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Email response from J Murphy & Sons to ‘Agreements for 
water and sewerage companies to adopt infrastructure – 
a discussion paper’  

Please see below, our response to question 3 and 5, relating to the adoption 
agreements discussion.  

Question 3: 

Obtaining and submitting an application form for an adoption agreement; 

A uniform approach to the way Water Companies make Self Lay information 
available would be greatly beneficial.  

Presently, each company has a different set of forms for Self Lay application and 
notification of various Self Lay activities, and even in the way adoption agreements 
are presented. 

Some WUs will calculate costs based on providing some or all of the contestable 
works, providing options for a number of scenarios, whereas others do not. 

Equally, a WU’s adoption agreement may differ from one technician to another, 
depending on their own interpretation and level of discretion, with no consistency in 
illustrating how costs are calculated and apportioned.  

Clearly this causes commercial and operational uncertainty for SLPs and end users, 
as the adoption agreements are unnecessarily complex and requirements can be 
seen in some instances to be subjective.  

A standard procedure set out in the code, would make operating across regions a far 
less onerous venture, promoting efficiency and ultimately benefiting the end user.  

Knowing where to look and what to look for in terms of names of forms, how to 
contact water companies, understanding their specific processes and how to 
interpret their specific adoption agreements is time consuming and confusing. 

Ultimately, all WUs provide the same services to the industry; why not have them 
deliver it in the same way? 
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This would surely avail competition and innovation to come directly from Self Lay 
Providers as intended.  

Varying the terms of an adoption agreement: 

Clear lead times and charges are required here and should be included in the code. 

When an adoption agreement is revised, no indication is given for timescale in 
turnaround nor is clear illustration provided as to why terms and conditions have 
been changed.  

I.e. often, changes are made to Asset Value or commuted sum/ discounted 
aggregate deficit, with no obvious reason and no explanation freely offered.  

Being better able to understand and anticipate changes to adoption agreements 
would enhance relationships between developers, providers and the Undertaker.  

Question 5: 

Currently, it is generally perceived that offsite works are usually carried out by the 
WU, as are diversions.  

Both are considered contestable, but developers will generally approach the WU for 
these works, being relatively poorly informed, as works are not clearly defined as 
contestable/non-contestable.  

For the layman, deciding who to approach for their work whilst unsure of what 
services are offered by whom, going straight to the WU will often be seen as a ‘safer’ 
option.  

This could be seen as anti-competitive, from an SLO’s perspective. 

Regards 

James Ashcroft 

Senior Estimator, Technical Advisor (Water) 
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