 marks for skilled
manpower only  with
experience of 05 years or
more.

» No marks will be given if

acceptable details of.
skilled manpower IS not

_.,L__.__/-*—/'"L”Me’d""//
AV
A
g
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Head Office /

Establishment 10

H

w?tahd office of the bidder |
d _Establishment / staff |
tails (Postal address / |

rL\andline / Mobile phone

umber / email / website)

details to be

Provided with a technical

bid along with substantial |

TOTAL 100 evidence. |

MARKS

mwm
able to get

Passing oriteria because in e
Ztegoy

S0% score B compuisory
whereas e zppelart wouid
not be able 1o g2t 50% score e
many categories and Zso would
not be abie to g=t 70% ==l
Technical Evaluation to qualify
as per presgibed oRera

N . : =
OTE: 1. .F’”“ must get minimum 70% marks in Technical Evaluation to qualify as per 2bowe mentioned
criteria. 2. 50% of marks in each category of evaluation will be mandatory to qualify, 2s per 200w

mentioned criteria.

Note:- ¢ Please attached copies of financial statements (balance sheets including all related notes, and iIncome

statements) for the last 3 years, duly audited by 2 certified

last 3 years. » Moreover also submit Tax returns substantiate the above claims.

the financial situation of the legal entity or entities comprisi

subsidiaries or affiliates.

chartered Accountant Firm in Palkistan, t=x retums =
e All Such documents must =
ng the bidder and not the bidder’s parent companies,

The Value of Contracts submitted by the Appellant

[ SR.No | Award Letter No | Department Total Value of work
| : order
1 NO.SO(Dev)/S&YAD/2020-21/505 | Sports & Youth  Affairs | 8,622,900
dated 30 April 2021 | Department Karachi
2 NO.EDPP&R/AC/S.0/2020- [ Livestock & Fisheries Department 937,200
21/872-76 dated 14.4.2021 ! Karachi : : i
3 NO.EDPP&R/AC/S.O/ZOZO Livestock & Fisheries Department | 227,200
Karachi » ,
- NO.EDPP&R/AC/S.O/ZOlB- z::;d & Fisheries Department | 354800
5.2019 i |
- ;;/1035—11 dated 15 = | 5.‘97;.:3
6 NO.SO(S-I)Edu—E&A/Pro— SELD 4,578,
ADP(Fur)/2015-16 dated
30.5.2016
7 NO.SO(S-I)Edu-E&A/Pro-

|

4

¢ Z'V»‘/”
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‘EBP(Fur)/
2015.
|305205 8

s dateq
) ADP(FU’)/ZOls_le \
' 30.5.201¢ dateg
9 SR
n ADP(Fur)/ZOIS-le LD \
| 30.5,2016 dateg 4,732,632 ‘.
10 ’ ADP(Fur)/2015.7 N
-16 (4587034
I ' 30.5.2016 dated -w 7,934
ADP(Fur)/2015-1¢ 4488720
30.5.2016 dated | SELD
12 ADP(Fur)/2015.1¢ 4,578,424
- 30.5.2016 dated | SELD
1 4,732, —
13 | ADP(Fun)/201516 532
:: 30.5.2016 dated | SELD 158903 —
14 ADP(Fur)/2015- S
015-16 dated | SE
\_15 1%5.2016 LD 4,578,424
P(Fur)/2015-16
d
| 30.5.2016 g | 52610 4,488,720
16 ADP
" S(Ztérl)ézms-m dated | SELD 8919 600
17 ADP(Fur)/2015-
30.5(.201)é y. il S S
18 Karachi dated 08.06.2015 SELD 210,190
19 NO.SO(SI)E&A/PRO/DG/Colle/ | SELD 44,400
dated 04.06,2015
20 NO.DSE(P&D)/914/2012-13 SELD 29000
dated 12.06.2012
21 NO.DSE(P&D)/990/2012-13 SELD 279,955
dated 12.06.2012
22 NO.DSE(P&D)/527/2012-13 SELD 29,000
dated 12.06.2012
23 NO.DSE(P&D)/854/2012-13 SELD 279,965
dated 12.06.2012 EEs
24 NO.DSE(P&D)/855/2012-13 SELD 29,000
dated 12.06.2012
25 NO.DSE(P&D)/900/2012-13 SELD 29,000
dated 12.06.2012 e
26 NO.DSE(P&D)/900/2012-13 SELD 278,958
dated 12.06.2012 o e i e S
Y o 279,955
27 NO.DSE(P&D)/946/2012°13 SELD
dated 12.06.2012 e e 1 20,00
~5 | NO.DSE(P&D)/8792012°13 dated | SELD '
12.06.2012 L e TR
29 NO'DSE(P&D)/1109/2012'13 SELD PR
[ 23,000 .

dated 12.06.2012 —
30 NO.DSE(P&D)/521/2012-13 -
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. dratEd 12062012 \

" NO.DSE
d (p&D)/984/20
| ated 12.06.201> 12-13
32 |BISP 13" Jany SELD B Y
33 | BISP13' January 2012 2799 |
( £DO EdUcatigry 3 BISP Pakistan Y
34 2011 N Karachi gqr BISP Pakistan 2,817,500
35 Med City Go 546,374
EG‘—WL\V&""“EM Karachi 22 A
A/Proc/254¢ /20210 SELD
| STEVATA 3,740,000
517,520 e

W
are House/Storage Capacit
yi-

30. The Ap
pellant submi
mitted its
capaci own i
X pacity to hold the furniture mcteCertlﬁcate that they have a ware house bigger th
ppellant is pasted below: r manufacturing for 3 or more months Thg C rt'a:‘n R0 s
' ' ertificate submitted b
y the

not a registered
ring for 3 or more
[lant shows that in
ore to pass the

by the Appellant that he was
furniture is held after manufactu
ed by the Appe
minimum SC¢
ualification the bid is n

rved that it is admitted

te of ware house where
y of Technical Proposals submitt

dder would not be able to get even

w Committee obse
certifica
Hence, the scrutin
_evaluated, the bi

31, The Revie
manufacturer then the

months is questionable.
case the bids are to be re
technical criteria Altho

o B Ve
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was no prohibition for the Revllew Committee ¢

. ew
32. The Review Committee noy Committee iy
e

to his advocate i '
Learned Asc Khaw N application was submitted by the A

Review Committee sh aja Sh i
al ams-ul- . ppellant
decision by the H I Withdraw the | IHIslam wherein the Learned ASC Wih referance
[ y the Honorable High ¢, e letters contended that the
g 2

of hearing of the Revi ,
33. The Appellant also contendeq 2 rtof Sindh, lew Committee till the fingl
vide order dated 16.6.2022 resty at the Honor

order dated 16.6.20227 T there

. able High Court of Sindh i

. i | ' ndh in the C.P NO 919 of

34, The Review Commieu R s Ze Review Committee to decide the matter, =
or

16.6.2022.T ‘ er Honora ' indh i

he operative Para of the order is reprod?:fez'g? uC::rt of Sindh in the C.P NO 919 dated
Let the notice be issu a“

of the award i :dfto the defendants for 06.07.2022.In the meanwhile, the operation

efendants NO 9 to 15 shall remain suspended till the next date of

hearing and the defend 7 d ny sum n
ants NO.5 to 7 are direct i
; e . rected not to release any sum in favor of

35. i i
_TheI.RZ\Inew Committee ?bserved that the Honorable High Court of Sindh neither expressly nor
impliedly ba‘rred the Review Committee from its legal work. The submission made by the Learned
ASC Khawaja Shams-ul-Islam and contention of the Appellant are out of the context.

Decision of the Review Committee:

Given the proceedings, findings, observations and after due deliberation, in exercise of power
conferred by the Rule 32(7)(a) of the SPP Rules, the Review Committee rejects the appeal as the
appeal is time barred under the SPP Rules 2010(amended up-to-date) and devoid of merits for the
reasons recorded supra in the observations of the Review Committee.

(Munir Ahmed Shai

(Manzoor Ahme Memon) rofegsional

Member SPPRA Board

(Atif Rehman)

Managing Director

(Sindh Public procurement Regulatory Authority)
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