marginally, Therafore, we have not attampied 1o moderate the marks o1 the other bidders

based on.our obearvations o1 para 4310 4.6

48 Whie serutinizing the marks for eritaria 4.1.2 we have the following observations to

make-

The GETE have not studied the deveiopment plan of this bidder or any other tidder

for that marer. We have alee nol discusser this with the GTA (A Plan). cmiﬁémg the

type of Usliciencies in the developments! plans poined oul By AAL we fees the marking-of

bidder 'E" has been an & libéral side in regard to sub-riteria 6.1 10 6.5, Thie' will also be
evident if we compare the marks scorad by bidder ‘B’ vis-4-vis marks enneeri by bidder 'E' in

regerd to Delhi Airport as brought out under:-

H

! &mm of ‘B

L il : | Mﬂxiﬂgum score ‘g ,
* Deth i o 302 a30

4.10 Adminedly bidder ‘B’ has bamer credentials for airport development and suen vast

difference i marks scorell by bidder 'E' over bidder "B’ cannol be easily mlnlmr: We fee
if a rational approach had been adoptes, bioder 'E', who now gets qualifies Iary 0.3 marks for
Mumbai end by. 1.1 marks for Delhi, would have been disqualified.

- 11" Sinde W any case in our view bidder 'E' gels dioqualificd on the basis of our

asmt contained in Pars-4.7 shove, we are of the opinion that Quﬁ@l‘ying bidder ‘€'

technically is nel correct.

‘& Co nelusions: | ;

Frnm what has been narratsd sbhove, we ha ve come 1o -the wnciuszm that there has

b!tn crrtain Itaws in the technical evaiuaton process. The Mighiights of which are -

51

Assigrament of marks to aub»fm:xc:xs was not done before the technical’ evsiusslon

wWHE MM These marks were neither approved by any competent authnr’ity neor kept



