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(C. No. 232589)
Government of lndia

Ministry of Road Transport & Highways
(North East Zone)

Transport Bhawan,1, Partiament Street, New Dethi - 110 001

Dated tne$frne ,7A75

oFFrcE MEMOITANpUM

Sub: Widening from 2L to 2L+PS from km 21.000 to km 84.274 (Lengthz63.274
km) of New NH-106 along with resurfacing of existing bituminous surface and

other miscellaneous works in the State of Meghalaya" during 2023-24 under
Annual Plan- A,linutes of Screening Committee Meeting

Ptease find enctosed herewith Minutes of Screening Committee Meeting held under the

chairmanship of Chief Engineer (North East) on 17.06.7025 for screening of the bid w.r.t.
subject work, for kind information and necessary action ptease.

Yours Sincerety

Wd-w
(Vivek Anand Sharma)

Executive Engineer (NE)

For DG(RD) & SS

To:
1. Chief Engineer, NE, MORIH
2. Superintending Engineer, NE, MORTH

3. Superintending Engineer, East-1, MORTH
4. CE, PWD, Meghataya,
5. IFD, MORTH

Copy To: Regionat Officer, MoRT&H, Guwahati
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Minutes of Meeting of Screening Committee held on fl.A6.2O25 for appraisal of
'ecommendation of Evaluation Committee with regard to Technical Evaluation of-Bids for the work of '"\{idening from 2L to 2L+PS from km 21.000 to km 84.274
(Length: 63.274 km) of New NH-106 along with resurfacing of existing bituminous
surface and other miscellaneous works in the state of Meghataya

A meeting of Screening Committee for the scrutiny of the technicat bids as

evatuated by the Evatuation Committee for the above-mentioned work was hetd on
17.06.2025 under the chairmanship of Chief Engineer (NE-Zone), MoRTH in his chamber,
Transport Bhawan, New Dethi.

7. At the very outset of the meetjng CE (NE) requested the SE(NE) to present the
matter. 5E(NE) informed foltowing to the Screening Committee:

2.1 The subject work was sanctioned on 15.03.2024 for an amount of Rs 187.45 cr
with civil. cost of Rs 141 ,78 cr. This is the second occasion of bids invitation. Previousty,

bids for the work were invited by CE(Highways), Meghataya on 10.06.2024 with bid due

date of 29.A7.7024. The technical bids were opened on 30.07.7A24 and77 nos. of bids

were found to be received ontine. fhe meeting of Technical Bid Evaluation

Committee was hetd on 78.11.7074 and Committee found 20 bidders as Technicatty

Responsive (2 bidders with condition) and 7 bidders as Technicatty Non-Responsive.

7.2 The Screening Comrnittee meeting was hetd on 16.01 .7025 and it was noted by

the committee that the bid vatidity of att the bidders were expired as same were not got

extended timety by State PWD. Hence, the Screening Committee decided to annut the

tender process and to invite fresh tenders.

2.3 The bids were again invited in 03.02.2025 with bid due date of 10.03.2025. Bids

were opened on 11,03.2025 and totat 16 bids were received in the second case. The

meeting of Technicat evatuation Committee was hetd on 22.45.7.075. The Committee

found 13 bidders out of the 16 bidders as technicalty responsive. The tist of Technicalty

Responsive and Non-Responsive Bidders as evatuated by the Evatuation Committee are as

under:

(A) Technicalty Responsive: -

Z. M/s ACE-LEPL (JV)

4 res Pvt. Ltd

s rat Private

9
1

iil€ No. RW/GHT./MG,/AnnualPtan/2O23-?4/1 (Conlputer No. t37589)

Senfrated from eoffic€ by Shikha Oua. Aso(Zone-t,5D, ASO. MORTH on t$/a6/26?t ll.]o am

M/s Spica Projects and lnfrastructures Pvt.

Ltd

'1

3. Mls BCC Buitdtech Limited

5. M/s Dhar Construction Company
Limited

n
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8. M/s JKM lnfra Works

(B) Technically Non-Responsive: -

1. M/s Purbanchal Buitdtech Private

Limited

?. Mis lvlarwein Construction- P. K. &.

Company (JV)

3. Mi s Duqqat Construction

7".4 The reasons for declaring the three bidders as non-responsive are as under:

(i) l#s Purbanchat Buildtech Private Limited: The Threshotd Technicat Capacity of the
bidder is tess than as stiputtated in Clause 7.2.2.7 (i) of the RFP Hence, the bidder is
tiabte to be disquatified as per ctause no. 2.7.7".7 ti)sf the RFP.

(ii) lrt/s Marwein Construction -P. K. & COi PANY {JV): The bidder has not submitted

the detaits of the bidder as per Annex-l of Appendix-lA of the RFP. Furthe( the technical

threshotd capacity of the other partner is less than the required threshotd capacity as

per Clause 7.7.7.4 of the RFP. Hence, the bidder is tiabte to be disquatified as perctause

no. 7.2.7.4 and 2.11.1 of the RFP.

(iii) ftt/s Duggal Construction: The bid docunrent submitted by the bidder cannot be

opened as the same was password protected by the bidder" Further, the bidder has atso

not submitted the Physical documents as per Clause 7.11.2 of the RFP. Hence, the bidder

is tiabte to be disquatified as per clause no.2.11.7aithe RFP.

3. The bids were therefore referred to the Screening Committee in the Ministry HQ"

The same were examined by the kreening Committee with totlowing comrnents:

3.'f As per ctause 2.2.2"6 {ii) of RFR" ....receiptE of or work executed amount tess than

[Rs. ?.089 Cr. (Rs. Seven Crore Eight Lakh Ninety Thousand] ontyl sha[[ not be reckoned

as receipts for Etigibte Project.s", Several receipts of less than Rs.7.089 cr were

considered by the Evatuation Committee during evatuation. At[ such receipts have been

discarded. However, there has been no change in qualification of the bidders due to this

change

W
/_

!e No. Rw/6HT/MG/AnnualPlan/2O?l-?4/l (Computer No 2]?!891

ener3te(l fr6nr eolfi€e by Shikha Dua. AsO{ZoAe 5}SO, ASO. MORTH on lo/o6/zozt llr}o 
'm

7. M/s Hardaya[ Constructions and Projects LLP

L Mi s Narendra Sharma Construction Private

Limited

10. Mls Nidhi Creative lnfrastructure

Pvt. Ltd

11. M/s Preeti Buildcon Pvt. Ltd.
12. t*ls R G Buitdwet[ Engineers Ltd

13. M/s UCN Construction Company Private

Limited
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3.2 Some of the bidders didn't provide lhe supporting documents regarding the Vatue of
Remaining Work used in catculation of B value for severat projects in the catcutation of

-bid capacity. Evatuation Committee use'd the setf-dectared vatue by the bidders for this
purpose. However, where supporting documents are not provided by the bidders for any
work, the contract amount of att such works have been taken as vatue of remaining work
by the Screening Committee. However, this has atso resutted in no change in the
quatification of any of the bidders.

3.3 The Bank Guarantee Confirmation through NESL Portal./Bank has been confirmed
for 13 bidders out of total 16 bidders as per email received from CE(NH) Meghataya

dated 17.06.7075. The bidders whose BGs were not confirmed are M/s Preeti Buitdcon
Pvt. Ltd. {lnsurety Bond), M/s Dugggal Construction (Password Protected Bid) & Mls
Marwein Construction-P. K. & Company (JV) {e-BG). e-BG of M/s Marwein Construction-P.
K. & Company (JV) was not reftected in NESL Portat. e-BG of one bidder i.e. M/s Dhar

Construction Company was reported to have been confirmed by the bank but same was

not reftected on NESL Portal as per information received from CE(NH) Meghataya. The

lnsurety Bond of M1s Preeti Buitdcon Pvt. Ltd. was issued from Nehru Ptace, New Dethi

Branch of New lndia lnsurance and hence the branch was contacted and the
confirmation emaiI was received from New lndia lnsurance on 12.A6.2CI25 (copy

enctosed). RO Guwhatai vide email dated 17.06.2025 has intimated that e-BG of M/s

Dhar Construction Cornpany is now being reflected on NESL Portat. Thus, BG verification

of onty M/s Dugggat Construction (Password Protected Bid) & M/s Marwein Construction-

P. K. & Company (JV) (e-BG) has not been received.

3.4 W.r.t. the bid of M/s ACE-LEPL (JV), the comptetion of singte similar work required

as per ctause 7.7.7.211i| could not be ascertained. ln the work, considered by Evatuation

Committee,i.e. "Upgrodation of Road from Chendang Saddle to Noklak Rood, Phose-||",

ctaimed by M/s Ace Construction, the category of the road could not be ascertained.

ln another 2 works claimed by M/s LIPLwhich are meeting the cost requirement w.r.t.

said criteria i.e. "Rehobilitotion and Upgradotion of Nongstoin-Wahkoji section of
project rood Km 0.00 to Km 43.060 to intermediate lane with earthen shoulders under

SARDP-NE Phose-A in the stote of tvlegholayo an EPC mode", & "lmprovementlwidening

to two-laning of stretch f rom km 55.525 ta km 79.680 RCInikhor-Baghmora Project in the
State of tAeghataya under SARDP-NE Phose-A on EPC Mode", the certificates of
Authority regarding completion of works were not found. Onty certificates of

Statutory Auditor certifying the payment received as sub-contractor has been attached.

Sub-contracting MoU has atso been attached for both works. ln the absence of certificate
from authority indicating approved sub-contract, the matter was discussed with
respective agencies i.e RO MoRT&H, Guwahati and PMU Baghmara, NHIDCL and it was

File No. R\rVlGHTIMG/annuaiPlan/zoz3.?1/1 (Computer No u t?5E9)

G€neratrd frcm eotfi(e by Shikha Dua. ASO(Zone-5)SD. AsO. MoRTH on 
'o/ca/lo?t 

ll:.lo am
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confirmed tetephonicatty that M/s LEPL. has not been officialty approved as sub-

contractor in both works. The confirmation on email was atso received from bothv
parties on 17.06.7025 (copies enctosedi. Thus the bidder was decided to be dectared as

Technicallv-Non Responsive for not fulfitLing the criteria of comptetion of singte simitar

work as per ctause 2.2.2.2 (ii) of RFP.

3.5 W.r.t. the bid of M/s Dhar Construction Company atso, the comptetion of singte

s'imitar work required as per ctause 7.2.7.2{ii) coutd not be ascertained. ln the work
considered by Evatuation Committee i.e. "Upgradotion/lmprovement of Umsning-Jogi

Raad (L=40.13 Km) under MITP Funded by World Bonk" the category of road is not
mentioned. The name of the contractor is also not mentioned on the certificate issued

by Authority. Category of road has atso not been mentioned in severat other certificates
submitted by the bidder. However, a work of "lmprovementlwidening to Two-Laning of
stretch f rom km A.00 to km 30.00 Ranikhar-Boghmara Project in State of lteghatayo
under SARDP-NE on EPC lrlode (PkS-l)" has been found, completion certificate of which

has been issued by Authority's Engineer and work has been executed by M/s Dhar

Construction Company and Shri Chanchal Pau[ (JV) with 60/o share of M/s Dhar

Construction Company. Amount of the work has not been mentioned in the comptetion

certificate. Further, the amount of work was seen form the certificate of Statutory
Auditor and payment received by the bidder i.e. M/s Dhar Construction Company as per

its share of 60%; which is Rs 90.87 cr. The requirement of comptetion of singte simitar
work is Rs 28.356 cr. The matter was discussed with ED{P), NHIDCL Shittong and it was

confirmed by him that work has been executed by M/s Dhar Construction with JV

Share of 60%. ln view of facts mentioned above, the bid of M/s Dhar Construction was

found technically responsive.

3.6 W.r.t. M/s 6anpati tharat Private Limited too, the completion of single simitar work
required as per ctause 7.2.2.2(ii) could not be ascertained. ln the work considered by

Evatuation Committee i.e. "Strengthening af existing rood, masonry droin from km

618.600 to km 6fi.610 of NH 37 (L-15.A0 km) under A,P 2016-17 under Dibrugarh NH

Division in the stote of Nsom", the upto date bitl vatue as per Authority Certificate is Rs

77.39 cr which is tess than the required amount of Rs 28.365 cr. However, the work has

been compteted in FY 2071-ZZ and if the factor for etigibte projects i.e. 1.10 is apptied

for year 2021-22, the vatue of work done, works out to be Rs 30.129 cr which is more

than Rs 28.365 cr and the bidder quatifies. The bidder has been dectared Technically-
Responsive by the Evatuation Committee, and the Screening Committee has atso agreed

to the same.

3.7 The bid of M/s Purbanchat Buitdtech Private Limited was dectared as Technicatty

Non-Responsive by the Evatuation Comm ittee EC) on the ground that the bidder is not

#v#-
jo No. RW,/GHT/MGlAnnualPlan./202!.?.r/l (compurer No. ?t1589)

:nerated lrom sorfi.e by Shikha Dua. Aso(Zofie-5,SO. ASO, MORTH on lo/og./?o?i il:tO.m
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meeting ThreshoLd Technicat Capacity (1-fc) of Rs 141.78 cr as per ctause 2.7.7.2 (i) of
RFP. The TTC as assessed by the EC was Rs 131 .71 cr considering the share of 49% in one

-of the etigibte project i.e. Project Code 'b' executed in JV. However, it has been
certified in the certificate of Statutory Auditor that ". .opplicant has 49% shore in Joint
Venture $n/s GLA-$AA JV). However, he has executed the entire work as per the
payment receipt provided os obove ond checked by me." As per ctause ?.2.7.5 (iv) of
RFP "ln case Stotutary Auditar certifies thot, the wark of other member(sJ is also
executed by the opplicant, then the total share executed by opplicant can be

considered far determining eligibitity as per provision under clause 2.2.2.2." Thus after
taking 100% share, the TTC of M/s Purbanchat Buildtech Private Limited works out to be

Rs 159.68 cr and bidder quatifies as per ctause 7.?.2.2 (i) of RFP. Further, the bidder had

not provided the comptete Bank Guarantee in its bid, but same has been uptoaded on

the NESL Portat and RO Guwahati has confirmed the same vide emait dated 11.06.2025

and has provided a copy of BG for record on 12.06.2025. ln view of the above facts, the

bidder was decided to be considered as Technicatly Responsive.

4. ln view of the above facts, the Screening Committee declared 13 of 16 bidders

Technicatly Responsive and the rest 03 bidders as technicatty non-responsive. The list of

bidder dectared as Technicatty Responsive and Technicatty Non-Responsive are as under:

(A ) Technicalty Responsive: -

As per para3.7

above

As per para 3.4

above

s
q
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sl,
No.

I nesuii of evatuiiion

I Done by the

I Evaluation Committee

Result of Evaluation
Done by the

$creening Committee

Name of the Bidder Remarks

1 [4ls Spica Projects and lnfrastructures

Pvl. Ltd

Responsive Responsive

2 M/s BCC Buildtech Lrmited Responsive Responsive
.I
.J M/s BRN lnfrastructures Pvt. Ltd Responsive Responsive
I.+ M/s Dhar Constructron Company Responsrve Responsive

5 Mls Ganpati Bharat Private Limited Responsive Responsive

Responsive6 IirUs Hardayal Conslructions and

Prqects LLP

Responsive

7 M/s JKM lnfra Works Responsive Responsive

o M/s Narendra Sharma Construction

Private Limited

Responsive Responsive

q Mls Nidhi Creative lnfrastructure Pvl.

Lrd

I

I

Responsive

10 M/s Preeti Burldcon Pvt. Ltd

11

lt Responsive Responsrve

Responsive

ResMisRGBuildwellE Lrd

M/s UCN Construction Company
Private Limited

13 Mls Purbanchal Buildtech Private

Limited

Non-Responsive ResponsiveI

14 Ws ACE-LEPL (JV) Responsrve
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sl.
No.

Name of the Biddsr Result of Evaluation
Dore by the
Evaluation Committee

Result of Evaluation
Oone by the

$creening Committee

Remarks

15 M1s Marwein Construction -P. K" &

Company (JV)
Non-Rosponsive Non-Responsive

to Mls DuggalConstruction Non-ResponsiveNon-

Meeting ended with thanks the chair

Superintending Engineer (East" I )
MoRT&H

(Lalatendu Behera)
Superintending Engineer (Zone-NE,

MoRT&H

)

Chief Engineer, PWD, {NH}, Meghataya
Governrnent of Nagaland

{Sudhir
Advisor {Cost}, IFD

MoRT&H

(Adit rakash l
Chief [ngineer {NE)

MoRT&H

,r. No RW/GHT/t{G./AnnualPlanl?O2l-a4/l (Computer No' 2J2549}
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