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Section 1. Introduction




1.1 Name of Assignment
: + Consultancy Services for Development Works of Zulfikarabad Development Authority
1.2 Procuring Agency i
Zuifikarabad Development Authority (ZDA)
1.3 Consultant Sefection Committes

Technical Committee was formed on 19.06.2012 threugh the Government of Sindh
Motification NO.SO{C-WVISGASCDH4-54/00 {Annexure- 1,1)

a. Director (Operations), Zulflkarabad Development Authority _ Chaiman
Governmeant of Sindhb
b. Director {Panning), Zulfikarabad Development Authority Member
- Governmant of Sindh
. . Repressntative of Planning & Development Department hMember
~ Govemment of Sindh {net below the rank of BS-1 8)
d. Represshtative of Finance Depariment : Member
+ Government of Sindh {not bslow the rank of BS-18)
e, Deputy Directer (Operations), Zulfikarabag Developmient Authority Mermnber

GBovernment of Sindh
1.4  Method of Selection

In the CSC mesting held on 13th July, 2012 the prequalification of the Consultants of
FirmsfConzoniz was finalized and accordingly the Consultant Selection Committee approved
the issuance of Request for Proposal (RFP} to the prequalified Consultants, Annexure-1.2.
Keeping in view nature of the assignment Quality cum Cost Based Selection (QCBS) in
accordance with the SPPRA, 2010 is adopted. Reguest for Proposal (RFP) was prepared
accordingly which was discussed during CS0C meeting held on 27-07-2012, Annexure-1.3.

1.5  Ewvaluation Methodology

. The method of evaluation is based on Quality cum Cost Based Selection {QCES) with
70% weightage for Technical Proposal and 30% weightage for Financiai Proposal. The
Evaiuation Criteria was prepared and provided to all the prequalified Firms/Consortia in RFP
{Annexura-1.4).

Each responsive Proposal has to score a technical score {5t). St should be more than
70 and incase St is below 70, Proposal is to be rejected at the Technical Evaluation stage.

After the technical evaluation completed, ZDA has. to netify n writing Consultants that
they have secured the minimum qualifying marks and invite them for opening the Financial
Proposals, . )




Section 2. Invitation, Submission and Opening of
Proposals
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2.1 Datails of invitation

The Frequalified Consultants by CSC were invited to submit Technica! & Financial
proposals vide ZDA letter Na, ZDAS SO{C-IV) /4-84/09 dated Tth August, 2012, Anngxure-C. A
list of FirmsfConsortia invited is attached as Annexure-2.1

22  Bidding Process

Technical & Proposals submission date was fixed as 7th September, 2012 and Pre-Bid
meeting held on 27th, August, 2012, Minutes of Pre-Bid Meeting and clarifications are attached
a3 Annexure-2.2 & 2.3 respectively. On the request of Bidders/Firms the bid subnvission date
was extended il 17th, September, 2012, .

2.3 Bid Closing

Bids were closed on 17th September, 2012 at 1500 hours at ZDA office D-2, Kekkashan
Ciifton Block 2, Karachi.

2.4  Detaiis of Bid Opening {Technical Propossl Opening}

The Technical Proposals (Bids) wers opened-infrent of Representatives of the Firms and
CSC members at ZODA Conference Room, D-8, Kehkashan Ciifton Block 2, Karachi on 17th
Septamber, 1530 hours, The Record of Bid Opsning and tha atterdance sheet are attached as
Annexure-2.4 & 2.5 respectively.

2.5 Receipt of Bids

Cut eight of (3} invited FirmsiConsortia, six (8) Firms/Consortia submitted their bids on
7th, 2010. The names of Firms/Consottia who submitted bids are a3 follows.

i Al Associates-ECIL

ii. EA Consuliing Put, Lid

i, Maticrial Enginesning Services of Pakistan {Pvt) Ltd,

i Dsmani & Company - Doxiadis

Y. Tachno-Consult Infernational - Loya Associales

i, Umar Munshi Associztes — Cosolidated Consultants Jordan
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Section 3. Technical Evaluation
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34 Datermination of Responsiveness of Proposals

Proposals were exarmined to;

¥ gordinm the submission of bid security submitted with Technical Proposal;
v engure responsivenass to all the requirements of the bidding docurnents; and
¥ confirm the eligibility of the bidder to bid.

All the BiddersFirms submittals werg found i conformance with the conditions sutlingd
in REP. Alzo while checldng it was noted that M. Umar kunshi Associstes submiited
Expression of Interest (EQ() as single Firm and they have submitted Technical & Financial
proposals in associafion with Mis. Conzolidated Planners Jordan which is permissible as per
Clause 13 cuillined RFP. The results of this prefiminary examination are given in attached
Annexure-3.1

32 Bid Security

Pursuant to clause 15.2 of instruction to bidders, all bidders were required to submit bid
security 1% of bid price having wvalidity till 90 days. All bidders have complied with the
requirements and submitted the bid security in the form of Pay Order f Bemand Draft in favor of
ZDA,

A check list for determination of responsiveness has been prepared and iz attached as
Anngxore-3.2

3.3 Detailed Evaluation of Technical Froposals.

Consultant Selection Committes (CSC) evaluated the Technical Proposals recaived from
the Consuing Fims/Conzortia on the bagis of Evaluation Critaria provided to all the
prequakified Firms/Consortia, Annexura-1.4. The criterions have bean developed separately for
Specific Projects and General Consuliancy Services with 50% weightage for each. Technical
Proposal passzing marks are taken as 70.

On the basis of Techhical Evaluation, the sconng and the status of the Consuling
FirmslfConzsortia are a5 follows;

S.Mo. | Mame of Firm /Consoria Marks Technical Status
Obtainad (5 Ranking
i, Ad Azsociates-ECIL 70 2] Qualified
. EA Consulting Pwt. Lid gd 3 CQualified
Mational Engineering Sevices of .
Tii. Pakistan (Pvt) Lid. 8BS 1 Qualfied
v, Qzmani & Company — Boxiadis 75 5 Lrualified
Techno-Consult international - )
v, Loya Associates 76 4 Crualified
. Umar Munshi Associates — . . .
- Cosolidated £ onsultants Jerdan 2 2 Qualified
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3.4  Techrnilcal Evaluation Recommendations

According ta RFP, minimum Technizal Score reduired to qualify is 70 points, All six (5]
Consuling Firms/Consotia who submitted bids scored the qualifying marks and stand
technically gqualified. They are Mationa! Engineering Services of Pakistan Pvi. Ltd (85 marks,
Ranked # 1), Umar Munshi Associabes in association with Conzolidated Consuliants Jordan (32
marks, Ranked # Z), EA Consulting Pyt Ltd (80 marks, Ranked # 3). Techno-Consult
Internaiional - Loys Asscciates (76 marks, Ranked # 4, Dsmani & Company — Doxiadis
(75marks, Ranksd # 5), AA Associates-EGIL (70 marks, Ranked #6).

Therefore Consultant Salection Committee’s Report regarding Evaluation of Technica!
Proposals duly approved by the Competent Authority in it was recommeanded thai the Financial
Proposals of the under mentioned technically qualified consulting firms may be openad i the
presenca of their representatives, Anngxure-3.3

i Ah Associates-ECIL
ii. EA Consuiting Pt Lid
. Maticna! Engineering Services of Pakistan (Pvt) Lid.

iy Cgrmani £ Company - Doxiadis
' Techno-Consult International - Loya Associates
Wi, Umar Munshi Associates — Cosolidatad Consultants Jordan
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Section 4. Financial Evaluation




o

41  Details of Financial Bid Opening

During mesting heald on 25h September, 2012 C5C recommended that the Financial
Fraposal of the firms who have obtained required qualifying score in Technical Evaluation be
opened in presence of CSC commities and representativas of FirmsfConsortia,

Accordingly the firesfGonsortia wers notified, Annexure — 4.3, The Financial Proposals
opening held at ZR& Confarence Roorm, 0-8, Kehkashan Clifton Block 2, Karachi on st
October, 2012 at 1430 hours, Financial envelopss were opened, prices and technical scores
were read cut Copies of the Bid Opening Record are attached as Annexure-4.2 & 4.3
respectively.

4.2 Exarmination of Financial Proposal

Consultant Salection Committee (C5C) at initiat stage cotrected computational ervors,
discrepancies between a parial amount ard the total amount. The multiplication of mar-month
ratas wilh number of man-meonths and the total amount gquoted were checked and some errors
were found in calculations. Simitarly quoted direct cost reimbursable costs calculations wera

chiecked with the Total Price. The guated Hid price and anthmstically corracted bid prices are
tabulatad hersunder. :

S.No. Name of Finn [Consortia Announced! Cuoted Arithimatically
Price {Rs.) Caorrgcted Price (Rs.)
i. Al Azsociates-ECIL 111,286,048 111,206,048
il. EA Consulting Pyt, Lid 126,632,000 1260 632,000
iii. MHational Engineeting Services of 126,525,556 126,710,558
Pakistan {Pvi.) Lid.
v, Osmani & Company — Daxiadis 148,127,453 148,127 453
¥, Techno-Consult Internaticnat - 131,230,629 132,230,629
Lays Assoiates -
Wi, . Umar Munshi Associates — 74,260,000 35,600,000
| Cosolidated Consultants Jordan

Computational Errors wers found in Mis National Engineering Services of Pakistan (Pvt}
Lid. and Més. Techno-Consult Intemational - Loya Associates Financial Bids and Mfs Umar -
Munshi Associates = Cosolidated Consultants Jordan

4.3 Detalled Jerutiny of Financial Proposals

Financiai Bids were then examined tharpughly as per the responsivensss to the RFP.
The Financial Proposal of each bidder, bid respongiveness as per RFP and dewviations are
explained below:
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i. fls. AA Associates — ECIL

Erescription Quoted Amournt Remarks
Derand;-
Category 1: Specific Projects Furmishedfequipped office,
Categery 2 @ Gensral Consultancy 111,206,045 accommadation and transport
. with POL maintenance driver
and cther support staff will be
provided By ZDA  through
construction sontract

W/s. AA Associates - ECIL submitted financial bid as per the format given in RFF
but their financial bid doss not include Direct ! Reimbursable Costs. They have
misunderstood the direct costs associated with bofh categories of specific prajects and
General Consultaney. They have quoted prices only for specific projects but not caried
towards the summary sheet For General Consultancy their submittal included
ncomplete Direct /Reimbursable Cost form (Fin-5). Their Financial bid is considered to
be incomplete and substantially non-resgonsive.

ii. Ea4 Consuiting Pyt Ltd

Description Cucted Amount Remarks :
1
Category 1 Specific Projects 126,832,000 Mo Demand , Submiital is
Category 2 : General Consultancy Comprehensive

Mis. EA Consutting Intl. submitted Finandial Proposal is comprehensive in all and
appreciabls. They have understood the requirements and priced Financial Proposal
accordingly. They have agreed with the team and man-months suggested in RFP aiso
they have submitted workable Direct f Raimbursakle costs including prices far site oftice,
residential accomimaodation and Transport Facilities,

iii. Mational Engineering Services of Pakistan (Pvt} Ltd.

¢ Description Quoted Amount Remarks
Bemand;-
Category 1 . Specific Projecis Furmishediequipped office,
Category 2 | General CGonsultancy 126,710,558 accommodation will be
. provided by ZDA through |
o construction contract i




Mis. NESPAK submilted Financial Froposal is second comprehensive in alf
They have agreed with the team and man-months suggested in RFP and priced
workable Direet / Reimbursable costs including transportation costs with . vehicle
Purchase. But they have alse requested site office and residertial accommodation
facilittes through inclusion in Construction Contract.

iv. Osmani & Company - Doxiadis

Description Quoted Amount Remarks

Category 1 Specific Projects
Category 2 © General Consuttancy E 148,127 453 Mo Demand

Ms. Osmani & Company — Doxiadis have submitted financial bid as per the
formal given in RFP. They have agreed with the team and man-manths suggested in
FFP. However their submitted non-workable Direct 7 Reimbursable costs and seams that
they have misunderstood the direct cosis associated with both categories of specific
projects and General Consultancy Therefors their financial bid is considered to be
incomplete and substantially non-responsiva,

Mz, Techne Consult Intl - Loya Assaociates

v.
[ Deszcrigtion Quoted Amount ! __Remarks

| i Demard:-

i Category 1 : Specific Projects Furnizhad/equipped office,

| Categary 2 : General Consuttancy 132,230,620 accemmaodation and transport

: with POL maintenance driver

: and other support staff will be
provided by ZDA through

| construction contract

o

Mis. Techno Consult Il — Loya Associates have not included prices for gite
office, residential accommodation and Transport Facilities. They have demanded such
facilities through inclusion in Construction Contract. Therefore their financial bid is
considersd fo be incomplete and substanttally non-responsive. :
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¥i. Ms. Umar Munshi Asscciates - Consolidated Gonsultantz Jordan

Description GQuoted Amount Remarks
Deviation: They have
Category 1 : Specific Projects deviated from Proposed team,

Category 2 : General Consultancy 85,600,000 addsd Senior Planner and
deleied Transport Enginesr in
Financial Proposal,
Bemarnd;-
Furnishedfequipped office,
accommodation and transprort
with PO maintenance driver
and ather support stalf will be
provided by Z0A through
coinstruction contract

Simifar to M/s. Techno Consult Intl — Loya Associates , Ms. Umar Munshi Associatas —
Consolidated Consultants Jordan have not included prices for zite office, rezidential
accommodation and Transport Facilities. They have also requested such facilities through
inclusion it Construction Contract, They have afso devigted from the proposed tearm and man-
months with addition of senior planner and deletian of Transport Engineer in Financial Proposat.
Therefore they have been penalized for such deviations. Therefore fhesir firancial bid is
considered {0 be incomplate and substantially non-responsive.

4.4 Exclusions

The Financial proposal contains two costs quoted By the FinniConsortia;

I Man-Month Cozt
il, Aeimbursable Expanses

Man-month costs are those which are assoctated with the team of Professionals for
carrying out the assignment, whereas Reimbursable expensas are the direct expenses which
cannot be ignored and are essential for carying out the assighment. Az per Clause 14.1
mdicated in Data Shest (RFP), the Reimbursabie expenses essentially are to be givan by the
bidder whila submission of Financial Proposals.

it has been observed that Four bidders Mfs. Nationai Engineering Services of Pakistan
Pvt Ltd | M/s. Umar Munshi Associates in association with Consolidated Consultants Jordan |
Mz, Techno-Consult Enternational - Loya Associates | Mis. A5 Associztes ECIL have attached
condition fo bid in their Financial Proposals, the condition is described as:

‘Furnisirediequipped  office, accommodation and transport with POL
mairdenance, driver and other support staff will be provided by ZDA through
construction contract’,
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Whereas Two Bidders Mis. EA Consulfing Pvi. Limited and M. Osimani & Company — -

Doxiadt have not attached such conditions,

To deal with this situafion, SPPRA was consulted and a meeting held with SPPRA

officials on this matter. The meeting with SPRREA concluded on two options to be considered.

a. Bids not offering all of the required iems should ordinarly be considared non-
responsive, the guoted amounts in Financial Proposals should be uncondifiona! and incase any
corgdition is attached to quoted price; the bid will be liable to ke rejected’,

k. Bids that offer deviations acceptable to the Procuring Agency and which can he
assigned a monestary value may be considered substantially responsive the issue of fairness.
This monstary value would however be added a8 an adjustment for evaluation purposes only
during the detailed evaluation process.

To decide which option should be selected, Consultant Selection Committea {(T3C)
mesating held on 87 October, 2012, where detailed discussions ware held and merits/demearits of
bath options were considared.

i was highlighted that the Conditions applied by the FinmsfConseortia are on
Reimbursable expenses, whereas they have accgptediguated costs assoeiated to man-months,
Therefore implications of the condilions were measured by C5C. Comparative statements have
been prepared for zuch purposes (Annexure-4.4, 4.5 and 4.8), where the discrepancies in
Reimbursable costs are measured and Uniformity in all kids is achisved,

The adjustments for evaluation purposes have been made in queted bid prices and the
finad bid prices are tahulated hersunder.

S.Me. Mame of Firm [Consortia i Adjusted Price (Rs.}
| For Evaluation Purposes only
i A4 Associgtes-ECIL _ ] 111,298,048
il. EA Consulting Pvt. Lid 126,832,000
ifi. Mational Engineering Services of Pakistan (Fvt.) 133,060,556
Ltd.
| i Osmani & Company — Dm'ciadis 148,127,453
v, Techno-Consult International - L.oya Assogiates 160,264,629
Wi, Urnar Munshi Associates -Consolidated 114,834,000
Cansultants

The Censultant Selection Commitiss decided to proceed with the Option-b, to consider
the bids as substantially respongive as matler of fairmess.




Section 5. Combined Technical and Financial Score
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A total score for each bid was obtained by adding the technical and financial scores after
multipiying by the wsightings stated in the RFP. The technical weight was 70 % and the
Mnancizl weight was 30 %. The bids were ranked according to total score, with the highest total
score being ranked number 1.

As par methodology of Quality and Cost Based Selection the lowest evaluated Financial
Froposal {Fm) has been given the maximum financial score (3f) of 100 points. The financial
scores {50 of the other Financial Proposals have been computed as indicated in the Data
Sheet. Proposals are ranked accarding fo their combined technical {St) and financial {5 eeoras
using the weights {T = the weight given to the Technical Praposal; P = the weight given to the
Financial Proposat; T+ P = 1) indicated in the Data Sheet: 8 = St x T% + Sf x P%,

- §
¢ 2 x| g
§ | 2-8% | 8%
“ | JE2s | 2% £Y
s i zgfEg | Bg | Weightage % 2 £
- Name of Firm E 2am8 g2 DS | Ranking
© 5 T s = T g s E
g =R - E E g
el g EE | wy S
' w
[ T 0% P 30%
~ St. F St | Tech | Fin
i Al Associates - ECIL [i* 143,011,048 | 8030 | 4900 | 24.09 73.09 7]
ik, EA Consuiling Py, Lid. 80 126,632,000 | 9068 H65_01 2r2d | 8320 3 __|
.. | Mational Engineerng _ !
Services of Pakistan 85 133,660,558 | 856.30 528,50 2589 85.39 2
iv, Gsmani-Doxtadiz 5 145,127,483 | 7752 S2.50 23.26 70.76 4 :
v ¢ | Tezhna Consudt knli-
Loya Associates K 160,264,629 | 7185 53.20 21.50 7470 5
wi, Urmiar Munshi
Assoviakes -
Consolidated 82 | 114834000 | 100 | 57.40 | 3000 | 87.40 1
Consultants

F Evaluated Adjusted Price (Rs.) for Evaluation Purposes onty
Fm Lowest Evaluated Financial Bid

5t Technical Score

st Financial Score

T Weightage given to Technical Pmp-usal:

P Weightage given to Financial Proposal
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Section 6. Recommendation
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On the basis of \he evaluation methodology and criteria stated in the RFP, W/s. Umar
Munshi Associates in associafion with Consofidated Consuitants Jordan stands Mo.i, MYz,
Mational Engineering Services of Pakistan Pvt. Ltd. stands No.2, Mis. EA Congulting P, Lid
stands No.3, Mfs. Osmani & Company — Doxiadis stands Nod. Ms. Techno-Cansult
Intemnalianat - Loya Associates stands No.5, Mis. AA Associates-ECIL stands No 8.

It is recommended that Mfs. Umar Munshi Associates in association with Consalidated
Consultants Jordan be awarded the Consultancy assignmeant in the sum of Rs, 85,600,000/
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Representative of (P&D) Department Bapﬁty Director (Ops.}, 2DA
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