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I,TINUTES OF *tEETtN6 OF SCREENING COA{i,IITTEE FOR APPRAISAL OT iiINUTTS OF

EVALUATION COilrltlTTEE REGARDING TECHNICAL BIDS FOR THE ViORK OF "EALANCE woRK

OF WIDENING TO TWO LANIN6/ RE-ALIGNI,IENT AND GEO$ETRIC |i{PR,OVEi{EHT FRO},I

KA{1 1.000 TO l${ I 14.618 OF NH-44A lN TFlt STATE OF }'tlZORA'14"'

A meeting of Screening Committee (SCi for appraisat of the recommendatisn of

Evatuation Committee {tC} with regard to Technicat Evatuation of bids for the above'

mentioned subject. wCIrk was hetd on 24.A1.2A?.4 under the chairinanshlp of Chief

Engineer iNorth East), MoRTEH in his chamber, Transport Bhawan, New Del'hi'

2.. At the very outset of the meeting CE (North East) wetcomed the participants for

screening of evatuation of bids done by [C. The miilutes of fC were perused by the 5C

and fottowing are noted:

2.1 The bids for the above-mentioned work amounting to Rs.132.42 crore

(amount put to tender) was invited by Chief Engineer, Highways, lvlizoram P\{0,

Aizawt, Mizoram vide lnvitation for Bid {lfB} No. 2/IFB/5DBICE-HW /2073'74 dt"

ZZ.O1.7AZ3 and Pre-bid meeting was heid at Chief Engineer, Highways, Mizoram

PWD office, Aizawi, Mizoram on 29.09.2023, one bidder i.e., M/s ASCI

lnfrastructure Pvt. Ltd. attended the Pre-Bid Meeting. The bids were opened on

26.1A.?A73. A totat of 4 {four} bids were received by extended BDD of

75.10.2A73 from the fotlowing bidders:

sl.
No.

Name of the Bidder

1 SHRI EALAJI CONSTRUCTION COMPANY, Dungarpur-314001,

7 ABCI INFRASTRUCTURE PW. LTD., Sitchar-788@1, Assarn

3. HES INf RA PRIVATE LllytlT[D, Hyderabad - 50008 t, Te [a n gan a

4. Bhavya Construction, Silchar-788001, Assam

?.2 The EC found that in case of lv1/s Bliavya Construction, the bidder did not

submit Bid Security and other required documents physicatty as per IFB Cl. No'

5. Hence the bid of M/s Bhavya Construction was not considered far evatuation.

2.3 The EC observed that in case of *t/s ABCI lnfrastructure Pvt- Ltd', and

M/s HES tnfra pvt. Ltd., the bidders did not submit undertaking for providing

Machinery and Personnel as per Ct. 4.5.4 & 4.5.5 of lTB" Accordingly,

cl,arification in this regard was sought from the bidders vide letter No. SARDP-

12057/llL3tBW|CE-HW/PVfD/26 dt. 14.11.2023 and vide letter No. SARDP"

fia57 / 1 /73/gW tCr-HWlpwD/?7 dt. 14.1 1"2023. The bidders submitted their

ctarifications vide letter dt. 16. 11 .2023 &. dt. 14.1 1.2023 respectivety'
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the factor obtained by taking 7 months comptetion period as per IFB' Atthough'

it has no effect on quatification scenario as evatuated by the EC, but it is not as

per the IFB and the EC shatl adhere with the provision of IFB'

4. Based on the above, the 5c found onLy 1 (one) bidder as technically responsive

namely (i) lrt/s sHRl BAIA'I coHSTRUfiloN co[tPANY and hence it becomes the

case of single tender on the first instance of bidding'

5. ln the view of the above the 5C recommends to Annul the present bidding

process and request the State PWD to invite fresh bids for the work forthwith'

6. trleeting ended with the vote of thank to the chair'

*d)
T{,n(iffil

Superintending Engineer {East' I )

ArtoRT&H

'1,w,4o"{--
(A.K. Dey)

Assistant Finance Advisor {lFD}
ehRT&r-l

{H. Zoramliana}
Chief Engineer, HighwaYs,

&tizoram PWD

(Lal.atendu Behera)
Superintending Engineer (North East )

MoRT&H

Prakash)
Chief Engineer {North East)
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?.4 Based on the documents atong with clarifications ptaced before the EC'

the EC examined the technicat bid of the 3{three} bidders and the fottowing

3tthree) bidders are found to be technicall'y quatified'

ti) M/s SHR| BALAII CONSTRUCTION COMPANY

tii) ftl/s ABCI INFRASTRUCTURE PVT' LTS'

(iii) tr{is HES INFRA PRIYATE L|iIITED

3. The 5C re-examined the evatuation detaits of att the Bidders a5 per RFP' as

forwarded by the EC and SC found fottowing discrepancies:

3.1 As per ct. 4.5.4 of lnstn:ction to Bidders tlTB), the bidders must have

suitablyquatified..KeyPersonnet,,tobedeptoyedasperAnnexure-l.TheEC
notedthat(iiJid/sABC|lnfrastructurePvt.Ltd.,and{ii}tAlsHESlnfraFYt.Ltd.
hadsubmittedincompteteanddeficienttistofKeyPersonnetwiththeir
respective bid. The EC has obtained necessary undertaking in this regard from

thesebiddenandthereafterconsideredthebiddersastechnicaltyresponsive.

3.Tsimitarty,asperct.4.S.5oflTB,thebiddersshouldowsorhaveassured
ownershipoftheKeyPtant&EquipmenttobedeptoyedasperAnnexure-Il.But
it is noted that these two bidders have submitted repeated tist of Key Plant &

Equipment and again EC has sought under.taking: from these two bidders to this

effectandthereafterhasconsideredtheirbidsresponsive.

3'3 Such undertakings mentioned in para 3"1 & 3.? were, howeYer, observed

by the rePresentative of IFD as additionat documents, which is not attowed' The

sc agreed with the view of representative of lfD and therefore' the bids of

thesetwobiddersviz.(i)M/sABCIlnfrastructurePvt.Ltd.,and(ii}MlsHES
lnfra hrt. Ltd. are found to be non-responsive on this count'' as per ct' 4'5'4 and

Ct. 4.5.5 of lT8-

l.4Apartfromabove,thesCobsergedthatasperCt.4.5.goflTBontyt.he
works values of existing cammitrnents and ongoing works to be compteted

during the next six months from BDD at current price tevet are to be taken as

..B,,forcatcutationofBidCapacity.However,theEChasconsideredtotat

commitments as on date, irrespective of their comptetion date as "8"' This has

resulted in consideration of reduced bid capacity for the bidders' however the

samehasnoaffectintheevatuationdonebyECasthebiddersquatifyingwith
reduced vatue of "s" certainty quatifies !f vatue of "8" is taken as per ITB' But'

in future biddinS the EC shoutd eslentiatty adhere with the relevant clause of

the ITB'

3.5 Similarly, 5c has observed that the EC has wrongty considered the value

of number of years prescribed for completion of the works i'e" the value of "N"

in the calculation of bid capacity as 0'45 whereas it shoutd have been^0'58 i'e"
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