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Government of Pakistan

Rrblic Procuremeat Regulatory Authority
(Appeal & Review Petition Secretariat)' Ior Floor, FBC Building,C-5/2,lslzrmabad

ORI} ER

M/s Haji Sakhi Dad

...thze "?etitioner'

Ys

Depufy Director, Headquarter Logistic Area, Quetta, etc.

...the "Respondents'

D*te of *leafixg

29.O9.2426

Dr. G.M. Chaudhry (ASC)

{An behalf of the Petltlaned

Maj. Waseem Akram

{On beharl al the Respond,ent, i.e., Ee er.a)

fiVtnw ?gtlTzaw wwvw&. Y"v37.w x9{$ oT rrzE TyJB.r,,tc 
"I3:OCtttr,jEyt*TRLrLqS.- 200.4 Ali*JXS? ?nA OsrpAR 1 DECISIOIT PASSED By THE

xgs,PoxaB,x? vryg z"eTTx,R NO.6ao8 I 6,0,6 I OTA,I *T-6A-8.L?WDYA, DATF,D-
29 .tL.2A2.4 CIRCUT,.&TBD VrpE LW??WR r{O. 906lgr6,e-90l1u6 DA?ED 26-
,2-2A24 BY ?IlE IIES"OXpE,r,ZT XQ.z.

?he Authority recei.ved the titled Review Petition on

14.A7.2A26, filed by M/s Haji Sakhi Dad ("the Petitioner"),

under Rule 19t3) of the Public Procurement Rules, 2AA4

against the Blacklisting Order issr.led by Respondent (Deputy

Director, Headquarter Logistic Area, Quetta).
61

)

i'ii 2. At the very outset, learned counsel of the Petitioner

i.e., M/s Ha.ji Sakhi Dacl submitted that the petitioner is a
registered contractor o{ the Respondent Department for

approxirmately 27 years and has throughout maintained an

unblemished record, with no complaint of cormption, illegal

practice, oi misconduct against it. On A4.A4.2A25, the
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Petitioner received a letter dated 26.12.2A24 whereby it was

informid that it had been blacklisted. for a period bf ten years

pursuant to letter No. 63O8 l6A6/Qta/ST6A-SLPWDYA dated

19.1 1 .2A24 issued by Respondent No.2.

3. The counsel of the Fetitioner aiso submitted that the

impugned blacklisting was imposed without any prior notice

or show-calls€ notice, inquiry or investigation, or opportunit3r

of hearing and defence. It was neither informed of the

allegations against it nor afforded an opportunity to explain

or contest the same. The impugned action, therefore, was

alleged to be caatrary to the principles of natural justice, due

process and fair hearing.

4. The counsel of the Petitioner further sr.rbrnitted tha,t,

after receiving the said i,mpugned communication, it suffered

a serious cardiac condition and rernained under treatment at

Aga Khan University Hospit:rl, Karachi, from 13.A4.2A25 b
21.44.2A25 and again trora 17.71.2025 to 24.11.2025. Ir
asserted that its recovery continued for more than one year

and., due to its medical conditi.on, it was unable to pursue the

matter earl.ier. The relevant medical, admission and discharge

documents were stated to be annexed with the Petition.
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5. ?he counsel of the Petitioner also submitted that the

impugned decision dated 19.1 l.2A24,communi.cated through
letter dated 26.12.2024,was unlawful, arbitraryi and contrary
to the facts and record. It raaintained that no specific offence,

misconduct, contractual default, corr-upt practice, or failure
to perform any contractual obligation had been established

against it, nor had any lndependent inquiry or investigation

' been conducted before imposing the severe penalty of ten-year
blacklisting.

6. The counsel of the Petitioner further submitted that
the impugned action was allegedly based upon disclosure,
verbal information or a statement of another official who was

C)
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reportedly apprehended in Novernber 2AZ3 for smuggling /
iliegai activities. The Petitioner asserted that no independent

evidence, corroboratioa or inquiry established its
involvement, participation, facilitation or receipt of any benefit
from the alleged acts of the said oflicial. According to the
Petitioner, it could not lawfully be penalized for the alleged

acts of another person.

7 - The counsel of the Petitioner also added that the
concerned Army officer was not posted at Quetta and was not
in a position to favour any contractor or party, nor did he
possess independent authority to award or cancel a tender or
disregard the prescribed SOPs. ?herefore, merely relying upon
the alleged disclosure of such peraon, without establishing
any nexus or wrongdoing on the part of the petitioner, was

stated to be legally unsustainable.

8. The counsei of the Petitiorrer further argued that, it
had successfully completed all works and assignments

awarded to it under the relevant bids / contracts and had
never failed to perform its contractual obligations. It further
asserted that, during its approximately 27 years association

with the Respondent Department, no breach of contract,
misconduct, false or fabricated information, or other adverse

finding had been established against it. Consequently, the
impugned biacklisting was alleged to be based on assumption

rather than any proved violation.

9. The counsel of the Petitioner also submitted that, it
had neither furnished false, fabricated or misreading

information for obtaining any contract nor committed any act
warranting blacklisting. It allegecl that it had been made a
scapegoat to protect the actuai persons respons:ble fior the
aileged misconduct. The ten-year blacklisting, being

unsupported by anv established wrongdoing and in violations
of Blhckli sting Regulation s namely " Mdcha.nism of Blacktisttng
and Debarment of Bidders and Contractors Regulations, 2a24
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and imposed without due process, was stated to have caused
'" irreparable loss to its business and profesiional standing and,

therefore, warranted its delisting.

10. At the last, the counsei of the Petitioner further

submitted that the instant Review Petition was filed within the

prescribed period, reckoned from the date of receipt /
knowledge of the impugned decision, and that the prescribed

review fee had also been deposited, with the valid challan

placed on record. It accordingly maintained that the Petition

was cornpetent and maintainable. Therefore, the Petitioner

prayed that the impugned order / decision dated 19.11 .2A24,

communicated through letter dated 26.t2.2A24,be set aside,

being passed without notice, hearing, inquiry or proof of any

misconduct or contractual default, and that M/s Haji Sakhi

Dad be delisted from the list of blacklisted contractors, in the

interest ofjustice, equity and fair play.

11. On the other side, learned Representative of the

Respondent i.e., Deputy Director, Headquarter Logi.stic Area,

Quetta, submitted that the Petitioner i.e., Mls Haji Sakhi Dad

is a registered ASC Contractor, registered on 13. LI.2OOg af3er

completion of all. prescribed fiorrnalities. The firm remained

actively engaged in the tendering process thereafter and was

awarded various contracts duri.ng the years 2A2O/21 to

2A23/24. During 2A2A121, the {irm held 10 own contracts

ir:volving Meat I Chicken, Vegetabie l?ruit, Firewood , HL,

Group DP Akrani Kach, Firewood Khuzdar and DP Gashkore,

with a total value af 1O7.656 Million. During 2A21122, it held

07 own contracts valued at 39.529 Million; during 2A22/2g,

O9 own contracts vah.red at 495.A56 Miilion; and during

2A23 I 24, O7 own contracts valued at 79 .695 Million. The said

record dernonstrates the firm's continued participation in
public procurernent.

72. At the outset, the R.epresentative of the Respondent

raised preliminary objection regarding the maintainability of
Page 4 of 10
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the instant Petition. ?he petition in hancl is admittediy {iled

on 14.47.2026 against the impugned blacklisting order dated

01.03.2025 and same was received on fi.A3.2A25 to the
Petitioner, therefore, the instant petition is badly barred by

limitation as prescribed under Rule 1g{3} of the pp Rules,

2404, i.e., 3O days. Further submitted that the blacklisting
proceedings were initiated in accordance with Rule 19(a) of
the Public Procurement Rules, 2OA4, read with SRO

83411\ l2O2l, particularly the definition of "corrupt practices,,,

which includes offering, giving, receiving or soliciting, directly
or indirectly, anything of value to influence the act of another

party for wrongful gain. A detailed internal inquiry was

conducted at Quetta, wherein the Board of Oflicers

established the involvement of the Petitioner firm in corrupt
practices by way of iilegal gratification to individuals

associated with the contracting process of the Procuring

Agency-

13. ?he Representative of the Respondent further
submitted that three ofhcials of the Procuring Agency were

found involved in the matter and were terminated from service

after admitting receipt of illegal gratification. During the Court

of Inquiry held at Quetta on 26.12.2A23, the owner of the

Petitioner firm was specihcally called and questioned and,

during the proceedings, confessed to having paid cash

amounting to Rs.0.5 miilion. He was afforded a fair and

adequate opportunity to rnake his statement and place his

version of the matter before the inquiry.

14. The Representat.ive of the Respondent also added

that the Petitioner's assertion regarding the b^lacklisting

proceedings were contrary to law is misconceived. Rule 1"91a\

of the PP Rules, 2OA4 expressly authorizes the Procuring

Agency to devise and apptry a mechanism for blacklisting ahd

debarment and provides for biacklisting and cross-debarment

tor a period not exceeding ten years where corrupt ar

\
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fraudulent practices are established agai!:st a bidder in
accordance {/ith the prescribed blacklisting proceedings. The

impugned action was, therefore, taken pursuant to the

applicable legal and reguSatory fi'arnework and on the basis of

findings emerging from the inquiry.

15. The Representative of the Responderlt further argued

and submitted that the Petitioner's reliance upon an alleged

verbal statement of a Oovernment of{icin} is also misplaced.

The concerned official adrnitted receipt of illegal grati{ication

from the Petitioner lirm as well as frorn ten other firms, and

all such firms were blacklisted by the competent contracr-

sanctioning authority following a detailed inquiry. The

allegation subsequently raised by the Petitioner regarding the

said official's alleged involvement in smuggling is irrelevant to

the present proceedings, particularly as no such allegation

was established during the inquiry.

#

15. The Representative of the Respondent also submitted

that the Petitioner's plea was no basis, for the blacklisting is

further contradicted by the Petitioner's owrr appearance

before the Court of Inquiry and the statement recorded

therein. The owner adrnitted tris contact with the concerned

officer and payment of Rs.O.5 million, although payment of
cash gratilication is neither a prescribed practice nor a
requirement under the procurement procedure. Moreover, the

contract deed executed between the parties expressly

empowers the of{icer sanctioning the contract to rescind tire
contract where the contractor is guilty of fraud or directly or
indirectly gives, promises or offers any bribe, gratuity, gift,
loan, reward, advantage or pecunia.ry benefit Lo any officer or
person in Government service.

17. The Representative of the Respondent further added

that the contract conditions also autho.'jze the officer
sanctioning the contract to terminate the contract where, in
his opinion, the contractor is guilty of or suspected. of any
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anti-State or other undesirable activity, without requiring
such officer to expiain or justify the reasons for forming such

opinion. The contractual conditions, therefore, independently

reinforce the authority of the Procuring Agency to take action

against conduct involving bribery, gratification or other
prchibited practices.

18. The Representative of the Respondent also submitted

that the Petitioner's assertion, na complaints regarding its
previous performance is not disputed; Lrowever, such

contention is irrelevant to the impugned blacklisting order.

The action was not founded upon poor performance, failure in
supply or contractual default, but upon the finding of the

Petitioner's involvement in corrupt practice and illegal

gratification established during the inquiry. Likewise, the

Petitioner's subsequent denial of the statement attributed to
it during the inquiry is an attempt to disassociate itself from

the lindings and consequences arising lrom the proceedings,

notwithstanding the opportunity afforded to it during the

inquiry.

19. ?he Representati,ve of the Respondent also added

that the Petitioner's contention regarding the grounds for

blacklisting were not disclosed is also without substance, as

the basis of the impugned action has been consistently stated,

namely, the establishment of corrupt practice and payment of

illegal gratification. Simiiarly, the Petitioner's assertion

regarding the timing of blacklisting has no rnerit, as al1 lirms

found involved in the matter were blacklisted after cornpletion

of their respective contract periods, and payments against

supplies had already been processed and cleared through the

prescribed billing and payment procedures.

20. At the last. the Representative of the Respondent also

submitted that, with regard the allegation on the Procuring

Agency failed to take action against its own officials, is
factually incorrect. All three officials found involved in the
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matter were terminated from service, while all eleven

contractors found involved in the case were blacklisted by the

competent authority.

21. At the very iast, the Representative of the

Respondent further added and submitted that the impugned

blacklisting order dated O1.O3.2O25 was passed on the basis

of a duly cond.ucted inquiry and established involvernent of
the Petitioner ia illegal gratification, in violation of the

applicable PPRA integrity requirements and contractual

obligations. No procedural, legal. or constitutional defect has

been demonstrated by the Petitio{ter. AccordingXy, the Review

Petition is devoid of n:erit and liabtre Lo be dismissed, aad the

blacktisting order dated 01.A3.2A25 is liable {o be r.rpheld.

22. Ttre Revieur Petition Comrnittee (t}:e Cornmittee")

heard the learned ccunsel and representative of the parties

and exan:ined the record. At the outset, l]ne Committee

consi.ders it appropriate to determine the question of
maintainabitity of the R.eview Petition before examining its
merits.

eNIIEG

23. Firstly, the Committee observed that the instant
Review Petition was filed by M/s Haji Sakhi Dad on

*.A7,2026 under Rule 19{3} of the Public procurement

Rules, 2AA4. The Respondent tras raised a preliminary
objection that the Petition is barred by the prescribed period

of 3O days- The Respondent has stated that the impugned.

blacklisting order dated o1.o3.2o25 was received by the
Petitioner on 17.o3.2025. on the other hand., the petitioner

referred to the blacklisting decision dated 19.1 1 .2a24,
communicated through letter dated 26.12.2024, which,
accord.ing to it, was received on A4.A4.2O}S.

24. The committee aiso observed that, notwithstanding
the discrepancy in the dates referred tr: by the parties, the
Review Petition filed on 14.a2.2026 is beyond the prescribed
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. period of thirty days even if the Petitioner's own assertion of

receipt on 04.04.2025 is accepted. Accordingly, the Petition is

ex facie barred by limitation.

25. The Committee further observed that the Petitioner

has sought to cxplain the delay on medical grounds, stating

that it suffered a serious cardiac condition and remained

under treatment at Aga Khan University Hospital, Karachi,

from L3.A4 .2A25 b 2t .O4.2A25 'and again from L7 .l I .2A25 b
24.1.L.2A25, and that its recovery continued thereafter. The

Committee, however, finds that the stated periods of

hospitalization do not account for the entire period of delay

extending from the date of receipt I knowledge of the

impugned decision until 14.07.2026. No sufficient

explanation has been furnished covering the intervening

period.

26. The Committee also observed that the Petitioner has

also challenged the blacklisting on merits, alleging absence of

notice, show*cause notice, inquiry and opportunity of

hearing, and disputing the allegations of corrupt practice and

illegal gratification. The Respondent, in reply, has relied upon

the inquiry conducted at Quetta, wherein the Petitioner's

involvement was allegedly established, including the

statement of its owner regarding payment of Rs.O.S million,

and has maintained that the blacklisting was undertaken

under the applicable legal and regulatory framework. Ttre

Respondent has further stated that the three officials involved

were terminated and all eleven contractors found involved

were blacklisted.

27. The Committee, however, considers that once the

Review Petition itself is found to be barred by lirnitatiory it is
not necessary to examine the substantive grounds

challenging the blacklisting order. The statutory period

having expired, the Petition cannot be entertained merely by

raising grounds on merits or by relying upon subsequent
Page 9 of 10
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circumstances which do not satisfactorily explain the entire

28. In view of the foregoing, the Committee is of thc
considered view that the Review Petition,dated L4.o2.2026 was

Iiled beyond the period prescribed under Rule rg(3) of the

Public Procurement Rules,2oa4, and the petitioner has failed
to establish any sufficient ground to overcome the delay. The

,Petition is, thcrcfore, time-barred and consequendy not
maiataiaable. In consequencc thereof, the committee does

not consider it necessary to adjudicate upon the merits of the
grounds raised against the impugned blacklisting order.

consequently, the impugned Blacklisting order shalr remain
intact and continue to operate.

29. Accordingly, the Review petition fi1ed by Mls Haji
sakhi Dad is hereby d{smissed as trme-barred and nat
mslntrr:lnable.

Lr"^ee.t
{Dr. Muhamnnad Aslam ltrIaseem] Iflajeed]

Director General (Lega!
(Member)

{M&E}
{Member}

{Hasnat QureshiI
Managing Director {PPRA}

(Chairman of the Committee)

Dated: 12* Octaber, 2A26

!{ote: A copy of this order is being

Sr

kt*varded IT, PpRA-Islamabad,

of t|w Reuieus Petition

fr:r information

Dach psge af t?e arder has been

Committee. The order comprises
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