
MBTA DESIGN-BUILD PROCESS 

Revere Transit Facility and Streetscape Improvements  



Project Funding:  $20M TIGER Grant obtained by the City of Revere  

MBTA Contract under MOA with City for oversight by the MBTA 
 
 

 
 

 
 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
 



MBTA’s design-build guideline process 
• Consistent with federal guidelines for competitive procurement 
• Consistent with MassDOT process 
• Application to OIG for design-build procurement method 

 
Design-build procurement method chosen for cost, schedule and quality 
• 30% + Design to ensure specific design requirements adequately described 
• Best Value used when price alone not determinative 

 
Design Task Force created to ensure City’s interests for success of development 

 

DESIGN-BUILD 



Design Team 
• SEA/Kleinfelder, Arrowstreet, Rosales Partners, Corcoran & Associates, 

Lighting Artist, Landscape, Civil, Structural, Mechanical 
 
Selection Committee Members 
• City of Revere, DCR, MBTA 
 
Technical Advisory Committee Members 
• Arrowstreet, SEA/Kleinfelder, Rosales Partners, Gilbane, Corcoran & Associates 

TEAMS 



SUBMITTING TEAMS 

Barletta Heavy Division 
• Simpson Gumpertz & Heger, Inc. 
• Lozano, Baskin, & Associates, Inc. 
 

J. F. White Contracting 
• Finley Engineering Group, Inc. 
• Touchstone Architecture 
 

MIG Construction 
• International Bridge Technologies, Inc. 
• Ammann & Whitney 
 

Suffolk Construction Company, Inc. 
• Schlaich Bergermann & Partners  
• AECOM 
 

Walsh Construction 
• Hardesty & Hanover, LLP 
• DHK, Inc. 
 
 



Quality of Submittals 
• Requested information was more and less responsive 
 

Understanding of �Project 
• Experience with pedestrian facilities and urban design  
• Completeness of team 
• Consideration of entire scope, both plaza and bridge 
 
Competitive Range 
Four of the five firms were invited to submit proposals: 
• Barletta Heavy Division 
• J.F. White Contracting 
• Suffolk Construction 
• Walsh Construction 

 

RFQ Scoring Issues: 

1. Request For Qualifications (RFQ) 
 

TWO-STEP PROCUREMENT PROCESS 



RFQ ADVERTISEMENT 



Qualitative evaluation will count for 100% of total score, focused on: 
 
• Relevant Work Experience (40 points) 
• Understanding of the Work (20 points) 
• Resumes and Availability of Key Personnel (20 points) 
• Personnel by Discipline (10 points) 
• General Evaluation (10 points) 

 
 

 

RFQ SCORING CATEGORIES 



Highly Advantageous (90-100): … significantly exceed stated requirements/ 
objectives and provides a consistently outstanding level of quality…. 

 
Advantageous (80-89): …exceed state requirements/objectives and offer generally 

better than acceptable level of quality…. 
 
Acceptable (70-79): …meet the stated requirements/objectives and has an 

acceptable level of quality…. 
 
Poor (60-69): …fails to meet the stated requirements/objectives as there are 

weaknesses and/or deficiencies, but they are susceptible to correction through 
oral presentations…. 

 
Unacceptable (0-59): …contains significant weaknesses or deficiencies and/or are 

of unacceptable quality. The Team fails to meet the stated requirements/ 
objectives and/or lacks essential information and is conflicting and/or 
unproductive…. 

 
 

GUIDELINES FOR RATING RFQ 



MIG Construction 
Ranked 5th (Total Score: 322.8) 

Walsh Construction 
Ranked 1st (Total Score: 409.1) 

RFQ SAMPLE SCORING SHEETS 



(MIG was eliminated for not addressing base concept. 
Proposal could have been classified as non responsive.) 

SUBMITTING TEAMS AND RANKINGS FOR RFQ 



2. Request For Proposals (RFP) 
 
RFP Scoring Issues: 

Understanding of Project 
• Appropriateness of team for project 
• Integration of meaningful DBE  
   participation (20%) 
• Experience with pedestrian facilities 
• Completeness of team 
 

Interviews 
Clarified teams’ approach 
 

 
 
 

TWO-STEP PROCUREMENT PROCESS 



Bid Base Technical Concept 
• Mandatory alternate technical concept 
• Voluntary alternate technical concepts 
• Value versus scope reduction 
• VTC’s not credited in baseline price proposals 
• Six value engineering sessions to meet budget (required for all) 
 
Smartest Approach 
• Point spread supports quality-based selection process 
• Quality piece supports schedule 
• Scoring sheet sample 
 

 

RFP SCORING ISSUES CONTINUED 



RFP SCORING CATEGORIES 

Technical Evaluation: 
 
• Management Proposal (30%) 
 a. Organizational Structure; Management Personnel Experience (10%) 
 b. Design Services (10%) 
 c. Construction and Construction Management (10%) 
• Technical Proposal (70%) 
 a. Project Controls (10%) 
 b. Design Completion: Structural Considerations (10%) 
 c. Construction Staging (10%) 
 d. Geotechnical (5%) 
 e. Schedule (10%) 
 f. Environmental (5%) 
 g. Utilities (5%) 
 h. Aesthetics (10%) 
 i. Communications (5%) 



RFP SAMPLE SCORING SHEETS 

Walsh Construction 
Ranked 4th (Total Score: 62.69) 

Suffolk Construction 
Ranked 1st (Total Score: 91.92) 



(Walsh could have been eliminated for not addressing base concept.  
Proposal could have been classified as non responsive.) 

SUBMITTING TEAMS AND RANKINGS FOR RFP 



SUMMARY EVALUATION SHEET 

Summary of Rankings  

Best Value Method 



ATC LIST BY TEAM 

*ATC Number 
• M: Mandatory 
• S: Suffolk Construction  
• B: Barletta Heavy Division 
• J: J.F. White Contracting 
• W: Walsh Construction 

 

PROJECT: 
ARCHITECT: 
REVIEW TYPE:  

Revere Transit Facility and Streetscape Project  
Arrowstreet Architects  
Review of potential ATC and cost impacts 



FINAL SYNOPSIS 



FINAL SYNOPSIS 



FINAL SYNOPSIS 



FINAL SYNOPSIS 



TOTAL PROJECT BUDGET ESTIMATE 



• Continue to hold pre-bid conferences, encourage questions, etc. 
• Implement annual contractor evaluations 
• Design-build to be used more often in the future 
 Consider training for: 

Committee members 
Contractors 

• Continue to develop scoring criteria 
• Allow teams adequate time to develop submittals  

 
 
 

LESSONS LEARNED 
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