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This dissertation critically investigates the effectiveness of a UK Water and Sewerage Company's (WaSC) Water Network Alliance (WNA) model during the AMP7 regulatory period (2020–2025). The research aims to assess the extent to which the model's collaborative principles and NEC Option C Target Cost mechanisms successfully translated into demonstrable, multi-faceted stakeholder satisfaction beyond traditional project metrics.
Adopting a pragmatist philosophy, the study utilises a Concurrent Triangulation mixed-methods single case study design. It integrates quantitative variance analysis of Final Account ledgers and regulatory performance data with qualitative thematic analysis of semi-structured interviews conducted with elite decision-makers from the Client, Delivery Partner, and the national economic and environmental regulatory bodies.
The findings reveal a critical dissonance between collaborative alliance theory and operational reality. Structurally, the failure to merge into a single corporate entity hindered true integration, reverting the WNA to traditional adversarial dynamics. Commercially, the rigid Target Cost mechanism failed to drive efficiency. Instead, chronic overspending and severe 'Pain Share' deductions forced the supply chain into a protective, risk-averse mindset, inadvertently stifling the innovation required to address macro-level leakage and pollution failures. Furthermore, the contractually mandated 'no-blame' culture blurred operational accountability on the ground. Consequently, when faced with severe regulatory penalties, the Client was forced to weaponise forensic cost auditing (Disallowed Costs) to protect its TOTEX budget, entirely eroding mutual trust.
The study concludes that the WNA model ultimately failed to deliver stakeholder satisfaction. It challenges the prevailing academic consensus, empirically proving that without deep structural integration, collaborative "quasi-alliances" quickly revert to adversarial behaviour under external regulatory stress. Ultimately, shared commercial risk in a reactive utility environment disincentivises environmental innovation and cannot mask macro-level operational failure.
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	Abbreviation
	Full Name

	ALT
	Alliance Leadership Team

	AMP7
	Asset Management Plan 7

	APR
	Annual Performance Report

	CAPEX
	Capital Expenditure

	C-MeX
	Customer Measure of Experience / Customer Satisfaction

	DPC
	Direct Procurement for Customers

	FA
	Final Account

	GSS
	Guaranteed Standards of Service

	IPT
	Integrated Project Team

	KRA
	Key Result Area

	NOP
	Non-Owner Participant

	NRW
	Natural Resources Wales

	ODI
	Outcome Delivery Incentive

	OPEX
	Operational Expenditure

	PIS
	Participant Information Sheet

	QUAL
	Qualitative

	QUANT
	Quantitative

	SPV
	Special Purpose Vehicle

	TOTEX
	Total Expenditure

	TUPE
	Transfer of Undertakings (Protection of Employment)

	WCPR
	Water Company Performance Report

	WNA
	Water Network Alliance

	WNADP
	Water Network Alliance Delivery Partner
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To critically investigate the effectiveness of a UK WaSC's Water Network Alliance (WNA) model during the AMP7 regulatory period (2020–2025) by assessing the extent to which its collaborative principles and aligned commercial interests translated into demonstrable, multi-faceted stakeholder satisfaction, moving beyond traditional project performance metrics.
[bookmark: _Toc224744700][bookmark: _Toc225103598][bookmark: _Toc225524950]Objective:
The following objectives are designed to provide the necessary structure to address the research gap identified in the literature—the need for empirical evidence regarding the outcomes of large-scale, regulated UK water alliances.
1. Evaluating Commercial and Efficiency Performance: This objective focuses on testing the theoretical financial benefits of the collaborative model.
· To determine if the WNA model effectively delivered measurable cost efficiencies (e.g., towards the ambitious 20% cost reduction goals) against the Economic Regulator's wholesale efficiency mandates during the AMP7 period.
2. Assessing Relational and Cultural Success: These objective tests the operational reality of the 'no-blame' culture.
· To investigate the supply chain's perception of fairness, transparency, and collaborative health within the WNA framework, contrasting it with traditional adversarial contracting paradigms.
3. Measuring Multi-Faceted Stakeholder Satisfaction: This is the core objective, directly addressing the dissertation title.
· To measure the WNA's performance against the Key Result Areas (KRAs) and Outcome Delivery Incentives (ODIs) set by the Economic Regulator and the Client, such as leakage targets and reduction in supply interruptions.
· To determine if the capital investment delivery resulted in sustained customer satisfaction by assessing its impact on service levels and the perception of affordability, consistent with the high acceptability levels reported during the PR19 consultation.
· To compare the project's holistic success (time, cost, quality, and relational health) against the varying, sometimes conflicting, expectations of all key stakeholder groups identified in the theoretical framework.
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[bookmark: _Toc224744702][bookmark: _Toc225103600][bookmark: _Toc225524952]1.1 Introduction
The United Kingdom's water industry, operating within a stringent regulatory framework, has progressively moved away from traditional, often adversarial, contracting models towards more collaborative approaches. This shift is driven by the necessity to deliver increasingly complex capital programmes efficiently while meeting heightened expectations for customer service, environmental stewardship, and innovation (KPMG and British Water, 2025)
The Asset Management Plan 7 (AMP7), spanning 2020–2025, represents a pinnacle of this trend, with the regulator, Ofwat, explicitly demanding greater value and enhanced stakeholder outcomes. In this context, the Client, a "not-for-profit" utility, adopted a comprehensive Water Network Alliance (WNA) model for its AMP7 capital delivery. This review synthesises existing academic and industry knowledge to create a theoretical framework for evaluating the success of this model, exploring the regulatory drivers, the evolution of contracting paradigms, and the redefinition of project success beyond the traditional "iron triangle" (Atkinson, 1999).
[bookmark: _Toc224744703][bookmark: _Toc225103601][bookmark: _Toc225524953]1.2 The Regulatory Context: Ofwat’s Vision for AMP7
The AMP cycles are five-year regulatory periods during which water companies must deliver a specific set of outcomes determined by Ofwat. For AMP7, Ofwat implemented significant changes designed to push companies beyond mere compliance. The literature identifies several key themes that shaped the commercial and operational landscape (Cave, 2021):
Efficiency and Innovation Mandates:  The regulator challenged companies to move beyond established practices and embrace new technologies, processes, and commercial models to drive efficiency and deliver better long-term value (Parker, 2021). The WaSC committed to a multi-billion-pound capital investment programme during AMP7. The WNA model was specifically tasked with driving efficiencies, targeting significant savings through innovations such as off-site fabrication, lean construction, and supply chain optimisation, aiming for substantial cost reductions against targets (e.g., aspiring to an excess of 20% cost reduction). The regulatory necessity of achieving this efficiency, highlighted in the PR19 Final Determinations (Ofwat, 2019), requires delivery partners to operate well below previous cost allowances to maintain financial viability. This created a fertile ground for collaborative models, which are theoretically better suited to fostering innovation than rigid, traditional contracts.
[bookmark: _Toc224744704][bookmark: _Toc225103602][bookmark: _Toc225524954]1.3 Enhanced Customer Focus and Affordability 
Ofwat placed unprecedented emphasis on customer service, resilience, and affordability. Performance commitments (PCs) and outcome delivery incentives (ODIs) were directly linked to metrics such as supply interruptions, leakage, and customer satisfaction scores (Ofwat, 2019). The Client's plan was deliberately driven by customer views, recognising that affordability is a key concern. Independent research verified that customers found the Client’s overall AMP7 plan to be 92% acceptable and 95% affordable (UK WaSC, 2018b). This financial and reputational pressure incentivised delivery models that were agile and responsive to customer needs.
[bookmark: _Toc224744705][bookmark: _Toc225103603][bookmark: _Toc225524955]1.4 TOTEX and Long-Term Value 
There was a distinct shift from focusing solely on the lowest capital cost (CAPEX) to considering the total expenditure (TOTEX), including operational costs (OPEX) over the asset's entire life. This necessitates a more holistic, long-term view during the design and construction phase, a perspective that collaborative models are intended to encourage (ICE (Institution of Civil Engineers), 2020).


[bookmark: _Toc224744706][bookmark: _Toc225103604][bookmark: _Toc225524956]1.5 From Adversarial to Collaborative: The Evolution of Delivery
Project delivery models exist on a spectrum from purely transactional to deeply relational. Understanding this spectrum is crucial to contextualising the strategic choice of an alliance (Lahdenperä, 2012).
[bookmark: _Toc224744707][bookmark: _Toc225103605][bookmark: _Toc225524957]1.6 The Failure of Traditional Models
Conventional models, such as Design-Bid-Build (DBB) or Engineering, Procurement, and Construction (EPC), are defined by a clear segregation of duties and maximum risk transfer to the contractor, often selected based on the lowest price. While offering cost certainty at the outset, these models are widely criticised in the literature for fostering an adversarial culture (Cox & Thompson, 1997). Key weaknesses include:
[bookmark: _Toc224744708][bookmark: _Toc225103606][bookmark: _Toc225524958]1.6.1 Siloed Working:
Designers, clients, and contractors operate as separate entities, hindering communication and effective problem-solving. To explicitly combat this traditional failing, the Client's AMP7 strategy mandated the creation of an "inclusive organisation where people work together as one team, combining skills and knowledge and breaking down bureaucracy and hierarchies" (UK WaSC, 2018c).
[bookmark: _Toc224744709][bookmark: _Toc225103607][bookmark: _Toc225524959]1.6.2 Ineffective Risk Management
Contracts are structured to transfer risk, which often translates to defensive behaviours, claims, and disputes rather than collaborative risk mitigation (Ward & Chapman, 2003).
[bookmark: _Toc224744710][bookmark: _Toc225103608][bookmark: _Toc225524960]1.6.3 Stifled Innovation
With a fixed scope and price, there is little incentive for the contractor to propose innovative or value-adding solutions post-contract award. Overcoming this barrier was a primary driver for the Client's shift to an alliance, which was specifically designed to foster "whole systems thinking" to "enable innovation" and escape the rigid constraints of traditional procurement (UK WaSC, 2018c).
[bookmark: _Toc224744711][bookmark: _Toc225103609][bookmark: _Toc225524961]1.7 The Collaborative Alternative: 
Alliancing and the WNA, In response to these failings, collaborative models emerged, including partnering, frameworks, and, at the most integrated end of the spectrum, alliancing. An alliance contract is a specific legal and commercial arrangement where the client (owner) and one or more service providers (non-owner participants, or NOPs) work together as a single, integrated team to deliver a project under a risk/reward sharing agreement. This approach is rooted in the recognition that complex capital delivery projects—such as large-scale water network management activities, including Repair & Maintenance (R&M) and New Connections & Metering (Workstream 1) (UK WaSC, 2018a)—require integrated teams and shared responsibility.
The Client’s Water Network Alliance operationalises these principles through a highly incentivised commercial structure, specifically relying on the Target Cost with Price List contract (NEC3 Option C) (UK WaSC, 2018a). This framework legally mandates collaboration through core "Alliance Principles" (UK WaSC, 2018d), utilising mechanisms like the pain/gain share model, which is assessed and paid in accordance with the Water Network Alliance Agreement (UK WaSC, 2018a), to perfectly align the financial interests of the Employer and the Delivery Partner.
This model is underpinned by several core theoretical principles (Ross, 2003); (Cheung & al., 2012).
The Strategic Selection of NEC3 Option C: To operationalise the collaborative theory of the alliance, the Client utilised the NEC3 Term Service Contract under Option C (Target Contract with Price List) (UK WaSC, 2018a). In traditional infrastructure procurement, clients often default to fixed-price lump-sum contracts (akin to NEC Option A), which place the entirety of the financial risk onto the supply chain, inherently driving adversarial, protectionist behaviour. Conversely, fully cost-reimbursable models (akin to NEC Option E) leave the client bearing all financial risk with no incentive for contractor efficiency. Option C was strategically selected for the WNA because it bridges this divide. It establishes an agreed financial baseline (the Target Cost) but uniquely mandates a 'Pain/Gain' share mechanism (UK WaSC, 2018a). This mechanism is theoretically essential for an alliance, as it ensures that the financial consequences of both efficiency (gain) and operational failure (pain) are shared, forcing both the Client and the Delivery Partner to abandon siloed working and make 'best-for-project' decisions (NEC, Engineering and Construction Contract Option C: Target contract with activity schedule).
[bookmark: _Toc224744712][bookmark: _Toc225103610][bookmark: _Toc225524962]1.7.1 Shared Risk and Reward (Pain/Gain): 
All parties share in the financial pain and gain. The commercial model typically involves reimbursement of Defined Costs ('Limb 1'), a Fee for profit and overheads ('Limb 2') (UK WaSC, 2018a), and a performance-based sum ('Limb 3') linked to pre-agreed Key Result Areas (KRAs) (UK WaSC, 2018c).
[bookmark: _Toc224744713][bookmark: _Toc225103611][bookmark: _Toc225524963]1.7.2 "No-Blame" Culture:
 The alliance operates on a principle of collective responsibility. Parties agree not to litigate against one another for errors or poor performance, fostering transparency and a focus on solving problems. This is contractually operationalised by the mandate that all parties must act "in a spirit of mutual trust and cooperation" (UK WaSC, 2018a).
[bookmark: _Toc224744714][bookmark: _Toc225103612][bookmark: _Toc225524964]1.7.3 Best-for-Project Decision Making:
Decisions are made unanimously by a Water Network Alliance Leadership Team (WNALT) comprising senior members from each participating organisation, guided by what is best for the project outcomes and performance KRAs (UK WaSC, 2018c).

[bookmark: _Toc224744715][bookmark: _Toc225103613][bookmark: _Toc225524965]1.7.4 Integrated Project Team (IPT):
Personnel from the client, designer, and contractor organisations are co-located and work as a single team, breaking down organisational silos (Lahdenperä, 2012). To physically enforce this, the Alliance Leadership Team and Performance Hub were mandated to be co-located at a central Client operational base (UK WaSC, 2018c).
[bookmark: _Toc224744716][bookmark: _Toc225103614][bookmark: _Toc225524966]1.7.5 Defining Success: Beyond the Iron Triangle
The traditional measure of project success has been the "iron triangle" or "triple constraint": delivering on time, to budget, and to the specified quality (Atkinson, 1999). While these metrics remain fundamental, contemporary project management literature argues they are insufficient for judging the true success of a complex programme, particularly one delivered through a collaborative model (Baccarini, 1999); (Turner & Zolin, 2012).
An alliance’s explicit goals extend "beyond the contract" to include relational and long-term value creation. Walker and Lloyd-Walker (2015) argue that true alliance performance can only be evaluated by assessing the tangible and intangible value delivered to the wider participant network. Therefore, this dissertation adopts a broader, stakeholder-centric definition of success. Stakeholder satisfaction is a more holistic and arguably more meaningful measure of performance in the context of a utility alliance.
A critical evaluation requires assessing performance against the nuanced expectations of key stakeholders:
[bookmark: _Toc224744717][bookmark: _Toc225103615][bookmark: _Toc225524967]1.8 The Client and Regulator (Ofwat)
Success includes predictable cost, programme adherence, asset quality, and achieving Ofwat's performance commitments and Outcome Delivery Incentives (Ofwat, 2019). As a "not-for-profit" utility with no shareholders, it also fundamentally relies on demonstrating value for money by returning financial surpluses to the benefit of its customers (UK WaSC, 2018a)
· Customers: Satisfaction is linked to minimal disruption, reliable service, and the perception of fair billing. This must align with the high acceptability levels reported during the PR19 consultations, where independent research verified that 92% of customers found the Client's plan acceptable and 95% found it affordable (UK WaSC, 2018a).
· Alliance Partners and Supply Chain: Success requires achieving a sustainable commercial return—specifically the 'gain' in the contractual pain/gain share assessment (UK WaSC, 2018c)—developing capabilities, a positive and safe working experience, and securing future work.
[bookmark: _Toc224744718][bookmark: _Toc225103616][bookmark: _Toc225524968]1.9 Synthesis and Research Gap: 
The existing theoretical literature provides a clear justification for why the water sector, driven by Ofwat's PR19 mandates for efficiency and customer value, adopted models like the WNA. The commercial framework, utilising NEC Option C with pain/gain sharing, is designed precisely to maximise collaborative benefits.
Specifically, while the theory supports that shared risk and integrated teams should deliver efficient, customer-focused capital delivery, there remains a critical need to investigate whether:
· The complex collaborative principles mandated by the WNA agreement effectively translated into measurable efficiency savings—such as the targeted "excess of a 20% cost reduction" (UK WaSC, 2018d)—during the AMP7 (2020–2025) period.
· The aligned commercial interests delivered demonstrable and multi-faceted stakeholder satisfaction—moving beyond regulatory compliance (time/cost/quality) to confirm relational success and sustained customer benefit in the post-2020 environment.
By performing a targeted case study analysis of the Client's WNA, this dissertation provides the necessary critical insight to bridge this gap, evaluating the practical reality of collaborative infrastructure delivery under the current regulatory cycle.


[bookmark: _Toc224744719][bookmark: _Toc225103617][bookmark: _Toc225524969]2.0 Research Methodology: Evaluating the Water Network Alliance Model
[bookmark: _Toc224744720][bookmark: _Toc225103618][bookmark: _Toc225524970]2.1 Introduction and Research Philosophy
[bookmark: _Toc224744721][bookmark: _Toc225103619][bookmark: _Toc225524971]2.1.1 Chapter Overview and Rationale
This chapter provides a comprehensive account of the methodological framework employed to critically investigate the effectiveness of the Water Network Alliance (WNA) model during the Asset Management Plan 7 (AMP7) regulatory period (2020–2025). The methodology is systematically designed to address the dissertation's overarching aim and its three core objectives, spanning commercial performance, relational success, and multi-faceted stakeholder satisfaction. Following academic conventions for built environment research (Fellows & Liu, 2015) this chapter establishes the research philosophy, outlines the strategy and design, details the data collection methods, and specifies the analytical techniques utilised, concluding with a discussion on ethical considerations and rigour.
The critical nature of the research—evaluating a complex, high-value collaborative procurement model operating under stringent regulatory oversight—necessitates an integrated approach that can simultaneously measure objective commercial efficiency and interpret subjective relational dynamics.
[bookmark: _Toc224744722][bookmark: _Toc225103620][bookmark: _Toc225524972]2.1.2 Research Paradigm and Philosophy: Pragmatism
The research adopts a Pragmatist philosophical paradigm. Pragmatism is particularly well-suited for Quantity Surveying and construction management studies, as it prioritises finding practical solutions to real-world problems over adherence to a single philosophical doctrine (such as strict positivism or interpretivism) (Saunders, et al., 2019)
The WNA evaluation requires the researcher to engage with quantitative facts (e.g., financial performance ledgers, Outcome Delivery Incentives (ODIs)) and qualitative interpretations (e.g., trust, culture, perception of fairness). The pragmatic philosophy provides the necessary latitude to integrate these two data streams, allowing the selection of methods that are most effective in addressing the multifaceted research question: did the collaborative principles deliver demonstrable stakeholder satisfaction?
[bookmark: _Toc224744723][bookmark: _Toc225103621][bookmark: _Toc225524973]2.1.3 Research Approach: Abductive Strategy
An abductive strategy was adopted to test the theoretical efficiency of the NEC3 Option C model—specifically the intended behavioural effects of the Pain/Gain mechanism (UK WaSC, 2018a)—against the empirical reality of the WNA's performance. Abductive reasoning is highly effective in commercial research when empirical data reveals surprising or anomalous results that challenge prevailing theories (Saunders, et al., 2019).
[bookmark: _Toc224744724][bookmark: _Toc225103622][bookmark: _Toc225524974]2.1.4 Research Strategy: Single Case Study
The research strategy is an in-depth, Single Case Study, focusing specifically on the commercial and relational outcomes of the WaSC Water Network Alliance during the AMP7 period.
This strategy is justified because the WNA represents a "critical organizational phenomenon" (Yin, 2018): a large-scale, long-term infrastructure programme delivered through a highly incentivised, non-traditional commercial model (WNA/NEC Option C) within a unique regulatory context shaped by Ofwat's PR19 mandates (Ofwat, 2019). A single case study allows for the rich, holistic, and contextual evaluation necessary to understand the complex interplay between financial targets and cultural norms within this specific alliance environment.
It is recognised that a primary criticism of single case studies is the potential absence of external validity, meaning the findings cannot be statistically extended to all construction projects. The current study overcomes this by aiming for analytical generalization, not statistical generalization (Yin, 2018). The value of the findings lies in contributing to the theoretical understanding of alliance governance and performance within regulated utility sectors, explaining how collaborative principles succeed or fail under specific conditions (e.g., high-pressure cost reduction targets combined with stringent ODI performance metrics). This theory-building capacity is crucial for informing future UK water industry procurement strategies.
[bookmark: _Toc224744725][bookmark: _Toc225103623][bookmark: _Toc225524975]2.2 Research Methodology Design: Mixed Methods Concurrent Triangulation
[bookmark: _Toc224744726][bookmark: _Toc225103624][bookmark: _Toc225524976]2.2.1 Justification for Mixed Methods Design
A Mixed Methods design is essential for achieving the scope and depth required by the research objectives. The research question demands a holistic assessment of success that moves beyond the traditional "iron triangle" (time, cost, quality) (Atkinson, 1999) to include relational health and multi-faceted stakeholder satisfaction. A standalone quantitative study can demonstrate what cost or performance results were achieved, but it cannot explain the human and organisational processes that drove those results (Objective 2). Conversely, a standalone qualitative study would explain the culture but lack the objective commercial and regulatory validation.
By combining quantitative and qualitative methodologies, the design leverages the strengths of both approaches (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2017). This integration improves the overall validity and reliability of the findings by allowing the researcher to triangulate results, where findings from one method are cross-checked or elaborated upon by the other, thereby strengthening causal inferences (Bryman & Bell, 2015).
[bookmark: _Toc224744727][bookmark: _Toc225103625][bookmark: _Toc225524977]2.2.2 Selection of Concurrent Triangulation Design
The specific mixed methods approach selected is the Concurrent Triangulation design. In this model, both the quantitative (QUANT) and qualitative (QUAL) data streams are collected during the same research phase and are given equal priority (QUAL + QUANT). The data sets are kept separate during the initial collection and analysis phases, but the critical integration occurs during the interpretation stage, where the quantitative outcomes (e.g., cost variance, ODI performance) are merged with the qualitative narratives (e.g., experience of the 'no-blame' culture) to determine areas of convergence, divergence, or complementarity.
[bookmark: _Toc224744728][bookmark: _Toc225103626][bookmark: _Toc225524978]2.2.3 Operationalisation of Variables 
To ensure rigour and alignment with the research objectives, abstract concepts—such as commercial efficiency and relational success—must be operationalised into measurable variables or observable phenomena. The following table illustrates how the study translates the dissertation's objectives into executable research steps, demonstrating the clear division of tasks between the quantitative and qualitative streams.
[bookmark: _Toc224742945][bookmark: _Toc224742977][bookmark: _Toc224743692][bookmark: _Toc224744729][bookmark: _Toc225103627][bookmark: _Toc225524979]Table 1: Methodology Alignment Matrix
	Research Objective
	Data Stream
	Key Metric / Concept
	Operationalised Variable
	Analytical Technique

	1. Commercial Efficiency
	Quantitative (QUANT)
	Target Cost/Pain-Gain Functionality
	Cost Variance (Actual vs. Target Defined Cost)
	Variance Analysis 

	2. Relational Success
	Qualitative (QUAL)
	'No-Blame' Culture, IPT Integration, Fairness
	Participant narratives, Frequency/Intensity of coded themes
	Thematic Analysis 

	3. Stakeholder Satisfaction
	QUANT
	Regulatory Performance (ODIs)
	Leakage (Ml/d reduction), Pollution Incidents (Cat 1-3)
	Comparative Trend Analysis 

	3. Stakeholder Satisfaction
	QUANT/QUAL
	Customer Satisfaction & Financial Impact
	GSS Compensation Claims & Forecast Bill Adjustments
	Mixed Methods Integration (Concurrent Triangulation)



[bookmark: _Toc224744730][bookmark: _Toc225103628][bookmark: _Toc225524980]2.2.4 Confidentiality Statement
Access to the primary Final Account ledgers (UK WaSC, 2025a) and NEC3 Option C compensation event registers was granted by the host organisation for the exclusive purpose of this research. Due to the high commercial sensitivity of the data, the strict non-disclosure conditions of the data-sharing agreement, and the requirement to maintain organisational anonymity, the raw financial documents have been excluded from the appendices. Instead, the data has been securely synthesised and anonymised into the summary matrices presented in the Results chapter.
[bookmark: _Toc224744731][bookmark: _Toc225103629][bookmark: _Toc225524981]3.0 Quantitative Data Collection and Analytical Procedure
The quantitative stream utilises documentary analysis of regulatory and financial records to address Objective 1 (Commercial Efficiency) and the regulatory component of Objective 3 (Stakeholder Satisfaction).
[bookmark: _Toc224744732][bookmark: _Toc225103630][bookmark: _Toc225524982]3.1 Data Source Reliability and Access
Given the high commercial sensitivity inherent in NEC Target Cost arrangements, primary quantitative data sources must be robust and, wherever possible, publicly assured. Data will primarily be sourced from official regulatory publications, including Ofwat’s Annual Performance Reports (APRs) and Water Company Performance Reports (WCPRs), which scrutinise performance commitments and expenditure metrics. Due diligence must be exercised in seeking aggregated financial metrics from the WNA or its delivery partners, ensuring that data privacy agreements are in place to handle potentially sensitive, proprietary Defined Cost breakdowns.
[bookmark: _Toc224744733][bookmark: _Toc225103631][bookmark: _Toc225524983]3.2 Commercial Performance Data (Objective 1)
Commercial performance is centred on testing the functionality of the NEC3 Option C Target Cost model and the effectiveness of the associated pain/gain share mechanism.
Data Required: The analysis requires aggregated financial metrics across the AMP7 programme, including the Initial Target Cost (Total of the Prices for the Contract Year), the Actual Defined Cost (Reimbursable Costs including Subcontractors and Plant/Materials), and the resulting total Pain/Gain share calculation. These precise metrics will be extracted directly from the highly restricted primary WNA Final Account statements spanning Year 2.5 through to Year 6.
Analytical Technique: Commercial Variance Analysis. Simple reporting of a cost over-run (Pain) or under-run (Gain) is insufficient. The analysis must evaluate the total cost variance between the Initial Target Cost and the Actual Defined Cost to establish the final Pain/Gain share calculation. Furthermore, to understand the true drivers of this variance, a forensic documentary analysis of the Client's 'Disallowed Cost' ledgers (under Clause 11.2) will be conducted. This will isolate whether financial losses were driven by genuine collaborative innovation, or systemic operational failures and poor workmanship.
[bookmark: _Toc224744734][bookmark: _Toc225103632][bookmark: _Toc225524984]3.3 Regulatory and Operational Performance Data (Objective 3)
Regulatory performance data serves as an objective check on the overall success of the alliance, which must meet Outcome Delivery Incentives (ODIs) set by Ofwat (Ofwat, 2019). This data is critical because the alliance model is inherently intended to address the holistic Total Expenditure (TOTEX) and customer/environmental outcomes, not just CAPEX.
Data Sources and Metrics: Data is extracted from Ofwat Water Company Performance Reports (WCPRs) and the Client’s Annual Performance Reports (Ofwat, 2024). Key metrics include:
· Leakage Reduction: Measured both as a three-year rolling average percentage reduction from the 2019-20 baseline and in Megalitres per day (Ml/d). This is a core indicator of network performance and capital investment effectiveness, specifically testing whether the Alliance met the strict 15% reduction mandate set at PR19 (Ofwat, 2019).
· Pollution Incidents: The total number of Category 1-3 incidents, which are financially incentivised outcomes aiming for a challenging 33% reduction (Ofwat, 2019), alongside the company’s self-reporting rate. (UK WaSC, 2018d) Customer Satisfaction (C-MeX): Annual C-MeX scores for the Client, their industry rank, and the resulting financial ODI adjustment. C-MeX performance is heavily incentivised and directly impacts the allowable revenue for residential retail activities (Ofwat, 2019).
[bookmark: _Toc224744735][bookmark: _Toc225103633][bookmark: _Toc225524985]3.3.1 Analytical Technique
Comparative Trend Analysis is used to assess performance (2020–2025) against the challenging regulatory baselines and targets established in the PR19 Determinations.
The analysis of the C-MeX score is particularly important. The AMP7 plan was highly acceptable to customers prior to implementation, with independent research verifying that 92% of customers found the Client's plan acceptable and 95% found it affordable (UK WaSC, 2018b). If the C-MeX scores during the delivery period indicate sustained customer dissatisfaction, this quantitative divergence demands explanation. It would suggest that the alliance’s capital delivery activities—while addressing leakage or asset renewal—may have caused operational disruption (e.g., roadworks, supply interruptions) that outweighed the perceived long-term benefits, thus compromising the ultimate stakeholder satisfaction goal. The subsequent qualitative analysis must therefore directly address the C-MeX performance divergence through concurrent triangulation (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2017).
[bookmark: _Toc224744736][bookmark: _Toc225103634][bookmark: _Toc225524986]3.4 Reliability, Validity, and Analytical Limitations
To ensure the robustness of this research, it is necessary to formally appraise the validity and value of the data collection procedures implemented, as well as demonstrate sensitivity to the analytical limitations encountered during the research process.
[bookmark: _Toc224744737][bookmark: _Toc225103635][bookmark: _Toc225524987]3.4.1 Reliability of Quantitative Data
The reliability of the quantitative analysis within this dissertation is exceptionally high. The commercial data was not derived from secondary estimates or public summaries, but extracted directly from the Water Network Alliance’s primary, internally audited NEC3 Option C Final Account ledgers spanning Year 2.5 through to Year 6. Because these ledgers are the strict legal mechanisms used to calculate the actual commercial 'Pain/Gain' share and enforce 'Disallowed Cost' deductions under Schedule 3, they provide an irrefutable, objective baseline of the Alliance's financial performance.
Sensitivity to Research Problems and Limitations The primary analytical challenge encountered during this procedure was isolating the specific drivers of the commercial overspend. Because the NEC3 Target Cost ledgers are highly complex, extracting usable data regarding the precise nature of 'Disallowed Costs'—such as differentiating between deductions for poor workmanship (RPW) versus administrative errors like missing photographs—required highly forensic documentary analysis.
[bookmark: _Toc224742946][bookmark: _Toc224742978][bookmark: _Toc224743693][bookmark: _Toc224744738][bookmark: _Toc225103636][bookmark: _Toc225524988]Table 2: Key ODI Performance Metrics for Stakeholder Satisfaction. Source: Author, contains data from (UK WaSC, 2018b) and (Ofwat, 2024a)
	Performance Commitment (PC)
	Measurement Unit
	Target Reference Period
	Data Source
	Analytical Significance

	Leakage Reduction
	Ml/d and % Reduction
	2019-20 Baseline (3-Year Average) 
	Ofwat WCPR / THE CLIENT APRs 
	Operational effectiveness of network management alliance.

	Pollution Incidents
	Category 1-3 Incidents (Total)
	Annual Targets (PR19 Determinations) 
	Ofwat/Natural Resources Wales Reports
	Environmental stewardship and compliance success (TOTEX perspective).

	Customer Satisfaction
	C-MeX Score
	Annual Score vs. Industry Median 
	Ofwat C-MeX Publications 
	Direct assessment of customer-facing service quality.

	Self-Reporting Rate
	Percentage (%)
	Company Target (e.g., 80% commitment) 1
	Ofwat/THE CLIENT APRs
	Reflects internal cultural maturity (transparency/no-blame).





[bookmark: _Toc224744739][bookmark: _Toc225103637][bookmark: _Toc225524989]4. Qualitative Data Collection: Semi-Structured Interviews (Objective 2)
The qualitative data collection stream focuses on generating rich, contextual narratives necessary for evaluating Objective 2 (Relational Success) and providing explanatory power for the outcomes observed in Objective 3 (Stakeholder Satisfaction).
[bookmark: _Toc224744740][bookmark: _Toc225103638][bookmark: _Toc225524990]4.1 Method Selection: Semi-Structured Interviews
Semi-structured interviews are selected as the primary qualitative method. This approach offers significant advantages over purely structured or unstructured formats, as it allows for the discovery of nuanced, participant-driven insights while maintaining a core structural focus to answer the research objectives (Saunders, et al., 2019). It utilises a pre-designed thematic framework to ensure comparable, reliable data across participants, but retains the flexibility needed to pursue emergent themes, enabling deeper exploration of sensitive topics such as trust, alliance governance failures, and the practical application of the 'no-blame' culture mandated by the contract's "spirit of mutual trust and cooperation" (UK WaSC, 2018a). This depth is crucial for assessing the success of the principles that extend "beyond the contract."
[bookmark: _Toc224744741][bookmark: _Toc225103639][bookmark: _Toc225524991]4.2 Sampling Strategy: Purposive and Stratified
A Purposive Sampling strategy is adopted, ensuring that all participants are highly experienced professionals with direct involvement in the WNA’s strategic or operational management. The quality of insight in qualitative case study research often outweighs the mere quantity of participants (Patton, 2015); therefore, stratification is necessary to capture diverse perspectives from all contractual tiers of the alliance.
The target population consists of individuals who participate in the Integrated Project Team (IPT) and Alliance Leadership Team (ALT) decision-making processes, as established in the Alliance's operational structure (UK WaSC, 2018c). The sampling frame is stratified across the Client, the non-owner participants (NOPs), and key Tier 1 supply chain partners.
[bookmark: _Toc224743694][bookmark: _Toc224744742][bookmark: _Toc225103640][bookmark: _Toc225524992]Table 3: Qualitative Sampling Framework
	Stakeholder Group
	Target
Roles
	Proposed 
Sample Size
(N)
	Inclusion Criteria
	Objective Alignment

	Client 
	Alliance Leader (Director),

Commercial Manager,
 
Operations Manager
	3
	Must hold direct strategic, financial, or operational accountability for the WNA during AMP7. Possesses primary knowledge of how the 'Client' balanced regulatory pressures against collaborative alliance principles.
	Obj 1, 2, 3

	Delivery Partner (WNADP)
	Alliance Leader (Director),

Commercial Manager,
 
Operations Manager
	3
	Must hold senior leadership roles within the NOP (Non-Owner Participant) structure. Directly impacted by the NEC Option C pain/gain share mechanism, Disallowed Costs, and the 'no-blame' culture.
	Obj 1, 2, 3

	Regulators (External Validators)
	Ofwat Audit Manager

NRW Lead Environmental Officer
	2
	Must hold an external oversight role with specific knowledge of AMP7 performance regarding macro-level cost efficiencies (TOTEX), customer service metrics (C-MeX), and environmental compliance.
	Obj 3

	Total Sample
	
	8
	Meets threshold for 'Elite' purposive sampling / thematic saturation)
	





To achieve thematic saturation and high 'information power' ( (Malterud, et al., 2016), a purposive, stratified sampling strategy was employed to select eight elite interviewees. While a larger sample size is sometimes utilised in broader studies, this research specifically targeted decision-makers holding exclusive strategic and commercial accountability for the WNA, such as those participating in the Alliance Leadership Team (UK WaSC, 2018b). By interviewing matched pairs (e.g., Client Commercial Manager vs. Contractor Commercial Manager), the study enables direct concurrent triangulation of the differing commercial realities. The inclusion of external regulators (Ofwat and NRW) is a critical methodological step, providing an objective benchmark to validate whether the internal views of the Alliance successfully translated into external 'Stakeholder Satisfaction' (Objective 3) as mandated by the PR19 determinations (Ofwat, 2019).
[bookmark: _Toc224744743][bookmark: _Toc225103641][bookmark: _Toc225524993]4.3 Interview Protocol Development 
An ethical and methodologically sound interview protocol will be developed. The core instrument, the interview guide, will be formulated based on the thematic gaps identified in the literature review. To enhance construct validity and ensure questions are clear and relevant to the WNA’s operational context (UK WaSC, 2018c), the interview guide will be pre-tested through pilot interviews with at least three professionals who meet the general inclusion criteria but are excluded from the final study sample.
Thematic focus areas for the protocol include:
· Commercial Alignment: How the pain/gain share mechanism ( (UK WaSC, 2018d) influenced day-to-day decision-making and risk management.
· Cultural Functionality: The effectiveness of the Integrated Project Team (IPT) and perceptions of fairness and transparency compared to traditional adversarial contracting, specifically testing the contractual mandate to act in a "spirit of mutual trust" (UK WaSC, 2018d).
· Crisis Management: How the 'no-blame' culture held up under financial or operational stress (i.e., when pain or severe Disallowed Costs under Clause 11.2(6) were imminent).
· Stakeholder Balance: The influence of regulatory metrics (such as ODIs and C-MeX) (Ofwat, 2019) on the Alliance Leadership Team’s definition of 'Best-for-Project' decisions.
[bookmark: _Toc224744744][bookmark: _Toc225103642][bookmark: _Toc225524994]4.4 Validity and Limitations of Qualitative Data
To ensure the robustness of this research, it is necessary to formally appraise the validity of the qualitative data collection procedures, as well as demonstrate sensitivity to the research problems encountered during the interview process.
The validity of the qualitative thematic analysis was secured through rigorous purposive sampling. To prevent one-sided commercial bias, elite interviews were conducted with a carefully balanced cross-section of stakeholders. This included Commercial and Operations Managers from both the Client (WaSC) and the Delivery Partner (Contractor), as well as perspectives from the Environmental Regulator. The interview guide was pre-tested to ensure the questions accurately captured the lived reality of the 'One Team' culture and the practical application of punitive contractual clauses (such as Clause 11.2(6)) under external regulatory stress (UK WaSC, 2018d).
[bookmark: _Toc224744745][bookmark: _Toc225103643][bookmark: _Toc225524995]4.4.1 Sensitivity to Qualitative Research Problems and Triangulation
The qualitative data collection had to account for the unprecedented macroeconomic shocks of the AMP7 period, specifically the COVID-19 pandemic and severe freeze/thaw weather events, which introduced extreme external variables into the interview narratives. This limitation was mitigated through the analytical procedure of concurrent triangulation; by cross-referencing these qualitative interview narratives with the quantitative financial deficits, the research was able to accurately contextualise how these external crises acted as a stress-test that ultimately fractured the collaborative commercial model.
[bookmark: _Toc224744746][bookmark: _Toc225103644][bookmark: _Toc225524996]5. Qualitative Data Analysis: Thematic Analysis
[bookmark: _Toc224744747][bookmark: _Toc225103645][bookmark: _Toc225524997]5.1 Data Preparation
All semi-structured interviews will be digitally recorded following consent protocols. Recordings will be transcribed verbatim and immediately anonymised, with participants assigned generic titles and pseudonyms to protect their professional identities and the commercial sensitivity of the information shared, aligning with standard qualitative research ethics (Bryman & Bell, 2015).
[bookmark: _Toc224744748][bookmark: _Toc225103646][bookmark: _Toc225524998]5.2 Analytical Technique: Thematic Analysis
Thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006) was utilised to inductively code interview transcripts, capturing latent themes regarding relational success, specifically testing the practical functionality of the 'no-blame' culture against the formal requirement to act in "mutual trust and cooperation" (UK WaSC, 2018d). To demonstrate the analytical rigour and the progression from raw interview transcripts to the final overarching themes, a comprehensive Interview Thematic Coding Matrix is provided in Appendix D.
[bookmark: _Toc224744749][bookmark: _Toc225103647][bookmark: _Toc225524999]6. Data Integration, Validity, and Trustworthiness
[bookmark: _Toc224744750][bookmark: _Toc225103648][bookmark: _Toc225525000]6.1 Integration Strategy: Triangulation and Narrative Linkage
The primary strategy for addressing the mixed methods design is to integrate the findings through a merging approach during the analysis and discussion chapters (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2017). The qualitative findings are leveraged to explain and contextualise the objective quantitative results, thereby offering a complete picture of the WNA’s performance.
This linkage strengthens the study’s internal validity by allowing for the confirmation or divergence of data sets. For example:
· Commercial Triangulation (Objective 1): If the Variance Analysis (QUANT) reveals a significant adverse Labour Efficiency Variance (resulting in a 'Pain Share' under the contractual assessment) (UK WaSC, 2018d), the qualitative themes (QUAL) will be used to provide the managerial explanation. Did alliance members cite slow decision-making by the Alliance Leadership Team (ALT) (UK WaSC, 2018c), delays in design sign-off, or a lack of co-location that impeded efficiency? This narrative explanation transforms the raw cost data into actionable management knowledge, demonstrating whether the collaboration was truly efficient or merely suffered from commercial mismanagement.
· Strategic Prioritisation Triangulation (Objective 3): If the analysis shows that the WNA delivered substantial financial gain (Objective 1 success) but failed to meet key environmental ODIs, such as the targeted 33% pollution incident reduction mandated at PR19 (Ofwat, 2019), the qualitative data must determine why. Interviewees’ narratives will explore whether the pressure for commercial gain led to strategic decisions that undermined long-term TOTEX goals or environmental stewardship, representing a failure of the contractual 'Alliance Principles' and the 'Best-for-Project' mandate (UK WaSC, 2018d). This crucial link assesses whether the alliance delivered success holistically or merely prioritised cost savings over regulated outcomes, as required by the regulator and client.
[bookmark: _Toc224744751][bookmark: _Toc225103649][bookmark: _Toc225525001]6.2 Establishing Trustworthiness (Qualitative Rigour)
Rigour in the qualitative stream is established through measures focused on enhancing credibility and dependability, moving beyond traditional positivist concepts of validity and reliability (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).
· Credibility: This will be maximised through Member Checking (also known as Respondent Validation) (Bryman & Bell, 2015). After initial thematic analysis, the researcher will share summaries, key themes, and salient direct quotes with participants to confirm the accuracy of interpretation and context. This step ensures the findings are an authentic representation of the participants' experiences and reduces potential researcher confirmation bias, thereby strengthening the trustworthiness of the results.
· Dependability: A meticulous Audit Trail will be maintained, detailing every stage of the research process, from the initial transcription and coding to the final definition of themes. This documentation provides procedural consistency and transparency, allowing future researchers to evaluate the methodological decisions made throughout the analysis (Saunders, et al., 2019)
[bookmark: _Toc224744752][bookmark: _Toc225103650][bookmark: _Toc225525002]6.3 Establishing Validity (Quantitative Rigour)
· Construct Validity: This is ensured by utilising established quantitative techniques from commercial contract management. Specifically, the application of commercial variance analysis to evaluate the divergence between the NEC3 Target Cost and the Actual Defined Cost, alongside forensic documentary analysis of the Client's 'Disallowed Cost' ledgers, validates that the metrics are accurately measuring the intended theoretical constructs of commercial efficiency and value generation within an alliance framework.
· Internal Validity: This is enhanced significantly by the Triangulation strategy (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2017). When the quantitative findings (e.g., the chronic cost overruns and escalating 'Disallowed Costs' evident in the Final Account ledgers) (UK WaSC, 2025a) align with the qualitative explanations (e.g., interviewee narratives detailing how the rigid Target Cost mechanism and lack of structural integration eroded the 'no-blame' culture), the congruence of the data reinforces the internal consistency of the conclusions and the strength of the causal inferences.


[bookmark: _Toc224744753][bookmark: _Toc225103651][bookmark: _Toc225525003]7.0 Ethical Considerations and Researcher Reflection
[bookmark: _Toc224744754][bookmark: _Toc225103652][bookmark: _Toc225525004]7.1 Ethical Approval and Consent 
Formal ethical approval must be secured from the author's university supervisor to confirm all documentation submitted to participants meets the university ethics policies before any data collection commences, aligning with standard academic requirements for built environment research (UWTSD, 2024). All prospective participants will receive a detailed Participant Information Sheet (PIS) outlining the research aims, the interview process, the intended use of the data, and the duration of participation. Informed Consent will be secured in writing, explicitly stating that participation is voluntary and that participants retain the unqualified right to withdraw at any stage without penalty or the need for explanation (Saunders, et al., 2019). (Blank templates of the Participant Information Sheet and Informed Consent form are provided in Appendix B).
[bookmark: _Toc224744755][bookmark: _Toc225103653][bookmark: _Toc225525005]7.2 Confidentiality and Anonymity
Handling commercially sensitive and professionally identifiable information requires strict confidentiality protocols, which is a cornerstone of rigorous qualitative research (Bryman & Bell, 2015).
· Commercial Data Protection: Due to the highly proprietary nature of the WNA’s Target Cost and pain/gain calculations (UK WaSC, 2018d), all specific financial figures and identifying project names must be aggregated or anonymised in the final report. This protects the commercial interests of the WNA and its delivery partners, operating in strict adherence to the confidentiality mandates of the contract itself, which requires that all parties treat "this contract and everything within it as private and confidential" (UK WaSC, 2018d).
· Personnel Protection: Interviewees discussing sensitive topics, particularly concerning the success or failure of the collaborative 'no-blame' culture mandated by the "spirit of mutual trust" (UK WaSC, 2018d) or the financial outcomes of the pain/gain mechanism, must be protected from professional risk. Their identities will be safeguarded through the use of generic titles (e.g., "Client Commercial Lead," "NOP Project Director") and pseudonyms in all transcripts and final reporting. The collected data will be securely stored on password-protected media, with access limited exclusively to the researcher, ensuring compliance with data security requirements.
[bookmark: _Toc224744756][bookmark: _Toc225103654][bookmark: _Toc225525006]7.3 Researcher Positionality
The researcher acknowledges their professional training as a Quantity Surveyor provides crucial domain expertise in commercial contracts and cost analysis. However, this expertise introduces a potential risk of professional bias toward Objective 1 (Commercial Outcomes). This potential bias is mitigated by the philosophical adherence to Pragmatism (Saunders, et al., 2019), the equal weighting given to the qualitative data stream in the Concurrent Triangulation design (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2017), and the rigorous use of Member Checking (Lincoln & Guba, 1985) and the inductive coding processes in the Thematic Analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006).
[bookmark: _Toc224744757][bookmark: _Toc225103655][bookmark: _Toc225525007]7.4 Conclusions and Analytical Synthesis
The proposed methodology is robust and meticulously structured to deliver an exhaustive and nuanced evaluation of the AMP7 Water Network Alliance model. The implementation of the Concurrent Triangulation mixed methods design, underpinned by a pragmatic philosophy, is the necessary architecture to address the complexity of the research question, which inextricably links objective commercial performance to subjective relational success.
The key to the critical evaluation lies in the systematic combination of technical analysis—specifically commercial variance analysis of the NEC3 Option C Target Cost performance—with social science methods, namely the Thematic Analysis of relational dynamics.
First, the commercial analysis must look deeper than the overall Pain or Gain outcome mandated by the contract (UK WaSC, 2018d). Evaluating the divergence between the Initial Target Cost and the Actual Defined Cost, alongside a forensic documentary analysis of the Client's 'Disallowed Cost' ledgers, ensures that the assessment accurately judges the performance of the alliance leadership. Identifying whether financial losses were driven by genuine market forces or systemic operational failures tests whether the alliance successfully drove the operational innovation that was its primary theoretical and strategic justification (UK WaSC, 2018b).
Second, the study is structured to test the resilience of the collaborative culture under financial stress. If the quantitative data shows a significant financial loss or 'Pain Share' assessment, the integrity of the WNA's 'no-blame' culture—legally underpinned by the contractual mandate to act in "mutual trust and cooperation" (UK WaSC, 2018d)—will be directly assessed by the qualitative narratives, determining if the partnership maintained its cooperative footing or reverted to an adversarial stance.
Finally, the study provides a critical assessment of strategic prioritisation. The comparison between financial outcomes and regulatory outcomes—specifically ODIs like the mandated 15% leakage reduction and 33% pollution incident reduction set at PR19 (Ofwat, 2019)—will reveal whether the alliance achieved a true holistic success. This holistic perspective is a strict requirement of the Economic Regulator's TOTEX framework (Ofwat, 2019). The analysis will determine whether commercial pressures led to the prioritisation of short-term cost reduction over essential long-term stakeholder outcomes and regulatory compliance. The qualitative investigation of C-MeX score divergence serves as the ultimate diagnostic tool, explaining why capital investment may have failed to translate into sustained customer satisfaction, thereby evaluating the true success of the 'Beyond the Contract' ambition. This rigorous integration ensures the dissertation delivers the critical insight necessary to bridge the existing research gap concerning large-scale, regulated UK water alliances.


[bookmark: _Toc224744758][bookmark: _Toc225103656][bookmark: _Toc225525008]8. Results
This chapter presents the primary qualitative and secondary quantitative data collected to address the research objectives, adhering to a concurrent triangulation mixed-methods design (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2017)
[bookmark: _Toc224744759][bookmark: _Toc225103657][bookmark: _Toc225525009]8.1 Quantitative Findings: Commercial Efficiency and Regulatory Performance (Secondary Data)
This section addresses Objective 1 (Commercial Efficiency) and Objective 3 (Stakeholder Satisfaction). The data evaluates if the NEC3 Option C model delivered financial value and whether regulatory targets were met.
[bookmark: _Toc224744760][bookmark: _Toc225103658][bookmark: _Toc225525010]8.1.1 Commercial Performance and the Forensic Reality of 'Disallowed Costs'
The WNA utilised its optional extension clauses to span a 7-year arrangement. Final Accounts were provided covering 5 years, whilst the remaining 2 fall outside of the AMP period and are still under negation. Analysis of the Final Account (FA) statements from Year 2.5 to Year 5 reveals a consistent trend of commercial overspend. The contractor failed to achieve a 'Gain Share' in any of the audited periods from Year 2.5 onwards, instead suffering escalating 'Pain Share' deductions under Clause 53 (UK WaSC, 2018d).
Figure 1:  AMP 7 Commercial Costs Analysis. Source: Author, contains data from (UK WaSC, 2025a)


The following table provides a consolidated summary of the Water Network Alliance's commercial performance under the NEC3 Option C Target Cost mechanism. Data is aggregated directly from the internally audited Final Account statements spanning the AMP7 delivery period (Year 2.5 to Year 6)
[bookmark: _Toc224743695][bookmark: _Toc224744762][bookmark: _Toc225103660][bookmark: _Toc225525012]Table 4: Final Account Data. Source: Author, conations data from (UK WaSC, 2025a)
	Contract Year 
	Final Target Cost
	Actual Cost
	Total Variance
	Contractor's 'Pain Share'

	Year 2.5
	£9,196,471
	£10,376,941
	-£1,180,470
	£590,235

	Year 3
	£24,946,504 
	£29,592,304
	-£4,645,800
	-£241,187

	Year 4
	£32,179,865
	£40,901,753
	-£8,721,888
	-£2,413,489

	Year 5
	£41,615,475
	£51,506,593
	-£9,891,117
	-£2,663,636


(Note: Data extracted directly from FA Statements Appendix E: Commercial Pain/Gain Summary)
Furthermore, the Final Account (FA) statements provide empirical proof that the theoretical 'no-blame' culture of the WNA was ultimately superseded by aggressive, highly adversarial commercial auditing. Rather than operating in a "spirit of mutual trust" (UK WaSC, 2018d), the Client leveraged the strict parameters of the NEC Option C contract to levy escalating 'Disallowed Costs' against the Delivery Partner.
[bookmark: _Toc224744763][bookmark: _Toc225103661][bookmark: _Toc225525013]8.1.2 The Cost of Poor Workmanship
[bookmark: _Toc224743696][bookmark: _Toc224744764][bookmark: _Toc225103662][bookmark: _Toc225525014]Table 5: Pain Cost Breakdown. Source: Author, data taken from (UK WaSC, 2025a)
	Failure Category 
	Examples from Final Account Audit Ledgers
	Contract Clause Invoked

	Defective Workmanship
	Deductions for "Rectify Poor Work" (RWE/RPW) and "Repair Poor New Connection" (RPN)
	Clause 11.2(25): Correcting Defects after Task Completion.

	Customer Damage (GSS)
	Direct deductions for property damage, including a £32,630 claim in Year 3, and £83,469 in Year 4.
	Clause 11.2(6): Guaranteed Standards of Service (GSS) fines.

	Administrative Failures
	£75,663 disallowed for "No Photos" and deductions for unapproved "Overnight Accommodation".
	Clause 11.2(6): Costs not justified by the Contractor's accounts.



The FA audit logs reveal a systemic, multi-year failure in operational delivery, with millions of pounds systematically stripped from the Delivery Partner's ledger for rectifying their own poor workmanship.
Specifically, the Client rigorously deducted costs coded as "Rectify Poor Work - Excavation (RWE)" and "Rectify Poor Workmanship - No Excavation (RPW)". In Year 2.5 alone, RWE and RPW deductions totalled over £39,000. This operational inefficiency compounded throughout the AMP7 period. By Year 4, deductions for RWE, RPW, and "Repair Poor New Connection" (RPN) escalated significantly. By Year 5, the total Defined Cost Audit Adjustments reached a staggering £2.85 million (UK WaSC, 2025b), driven heavily by over £118,000 in direct deductions for defective excavations, poor new connections, and associated leaks

[bookmark: _Toc224744765][bookmark: _Toc225103663][bookmark: _Toc225525015]8.1.3 Administrative and Contractual Deductions
The rigid auditing required by the Schedule of Cost Components (Schedule 3) exposed systemic administrative failures within the Alliance. The Client aggressively used Clause 11.2(6) to disallow costs that were "not justified by the Contractor's accounts and records" (UK WaSC, 2018d).
In Year 2.5, £75,663 was disallowed simply for "No Photos / Poor Quality" and £100,044 for "Insufficient Supporting Information" (UK WaSC, 2021). By Years 3 and 4, the commercial audits routinely stripped out costs for unapproved "Overnight Accommodation", external training, and failed to reimburse plant hire costs that exceeded standard 'GAP' market rates (UK WaSC, 2023); (UK WaSC, 2024). The ledger even reveals routine deductions for core health and safety measures, such as drug and alcohol testing (e.g., £14,042 to Abbott Toxicology in Year 4), simply because they were deemed "Not in SoCC" (UK WaSC, 2024).

[bookmark: _Toc224744766][bookmark: _Toc225103664][bookmark: _Toc225525016]8.1.4 The Year 6 Commercial Collapse
Ultimately, this relentless commercial auditing culminated in the complete fracture of the commercial arrangement. The Year 6 Final Account Summary reveals a devastating breakdown in mutual trust, showing a staggering £7.43 million variance between the Contractor’s valuation (£66.8m) and the Client’s assessment (£59.3m) (UK WaSC, 2025a).
This final fracture was driven by £3.28 million in defined Disallowed Cost variances and an astounding £12.87 million unresolved contractual claim lodged by the supply chain (UK WaSC, 2025a). Therefore, the deep dive into the Final Account data provides irrefutable quantitative evidence that the Alliance failed to deliver efficiency or stability, instead devolving from a collaborative partnership into a highly adversarial, punitive environment.

[bookmark: _Toc224744767][bookmark: _Toc225103665][bookmark: _Toc225525017]8.1.5 Customer Experience (C-MeX) and the Reality of GSS Claims
To assess Stakeholder Satisfaction (Objective 3), it is necessary to track the Customer Measure of Experience (C-MeX) metric introduced by Ofwat. The AMP7 business plan was highly acceptable to customers prior to implementation, with independent research verifying 92% acceptability (UK WaSC, 2018b). However, the compiled AMP7 C-MeX data reveals a sector-wide decline in customer satisfaction.


[bookmark: _Toc224743697][bookmark: _Toc224744768][bookmark: _Toc225103666][bookmark: _Toc225525018]Table 6: Industry C-MeX Scores (AMP7 2020-2025) Data taken from (Ofwat, 2024a)
	WaSC Company
	2020-21
	2021-22
	2022-23
	2023-24
	2024-25

	WaSC 1
	86.09
	84.82
	82.99
	81.77
	79.71

	WaSC 2
	85.76
	84.46
	83.74
	81.40
	80.37

	WaSC 3
	85.15
	82.93
	82.92
	79.63
	79.56

	WaSC 4
	83.59
	82.01
	81.26
	78.30
	76.36

	WaSC 5
	83.05
	80.43
	78.77
	77.49
	77.38

	WaSC 6
	82.35
	80.61
	79.08
	74.17
	74.42

	WaSC 7
	82.78
	80.41
	78.25
	76.54
	74.48

	WaSC 8
	80.96
	78.48
	76.45
	72.76
	69.48

	WaSC 9
	74.64
	71.99
	69.77
	66.87
	65.13

	WaSC 10
	72.91
	68.86
	67.06
	64.85
	61.44


(Note: Data compiled from internal and Ofwat regulatory performance reports).

While the Client’s absolute score declined by 5.59 points, they consistently maintained a 3rd place industry ranking. However, a deep dive into the financial ledgers proves that this relatively stable macro-level ranking masked severe micro-level operational failures caused by the WNA.
Clause 11.2(6) empowers the Client to disallow any payments made under the "Guaranteed Standards of Service" (GSS) scheme for customer compensation (UK WaSC, 2018d). The audit logs document a remarkably high volume of GSS claims paid directly to customers because of the Delivery Partner's operational negligence. In Year 3, individual compensation deductions included £615 for destroying a customer's wall, £72 for blocking property access, and £450 for damaging a waste pipe (UK WaSC, 2023). This negative trend worsened in Years 4 and 5, where the audit notes detail further compensation paid for severing internet cables, breaking internal stop taps leaving customers without water, and causing damage to vehicles with poorly placed street works barriers (UK WaSC, 2024); (UK WaSC, 2025a). These forensic deductions definitively prove that, despite the top-tier C-MeX ranking, the alliance supply chain was causing severe, localised disruption to the customer experience.

[bookmark: _Toc224744769][bookmark: _Toc225103667][bookmark: _Toc225525019]8.1.6 Quantitative Regulatory Performance: The Macro-Level Failure (Objective 3)
[bookmark: _Toc224743698][bookmark: _Toc224744770][bookmark: _Toc225103668][bookmark: _Toc225525020]Table 7: WaSC Performance Card/Outcomes. Source: Author, data taken from (Ofwat, 2024)
	Stakeholder Metric
	PR19 Expectation / Targe
	AMP7 WNA Reality
	Financial Consequence

	Cost Efficiency (TOTEX
	20% efficiency reduction against a £2.94bn wholesale TOTEX baseline
	Chronic systemic overspending; failed to hit baselines.
	Ofwat categorised PR24 plan as "standard but requiring intervention".


	Pollution Incidents (Cat 1-3)
	33% reduction (Target: 22.40 per 10,000km of sewer)
	FAILED: Increased to 29.52 per 10,000km by 2023
	£24.1m underperformance penalty; NRW rating dropped to 2-star

	Leakage Reduction
	15% overall reduction
	FAILED: 15.9% negative performance shortfall against target in 2023-24
	Ofwat enforcement case launched; £39.4m regulatory redress package for misreporting data

	Water Supply Interruptions
	58% reduction (Target: 5 minutes)
	FAILED: Averaged over 16 minutes per customer against an 11-minute glidepath
	Sustained underperformance noted, demonstrating failure in complex network management

	Internal Sewer Flooding
	33% reduction
	MET: Successfully met target commitment levels for the first four years
	Achieved Ofwat "Top Performer" status, highlighting Alliance success in reactive metrics

	Customer Affordability
	Continual drive for affordability and bill reduction
	Required recovery investment passed to the customer
	Average household bills forecast to rise drastically from £455 to £603 by 2029-30



To objectively assess whether the Water Network Alliance (WNA) achieved 'Stakeholder Satisfaction' (Objective 3), it is necessary to evaluate its performance against the macro-level regulatory baselines established by Ofwat. The quantitative regulatory data from the AMP7 period demonstrates a systemic failure by the WNA to deliver the required operational outcomes and financial efficiencies, highlighting the limitations of collaborative contracting when it becomes decoupled from strict regulatory compliance (Baldwin, et al., 2012). 
[bookmark: _Toc224744771][bookmark: _Toc225103669][bookmark: _Toc225525021]8.1.6 PR19 Baselines vs. Financial Reality
At the outset of AMP7, Ofwat’s PR19 final determination set a strict allowed wholesale total expenditure (TOTEX) of £2,942.8 million for the Client (Ofwat, 2019). This funding allowance was predicated on the expectation that the company would achieve significant cost efficiencies to lower customer bills. However, the empirical data from the Final Accounts confirms chronic, systemic overspending against the established Target Costs across the alliance. The collaborative commercial model fundamentally failed to protect the TOTEX budget from inefficiency, meaning the theoretical cost-savings intended to benefit customers were never realised. 
[bookmark: _Toc224744772][bookmark: _Toc225103670][bookmark: _Toc225525022]8.1.7 Regulatory Penalties and Failed ODIs
The financial inefficiency of the alliance was mirrored by its operational underperformance. A core objective of the collaborative model was to drive the agility and innovation necessary to meet stretching environmental Outcome Delivery Incentives (ODIs). Instead, the WNA systematically failed its core environmental metrics. Consequently, the WaSC was subjected to a massive £24.1 million underperformance penalty for missing critical pollution and leakage targets (Ofwat, 2024). While the company was recognised by Ofwat as a top performer for reducing internal sewer flooding, this isolated success was entirely overshadowed by the macro-level degradation of the network's integrity and failures in supply interruptions. 
[bookmark: _Toc224744773][bookmark: _Toc225103671][bookmark: _Toc225525023]8.1.8 The Leakage Misreporting Crisis
The most severe quantitative evidence of the alliance's failure to deliver transparent stakeholder satisfaction is the leakage misreporting crisis. Trust and data transparency are theoretically paramount in an alliance environment (Dietz & Gillespie, 2011); however, as the operational delivery of the required leakage reduction targets fell behind, Ofwat was forced to open a formal enforcement case into the accuracy of the company's reported leakage and per capita consumption (PCC) performance. This investigation revealed profound data inaccuracies, resulting in an unprecedented £39.4 million regulatory redress package (Ofwat, 2024). A collaborative delivery model that ultimately requires strict regulatory enforcement for misreporting its primary performance data cannot be deemed operationally successful. 
[bookmark: _Toc224744774][bookmark: _Toc225103672][bookmark: _Toc225525024]8.1.9 PR24 Intervention and Customer Impact
The ultimate consequence of the WNA's AMP7 failure is the financial burden passed onto the customer. Because the alliance model failed to drive the necessary operational efficiencies, Ofwat was forced to heavily scrutinise the company's subsequent AMP8 proposals to ensure customers were not charged twice for work that the alliance should have already delivered. Consequently, Ofwat categorised the WaSC's PR24 business plan as "standard but requiring intervention," deliberately stripping the company of any financial quality rewards. As a direct result of this accumulated inefficiency and the required recovery investment, average household bills are forecast to rise drastically from £455 in 2024-25 to £603 by 2029-30 under the regulator's final decision (Ofwat, 2024). This data conclusively proves that the collaborative alliance model failed to protect the end-user, thereby failing the ultimate test of stakeholder satisfaction.
[bookmark: _Toc224744775][bookmark: _Toc225103673][bookmark: _Toc225525025]8.2 Qualitative Findings: The Lived Experience
This section presents the thematic analysis of the semi-structured interviews conducted with Commercial Managers, Operations Managers, and Client Directors. By synthesising the primary interview data with the contractual and financial documentation, three overarching themes emerged. These themes critically explain why the theoretical principles of the Water Network Alliance (WNA) struggled to function under the operational reality of AMP7.
[bookmark: _Toc224743699][bookmark: _Toc224744776][bookmark: _Toc225103674][bookmark: _Toc225525026]Table 8: Thematic Grouping
	Theme no
	Overarching Theme
	Core Operational Issue
	Representative Participant Quote
	Addressed Objective

	1
	Structural Integration vs. "Client/Contractor" Reality
	Fragmented HR and corporate governance preventing a 'One Team' culture.
	"Because of their fiscal setup, they could not form a new company... Therefore we instantly went back into client and contractor mode." (Delivery Partner Ops Manager)
	Objective 2 (Relational Success)

	2
	The "No-Blame" Shield vs. Commercial Weaponisation
	Collaboration blurring accountability, forcing the Client to use financial penalties.
	"Clause 11.2(6) absolutely created a 'man-marking' and defensive culture, and the Clause 10.1 'spirit of mutual trust' became just words on a page." (Delivery Partner Commercial Manager)
	Objectives 1 & 2 (Commercial vs. Relational)

	3
	The Target Cost Trap and Innovation
	Financial pressure and Schedule 3 audit risks killing the appetite for new technologies.
	"If an innovative technology costs more upfront... the excess is classed as 'Disallowed Cost'. Survival mode kicked in... driving teams back to traditional methods." (Client Ops Manager).
	Objectives 1 & 3 (Efficiency & Stakeholder Satisfaction)



[bookmark: _Toc224744777][bookmark: _Toc225103675][bookmark: _Toc225525027]8.2.1 Theme 1: Structural Integration vs. "Client/Contractor" Reality
A foundational objective of the WNA was to establish an Integrated Project Team (IPT). The contract’s Service Information explicitly mandated the creation of an "inclusive organisation where people work together as one team, combining skills and knowledge and breaking down bureaucracy and hierarchies". Pure alliance theory suggests that achieving this level of deep relational integration often necessitates the creation of a separate legal entity or Special Purpose Vehicle (SPV) to force the alignment of corporate cultures and completely remove parent-company silos (Lahdenperä, 2012); (Lloyd-Walker, et al., 2014). However, the qualitative data reveals a critical structural flaw in the WNA: the failure to merge the partnering organisations into a single corporate entity prevented true integration.
Because the WaSC maintained a separate fiscal and corporate setup from the Delivery Partner, the workforce remained fundamentally segregated by differing corporate governance and human resources policies. As one Delivery Partner Operations Manager observed: "There was an issue with the alliance that never resolved... the client, due to their fiscal setup, meant they could not form a new company with our resource to create a single company under an alliance banner, with all the benefits that provides. Therefore we instantly went back into client and contractor mode".
This lack of structural integration created profound friction when attempting to cross-manage teams, even within the shared M4 corridor base mandated by the contract. Another Delivery Partner Operations Manager noted the practical impossibility of this arrangement: "When HR issues arose it wasn't clear which set of company policies would be used. If the employee in question was the client, being managed by a senior contractor person, they would not know the policies or procedures to support/deal with the client direct report. This caused friction, and was clear the clients staff were not ready to be an alliance".
Consequently, the qualitative data proves that physical co-location and collaborative contractual rhetoric cannot force a 'One Team' culture if the underlying corporate structures inherently divide the workforce. Without an SPV, the structural segregation allowed the traditional adversarial "Client/Contractor" mentality to persist.
[bookmark: _Toc224744778][bookmark: _Toc225103676][bookmark: _Toc225525028]8.2.2 Theme 2: The "No-Blame" Shield vs. Commercial Weaponisation
The NEC3 Option C contract legally bound the Alliance to act "in a spirit of mutual trust and cooperation and always in accordance with the Alliance Principles" (UK WaSC, 2018d). In theory, this establishes a 'no-blame' culture where operational problems are solved collaboratively. However, critical construction management literature warns that collaborative rhetoric often masks underlying commercial tensions, failing to fundamentally alter adversarial industry practices (Green, 1999). In practice, interviewees revealed that this culture actively blurred the lines of accountability when targets were missed.
When severe network failures occurred, such as missing the mandated 33% pollution reduction target (Ofwat, 2019) or escalating leakage, the Client Operations team found it politically difficult to invoke harsh operational levers—such as the Clause 28 "Step In" rights (UK WaSC, 2018d)—without violating the collaborative spirit of the Alliance. The 'no-blame' ethos essentially became a shield that insulated the supply chain from direct operational reprimand.
Because accountability could not be easily enforced on the ground, the conflict was displaced to the commercial ledger. To protect their TOTEX budget and customer funding, the Client weaponised the auditing mechanisms of the contract. Clause 11.2(6) gave the Client strict powers to deduct 'Disallowed Costs', specifically for "correcting Defects after any Task Completion" and for fines or payments made under the "Guaranteed Standards of Service Scheme" (UK WaSC, 2018d).
This resulted in aggressive auditing, where millions of pounds were stripped from the Delivery Partner for defective workmanship—coded as Rectify Poor Work (RWE/RPW)—and property damage,. The impact on trust was devastating. A Delivery Partner Commercial Manager stated: "Clause 11.2(6) absolutely created a 'man-marking' and defensive culture, and the Clause 10.1 'spirit of mutual trust' essentially became just words on a page". Conversely, a Client Commercial Manager defended the audits: "My job is to protect our customers' money. While the contract talks about 'mutual trust', that doesn't mean we hand out a blank cheque for poor work".
This aligns with (Bresnen & Marshall, 2000) assertion that financial self-interest ultimately overrides relational partnering under extreme stress. It confirms that a 'no-blame' culture cannot survive severe external regulatory failure; the adversarial nature of contracting merely morphs into forensic cost-auditing.
[bookmark: _Toc224744779][bookmark: _Toc225103677][bookmark: _Toc225525029]8.2.3 Theme 3: The Target Cost Trap and Innovation
The qualitative data reveals that (Ofwat, 2019) methodology demanded a step-change in innovation and a 20% cost reduction to lower customer bills, a challenge the WaSC committed to in its business plan by explicitly targeting "in excess of a 20% cost reduction". The Alliance was theoretically positioned as the ideal vehicle to deploy "step-change" technologies (such as smart sensors or advanced leak detection) to achieve the mandated 15% leakage reduction.
However, the integration of qualitative responses with the commercial mechanics reveals that the NEC3 Option C Target Cost framework actively strangled this required innovation. The contract operates on a rigid Schedule of Cost Components (Schedule 3) that dictates exactly what costs are allowable. Furthermore, the Alliance suffered from chronic, systemic overspending against its baselines, triggering massive 'Pain Share' penalties for the contractor under Clause 53, specifically resulting in a £2.41 million deduction in Year 4 and a further £2.66 million deduction in Year 5.
Operating in a constant state of financial deficit completely eroded the Delivery Partner's appetite for operational risk. This aligns closely with contemporary construction management literature, which warns that aggressive financial pain mechanisms in collaborative contracts can perversely drive short-term, defensive behaviours rather than fostering long-term innovation (Rose & Manley, 2011). A Client Operations Manager perfectly explained this phenomenon on the ground: "If an innovative, unproven technology costs more upfront than a traditional man with a shovel, the excess cost is immediately classed as a 'Disallowed Cost'. Survival mode kicked in... driving operational teams back to traditional, lowest-cost repair methods".
Because the Delivery Partner could not afford to absorb the financial risk of unproven techniques or uncompensated operational "standing time", they naturally defaulted to high-volume, traditional 'input' activities simply because they were commercially safe and guaranteed to pass the rigid Schedule 3 audit. The data demonstrates a critical paradox: the intense financial pressure of the Target Cost mechanism, designed to drive commercial efficiency, inadvertently created a risk-averse environment that stifled the very environmental innovation the regulator had demanded.


	Qualitative Theme (The Lived Experience)
	NEC3 Contract Mechanism
	Quantitative Evidence (The Empirical Reality)
	Triangulated Conclusion

	Theme 1: Lack of Structural Integration
	Service Information: Mandate to act as an "inclusive organisation".
	Final Accounts: £12.87m unresolved claim at Year 6 and £7.43m final account valuation variance.
	Superficial co-location without merging corporate entities fails to prevent traditional adversarial breakdowns.

	Theme 2: Commercial Weaponisation over Trust
	Clause 10.1 (Mutual Trust) vs. Clause 11.2(6) & 11.2(25) (Disallowed Costs).
	Final Accounts: Escalating 'Disallowed Costs' including £83,469 in GSS customer damage claims and millions stripped for "Rectify Poor Work".
	A 'no-blame' culture cannot survive operational failure; accountability is displaced to forensic financial auditing.

	Theme 3: Innovation Stifled by Target Cost
	Schedule 3: Schedule of Cost Components (Strict allowable cost definitions) & Clause 53 (Pain/Gain).
	Regulatory Data: £24.1m penalty for missing leakage/pollution targets. Final Accounts: £2.66m 'Pain Share' deduction in Year 5
	Severe financial pressure to beat standard base rates creates a risk-averse environment, preventing the deployment of "step-change" technologies.


[bookmark: _Toc224743700][bookmark: _Toc224744780][bookmark: _Toc225103678][bookmark: _Toc225525030]Table 9: Thematic Outcomes
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[image: ]This section critically interprets the empirical results, situating the WNA's AMP7 performance within the broader theoretical framework of construction management and alliance literature. The below figure attempts to picture the outcomes.








[bookmark: _Toc224743701][bookmark: _Toc225525032]Figure 2: WNA Theory vs Reality Created by Author (2026), based on data from the following documents (Ofwat, 2024a) (Ofwat, 2024) (UK WaSC, 2026) (UK WaSC, 2018b) (UK WaSC, 2018c) (UK WaSC, 2021) (UK WaSC, 2024) (UK WaSC, 2025b) (UK WaSC, 2025a) (UK WaSC, 2023) (UK WaSC, 2018d).
Figure 2 above and Table 10 below provides the critical framework for this discussion, mapping the theoretical promises of the alliance model against the empirical realities uncovered during the AMP7 period."
[bookmark: _Toc224744783][bookmark: _Toc225103681][bookmark: _Toc225525033]Table 10: Delivery Analysis
	THEORY (The Promise)
	METHODOLOGY (The Test)
	EMPIRICAL REALITY (The Critique)

	Financial Alignment: The NEC Option C Target Cost and 'Pain/Gain' mechanisms are theoretically designed to drive mutual efficiency and value.
	Commercial Variance Analysis: Evaluating the macro-divergence between Target Costs and Actual Defined Costs, alongside forensic analysis of 'Disallowed Cost' ledgers.
	The Efficiency Gap: The model failed to drive savings. The supply chain suffered severe 'Pain Share' and chronic overspending, while the Client missed macro-level TOTEX allowances.

	Cultural Alignment: NEC Clause 10.1 mandates a 'No-Blame' culture and the establishment of an Integrated Project Team (IPT) to solve problems collectively.
	Thematic Analysis: Semi-structured interviews exploring the lived experience of the alliance to test "accountability vs. comfort"
	The Accountability Gap: "Collaboration" blurred operational accountability. To protect budgets, the Client was forced to bypass the 'no-blame' culture and weaponise 'Disallowed Costs' to punish poor workmanship.

	Holistic Success: The alliance must deliver multi-faceted stakeholder satisfaction, prioritising regulatory Outcome Delivery Incentives (ODIs) over simple project metrics
	Concurrent Triangulation: Merging hard financial/regulatory data (Quant) with subjective participant narratives (Qual)
	The Satisfaction Gap: Internal commercial friction overshadowed external delivery. Severe regulatory failures (£24.1m ODI penalty; £39.4m redress) and customer bill hikes conclusively proved a lack of stakeholder satisfaction.



[bookmark: _Toc224744784][bookmark: _Toc225103682][bookmark: _Toc225525034]9.1 The Commercial Paradox: Testing NEC Option C against Alliance Theory
The evolution from traditional, adversarial models (e.g., Design-Bid-Build) to collaborative alliancing is predicated on the theory that shared risk aligns the goals of the Client and the Delivery Partner, fostering an integrated 'best-for-project' mentality ( (Cox & Thompson, 1997); (Lahdenperä, 2012). The Water Network Alliance operationalised this theory using the NEC3 Term Service Contract Option C, theoretically incentivising efficiency through a Target Cost and pain/gain share mechanism under Clause 53 (Ross, 2003); (Cheung & al., 2012).
However, the quantitative variance analysis from the Final Accounts (Section 8.1.1) definitively contradicts this theoretical assumption in the context of a highly reactive, failing utility network. The data demonstrates chronic, systemic overspending rather than efficiency. The contractor failed to achieve a 'Gain Share' at any point, instead absorbing severe 'Pain Share' penalties, such as the £2.66m deduction in Year 5.
Crucially, the qualitative findings reveal that this commercial pressure did not foster collaborative problem-solving; rather, it triggered a survival instinct. When a Delivery Partner's theoretical fixed fee is consistently eradicated by Pain Share and aggressive Disallowed Costs, the margin protection strategy inevitably reverts to traditional "Input Efficiency" (executing specific instructed tasks as cheaply as possible) rather than "Outcome Effectiveness" (solving complex network issues to stop macro-level leakage). As Cheung et al. (2012) warn, if commercial mechanisms are not perfectly calibrated to external realities, alliances can quickly fracture. The WNA proves that shared financial pain does not inherently drive collaboration; under severe stress, it drives protectionism, rendering the NEC Option C model completely ineffective at achieving the targeted "excess of a 20% cost reduction" mandated by the Client's AMP7 business plan (UK WaSC, 2018b).

[bookmark: _Toc224744785][bookmark: _Toc225103683][bookmark: _Toc225525035]9.2 The "No-Blame" Illusion vs. The Weaponisation of the Ledger
A foundational pillar of alliance theory is the establishment of an Integrated Project Team operating under a 'no-blame' culture. This was legally mandated in the WNA by NEC Clause 10.1, requiring parties to act "in a spirit of mutual trust and cooperation”. The theoretical intent was to remove the adversarial disputes characteristic of traditional contracting.
However, synthesising the qualitative narratives with the Final Account (FA) data exposes a critical dissonance between this collaborative intent and the punitive operational reality. When the Alliance failed to meet statutory Outcome Delivery Incentives (ODIs), such as missing leakage and pollution targets, the Client faced extreme regulatory pressure (UK WaSC, 2026). In theory, the Client could have invoked their Clause 28 "Step-In" rights, which explicitly allow the Employer to take direct action if there is a "material risk... to the environment" or if Key Result Areas (KRAs) are failing. In practice, qualitative data confirms this was deemed the "nuclear option" that would politically destroy the alliance spirit and cause total logistical collapse (UK WaSC, 2026).
Because the 'no-blame' culture effectively shielded the supply chain from direct operational intervention, the Client was forced to displace the conflict from the operational field to the commercial ledger (UK WaSC, 2026). To protect their TOTEX budget, the Client aggressively weaponised Clause 11.2(6). This clause grants the Service Manager strict powers to deduct 'Disallowed Costs', specifically for correcting defects after task completion and for fines or payments made under the Guaranteed Standards of Service (GSS) scheme (UK WaSC, 2026). The audit ledgers confirm that millions of pounds were ruthlessly stripped from the Delivery Partner’s actual costs for "Rectify Poor Work" (RWE/RPW), and compensating customers for property damage (UK WaSC, 2025a) This proves that a 'no-blame' culture is merely a fragile facade when severe external regulatory failure occurs; the adversarial nature of contracting does not disappear, it simply morphs into forensic, retrospective cost-auditing (UK WaSC, 2026).

[bookmark: _Toc224744786][bookmark: _Toc225103684][bookmark: _Toc225525036]9.3 The Subcontracting Cap and the Illusion of Agility
A key justification for the WNA model was its theoretical agility—the ability to surge resources dynamically to combat unexpected network crises like extreme weather or pandemics (UK WaSC, 2026). However, the contractual architecture fundamentally undermined this agility.
Under Clause 26.5 of the amended contract, the Delivery Partner was explicitly restricted from subcontracting "more than 30% of the service at any time" (UK WaSC, 2018d). During the interviews it was established that the 30% rule was included in the contract to protect the client and its customers from subcontractors walking away or insolvency, leaving the client without a workforce and customers without services. The WNADP would, in theory, be less likely to become insolvent as quickly as a smaller subcontractor (UK WaSC, 2026). The client had experienced this exact scenario in 2013 but worked quickly to save circa 500 jobs and ensure impact to customers was minimised (ITV News, 2013). It could be argued that whilst trying to protect the business from the same outcome in 2013 it inadvertently created a different problem.
While contemporary supply chain management literature stresses that agile resource scaling is critical for responding to volatile external shocks (Christopher, 2000), this rigid legal cap (30% subcontractor) forced the WNA into a corner. When unprecedented external shocks occurred during AMP7, such as the COVID-19 pandemic and severe freeze/thaw events, the network experienced massive leakage breakouts. The qualitative evidence confirms that the supply chain desperately needed to onboard Tier-2 subcontractors to clear the reactive backlog (UK WaSC, 2026). However, a WNADP Director confirmed that because they were "close to the 30% subcontracting limit, we were contractually forced to self-deliver using our own direct labour" and "couldn't ramp up fast enough" amidst severe local labour shortages and poaching from competing infrastructure projects (UK WaSC, 2026)
Because the backlog could not be cleared efficiently, the Alliance suffered chronic systemic overspending against its Target Costs. This triggered massive 'Pain Share' penalties for the contractor under Clause 53, culminating in a £2.41 million deduction in Year 4 (UK WaSC, 2024) and a £2.66 million deduction in Year 5 (UK WaSC, 2025b). The contract prioritised the Client's desire for a self-delivery model over the actual operational agility needed to protect the network, resulting in catastrophic financial losses for the supply chain.

[bookmark: _Toc224744787][bookmark: _Toc225103685][bookmark: _Toc225525037]9.4 The 'Schedule 3' Innovation Trap
Ofwat’s PR19 methodology demanded a "step-change" in efficiency and innovation to solve complex network issues, an objective the Client committed to in its £74 million research and innovation business plan (Ofwat, 2019); (UK WaSC, 2018b). However, triangulating the qualitative interview data with the commercial mechanisms reveals that the NEC3 Option C Target Cost framework actively strangled this mandated innovation.
The contract operates on a highly restrictive 'Schedule of Cost Components' (Schedule 3) (UK WaSC, 2018d), which dictates exactly what costs the supply chain can legitimately recover. If the Delivery Partner attempted to deploy an innovative but unproven technology—such as advanced leak detection sensors or vacuum excavation (Vac-Ex) vehicles (UK WaSC, 2026)—and it proved slower or more expensive than traditional methods, the excess costs were immediately flagged by commercial staff as "not justified by the Contractor's accounts" under Clause 11.2(6).
Operating under the constant threat of Clause 11.2(6) Disallowed Costs and bleeding margin to 'Pain Share' penalties, the Delivery Partner’s appetite for operational risk was entirely eradicated. The commercial rigidity forced ground teams into a survival mindset, defaulting to high-volume, traditional "man with a shovel" repair methods simply because they were commercially safe and guaranteed to pass a Schedule 3 audit (UK WaSC, 2026). This perfectly illustrates (Keegan & Turner) theory that rigid cost-control mechanisms inherently stifle project-based innovation. It provides conclusive evidence that the risk-averse financial mechanics of the WNA's Target Cost contract actively disincentivised the environmental innovation that the regulator had demanded.
[bookmark: _Toc224744788][bookmark: _Toc225103686][bookmark: _Toc225525038]9.5 Measuring Multi-Faceted Stakeholder Satisfaction
Traditional project management evaluates success via the "Iron Triangle" of time, cost, and quality (Atkinson, 1999). However, modern infrastructure theory argues for a broader, multi-faceted stakeholder evaluation (Baccarini, 1999); (Turner & Zolin, 2012); (Freeman, 2010). When assessing the WNA through this holistic lens, the model demonstrably failed all key stakeholders:
· The Impact of Public Scrutiny on Operational Prioritisation: The empirical data highlights a stark divergence in the Alliance's performance, achieving "Top Performer" status for internal sewer flooding while simultaneously suffering a £24.1m penalty for macro-level pollution and leakage failures. This paradox can be explained by the intense external public pressure placed upon WaSCs during the AMP7 period. The qualitative narratives reveal that operational focus was heavily dictated by external media scrutiny. As the Environmental Regulator (NRW) noted during interviews, the Alliance's success in mitigating sewer flooding was deemed critical "following the current press around sewage pollution, and the critique of the former regulator (Environment Agency) from the channel 4 documentary 'dirty business'". This demonstrates that the Alliance's operational strategy was actively shaped by the need to manage severe public and political backlash. Consequently, the pursuit of 'Stakeholder Satisfaction' (Objective 3) was forced to become a reactive exercise in protecting corporate reputation from media exposure, rather than a proactive delivery of holistic environmental stewardship.
· The Regulator (Ofwat) and the Environment (NRW): The WNA failed its statutory Outcome Delivery Incentives (ODIs). The £24.1m underperformance penalty for missing pollution and leakage targets, combined with a £39.4m regulatory redress package for misreporting data, represents a catastrophic failure of the alliance to deliver environmental stewardship. Furthermore, the company overspent its £2.94bn PR19 wholesale TOTEX allowance, fundamentally failing the efficiency mandate.
· The Alliance Partner (Supply Chain): Success for the supply chain requires a sustainable commercial return and relational health. The empirical data proves the contractor was financially battered, operating at a net loss in the latter years. The supply chain faced escalating 'Pain Share' deductions—such as £2.66m in Year 5 alone—alongside millions in Disallowed Costs, culminating in a massive £12.87m unresolved claim at Year 6. The concept of collaborative "Contractor Stability" was a myth.
· The Customer (The C-MeX Paradox vs. Operational Reality): A superficial review of the regulatory data suggests the Client succeeded in customer service, maintaining a top-three industry C-MeX ranking and achieving "top performer" status in reducing visible internal sewer flooding throughout AMP7. However, the concurrent triangulation of the qualitative and quantitative data reveals this to be a 'false positive' for the Alliance.
· This paradox is driven by the methodological construct of the C-MeX score itself. Ofwat’s assessment methodology deliberately surveys a blended sample of customers, including a large proportion who have had no operational contact with the company. Consequently, the severe but localised disruptions caused by the WNA are statistically diluted by the general public’s macro-level brand perception. Because the Client operates a unique 'not-for-profit' model generating substantial public goodwill, their C-MeX ranking is buoyed by a corporate halo that effectively masks the operational chaos occurring on the ground.
· In reality, the isolated success in sewer flooding was completely offset by severe failures in invisible network management, notably missing the critical supply interruptions target. Furthermore, the Final Account ledgers expose the daily reality of the WNA's delivery: an escalation of Guaranteed Standards of Service (GSS) claims where customers had to be directly compensated because the contractor damaged their property—such as ruining carpets with muddy boots damage to property and vehicles, and in several instances replacing kitchens and gardens and severing expensive fibre internet cables during excavations (UK WaSC, 2024); (UK WaSC, 2025b). Ultimately, because the WNA failed to drive the mandated macro-efficiencies, the Client's customers are now facing average household bill hikes of £191 by 2029-30 to fund the AMP8 recovery and heavily invest in upgrading the aging asset base to reduce pollution events (Ofwat, 2024a). This conclusively proves that relying on macro-regulatory metrics like C-MeX is inadequate for evaluating capital delivery alliances, which fundamentally failed to protect their most important stakeholder.
 
[bookmark: _Toc224744789][bookmark: _Toc225085484][bookmark: _Toc225103687][bookmark: _Toc225525039]Figure 3 - The 3 Stage Overview , Source: Created by Author (2026), based on data from the following documents (Ofwat, 2024a) (Ofwat, 2024) (UK WaSC, 2026) (UK WaSC, 2018b) (UK WaSC, 2018c) (UK WaSC, 2021) (UK WaSC, 2024) (UK WaSC, 2025b) (UK WaSC, 2025a) (UK WaSC, 2023) (UK WaSC, 2018d).
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[bookmark: _Toc224744790][bookmark: _Toc225103688][bookmark: _Toc225525040]9.6 Implications and Limitations
An unexpected implication of this research is the realisation that strategic co-location does not guarantee collaboration. The Service Information explicitly mandated that the Client and Delivery Partner share a single operational base within the South Wales M4 corridor to foster an Integrated Project Team. However, as (Bresnen & Marshall) observe, physical proximity without true structural integration often fails to overcome entrenched adversarial behaviours. When operational backlogs grew and the commercial team began aggressively disallowing millions of pounds—culminating in the multi-million-pound Year 6 Defined Cost variances, the shared office environment merely amplified the friction. Furthermore, the qualitative data confirms that the COVID-19 pandemic resulted in home working, further distancing staff into corporate silos exactly when these operational failings were realised.
It must be acknowledged that the WNA operated under unprecedented external shocks during AMP7, including the COVID-19 pandemic and severe freeze/thaw weather events. These factors exacerbated the reactive backlog, driving up material and labour costs due to severe market shortages and supply chain poaching. Crucially, the Alliance's resource agility was severely restricted by the strict 30% subcontracting cap mandated under Clause 26.5 of the contract, which prevented the rapid onboarding of necessary Tier-2 subcontractors to clear the crisis workbank.
While these macroeconomic and environmental limitations undoubtedly skewed standard operational rhythms, they ultimately served as the ultimate stress test for the collaborative model. The extreme conditions exposed the model's structural inability to handle sustained crises, proving that a superficial 'no-blame' culture and rigid Target Cost mechanisms easily fracture under severe external pressure.

[bookmark: _Toc224744791][bookmark: _Toc225103689][bookmark: _Toc225525041]10.0 Conclusion
This dissertation set out to critically investigate the effectiveness of the WaSC’s Water Network Alliance (WNA) model during the AMP7 regulatory period (2020–2025). Specifically, it evaluated whether the alliance's collaborative principles—such as the mandate to work as an "inclusive organisation" and "one team" (UK WaSC, 2018c)—and aligned commercial interests successfully translated into demonstrable, multi-faceted stakeholder satisfaction beyond traditional project metrics.
The comprehensive integration of quantitative Final Account ledgers (UK WaSC, 2025b) and qualitative elite interviews (UK WaSC, 2025a) establishes definitively that the WNA model did not deliver stakeholder satisfaction. Rather than a collaborative vehicle for innovation, the WNA devolved into a highly fragmented, adversarial environment.
The research concludes that the failure to establish a true, singular corporate entity (e.g., via TUPE or an SPV) doomed the "One Team" culture from the outset. Because the Client and Contractor maintained separate HR and corporate governance structures, attempts at cross-management created profound friction. This structural segregation allowed the traditional "client/contractor" mentality to persist despite the collaborative rhetoric of the contract.
Consequently, when the network began to fail—missing critical Ofwat mandates, such as the 15% leakage reduction and 33% pollution incident reduction targets (Ofwat, 2019)—the Client could not easily manage poor performance on the ground without breaking the "spirit of mutual trust" ( (UK WaSC, 2018d). Instead, they were forced to abandon collaborative principles and rely on adversarial, forensic cost auditing under the Disallowed Cost mechanism (UK WaSC, 2018d) to protect their TOTEX budget. The severe financial pressure of the NEC3 Option C Target Cost mechanism drove the supply chain into a protective mindset, actively disincentivising the deployment of the complex, innovative network management techniques necessary to protect the environment.
[bookmark: _Toc224744792][bookmark: _Toc225103690][bookmark: _Toc225525042]10.1 Contributions to Knowledge
This research bridges a critical gap in construction management and utility procurement literature. It challenges the prevailing academic consensus e.g., (Cox & Thompson, 1997); (Ross, 2003) that shared commercial risk inevitably drives 'best-for-project' collaboration. It proves empirically that without deep, structural integration—such as merging HR policies and corporate identities via a Special Purpose Vehicle (Lloyd-Walker, et al., 2014)—collaborative "quasi-alliances" will quickly revert to traditional adversarial behaviour under external regulatory stress (Bresnen & Marshall, 2000). Furthermore, it highlights that aggressive financial risk transfer within reactive maintenance environments inherently stifles innovation and damages long-term stakeholder value.
[bookmark: _Toc224744793][bookmark: _Toc225103691][bookmark: _Toc225525043]10.2 Suggestions for Future Research
· Investigate the efficacy of alternative regulatory procurement models, such as Direct Procurement for Customers (DPC). As Ofwat increasingly mandates DPC for large-scale infrastructure enhancement projects to promote "fresh ideas and approaches" (Ofwat, 2019), future studies must determine if returning to traditional competitive tension yields better value for money and environmental resilience than long-term collaborative alliances.
· Further studies should explore the psychological and legal impacts of implementing Special Purpose Vehicles (SPVs) or full TUPE transfers in utility alliances to determine if formal structural integration effectively prevents the commercial friction observed during the AMP7 cycle.
· Furthermore, the WNA contract spans a 7-year term, with its final "Year 7" delivery period crossing over the regulatory boundary into the start of AMP8 (April to November 2025). Future research should undertake a longitudinal study of this specific transition period to determine how unresolved commercial friction from AMP7 (such as the £12.87m Year 6 claim) impacted the supply chain's ability to adapt to the new, more stringent PR24 regulatory baselines established by Ofwat.
This dissertation was written over an academic year and in close to completion Ofwat announced a single regulatory body would be created. In January 2026, the UK government published a Water White Paper detailing a major overhaul of the water system, confirming its intention to abolish the current economic regulator, Ofwat, and replace it with a newly unified regulatory authority.
10.3 Epilogue: Regulatory Reform and the Future of Sector Governance
As this research neared completion in early 2026, the UK Government published a Water White Paper detailing a major structural overhaul of the water sector's regulatory framework. The proposed legislation confirms the intention to abolish the current economic regulator, Ofwat, and replace it with a newly unified regulatory authority (Department for Enviroment, 2026).
Historically, the UK water sector has been governed by a fragmented network of watchdogs. The new strategy merges the responsibilities of Ofwat, the Drinking Water Inspectorate (DWI), Natural England, and the water-related environmental functions of both the Environment Agency and Natural Resources Wales (NRW) into a single entity. Operating under a "prevention first" mandate to tackle sewage pollution and prevent water shortages, this unified regulator proposes embedding dedicated engineering capabilities led by a Chief Engineer. Furthermore, it will conduct rigorous "MOT-style" inspections on critical infrastructure, such as pipes and pumps, and deploy company-specific supervisory teams to gain a deeper internal understanding of operational realities. A strict Performance Improvement Regime will also empower the regulator to swiftly enforce legally binding resolutions on failing water companies (Caroline Almond, 2026)
Crucially, this macro-level consolidation directly addresses the contradictory regulatory pressures exposed during the WNA's AMP7 delivery. Throughout the AMP7 cycle, the Delivery Partner was frequently caught between conflicting Outcome Delivery Incentives (ODIs). A prime operational example occurred during burst main events, where the WaSC was penalised on multiple fronts for a single failure. The imperative to quickly restore water supplies to meet customer-facing metrics (such as the Supply Interruptions ODI) often required working on live assets. However, allowing a burst main to continue discharging chlorinated potable water onto highways and into nearby watercourses directly conflicted with environmental regulations, leading to concurrent, high-profile pollution incidents and subsequent fines from NRW. Reconciling these competing metrics under a single regulatory body may prevent future collaborative alliances from facing the paradox of failing an environmental metric simply to satisfy a customer-focused ODI. This unified approach is essential for reflecting true operational priorities and preventing the compounding expenditure required to mitigate dual penalties.



[bookmark: _Toc225103692][bookmark: _Toc225525044]11.0 Appendix
[bookmark: _Toc225103693]Appendix A: NEC3 Option C Contract Excerpts
Clause 10.1
10.1 Delete and substitute: "The Employer, the Contractor and the Service Manager shall act as stated In this contract. In a spirit of mutual trust and cooperation and always In accordance with the Alliance Principles."
Clause 11.2(6)
11.2(6) Delete definition of Disallowed Cost and replace with: "Disallowed Cost Is cost which the Service Manager decides:
Is not justified by the Contractor's accounts and records,
should not have been paid to a Subcontractor or supplier In Service Areas when the Service Manager requested and
preparation for and conduct of an adjudication or proceedings of the tribunal."
Clause 28
8 Step in Insert new clause 28 as follows: "28.1 If the Employer reasonably believes that it needs to take action in connection with the service:
because a material risk exists or is likely to exist to the health and safety of any person or property or to the environment,
to safeguard the carrying out of its statutory functions,
due to or to prevent a material and/or persistent breach by the Contractor to any of its obligations under this contract,
because any KRA (as defined in the Water Network Alliance Agreement) is the Contractor shall make available to the Employer all personnel engaged In the provision of the service and its contractual rights under any subcontract to the extent permitted under that subcontract and provided that, where such access to such contractual rights Is not so permitted, the Contractor will direct the relevant Subcontractor in accordance with the Employer's Instructions, and
the Contractor hereby grants the £mp/oyerfull authority to act as regards such personnel and contractual rights as are referred to above as If it were the Contractor.
28.3 If and to the extent that the Employer's exercise of Its rights pursuant to clause 28.2 above has not arisen under any of the third to the sixth bullet points In clause 28.1, then for so long as and to the extent that the Contractor Is prevented from Providing the Service:
the Contractor shall be relieved of its obligations to Provide the Service or part of the service,
the Contractor shall not be entitled to payment In respect of any obligations from which It Is relieved pursuant to this clause 28 but shall otherwise continue to be entitled to payment In accordance with this contract,
the Contractor shall be entitled to payment of any additional costs reasonably and properly incurred by the Contractor In providing reasonable assistance to the Employer in respect of the exercise by the Employer of its rights pursuant to clause 28.2 above, and
any costs Incurred by the Employer In exercising Its rights under clause 28.2 above shall be borne by the Employer.
28.4 If the Employer exercises Its rights pursuant to clause 28.2 above under any of the third to the sixth bullet points in clause 28.1, then for so long and to the extent that the Contractor is prevented from Providing the Service:
the Contractor shall be relieved of Its obligations to Provide the Service or part of the service,
the Contractor shall not be entitled to payment in respect of any obligations from which it is relieved pursuant to this clause 28 but shall otherwise continue to be entitled to payment in accordance with this contract,
the Contractor shall not be entitled to payment of any additional costs Incurred by the Contractor In providing reasonable assistance to the Employer In respect of the exercise by the Employer of Its rights pursuant to clause 28.2 above, and
any costs, losses and expenses reasonably and properly Incurred by the Employer as a consequence of the matters stated in the third to the sixth bullet points of clause 28.1 and/or the exercise by the Employer of Its rights under Clause 28.2 above (Including any payments to others over and above the amounts which would have been payable to the Contractor for performing the obligations from which the Contractor is relieved) are amounts to be paid by or retained from the Contractor pursuant to clause 50.2 or may be recovered from the Contractor as a debt.
28.5 When the Employer is satisfied (acting reasonably) that a reasonable period has passed since the circumstances in clause.
28.1 have ceased to subsist, the Employer notifies the Contractor of the date on which it will cease to take the steps taken under clause.
28.2 and the Contractor's obligations to Provide the Service resume on the date so notified by the Employer.
Clause 53
(Note: The raw source document cuts off abruptly at the very end of this clause):
53 The Contractor's share 53 Delete clause and replace with: "Unless the Water Network Alliance Agreement is terminated and the Employer notifies that the share percentages previously applicable under the Water Network Alliance Agreement will apply to this contract:
there is no share assessment under this contract; and
it Is agreed that pain / gain share Is to be assessed and paid In accordance with the contract
Schedule 3 (Schedule of Cost Components)
This Schedule Is part of the conditions of contact. An amount Is Included only in one cost component and only if It Is Incurred In order to Provide the Service.
People 1 The following components of the costs of
people who are directly employed by the Contractor and whose normal place of working Is within the Service Areas and
people who are directly employed by the Contractor and whose normal place of working Is not within the Service Areas but who are working In the Service Areas
12 Payments to people for (a) bonuses and Incentives which have the prior approval of the Service Manager (b) overtime (c) working In special circumstances (d) special allowances (e) absence due to sickness and holidays (f) not used.
13 Payments made In relation to people for (a) travel (b) subsistence and lodging subject to the Service Manager's prior authorisation (c) relocation which has been given prior approval by the Service Manager (d) medical examinations (e) passports and visas (0 travel Insurance (g) not used (h) protective clothing (I) meeting the requirements of the law (j) pensions and life assurance (for the avoidance of doubt excluding lump payments by the Contractor as top up payments to under-funded pension schemes) (k) death benefit (I) occupational accident benefits (m) medical aid (n) a vehicle (o) safety training (p) other training relevant to Providing the Services which has prior approval of the Service Manager
14 The following components of the cost of people who are not directly employed by the Contractor but are paid for by him according to the time worked while they are within the Service Areas. Amounts paid by the Contractor.
Equipment 2 The following components of the cost of Equipment which is used within the Service Areas (including the cost of accommodation)
21 Payments for hire or rent of Equipment not owned by
the Contractor,
his parent company or
by a company with the same parent company at the hire or rental rate multiplied by the time for which Equipment Is required.
22 Payments for Equipment which Is not listed in the Contract Data but Is
owned by the Contractor,
purchased by the Contractor under a hire purchase or lease agreement or
hired by the Contractor from the Contractor's parent company or from a company with the same parent company at open market rates, multiplied by the time for which the Equipment is required.
23 Payments for Equipment purchased for work included in this contract listed with a time related on cost charge, in the Contract Data, of
the change In value over the period for which the Equipment Is required and
the time-related on cost charge stated in the Contract Data for the period for which the Equipment is required.
26 Unless included in the hire or rental rates, payments for
transporting Equipment to and from the Service Areas other than for repair and maintenance,
erecting and dismantling Equipment and
constructing, fabricating or modifying Equipment as a result of a compensation event.
27 Payments for purchase of materials used to construct or fabricate Equipment.
28 Unless included in the hire rates, the cost of operatives is included in the cost of people.
29 Cost is credited with any discounts or rebates received by the Contractor or any company within the same group of companies as the Contractor.
Plant Materials 3 The following components of the cost of Plant and Materials
31 Payments for
purchasing Plant and Materials,
delivery to and removal from the Service Areas,
providing and removing packaging and
samples and tests.
32 Cost Is credited with payments received for disposal of Plant and Materials unless the cost Is disallowed.
33 Cost Is credited with any discounts or rebates received by the Contractor or any company within the same group of companies as the Contractor.
Subcontractors 3A The following components of the cost of Subcontractors. 31A Payments to Subcontractors for work which Is subcontracted without taking Into account any amounts paid to or retained from the Subcontractor by the Contractor, which would result in the Employer paying or retaining the amount twice.
Charges 4 The following components of the cost of charges paid by the Contractor.
41 Payments for provision and use in the Service Areas of
water,
gas and
electricity.
42 Payments to public authorities and other properly constituted authorities of charges which they are authorised to make In respect of the services.
43 Payments for (a) not used (b) buying or leasing land (c) compensation for loss of crops or buildings (d) royalties (e) Inspection certificates (f) charges for access to the Service Areas (g) facilities for visits to the Service Areas by Others (h) specialist services (I) consumables and equipment provided by the Contractor for the Service Manager's offices, (j) medical facilities and first aid (k) sanitation (I) security (m) copying (n) telephone, telex, fax, radio and CCTV (o) surveying and setting out (p) computing (q) hand tools not powered by compressed air In respect of (j) to (q) payments shall be limited to costs Incurred within the Service Areas.
44 Not used.
Manufacture and fabrication 5 Not used.
Insurance 6 The following are deducted from cost the costs of events which are insured or for which this contract requires the Contractor to insure and others costs paid to the Contractor by Insurers.
Clause 20.1
20.1 Delete and substitute: "The Contractor Provides the Service In accordance with
this contract,
the applicable law,
approvals from Others known to the Contractor,
the Alliance Principles, and
the Water Network Alliance Agreement.

Clause 26.5
26.5 Insert new clause 26.5: "The Contractor subcontracts no more than 30% of the service at any time in the service period (other than the first 9 months from the Start of Works Date), with the exception of subcontracts with Specialist Subcontractors which do not count towards the 30% referred to in this clause 26.5."
Option X1 (Price adjustment for inflation)
Option XI (Price adjustment for Inflation) Delete Option XI in its entirety and replace with: "The Contractor accepts that the Price List shall be adjusted annually In accordance with clause 15 of the Water Network Alliance Agreement (Efficiency & Inflation). Once adjusted, the Employer notifies the Contractor in writing and attaches a copy of the revised Price List”.
Clause Z6 (Non-Exclusivity)
Z6. Non-Exclusivity The following new clause Z6 Non-Exclusivity Is added: "This contract Is not an exclusive arrangement between the Employer and the Contractor. The Employer does not warrant and is not bound to award any Task Orders to the Contractor and reserves the right to award Task Orders to any other contractors outside of this contract. The Contractor shall have no claim at law or otherwise against the Employer if the Employer elects not to let any Task Orders to the Contractor under this contract, or without prejudice to clause 60.1(15), there is any difference between any indicative volume of work and the actual volume of work awarded, or if the Employer awards a contract to any other contractor(s)"



[bookmark: _Toc225103694]Appendix B: Ethics and Consent Documentation
PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET (PIS)
Research Title: Beyond the Contract: Did a UK WaSC’s AMP7 Water Network Alliance model deliver stakeholder satisfaction? Researcher: Dale Monks (BSc Hons Quantity Surveying student) Institution: University of Wales Trinity Saint David
1. Invitation to Participate: You are being invited to take part in a research study contributing to a BSc (Hons) Quantity Surveying dissertation. Before you decide whether to participate, it is important that you understand why the research is being done and what it will involve. Please take time to read the following information carefully.
2. What is the purpose of the study? This study critically investigates the operational and commercial effectiveness of a UK Water and Sewerage Company's (WaSC) Water Network Alliance (WNA) model during the AMP7 regulatory period (2020–2025). The research aims to evaluate how well collaborative principles (such as the 'no-blame' culture) and NEC Option C Target Cost mechanisms translated into multi-faceted stakeholder satisfaction when subjected to external macroeconomic and regulatory pressures.
3. Why have I been chosen? You have been invited because of your elite professional experience and direct involvement in the strategic, commercial, or operational management of the WNA during the AMP7 period. Your insights are vital to understanding the lived reality of the Alliance's governance, culture, and commercial alignment.
4. Do I have to take part? No. Participation in this study is entirely voluntary. If you do decide to take part, you will be asked to sign an Informed Consent form. You retain the unqualified right to withdraw from the study at any time during the interview, or shortly after, without giving a reason and without any penalty.
5. What will happen to me if I take part? You will be asked to participate in a semi-structured interview lasting approximately 45–60 minutes. The interview will explore themes such as commercial alignment (pain/gain mechanisms), the functionality of the Integrated Project Team (IPT), crisis management during AMP7, and the balance of stakeholder priorities. With your permission, the interview will be digitally audio-recorded to allow for an accurate verbatim transcript to be produced for thematic analysis.
6. Will my participation be kept confidential? Yes. Strict confidentiality and anonymity protocols are in place.
Personnel Protection: Your real name and identity will not be used in the final dissertation. You will be assigned a generic identifier (e.g., "Client Commercial Lead" or "NOP Project Director") to protect you from any professional risk.
Commercial Data Protection: Due to the highly proprietary nature of the WNA contract, any specific financial figures, identifying project names, or sensitive operational data you mention will be aggregated or anonymised in the final report to respect the confidentiality mandates of the NEC3 Option C contract.
Data Security: All digital recordings and transcripts will be stored securely on password-protected media, with access restricted exclusively to the lead researcher.
7. What will happen to the results of the research? The anonymised results will be analysed and discussed in the final dissertation submitted to the University of Wales Trinity Saint David for examination purposes. You will not be identifiable in any published material. If you wish, a summary of the research findings can be made available to you upon completion of the study.
8. Contact for Further Information: If you have any questions, concerns, or require further clarification before consenting to participate, please contact: Researcher: Dale Monks Email: 2114358@student.uwtsd.ac.uk University: University of Wales Trinity Saint David (UWTSD)
Thank you for taking the time to read this information sheet.
INFORMED CONSENT FORM
Research Title: Beyond the Contract: Did a UK WaSC’s AMP7 Water Network Alliance model deliver stakeholder satisfaction? Researcher: Dale Monks Institution: University of Wales Trinity Saint David
Please initial the boxes below to confirm your consent:
	Statement
	Initials

	1. I confirm that I have read and understood the Participant Information Sheet (PIS) for the above study. I have had the opportunity to consider the information, ask questions, and have had these answered satisfactorily.
	

	2. I understand that my participation is entirely voluntary and that I am free to withdraw at any time without giving any reason and without penalty.
	

	3. I consent to the semi-structured interview being digitally audio-recorded and transcribed verbatim for the purposes of thematic analysis.
	

	4. I understand that my identity will remain completely anonymous and that generic professional titles (e.g., "Client Operations Manager") will be used in the final dissertation to protect my professional identity.
	

	5. I understand that commercially sensitive information, including specific project names and proprietary financial mechanisms, will be anonymised or aggregated to comply with commercial non-disclosure requirements.
	

	6. I understand that the data collected during this study will be stored securely on password-protected devices and will only be accessible by the researcher.
	

	7. I agree to take part in the above research study.
	


Participant Name: ________________________________________
Signature: _______________________________________________
Date: ____________________________________________________
Researcher Name: Dale Monks
Signature: _______________________________________________
Date: ____________________________________________________

[bookmark: _Toc225103695]Appendix C: Semi-Structured Interview Guide
Research Title: Beyond the Contract: Did a UK WaSC’s AMP7 Water Network Alliance model deliver stakeholder satisfaction?
Interview Protocol Overview: The following semi-structured interview schedule was utilised during the primary qualitative data collection phase. The questions were systematically designed to test the theoretical promises of the NEC3 Option C contract—specifically assessing the practical application of commercial mechanisms, operational agility, and relational culture against the backdrop of the AMP7 regulatory Outcome Delivery Incentives (ODIs). Questions were tailored to the specific strategic, commercial, or operational roles of the elite participants.
PART 1: Commercial Management (Client & Delivery Partner)
Focus: Target Cost mechanisms, Pain/Gain share, and the commercial realities of the 'no-blame' culture.
1. The NEC Option C contract aligns interests via the Pain/Gain share mechanism (Clause 53). However, given that the Client faced regulatory penalties for missing leakage targets, did the Alliance Commercial Model still pay out a 'Gain' to partners based on Target Cost performance? If so, does this suggest a misalignment between commercial success and regulatory success?
2. Clause 11.2(6) lists strict criteria for 'Disallowed Cost'. In practice, did the threat of disallowing costs drive efficient behavior as intended, or did it create a 'man-marking' culture where partners were afraid to declare genuine mistakes, undermining the Clause 10.1 'spirit of mutual trust'?
3. The 'Schedule of Cost Components' (Schedule 3) defines allowable costs rigidly. Did this rigidity restrict your ability to deploy higher-cost, innovative solutions or specialist resources needed to fix complex network issues, simply because they didn't fit the pre-agreed rates?
4. Clause Z6 explicitly states that this is 'not an exclusive arrangement' and Clause 7 confirms there is 'no guarantee of workload'. From a commercial perspective, did maintaining this volume risk prevent the Alliance Partners from investing in the long-term resources and training needed to meet challenging leakage targets?
5. The WNA was extended into a 7-year arrangement. Commercially, how did the Alliance manage the extreme inflation and market volatility of the later years? Did the annual adjustments to the Price List (Option X1) provide enough protection to keep the supply chain engaged and satisfied?
PART 2: Operational Management (Client & Delivery Partner)
Focus: Day-to-day network delivery, resource scaling, and quality control.
1. The contract states there is no guarantee of workload volume. Did fluctuations in Task Order volumes regarding Repair & Maintenance prevent you from retaining the skilled labour required to meet the 15% leakage reduction target, or was the Alliance able to smooth out the workflow?
2. Operational data from the Final Accounts reveals that millions of pounds were ultimately disallowed due to the Delivery Partner's 'Poor Workmanship' (such as RWE/RPW defect corrections) and numerous Guaranteed Standards of Service (GSS) customer compensation claims for property damage. How did you balance the Alliance's theoretical 'no-blame' culture with the daily reality of managing a partner that was making costly operational errors?
3. Clause 20.1 requires you to provide service in accordance with 'Alliance Principles'. Practically, did you feel empowered to stop work to prevent a potential safety or pollution incident, knowing it might impact the Target Cost (and your gain share), or did commercial pressure override operational caution?
4. The Alliance achieved 'top performer' status for Internal Sewer Flooding but struggled with Supply Interruptions. Did the model unintentionally incentivise visible, customer-facing metrics (flooding) over complex network management issues (interruptions) due to the way incentives were weighted?
PART 3: Strategic Leadership (Alliance Directors)
Focus: Strategic governance, accountability, and long-term stakeholder satisfaction.
1. Clause 26.5 contractually restricts the Delivery Partner from subcontracting more than 30% of the service. From a strategic leadership perspective, did this constraint hinder your agility? Did it prevent the Alliance from rapidly bringing in specialist supply chain innovation to tackle the deterioration in leakage performance?
2. The PR24 Final Determination categorised the Client's plan as 'standard but requiring intervention' due to past performance. In hindsight, did the 'One Team' approach blur the lines of accountability too much? Did the Alliance model insulate the supply chain from the regulatory heat Ofwat was applying to the Client?
3. How did you manage the tension between Clause 10.1 (Mutual Trust) and the rigorous auditing required to prevent Disallowed Costs? Did the need to audit costs erode the trust you were trying to build?
4. The contract includes a 'Step In' clause (Clause 28.1) if a Key Result Area (KRA) is assessed as 'Lower'. Was this ever threatened or used during the leakage failures? If not, does that prove the 'no-blame' culture works, or that the Client lacked the levers to force improvement?
5. Looking back at AMP7, if the Regulator is intervening due to performance gaps, and customers are facing bill hikes, can we claim the Alliance model delivered 'Stakeholder Satisfaction', or did it primarily deliver 'Contractor Stability'?
6. The contract allowed for an initial 4-year term with up to 3 optional extension years. Given the well-documented regulatory challenges during AMP7 regarding leakage and pollution, what was the strategic justification for extending the Delivery Partner contract? Did the relational stability of the Alliance outweigh the operational shortfalls?
PART 4: Regulators (External Validators - Ofwat / NRW)
Focus: Macro-level TOTEX efficiency, environmental compliance, and customer protection.
1. From a regulatory perspective, does the Alliance model obscure the 'line of sight' between customer bills and operational delivery? Do you feel the collaborative model diluted accountability for the failures in leakage and pollution?
2. Did the AMP7 Alliance model demonstrate sufficient evidence of 'cost efficiency' to justify its continuation into AMP8, or does the regulatory data suggest that traditional competitive tendering might have delivered better value for money?
3. The Client exercised their option to extend the Water Network Alliance into a 7-year term. From a regulatory perspective, when a company is underperforming on key ODIs like pollution, does extending the existing supply chain contract demonstrate pragmatic stability, or a lack of commercial tension and accountability?
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This matrix demonstrates the analytical progression from the raw, anonymised participant interview data to the initial codes, and finally to the three overarching empirical themes presented in the Results chapter.
	Raw Interview Data (Anonymised Quote)
	Initial Code
	Overarching Theme (As presented in Results)
	Roles
	Overarching Theme (As presented in Results)

	"There was an issue with the alliance that never resolved... the client, due to their fiscal setup, meant they could not form a new company... Therefore, we instantly went back into client and contractor mode."
	Fragmented Corporate Structure / Lack of SPV
	Theme 1: Structural Integration vs. "Client/Contractor" Reality
	Delivery Partner Alliance Leader (Director)
	Theme 1: Structural Integration vs. "Client/Contractor" Reality

	"When HR issues arose, it wasn’t clear which set of company polices would be used. If the employee in question was the client, being managed by a senior contractor person, they would not know the polices or procedures... This caused friction."
	Siloed HR Policies / Cultural Friction
	Theme 1: Structural Integration vs. "Client/Contractor" Reality
	Client Operations Manager
	Theme 1: Structural Integration vs. "Client/Contractor" Reality

	"On paper, the Alliance structure absolutely allowed for collaboration... In practice, the integration was far from easy... we enforced strict Service Level Agreements (SLAs) requiring them to update systems... Managing this integration under the pressure of live network events was incredibly strained."
	IT and Systems Integration Friction
	Theme 1: Structural Integration vs. "Client/Contractor" Reality
	Client Commercial Manager
	Theme 1: Structural Integration vs. "Client/Contractor" Reality

	"Once the pandemic hit and home working was mandatory, the alliance never returned to the office as a unit... A shared office cannot fix poor operational delivery."
	Co-location Breakdown
	Theme 1: Structural Integration vs. "Client/Contractor" Reality
	Client Alliance Leader (Director)
	Theme 1: Structural Integration vs. "Client/Contractor" Reality

	"The alliance model worked as expected, but historic issues with the WASC still existed... there were some high-profile pollution linked to potable-chlorinated water being discharged, and the potable water directorate did not know how to respond."
	Internal Client Silos
	Theme 1: Structural Integration vs. "Client/Contractor" Reality
	NRW Lead Environmental Officer
	Theme 1: Structural Integration vs. "Client/Contractor" Reality

	"Clause 11.2(6) absolutely created a 'man-marking' and defensive culture, and the Clause 10.1 'spirit of mutual trust' essentially became just words on a page."
	Defensive Culture / Weaponised Clauses
	Theme 2: The "No-Blame" Shield vs. Commercial Weaponisation
	Delivery Partner Commercial Manager
	Theme 2: The "No-Blame" Shield vs. Commercial Weaponisation

	"I know some see our use of Clause 11.2(6) as "man-marking" or being overly difficult, but that’s not what was happening... While the contract talks about 'mutual trust and cooperation,' that doesn't mean we hand out a blank check for poor work."
	Commercial Protection / Auditing
	Theme 2: The "No-Blame" Shield vs. Commercial Weaponisation
	Client Commercial Manager
	Theme 2: The "No-Blame" Shield vs. Commercial Weaponisation

	"Instead of stepping in to help fix the failing network, the Client's commercial teams aggressively used Clause 11.2(6) (Disallowed Cost) to relentlessly audit and strip out our actual incurred costs."
	Relentless Auditing / Financial Punishment
	Theme 2: The "No-Blame" Shield vs. Commercial Weaponisation
	Delivery Partner Commercial Manager
	Theme 2: The "No-Blame" Shield vs. Commercial Weaponisation

	"What happened in practice was that the 'no-blame' culture—which is supposed to encourage transparency... became a shield for complacency and poor workmanship. If I tried to come down hard... I would get pushback from the Alliance Leadership Team."
	Blurred Accountability / Shielding
	Theme 2: The "No-Blame" Shield vs. Commercial Weaponisation
	Client Operations Manager
	Theme 2: The "No-Blame" Shield vs. Commercial Weaponisation

	"When my commercial teams started running the audits... We were seeing massive claims for jobs coded as 'Rectify Poor Work' (RWE/RPW)—meaning we were effectively being asked to pay the supply chain to go back and dig up the same road twice."
	Refusal to Fund Defects
	Theme 2: The "No-Blame" Shield vs. Commercial Weaponisation
	Client Commercial Manager
	Theme 2: The "No-Blame" Shield vs. Commercial Weaponisation

	"The contractor might find the Schedule of Cost Components frustrating, but it’s there for a reason... If the "innovation" is so expensive that it blows the budget without being more productive, then it isn't really an innovation—it’s just a luxury."
	Strict Schedule 3 Criteria
	Theme 3: The Target Cost Trap and Innovation
	Client Alliance Leader (Director)
	Theme 3: The Target Cost Trap and Innovation

	"We wanted to us an excavation vehicle known as a Vax-Ex... However, this equipment is costly and specialist... The basket of work on this contract is reactive not planned... meaning that every response would be large distances from each other."
	Reactive Work Disrupting Innovation
	Theme 3: The Target Cost Trap and Innovation
	Delivery Partner Operations Manager
	Theme 3: The Target Cost Trap and Innovation

	"When you are losing that much of your fee, you lose your appetite for risk. The Delivery Partner couldn't afford to trial a new £1,000-a-day smart-sensor team if there was a chance the commercial team would disallow the cost... Survival mode kicked in."
	Financial Penalties Killing Innovation
	Theme 3: The Target Cost Trap and Innovation
	Delivery Partner Alliance Leader (Director)
	Theme 3: The Target Cost Trap and Innovation

	"When your margin is completely wiped out and you are desperately trying to beat an unrealistic monthly Target Cost, you lose the commercial luxury of taking your time. The contract's financial mechanics forced our operational teams into a high-volume, input-efficiency mindset."
	Target Cost Pressures
	Theme 3: The Target Cost Trap and Innovation
	Delivery Partner Operations Manager
	Theme 3: The Target Cost Trap and Innovation

	"Because the Delivery Partner was highly inefficient, they constantly triggered the 'Pain Share' mechanisms and faced massive 'Disallowed Costs'... When a contractor is bleeding their profit margin just to survive a rigid Target Cost audit, they will naturally default to the cheapest, fastest 'input' activity."
	Cost Pressures Causing Regression
	Theme 3: The Target Cost Trap and Innovation
	Ofwat Audit Manager
	Theme 3: The Target Cost Trap and Innovation


[bookmark: _Toc225103697]Appendix E: Commercial Pain/Gain Summary
High-Level Summary of WNA Final Account Target Cost vs. Actual Cost (AMP7)
Overview of Commercial Performance: The following table summarises the core commercial performance of the Water Network Alliance (Workstream 1) across the AMP7 reporting periods. The data tracks the final agreed 'Total of the Prices' (Target Cost) against the 'Price of Work Done to Date' (Actual Defined Cost). The consistent negative variance demonstrates a chronic, multi-year overspend against the Target Cost, resulting in escalating 'Pain Share' financial deductions levied against the Delivery Partner under Clause 53 of the NEC3 Option C contract.
	Contract Year
	Final Target Cost (Total of the Prices)
	Actual Cost (Price of Work Done to Date)
	Total Variance (Overspend)
	Contractor's 'Pain Share' Deduction

	Year 2.5
	£9,196,471.03
	£10,376,941.54
	-£1,180,470.51
	-£590,235.25

	Year 3
	£29,109,930.56
	£29,592,304.96
	-£482,374.40
	-£241,187.20

	Year 4
	£32,179,865.06
	£40,901,753.74
	-£8,721,888.68
	-£2,413,489.88

	Year 5
	£41,615,475.46
	£51,506,593.17
	-£9,891,117.71
	-£2,663,636.35

	Year 6*
	£46,812,324.00
	£57,518,210.00
	-£10,705,886.00
	-£2,755,534.00


Note on Year 6 Data: Due to the complete breakdown of the commercial arrangement at the end of the 7-year term, the Year 6 figures presented above reflect the Client’s (UK WaSC) strict assessment of the Final Account. The Delivery Partner submitted a significantly higher Target Value (£60,365,421) and Actual Cost (£60,800,829), resulting in an unresolved £12.87 million contractual claim.
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AMP 7 Commercial Costs Analysis

Final Target Cost	Year 2.5	Year 3	Year 4	Year 5	9196471	24946504	32179865	41615475	Actual Cost	Year 2.5	Year 3	Year 4	Year 5	10376941	29592304	40901753	51506593	Total Variance	Year 2.5	Year 3	Year 4	Year 5	-1180470	-4645800	-8721888	-9891117	
Millions
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The Water Network Alliance: Collaborative Theory vs. Operational Reality
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Anatomy of a Collaborative Failure: The DWr Cymru AMP7 Water Network Cascade

Mapping the empirical failure of the WNA: How theoretical drivers were undermined by commercial realities, leading to regulatory and stakeholder collapse
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A b . g £2,412,48 [l £2:663,536
Clause 26.5: 30% Schedule 3 Audit Rigidity £3.28m Disallowed Costs ' £ ‘Pain Share’ [ P2in Share
Subcontracting Cap Stifling Innovation = for ‘Poor Workmanship’ Contctors
2 'ain Share’
Restriction hindered agility during Rigid ‘Schedule of Cost Components’ , Client weaponised Clause 11.2(6) to ‘Pain Share’ [
crises (e.g., pandemic surges, leakage created an innovation trag; unproven deduct costs for defects and GSS property Year25 Year 4 Year §
spikes), forcing a ‘self-delivery’ model. technologies fagged as ‘unjustified’ costs. damage to protect TOTEX position. 2 Contact Yeur
STAGE 3: MACRO-LEVEL FAILURE (The Stakeholder Collapse)
£24.1m {t—xﬁ £39.4m £12I.8d7m
Regulatory Penalty A @ ga:‘a M|s|r)eptl>(rt|ng gnreso ve o
Underperformance penalty issued @ edress Package ontractua aim
by Ofwat in October 2024 for Massive financial redress resulting from e Staggering Year 6 claim lodged by supply
systemic failure to meet critical enforcement case into inaccuracy of chain, providing empirical proof of the total
leakage and pollution ODis. reported leakage and PCC figures. collapse of mutual trust and alliance model.
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