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Table 1: Comparison between D&B main features, Italian CG model and NFM scheme

D&B Italian CG NFM

Contracting organization takes sole responsibility

Lump sum fixed price

Client’s requirements expressed by performanderci




Table 2: Comparison between Turnkey main features, Italian CG model and NFM scheme

Turnkey ltalian CG NFM

Contractor is responsible for the total project

Contractor’s responsibility includes the instatbatand commissioning of
client's process or other equipment

Contractor’s responsibility includes the arrangaigunding for the
project

Contractor’s responsibility includes the operatidhe project




Table 3: Comparison between D&M main features and Italian CG scheme

D&M ltalian CG

NFM

A single organization is appointed to both destgafroject and manage
the construction operations using package contrsttocarry out the
actual work

Lump sum fixed price

Client appoints an independent quantity surveyayversee the financial
aspects of the scheme
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In 1878 the opening of “Galleria Vittorio Emanuele” - the biggest shopping mall in the world —
celebrated the city of Milan as industrial capital of the Italian kingdom just unified.

To make this ambitious project possible, an unusual project financing scheme was adopted,
in which the architect of the mall designed for himself the part of Project manager.

One and half century later, in 2005, Milan built the largest fairground worldwide — the “Nuova
Fiera Milano” NFM - applying again a project management scheme totally new for Italy,
based on a modified “general contractor” model.

Despite the large time gap, some surprising analogies emerge from these big projects: this
paper provides a comparison of both cases, with special attention to the role played by the
client, the constraints encountered, the strengths and weaknesses involved.

In addition, the lesson learned from these experiences is summarized gathering some best
and bad practices emerging from the comparison of other available evidence.
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