in 4 toglcd cover to pravent midway aliorblions. |t would have besn more {ransmarent if
these distributions were indicated in the RFP itseif.
52 Inthe judgement of subjectivity there are ciear indicafions that a liberal etitude nAs
peen shown 10 bidder ‘E' which has enabled them (o get marks just above 50% =nd thus
get quatified. If a more Ingical and rationz! anoproach had been fallowsd  Our assessment is.
they would score onty 75.0 for Mumbai and 7.8 for Dethi under oriterion<$.1.1. Under
' criterioned 1.2 also we feel they would score less than 80%. Thus they are clearly incligibic
for pre-qualfication.
5-; In our view, rectifving the flaws in 3esigning marks would neither have changed the
status of ‘B materfsily norwould heve disqualificd them. Al the same time sone of the other
bidders would have come up o the level of scoring mare than 80%. Therefore, & frash

exerciss 1@ sesian marks 1o bidders /A, Bl T, ‘D & F is not coneItered Necesssny.

6. Way forward:

6.1 There is 0o nead to fake up the echnisal evaluation afresh nor to scrap the wihole
tender process and invite fresh bids. Tengerer "B should be dedares as e only cloder
technically qualified and thelr finanes! bids should be opened for both IGH Alport and
Mumhai Airport: Based on the best advanmzge {o the country, one of the two Arponts can
thon be condidéred for assigning to tham.

€2  Far tha other Airpor. agen foliowing the ﬁmccsa of re-tidding 1@ salact ané}thar
tonsortoun would involve congiderable delays, As me\ re-siructuring and mechernization of
B'te ae{:ﬁnd Arrpmi :_...unfrct brook. =y rurmm d»Ldy, wee n—,-wmrmr—m] tha! the mrpcxr{
Wﬁﬂ ii not aw:gnad o uldder B ahouid bc m};cn up ‘tor modernization zmd mprovement

Y reh u ik ‘
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