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gRare / amufa

RERICA 41
qeaiea  afafa
gRT URare &1
e Tq

oty / argeran

gfRarg
wfafa @)

JrgerEr

BEKEM Infra
Projects Pvt.

Ltd.

1.Regarding Sl1. No. 21 of Form FIN-4
— EPC AM-II (43C), MSIDC,
Maharashtra (ICC-BEKEM V)

The work at SI. No. 21 pertains 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 deiails 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
by the
(Amravati

MSIDC, Nagpur, who is the Engineer-

countersigned Executive

Engineer, Division),
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 this

(1) s> 8N
Upload f&d
SI. No. 21 of Form
FIN-4 — EPC AM-
I (43C), MSIDC,
Mabharashtra (ICC-
BEKEM JV) &4
3 fdwg o
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afd g LOA
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@ faem € @
RET © |

11.09.2024

(2) SI. No. 34 of
Form FIN-4 — 826
kW Grid-
Connected Rooftop
Solar

NREDCAP,
Andhra Pradesh
(RESCO  Mode)
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officially issued and signed payment

certificate.

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

The work at Sl. No. 34 pertains to
"Selection of Solar Power Developer
for implementation of 826 kW Grid-
Connected Rooftop Solar Plants for
Government  Schools
under RESCO Mode
District of Andhra Pradesh", awarded

and Hostels

in Chittoor

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 clarifjed that this project is
under the RES(i() (Renewable Energy
Service Companly) model, wherein the
entire capital expenditure is 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 value is
mentioned in the LOA itself, as is the
standard practice for RESCO-model
awards.

There is, therefore, no

question of suppression of the

agreement value; the value simply does

LOA dt-
06.05.2026 H
UGRRAT B iy
sifda 81 &, R
BRU gD GNI
FIN-4 % qoiy 1
Outstanding <131
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not form part of the LOA by the very
nature of the contract. Nevertheless, in
the spirit of full disclosm:é, 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 SI. 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 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.
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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 Sl Nos. 21, 34
and 36 is only about Rs.5190.40 Lakh,
i.e., 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 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

\

S
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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 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.

We, M/s. BEKEM Infra Projects
Private Limited, respectfully submit
this representation with reference to
the proceedings of the Technical Bid
Evaluation Committee dated
14.08.2026 for the above package,
wherein our technical bid has been
declared Non-Responsive on the
ground that, in respect of the works
indicated at Sl. Nos. 21, 34 and 36 of
our Form FIN-4 (Existing

T -
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Commitments of Ongoing Works),
supporting evidence
issued/countersigned by the Engineer-
in-Charge was not found uploaded,
and that consequently the Existing
Commitments and Bid Capacity could
not be computed, rendering us
unsuccessful under Section-3, Clause
1.2.3 of the MBD and Clause 39 of the
NIT.

At the outset, we most humbly submit
that we have disclosed all our existing
commitments in Form FIN-4 fully,
fairly and transparently, without
concealing ~ even  minor  and
miscellaneous  works, and the
supporting documents for each entry
were duly uploaded with the bid. The
point-wise factual position in respect
of the three entries in question is
submitted below for your kind and

sympathetic consideration.
20 O/W No. MSIDC/436/2024
11.09.2024

decision of the Technical lid

Evaluation Comituttee (meeting dated
14.08.2025) declar

Rs. 331,99,99,999/- Rs.
86,32,00,000/-231 to 234

21 O/W No. MSIDC/438/2024
11.09.2024 Rs. 191,55,55,555/- Rs.
49,80,44,444/- 235 to 238

O/W No. MSIDC/431/2024

23 11.09.2024 Rs. 142,88,88,888/- Rs.
37,15,11,111-244 to 247

24 O/W No. MSIDC/435/2024

L
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11.09.2024 Rs. 116,77,77,777/- Rs.
30,36.22.222/- 248 to 251

It is therefore evident from the above
that the Office
Orders/communications relating to all
four works were issued on the same
date, i.e. 11.09.2024

In the course of preparation/issuance
of the said communications, a
typographical/clerical error
inadvertently occurred in the MSIDC
office records, whereby the work
corresponding to Sl. No. 24 was

inadvertently mentioned twice.

However, the name/description of the
concerned  work is  correctly
mentioned in the MSIDC record under
the "Regarding Appointed Date"
section, which is available at Page No.

238 of the FORM FIN-4 attachment.

The correctness and authenticity of the
aforesaid details may readily be
verified directly from the original
records of MSIDC, and the relevant
supporting certificate/document issued
by MSIDC is already enclosed with
the FORM FIN-4 attachments
submitted along with the bid.

Thus, the discrepancy is attributable
solely to an inadvertent
clerical/typographical error in the
official MSIDC documentation and
does not represent any alteration,
suppression, concealment or

misrepresentation by the bidder

2. Regarding SI. No. 34 of Form FIN- pﬂl——
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4 826 kW Grid-Connected Rooftop
Solar Plants, NREDCAP, Andhra
Pradesh (RESCO Mode)

The work at St. No. 34 pertains to
"Qelection 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
is 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 value
is mentioned in the LOA itself, as is
the standard practice for 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

%
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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 varion K
miscellaneous/additional/extra/ete,

items of the work which the respective
departments direct us, if aut are still
pending. Since these are departmental
instructions supplemental to already-
completed contracts ¢ to execute in
addition to the regular scope, and for
which certificates /finalisation from
the department 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 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
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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 1.23. The combined
outstanding value of St. Nos. 21, 34
and 36 is only about Rs.5190.40 Lakh,
Le, 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 are enhanced or
fully retained in the commitments -
our available bid capacity remains
several hundred times higher than the
requirement. The observed gap,
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 at Page Nos.
235 and 316-318 of our uploaded bid
in respect of SI. Nos. 21 and 34, and

W,

v
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the factual regarding Sl

No.36.

position

(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 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 intérest of
and of the

competition public

exchequer.

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 available appeals
have been completed.

In our case, there is no such final
decision. A rectification notice,
departmental letter, internal remark, or
pending dispute cannot by itself prove
that a contractor is a Non-Performer

under Clause 2.2.2.

BRIUTEAD T,
YTEETE 9 yHed,
3IRT

UHTh—3528
f&=i®—31.12.2025
Tih—1167
fe=Ti—30.03.2026,
9 —1682
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Gl UTeh—1234
(3130).
fa=Tier—18.06.2026
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Her 2, 9 W §
& &= it
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We have never received any show-
cause notice or final order declaring us
a Non-Performer for the Ara-Chapra
via Babura-Doriganj Road work. The
technical evaluation also does not
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
Administration for traffic

These

District

management. facts  were

letters dated

13.07.2026 and 01.08.2026.

explained in our
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

L

R fHar a2,
W HIgd BRI
oy T8 far T
2| FHIUTTS
AT T W
fomr T & f&
TTRI & W™
gfded @ W
grar & 5 anue
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BfESH  1.2.1 (b)
poor performance
BT S H 3T B
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Commitment of
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Cause Notice of 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 1.2.3 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
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

Engineer In Charge
grt frfla w3
Upload fdrar <

AT 2 |
Ia: uRare #
Ioiflga fag @l

Mg fpar  wrar
=4

KG
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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 issuz 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.

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

o7 —
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respectfully that  the

requests
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 and

contractual, statutory,

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.

Avantika
Contractors

(I) Ltd

References:

Proceedings of the Technical Bid
Committee  held on

14.08.2026 in respect of Long Term

Evaluation

Output & Performance Based Road
Maintenance Contract
(OPRMC), Package No. 34B/OPRMC-
ITI, 2026-33, Shahabad Road Division,
Ara, issued vide Memo No. 2725 dated

14.08.2026,

Assets

wherein the Existing
Commitraents of Ongoing Works of
M/s Mother India Construction Pvt.
Ltd. have been shown as 31,555.25

Lakh.

2. Proceedings of the Technical Bid
Evaluation held on

13.08.2026 in respect of Long Term

Committee

Output & Performance Based Road

Assets Maintenance

Contract
(OPRMC), Package No. 31 A/OPRMC-
ITI, 2026-33, Lakhisarai Road
Division, issued vide Memo No. 2693
dated 13.08.2026, wherein the Existing

Commitments of Ongoing Works of

Existing
Commitment of
Ongoing work Uq
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M/s Mother India Construction Pvt. |3y fdar e
Ltd. have been shown as 31,715.97551 | & |
Lakh.

3. Proceedings of the Technical Bid
Evaluation Committee held on
14.08.2026 in respect of Long Term
Output & Performance Based Road
Assets Maintenance Contract
(OPRMC), Package No. 33A/OPRMC-
III, 2026-33, Sheikhpura Road
Division, issued vide Memo No. 2694
dated 14.08.2026, wherein the Existing
Commitments of Ongoing Works of
M/s Mother India Construction Pvt.
Ltd. have been shown as 31,903.62957
Lakh,

4. Proceedings of the Technical Bid
Evaluation Committee held on
13.08.2026 in respect of Long Term
Output & Performance Based Road
Assets Maintenance Contract
(OPRMC), Package No. 43A/OPRMC-
1, 2026-33, Patna Western Road
Division, Patna, issued vide Memo No.
7681 dated 13.08.2026, wherein the
Existing Commitments of Ongoing
Works of M/s Mother India
Construction Pvt. Ltd. have been

shown as ¥31,715.85 Lakh.

5. Proceedings of the Technical Bid
Evaluation Committee held on
13.08.2026 in respect of Long Term
Output & Performance Based Road
Assets Maintenance Contract
(OPRMC), Package No. 43B/OPRMC-
III, 2026-33, Patna Western Road

\ %4 P
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Division. Patna, issued vide Memo No.
2679 dated 13.08.2026, wherein the
Existing Commitments of Ongoing
Works of M/s Mother India
Construction Pvt. Ltd. have been

shown as 31,715.85 Lakh.

6. Proceedings of the Technical Bid
Evaluation Committee held on
13.08.2026 in respect of Long Term
Output & Performance Based Road

Assets Maintenance Contract

(OPRMCQ), Package No.
46A/OPRMC-III, 2026-33, Road
Division No. 1, Jehanabad, issued vide
Memo No. 2687 dated 13.08.2026,
wherein the Existing Commitments of
Ongoing Works of M/s Mother India
Construction Pvt. Ltd. have been
shown as 31,911.60 Lakh.

7. Proceedings of the Technical Bid
Evaluation  Committee held on
13.08.2026 in respect of Long Term
Output & Performance Based Road
Assets Maintenance Contract
(OPRMC), Package No. 46B/OPRMC-
I11, 2026-33, Road Division No. 1,
Jehanabad, issued vide Memo No.
2688 dated 13.08.2026, wherein the
Existing Commitments of Ongoing
Works of M/s Mother India
Construction Pvt. Ltd. have been

shown as 31,911.60 Lakh.

8. Proceedings of the Technical Bid
Evaluation Committee held on
13.08.2026 in respect of Long Term
Output & Performance Based Road

yoy. -
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Assets Maintenance Contract
(OPRMC), Package No. 41 A/OPRMC-
I, 2026-33, New Capital Road
Division, Patna, issued vide Memo No.
2677 dated 13.08.2026, wherein the
Existing Commitments of Ongoing
Works of M/s Mother India
Construction Pvt. Ltd. have been

shown as 31,765.96 Lakh,

9. Proceedings of the Technical Bid
Evaluation Committee held on
14.08.2026 in respect of Long Term
Output & Performance Based Road
Assets Maintenance Contract
(OPRMC), Package No. 47A/OPRMC-
I, 2026-33, Arwal Road Division,
issued vide Memo No. 2727 dated
14.08.2026, wherein the Existing
Commitments of Ongoing Works of
M/s Mother India Construction Pvt.
Ltd. have been shown as ¥31,953.417
Lakh,

Respected Sir,

With due respect, we, M/s Sri
Avantika Contractors (1) Limited,
hereby submit this representation and
objection against the decision of the
Technical Bid Evaluation Committee
declaring M/s Mother  India
Construction Pvt. Ltd. qualified in
Package No. 34B/OPRMC-III, 2026-
33, Shahabad Road Division, Ara.

Our company had participated in the
aforesaid tender, in which a total of six
bidders participated. In the proceedings
of the Technical Bid Evaluation
Committee held on 14.08.2026, three

e B

W/

e
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bidders were declared technically
qualified for Package No. 34A, namely
our company, M/s Hemant Kumar
Singh, and M/s Mother India
Construction Pvt. Ltd.

Upon examining the proceedings of the
Technical Bid Evaluation Committee
available on the Departmental portal,
we have noticed a significant
inconsistency concerning the Existing
Commitments of Ongoing Works /
Current  Contract ~ Commitments
declared/considered in respect of M/s
Mother India Construction Pvt. Ltd.
The last date for submission of bids for
the aforesaid tenders was 03.07.2026,
and the contract period of the
respective OPRMC works is 84
months. Despite the same bidder
having submitted bids for various
packages around the same period, the
Existing Commitments of Ongoing
Works attributed to the said bidder
have been reflected at materially
different financial values in the
respective Technical Bid Evaluation
Committee proceedings dated
13.08.2026 and 14.08.2026. The
figures reflected in the respective
Committee proceedings are

summarized below:

Sl. Memo Date Package
Existing Commitments

No. No.
of Ongoing Works
( Lakh)

1 2725 14.08.2026  34B
31,555.25

2 2693 13.08.2026  31A

Yz — 50

|
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31,715.97551
3 2694 14.08.2026 33A
31,903.62957

4 2681 13.08.2026  43A
31,715.85

5 2679 13.08.2026  43B
31,715.85

6 2687 13.08.2026  46A
31,911.60

1 2688 13.08.2026  46B
31,911,60

8 2677 13.08.2026  41A
31,765.96

9 2727 14.08.2026  47A
31,953.417

The above figures demonstrate that the
Existing Commitments of the same
bidder have been reflected differently
in different tender evaluations
conducted.

We respestfully submit that the
Current Contract Commitments /
Existing Commitments are required to
be based upon the bidder's actual
ongoing contractual obligations and
the supporting documents submitted
with the respective bid. Therefore,
such subsiantial variations in the
financial ~ value of  Existing
Commitrigats require proper
verification’ and an explanation
regarding the basis, date and
supporting documents on the basis of

which the respective figures were

determined.

7. gRare & giien vd aesaa) s Jediha afifd @) Jqerar —

Ry grT Ie RERwr aae e qeaied H MAfdeeR Hemant Kumar
Singh @I MBD Section 3 Clause 2.3.1, Section 4E.6, Form FIN-1, Section 3 Clause 1.2.3, Section
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4E.10, FIN-4 @& dgd abaia! dis § oo = fdar oiar 81 fAie—14.08.2026 &1
= dal dre Jeuiba afafa grT forg v vy @1 g9 g1 d@ Wi || oY |

8. 7= 3ifear, Sfdvr gRT Package Ww-38B @1 fafder # ufafed fear war & &
|fify & de § e 6 AfdeTeR Hemant Kumar Singh §RT MBD Section 4 HfSdHT—6
Form FIN-1 Historical Performance & fa<i a¥ 2021—22 # Current Assets %4784.04 g
fezamar mar ® wafds fa<ia a9 As on 31 @14, 2022 @ Consolidated blance sheet # ¥1934.83
g 3difepd & e fAfdgTeR Hemant Kumar Singh  ERT MBD, Section-4 &fS®HT—6 from FIN-1
historical performance # fa<i 99 2021—22 # current assets 4784.04 lakh fe=amm T3 %,
Siafds fa<ia ¥ as on 31 March 2022 @ consolidated balance sheet ¥ Rs.1934.83 lakh 3ifdhd
T AT U UHSd dRR, U fAHivr favmT eiaiia 99 ARsie W dge ol &l Hemant
Kumar Singh §RT a1 S 38T 8 | ®rRiueis 3ifAadr, SeHaw yHee %0—01, gof fAHfor
favrr g7 fawaifesa aromT @ Sfa feie—22.01.2026 T 24.01.2026 B fbar T & wd
Sita wfddes wafta fear war 81 S gfides & sfee—11 "o # yufa amen @
Cover slab @I core cutter #EN §RT foTT T 03 Nos. cylindrical core D compressive strength
®1 Sira @ T8 TS Sfd A 7.60N/mm? UTIT T, Safs MORTH @) BfSdh1—903.5.2.
2 Clause @ T&d core strength &1 Widrd WHAT 9.52N/mm” &1 & |

31 A gRT aRd faaRiR daiia) 91 Jediee # Afaei®R Hemant Kumar
Singh @1 Section 4E.6, Form FIN-1, Section 3 Clause 1.2.3, Section 4E.10 Ud MBD Section 3 &
Clause 1.2.3 & d&d qd-id! 9 § 3RI%al G1ffd fovar Sirar 2 |

9. Package ¥T—45A ¥ Bhardwaj Construction g=1 Mother India Construction Pvt. Ltd.

& foog uRae fear mar 8 f& S8 9 W@ CWIC No2824/2025 @1 Pending
Litigation # =8I ST AT 8 | SiUR=d 9rar a7 f& Mother India Construction Pvt.

Ltd. g1 39 fAfder # +ff & are a1 Pending Litigation =€} goifar i 2

)

-
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10. uRare wfifa & favfy —

() fowaifea orf @1 ffaer & dohe) fie § swa AfTSR 720 (1) M/s Bekem
Infra Projects Pvt. Ltd. & UaiG—BEKEM/RCD-34B/2026-27/05 f&-ii5—18.08.2026 (2) M/s
S&P Infrastructure Developers (P) Ltd. @ 93ie—3 U4 fafder ¢ aanal e ¥ ava
IRICEEDRS g7 M/s Sri Avantika Contractors(l) Limited ®
qATH—SACIL/Tenders/OPRMC-Bihar/2026-27/007 faai®—18.08.2026 @ g1 feu g
gRare / 3mafRy &) s 31 &1 ol T smar 2

(ii) 05 (@R) MfdeTHR IAT (1) M/s S&P Infrastructure Developers Pvt. Ltd. 1 MBD
Section-3 Clause-1.2.1(b) (2) M/s Mateshwari Construction 1 MBD @ ITB CL-17 Section
4B (3) M/s Bekem Infra Projects Private Limited. @ MBD & Section-3 Clause-1.2.3 uq
NIT & %9639 U4 (4) Hemant Kumar Singh &1 MBD Section 3 Clause 2.3.1, Section
4E.6, Form FIN-1, Section 3 Clause 1.2.1(b) Ud (5) M/s Mother India Construction Pvt. Ltd.
@I MBD Section-3 Clause 22.1 & d&d fifder & daia) 9Ie ¥ srawer afid s &1
fofa feram wmar &

(iii) 01 (v&) Ffa<TdR F=T (1) M/s Sri Avantika Contractors (I) Limited &) da-a)
die 7 uwd "liffa & &1 fofg forr Smar )

(ivy fwaifea o & Ffder & dwfia) fie ¥ o PR & 9va a1 @
Bereawy fifaer o1 w sy gafifaer arifa s &1 ke g afwan, <for, v
Frtor fasmr, gear &t fear wiar 2

(v) Suarfra saie—2677 feAid—13.08.2026 §RT wqfaad fai®—13.08.2026 I
T~ da-ial 9l Jeaiea afifa @ fivly &t 39 8 9o Senfa wwsm o |

(vi) H=g afyar, <Ror @9t aRad v o wfifa @ fofg @ g s
gffaa s |

101 uRarq wfdfa @1 g9 srfad & farfiy dsarge w A sl o

ot ot %M\m s

RISTHHIR) (Rroter |AUR ) (:ﬂﬁrﬁas (GTITEFI?TW)

o= R, ey sifaar, |faan, HATAT TR
&feor, g fFEfor geeE, ifowa Ame trs:rﬁnfwﬁmm AgFI—we—faey wfea
fowmT, faBR, ger| Tq ofdl Te, f98R, yem | (BT yEer),
gy fAmToT g femtor fawm,
fagr, gen| fagr, e |
s4ie: Ho—7 / fAfder—03—103 /2026 600?(/-‘) g, fastis 39 082024

ufafaf—  ger sfigar <fo, o fe fam, R, gew /e sfwidr(ergsma),
gy fmior fwrr, faER, we @ gEenef e omavas eRard ¥g MR /emsodio WoR, uu
fewior faumT, R, ger a1 fMmi Jewre R Juds &y g SR |

DA

(SHT BT IoTh)
AT T E—HE—3TR mgaﬁ—ﬂg—%s‘m afa(erd wae),
qer fefor fawmT, faer ges |
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