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March 24, 2026 TL2026/0324/1A

Secretary,

Environment, Climate Change & Coastal Development Department,
Government of Sindh,

Karachi.

Subject: Complaint Against Allegations of Violations of SPPRA Rules 2010 by the
Environment, Climate Change & Coastal Development Department (ECC&CDD) in the Tender

for Automation of Industrial Environmental Monitoring (ADP Scheme No. 866/2025)
Dear Sir,

Transparency International Pakistan has received a complaint against allegations of violations of
SPPRA Rules 2010, by Environment, Climate Change & Coastal Development Department
(ECC&CDD) in the Tender for Automation of Industrial Envirenmental Moenitoring (ADP Scheme No.

866/2025) (Annex-A),

The complainant has made the lollowing allegations:

I. The Environment, Climate Change & Coastal Development Department invited tender for the
project titled “Automation of Indusirial Environmental Moaitoring, Inspection and Assessment
(ADP Scheme No. 866/2025)" vide NIT dated 05-01-2026.

2. M/s Wamtsol (Pvt) was declared as the most advantageous bidders following the opening of the
bids. However, on 17" February 2026, the competing Joint Venture of M/s ZTechnetics (Pvt) Ltd
& A. Hamsons (Pvt) Ltd filed a complaint with the Complaint Redressal Committce (CRC).

3. Onthe complaint, the CRC conducted multiple deliberations on 23 February, 4 March and 10 March
2026 and materially altered the evaluation outcome, depriving WamtSol of an opportunity to
respond.

4. As part of its review and in violation of SPPRA Rule 43, the Environment, Climate Change &
Coastal Development Department (ECC&CDD), Govt of Sindh allowed the bidder to submit
additional documentary evidence, allowing the bidder to rectify its deficiencies in the bid after
submission and opening. During the review, the experience credentials of another company namely
M/s Hamara.Biz (Pvt) Lid were submitted and considered to award fuell marks (20) for General IT
Experience to M/s A. Hamsons (Pvt) Lid, which is a separate legal entity.

5. In violation of the SPPRA Rule 31(5) which requires CRC to announce its decision within seven
days, the SPPRA issued is decision on 10™ March 2026, 23 days later.

6. The CRC decided to award full number under TT services, resulting in misapplication of the
evaluation criteria. It is o be noted that the subject procurement is around supply of hardware
equipment and software services, where the firm that is now being considered for contract award
after changes in the score by CRC is a civil construction firm.

7. The lead partner of the competing Joint Venture, ZTechnetics (Pvt) Ltd, also does not hold active
FBR GST registration which is a key part of the work and services required in the subject NIT.

Transparency International Pakistan Comments

Transparency International Pakistan has reviewed the allegations of the complaint. Prima facie,
the allegations seem correct. Following are TI Pakistan's commenits:

1. SPPRA Rule 43 explicitly prohibits any modification to the substance of bids after submission. In
the present case, it is clear that the CRC has relied on documentary evidence that ought io have
been submitted as part of the original bid, rather than being introduced at the CRC stage. This
reliance effectively allows for post-submission improvement of the bid, which is not permissible
under the Rules.
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SPPRA Rule 43: Clarification of Bids — (1) ' Provided that the procuring agency may ask
the bidders for clarifications needed to evaluate the bids but shall not permit any bidder to
change the substance of price of the bid"

2. SPPRA Rule 31 (5) requires CRC to announce its decision within seven days and intimate the
same o the bidder. Incase the commitiee fails to arrive at the decision within seven days,
complaint is transferred to the Review Committce. In the subject case, if the complaint
allegations that the CRC conducted multiple deliberations and failed to announce decision
within mandatory timeline, are correct, it is deemed to be a violation of Rule 31({5), quoted
below:

SPPRA Rule 31(5) — Mechanism for Redressal of Grievance: “The complaint redressal
committee shall announce its decision with seven days and intimate the same to the bidder and
the authority within three working days....... "

Transparency International Pakistan Recommendations

Transparency International Pakistan requests the Secretary ECC&CD Department to examine the
allegations of the complaint in light of SPPRA Rules 2010 and if found correct, issue directives to re-
invite tender in line with SPPRA Rules 2010 to avoid mis-procurement.

Transparency International Pakistan is striving for across-the-board application of Rule of Law, which
is the only way to stop corruption, and achieve Zero tolerance against corruption.

Regards,

,

/ QA dvocate Daniyal Muzaffar,
%, / rusice/Legal Advisor
Transparency International Pakistan
Copies forwarded for the information with request to take action under their mandate to;

1. Chief Minister, CM House, Karachi
2. Chief Secretary, Government of Sindh, Karachi.
3. Minister, Environment, Climate Change & Coastal Development Department Sindh, Karachi.
4. Managing Director, Sindh Public Procurement Regulatory Authority, Karachi.
5. Registrar, High Court of Sindh, Karachi
Note:

This is to clarify that Transparency International Pakistan is not a complainant, it acts as a whistleblower
and operate under Article 19-A, of the Constitution of Pakistan which gives the right to public 1o know
how government is being run by public officers. Article 19-A makes the right to access of information
pertaining to a public authority a fundamental right, and a three member bench in case of Mukhtar
Ahmad Ali vs the Registrar, Supreme Court of Pakistan, Islamabad, headed by Chief Justice Qazi Faez
Isa in the landmark judgment on 16 October 2023, in CP No. 3532/2023, has declared that

“What previously may have been on a nced-to-know basis Article 19A of the Constitution has
transformed it to a right-to-know, and the Access to information is no longer a discretion granted
through occasional benevolence, but is now a fundamenial right available with every Pakistani

which right may be invoked under Article 19A of the Constitution”
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# WAMTSOL (PRIVATE) LTD.
Corporate Universal Identification No, 0142138

w ®) +92223822095
wamitsol @ +92303 2251852

Reference: amtSol/SEPA/2026/006
Dated: 17 March 2026

To:
Managing Director,
Sindh Public Procurement Regulatory Authority (SPPRA)
Government of Sindh

Subiject: APPEAL UNDER RULE 32 OF THE SINDH PUBLIC PROCUREMENT
RULES 2010 AGAINST CRC DECISIONS REGARDING ADP SCHEME NO.

A e A N . . e ——————————

866/2025
Reference:

Tender Notice dated 05 January 2026 (ADP Scheme 866/2025).

CRC Decisions No. SO{ECC&CDD) V-865/25 and V-866/25 dated 10 March 2026.
WamtSo! Letter Ref; WamtSol/SEPA/2026/003 (Status of Procurement).

WamtSol Letter Ref: WamtSol/SEPA/2026/004 (Complaint under Rule 31).
WamiSol Letter Ref: WamtSol/SEPA/2026/005 (Request for Documents).

Rule 32 of the Sindh Public Procurement Rules, 2010.

CEE N P

Dear Sir,

Pursuant to Rule 32 of the Sindh Public Procurement (SPP) Rules 2010, Mis WamtSol
(Private) Limited hereby respectfully files/submits this formal Appeal before the Review
Committee against the deeply biased and legally indefensible decisions issued by the
Complaint Redressal Committee (CRC) of the Environment, Climate Change & Coastal
Development Department (ECC&CDD).

The impugned CRC decisions raise serious concerns relating to transparency,
procedural compliance, and proper application of the evaluation criteria prescribed in
the bidding documents.

These issues materially affect the integrity of the procurement process and therefore require
review by the Authority. Please find hereunder the Appeal

www.wamtsel.com wamtz@wamtsol.com @ www.facebook.comiwamtsal @ www.twitter.comiwamtsol
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1. INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to Rule 32 of the Sindh Public Procurement Rules, 2010, M/s WamtSol
(Private) Limited respectfully submits this Review Appeal against the decisions issued by
the Complaint Redressal Committee (CRC) of the Environment, Climate Change & Coastal
Development Department concerning the procurement titled:

sAutomation of Industrial Environmental Monitoring, Inspection and Assessment
(ADP Scheme No. 866/2025)"

The impugned CRC decisions suffer from serious procedural irregularities, inconsistent
application of evaluation criteria, violation of mandatory statutory timelines, and
acceptance of post-bid documentation, thereby undermining the transparency and
integrity of the procurement process.

2. BACKGROUND OF THE PROCUREMENT

The Procuring Agency issued a Tender Notice on 05 January 2026 for the subject
procurement.

Following publication of the Bid Evaluation Report, complaints were submitted by the
competing Joint Venture:

M/s ZTechnetics (Private) Limited & A. Hamsons (Private) Limited.

Subsequently, the CRC issued its decisions dated 10 March 2026, which altered the
evaluation outcome.

These decisions materially affected the competitive standing of WamtSol (Private} Limited
and raise significant legal and procedural concerns requiring review by the Authority.
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3. CLANDESTINE CRC PROCEEDINGS AND LACK OF TRANSPARENCY

(Violation of Rule 4)

Rule 4 of the SPP Rules mandates that procurement processes must be conducted in a
transparent, fair, and equitable manner.

However, the CRC conducted muitiple deliberations on 23 February, 4 March, and 10
March 2026 regarding the complaint submitted by the competing Joint Venture.

Despite being the directly affected bidder, WamtSol:
» was not formally notified of these proceedings;
« was not invited to present its position before the CRC; and
» was not provided access to submissions made by the competing bidder.

The CRC effectively conducted closed-door deliberations that materially altered the
evaluation outcome, thereby depriving WamtSol of an opportunity to respond.

Such conduct constitutes a clear violation of the principles of transparency and equal
treatment under Rule 4.

4. NON-COMPLIANCE WITH MANDATORY TIMELINE
(Viofation of Rule 31(5))

Under Rule 31{5), the Complaint Redressal Committee is required to announce its
decision within seven (7} days of receipt of a complaint.

The competing Joint Venture filed its complaint on 17 February 2026.

However, the CRC issued its decision on 10 March 2026, approximately 23 days later,
significantly exceeding the statutory timeframe prescribed under Rule 31.

This unexplained delay constitutes a procedural irregularity and appears to have enabled
submission and consideration of additional documentation after the bid stage.

www.wamtsol.com wamiz@wamtsol.com @ www.facebook.com/wamtsal @ www.twitter.com/wamtsol
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5. ACCEPTANCE OF POST-BID DOCUMENTATION
(Violation of Rule 43)

Rule 43 permits clarification of bids only for the purpose of removing minor ambiguities
and expressly prohibits modification of the substance of a bid after submission.

The CRC decision indicates that the competing Joint Venture was permitted to submit
additional documentary evidence and undertakings during the complaint proceedings
in order to establish its experience credentials.

Acceptance of such documents effectively allowed the bidder to rectify deficiencies in its
bid after submission, which constitutes a material modification of the bid and is
inconsistent with Rule 43.

6. INCONSISTENT APPLICATION OF EVALUATION STANDARDS
(Violation of Rules 4 and 42)

A fundamental contradiction exists between the reasoning adopted by the CRC in its two
decisions dated 10 March 2026.

In Decision No. V-865/25, the CRC adopted an extremely strict interpretation of corporate
identity and experience attribution while examining the credentials of WamtSol (Private)
Limited.

The Committee subjected WamtSol's corporate history to meticulous scrutiny and ultimately
reduced its marks for General IT Experience to 14 marks.

However, in Decision No. V-866/25, the same CRC abandoned this strict legal standard
while evaluating the competing Joint Venture.

The CRC awarded the Joint Venture the maximum 20 marks for General IT Experience
based on documentation submitted in the name of “M/s HAMARA.BIZ (Private) Limited”
for the period 2015-2017/18, even though the bidding entity claiming this experience was
A. Hamsons (Private) Limited, which is a separate legal entity.

www.wamtsol.com wamtz@wamtsol.com @ www.facehbock.comiwamtscl @ www.twitter.com/wamtsol
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Under procurement law, experience belonging to one enlity cannot automatically be
attributed to another entity without documentary evidence demonstrating corporate
succession, merger, acquisition, or lawful transfer of business operations.

No such legal continuity has been established in the CRC decision.
Accordingly, the CRC applied two different legal standards:

« strict corporate scrutiny for WamtSol; and

» relaxed and permissive evaluation for the competing Joint Venture.

Such inconsistent treatment violates the principles of fairness and equal treatment under
Rule 4, and contradicts Rule 42, which requires that bids be evaluated strictly in accordance
with the criteria specified in the bidding documents.

7. IMPROPER ATTRIBUTION OF IT EXPERIENCE

The CRC awarded the competing Joint Venture 20 marks for General IT Experience,
relying upon documentation associated with HAMARA.BIZ (Private) Limited.

However, the Joint Venture partner claiming this experience, A. Hamsons (Private)
Limited, is primarily a civil construction firm, whose principal line of business relates to
civil works and construction activities.

The evaluation criteria clearly required General IT Experience, and equating civil
construction experience with IT expertise represents a misapplication of the evaluation
criteria.

This decision is inconsistent with the requirement under Rule 42(1) that bids be evaluated
strictly in accordance with the criteria stated in the bidding documents.
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8. TAX COMPLIANCE AND ELIGIBILITY CONCERNS

The procurement under consideration involves supply of hardware equipment in addition
to software services.

Where supply of taxable goods is involved, bidders are generally required to possess valid
General Sales Tax registration with the Federal Board of Revenue {(FBR).

Available public records indicate that the lead partner of the competing Joint Venture,
ZTechnetics (Private) Limited, may not hold active FBR GST registration and appears to
be registered only with the Sindh Revenue Board for services.

The Review Committee may therefore verify whether the competing bidder satisfies the
statutory eligibility requirements under the bidding documents and applicable tax laws.

9. REFUSAL TO DISCLOSE DOCUMENTS RELIED UPON BY CRC

WamtSol formally requested copies of the statutory and experience documents submitted by
the cempeting bidder.

However, the Procuring Agency declined to provide these documents on grounds of
confidentiality.

Where such documents form the basis of CRC decisions affecting the evaluation
outcome, refusal to disclose them prevents meaningful verification of the decision and
undermines the transparency principle under Rule 4.

10. IMPACT ON INTEGRITY OF PROCUREMENT PROCESS

The cumulative effect of the above irregularities demonstrates that the CRC proceedings
were conducted in a manner that:

« Vviolated mandatory procedural timelines;

¢ accepted post-bid documentation;

wwwwamtsol.com (&) wamtz@wamtsol.com ®) www.facebook.comiwamtsol @) www.twitter.comwamtsol
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» applied evaluation criteria inconsistently; and
» lacked transparency.

These deficiencies materially affect the credibility and integrity of the procurement
process.

11. PRAYER / RELIEF SOUGHT

In light of the foregoing, M/s WamtSol (Private) Limited respectfully requests the Review
Committee to:

1. Admit this appeal under Rule 32 of the SPP Rules.

2. Direct the Procuring Agency to produce the complete record of CRC proceedings
and evaluation documentation,

3. Examine whether the CRC proceedings complied with Rules 4, 31, 42 and 43.

4. Verify the legal attribution of experience relied upon by the competing Joint
Venture.

5. Verify the tax compliance and eligibility status of the competing bidder.

6. Suspend the procurement process until this appeal is decided, in order to
safeguard the integrity of the procurement process.

7. Pass any other order deemed appropriate to ensure compliance with the SPP Rules.
12, CONCLUSION

This appeal is submitted in good faith to ensure that the procurement process remains
consistent with the Sindh Public Procurement Rules, 2010, and that evaluation of bids is
conducted in a transparent, fair, and legally compliant manner.

WamtSol respectfully requests an opportunity of personal hearing before the Review
Committee. We are attaching the mandatory Appeal Fee (Pay Order) along with all
supporting documentary evidence.
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Sincerely,

7 LAL AHMED
g I;Bl‘"lif EXECUTIVE QFFICER
wamiaolh Ly ESoL (PAIVATE} LIMITER

Bilal

Ahmed

CE.O
Wamitsol (Private) Limited.

Enclosures:;

e

5.

Copy

Original Pay Order for Appeal Fee.

Copies of CRC Decisions No. V-865/25 and V-866/25 dated 10th March 2026.
Copy of WamtSol's Letler dated 5th March 2026 requesting documents.
FBR/SECP Evidence (proving lack of FBR GST for ZTechnetics, SRB registration
date of Jan 7, 2026, and A. Hamsons FBR Aug 2017 date).

Directors' NTN profiles and evidence of A. Hamsons' principal line of business.

to:

/;./Ihe Secretary / Chairman Procurement Commitiee, ECC&CDD.

S

. Transparency International Pakistan (TIP).
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