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National Highways & Infrastructure Development Corporation Limited :
Ministry of Hoad Transport & Highways, Govt. of India BHARATMALA

NBER.

BUILDING INFRASTRUCTURE - BUILDING THE NATION

3rd Floor, PTI Building, 4-Parliament Street, New Delhi-110001, +91 11 23461600, wwwnhidcl.com ROAD TO PROSPERITY
[ (TT=e LD AR R R 52 3 T A S S BT R 0 e
NHIDCL /Ar.Pr./Civil Work/ Foot Track/Mipi-Andra/2021 Date: 11.06.2021
To
All Respective Bidders,
Subject:- Construction of Foot Track from Mipi to Andra La Omkar from KM 0.000 to KM

35.100 in Anini District of the state of Arunachal Pradesh on EPC Mode- Financial Bid opening-Reg.
Reference Tender ID: 2021_NHIDC_625567 1
Sir,

Please refer to bid submitted for the subject cited above. The following is the result of technical
evaluation. The minutes of technical evaluation is enclosed:

Sr.No. Name of the Bidder Status
1 M/s A K Enterprises Technically Responsive
2 M/s Pera Enterprises Technically Responsive
3 M/s Vishwas construction Co. Technically Non- Responsive
4 M/s Rinya Yangfo Construction Technically Non- Responsive
5 M/s North East Engineering & Technically Responsive
Construction Agency
6 M/s Vivek Enterprises Technically Responsive
7 M/s Salo Enterprises Technically Responsive
8 M/s P.P. Enterprises Technically Responsive
9 M/s Monyul Enterprises Technically Responsive
10 M/s M.D Earthmovers Technically Responsive
11 M/s Jony Enterprises Technically Responsive
12 M/s Dagmo Riba Technically Responsive

2. Financial bid of technically responsive bidders shall be opened on 14.06.2021 at 1500 hrs.

Encl: As above
Yours faithfully,

)
= -

(A.K.Jha)
General Manager (T)



National Highways & Infrastructure Development Corporation

2" Minutes of Meetings of Technical Bid Evaluation Committee (TEC) for: “Construction of Foot Track from Mipi
to Andra La Omkar from KM 0.000 to KM 35.100 in Anini District of the state of Arunachal Pradesh on EPC Mode.”
held at NHIDCL, New Delhi at on 09.06.2021.

The bids for the subject work were invited and bids were received online on scheduled bid due date
as 27.05.2021.

2. The following bidders have submitted their bids online.

(i) M/s A K Enterprises
(i1) M/s Dagmo Riba
(iii) ~ M/s Jony Enterprises
(iv)  M/s M.D Earthmovers
V) M/s Monyul Enterprises
i M/s P.P.Enterprises
(vii)  M/s Salo Enterprises
(viii)  M/s Vivek Enterprises
( M/s North East Engineering & Construction Agency
(x) M/s Rinya Yangfo Construction
(xi)  M/s Vishwas construction Co.
(xii)  M/s Pera Enterprises

3. The Evaluation Committee in reference to RFP has considered the following Evaluation Criteria for
estimated project cost of Rs 35.32 Crore.

Srehia, Particulars Amount in Rs. er
1 Estimated Project Cost 35.32
2 Minimum Threshold Technical Capacity required (For Category 1, 2, 3 & 4) as per clause| 17 ¢4
2.2.2.2 (i)
5 Minimum required amount of COMPLETED Eligible Projects in Category 1 from at least one 5.30
similar work as per clause 2.2.2.2 (ii)
For a project to qualify as a Eligible Project under Category 1&2 , the Capital Cost of the
6 project should be more than (as per clause 2.2.2.6 (i) (c) ) 5.30
Minimum required amount of self constructed project by the Bidder for a project to qualify] one half of the
as a Eligible Project under Category 1&2 (as per clause 2.2.2.6 (i) (d)) Project Cost of
7 eligible projects as
defined in clause
2.2.2.6 (i) (d).
8 Minimum Financial capacity required as per clause 2.2.2.3 1.77
9 Minimum Average Annual Turnover required as per clause 2.2.2.3 (ii) 5.30
10 Minimum Required Bid Capacity (For each Bidder) as per clause 2.2.2.1 17.66
4, The Evaluation Committee during evaluation found that some of the data/information provided by

the Bidders are not adhering to the clauses given in the RFP document, so it was proposed that the
clarification may be sought from the Bidders as per clause no 3.1.4 of the RFP to facilitate the evaluation
process. Accordingly, the Technical Evaluation Committee (TEC) in its first meeting had decided that the
clarification as requested by the Technical Division is to be sought from the respective bidders.
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In Continuation to 1°* Meeting of Technical Evaluation Committee (TEC) held on 03.06.2021, replies
received from the bidders, the Evaluation report were deliberated by the TEC in 2" meeting held on 09.06.
2021.Some of the bidders have not given the year wise break up of receivable value for civil work reflected
in the UDIN Certificate, therefore the value given by the statutory Auditor have been considered. The
remarks of TEC w.r.t. the observations and reply received are tabulated below:

S.No | Name of | Clarification to be sought Reply received from | NHIDCL’s Comment
the Bidder the bidder
(i) The bidder has The reply submitted by the
(i) Bifurcation of Revenue submitted bifurcation | bidder has been scrutinized
from operation is required as for Revenue from by the committee. Since the
we A K ?_er audited balance STe:t for[all operations. bidder is technically and
1| g : We YealFFevente MGUCES Sales financially eligible. Hence
nterprises | and supply of material. Please . .
clarify. the gommltteg decided to
consider the bid as
Technically responsive
(i) Re submit audited (i) The bidder has The reply submitted by the
balance sheet for FY submitted clear print | bidder has been scrutinized
2019-20 in clear print. of Audited Balance by the committee. Since the
sheet for FY 2019-20. | bidder is technically and
financially eligible. Hence
Wi Dagmo the gommitteg decided to
5 | Riba cons1d¢r the bid as .
Technically responsive
(i) Audited Balance sheet off (i) The bidder has The reply submitted by the
all five years could not submitted Audited | bidder has been scrutinized
ws  Jony Egl%cated. Please Balance sheet of all | by the committee. Since the
3 | Enterpiises FIT five years. bidder is technically and
financially eligible. Hence
the committee decided to
consider the bid as
Technically responsive
M/s P.P. (i) As per Audited Balance (i) The bidder has The reply submitted by the
Enterprises sheet for FY 2019-20, submitted bidder has been scrutinized
2018-19 the contract bifurcation for the by the committee. Since the
4 receipt includes gross contract receipt for b'idder_ is tecr‘m‘ically and
profit from trading FY 2019-20, 2018- financially eligible. Hence
account. Please clarify 19. the committee decided to
consider the bid as
Technically responsive
M/s Salo (i) Bifurcation of Revenue (i) The bidder has The reply submitted by the
Enterprises from operation is required submitted bidder has been scrutinized
as per audited balance bifurcation for the by the committee. Since the
5 sheet for all five years contract receipt for | bidder is technically and

revenue includes sales and
supply of material. Please
clarify

all five years.

financially eligible. Hence
the committee decided to
consider the bid as
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Technically responsive

M/s Vishwas
construction
Co.

(i)

(if)

As per RFP Annexure |V,
Statutory Auditor
Certificate is required for
the year wise break up of
receivable value could not
be located for all projects
submitted. Please clarify.

Notes of Revenue from
operation of all five years
could not be located.
Please clarify.

(i) The bidder has
submitted Statutory
Auditor certificate
of all projects
submitted for
Annexure 1V.

The bidder has
submitted notes for
Revenue from
operations for all
five years.

(i)

The reply submitted by the
bidder has been scrutinized
by the committee. It was
observed that the bidder has
submitted thirteen projects
out which only one project
i.e. “Providing new high level
UP & DOWN passenger
platform, Earth work for
laying new loop lines,
Retaining walls, Foot over
bridge etc.” has EPC of 14.92
Gr.

It was bought to the notice
of the committee that the
work executed by the
bidder is construction of
platform, Retaining wall,
Foot over Bridge and earth
work for laying loop lines
etc. For consideration of
single work the firm should
have experience in “
Construction/Widening /
reconstruction / up-gradation
works on NH / SH/MDR/ODR,
RIDF, PMGSY road, link road,
city roads, rural road, sector/
municipality road, Foot Track
with cement Concrete
Pavement, Bridges for railway
line, work of metro rails
(bridges/ tunnel) or on any
category of road.”

Committee scrutinized the
documents, since the
bidder has no experience of
similar work the committee
considered the bid as
technically non responsive.

M/s
Yangfo
Construction

Rinya

(i)

As per submitted RFP
clause 2.2.2.5 (ii)
submitted eligible projects
for annexure |V are of
category 2 but for

(i) The bidder clarifies
that the project
code A should be
considered for the
similar work.

The reply submitted by the
bidder has been scrutinized
by the committee. Since the
Project code A “Earthwork in
filling for widening of Cess /
Formation and improvement

w W e
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considerations of similar
work one work should be
under category 1. Please

clarify.

of approach roads to Tangani
& New Sissiborgaon Station,
Junction Cabin, Camp Office
at North bank, Electrical sub-
station at North Bank, Staff
Colony at Tangani, Staff
Colony at New Sissiborgaon,
RPSF Barrack at North Bank
and North Dyke (Upstream &
Downstream) including other
ancillary works at North Bank
for CRS inspection of main
bridge approach track in
connection with Bogibeel
Bridge Project”.

It was bought to the notice
of the committee that the
firm has experience in
Earthwork filling, junction
cabin, camp office, electric
substation etc. For
consideration of single work
the firm should have
experience in “
Construction/Widening /
reconstruction / up-gradation
works on NH / SH/MDR/ODR,
RIDF, PMGSY road, link road,
city roads, rural road, sector/
municipality road, Foot Track
with cement Concrete
Pavement, Bridges for railway
line, work of metro rails
(bridges/ tunnel) or on any
category of road.”

It was bought to the notice of
the committee the firm has
Threshold Technical capacity
is of Rs 10.41 Cr. But as per
RFP the required Threshold
Technical Capacity should be
Rs 17.66 Cr which is less than
the required.

Committee scrutinized the
documents, since the
bidder has no experience of
similar work and fails in
Threshold Technical
Capacity the committee
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considered the bid as
technically non responsive.

6. The details of Technical Capacity, Financial Capacity and the Bid Capacity of the above bidders are as
Annexure -I.
7. The Technical Evaluation Committee (TEC) in its 2™ meeting has discussed the evaluation and after

deliberation status of evaluation is as below.

Sr. Name of the Bidder Status No. of Projects held with
No. NHIDCL
1 M/s A K Enterprises Technically Responsive 0
2 M/s Pera Enterprises Technically Responsive 0
3 M/s Vishwas construction Co. Technically Non- Responsive 1 - Sikkim
4 M/s Rinya Yangfo Construction Technically Non- Responsive 0
5 M/s North East Engineering & Technically Responsive 0
Construction Agency
6 M/s Vivek Enterprises Technically Responsive 0
7 M/s Salo Enterprises Technically Responsive 0
8 M/s P.P. Enterprises Technically Responsive 0
9 M/s Monyul Enterprises Technically Responsive 0
10 M/s M.D Earthmovers Technically Responsive 0
11 M/s Jony Enterprises Technically Responsive
12 M/s Dagmo Riba Technically Responsive 0
8. The Technical Evaluation Committee (TEC) recommends to open the financial bid of the 10 (Ten)

technically responsive bidders after the approval of Competent Authority.

Ajay A alia B. SM{/‘

(ED)

Chairmdn

Meeting ended with vote of thanks to chair.

(GM-T
Membe

ad
h)

Divalia

Bhaskar Mallaick
DGM -Finance
Member
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Annexure - |

Sr Minimum Technical threshold Similar work from category 1 & 3
Nc; Bidder Name capacity (Clause 2.2.2.2)in a single complete projects
’ (i)=Rs.17.66 Cr. (Clause- 2.2.2.2(ii) = Rs. 5.30 Cr.
1 M/s A K Enterprises 86.09 Cr Yes (Rs 24.38 Cr)
2 M/s Pera Enterprises 48.08 Cr Yes (Rs 15.80 Cr)
3 M/s Vishwas construction| 24.13 Cr Yes (Rs O Cr)
Co.
4 M/s Rinya Yangfo| 10.41 Cr Yes (Rs 0 Cr)
Construction
5 M/s North East| 44.19 Cr Yes (Rs 11.50 Cr)
Engineering &
Construction Agency
6 M/s Vivek Enterprises 46.07 Cr Yes (Rs 16.98 Cr)
7 M/s Salo Enterprises 112.80 Cr Yes (Rs 29.17 Cr)
8 M/s P.P. Enterprises 76.25 Cr Yes (Rs 9.31 Cr)
9 M/s Monyul Enterprises 33.82 Cr Yes (Rs 11.26 Cr)
10 M/s M.D Earthmovers 38.89 Cr Yes (Rs 17.76 Cr)
11 M/s Jony Enterprises 78.58 Cr Yes (Rs 16.55 Cr)
12 M/s Dagmo Riba 63.10 Cr Yes (Rs 30.44 Cr)
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|7Sr Net  Worth| Turnover (in rll]t;ether FTeit;i:‘?i
* | Bidder Name Role Details | (in INR 1.77| INR 5.30 na
No. Threshold
Crores) Crores) Requi
equirement
L |-MisaKEnterprises SE 27.41 Cr 48.85 Cr Y
2 | M/s Pera Enterprises SE 3.64 Cr 11.28 Cr v
3 M/s Vishwas construction Co. 7.85Cr 19.44 Cr
SE Y
M/s Rinya Yangfo Construction
4 5E 3.10 Cr 10.15 Cr X
M/s North East Engineering &
5 | Construction Agency SE 29.91 Cr 41.21Cr ¥
M/s Vivek Enterprises
6 - 12.45 Cr 43.44 Cr ¥
M/s Salo Enterprises
¥ SE 23.11 Cr 33.45 Cr T
M/s P.P. Enterprises
8 SE 2.80 Cr 22.09 Cr Y
M/s Monyul Enterprises
b £ 15.90 Cr 13.96 Cr ¥
M/s M.D Earthmovers
1 * 9.10 Cr 37.56 Cr ¥
M/s Jony Enterprises
1 56 4.55 Cr 17.54 Cr i
M/s Dagmo Riba
12 * 8.81 Cr 65.58 Cr ¥

Page 7 of 9



Minimum Requirement of Bid Capacity = Rs. 17.66 Crore

Calculated / Assessed

Financial

A
S Name of the Cale/n ol (Annual AxN Qwuzmgi?:g
No Applicant : Annual | Turnover B X 2.5
Year for | Updation or Not
which Fecoter Turnover X (Rs. -B
i e (Rs. Cr.) | Updation Cr.) (Rs.
A" has
b factor) Cr.)
een
: Rs. Cr.
claimed
1 M/s A K
Enterprises 2019-20 1 53.63 53.63 5.84 1975.2 Yes
2 M/s Pera
Enterprises 2019-20 1 7y 17.11 0 64.16 Yes
3 M/s Vishwas
construction Co. | 541990 1 23.05 23.05 4.05 | 82.39 Yes
4 M/s Rinya Yangfo
Constraetion 2015-16 |  1.20 12.12 14.54 2.29 | 52.25 Yes
5 M/s North East
Engineering &
Construction 247.0 Yes
Agency 2019-20 1 66.42 66.42 1.99 9
6 M/s Vivek
Easippee 2019-20 1 47.99 | 47.99 o |1739] Yes
7 M/s Salq
Enteprizes 2019-20 1 $3.64 | 43.64 o | 1636 e
8 M/s P.P.
Enterprises 2015-16 | 1.20 41.05 | 49.26 75 |1 7_;" 2| Yes
9 M/s Monyul
Enrses 2018-19 | 1.05 18.98 19.93 0 | 7473 | Yes
10 | M/sM.D 183.7 Yes
e — 2017-18 1.10 45.44 49,98 3.68 6
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11 | M/s Jony
Enterprises 2019-20 1 42.90 42.90 1.5 0 1 63.8 Yes
12 | M/s Dagmo Riba
201819 | 1.05 63.01 | 66.16 | 1.5 | 298 | 24T Yes
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