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dated 3O March, 2026

]

Karachi

No. LC/SPPRA/2025-2026/7 /3

To,
The Secretary to Government of Sindh,
Works & Services Department,
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 13.03.2026 against

Review Appeal submitted by M/s Riazuddin Qureshi & M/s Tahseen Qureshi, Construction
Company against NIT on PPMS-SPPRA website vide NIT/ID No. T01265-25-0001 fo

information and necessary action.
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A copy is forwarded for information 1o :-
1. The Chairperson / Members of Review Committee (All).
2. The Superintending Engineer, Works & Services District Mirpurkhas/ Chairman
Complaint Redressal Committee (CRC)

3. The Executive Engineer, Highways Division, Mirpurkhas

4. M/s Riazuddin Qureshi & M/s Tahseen Qureshi (The Appellants).
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Decision of the Review Committee under Rule-32 of

the SPP Rules, 2010 held on 13.03.2026
M/s Riazuddin Qureshi

M/s Tahseen Qureshi

(The Appellants)

Versus

The Executive Engineer, Provincial Highways Division, Mirpurkhas
(The Procuring Agency)

recitation of verses from the Holy

The Meeting of the Review Committee started with
pants and briefed about the case.

Quran. After that the Chair welcomed the partici

I Introduction:

1.1  TheExecutive Engineer, Highways Division, Mirpurkhas “The Procuring Agency" invited
bids vide Tender No. TC/G-55/1785/of 2025 dated 20.10.2025 through publication in
Newspapers and also hoisted on PPMS- SPPRA website vide Serial No. NIT/ID No.
T01265.25.0001 dated 21.10.2025. The procedure of procurement was Single Stage Two Envelope

12 The appellants (M/s Riaz Qureshi & M/s Tahseen Qureshi) submitted bids through courier
service for the work no. 09 & work no. 06 viz “Construction of Road from KGM-Dengan road

to Village Hussain Kamdar and Fauji Attaullah Khaskheli Deh — 221 UC Dengan Mile :-0/0-
0/5 (1.00 km) and “Construction of Road from Village Ghafoor Kaloi to Village Yaqoob Kaloi
Deh — 188 UC Mir Khuda Bux Talpur — 1 Taluka Digri Mile 0/0-0/3+48( ", However, the

procuring agency did not consider their bids.

13 Subsequently, the Appellants lodged a complaint with the Complaint Redressal Committee
under Rule 31 of the SPP Rules, 2010, on 02.12.2025 and 22.01.2026, seeking redressal of their
grievances. However, the CRC decided the matter on 02.02.2026 pursuant to the directions of the

Honourable High Court of Sindh, Circuit Court, Mirpurkhas dated 21.01.2026, as the Appelants
had filed Constitutional Petition No. D-08 of 2026 on 08-01-2026.

14 Later on, being dissatisfied with the decision of the CRC, the Appellant filed an Appeal

before the Review Committee on 11.02.2026 under Rule 32 of the SPP Rules, 2010,
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2. Proceedings of the Meeting:

21  The Chair requested the participants, the Appellant as well as the Procuring Agency, to

explain their respective versions or stances (o onc another.

3 Appellant’s Version:-

3.1.  Mr. Riazuddin Qureshi and Mr. Tahseen Qureshi proprietor of M/s Riazuddin Qureshi and
M/s Tahseen Qureshi, appeared before the Review Committee and stated that, in compliance with
the NIT, he submitted bids for the aforementioned works along with the requisite documents through
Leopard Courier Service which was received by the Mr. Khair Muhammad on 20.11.2025 but the

Appellant’s technical proposal was not opened.

32 After that the Appellants inquired the bid's status from the tender clerk of the department /
procuring agency, in response the tender clerk informed that no bid / tender was received from your
firm. According to the claimed of the Leopard Courier Service the tender documents was received

by the procuring agency / department and also got receiving.

33  Further, the Appellants were informed that complaints were lodged with the CRC, but the
CRC did not decide the matter. Consequently, they had approached the Honorable High Court of
Sindh, Circuit Court, Mirpurkhas. In compliance with the directions of the Honorable Court CRC

meeting was convened, and the Appellants' complaints were rejected.

3.4  Later on, the Appellants requested the Review Committee to Review the matter.

4. Procuring Agency version;-

4.1  Mr. Abdul Sattar Khatti, Superintendent Engineer and Mir Ali Raza Talpur, Executive
Engineer, Highways Division, Mirpurkhas, Works & Services Department, appeared before the
Review Committee and contended that the bids of the Appellant have not been received to the

procuring agency till the date of the opening of bids.

42  They further informed that their office neither received the tender documents from Leopard
Courier Service, Mirpurkhas, nor was any record available from any office staff. They further stated
that the Appellants were merely leveling allegations with malafide intent against their office and

creating hindrances in the procurement process.

43  They informed that the office received Sixty Four (64) tenders directly by hand from the

bidders / contractors and Seven (7) tender documents through courier which is evident a healthy and
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, fair competition through courier. If the Appellants' bids had been received, this would have been
/ included.
5. Finding /Observation of the Review Committee:-

5.1 The Review Committee inquired of the procuring agency regarding the non-convening
of the CRC. In response, the representative of the procuring agency informed the Committee
that the Appellant had approached the Honorable High Court of Sindh and that the status of the
complaint remained sub judice. However, pursuant to the directions of the Honourable High

Court of Sindh, the CRC decided the matter.

52  The Review Committee inquired from the procuring agency that the how much bidders
were participated in the work no. 6 and 9 and how many bids were received through courier
service and by hand bids. In response the representation of the procuring agency informed that
for the work no.9 only 06 bids were received. However, for the work no. 06 only 10 bids were

received and total 07 bids were received through courier services.

53  The Review Committee sought clarification from the Appellants as to whether they had

any proof that their bids were received by an official of the procuring agency. In response, the

Appellants produced the receipt from Leopard Courier Service, which reflected the name of
Mr. Khair Muhammad. In response, the representative of the procuring agency informed the
Comnmittee that during the CRC meeting, the Appellants brought a representative of Leopard
Courier Service and showed the delivery slip, on which only the name of Khair Muhammad was
written, without any signature. The representative further informed that the tender documents

were left without being handed over to the office staff, constituting negligence on their part.

}{ 54  Moreover, the Review Committee verbally summoned the custodian of the record and

Mr. Khair Muhammad to appear before it and explain the established procedure for the receipt

y of dak (official correspondence / mail). Upon inquiry, the officials of the procuring agency who
(a appeared before the Review Committee declined to accept or acknowledge receipt of the

courier envelope submitted by the Appellant. Specifically, they maintained that no such courier

envelope was received by them, and they disputed the claim that it had been duly delivered to
their office.
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pectsion of the Review Comumitiee; -

0.1 In the light of the above-mentioned findings and observations and after due

Jeliberation, the Review Committee unanimously decide
appeal in terms of Rule - 32 (7)) of the SPP Rules, 2010.

d 1o dismiss / reject the instant review
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(Farman Ali Chandio) T (Engr. S.M Shahkaib)
Independent Professional

Chief of the Section, P&D Department,
Government of Sind (Member)
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The meeting ended with the vote of thanks fo and Srom the Chair. l jf)
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(Ghulam Qadir Khan Talpur)
Managing Director, SPPRA
(Chairman)
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