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GOVERNMENT OF SINDH L wAe g
SINDH PUBLIC PROCUREMENT REGULATORY AUTHORI Iy "z *J’

NO.AD(L-II)/SPPRA/CMS-I338/2019-20[026| Karachi, dated the 20T July, 2020
To,

The Deputy Director Food,

Regional Food Directorate,

Hyderabad.
Subject: DECISION OF 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 Pearl Enterprise V.
Regional Food Directorate Hyderabad) held on 21* July 2020, for your information and further
necessary action, under intimation to this Authority, at the earliest. j;p
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@X
ASSISTANT D CTOR (LEGAL-II)

A copy along with enclosures/ decision is forwarded for information to:

The Secretary to Government of Sindh, Food Department, Karachi.

The Director Food Sindh, Hyderabad.

The Deputy Secretary (Staff) to Chief Secretary Sindh, Karachi.

The Assistant Director (I.T), SPPRA [with an advice to post the Authority’
Committee decision on website in terms of Rule-32(11) of SPP Rules, 2010].
The Staff Officer to the Chairman/ Members Review Committee.

M/s Pearl Enterprise, Suite # 10, Plot # 10, Falak Residency, Street # FT-1, Frere
Town, Qua Bath Island, Clifton, Karachi. ’

s Review

9“ Public Procuremnent Regulatory Authority, Baryeck i# 8, Secretanian 4-A_ R
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GOVERNMENT OF SINDH ,
SINDH PUBLIC PROCUREMENT REGULATORY AUTHORITY %23 &7
NO.AD(L-IT)/SPPRA/CMS-1338/2019-20{0261. Karachi, dated the 3o‘ﬁju1y, 2020

BEFORE REVIEW COMMITTEE OF SINDH PUBLIC PROCUREMENT REGULATORY
AUTHORITY UNDER RULE-32 OF SPP RULES 2010.
(APPEAL)

My/s Pear! Enterprise
Versus
Regional Food Directorate Hyderabad

(NIT ID # T01200-19-0006 DATED 23.05.2020)
FACTS AND BACKGROUND

The appellant, M/s Pearl Enterprise, Karachi, lodged a complaint (vide letter dated 18.06.202.0)
addressed to the Chairman Complaints Redressal Committee (CRC)' — copy endorsed to this Authority
and others — against the Notice Inviting Tender (NIT) No.F-Tender(Gen:)/2020-21/419 dated
20.05.2020 floated by the Deputy Director Food, Hyderabad Region ‘the procuring agency’ for
procurement related to the ‘transportation of wheat within district, other district (within region) and
other region for the year 2020-2021" whereby the appellant raised averments to have participated/
submitted the bid(s) that was disqualified under technical evaluation by the Procurement Committee
(PC)’ on grounds of non-conformance with two conditions as listed at Sr. # 6 & 8 ‘registration certificate
from Registrar of Firms (in case of registered firm/ company); and transport contractors who have not
worked with the Food Department earlier are required to provide three years’ experience in transport
field’ of the NIT*. The appellant further alleged for submission of all the supporting/ required documents
along with the bid; nevertheless, the PC disqualified the appellant to restrict the entry of new competitors
and to favor specific bidders thus causing huge losses to the national exchequer; therefore, the appellant
requested the CRC to intervene into the matter and issue directions for re-inviting the bids in an open and
impartial manner. In turn, this Authority (vide letter dated 29.06.2020) also forwarded the appellant’s
matter to the CRC with advice to redress the grievances and then furnish decision to the appellant as well
as this Authority within the stipulated period as specified under Rule-31(3) of SPP Rules, 201 .

2. In response, the CRC (vide letter dated 02.07.2020) furnished the decision whereby it was held
by two-third members® that (a relevant portion is reproduced herewith) ‘As far as M/s Pearl Enterprise is
concerned, its plea is rejected [on the following ground]: The CRC also finds a contradiction in two
documents provided by the applicant; the performance certificate provided by the applicant indicates
its (05) years’ work performance with Dewan Cement Ltd. Whereas, the registration certificate issued
by Sindh Revenue Board (SRB) shows that the firm got itself registered from SRB on 08.06.2020 with
effectiveness from 05.12.2019, therefore making it ineligible for competition”.

The CRC constituted under the chairmanship of Director Food Sindh vide notification No.SO(G)FOOD/7(43)2018 dated
5 15.04.2020 issued by the Food Department [https:/ppms.pprasindh.gov.pk/PPMS/public/portal/notice-inviting-tender]

Detailed description of the procurement can be accessed through instant procurement’s NIT available on the PPMS website
, atID # T01200-19-0006 dated 23.05.2020 [https://ppms.pprasindh.gov.pk/PPMS/public/portal/notice-inviting-tender)

The PC constituted under the chairmanship of Deputy Director Food Hyderabad vide notification No.E&A(FOOD)6(60)'17
. dated 07.02.2019 issued .by the Food Department [https:/ppms.pprasindh.gov.pk/PPMS/public/portal/notice-inviting-tender)
; Refer to the NIT.— Requirement for Technical Proposal

Rule-31(5) provides that the complaint redressal committee shall announce its decision within seven days and intimate the

same to the bldd?r and the Authority within three working days. If the committee fails to arrive at the decision within seven

days, the complaint shall stand transferred to the Review Committee which shalt dispose of the complaint in accordance with
y the procedure laid down in under rule 32, if the aggricved bidder files the review appeal within ten (10) days of such transfer.

Mr. Muhammad Akram, Accounts Officer/ Representatlve of Accountant General Sindh put his dissent note on the

issue as reproduced herewith: ‘I disugree with para-3(1) as the applicant Uls the conditions as laid down In tender doc’.
hup://www.pprasindh.gov.pk/commillccﬂOCRCl’uod[)cpll4072020.1)(1!’ ﬁ‘lﬂ/ R
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3. Given the CRC’s aforementioned decision, the appellant (\{idc lct'tcr dated 03t.(t)7.20g0) I:;ifg;zcg
an appeal, along with review appeal fee®, before the Review Comn.mtc':c wllth a rcquc; Ro lrc\;;v; i
decision in the interest of financial transparency, fairness, and justice in terms of Ruic- (Do See
Rules, 2010°. In turn, the Authority advised the procuring agency to confirm the current status of b
security submitted by the appellant to ascertain the maintainabllity of case and the procuring agency in
response confirmed the appellant’s bid security as intact and has not been released as yet.

4, Resultantly, the appellant’s case was processed and considered/ taken-up by the -Authf)nty"s
Review Committee for hearing in its meeting scheduled on 21.07.2020 at 12 p.m. and notices, in this
regard, were issued to the parties concerned (vide this Authority’s letter dated 09.07.2020) to appear
before the Committee on the scheduled date, time, and venue in terms of Rulc-32(6),' (8) & (10) of $PP
Rules, 2010"°, In compliance, Mr. Saleemullah Siddiqui, Deputy Director Food, Ms. Zill-e-Huma Shaikh,
Accountant, Regional Food Directorate Hyderabad ‘representatives of the procuring agency" and Mr,
Altaf Shaikh, M/s Pearl Enterprise ‘representative of the appellant’ appeared before the Committee.

REVIEW COMMITTEE PROCEEDINGS

5. The Chairperson of the Review Committee commenced the meeting by we]corping all the
participants of the meeting. Then, the chair asked the appellant to present the case/ version over the
instant procurement issues/ grievances.

APPELLANT’S VERSION

6. Mr. Altaf Hussain Shaikh ‘representative of the appellant’ apprised the Committee of his
submission of bid against the instant procurement’s work # 3 ‘all PRC’s/ WPC's of Dadu District to
Bolhari/ Kotri PRC of Jamshoro District having an estimated cost of PKR 57.50 million™" in terms of
Rule-24(2) of SPP Rules, 2010", that was received/ opened by the PC on 09.06.2020". The appellant
contended that the PC, on one hand, raised only a single objection ‘transport contractors who have not
worked in the Food Department earlier are required to provide three years’ experience in transport lﬁeld !
against the technical disqualification of the appellant that can be verified from the evaluation report ‘. On
the other hand, the PC pointed out various reasons under the minutes of the meeting for the appellant’s
disqualification — the relevant portion is reproduced hereunder:

“M/s Pearl Enterprise (new bidder and first-time participant in the Food Department’s tendering
process). The technical proposal of the aforesaid firm was scrutinized and the procurement
committee observed that the firm has never worked in the Food Department, Government of
Sindh while it was necessary for those bidders, who have not worked with the department earlier
to submit three (3) years’ experience in transportation field; whereas, the bidder has submitted a
copy of the performance certificate of transportation work with Cement Factory. Since it was a
major requirement and submitted certificate was appeared to be invalid; the procurement
committee further scrutinized the record of the firm and noted [following] observations: a. the
procuring agency has required the bidders to be transport contractor in its principal activity in
the NTN whereas, while scrutinizing the documents, it is noticed that contractor is shown as
registered for other food activities and exporter in its principal activity contradicting to the
requirement; b. it is further revealed from the SRB registration certificate of the contractor that

Authority’s Office Order No. Dir(A&F)/SPPRA/18-19/0325 dated 26.07.2019 s://ppms.pprasindh.gov.

7 Rule-32(1) provides that a bidder not satisfied with decision of the procuring &gﬁcy'giomg]laaims mdﬂ:lkg?x:us{t]ce may
lodge an appeal to the Review Committee within ten (10) days of announcement of the decision provided that he has not
withdrawn the bid security, if any, deposited by him,

Rules-32(6), (8) & (1_0) provide that on receipt of appeal along with all requisite information and documents the i n
shall convene a meeting of the Review Committee within seven working days. It shall be mandatory for the appellant and the
head of procuring agency or his nomince not below the rank of BS-19 to appear before the Review Committee as and when
called and produce documents, If required. The Review Commiitee shall hear the parties and announco its decision within
" ;;?d\'workmg days of submission of appeal. However, In case of delay, reasons thereof shall be reconded in writing.

" Rule-24(2) provides that the bidders ma

downloaded from the Authority's website
% The deadline for submission and opening
Bid Evaluation Report at ID # BI01200-1

y submit bids on the bidding documents issued by the .
along with tender feo, If uny, by mail or by hand. Y procuring agency or

of bids us per NIT was 09,06.2020 at 11,00 a.m. and 12.00 p.m., respectivel
9-0006-1 duted 16.06,20 [Impu'//ppuu.ppmimﬂn.gov.pk/l‘?’-MS’publidmn{Lba]

()4 \ ’ Page 2 of 6

Scanned with CamScanner



the firm has got the certificate issued on dated 08.06,2020, before one day of the opening of the
tenders. Therefore, the committee discussed and is of the view that the firm does not possess the
relevant experience; c. the participating firm has provided the three (3) years audited financial
statements, on scrutiny of the same it was found that the nature of the busin.ess was shown as a
sole proprietorship firm which deals with the purchase, process, and .'vale of rice, contradicting to
the company profile as provided by the participating bidder against the 'requlrement of the
procuring agency. Considering all above mere facts, the procurement commilttee conclud'ed that
the firm does not possess experience and may not be able to handle the go'vemment s huge
quantities of wheat which involved heavy government exchequer and thus decided to reject the
firm in technical evaluation.’ 13

7. The appellant further contended that the procuring agency asked the bidders to have feglstrauon
certificate issued by the Sindh Revenue Board (SRB) without mentioning any additional requ1remc’ant for
the number of years or date for issuance of the certificate and the appellant in this regard submitted a
copy of the certificate’® issued by the SRB on 09.12.2019 along with the bid. The' a;fpellant.also
highlighted that they are registered with the Federal Board of Revenue since 2012 with pnncflpal business
activity in required field of transportation and fulfilled all the conditions of technical evaluation.

PROCURING AGENCY'’S VERSION

8. Mr. Saleemullah Siddiqui, Deputy Director Food, Ms. Zill-e-Huma Shaikh, Accountant,
Regional Food Directorate Hyderabad ‘representatives of the procuring agency’ clarified that the
appellant purchased bid documents against the instant procurement’s two works as listed at Sr. # 3 & 7
‘all PRC’s/ WPC'’s of Dadu District to Bolhari/ Kotri PRC of Jamshoro District and Shaheed
Benazirabad to Bolhari/ Kotri PRC having an estimated cost of PKR 57.50 & 30.00 million, respectively’
in terms of Rule-20 of SPP Rules, 2010'", The procuring agency’s representatives contended that those
bidders, who applied for the first time, were required to submit the experience certificate for three years
in transportation field as per terms and conditions of the bid document; whereas, the appellant submitted
a copy of the performance certificate issued by M/s Dewan Cement Limited.

m Syed Adil Gilani (Member of Review Committee) pointed out that the condition # 8 of the bid
document required the bidders to have three years’ experience in transportation field and the
appellant, in turn, submitted a copy of the performance certificate, which was not considered/
treated as to be a valid document by the PC on account of the certificate title as performance
certificate; then what is the difference between experience and performance certificate?

¢ The procuring agency’s representative stated that the experience certificate shows the
fir/ bidder is performing with its client from a particular number of years. The
procuring agency’s representative further stated that the PC also raised a similar query,
while evaluation of the bids, from the appellant, that the procuring agency asked the
bidders to submit experience certificate then why did the appellant submit performance
certificate? Apart from it, the rest of the documents including NTN, SRB, and audited
reports were not aligning with the appellant’s five years’ experience.

= Subsequently, the Chair asked the procuring agency’s representative(s) about the current status
of the instant procurement works;

¢+ The procuring agency’s representative confirmed that all the procurement contracts,
except the appellant’s quoted work(s); have been awarded and made public through
posting on the PPMS website'® in terms of Rules-50 & 10 of SPP Rules, 2010".

= Refer 10 the minutes of the meeting accessible along with the bid evaluation report [PPMS ID # BE01200-19-0006-1]
i SNTN # 39861694
Rule-20 provides that the procuring agency shall provide the bidding documents to all interested bidders in accordance with
the procedures and requirements specified in the Noticing Inviting Tender, The procuring agency may charge a fee for
bidding documents, which shall not exceed the cost of preparation and printing.
Contract Documents at 1D # C01200-19-0006-1 dated 16.07.2020
(hetps//ppms pprasindh.gov, pk/PPMS/public/portal/contract_list?nitCodo=%27101 200-19-0006%:27)
Fule-50 & 10 provides that within fifteen (15) days of signing of contract, pux}'ll‘g ageacy shall publish ca the webaite of

'y

the; Authority end on its own website, if such website cxists, the results of the bjdding process, identifying the bid through
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REVIEW COMMITTEE’S OBSERVATIONS/ F INDINGS

9. After hearing the parties at length and scrutiny of the procurement rcf:ord, the Review Committee
observed that the procuring agency in the present case solicited bids under Single S%ge - Two Envc!opc
Procedure in terms of Rule-46(2) read together with Rule-47(2) of SPP Rules, 20107, ‘that were received
and opened (technical proposals) by the PC on 09.06.2020. For the sake of convenience, it would bc
relevant to have a glance at the relevant clauses, as reproduced herein-below, available in the bid
document which stipulates conditions to be complied with for qualifying under technical evaluation:

BID EVALAUTION CRITERIA FOR THE TENDER YEAR 2020-2021
Sr.# Nature of documents required
I. Complete profile and history of company showing clear official/ residential address and
telephone numbers
. Copy of CNIC(s) of the owner(s) and/ or representative(s) of the firm o
Copy of NTN certificate showing the bidder as transport contractor in its principal activity
Registration certificate from Sindh Revenue Board showing the bidder as transport contractor in
its principal activity
Professional tax certificate from Excise & Taxation Department
Registration certificate from Registrar of Firms (in case of registered fir/ company)
Bank statement for the period from 01.04.2019 to 30.04.2020 showing minimum turnover of
PKR 50/- million from scheduled bank, and will be determined on the basis of participating
business/ firm account only
Transport contractors who have not worked with the Food Department earlier are required to
provide three years’ experience under transportation field
Those transport contractors who have done the transportation work in Food Department are
required to provide the performance certificate and no dues certificate from all the regions of
food Department viz. Karachi, Mirpurkhas, Shaheed Benazirabad, Sukkur, and Larkana. Only
valid and original certificates issued by the respective Deputy Director Food will be considered
X. Affidavit on a non-judicial stamp paper of PKR 500/- undertaking following:
(a) That the firm is neither defaulter non having outstanding dues of the Food Department and is
not in litigation with Food Department, Government of Sindh,
(b) That the contractor/ firm will be bound under obligation and sole responsible for completion
of awarded work by him/ themselves and will not sublet the contract in any case;
(c) That the bidder will provide three (3) specimen signatures of the contractor, the director(s)
and/ or authorized representative(s) of the firm which shall be duly attested by the First Class
Magistrate (FCM)/ Oath Commissioner

S5« ZE=

2 E

10. Upon perusal of the brief facts presented by the parties concerned and other documents placed on
the record”, it appears that the appellant submitted bid against the instant procurement’s work # 3 ‘Dadu

procurement identifying number, if any, and the [following information]: (1) Contract Evaluation 2 £
Contract and Letter of Award; (3) Bill of Quantities or Schedule of chuir]en(lcit. The procuring agcncl;m m\f
upon award of contract, make the evaluation report of the bid, and the contract agreement public through hoisting ca the
Authority’s website as well as on procuring agency's website, if the procuring agency has such a website: providad whare the
gnrtr.:;‘m(;g agency is o%r.lvmoc(? m:ln discl;i)surc of any information related to the award of a contract shall be against the public
r may jeopardize national security, it i i ic di it b i

§ piidiik g Ch?chinisu:r. Y, it can withhold only such information from public disclosure, subject to the pricr
Rules-46(2) & 47(2) provide that (a) bids shall comprise a single package containing two separate eavelopes. Each cavelope
shall contain s:c'gamtcly the financial proposal and the technical proposal; (b) envelopes shall be marked as ‘Financial
Ptopou;l and lech'nical Proposal’ in bold and legible letters to avoid confusion; (c) initially, caly the envelope markad
“Technical Pmpoul' shall bc opened; (d) envelope marked as ‘Financial Proposal® shall be retained in the custody of the
zf:cunnz l%cncy without being opened; € procuring ngency shall evaluate the technical proposal in a manaer proscrided in
i ::dc'cr;:; out [I’cfnencc'm the price and reject any proposal which does not contorm to the specified requiremenss; (1) oo
ety u:'r:’ )lgdlmcal proposal shall be permitted during the technival evaluation; (3) tinancial proposals of
v m (,rhq{a ified bids ehall be opened publicly at a time, date and venue anounced and conununicatsd to the Saklery @

- "_ ;| ) inancial proposal of bid found technically non tesponsive shall be returned vaopened W the tespective Dedders

&nd ()) bid found o be the lowest evaluated ur best evaluated bid shall be soveptad Singls Suge Twe lfa.-cl:s\‘ 3'*\-'—’4‘

Procedure shall be used fur pisad ) L
: puads, works end scavices wheie o be evahasiod on hachal
 wnd price is taken into t o P aryfemn e ke the bids are o be evaduatad a u:\t.ud ad Caacud groaniy

 lealuding the origiss) techanical proposa) submitied by the eppellant W e prvcuring sgepey
Sty

/
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to Bolhari® that (technical bid) was found as disqualified by the PC mainly on non-complying with the
condltlons # 111, 1V & VIII as mentioned above. Subsequently, the appellant challenged the PC decision
before the CRC whose majority of the members (two-third members) upheld the PC decision®,

s The Review Committeo afler considering the rival contentions advanced by the parties,
scrutinizing the available procurement record, and discerning the applicablo rules, discussed each issue/
impugned condition one by one and concluded as follows:

= Condition # I1I - NTN certificate showing the bidder as transport contractor In Its principal
activity: The procuring agency's representative established contention that the appellant’s NTN
shows its principal activity for other food activities and other activitics as an exporter. The
Committee cross-verified the appellant’s NTN status via the FBR public portal that shows the
appellant’s principal activity under multiple fields including transportation and storage/ support
activities for transportation/ other transportation support activities”, which eventually supports
the appellant’s plea to the extent of this requirement/ condition. The Committee further noted that
it was the prime responsibility of the PC members to conduct significant due diligence of the
bidders, while conducting bids evaluation, for the sake of maintainability of the procurement
principles as laid down under Rule-4 of SPP Rules, 201 0*;

= Condition # IV — Registration certificate from Sindh Revenue Board showing the bidder as
transport contractor in its principal activity: The procuring agency’s representative raised a
plea that the appellant got registered itself with the SRB before a day of submission of the bid;
hence, the appellant does not possess relevant experience. The Committee is of the view that the
procuring agency was required to undertake the evaluation of bids as per criteria and other
terms and conditions outlined in the bidding documents in terms of Rule-42(1) of SPP Rules,
2010°, As such, the appellant submitted copies of the SRB Provisional Certificate of Registration
issued on 09.12.2019 and the Sindh Sales Tax Registration Certificate issued on 08.06.2019
showing its principal activity as service provided or rendered by persons engaged in inter-city
transportation or carriage of goods by road, which sufficed for qualification the criterion as per
referred rule. In case, the appellant committed any offence due to late registration and so on then
there are certain penalty provisions available under Sub-Section-43(i) of Sindh Tax on Services
Act, 20117, that need to be dealt by the respective forum;

= Condition # VIII — Transport contractors who have not worked with the Food Department
carlier are required to provide three years’ experience under the transportation field: The
procuring agency's representative insisted that the appellant submitted a copy of the performance
certificate instead of experience certificate. The procuring agency’s representative established
contention that the performance certificate differs from experience certificate in the sense that the
latter certificate shows the firm/bidder’s performance with its client for a particular number of
years and in this regard the PC, while evaluation of the bids, also raised similar query from the
appellant. The Committee is of the view that the procuring agency asked the bidder(s) to have
three years’ experience under transportation filed and the appellant, in turn, submitted a
performance certificate issued by M/s Dewan with regard to the satisfactory performance of the
appellant in transportation field since last five (5) years. An objective person while going
through the content of the performance certificate could have construed the purpose, without arny
iota of doubt, of the submitted certificate. Secondly, if the PC required any clarification in this
regard then it was mandatory to be sought in writing in terms of Rule-43(2) of SPP Rules,

2 The npp_cllam vide letter bearing No.PE04/No.P-Tender(Gen)/2020-21/419 dated 27.07.2020 confirmed this Authority for
» ;;}':drjmimon of a bid to the procuring agency against only one route — a copy of the letter is available on the Authority’s record
i

u hupﬂllc.{br.gov.pk/csbnlScrvicc.uspx?PID-AyX3FROw9l-lWU5dQshrrqu%3d%3d (NTN No. 3986169-)

2 Businesy/ branch address mentloned thereln also matches with the appellant’s profile submitted along with the bid
Rulc4 provides that while procuring goods, worka or services, procuring ngencics shall ensuro that procurcioents are
conducted in a fair and transparent manner and the object of procurement brings value tor money to the agency and the

5 procurement process is efficient and economical,

Rule-42(1) provides that all bids shall bo evalunted In accordanco with the ovaluation criteria and other termd and conditicas

» set forth in the bidding documents
hitps//e.srb.gos.pk/SOP/SINDHSALESTAXONSERVICESACT201 1. pdf

f
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uity or confuslon over the expression/ word

2010 Thirdly, if the PC had any ambig
AR ts literal meaning, as mentioned

‘performance’ then it could approach a d!crior;ary to know |
below, in terms of Rule-2(2) of SPP Rules, 201 0®:

‘Performance means the successful completion of a contractual duty, usu. resulting in
the performer's release from any past or future lability; execution; (2) also termed full

performance*’

REVIEW COMMITTEE DECISION

12.  In view of the foregoing position/ findings, as mentioned under para-11, and after due
deliberation, the Review Committee concluded that the appellant fulfilled the requisite technical
evaluation criteria in terms of Rule-42(1) of SPP Rules, 2010’ and its disqualification on the given
reasons by PC/ CRC was unjustified. The Review Committee, therefore, unanimously decides that since
the procuring agency has not awarded or signed contract against procurcment work listed at Sr. # 3
(Dadu to Bohari) of the bid document, where the appellant participated/ submitted bid, therefore, the
procurement proceedings specific to that work may be terminated in terms of Rule-32(7)(f) of SPP Rules,
2010%2, and fresh tenders be floated in terms of Rule-23(2) & 26(1) of SPP Rules, 2010*. Compliance of
the decision shall be submitted to this Authority within fifteen (15) days of Issuance of this decision.

N\\\V/ e

W1 h{};e’r) 7 (Member/ Independent Professional)

Syed Gilani Engr. Munir Ahmed Shaikh

Private Membei SPPRA Board (Rtd.) Executive Engineer
Representative Transparency International Public Health Engineering Department

Government of Sindh

(Chairman)
Abdul Rahim Sheikh
. Managing Director
Sindh Public Procurement Regulatory Authority

n )

Rule-43(2) provides that any request for clarification i

icat i i invari

i} The response 1 mch roquess sl loo et o 1::;; in the bid, made by the procuring agency, shall invariably be in writing.

Rule-2(2) provides that the expression used but not defined in these
" téxehx::kx'n the Act and, if not l%c:ﬁm:d there, as in the ordinary usage of |
Dl 8 Law Dictionary (9" ed. 2009) available at Westlaw,
n .

Rule-32(7)(f) provides that [the Review Commi

{!
) gﬁlwzuz) : tzzulntmcl bt e ¢e may] direct that the procurement proceedings may be terminated, in case
1 ) provides that procuring ngency shall re-i rdanc
fele e . e-insuo ) ; ing " in acc i

tr:‘id ll{;m |‘f &cuu :‘l:‘:n::cc;"bt"(;:l" there is a mnlcfinl infirmity in lhewblrfl?l‘lir:': ::::ic‘:f [\;cl'\lid;l“. St b lck!rvude oet R\}E;l':‘

e pmvi?iad ll" ﬁ'&l 11(;;umcnu. [The procuring agency nay re-issuo lc'ndrnciu cmozhebob'hkhn' R

eyl lh.al e ule-23 or une of the following conditions exist) such an infi ity & idding in p“\w"mnhu

laced pr nent committee reconunends 1o the competent authority that the :‘l‘ul:)‘h‘u::?:: :'-o in -ﬁm
Vit .
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