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Aid—2724 foid—14.082026 ERT WORT 2 F R T fk @ favg s oRare w
9= afger =@ gy fmfor v Rer yesr @ UADH—2832(30) fRATH—22.082026 &
T N uRae WR - faeie—22.08.2026 P AT T fe qerieT WY A B wd
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21 B/ &1 AW UG YS9 G : Long Term Output and Performance Based Road
Assets Maintenance Works Under OPRMC-III
Package No.-34A/Ara
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I= sifgan, wfon g fefor R R
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3. fwaifea e ¥ F=fifed 04 @R) Fagd! gRT |RT forar mam —

(1) M/s Sri Avantika Contractors(i) (2) M/s Bekem Infra Projects Private Limited
Limited

(3) M/s S & P Infrastructure (4) Siddarth Construction
Developers Pvt. Ltd.

4 fRAi®-14.082026 P GNP e TeainT AT gRT 04 (AR) FfE@RI 4 ¥ 03 (@)
fafagr@r Iur (1) M/s Bekem Infra Projects Private Limited. @Y MBD @& Section-3 Clause-1.2.3
Td NIT @ sHaid—39 (2) M/s S&P Infrastructure Developers Pvt. Ltd. T MBD Section-3 Clause-
1.2.1(b) “Record of poor performance such as abandoning the works, not properly completing the
contract, inordinate delay incompletion, litigation history, financial failure etc. (3) Siddarth
Construction @ MBD @ Section-3 Clause-1.2.3, Section-3 Clause 2.4.2(b) Td NIT @& #HHid—39
Ud 28 @& TEd AAHA Gifvd fhar mar A

5. IUTT  SOiE-2724 fRiB—14.082026 BRI WYRK faA®—14.082026 BT HHA
aﬁaﬁm@mﬁﬂﬁﬁrﬁﬁvﬁ?ﬁmﬁwﬁamaﬁﬁﬁm%aﬁaﬁmﬁ
aewe Ffde@R T (1) M/s Bekem Infra Projects Pvt. Ltd. @ Ualé—BEKEM/RCD-
34A/2026-27/04 fe-ii®—18.08.2026 (2) M/s S&P Infrastructure Developers (P) Ltd. Ed
THi—S&P/Admin/2026-27/187 RATH—14.082026 & ERT URATE /3ngTae /Jmafey WAt f6d
9 B uRdew ¥ W afvgar, s gy Fmior fam, RER, gem @ wEie-2832(30)
fRiF—22.08.2026 ERT URATE T fAAI6—22.08.2026 B Mg TAHd! die Hedid= AT @
Yo7 @ SRIAE T4 ST wHidd B TS B

6. IRIGT gara 9 § aawa AfageR a29r (1) M/s Bekem Infra Projects Pvt. Ltd. &7
Ref -BEKEM/RCD-34A/2026-27/04 f3-i®—18.082026 UTd (2) M/s S&P Infrastructure
Developers (P) Ltd. @7 waid—S&P/Admin/2026-27/187 f&Tid—14.08.2026 gR1 fawaifd Fri
@ T de Yedie W URaTg YT go ®, Sl fead ® -

gRare /amafxr @t whear —
Fo gRard) qRare / amuafy RCRIC dre | uRare  wfafa
Ho | fifawrer qeute afife g | @ s
&1 AT gRare @1 e
vq fafa /sgeran
1 | M/s el (1) 9@ gW Upload | @il dIS
Regarding Sl. No. 21 of Form _
BEKEM Sl - 53 T SI. No. 21 of | Aedie"  HfAfT

FIN-4 — EPC AM-II (43C),

Infra A i ®
projects pyt, | MSIPC Maharashtra acc- | Form FIN-4 — EPC £y

ro vt. R :
= BEKEM JV) AN (43C), [FRE. BN

The work at SI. No. 21 pertains MSIDC, “Maharashira | fi=3 -
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to "EPC AM-II (43C) -
Improvement to Dhanora
Shendurjana Fulumari Waigaul
MDR-19, Km 0/00 to Km
40/500, Tq. Mangrulpir and
Manora, Part MSH-161E, Dist.
Washim"  awarded by the
Maharashtra State Infrastructure
Development Corporation
(MSIDC). The complete work
details along with documentary
evidence are available in FORM
FIN 4 attachment at Page No.
235 of our uploaded bid, which
contains the Interim Payment
Certificate (IPC No. 07 /
Schedule-O Payment Statement)
of the said work. This payment
certificate is duly verified and
signed by the Authority's
Engineer (M/s Lion Engineering
Consultants  Pvt. Ltd.) and
countersigned by the Executive
Engineer, (Amravati Division),
MSIDC, Nagpur, who is the
Engineer-in-Charge of the work.
The document therefore
authentically  establishes the
awarded value, the work
executed and the balance
commitment, and the
requirement of certification by
the Engineer-in-Charge stands

substantially fulfilled through

payment certificate.

(ICC-BEKEM  JV) | affbd  arjerar
o B fowg Hor | § wend |

%3 T4 LOA dated [gRae 3 2
09.10.2024 4 | famg oy 2|
UBRRAMT B IR | pAip—2 @y
T8 gl T @) | erf Civil
wafs g LOA Construction

dated 11.09.2024 | work ¥ Heferg
orad  vavREmT @Y | T8 2l
wf3r Rs. | spHTH—2 ®

191,55,55,555/- 8, % |w"ed # uyRare
&R BT AW BT e | a2
el B RET B

(2) SI. No. 34 of Form
FIN-4 — 826 kW
Grid-Connected
Rooftop Solar Plants,
NREDCAP, Andhra
Pradesh (RESCO
Mode) o & fawg
Upload fHr
LOA dated 06.05.
2026 H YPHIRAHAT @Y
R sifda aE R
5 s g7 grr
FIN-4 % gufd W
Outstanding K41
30000 ENg B
w8 fvar o
T |

(3) SI. No. 36 of Form

this officially issued and signed FIN-4  —  Various
Other Miscellaneous
Works &1 & fawg
Engineer-in-Charge &
|
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YT 95 /LOA
ﬁwﬁfﬁawaﬁaﬂ
TS |

dT gRae

SlRT AR sy
far smar 2

2.Regarding SI. No. 34 of Form
FIN-4 — 86 kw Grid-
Connected Rooftop  Solar
Plants, NREDCAP, Andhra
Pradesh (RESCO Mode)

The work at SI. No. 34 pertains

to "Selection of Solar Power

Developer for implementation of
826 kW Grid-Connected Rooftop

Solar Plants for Government

Schools  and Hostels  under
RESCO Mode in Chittoor
District of Andhra Pradesh",
awarded by the New &

Renewable Energy Development

Corporation of Andhra Pradesh
Ltd. (NREDCAP). The Letter of
Award (LOA Ref:
NREDCAP/GCRT/RESCO-

1/2025-26 dated 06.05.2026) is
available in FORM FIN 4
attachment at Page No. 316-318

of our uploaded bid. It is

respectfully clarified that this
project is under the RESCO

(Renewable Energy  Service

Company) model, wherein the

entire capital expenditure js made

by the developer out of its own

investment, and the developer

recovers its investment through

sale of the power generated over

the concession period of 25

years. Being an own- investment
/' CAPEX-mode work, no

contract or agreement valye is

mentioned in the LOA itself, as
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RESCO-model awards. There is,
therefore, no  question of
suppression of the agreement
value; the value simply does not
form part of the LOA by the very
nature of  the contract.
Nevertheless, in the spirit of full
disclosure, we have
conservatively  declared our
estimated outstanding
commitment of Rs.300.00 Lakh
against this work in Form FIN-4.

3.Regarding Sl. No. 36 of Form
FIN-4 — Various Other
Miscellaneous Works

The entry at Sl. No. 36 does not
pertain to any single tendered
contract. It represents various
miscellaneous / additional items
etc. of work which the respective
departments have directed us to
execute in addition to the regular
scope, after completion of the
main projects, and for which
certificates / finalisation of
additional items / information
from the departments are still
pending. Since these are
departmental instructions
supplemental to already-
completed contracts, no separate
Letter of Award exists or can
exist for them, and consequently
no LOA or Engineer-in-Charge-
countersigned document could be

produced. This entry was made

purely voluntarily and out of

\ =579 7Y Bagesof1s




abundant caution, so that no
commitment of the company,
howsoever  small,  remains
undisclosed to the evaluation
committee. We respectfully
submit that a bidder who
transparently discloses even non-
award-based residual
commitments ought not to be
penalised for the very act of

honest disclosure.

4.No Material Effect on Bid
Capacity

Without prejudice to the above, it
is respectfully brought to your
kind notice that the three entries
in question have no material
bearing whatsoever on our
qualification. As per our Form
FIN-4 and Bid Capacity
computation submitted with the
bid, our total existing
commitments (B) amount to
Rs.506934.22 Lakh, and the
Assessed Available Bid Capacity
works out to Rs.432079.03 Lakh
against the requirement of only
Rs.22559.25141 Lakh stipulated
under Section-3, Clause 1.2.3.
The combined outstanding value
of SI. Nos. 21, 34 and 36 is only
about Rs.5190.40 Lakh, ie.,
barely 1% of our total declared

commitments. Even if the said
three works are considered in the

most conservative manner — or,

alternatively, even if their values

= A,
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are enhanced or fully retained in
the commitments —  our
available bid capacity remains
several hundred times higher
than the requirement. The
observed gaps, therefore, is at
best a curable, non-material
procedural aspect which does not
affect the substance of our

qualification in any manner.

In view of the facts stated
above, we most humbly pray
that your good office may
kindly:

(a) reconsider the decision
declaring our bid  Non-
Responsive in the Technical Bid
Evaluation Committee
proceedings dated 14.08.2026.
(b) take on record the
explanations and documentary
evidence in FORM FIN 4
attachment at Page Nos.235 and
316-318 of our uploaded bid in
respect of SI. Nos.21 and 34, and
the factual position regarding SI.
No. 36.

(c) In the event that the Hon'ble
Department/Committee considers
any further clarification or any
document duly countersigned by
the Engineer-in-Charge to be
necessary, we may kindly be
afforded a reasonable
opportunity to furnish such
clarification/document, as

contemplated under MBD

W =Y
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Section 1, Clause 4.4 and Clause
22.1.

(d) re-evaluate our technical bid
in a fair, transparent and non-
discriminatory  manner  and
declare our bid responsive, so
that our financial bid may be
considered along with the other
qualified bidder in the interest of
competition and of the public

exchequer.

M/s S&P
Infrastructure
Developers(P)

Ltd.

Alleged declaration as Non-

Performer

Clause 2.2.2 of Section 3, read
with Form CON-1, says that
contract non-performance during
the last five years can be
considered only when the dispute
has been fully settled. It also
explains that a dispute is fully
settled only after it has been
decided under the contract and all
have been

available appeals

completed.

In our case, there is no such final
decision. A rectification notice,
internal

departmental letter,

remark, or pending dispute
cannot by itself prove that a
contractor is a Non-Performer

under Clause 2.2.2.

We have never received any
show-cause notice or final order
declaring us a Non-Performer for
the Ara-Chapra via Babura-
The

technical eva}uation also does not

Doriganj Road work.

SRIUTSS iR,
UEEE 9  YHS,
ART BT YATH—3528
feTi—31.12.2025
UHh—1167
famTie—30.03.2026,
JHATh—1682
fastih—25.05.2026 Td
geflerer  afymar @
UAB—1234  (3o),
feid—18.06.2026 W
& aRare & dere 2,
q we g 5 &
yfvael gmr arf
® og PR fear
T R, U WA
gR1 o T e
™ 2| Briuee
FgET  gRT W
forar T 8 f% TTRI
$ g yfeed 9
e BT @ 5 anue
&RT JR-BURT HRIT
IR 9P P TS 8 A
9 fholo & Y T

GEEIC S
qeuieps  wfafy
D IR A
HEHT |

ho 4 A

J
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mention the number, date,
issuing authority, or validity of
the alleged order. We therefore
request you to provide us a copy
of the order relied upon. Until
such a final order is shown, this
reason should not be used to

reject our Bid.

The Ara-Chapra via Babura-
Doriganj Road work has
already been completed. After
completion, the  Executive
Engineer issued a letter dated
08.06.2026 for some rectification
work. We responded and
arranged the required manpower
and machinery. The work took
some time because resources had
to be arranged again and
permission was required from the
District Administration for traffic
management. These facts were
explained in our letters dated

13.07.2026 and 01.08.2026.

This is only a rectification matter
after completion of the work. It
has not been finally decided
against us under the contract.
Therefore, it should not be
treated as poor performance or as
a ground for rejecting our Bid

under Clauses 1.2.1(b) and 2.2.2.

Declaring a contractor as a Non-
Performer has serious effects on
its business. Before taking such
action, the contractor must be

issued the Show Cause Notice of

PQC Ean
Specification i
JIEU TR T
I wWd WS
@R’ @ Dismantle
&Y Y. Specification
@ qgeEY PQC PR
A ghad & |
fAfeeer @1 9o
@™ MBD Section-3
B BfEHT 1.2.1 (b)
poor performance @I

ot # 3T B

Ia:  uRgrg @1
ARIT 7RI T8l B |

NIT & Hfeh—28 &
IR

Commitment of
ongoing work @ &
¥ wft a1 &
Supporting EIC gRT
frf@ 93 Upload
foar w1 TS
2

Existing

Iq: qRarg #
Seoifga fag &1
Iy far e 2 |

e

X

g —
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the proposed action and given a
proper chance to explain its case.
We were not given any such
notice or opportunity and even
also not been issued a formal
letter declaring us a Non-
Performer. Therefore, application
of Clauses 1.2.1(b) and 2.2.2 for
dis-qualification is beyond the

terms of the tender.

Certificate for ongoing works

The second reason says that the
Engineer-in-Charge certificate
for one ongoing work was not
uploaded as required under
Clause 123 of Section 3,
Section 4E.10/Form FIN-4, and
Serial No. 39 of the NIT.
However, the evaluation does
not mention which work or
certificate is missing. It also
does not show the amount taken
for that work or the calculation

of our bid capacity.

We had disclosed all our ongoing
works in the Bid and submitted
the certificates available with us.
Copies of the certificates are
again  enclosed for easy
reference. We had given the
name of each project, the
employer, contract amount,
completion period, and balance
commitment. We did not hide

any work or liability.

In EPC contracts, the officer

v/ o

T
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performing the role of Engineer-
in-Charge is generally called the
Authority's Engineer or
Authority  Engineer  under
Article 18 of the EPC
Agreement. Therefore, a
certificate  issued by the
competent Authority Engineer
should be accepted even though

the designation is different.

We are not asking for any change
in our Bid or for adding any new
experience or qualification. We
are only asking for confirmation
of the information already

submitted with the Bid.

Under ITB Clauses 22 and 25,
the Authority may ask the bidder
for clarification or supporting
documents, provided that the
Bid price and its main contents
are not changed. The required
confirmation would only verify
the details already given in Form
FIN-4 and would not change our

Bid in any manner.

The issue relates to only one
work out of around 30 works
disclosed by us. If there was any
doubt, the Authority could have
asked us for clarification. It
could also have taken the full
balance value of that work while
calculating our bid capacity and
checked whether we still met the

requirement.

= 63
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We  therefore  request the
Evaluation Committee to tell us
which certificate is considered
missing and provide the bid-
capacity calculation. We are
ready to submit the required
confirmation from the Authority
Engineer/Engineer-in-Charge

immediately.

In view of the above, the Bidder
respectfully requests that the
competent authority to declare
our bid responsive/ qualified in
accordance with tender
documents and open our
Financial bid. This
representation is made bona fide
and without prejudice to all
contractual, statutory, and
constitutional rights and
remedies available to the Bidder.
The Bidder requests a speaking
decision before the Financial
Bids are opened and
communicated to it at the

earliest.

7. uRae & wier @ aeNa) fis qeaie afify & s
|l gRT e RaRIwRr fRid-14.08.2026 B = T die qeaET @Rl @
e @1 gemaq v A ez Y wrd @

4 P P>
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8. uRarc wfify @1 faofy
(i) ﬁ@fﬁﬁrmaﬁﬁﬁmif;ﬁﬂﬁﬁaﬁmﬁmﬁmﬂmﬂ)WsBekem

Infra Projects & UAT&—BEKEM/RCD-34A/2026-27/04 fa<Tid—18.08.2026 (2) M/s S&P
Infrastructure Developers (P) Ltd. & UaATd—S&P/Admin/2026-27/187 fei®—14.08.2026 &
a1 fav v gRare /smiRt &Y s s &1 Rivfa forar wimar 2

(i) o3 () FfaeTaR 21 (1) M/s Bekem Infra Projects Private Limited. 1 MBD &
Section-3 Clause-1.2.3 Ud NIT & $HI$—39 (2) M/s S&P Infrastructure Developers Pvt.
Ltd. & MBD Section-3 Clause-1.2.1(b) “Record of poor performance such as abandoning the
works, not properly completing the contract, inordinate delay incompletion, litigation
history, financial failure etc. (3) Siddarth Construction ! MBD @ Section-3 Clause-1.2.3,
Section-3 Clause 2.4.2(b) ¥4 NIT @ #HHI5-39 U4 28 @ dad Iahd BT B &
oty ferar wirar &)

(i) 99 v& AfIEadR T2m M/s Sri Avantika Constructions(i) Limited g1 fafder #Y
Iifed s quf &R @ SR aENA s ¥ wwa Gifva s @1 Pofr Rrar s
élmﬂﬁﬂwﬁmmaﬁﬁﬁma}aﬁaﬁmﬁwﬁﬁmﬂa%maﬁ
aﬁ%ﬂaﬁqﬁﬁmaﬁmmﬁﬁfﬁmm&amﬁaﬂﬁﬁwg@mﬁﬂm G féyor,
w2y Ffor fawmr, Rer, gesr & fRar wimar 2

(iv) Sunarfa smaie—2724 ReTa—14.08.2026 BT aqfaa  feie—14.08.2026 @}
Waasrﬁaﬁmq\wﬁmwﬁﬁra%ﬁvhaﬁnmwﬁmﬁfoWW|

v) g@aﬁﬁmaﬁwﬁmvﬁmﬂﬂmaﬁwﬁﬁra%ﬁvhﬁmﬁm
gRaa ¥

8.1  uRare wfify & g9 srfardt & fAvmfa deae g o sl oma)

P
v KA @ gk

(RTSIEAIR) RSter gaR ) ) (SAT BT woiah)
Iy A, g A, wfaer HY& |fg, AAET TE—HE—3R
<, vy Fmfor  yeee, Afee wme wy b fepmar, Y FI—Ae—faey wfg

famr, faeR, weam) UG oiar g, faerR, ger) (BT yaer),
wer fAmfor fasmy, gy fAfor fawm,
fagR, e fdER, vesr|
SIS Jo-7 / fAfag1-03—s80 /2026 T340 (@) yeqr, feqis Q,q\g]Q/OL(,
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