
 
 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 

ACSA RESPONSE TO BIDDERS QUESTIONS Version 6 
 
REQUEST FOR BIDS FOR CAR RENTAL OPPORTUNITIES FOR A PERIOD OF TEN 
(10) YEARS AT AIRPORTS OPERATED BY AIRPORTS COMPANY SOUTH AFRICA 
SOC LIMITED (ACSA) 

 
 
 

CLARIFICATION REQUEST IN RESPECT OF REQUEST FOR BID (“RFB”) 
 
 

REFERENCE NUMBER COR50/2017 
 
 
A INTRODUCTORY REMARKS 
 

 

1. It is submitted that the contents of this document, specifically the clarification 

required as set out herein under, apply to every Vehicle Rental Company (“VRC”) 

in South Africa who is interested in and intends to submit a tender in relation to 

ACSA’s RFB (Reference Number COR50/2017). It is further submitted that the 

ACSA RFB (Reference Number COR50/2017) is governed by, inter alia, the 

provisions of the following: 

 

i. Airports Company Act, 44 of 1993 (“ACA”); and 
 

ii. Broad-Based Black Economic Empowerment Act, 53 of 2003 (“BBBEE”; and 
 

iii. Promotion of Administrative Justice Act 3 of 2000 (“PAJA”); and 
 

Preferential Procurement Policy Framework Act 5 of 2000 (“PPPFA”); and 
 

iv. National Treasury Practice Note SCM2 of 2005; and 
 

v. Public Finance Management Act 1 of 1999 (“PFMA”. 
 

 



2. Appendix “C” to the RFB (point 2 thereof) requires a bidder (VRC in South Africa 

who are interested in and intend to submit a bid) to acknowledge that it has read, 

understands and agrees to be bound by the content of all the documentation 

provided by ACSA in the RFB. 

 
 
3. Should a bid therefore be submitted by a VRC without drawing to the attention of 

ACSA and reserving its rights in respect of the objectionable provisions in the RFB, 

it is submitted that ACSA may in any subsequent challenge to a decision taken in 

terms of the RFB, contend that the bidder has waived its right to object to these 

provisions. 

 

4. This clarification request is therefor filed to: 
 
 
4.1 identify the potentially objectionable or problematic provisions in the ACSA RFB; 

and 
 

 

4.2 to request clarification and additional information where applicable (in accordance 

with clause 1.5 of the RFB); and 

 

4.3 to record that, should the issues raised herein not be properly and adequately 

addressed by ACSA prior to the closing date for submission of bids, a VRC who 

submits its bid(s) on the basis that should all or any of its bids be unsuccessful, it 

reserves it right to challenge any adverse decision made by ACSA which is based 

upon or influenced by the potentially problematic or objectionable provisions 

referred herein. 

 
 
B REQUESTS FOR CLARIFICATION, INCLUDING THE IDENTIFICATION OF 

POTENTIAL OBJECTABLE AND PROBLEMATIC PROVISIONS CONTAINED 

IN THE RFB 

 
 
1. CLARIFICATION REQUEST 1: 
 

 



1.1 Clause 3.8.2 of the RFB stipulates that there are ten opportunities at CTIA, but it is 

not stipulated, as is done in the case of ORTIA (clause 3.8.1), that bidders are 

required to bid separately for each kiosk and are encouraged to bid for more than 

one kiosk. In respect of CTIA, bidders are not required to bid for a particular kiosk, 

but are required to bid a rate per square metre in increments of 50 square metres 

starting at a minimum of 50 square metres, on the basis that the bidder that submits 

the highest rate per square metre and the number of square metres will be offered 

the first opportunity to select the location of their kiosk. 

 
 

1.2 Clarification is required whether a bidder may submit more than one bid 

for a car rental kiosk and parking at CTIA. 

 Answer: For CTIA AND PEA, sec 4.3 .1 kiosk points calculation is not 

determined in relation to a specific kiosk. Instead it is based on the combined 

value of square meters requested multiplied by the rate per square meter 

offered. A bidder is only required to submit the number of square meters and the 

rate per square meter. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. CLARIFICATION REQUEST 2: 
 

 

2.1. The price per square metre (sqm’s) kiosk rent at KSIA suggests a proposed 

increase of 26%. Rent per sqm’s at KSIA remains the most expensive of all the 

airports listed in the RFB and for its top kiosk locations R900/sqm’s will be charged. 

At ORTIA the rate is R770 per sqm’s and at CTIA R600 per sqm’s. KZN, where 

KSIA is located, is not an affluent region and its economy does not compare to 

Gauteng (ORTIA) nor the Western Cape (CTIA). KSIA also does not enjoy a 

positive international inbound mix and is subject to dramatic seasonal changes in 

volume. 

 
 



Clarification is required whether ACSA will consider a situation where the 

pricing at a specific airport reflects the economy of the specific airport and 

region in which it is situated. As such clarification is required whether ACSA 

will consider to reduce KSIA kiosk rates to compare to ORTIA and CTIA, in 

proportion to the passenger volumes KSIA compared to ORTIA and CTIA. It 

is submitted that a reduction of kiosk rates at KSIA will be beneficial to the 

industry as a whole. ACSA’s response hereto will in all probabilities have a 

major influence in the manner a potential bidder will calculate bid pricing. 

Answer: The price per sqm’s per kiosk is based on the location to the terminal, 

and the prominence in terms of passenger flow. The increase in the total rental 

for all kiosks at KSIA requested in this RFB is about 8% over the previous year. 

The rentals requested in the RFB will remain as is. 

 
 
3. CLARIFICATION REQUEST 3: 
 

 

3.1 With reference to the termination facilities CTIA, it is self-evident that the current 

termination facilities are a gross impediment to operational functionality. It is 

submitted that this constraint (impractical and frustrating operational functionality) 

is currently devaluing and prejudicing the vehicle rental industry at CTIA for all 

VRCs. The aforementioned problem will in al probabilities have the effect that 

potential customers will seek alternatives to vehicle rentals at CTIA to avoid the 

issues caused but the termination areas. It is unlikely that the vehicle rental industry 

will be able to grow as required by the RFB as a result hereof. 

 
 

Clarification is required as to whether ACSA will consider to modify the RFB 

to reflect and address the aforementioned situation and the problems it 

creates. Clarification is specifically required as to how ACSA intends to 

address this constraint to enable all VRCs to tender appropriately. 

Answer: As indicated in clause 3.8.2.2 of this RFB, additional parking bays will be 

made available. 

 

 

4. CLARIFICATION REQUEST 4: 



 

 

4.1 The RFB suggests that each VRC that bid will be allocated a number of bays close 

to its kiosk, for example, at ORTIA at least 12 and at CTIA at least 10. It is 

respectfully submitted that this is a serious operational constraint to the VRCs who 

were previously awarded the bulk of their bays outside their kiosks. The reason for 

this is, inter alia, that other VRCs and their drivers constantly cross the flow of traffic 

when accessing these bays and because (at some airports) these bays are used 

for both collection and termination at key operating times. If another VRC has 

vehicles at the end of a lane, the multifunctional use of the bays as stated herein 

above (collection and return) is no longer possible. 

 
 

Clarification is required as to whether ACSA will consider to modify the RFB 

to reflect and address the aforementioned situation and the problems it 

creates. Clarification is requiring as to how ACSA intends to address this 

constraint to enable all VRCs to tender appropriately. 

Answer: Management rules will be developed to address this concern. These will 

be workshopped with all successful bidders post the award of the opportunities. 

 

5. CLARIFICATION REQUEST 5: 
 
 

Additional kiosk space at CTIA and PE Airport 

 

5.1 It is submitted that it is incredibly difficult to tender for kiosk space that currently 

does not exist due to a number of unknown variables. For example, a large space 

in an unattractive position is worth a lot less than a smaller space in an optimal 

located kiosk position. 

 
 

Clarification is required as to whether ACSA will be able to either provide 

detailed plans, alternatively amend the RFB to apply only to existing 

locations. 

Answer: The size of the building, as well as the kiosks required will only be 

known following the submission by bidders. The location of the building is 



provided in the RFB. Detailed plans will only be developed after the awarding of 

the tender opportunities. 

 
 
5.2 In the event that clarification as requested in 5.2 cannot be provided, clarification 

in respect of the following is requested: 
 

 

5.2.1 Clarification is specifically requested from ACSA to specify where the 

additional square metres of kiosk space will be constructed, relative to the 

current locations. 

 Answer: The location of the additional square meters for CTIA is an additional 

building next to the current kiosk building, measuring about 750 sqm’s. This 

building will replace some parking bay area. The plan for PEA is to increase the 

length and width of the current kiosk building. 

 
 
5.2.2 Clarification is requested from ACSA, specifically to specify the number of 

new kiosks, the new space locations and the approximate size of each. 

  
Answer: The total number of kiosks for PEA included in this RFB is 8 (eight), and 
10 (ten) for CTIA. The sizes of each kiosk will be based on the requirements of 
bidders in their submissions and in proportion to the planned footprint. 

 
5.2.3. Clarification is requested from ACSA, specifically to give prospective bidders 

clear guidance on what precisely they will be bidding for. 

 
Answer: Bidders are bidding for kiosk space at the airports. The location of the 
kiosks is provided in the RFB. The ultimate kiosk location will be based on the 
price per sqm’s offered by bidders.   

 
5.2.4 Clarification on the following issue is required: 
 

 

It is noted that ACSA reserves the right “to reduce kiosk space requested for 

all ten opportunities to fit proportionally”. However, this does not cover the 

impact on the process due to the reduced space. For example, if a bidder 

tenders for 600 sqm’s, and this is only partially awarded, does the rate per 

sqm’s drop? One can understand how a VRC may be prepared to pay more 

for a larger location but a proportionally smaller kiosk that does not serve 

the operational requirements and simply does not warrant the increased rate. 



Answer: This clause is included to deal with situations where the requested 
square metres in units of 50 square meters meets an existing kiosk of a similar 
size, e.g. a bidders requests 100 square meters and there is an existing kiosk of 
98 square meters. The rate per square will not drop. This is a risk a bidder takes 
when participating in this RFB. 

 
5.3 In addition to the above, it is submitted that one VRC may oversubscribe for kiosk 

space in order to obtain a “disproportional allocation” once the “proportional 

reduction” is finalised (as was the case with bay allocation in ORTIA during the last 

tender process). 

 
 

Clarification is requested as to whether ACSA will prescribe a maximum 

kiosk size for the future to be constructed sites. 

 
 Answer: ACSA will not prescribe a maximum kiosk size in this instance. 
 
 
5.4 Clarification in required as to whether ACSA is in a position to commit to a 

timeline when the new kiosk space will be available for operations. 

 Answer: ACSA is not able to commit to a timeline to when the new kiosk space 

will be available for operations. The lease term will however only start once the 

successful bidder commences trading from the new kiosk. 

 
 
5.5 Clarification is required from ACSA relating to the process of and detail 

pertaining the process how the existing kiosks will be allocated until the new 

facilities become available and what rental rates will be charged while the 

new kiosks are being constructed. 

 Answer: Current incumbents will continue to operate from their existing kiosks until 

the new facilities become available. The current rental rates, escalated at 8% on 1 

June 2018 will be charged while the new kiosks are being built. 

 

6. CLARIFICATION REQUEST 6: 
 

 

6.1 The capital cost of refitting existing kiosks, if they are reallocated, will be enormous 

and in all probabilities running into tens of millions of Rands. As accounting and 

tax standards require these to be written off over a shorter period than the lease 



periods, they have a dramatic impact on the profitability of a VRC’s business at an 

airport. 

 
Clarification is therefore required from ACSA as to the method that will be 

used during the allocation of the kiosks space, as it would be of the utmost 

importance if a VRC is able to avoid the capital cost by retaining its existing 

location(s) and by doing so be able to adjust its tendered rates accordingly 

(as a result of the costs saving). Kindly clarify how the award of kiosks space 

will be addressed. 

Answer: This is an open public tender. The outcome cannot be predicted. The 

award of kiosk space is addressed in section 3.8 of the RFB. 

 

6.2 It is noted that, in respect of ORTIA kiosk space, the RFB is silent except as it  
 Refers to rank. 

 
 Clarification is required from ACSA on what basis the “ranking” would be     
 Determined.  

 
  Answer: Each kiosk is separately awarded as detailed in section 5.5 in   
  Conjunction with section 4.3. 
 
  
6.3 In respect of CTIA, the RFB states that the bidder with “highest rate per square 

metre and the number of square metres will be offered the first opportunity” This is 

however not measurable without knowing which order and weight is placed on 

square metres and rate per square metre respectively. 

 
 

Clarification is requested from ACSA, specifically pertaining the order and 

weight which will be placed on square metres and rate per square metre, 

with specific reference to the concerns raised in 6.3 above. 

Answer: The total revenue is ranked, ie. Number of square meters requested 

multiplied by the rate per square meter offered. 

 
 
6.4 In CTIA the bidders will tender on “space not yet identifiable. 
 

 



Clarification is required from ACSA, specifically on what basis a tender will 

be awarded and contracted on “space that is yet to be agreed, allocated, 

built or configured”. 

 
Answer: The planned location is next to the current kiosk building, measuring 
about 750 sqm’s. Together with the existing   buildings, the totalled planned kiosk 
area is 2,476 square meter 
 

6.5 The RFB is silent on the exactly how the process will work pertaining the    
           Allocation of the second, third, fourth, etc. locations. 

 

Clarification is required on exactly how process will work pertaining the 

allocation of the second, third, fourth, etc. locations (Similar issues of clarity 

in ranking and award process are required for the other airports). 

Answer: Bidders will first be ranked per kiosk in terms of total combined points as 

detailed in section 4.3 and 5.5. Bidders are limited to one kiosk, and accordingly 

Appendix Q “Order of Preference” submitted by bidders will be used to allocate 

kiosks. Thereafter, sections 3.8.1.2; 3.8.2.2; and so forth will be used in 

determining the location of parking bays to be awarded. 

 

7. CLARIFICATION REQUEST 7: 
 

 

7.1 Clause 3.8.4 of the RFB stipulates that there are eight opportunities at PE airport. 

As in the case of the bids for CTIA (clause 3.8.2), clause 3.8.4 stipulates that 

bidders are required to bid a rate per square metre in increments of ten square 

metres starting at a minimum of ten square metres, and that the bidder that submits 

the highest rate per square metre and the number of square metres will be offered 

the first opportunity to select the location of their kiosk. 

 

7.2 Clarification is required whether a bidder may submit more than one bid for          
           A car rental kiosk at PE airport and at CTIA.  

 

      Answer: For CTIA AND PEA, sec 4.3 .1 kiosk points calculation is not 

determined in relation to a specific kiosk. Instead it is based on the combined 

value of square meters requested multiplied by the rate per square meter 



offered. A bidder is only required to submit the number of square meters and the 

rate per square meter. 

 
 
8. CLARIFICATION REQUEST 8: 
 
 
8.1 Clause 3.9 of the RFB provides for as follows: 
 
 

“3.9 Bid response options 
 
 

Bidders may bid in accordance with any or all of the opportunities above. 
 

 

3.9.1 Bidders are advised to bid for more than one kiosk per airport in case they 

are not ranked first for their preferred kiosk. In the case where a bidder is 

ranked first for more than one kiosk, the bidder must provide their 

preference of the kiosk they would choose. 

 
 

3.9.2 If a bidder has more than 1 kiosk opportunity post bid award at an airport, 

the bid will be awarded to the next highest bidder with no kiosk opportunity 

post-award. 

 
 

3.9.3 Should it be that there are no other qualifying bidders who have no 

opportunity at the airport,that opportunity may be awarded to bidders who 

have 1 or more opportunities. 

 

8.2 It is not clear whether the provisions of clause 3.9.1 of the RFB apply to CTIA and 

PE airport, as clauses 3.8.2 and 3.8.4 stipulate that bidders are required to bid a 

rate per square metre, whereas in respect of other airports the RFB stipulates that 

bidders are required to bid separately for each available kiosk. 

 
 

8.3 Clarification is required whether a bidder would be entitled to submit more 

than one bid in respect of the opportunities at CTIA and PE airport.  

       Answer: For CTIA AND PEA, sec 4.3 .1 kiosk points calculation is not 

determined in relation to a specific kiosk. Instead it is based on the combined 

value of square meters requested multiplied by the rate per square meter 



offered. A bidder is only required to submit the number of square meters and the 

rate per square meter. 

 
 
9. CLARIFICATION REQUEST 9: 
 

 

9.1 After reviewing and modelling the minimum rent and bay prices extensively, 

together with the operations requirements for bays and kiosk space, serious risks 

were identified. It is submitted that, even with optimistic assumptions on revenue 

growth, the minimum bays and rent per bay required by the RFB, pose a serious 

threat to VRCs and the South African Vehicle Rental Industry as a whole, in both 

the short and the long term. 

 
 
9.2 Assuming that a VRC pays the minimum demanded rent and maintains its current 

bays, the average increase in year one will be 17%. In some of major airports the 

increased minimum rent is greater than 20% (minimum price per bay vs. current). 

 
 
9.3 These new minimum rents are well in excess of the 9% of turnover in most months 

of the year in most of the airports. It is respectfully submitted that the 

aforementioned situation will severely impact the margin at those airports which 

are struggling, given the current economic conditions. 

 
 
9.4 It is projected that the aforementioned will, in all probabilities, inflate by at least 8% 

per year. Notwithstanding the aforementioned, ACSA’s concession to compute the 

lease increase by utilising passenger growth, plus CPI with a minimum of 5% and 

maximum of 8%, is appreciated. The nature of the South African developing 

economy is that, for the foreseeable future, inflation will in all probabilities continue 

to be moderate to high, meaning that the CPI will in all likelihood be at the top end 

of the Reserve Bank’s target of 3% to 6% growth. Taking this into consideration, it 

is submitted that, even with moderate passenger growth, an 8% rent increase is 

most likely. 

 
 



9.5 It is submitted that the ACSA assumption that industry prices will keep pace with 

inflation is flawed, as the high number of competitors at the airports do not allow 

prices to be “passed onto” consumers. The VRCs in the industry support healthy 

competition, but a business model based on factors where cost increases are fixed 

over the 10-year term by the RFB and where there are little price increases, we 

respectfully submit  is not sustainable. From our investigation it was found that the 

industry growth in price over the last 10 years only averaged 2.5%. 

 
 
9.6 Market growth is not sufficient to enable the minimum rent to equal the 9% of 

turnover, which will in all probability means that VRC competitors will all try to 

achieve this by taking market share. It is submitted that this in turn will put pressure 

on price, which in turn makes the minimum rent even less sustainable in the 

industry. 

 
 
9.7 Added to the challenges relating to market growth, airport volumes will continue to 

be under pressure due to competing industries, most notably public transport 

enhancements that will make a dramatic impact to volume. This was clearly 

evident with the introduction of the Gautrain, Uber and similar companies. The new 

arrivals in the industry will continue to reduce airport transactions. 

 
 
9.8 Viewing these scenarios over the RFB’s 10-year period, clearly indicates that the 

minimum pricing poses a sever risk to the industry and to tourism in general. It is 

submitted that that the minimum prices and inflation targets are not sustainable. 

 
 

Clarification is required whether ACSA will consider, taking into 

consideration what has been stated in 9.1 to 9.8 above, to reduce the 

minimum rent back to the current levels. It is submitted that, should ACSA’s 

optimistic inflation and volume growth actually transpire and be achieved, it 

will still benefit from the 9% turnover rent condition. 

 

Answer: The minimum rental requested the RFB for kiosks and parking bays in 

total is in line with the current rental. We have reduced the annual escalation going 



forward from 8% to a CPI related band of 5% to 8%. Accordingly, no further 

reductions will be considered. 

 

10. CLARIFICATION REQUEST 10: 
 

 

10.1 In the RFB it is stated on a number of instances that minimum allowable surcharge 

would be 9%. During our investigating of this requirement, the risk was identified 

that the aforementioned action might be seen as either (or both) an anti-

competitive action or price fixing in the vehicle rental industry. It further came to 

light that ACSA paid an administrative penalty for fixing the prices of parking bays 

at OR Tambo International Airport in 2015. Due to the 2015 incident referred to 

herein above and the risk identified during our investigation, clarity on the issue is 

required. 

 
Clarification is required as to whether the fact that the minimum allowable 

surcharge would be set at 9% would not constitute anti-competitive action 

or price fixing in the vehicle rental industry. 

 

Answer: Please be advised that the information disclosed by the ACSA parking 

manager to Bombela was otherwise public knowledge since the information 

provided was contained in the previous car rental tender. 

The surcharge is a car rental industry practice, and not an ACSA requirement. 

ACSA is however concerned that the surcharge is charged at an abusive rate 

which could be perceived to be attributable to ACSA. Accordingly the RFB 

request is for the surcharge to be limited to 9%. Car rental operators are at liberty 

to charge lower than 9%. 

 
 
11. CLARIFICATION REQUEST 11:  

 
11.1 Clarification is requested from ACSA pertaining the process of extending 

and aligning the operating/depot lease agreements during the tender 

process. It is submitted that the depot facilities and the car rental 

concessions are inextricably linked, the one being indispensable to the 

other. If the operation/depot leases are renegotiated post this RFB award, or 



if they are terminated, this may result in the concessionaires not being able 

to operate profitably over the lease term. 

 Answer: The car rental depots are dealt with separately to the kiosks and parking 

bays. ACSA is not in a position to extend depots leases which expire before the 

anticipated lease term of this bid, as the outcome of the RFB is unknown. 

 

12. CLARIFICATION REQUEST 12: 
 

 

12.1 Some VRCs operate from separate business units. Although such business units 

may be owned by the same holding company, they are separate and distinct 

business units with separate and distinct staff, operations and accounting. 

 
 
12.2 Taking the content of 4.1 above into consideration, it is clear that separate business 

units (notwithstanding the fact that such business units may be separate divisions 

of the same holding company), can claim to be treated as separate bidders, and 

to each be awarded at least one opportunity should their bids be successful. 

 

12.3 Clarification is required whether: 
 
  
12.3.1 Separate business units (notwithstanding the fact that such business units 

may be part of the same holding company), can claim to be treated as 

separate bidders, and to each be awarded at least one opportunity should 

their bids be successful; and 

 
Answer: This RFB is based on the ultimate shareholding. If there are common  
Shareholders, the opportunities will be treated as bids from the same entity. 

 
12.3.2 separate business units (notwithstanding the fact that such business units 

may be divisions of the same holding company) would be entitled to submit 

several bids in respect of any or all of the kiosk opportunities set out in the 

RFB; and 

 
Answer: This RFB is based on the ultimate shareholding. If there are common   
Shareholders, the opportunities will be treated as bids from the same entity.  
 



Additional Opportunities will only be awarded to one or other business unit in the  
Situation that there are no compliant bidders for a specific kiosk. 

 
12.3.3 separate business units (notwithstanding the fact that such business units 

may be separate divisions of the same holding company) would be treated 

as separate bidders and be considered for the award of kiosks in the event 

that separate business units submit separate bids in respect of the 

opportunities at the various airports. 

 

Answer: This RFB is based on the ultimate shareholding. If there are common  
Shareholders, the opportunities will be treated as bids from the same entity. 

 

13. CLARIFICATION REQUEST 13: 
 
 
13.1 Clause 2.10 of the RFB provides that, in the event of a joint venture, partnership 

or consortium, the parties to which must all be “legal entities”, may submit a bid, 

but must make it clear that the bid is that of a consortium/partnership/joint venture. 

It appears as though the consortium/joint venture bid will be regarded as a single 

“bidder”. 

 
 

13.3 Clarification is required whether as to whether separate business  
Units (notwithstanding the fact that such business units may be  
Separate divisions of the same holding company), would be entitled  
To submit separate competing bids and whether their bid  
Adjudication be treated as separate bidders.  

 
Answer: This RFB is based on the ultimate shareholding. If there are   

                Common Shareholders, the opportunities will be treated as bids   

                From the same entity. Therefore, they won’t be treated as   

                Separate bidders. 

 

 

14. CLARIFICATION REQUEST 14:  
 

 

14.1 Clause 3.11.5 of the RFB stipulates that a bidder will be limited to one kiosk per 

airport (hereafter refer to this as the” single opportunity rule”), but could be 



awarded more than one kiosk in instances where the number of opportunities 

exceed the number of compliant bids. 

 
 
14.2 Clause 3.11.6 of the RFB stipulates that bidders who bid for more than one 

opportunity per airport must specify the order of preference upfront under appendix 

“Q” (order of preference) as part of their bids submission. However, clause 1.3 

stipulates that each car rental opportunity is an individual bid “where the same 

entity is bidding for multiple opportunities”. It therefore appears that bidders will be 

entitled to bid for more one opportunity per airport, and that each bid will be 

adjudicated as a separate and individual bid. 

 
 
14.3 Clause 5.6.3 of the RFB stipulates that, if a bidder has more than one kiosk 

opportunity post-bid award at an airport, the bid will be awarded to the next highest 

qualifying bidder. This obviously means that if a bidder scores the highest for more 

than one opportunity, the bidder will only be awarded the opportunity in respect of 

which the highest scoring bid was made. 

 
 
14.4 The intention of ACSA appears to be to encourage competition and discourage 

dominance by one operator, and to ensure that each qualifying bidder receives at 

least one kiosk opportunity until all the opportunities have been allocated. 

 
 
14.5 A matter of concern is, however, that if a bidder bids for two kiosk opportunities 

and scores higher than another bidder in respect of both those opportunities, then 

the next highest qualifying bidder will be awarded the one opportunity without being 

required to match the offer of the bidder who scored higher in respect of that kiosk 

opportunity. 

14.6 The obligation of ACSA to make cost-effective use of state assets under its control 

and maximize the return from the letting of premises, would require of ACSA to 

attempt to obtain the maximum rental for each kiosk opportunity. 

 
 
14.7 A rational approach would be to stipulate that if a bidder has more than one kiosk 

opportunity post-bid award at an airport, the bid will be awarded to the next highest 



qualifying bidder, provided that the next highest-qualifying bidder agrees to match 

the offer made by the bidder who would otherwise have been awarded the kiosk 

opportunity. 

 
 
14.8 The stipulation that the bid will be awarded to the next highest qualifying bidder 

without requiring the rental of the higher bidder for that opportunity to be matched, 

is irrational and in conflict with ACSA’s obligations arising from section 217 of the 

Constitution and the related legislation. Clarification is required from ACSA in 

this regard.  

 Answer: All awards are conditional on successful negotiation on terms, we 

would have negotiated in terms of pricing with the successful bidder 

thereafter. We will clearly stipulate in the bid document.  

 

14.9 Clause 5.6.4 of the RFB further provides for as follows: 

 

“Should it be that there are no other qualifying bidders who have one kiosk 

opportunity at the airport that opportunity may be awarded to bidders who have 

one or more opportunities?” 

 
 
14.10 There is obviously an error in this statement, if it is compared to the wording of 

clause 3.9.3 of the RFB. It appears that what ACSA wished to provide for was that 

if each of the qualifying bidders had been awarded one kiosk opportunity, and 

there were still unallocated opportunities, those unallocated opportunities may be 

awarded to bidders who have submitted more than one bid and have already been 

awarded one opportunity. 

 
 
14.11 In order to achieve this result, clause 5.6.4 should have been worded the same 

as point 3.9.2, and should read as follows: 

 
 

“Should it be that there are no other qualifying bidders who have no opportunity 

at the airport that opportunity may be awarded to bidders who have 1 or more 

opportunities?” 

 
 



14.11 As currently worded, the condition for operation of the second part of the provision, 

namely that the unallocated opportunity may be awarded to bidders who have one 

or more opportunities, is that “there are no other qualifying bidders who have one 

kiosk opportunity”. That condition could of course never be fulfilled, as there would 

always be a qualifying bidder who had one kiosk opportunity. If every qualifying 

bidder has been awarded one opportunity and there are still opportunities 

remaining which have not been awarded, it is only then that the remaining 

opportunities may be awarded to bidders who have already been awarded one 

opportunity. 

 
 
14.12 Clarification is required with regards to the wording and meaning of clause 

5.6.4. It is further proposed that ACSA should consider to amend clause 

5.6.4 to read the same as clause 3.9.3. 

 

 Answer: This is noted. Clause 5.6.4 will be modified as recommended. 

 
 
15. CLARIFICATION REQUEST 15: 
 
 
15.1 Clause 5.6.5 of the RFB provides for as follows: 

 

“Should there be unmatched kiosks and qualifying bidders, ACSA reserves the 

right to negotiate with such bidders on agreed terms and conditions.” 

 
 
15.2 It is difficult to discern the meaning and intention of this provision. If what ACSA 

intends to provide is that if all qualifying bidders have been awarded an 

opportunity and there are still kiosks not awarded to a qualifying bidder, ACSA 

may negotiate with the qualifying bidders on agreed terms and conditions to take 

up the unallocated kiosks, then ACSA should state this clearly and 

unambiguously. 

 

15.3 Clarification is required pertaining the meaning and intention of this  
  specific provision. 
 



Answer: This provision is included to consider a situation where a 
qualifying (compliant) bidder haven’t been awarded a kiosk due to being 
ranked lower than other bidders, and also have not submitted a bid for the 
unmatched (unallocated) kiosk.  

 
 
16. CLARIFICATION REQUEST 16:  
 

 

16.1 It is respectfully submitted that the “single opportunity rule” referred to herein above 

is not rational, but arbitrary. 

 
 
16.2 The single opportunity rule, particularly taken together with the provision that a 

second opportunity for which a bidder submitted the highest bid will be offered to 

the next highest bidder without that bidder being required to match the higher bid, 

is in conflict with the provisions of section 217 of the Constitution and the PPPFA. 

ACSA as an organ of state, vested with the management of State resources at 

airports, is under an obligation to maximize the income that it can obtain from the 

letting of its premises, including premises available for operation of car rental 

businesses. 

 
 
16.3 In terms of Regulation 11 of the Preferential Procurement Regulations of 2011, a 

contract may be awarded to a tenderer that did not score the highest total number 

of points, only in accordance with section 2(1)(f) of the PPPFA. Section 2(1)(f) of 

the PPPFA provides that “the contract must be awarded to the tenderer who scores 

the highest points, unless objective criteria in addition to those contemplated in 

paragraphs (d) and (e) justify the award to another tenderer.” 

 
 
16.4 Section 2(1)(d) of the PPFA allows specific goals that may include “contracting with 

persons, or categories of persons historically disadvantaged by unfair 

discrimination on the basis of race, gender or disability”, as well as programmes 

for reconstruction and development. 

 
 
16.5 Section 2(1)(e) of the PPPFA states that “any specific goal for which a point may 

be awarded, must be clearly specified in the invitation to submit a tender.” 

 



 
16.6 Section 2(2) of the PPPFA provides that “any goals contemplated in sub-section 

1(e) must be measurable, quantifiable and monitored for compliance.” 

 
 
16.7 Any decision by ACSA not to make an award of an opportunity to the tenderer 

scoring the highest number of points would have to be based on objective criteria 

which are reasonable and justifiable. 

 
 
16.8 It is submitted that the application of the single opportunity rule by ACSA in the 

manner provided for in the RFB, in an attempt to achieve a wider distribution of 

rental opportunities at airports under ACSA’s control and administration, is 

impermissible. 

 
 
16.9 The stipulation of the single opportunity rule by ACSA in the RFB is not an 

objectively determined criterion, is not measurable and is not linked to specific 

goals that are measurable, quantifiable and capable of monitoring for compliance. 

It is submitted that, should a particular bidder score the highest points for more 

than one opportunity, and should only one kiosk opportunity be awarded to the 

bidder, the decision not to award the bidder a second kiosk opportunity in respect 

of which it scored the highest points would be vulnerable to being reviewed and 

set aside in a review application brought in terms of section 6 of PAJA. 

 
 
16.10 It is further submitted that, even if the single opportunity rule were not in conflict 

with the provisions of the Constitution, other relevant legislation, regulations and 

policy, the application of the single opportunity rule on the basis that the next 

highest bidder would not be required to match the rental offered by the highest 

bidder (who is excluded because it has already been awarded another opportunity) 

amounts to a breach of the constitutional obligation imposed on ACSA to make the 

best and most economical productive use of the State owned and State funded 

assets under its control and administration. 

 
 



 
16.11 Due to the importance of this specific issue, it is prudent that this issue be 

ventilated and clarified before the closing date of the tenders as set out in 

the RFB. As such ACSA is requested to reconsider and / or clarify its position 

in this regard. 

 Answer: Deviation from not awarding to the highest bidder is permitted as 

long as there are objective criteria used as correctly stated in paragraph 16. 

ACSA has identified objective criteria and has stipulated same. The objective 

criteria used is the transformation imperative. This has been explained 

through the use of the evaluation table in Section 5 wherein we stipulate that 

the final evaluation criteria used will be against transformation imperatives. 

 

17. CLARIFICATION REQUEST 17:  
 

 

17.1 Clause 4 of the RFB deals with B-BBEE preference and price. It stipulates that a 

maximum of 100 points will be allocated to a bid on the basis of 20 points for the 

price (rental) offered for the kiosk, 30 points for the price (rental) offered for parking 

bays, and 50 points for the B-BBEE scorecard. Bids will accordingly be scored on 

a 50/50 basis with 50 points being allocated to price and the remaining 50 points 

awarded for B-BBEE. 

 
 
17.2 Clause 4.2 of the RFB records that car rental companies fall within the travel and 

related services within the Amended Tourism B-BBEE Sector Code, which came 

into effect on 20 November 2015. It records that the intention is to allocate the 50 

points for B-BBEE in accordance with the Amended Tourism B-BBEE Sector Code 

in accordance with tables set out in the RFB, relating to large entities, qualifying 

smaller enterprises, and exempted micro-enterprises. 

 
 
17.3 It is submitted that ACSA is bound by the provisions of the PPPFA and the 

Preferential Procurement Regulations, and must therefore apply either an 80/20 or 

90/10 preference point system in terms of which either a minimum of 80 or a 

minimum of 90 points out of a 100 must be awarded for price. ACSA is accordingly 



not permitted to allocate only 50 points to price and to allocate the remaining 50 

points to B-BBEE scoring. 

 
 
17.4 In following a preference point system, the points which are not allocated to price 

may be allocated only for specific goals as contemplated in section 2(1)(d) of the 

PPPFA. That paragraph provides that the specific goals may include “contracting 

with persons, or categories of persons, historically disadvantaged by unfair 

discrimination on the basis of race, gender or disability.” This is precisely what the 

application of a B-BBEE scorecard aims to achieve. However, a maximum of 20 

points out of 100 may be allocated for such a specific goal. 

 
 
17.5 The preference that is permissible in terms of the Constitution and section 2(1)(d)(i) 

of the PPPFA, namely that specific goals may be set for contracting with “persons, 

categories of persons, historically disadvantaged by unfair discrimination on the 

basis of race, gender or disability.” This is a constitutionally permissible preference 

and a B-BBEE preference is permissible in terms of the PPPFA. What is envisaged 

in section 2(1)(f) of the PPPFA is to introduce objective criteria in addition to those 

contemplated in section 2(1)(d) and (e), and not to give a double preference to 

persons contemplated in section 2(1)(d)(i). The effect of this would be to require 

organs of state to pay a premium for empowerment. Empowerment is specifically 

catered for in the points system. 

 
 
17.6 Regulation 4 of the Preferential Procurement Regulations provides that if an organ 

of state decides to apply pre-qualifying criteria to advance certain designated 

groups, the organ of state must advertise the tender with a specific tendering 

condition that a tenderer must have a stipulated minimum B-BBEE status level of 

contributor. 

 
 
17.7 Clause 4.2.4 of the RFB sets out pre-qualification criteria. These set minimum 

percentages in relation to ownership, enterprise and supply development and 

management control with specific reference to “black people”, “black women”, 



“black executive management”, “black female executive management” and “black 

employees”. 

 
 
17.8 These percentage criteria do not appear to correspond to the “tenderer having a 

stipulated minimum B-BBEE status level of contributor” as contemplated in 

Regulation 4(1)(a) of the Preferential Procurement Regulations. It is submitted that 

the pre-qualification criteria set by point 4.2.4 of the RFB are not permissible in 

terms of Regulation 4 of the Preferential Procurement Regulations. 

 
 
17.9 The pre-qualification criteria set by point 4.2.4 of the RFB, it is submitted, also do 

not fall within the criteria or conditions as contemplated in Regulation 4(1)(b) or (c) 

of the Preferential Procurement Regulations. 

 
 
17.10 Accordingly it is submitted that the pre-qualification criteria sought to be stipulated 

by ACSA are not permissible pre-qualification criteria having regard to the 

provisions of Regulation 4 of the Preferential Procurement Regulations. 

 

17.11 ACSA is requested to reconsider and /or clarify its position in this regard.   
  It is submitted that, should ACSA in the evaluation of bids disqualify a bid 
on the basis that it had failed to meet the pre-qualification criteria 
stipulated in clause 4.2.4 of the RFB, the decision to disqualify the tender 
or the bidder on that basis would be vulnerable to being reviewed and set 
aside by a Court in a review application brought in terms of section 6 of 
PAJA.  
Answer: The PPPFA Regulations must be applied for the procurement of 

goods and services. The car rental industry does not fall within either of 

those categories therefore we do not need to comply with the provisions of 

the PPPFA Regulations. The pre-qualifiers therefore do not have to align to 

those set out in the PPPFA Regulations. The same applies insofar as it 

relates to the 80/20 and 90/10 principles, these are in terms of the PPPFA 

therefore we can modify it since we are not bound by same.   

 

 

 



 

18. CLARIFICATION REQUEST 18: 
 

 

18.1 As stated herein above, what is envisaged in section 2(1)(f) of the PPPFA is to 

introduce objective criteria in addition to those contemplated in section 2(1)(d) and 

(e), and not to give a double preference to persons contemplated in section 

2(1)(d)(i). 

 
 
18.2 Clarification is required whether “equity” will again be used as part of the 

introduced objective criteria, notwithstanding the fact that it already forms 

part of the B-BBEE scorecard adjudication. 

 

          Answer: Equity will not be used as part of the introducing objective criteria.   

 
 
19. CLARIFICATION REQUEST 19: 
 
 
19.1 Clause 5.6 of the RFB deals with “Transformation Imperatives”. Clause 5.6.1   
           states the following: 
 

 

“Amongst other criteria set out in this bid document, ACSA has set out 

Transformation Imperatives for all the Car Rental Opportunities in this bid in line 

with ACSA’s Transformation Policy. ACSA Transformation Imperatives can be 

downloaded at www.airports.co.za”. 

 
 
19.2 The internet website referred to herein above was accessed but the 

Transformation Imperatives could not find or download. If in the Transformation 

Imperatives are available on the internet website referred to herein above, they are 

not readily and easily accessible or downloadable. 

 
 
19.3 Insofar as ACSA seeks to set Transformation Imperatives as criteria without them 

being specifically identified, it has failed to comply with the provisions of the 

Preferential Procurement Regulations, in particular Regulation 3. 

 
 



19.4 The consequence would be that if any bid were to be disqualified or be 

unsuccessful by reason of the application of “Transformation Imperatives” not 

clearly spelt out or identifiable, that decision would, it is respectfully submitted, be 

set aside in a review application brought in terms of section 6 of PAJA. 

 
 
19.5 Clarification is required as to precisely what Transformation Imperatives are 

referred to in clause 5.6.1 of the RFB. 

           

           Answer: Kindly can you download the transformation policy for ACSA 

website. www.airports.co.za/tenders/transformationpolicy/ 

           http://www.etenders.gov.za/content/car-rental-concession-tender 

 

 

 
 
C. CLARIFICATION IN QUESTION RAISED IN VERSION 5 OF THE QUESTIONS 

ALREADY PUBLISHED 
 
 

1. In version 5 of the questions, the response to question 1 is that “A single Bid 

includes all nine airports”. 

 

Clarifications is required whether a bidder is obligated to bid for all airport 

opportunities (71) at all airports, alternatively whether a bidder will be 

allowed to bid only on a selection of airport opportunities at selected 

airports. 

 

Answer: A bidder is not obligated to tender for all 71 opportunities at all 

airports. A bidder is allowed to bid only on a selection of airport 

opportunities at selected airports. 

 
 

2. In version 5 of the questions, the following answer and response to an 

unnumbered question was provided: “Question: Please clarify how a pre-

qualification criterion will be determined in the case of a NEWCO, either as a 

result of a joint venture or the formation of a new entity, where parties may not 

http://www.airports.co.za/tenders/transformationpolicy/
http://www.etenders.gov.za/content/car-rental-concession-tender


have a ESD (e.g.: procurement) history. The matter may also be complicated in 

terms of incorporate and non-incorporated entities. Response from ACSA: The 

pre-qualification criteria will be determined by the two-entity scorecard from the 

business units and the consolidated scorecard will be given to the new JV 

Company.” 

 
 

Clarification is required how ACSA will assess a NEWCO’s procurement 

scorecard, in the event that the NEWCO’s is registered by new role-players 

in the vehicle rental industry without any procurement history. 

 

Answer: This will be a need for both partnerships to provide there company 

procurement scorecard to and new company scorecard from there new 

company scorecard for verification agent. 

 
 
 
3. In addition to question 2 herein above, the following question is posed and 

clarification required. In the event that a NEWCO to be registered is utilised to 

bid, the NEWCO will only be registered once the bid is awarded to it. As a 

NEWCO to be registered, the NEWCO will not have any of the Transformation 

Elements / Criteria (Clause 4.2.4.1 of RFB) or procurement history available for 

ACSA to assess, prior to a bid being awarded to it. 

 

Clarification is therefore required from ACSA pertaining the following: 
 

Will it be possible to lodge a bid on behalf of a NEWCO to be registered? If 

so, on what basis will ACSA deal with. 

 

 assessment of the NEWCO, with specific reference to its 

Transformation Elements (Ownership, Enterprise & Supplier 

Development and Management Control) and the criteria related 

thereto referred to in the RFB (Clause 4.2.4.1); and 

 

Answer: This will not be possible to register new company on this 

B-BBEE with no history to evaluation the company without the 



scorecards for the both companies and JV agreement in place. There 

needs to new BBBEE score card that verification agent need to 

complete on the new company for ownership, Enterprise 

development, Supplier Development and management controls 

scorecard on the business.   

 
 

 Assessment of the NEWCO, with specific reference to its 
procurement scorecard, as the NEWCO to be registered will not 
have a procurement history available. 

 
 

Answer: Assessment will be done on the joint venture company 
procurement scorecard from both companies spend scorecard by 
the verification agent and new joint scorecard. 

 
 
 
 
 
D. CLOSING 
 

As stated in the introductory remarks herein above it should be recorded that, should the 

issues raised herein not be properly and adequately addressed by ACSA prior to the 

closing date for submission of bids, a VRC interested in submitting a bit will do so on the 

basis that, should all or any of its bids be unsuccessful, it’s right to challenge an adverse 

decision made by ACSA which is based upon or influenced by the potentially problematic 

or objectionable provisions referred herein, will remain strictly reserved. Due to the 

importance of the issues raised herein above for the South African Vehicle Rental Industry 

as a whole, ACSA’s response to the issues raised and clarification requested in this 

document is requested as a matter of extreme urgency. 

 
 
The publication of this document will have the effect that each and every VRC in 

the South African Vehicle Rental Industry’s rights remain reserved to challenge (if 

they chose to do so) any adverse decision made by ACSA, which is based upon or 

influenced by the potentially problematic or objectionable provisions referred to 

herein. 

 
 



Second Bidder Questions and Answers 
 
 
 
A: Tender (RFB) questions 

1. “2.6 Concession Agreement  

  
2.6.2 With immediate effect on the award of a bid, a contract shall come into 

existence between ACSA and the Successful Bidder on the terms set out in the 

pro forma Concession Agreement attached as Appendix S (Pro-Forma 

Concession Agreement)’’  

Q: As the current concession agreement is in draft form and ACSA has indicated 

some changes will be required (eg: in relation to a force majeure clause), will it 

be acceptable for a bidder to submit the draft concession agreement with their 

various concerns and comments highlighted, regardless of the initialling of the 

draft agreement? 

 

Answer:  The bidder may submit their proposed amendments/comments to the 

agreement, but they would still need to initial same. It is also to be noted that 

ACSA reserves the right and discretion to accept or reject the proposed changes. 

  

2. “To minimise disruption of reconfiguration of existing kiosks in the existing 
buildings, ACSA reserve the right to offer successful bidders kiosks in line with 
that currently occupied.” 
Comment: In reference to both CTIA (3.8.2) and PE (3.8.4.1) where the above 
statement applies, any decision taken by ASCA in this regard needs to be taken 
with an understanding of the commercial viability on customer service and 
operational efficiency.  - Noted 

  
3. 3.11.15 and Appendix R 

“ACSA shall have the right to make an offer of Bid award for an alternative 
location to that of the Car Rental Opportunity for which the bidder has bid for. 
This offer of Bid award will be subject to the bidder accepting the alternative 
location. If the bidder does not accept this alternative location, ACSA will not be 
obliged to offer the position of the Car Rental opportunity, or any other 
opportunity or any other position, and ACSA will have the right to withdraw the 
offer of Bid award.” 
Q: Similar to point 2 above, we are concerned about the fairness of ACSA 
potentially withdrawing a bid award in the event that a bidder is unwilling to 
accept an alternative location for their own commercial viability reasons, its 
impact on customer service and operational efficiency. Please indicate how this 
process will be reasonably managed?   
 
Answer: This clause is applicable when offering a bidder an opportunity to which 
there are no compliant bidders. 
  



4. “3.11.19 The Successful Bidder will be required to give ACSA security for the 
performance of  
Its obligations in an amount not less than the aggregate of 3 months’ rental of the 
first year of the concession. This will be in the form of a cash deposit or payment 
guarantee from a reputable financial institution acceptable to ACSA;  

  
“3.11.20 The Successful Bidder will further be required to give ACSA a surety 
equal to the remaining 9 months’ rental of the first year of the concession  
  

Q: Similar to the last ACSA car rental tender, can a bidder that forms part of a 

listed entity, submit an undertaking from its holding company that sufficient funds 

are available to resource the winning bid for a period of ten years?  

 

Answer:  In the spirit of fairness to all bidders, all successful bidders will have to 

provide the three months security provided in clause 3.11.19. 

 

5. During the ACSA Car Rental RFB briefing session on 11 September, various 

statements were made by ACSA to indicate that this tender was not primarily 

about increasing costs for the concessionaires but rather structuring the RFB so 

that the smaller operators could operate more cost effectively given their airport 

challenges. We are, however, concerned that this is not the case in the current 

RFB. For example, an analysis of ORTIA parking bay costs between what was 

previously tendered, what is currently being paid and what has been proposed in 

the current RFB clearly highlights a significant cost increase for large operators. 

The 2017/18 year-on-year difference as per the new tender, will increase by 

more than the 8% anticipated escalation should an operator tender for more than 

150 bays (tier 4 and up). In addition the increase will result in a much higher cost 

base for the next 10 years which will have a significant impact on the operators 

cost base.   

  

As a result we would like to propose that the tier pricing be less onerous on tier 4 

and up operators. Answer: The minimum rental requested in the RFB for kiosks 

and parking bays in total is in line with the current rental. We have reduced the 

annual escalation going forward from 8% to a CPI related band of 5% to 8%. 

Accordingly, no further reductions will be considered. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



ORTIA - assuming 500 bays 

    Bays 
2008 

Rate per 
Bay 

2016/2017 
Current rate per 

bay with an 
annual 8% 
Increase 

2018 
Rate per 

Bay 

2017 to 
2018 

Increase 

Tier 

1     50  
           1 

650  
                         3 

054  
           2 

250  
-26.3% 

2     50  
           1 
650  

                         3 
054  

           2 
750  

-10.0% 

3     50  
           1 

650  
                         3 

054  
           3 

250  
6.4% 

4     50  
           1 

650  
                         3 

054  
           3 

500  
14.6% 

5     50  
           1 

650  
                         3 

054  
           3 

750  
22.8% 

6 250  
           1 

650  
                         3 

054  
           4 

000  
31.0% 

Totals   500  
      825 

000  
                 1 527 

000  
   1 775 

000  
16.2% 

  

6. Q: Q&A: Version 5 – In response to question #2, which enquired about the 

awarding of a ‘bid to a Bidder other than the highest score Bidder where 

transformation imperatives (Point 5.6) allow, you referred us to the same point 

which no formula or objective methodology as to how such an evaluation would 

take place. Please illustrate, by way of an example, how Point 5.6 will be 

practically applied? 

Answer: Bidders will first be ranked per kiosk in terms of total combined points as 

detailed in section 4.3 and 5.5. Bidders are limited to one kiosk, and accordingly 

Appendix Q “Order of Preference” submitted by bidders will be used to allocate 

kiosks. Thereafter, sections 3.8.1.2; 3.8.2.2; and so forth will be used in 

determining the location of parking bays to be awarded. 

  
7. Q: The ACSA Arrival Passenger Ten Year Growth Forecast ending FY 2029, 

does not coincide with the current RFB car rental concession period which is 

planned to run from 2018-2028, however, using the first JNB entry, are we to 

assume that this airport will only experience a) a 3.2% volume over ten years or 

b) a 3.2% volume growth every year for ten years? 

 

           Answer: The estimate is for the airport to grow by an average 3,2% each year for    
           the next ten years 

  



8. Q: Based on Q&A version 5, ACSA has not yet considered the SAVRALA 

proposal. When will they consider the proposal as there are various concerns 

aside from costs, with ACSA landside permit requests which need to be 

concluded as soon as possible?  

 

 

9. Appendix I: Latest Audited Financial Statements/Management Accounts  

Q: As part of a listed entity, please confirm that we may submit a copy of the 

latest annual report which includes audited financial reports for both the listed 

entity itself and its divisions including car rental? – Answer: In addition to the 

listed entities financials, financial reports for the car rental divisions must be 

provided. 

  

10. Further to Q&A version 5, Q11, as below; 

 
  

Please find the applicable extract from the Functional Evaluation Criterion.  

 
  

Q: In light of the previous Q&A on this matter, we wish to clarify our question.  

While we understand that the current requirement is, for example, ‘’all category 

vehicles provided…under 30,000 km’s’, our proposal is that the criteria should be 

rather based on average kilo’s under 30,000. We hope this clarifies our proposal.  



 

Answer: The functionality criteria will remains as stated. The reason is for 

vehicles to be used at the airport to fall within the acceptable mileage. By 

averaging, the chances are there for vehicles to exceed this mileage. 

B: DRAFT CONCESSION AGREEMENT 
  

11. “14.3. Compliance with the management rules of the Lessor 14.3.1. As at the 

Beneficial Occupation Date, the Lessor has prescribed and may, from time to 

time additionally prescribe, vary or rescind rules relating to the Premises, the 

Buildings and/or the Airports and pertaining to, amongst others, security, fire, 

safety, access, Common Area use, parking, storage, air-conditioning, heating 

and matters allied thereto. A copy of the Lessor's 

Management rules are available for inspection at its chosen domicilium during 

ordinary working hours. The Lessee is deemed to have knowledge of the rules so 

prescribed. The Lessor shall timeously furnish the Lessee with written notice of 

any rules additionally prescribed and/or varied and/or rescinded.” 

  

Q: Further to Q&A version 5, Q5 and noting the provisions of 14.3 above, can 

ACSA please supply a copy of their Management Rules? On inspection of both 

the RFB and the ACSA website, a copy of the ACSA Management Rules was not 

found. – Answer: Management rules provided on the website 

http://www.airports.co.za/business/tender-bulletin/current-and-future-tenders# 

  

http://www.airports.co.za/business/tender-bulletin/current-and-future-tenders


 

 
  

C: ANNEXURES  
12. Annexure A: Contract Data 



Q: Please confirm that the minimum amount of insurance cover for a car rental  

                Concessionaire Lessee is R10million? – 
                 
               Answer: the car rental operates on the landside of the airport, therefore, the   
               minimum limit is R10million. 
 
 

 
  

13. Annexure B – Resolution of the Lessee 

Q: Please confirm that as the RFB has not been completed, bids not yet 

awarded, and an updated concession agreement signed, a signed resolution is 

not expected in the tender document to be submitted?  

 

Answer: This is for drafting purposes, therefore a signed resolution is not 

required to be part of the bid submission. 

  
  
 
 


