ANNEXURE | — TECHNICAL EVALUATION CRITERIA
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Notes:

1. Allreturnable documents provided as evidence or proof will be verified before contract award. Fraudulent documents will lead to disqualification.

2. Tenderers to ensure that the reference letters include a working number and/or email address

MWP2257GX: PIPELINE CATHODIC PROTECTION SURVEY AND RE-DESIGN SERVICES FOR THE KOMATI WATER SCHEME (KWS), MATLA TO
KRIEL PIPELINE AND KENDAL TO KUSILE PIPELINE




