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No. LC/SPPRA /2025-2026 /Qqq Karachidated “— May,2026

The Superintendent Engineer /

Chairman Complaint Redressal Committee
Provincial Building Circle,

KARACHI

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 07.05.2026 against
Review Appeal submitted by M/s Mass Holdings on NIT EPADS No. S-26030729318 dated
04.03.2026 for information and necessary action.

(FA AZIZ)
J Assistant Director (Legal —1I)

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

» The Members of the Review Committee (ALL)
» M/s Mass Holdings, (The Appellant)
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Decision of the Review Committee under Rule-32 of

the SPP Rules, 2010 held on 07.05.2026
M/s Mass Holdings
(The Appellant)
Versus
The Executive Engineer, Provincial Building Division -I, Karachi

(The Procuring Agency)

The meeting of the Review Committee commenced with the recitation of verses from the Holy

Quran. Thereafter, the Chair welcomed the participants and briefed the Committee on the case.

1. Facts and Background

1.1 The Executive Engineer, Provincial Building Division-I, Karachi (hereinafter referred
to as “the Procuring Agency”) invited bids for the work titled “Establishment of
Rehabilitation Centre for Drug Addicts at New Karachi (ADP No. 2857 / 2025-26) -
Supply and Installation of Passenger Lift 630 Kg” vide NIT No. TC/G-55/1273 dated
04.03.2026 through publication in newspapers and on the EPADS-SPPRA website vide
NIT/ID No. S-26030729318 dated 04.03.2026. The procurement was carried out under the
Single Stage — Two Envelope Procedure. The technical bids were opened on 19.03.2026,

whereas the financial bids remained unopened.

1.2 The Appellant participated in the subject NIT; however, the Procuring Agency did not
consider the Appellant’s bid and uploaded the Technical Evaluation Report on EPADS without
mentioning the Appellant.

1.3 The Appellant filed a complaint before the Complaint Redressal Committee (CRC)
under Rule 31 of the SPP Rules, 2010 on 24.03.2026. The CRC held its meeting and announced
its decision. However, being dissatisfied with the decision of the CRC, the Appellant filed a
Review Appeal under Rule 32(1) of the SPP Rules, 2010 vide letter dated 15.04.2026.
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2, Proceedings of the Meeting

2.1 Mr. Sabri, Proprietor of M/s MAS Holdings, appeared before the Review Committee
and stated that he had submitted bids through the EPADS system as well as in hard copy, along
with the bid security and tender fee, before the submission deadline. However, the Procuring
Agency did not consider his bid for reasons best known to them, as his name was not reflected

in the Technical Evaluation Report uploaded on EPADS.

2.2  He further stated that he had submitted a complaint before the Complaint Redressal
Committee; however, the CRC rejected his complaint with the remarks that the complaint was

without merit.

2.3  The Appellant further contended that the opening date of the NIT published in
newspapers was mentioned as 24th March 2026, whereas the opening date mentioned on
EPADS and in the bidding documents was 19th March 2026, which created confusion and was

misleading.

24  The representatives of the Procuring Agency, namely Mr. Waseem Kaimkhani,
Superintendent Engineer, Provincial Building Circle, Karachi, and Mr. Wajahat Ahmed Patoli,
Executive Engineer, Provincial Building Division-I, appeared before the Committee and stated
that the Appellant had not submitted the Bid Security Pay Order and Tender Fee; therefore, his

bid was not considered by the Procurement Committee.

2.5  They further clarified that a similar tender had previously been invited through EPADS,
which was subsequently cancelled. The Appellant had submitted a hard copy profile despite
the requirement that submissions be made through EPADS. The earlier tender was cancelled

because no bidder had uploaded the tender documents on EPADS.

2.6  The Committee sought clarification from the Appellant regarding the non-submission
of the Tender Fee and Bid Security. The Appellant explained that the Procuring Agency had
invited bids for the same work one month earlier, wherein he had submitted hard copies of the
bid along with the bid éecurity and tender fee; however, he failed to submit the bid through
EPADS in that tender process. Subsequently, the Procuring Agency cancelled the NIT and
invited fresh bids.

2.7  He further informed the Committee that the original Bid Security Pay Order and Tender

Fee already remained in the custody of the Procuring Agency. He stated that, prior to the
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submission deadline for the fresh NIT, he had furnished a letter requesting that the previously

submitted Pay Order be considered as Bid Security for the current NIT.,

2.8 The Committee inquired from the Procuring Agency whether the Appellant had
submitted his bid on EPADS and whether his bid security remained in the custody of the
Procuring Agency. The representatives of the Procuring Agency admitted that the Appellant
had uploaded his bid on EPADS; however, the bidder failed to submit the Tender Fee again.
Therefore, his bid was not considered by the Procurement Committee, as the Tender Fee is
non-refundable and must be submitted with every bid. Upon inquiry by the Committee from
appellant regarding submission of Tender fee afresh, he replied that the Tender Fee pay order

is available with him.

2.9  With regard to the complaint concerning different dates for submission and opening of
bids, the representatives of the Procuring Agency explained that the discrepancy occurred due

to a clerical error.

3. Findings and Observations of the Review Committee:-

i In case of cancellation of an NIT, bid security shall be returned to all bidders
not later than fifteen (15) days in accordance with Rule 37 (4) of the SPP Rules,
2010. However, in the instant case, the Procuring Agency failed to return the

bid security to the bidder within the stipulated time period.

ii. The Procuring Agency mentioned different dates in the NIT published in
newspapers and those uploaded on EPADS, which created confusion regarding

deadline of submission of bids.

iii.  The Executive Engineer and Tender Clerk had not obtained the mandatory
training on the SPP Rules, 2010 as required under the SGA&CD Circular dated

/@\\,* 27.04.2017.

iv. The Procuring Agency shall ensure that all concerned officials attend the

Procurement Certification Training conducted by SPPRA.
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Decision of the Review Committee:-

In view of the above observation and after due deliberation, the Review Committee
unanimously decided to remand the case back to the Procurement Committee for re-
evaluation of the bids of the Appellant on merit in accordance with the Rule -32 (7)
(d) SPP Rules, 2010 adhere to the evaluation criteria and other terms and conditions
set forth in the bidding documents, and to upload the revised evaluation report on

EPADS showing details of all participating bidders along with reasons for rejection
and acceptance.

The meeting concluded with a vote of thanks to and from the Chair.
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(Farman Ali Chandio) (Advocate Aqib Hussain)
Chief of the Section, P&D Department, Independent Professional
Government of Sind (Member)
(Member)
Aageo sy ouldes
(Nhziln F. Haji) |/ (Abdul Sami Kehar)
Member SPPRA Board Member SPPRA Board
(Member) (Member)

(Ghulam Qadir Khan Talpur)

Managing Director, SPPRA
(Chairman)
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