Bid Clarification

Request RZ042100-PGG-COM-0060
(In accordance with ITB 7.1)

Reference Number:

Dominica Geothermal Risk Mitigation Project Contract

Subject: Bid Clarification 0060 — Accredited Experience

Bid Document Clause: ITB 39

Detailed description of request

Note the difference between bid clarification 58 and bid clarifications 13 and 5. Please confirm whether you will definitively
accept that experience is accredited through the subcontractor/technology supplier.

In addition to the above, you tell:
“Bidders shall note the text underlined in ITB 36.1 above, that the Employer shall determine “...to its satisfaction...”. This is
different to the approach used for the substantial responsiveness evaluation”

Does it mean that the evaluation is not 100% objective and a part of the final decision will depend on other factors not
established in the bidding procedures documents?

Could you explain this?

Enclosures: None

Response:

Clarification 58 was issued as it had become apparent that Bidders may be overlooking ITB 39. Clarification 58 does not change
anything stated in Clarifications 5 or 13. We believe that clarification 58 needs no further explanation. We have however noted
a typo in Clarification 58. The text:

“ii) Bidders shall note the text underlined in ITB36.1...."
Should read:
“ii) Bidders shall note the text underlined in ITB39.1....”

The determination whether a Bidder and their Specialised Subcontractors meets the qualifying criteria set out in Section IIl,
Evaluation and Qualification Criteria will be made by the Employer as set out in ITB 39, which has been clarified through this
bidder query process.

Enclosures: None

This clarification does not require an Addendum to the Bid Document.

Please acknowledge receipt of this clarification by completing the below information
and returning to the sender:

Bidder Company Name

Bidder Contact Name

Date Received
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