s
qand e,
R P T
.,‘.

S G s
Government of Sindh ' £ ff:gn
atory Authority B F

SINDH PUBLIC PROCURCMENT

HE GULAiORY AUTHORITY
¥
. 2.4
Karachi dated February,

Sindh Public Procurement Regul
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Local Govemment & House Town Planning
Department,

KARACHI

EVIEW COMMITTEE OF SINDH PUBLIC

Subject: DECISION OF THE R
ATORY AUTHORITY

PROCUREMENT REGUL

bject cited above and to enclose

The undersigned is directed to refer to the su
held on 11.02.2026 against

decision of Review Committee meeting

herewith a copy of the
ampany on EPADS NIT{ID No0.8-251095017

Review Appeal submitted by M/s Kamran & K

dated 13.10.2025 for information and necessary action.

= (] J\/\M/ /1

RRUKH AZIZ)

ant Direc Jepal -
11)

A copy is forwarded for information and necessary action to :-

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

2. The Chief Engineer, Engineering Department, Karachi Metropolitan Corporation

(KMC).

3. M/s Kamran & Kampany (The Appellant)
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Decision of the Review Committee under Rule-32 of

the SPP Rules, 2010 held on 11.02.2026

M/s Kamran & Kampany
(The Appellant)

VIS

The Chairman Procurement Committee, Contract Management, Engineering
Department, Karachi Metropolitan Corporation (KMC)

(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.

1 Introduction:
1.1 The Chairman Procurement Committee, Contract Management, Engineering Department.

Karachi Metropolitan Corporation (KMC) "The Procuring Agency" invited bids for procurement
of Civil Works vide Tender No. CPC/ED/KMC/2025-26/07-Karachi dated 08-10-2025 through
publication in Newspapers and also uploaded / posted at their own end at EPADS-SPPRA Website
vide Serial No. $-251095017 dated 13.10.2025. The procedure of Procurement was Single Stage -
Two Envelope. The technical and financial bids were opened on 20.1 1.2025 and 24.12.2025
respectively.

1.2 The appellant submitted bid for Work No. 1 viz "Improvement and Development of
various business areas in Karachi— Phase — ITADP No. 1775 /2025 -26). The procuring agency

disqualified the Appellant firm.

13 That the Appellant lodged a complaint to the Complaint Redressal Committee
(CRC) vide letter No. dated 14-01-2026 but the CRC failed to announce the decision within
stipulated time period.

14 Consequently, the appellant, submitted a Review Appeal before the Review Committee

vide letter No. dated 29-01-2026 under Rule-31 (5) of the SPP Rules, 2010.
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2. Procecdings of the Meeting:

2.1 The Chairman of the Review Committee invited the Appellant and the Procuring Agency

to explain their version from one to another.

3. Appellant’s Version:

31 The representative of the appellant firm submitted that the technical bids were opened
on 20.11.2025. and our firm was declared technically qualified upon completion of the

evaluation process.

32 Subsequently, the Procuring Agency opened the financial bids and uploaded the Bid
Evaluation Report on EPADS on 12.01.2026. In the said report, our firm was shown as

disqualified on the ground that our financial bid was tied with that of another bidder.
33 The representative explained that:

« OQur firm quoted a bid amount below 20% of the Engineer’s Estimate.

« In preparing the bid, our firm rounded off the decimal value of each individual
component.

+ However, the Procuring Agency recalculated our bid by converting component

amounts into decimal form and then rounding off only the total bid amount.

34 As a result of this recalculation, our quoted amount—originally amounting 10

Rs. 414.726.301/—was altered and reflected as Rs. 414,726,300/-.

35 This unilateral alteration created an artificial tie with another bidder who had quoted

Rs. 414.726.300/-. On this basis, the Procuring Agency rejected our bid.

-~

3.6 It was further submitted that the Procuring Agency wrongfully rounded off and adjusted
our quoted amount, thereby manipulating the final figure. Had the Procuring Agency

considered our bid exactly as quoted, without recalculation or rounding adjustment, our firm

would have emerged as the lowest evaluated bidder.

3.7 Accordingly, it was respectfully submitted that the rejection of our bid on the ground

of a tie is unlawful, arbitrary, and contrary to the principles of fair and transparent procurement.

4. Procuring Agency’s Version:-

4.1 The representative of the Procuring Agency, Mr. Amanullah Sangi, Chairman
Procurement Committee, appeared before the Review Committee and submitted that the bids

were evaluated strictly in accordance with the terms and conditions laid down in the Notice
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Inviting Tender (NIT) and in compliance with the guidelines of the Sindh Public Procurement

Regulatory Authority.

4.2 He submitted that the Appellant Firm was rightly disqualified, as its financial bid was
tied with the bidder listed at Serial No. 4 in the Bid Evaluation Report (BER). Therefore, the
allegation of manipulation of the bid amount, as raised by the Appellant, is unfounded and

devoid of merit.

4.3 He further explained that the Appellant had offered a bid below 20% of the Engincer’s
Estimate. During the evaluation process, the Procurement Committee calculated the total bid

amount on the basis of the percentage (below 20%) offered by the Appellant.
4.4 He added that upon recalculation, a difference was found between:

+ the total amount quoted by the Appellant, and
« the corrected amount derived from applying the offered percentage to the Engincer’s

Estimate.

45  Accordingly, the Committee considered the corrected value for the purpose of

evaluation and prepared the Bid Evaluation Report on that basis.

4.6  He clarified that the difference arose because the Appellant rounded off the amount of
each individual item to the nearest rupee while quoting rates below 20%, which resulted in

cumulative variation in the total bid amount. He emphasized that:

o The basis of evaluation was the percentage below the Engineer’s Estimate offered by
the bidder;

« The evaluation was not based on the total amount written against each item;

e In cases where the percentage offered (e.g., below 20%) conflicts with the amount

mentioned against individual items, the percentage prevails over the stated amount.

4.7 He further submitted that, while preparing the final total bid, decimals were rounded
off to the nearest rupee. This practice, according to him, is consistent with the principles

recognized by the High Court of Sindh in Suit No. 1951 0f 2018 vide order dated 08.12.2018 .
4.8  Accordingly, he maintained that:

+ The evaluation was conducted transparently;
¢ The corrected amount was lawfully adopted;

e The creation of a tie was not artificial but resulted from the standardized evaluation

methodology; {%/ i ;
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. The disqualification of the Appellant was lawful and in accordance with SPPRA

guidelines and applicable judicial precedent.

5 Finding / Observation of the Review Committee:

uoted its bid below 20% of the Engineer’s

51  The record indicates that the Appellant q
rupee. The Procuring Agency

off individual item amounts to the nearest

y on the basis of the percentage offer

Estimate and rounded
recalculated the total bid amount strictl ed and adopted the

corrected value after rounding decimals to the nearest rupee.

g documents, this Committee finds that the

52  However, upon examination of the biddin
the quoted total and the percentage

mechanism for recalculation in case of discrepancy between

offered is not clearly elaborated. The absence of explicit clarification regarding:

«  Whether percentage or quoted amount shall prevail;

« The treatment of rounding differences;

+ The manner of correcting arithmetic discrepancies;

creates ambiguity in the evaluation framework.
53  The difference between the quoted amount and the corrected amount, though

numerically marginal, materially affected the ranking of bidders and resulted in the declaration

of atie.

5.4  Where an adjustment directly affects the determination of the lowest evaluated bidder.

such adjustment must be based on an expressly stated rule and uniformly applied to all bidders.

55  Members of the view that even in the absence of mala fide intention, where procedural

ambiguity creates reasonable doubt regarding the correctness of evaluation, the appropriate

course is to direct re-evaluation to ensure that the process remains beyond reproach.

56 Inview of the above discussion, this Review Committee is of the considered opinion

that:

. The evaluation methodology requires reconsideration to ensure strict adherence to the

bidding documents;

« The treatment of percentage-based bids vis-a-vis quoted amounts must be applied in a

clear and consistent manner;

« The matter warrants re-gvaluation to remove ambiguity and ensure transparency.

57  The Committee observed that the CRC heard the parties; however, due to the non-

availability of the Chairman, the decision of the CRC could not be issued under his signature.
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/ Consequently, the procuring agency did not announce its decision within the stipulated time
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6. DECISION:

6.1  The Review Committee after due diligent and deliberations unanimously decided that

the matter is remanded back to the Procuring Agency / Procurement Committee for fresh

financial evaluation of all bids. The Procurement Committee shall:

i. Clearly apply the evaluation methodelogy strictly in accordance with the bidding
documents;
ii.  Ensure uniform treatment of percentage-based bids;
iii.  Record detailed reasons for any correction, recalculation, or rounding adjustments;
iv. A revised Bid Evaluation Report shall be uploaded in accordance with applicable

rules.

‘% & The Procuring Agency shall ensure full compliance with the applicable rules and principles

governing public procurement.

The meeting ended with the vote of thanks to and from the Chair.
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(Farman Ali Chandio) (Engr. Haji Parpio Sahito)
Chief of the Section, P&D Department, Independent Professional
Government of Sind (Member)
(\lcmber)
\ nm F. llajl)U (Abdul Sami Kchar) -
Member SPPRA Board Member SPPRA Board
(Member) (Member)

(Ghulam Qadir Khan Talpur)

Managing Director, SPPRA
(Chairman)
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