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Casework - Adoption Codes Discussion  
Ofwat  
21 Bloomsbury Street  
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WC1B 3HF. 
 
 

Sent by email only to: adoptioncodes@ofwat.gsi.gov.uk 
 
 
Dear colleague, 
 

Response to Ofwat discussion paper: “Agreements for water and sewerage 
companies to adopt infrastructure” 
 
We welcome the opportunity to respond to Ofwat’s discussion document and support 
Ofwat’s intention to introduce Codes under sections 51CA and 105ZC. 
 
We think it is essential that effective procedures and codes are established that ensure 

there is a level playing field for adoption  which facilitates competition from New 

Appointees (NAVs), and which recognises the scenario whereby a NAV is the adopting 

water company.  Whilst the discussion document recognises that where developers 

‘…choose to use an alternative provider for the provision of water connections…..this 

infrastructure must be adopted by the local appointed water company’; IWNL would 

like to ensure that this option also applies in respect of NAVs. The NAV is then in a 

position to either install the network itself or adopt a network constructed by an SLO.   

 

Our brief responses to Ofwat’s consultation questions are contained in the annex to 

this response.  In summary IWNL believe that the introduction of the Codes is an 

opportunity to: 

 Ensure a level playing field for New Appointee’s, and recognising adoption 

scenarios, such as New Appointee adopting SLOs constructed network. 

 Develop the ‘self-serve’ model through wider access to incumbents GIS 

network mapping systems. 

 harmonise water and sewerage companies’ approach to asset adoption. 

 

The codes should cover all of the end-to-end processes around works that are to be 

adopted and should require common terms agreements and processes across all 

companies wherever practicable.  Such codes should be capable of amendment in the 

light of industry experience. 

 

‘Self-serve’ arrangements are key to promoting competition and should be promoted 

through the development of these codes and procedures.  We think this approach 
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improves the efficiency and effectiveness of service delivery to developer, better 

promotes competition and is in the wider interest of customers.  We have previously 

engaged with Ofwat to show how such solutions have been developed for  Gas and 

Electricity to improve the process for connections.  Under such arrangements an 

approved third Party, such as a New Appointee, would have access to the water 

incumbent’s network maps to assess the POC and POD connections during the 

application process. We note that the lack of visibility of network information has 

proven challenging when trying to assess the best location to request a new site 

boundary connection.  This is an area that could be addressed through the codes. 

 

IWNL follow the Sewers for Adoption (SfA) and Self Lay Code of Practice to ensure a 

smooth adoption process. It is keen that this introduction of the Codes works in 

harmony with the requirements of these documents.  

 

The introduction of a code is an opportunity to promote a common approach and SLAs 

across the industry, offering all parties involved greater transparency in the network 

adoption process. 

 
As always, we would be happy to discuss our response in more detail with you should 
this be of help 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
 
 
 
Mike Harding 
Head of Regulation 
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Annex 
 
Q1. Which parts of the procedures for making an adoption agreement under section 

51A or section 104 WIA91 should be included in the code(s)? These might 
include or differ from those set out above. For each, please explain why and 
what benefit its inclusion in the code(s) could deliver.  

We believe codes should cover the whole end-to-end process covering works 
that are capable of being adopted.  We are broadly supportive of the bullet 
points set out by Ofwat in section 3.2.  In addition, or more specifically, we 
believe the codes should set out, or provide a sign post to relevant documents 
that do so, the: 

 Adoption process that will be followed 

 The requirements of parties undertaking works that are to be adopted 
(e.g. WIRs accreditation). 

 The relevant standards and specifications that will apply in respect of 
the works. 

 The scope of works that can be undertaken as contestable. 

 The basis of audit and inspection regimes 

 Governance arrangements; i.e. how the code can be changed 

We recognise that there are already some industry procedures that may cover 
elements of the above.  These need to be incorporated within the codes 
mechanism. 
 

Q2. Which parts of the procedures for making an adoption agreement under 
section 51A or section 104 WIA91 should not be, or are unnecessary to be 
included in the code(s) and why?  

We would need to be convinced that it is appropriate to exclude any aspects of 
the adoption process from codes. 

 
Q3. Should the code(s) set out a common procedure applicable to all water and 

sewerage companies, or should it set out key principles that companies’ own 
processes and procedures should comply with? Why? 

We think it is important that the codes do both.  Firstly they should set out the 
key principles and then secondly set out the common procedures that should 
be followed unless it is unreasonable to do so. 

We believe it is important to set out the principles to cover those circumstances 
where following prescribed procedures may be inappropriate  
 

Q4. If the code(s) were to include details of the procedures to be followed by 
Ofwat in issuing an order for a water or sewerage company to enter, vary or 
terminate an adoption agreement, what in particular would it be useful for the 
code to include?  

We believe the code would need to set out the process that Ofwat would follow 
in making such changes.  Also it may be appropriate to set out some objectives 
which the codes should seek to achieve. 
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Q5. To what extent would it be helpful for the code(s) to set out 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? Are there particular types of work where such 
clarification would be beneficial?  

We think it is essential to set out the boundaries between the types of work 
that are contestable, and those areas of work which are non-contestable (i.e. 
can only be undertaken by the water company. 

Works may be deemed to be non-contestable due to technical consideration 
(e.g. high pressure mains) or due to operational/ geographic constraints. 
 

Q6. Are there certain terms or conditions that should be mandatory for all water 
and/or sewerage adoption agreements? Please outline which and why.  

We think that standard terms should apply across all water companies where 
possible.  We think areas such as the required accreditation for parties 
undertaking work, inspection/ audit requirements and dispute provisions should 
be common. 
 

Q7. Are there particular areas in which it would be unnecessary or unhelpful for the 
codes to set out mandatory terms and conditions? Please outline which and 
why. 

We think there should be a standard template and standard terms.  There may 
be occasional circumstances where different arrangements need to apply these 
could be covered off by a side letter or “specific” agreement.  However, such 
terms should be capable of being challenged by a separate adjudication. 
 

Q8. Are there certain areas where it would be useful to have standard terms and 
conditions for adoption agreements, even if they were not mandatory? Please 
outline which and why. 

SLOs and NAVs will work across many water companies’ networks, having 
common standard rules will and agreements would simplify the process.  We 
find it difficult as to why different standard terms should apply across different 
companies. 

 
Q9. Are there particular areas in which it would be unnecessary or unhelpful for the 

codes to set out standard terms and conditions? Please outline which and why.  

None that we can readily identify 
 
Q10. Are there circumstances in which the code(s) should make different provision 

for different persons? If so, please outline in what circumstances and why. 

Different provision may need to considered if a person undertaking the works 
does not have the appropriate accreditations. 
 


