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31 October 2016 
 
 
 
Dear Sirs, 
 
Agreements for water and sewerage companies to adopt infrastructure: a discussion paper 
 
Thank you for providing us with the opportunity to share our views on this discussion paper. Our 
comments on the principles outlined within the document are set out below.  
 
Adoption agreement procedures for inclusion in the code(s)  
 
Submission of the application form – doing so at the right time 

 Applications are often received so early in the lifecycle of a development that many of the 
requirements of the development are unknown.  Because the water company must either 
undertake the design, or review and accept the self-lay provider (SLP) design on receipt of 
an accepted application, the lack of information means there are often changes in the design 
or other information which can cause re-work for both parties.  This can cause delays and 
dissatisfaction of the developer-customer. 

 By including in the procedures a stop/go point in the progress of the new development that 
an application can be submitted (i.e. after planning permission has been granted so the 
details of the development are known) the water company can provide a better service.  

 
The information requested by the water company in the application form is provided and an 
application cannot be accepted without it all 

 This information is paramount to the design of the new main and connection.  Affinity Water 
has discussed this with our developer-customers at our developer day and explained how 
the information is used in both the design and the calculation of the asset value payment.  It 
is very common for an application to be submitted when there is still a lot of information to be 
confirmed by the developer because the development is only at proposal stage.  

 Despite rejecting the application because of the lack of information, the developer-customer 
sees this as the water company delaying the process and they may involve Ofwat because 
we refuse to issue an Agreement.   

 
The timing of the installation of the new main – including phasing of the mains laying 

 One of the biggest risks for a water company is the installation of a new main for an entire 
development without the demand from new properties to keep the commissioned main 
turned over.  We have applications for large developments where no phasing has been 
provided for the construction and the intention is to lay a spine main by an SLP.  The 
potential water quality issues and the cost implications of a flushing regime for a water 
company needs to be highlighted to the SLP and developer.   
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 The procedures should include for this to be considered in the planning of the development 
on site by the developer and SLP and any burden on the water company on maintaining a 
safe, high quality water supply to the existing network would be compensated for by the 
developer if the SLP finishes on site. 

 
Alignment with the revised Code of Practice 

 We note that Ofwat has recognised the work being undertaken to revise the Self Lay Code 
of Practice and would welcome a close alignment with that. 

   
Levels of Service (LoS) 

 There has been feedback from self lay spokespeople that the metrics being measured for 
self lay applications do not address the actions or parts of the process that the SLP deemed 
most significant for them.  If the LoS metrics for s51 applications should change these 
should be taken into consideration in the procedures. 

   
Setting out key principles 
 
The code(s) should set out key principles to be followed in processes and procedures developed by 
water companies.  The reason for this is because water companies will manage their developer 
services business through existing IT systems which will be largely process driven.  Any changes 
required to existing company processes and procedures to meet the principles of the new code(s) 
can be made in the existing system as opposed to the potential wholesale changes to a system 
which may be required to follow newly defined processes and procedures.  
 
Entering, varying or terminating an adoption agreement 
 
For all scenarios – enter, vary or terminate – we believe Ofwat should review the initial information 
received on the application.  Any review of a dispute between a water company and an SLP and/or 
developer should have the objective of answering the question ‘Is there a potential detriment to the 
existing network and existing customers now or in the future?’.  The code(s) should show if Ofwat 
need to consider whether the procedures as discussed in Question 1 above have been adhered to – 
in particular to the quality of information received at the application stage.   
 
Details of what type of works it is or is not appropriate to be done by a person other than the 
water or sewerage company 
 
We believe it would be very beneficial for all parties for this information to be detailed in the code(s). 
It will make stakeholder relationships simpler to manage as uncertainty can be deemed as being 
uncompetitive when in fact it is simply a lack of understanding or clarity.  We do not consider this 
level of detail to be a limiting factor to the work a third party can undertake – simply a clarification.  
The compilation of the list detailing the types of work that can and can’t be done by a third party can 
be discussed and consulted on with the developer-customers and the water/sewerage companies 
before finalising.   
 
Different provisions for different persons  
 
We do not believe the code(s) should make different provisions for different persons. Our belief is 
that the purpose of the code(s) is to provide clarity on how self lay and adoption of assets works and 
a standard is achieved.  Any organisation approved to undertake this work should follow the 
code(s). 
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We are strongly supportive of Water UK’s work on standard self-lay documentation which will 
ensure that developers do not experience regional differences. 
 
If you have any further questions regarding our response, please do not hesitate to contact me.   
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

 
 
Christopher Offer 
Director of Regulation 
 


