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Government of Sindh % 7

Sindh Public Procurement Regulatory Authority o2 ﬁ;f::_"
No.LOSPPRAZ0S2026/ 5 4 Karachi ___dated || February, 206

To,

The Superintendent Engineer / Chairman
Complaint Redressal Committee

Provincial Highways Circle,

Hyderabad

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 decision of Review Committee meeting held on 28.01.2026 against
Review Appeal submitted by M/s Riazuddin Qureshi against NIT on PPMS-SPPRA website
vide NIT/ID No. T00606-24-0009 for information.

Assistant Director (Legal - IT)

A copy is forwarded for information to :-

1. The Chairperson / Members of Review Committee (All).

2. M/s Riazuddin Qureshi (The Appellant).
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REGULATORY AUTHORITY

Decision of the Review Committee under Rule-32 of

the SPP Rules, 2010 held on 28.01.2026
M/s Riazuddin Qureshi
(The Appellant)

Versus

The Executive Engineer, Provincial Highways Division, Hyderabad

(The Procuring Agency)

The Meeting of the Review Committee started with recitation of verses from the Holy

Quran. After that the Chair welcomed the participants and briefed about the case.

I. Introduction:

1.1 The Executive Engineer, Highways Division, Hyderabad “The Procuring Agency" invited
bids vide Tender No. TC/G-55/819 of 2025 dated 26-09-2025 through publication in
Newspapers and also hoisted on PPMS- SPPRA website vide Serial No. NIT/ID No. T00606-24-
0009 dated 03.10.2025. The procedure of procurement was Single Stage Two Envelope. The
technical bids were opened on 20.10.2025 however, financial bids of the instant work are yet to be

opened.

12 The appellant submitted bid for the work No. 6 of the instant NIT viz “W/R of Road from

Mian Tando Adam Road to Village Syed Muhammad Hassan Shah to connect Shahpur Rizvi
Mile 0/0 -1/4”.

1.3 The Appellant lodged a complaint to the CRC of the procuring agency on evaluation criteria
mentioned in the Bidding Documents i.e. PEC Registration with CE-02 specialized code on 15-12-
2025 for redressal of grievances. CRC decided the matter and rejected the complaint of the

Appellant.

1.4 Over the dissatisfaction of the decision CRC, the Appellant lodged an Appeal before
the Review Committee vide no. 527/25 dated 24.12.2025 in terms of Rule -32 of the SPP Rules,

2010 for redressal of grievances.
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2. Proceedings of the Meeting:

2.1  The Chair requested the participants, invited the representatives, and subsequently the

Procuring Agency, to explain their respective versions or stances to one another.

3. Appellant’s Version:-

3.1.  Mr. Riazuddin Qureshi, proprietor of M/s Riazuddin Qureshi, appeared before the Review
Committee and stated that the Procuring Agency required PEC Registration with CE-02 Code which
is required for construction of bridge whereas in the instant work no such construction is required
for which CE-02 code is mandatory. He further informed that the Procuring Agency had not sent
letter for qualification / disqualification in technical evaluation not intimated the opening of
Financial Bid. He also added that the bid validity period has also been completed but the PA has not
extended the same as per Rule-38 of the SPP Rules, 2010.

3.2  He submitted a complaint to the Complaint Review Committee (CRC). In response, the
CRC called a meeting and without addressing my grievances rejected my appeal. Accordingly, he
submitted Review Appeal with a request to cancel the instant works of the NIT.

4, Procuring Agency version;-

4.1  Mr. Abdul Salam Memon, Superintendent Engineer of the Provincial Highways Circle,
Hyderabad, and Mr. Ghulam Rasool Abbassi, Executive Engineer of the Provincial Highways
Division, Hyderabad, appeared before the Review Committee and refused to accept the version of
the complainant. He informed that technical evaluation of Work No. 6 is not finalized therefore,
result is not announced. He further explained that the requirement of CE-02 Code was mentioned
because the work involved construction of traffic bearing RCC box culverts for which specialization
is required the inclusion of PEC Code CE-02 is therefore essential to ensure that participating
contractors possess relevant and proven experience in RCC structural works. Such experience is

critical to ensure structural safety, durability, and performance under live traffic loads.

42  The representative of the procuring agency further informed the Committee that the bids
were opened on 20.10.2025. As per the due procedure under the SPP Rules, 2010, and upon
obtaining approval from the competent authority, request for extension of the bid validity period was
sent to all participated bidders including the complainant through Pakistan Post Service. Response

from other bidders have been received except the complainant.
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43  Healso added that since the evaluation is not finalized, hence complaint has no weightage

and requested to dismiss the appeal.

44  They further stated that the appellant had participated in the bidding process by
submitting a bid along with all relevant documents specified in the bidding documents. Further
they also stated that the appellant had submitted a certificate, duly signed and stamped,
confirming that he had read, understood, and agreed to all the terms, conditions, and other
requirements mentioned in the bidding documents. Consequently, any objection to the terms

and conditions after the submission of the bid was out of the question and could not be

considered.

4.5 Moreover, they added that, as per the SPP Rules, 2010 a bidder may seek
clarification on bidding documents from the PA if deemed necessary, in writing. But neither

the appellant sought any clarification, nor put any objection on evaluation criteria and other

terms & conditions of the bidding documents before submission of bids. He requested that

the appeal of the appellant may be rejected.

5. Finding /Observation of the Review Committee:-

5.1 The Review Committee Members asked about the receipt of letter of extension. He
replied that he has not received any such letter from the PA till to date.

52 The Review Committee discussed that it is the responsibility of the PA to formulate
a clear and unambiguous evaluation criteria as per Rule-21(A) of the SPP Rules, 2010. However,
for any clarification the bidder could seek clarifications under Rule-23 of the SPP Rules, 2010

which is reproduced as below;

An interested bidder, who has obtained bidding documents, may request Jfor
clarification of contents of the bidding documents in writing, and PA shall respond

to such queries in writing within three calendar days, provided they are received at
least five days prior to opening of bid.

5.3. The Members also referred Rule 42(1) of the SPP Rules, 2010 stipulated is as under;
"All bids shall be evaluated in accordance with the evaluation criteria and

other terms & conditions set forth in bidding documents".

5.4. Further, the Review Committee observed that the appellant had not raised any objection
prior to the opening of bids. Hence, at this stage, complaint on evaluation criteria has no

weight. The appellant had also failed to sought clarification under Rule-23(1) of the SPP

Rules, 2010.
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5.5 The Review Committee observed that one Member of CRC was not attended the
meeting whereas as per Rule quorum is not defined hence it is mandatory that all Members of
CRC shall attend the meeting. The representative of PA responded that due to some official
engagements of representative of DAO, he was unable to attend the meeting therefore, other

two Members decided the complaint and issue decision.

6. Decision of the Review Committee: -

6.1 In the light of the above-mentioned findings and observations and after due
deliberation, the Review Committee unanimously decided to dismiss / reject the Review
Appeal in terms of Rule — 32 (7)(a) of the SPP Rules, 2010.

62  The Review Committee also directed the PA to ensure the presence of all Members of
CRC in the meeting as per Rule-31 of the SPP Rules, 2010.

The meeting ended with the vote of thanks to and from the Chair.
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(Ghulam Qadir Khan Talpur)
Managing Director, SPPRA
(Chairman)
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