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3.1 Overview
All water companies have frameworks of some form in place. However, the extent to which contractors and other 
elements of the supply chain are engaged in the planning or delivery of a programme varies from company to company. 
Several water companies have fully integrated alliance-based project teams, while others have looked to take advantage of 
significantly competitive market conditions and tender a high proportion of work to get the lowest cost. 

In AMP6, water companies are facing increasing pressure from the regulator on cost targets and a greater focus on 
managing existing assets. There is therefore a distinct shift towards giving the supply chain a greater – and earlier – role 
in decisions regarding programme delivery. The earlier involvement of the supply chain is a theme across the industry, 
but different companies are taking different approaches:

•	 One way this is manifesting itself is with the advent of the alliance structure, whereby responsibilities 
for both design and build areas are managed by a single alliance entity, with all supply chain actors 
involved from the start of the process. A greater degree of collaboration and transparency is incentivised 
through this approach as all alliance members work together to meet programme targets. Risk can be 
equally distributed, creating an ‘all for one and one for all’ approach as well as giving rise to a situation 
whereby if a company is underperforming, it is in the interests of other alliance members to provide 
assistance.

•	 Another approach adopted by some companies is the more traditional form of consultants working 
with the client (the water company) to do feasibility studies and draw up designs, before giving it 
to contractors to build. The degree of involvement in the design process by contractors varies from 
company to company, so even though the model is broadly similar across the industry, subtle differences 
do nevertheless exist. 

The idea of delivering work simply through a workstream (e.g. infrastructure or non-infrastructure) or by geography 
also continues to be prevalent in the industry. However, the alliancing structure tends to provide more fluidity, whereby 
partners are given work on a ‘best for the job’ basis. 

For the purpose of this report, we have defined Tier 1 contractors as the main consulting engineers (such as Atkins, Mott 
MacDonald and AECOM) and construction companies (Skanska, Morgan Sindall, Balfour Beatty). 

Tier 2 suppliers are recognised as equipment manufacturers and solutions providers, as well as mechanical, electrical, 
instrumentation, control and automation (MEICA) companies. 

The water companies let frameworks themselves to equipment suppliers, but the Tier 1 contractors can select companies 
on these frameworks for a particular project, in addition to having their own supply chain. 

3.2 Water and sewerage companies
The water and sewerage companies (WaSCs) are all at different stages in appointing their delivery partners for the AMP6 
programme. While some are yet to announce their partners, there is an overarching theme of setting everything up 
earlier in order to get the supply chain involved and tackle the efficiency challenges of the new regulatory process. 

Although there are many nuances in each company’s delivery model, the following figure provides an overall summary of 
the delivery models being adopted by the ten WaSCs. Characteristics of the different models are as follows:

•	 The design-build close collaboration approach involves early contractor involvement, but the work is 
awarded through programmes according to work-type (e.g. infra or non-infra) or by geography. Although 
occasionally it acts like an alliance, in strict terms it does not equate to that model.

•	 For United Utilities, there will be joint ventures appointed as partners for its capital programme. 
However, there will also be a substantial amount of work tendered outside its delivery partnerships, 
which is a more client/contractor transactional approach.  

•	 Northumbrian Water and Wessex Water are yet to decide on a delivery model for AMP6 – they are both 
currently reviewing their options. Their AMP5 strategies and any known AMP6 plans are discussed in 
their respective sections. 

3. AMP6 Programme delivery and partners
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3.4 Summary of trends
Very few water companies have continued with the same delivery model since privatisation of the industry. This is partly 
because they receieve a new determination every five years, and realise that they cannot achieve a different result by 
implementing the same model.

However, the industry is, as a rule, seeing more collaborative approaches in delivering programmes of work. Four 
alliances will be in place for AMP6, each with varying degrees of integration, and Severn Trent Water and Yorkshire 
Water are trying to develop more collaboration in their models. Furthermore, the alliance that Thames Water has formed 
for AMP6 is in stark contrast to its model for AMP5, where it has tendered distinct projects or works with several 
different joint ventures delivering them.

Nevertheless, this does not necessarily mean a lasting trend towards alliances and greater collaboration. For example, in 
AMP5, United Utilities has had the integrated alliance+, in which two different joint ventures – KMI+ and GCA – have 
worked closely together. By contrast, in AMP6, United Utilities will now predominantly run mini-competitions between 
the appointed partners. Indeed, alliancing may not always be the best solution, as different companies work in different 
ways, which is reflective of both their culture and the different stages they are at in their business; for instance, they may 
have considerable amounts of capital works – minor or major – or their programme may be largely capital maintenance.

Alliancing is seen as generally beneficial, with partners working closely with one another to achieve the same outcome – a 
factor which is now being recognised in water company business plans. This approach may result in the delivery of better 
solutions, the ability to meet stricter efficiency targets through cost savings (due to the alignment of the whole supply 
chain), and the encouragement of more innovative ways of delivering outcomes.  
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