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Annex A – Question relating to your Board’s support for the 
development of effective markets 

Q:1 Please provide a description of how your Board engages in and discusses plans for 
the company’s work to support the development of markets. For example, is there a 
designated Board Committee, is there a designated part of the agenda for regular Board 
meetings dedicated to discuss this? How does the Board ensure that staff have the time 
they need to be able to raise any issues, get the support and resources they need for work 
concerning the development of markets? 

Our Board oversaw the Company’s arrangements for the implementation of competition in the 
non-household retail market. During the preparation of our Business Plan the Board discussed 
and approved the Company’s proposals for an effective market for water resources and set up a 
dedicated Water Resources Management Plan Committee. The Board recognises that an 
effective market for water resources will be critical in meeting the supply demand challenges faced 
by the Company and in the wider regional context.  

On an ongoing basis the Board provides oversight of the Company’s services to retailers through 
monthly reporting, with a designated item in the Company’s performance report. The Audit 
Committee provides oversight of the Company’s services to developers and Self-Lay providers 
through a designated report to the Level Playing Field Committee (see below).  

We recognise there is more we can do to facilitate further development of markets and the Board 
is keen to strengthen understanding and support of the markets in which we operate.  

Non-Household Retail Market and Water Bidding Market Development 

The Board monitored and discussed the Company’s plans throughout the period leading up to 
market opening in April 2017. At market opening, a Level Playing Field Committee was 
established, led by the Director of Regulation and Corporate Affairs and Director of Legal and 
Assurance (see below).  

The Board (through the Audit Committee and a charges sub-committee) oversees the setting of 
wholesale primary and wholesale non-primary charges, which are a key enabler to supporting the 
development of the non-household retail market.  

Level Playing Field Committee (LPFC) 

The LPFC operates as a working group to oversee compliance with level playing field principles 
and competition law in respect of the non-household retail market.  It reports on its activities to 
the Audit Committee. The Terms of Reference are included in our supporting information. 

The overall purpose of the LPFC is to ensure the equivalent treatment by the company of all non-
household retailers so that no undue preference is shown toward, or undue discrimination takes 
place against any particular non-household retailer and that Affinity for Business (Retail) Limited 
derives no competitive advantage over other retailers as a result of being a member of the Affinity 
Water group of companies. 

The LPFC is chaired by the Director of Legal, membership includes representatives from 
Regulation, Internal Audit and Finance with attendees invited from across the Company according 
to subject matters under discussion. There is a standard agenda item to review the LPF risk 
register which is reviewed and updated including discussions on issues such as resourcing. 

Since inception, the LPFC has provided oversight of a broad range of matters relating to the 
effective operation of the non-household retail market, including ensuring operational services to 
retailers are provided on a level playing field basis, the provision of meter reading services to 
retailers, alternative credit support arrangements, termination and default arrangements, 
encouraging retailers’ non-household customers to reduce consumption and the provision of 
corporate support services to Affinity for Business (Retail) Limited. 
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Now the non-household retail market is established, and building on the decision to extend its 
remit to include oversight of the operation of our Bid Assessment Framework, we are widening 
the terms of reference of the LPFC to include the support of all of the markets in which we operate. 
The LPFC will become a Markets Oversight Committee.  
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Annex B – Questions relating to the Business Retail Market 

General 

Q:1 As the provider of wholesale services in the business retail market, what action do you 
take to understand the experiences of end customers in consuming these services? (For 
example, concerning the ease and speed with which end customers may - including via 
their retailer - request and receive meter installation, meter repairs, data logging services, 
decisions on leakage allowances, non-return to sewer allowances, permissions and 
permits concerning water supply and trade effluent services, disconnection or change of 
tenancy notification). 

To get a sense of the availability of and reaction towards the quality of services in the wider 
business retail market we monitor various sources including: 
 

 The output of industry working groups regarding best practice 
 Media (traditional and social) 
 Newsletters, announcements and State of Market Reports from various parties CCW, 

Ofwat, MOSL and Retailer Council) 
 Publications of trading disputes and determinations (MOSL and Ofwat) 

 
We use OPS performance as an indicator of performance in responding to end customer needs, 
whether this is carrying out repairs to restore existing services levels or enhancing the service 
they receive from us.  We recognise that the activities of many end customers continue outside 
normal business hours, so we offer them the ability to book the majority of our activities out of 
hours.  This decision was taken in direct response to end customer needs and we are using the 
feedback we receive from retailers to constantly assess the appropriateness and extent to where 
this is offered.   
 
In parallel with the ongoing monitoring of market OPS measures, we are looking to invest further 
into our SWIM-Pool portal (jeopardy management system and retailer portal), to increase the 
number of points at which we receive or provide feedback to our retailer customers.  We are also 
exploring ways in which we can introduce more surveys and opportunities for us to receive 
feedback on processes not covered by the market operational terms.  
 
We also take the opportunity to get the customer feedback our field teams gather as part of routing 
visits or other requests such as meter reads for faulty meters.  

We are pleased to see recent industry work on R-MeX and look forward to its implementation as 
soon as possible. We believe that this work will help to enhance our understanding of the service 
we provide, ensuring an improved retailer and end customer experience.  We will also provide 
our support to the development of other market measures, such as B-MeX (referred to in the UK 
Water Retailer Council letter to Water and Water and Sewerage Company CEOs, dated 13 
September 2019), which may enhance the business retail market further.  
 
We have outlined in more detail within B.Q16 the work we have undertaken to respond directly to 
retailer feedback, for example surrounding the length of time taken to process a volumetric 
adjustment immediately after a meter exchange in relation to a stopped or slowed meter.  
 
Due to the structure of our team we can be agile and respond to change quickly. We use our 
monthly market reform meetings, which includes representatives from our wholesale commercial, 
legal and regulation and wholesale operations service desk to discuss more complex changes in 
detail or to review the outputs of various working groups, publications and reports.  
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Industry Governance 

Q:2 Please outline and provide relevant evidence on the extent to which you monitor, 
contribute to and participate in the work of the Industry Panel (including relevant 
Committees and working groups). 

We contribute to the work of the Industry Panel and various Committees and the table below 
summarises our industry group involvement. 

Table 1: Industry group involvement 

Industry group  Group description AFW representative(s) 

Operations & 
Release Working 
Group (ORWG): 

Initial focus to support the smooth functioning of 
the software interfaces between the market 
participants. Focus now on communicating 
technical information regarding software patches 
and system functionality updates. 

NHH Performance Analyst / 
Head of Commercial / IT 
Architect 

User forum Primary meeting of trading parties in the MOSL 
calendar.  Many of the most important issues 
discussed, key messages briefed, experiences 
shared, and key representatives of trading parties 
can meet and interact.   

NHH Performance Analyst / 
Head of Commercial 

Workshops In early 2018, MOSL asked for trading parties to 
send delegates to a Market Performance 
Framework (MPF) testing workshop at their offices 
in London. The objective of the session was to 
support trading parties through the new MPF 
development and testing, review of design and 
functional demos.   

NHH Performance Analyst 

 

Wholesale 
Interface Group 
(WIG) 

We have been part of the WIG since its inception 
and remain an active participant.  Our contribution 
includes the sharing of experiences of our day-to-
day operational challenges, understanding how 
other wholesalers may have overcome these, and 
adopting any practices which may be of benefit to 
customers of the business retail market through 
the minimisation of market frictions.   

Wholesale Service Desk 
Manager / Head of 
Commercial 

East of England 
Working Group 
(EoEWG) 

This group was formed by Anglian Water to 
facilitate the collaboration of eastern region water 
companies and to discuss shared operational 
matters at a regional level and work through any 
areas of complexity to ensure the market operates 
seamlessly with specific attention to shared supply 
arrangements.   

Wholesale Service Desk 
Manager or appointed 
delegate 

Retailer 
Wholesaler Group 
(RWG) 

We are part of two separate sub-working groups 
which report to the RWG.  One of these is to, 
review wholesaler policies including leak 
allowances and 3rd party logging. More recently 
we have been actively engaged in a sub-group 
looking at the development of and industry gap 
site and vacancy incentive schemes.  

Wholesale Service Desk 
Manager/ Head of 
Commercial 
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Q:3 Please explain how, in making decisions about how to respond to relevant industry 
consultations on code change proposals, you balance or reconcile your commercial 
interests with those of the market as a whole, where possible, citing examples. 

We actively monitor the status of all market consultations co-ordinated by MOSL through our 
corporate Change Tracker.  This report links to the consultation information held within the change 
section of the MOSL website and holds summary records as to our involvement (or not) in those 
consultations.  From market opening to 30 October 2019, we have responded to 45 consultations 
and questionnaires raised through this market process.  

We are notified of upcoming consultations through a number of different channels which include 
MOSL email distribution lists, monthly meetings with our MOSL Portfolio Manager and regular 
meetings between market participants (User Forum, ORWG, RWG, WIG etc) where we have the 
opportunity to discuss the details of a proposal as a group and then with fellow market participants 
on an individual basis. 

We recognise that the consultation process is our opportunity to provide constructive feedback 
for the benefit of the customer, market, trading parties and ourselves equally.  This involves 
finding a balance between our own interests (as a wholesaler), those of other stakeholders and 
overall market development. 

Our policy is to always contribute to discussions and provide responses to consultations that 
impact us directly in some way.  As a member of the market and MOSL we want to contribute to 
change proposals and consultations whether they have a direct commercial or operational impact 
to us.  An example is our support to the bi-laterals solution. 

Often the consultation response is not a complete record of our involvement in the change 
proposal as via our attendance at the various working group meetings, we take the opportunity to 
clarify and help shape the change proposal itself, a recent example of this is the work we are 
contributing to for the development of an industry-wide Gap Site Incentive Scheme.        

Consultation responses are co-ordinated by our Wholesale Commercial and Settlement team (led 
by our Head of Commercial) who, combined with their own knowledge and experience, gather 
expert technical opinion from our Wholesale Operations Service Desk (WOSD), Information 
Technology and Business Systems, Legal and Compliance teams as required to address the topic 
of the individual consultation.  Members of our Executive Management Team (EMT) or Level 
Playing Field Committee are involved and consulted. 

Document B3 - MOSL Change Tracker with a full list of consultations to which we have responded 
is available on request. 

 

Q:4 How have you developed your company's strategic approach to participation at the 
Industry Panel (including relevant Committees and working groups)? To what extent has 
it been discussed or approved by your Board? Please provide relevant evidence to support 
your response (such as Board papers). 

We are not a full member of the Industry Panel, but we contribute to the work of the industry as 
detailed in Table 1. Representatives on the industry groups are nominated by the Director 
accountable for the relevant area of service.  
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Wholesaler performance 

Q:5 Have you been subject to an Initial Performance Rectification Plan (IPRP) at any point 
since they were initiated? If so, what measures did you take to understand the root causes 
for your underperformance, what activities did you undertake to address this and how has 
your performance changed since going on the IPRP? 

In September 2018 we were subject to an IPRP for below average performance on Market 
Performance Standards 3 (Percentage of New Connection Notifications) and 7 (Percentage of 
Initial and Final Meter Read Submission) with a deadline of 31 March 2019 (7 months) to meet 
the MOSL agreed target.  

We identified the root cause of our performance by working through our processes in detail. We 
found that the MPS and OPS performance was well understood within the teams directly involved 
in delivering our wholesale services, however for the teams who are not directly involved, the 
awareness of the wider impact on these processes needed to improve.   

We carried out a detailed analysis of every individual breach.  In each individual case, a root 
cause was identified, relevant internal processes reviewed, training rolled out to the affected 
teams and necessary process improvements implemented.  We closely monitored our 
performance and provided regular updates on our progress to MOSL’s market performance team. 

By 31 March we had exceeded our targets and were removed from the IPRP. 

Full details of our IPRP, steps taken to improve performance and feedback provided to MOSL 
can be found within Document B 5 - MPF - Initial Performance Rectification Plan – 
Wholesalers.xlsx, which is available on request. A summary of the high-level details are shown 
in the tables below.  

Table 2: MPS3. Target: 85%. Actual: 100% 

 

 

Table 3: MPS7. Target: 80%. Actual: 86% 

 

 

In relation to MPS7 (Percentage of Initial and Final Meter Read Submissions), we have improved 
and maintained our performance on this metric in line with the market average.  

Since our completion of the IPRP, we identified further improvements needed to our MPS3 
(Percentage of New Connection Notifications) processes and started a transformation activity to 
ensure future performance is improved in a consistent and sustainable manner. This is discussed 
and shared with our MOSL Portfolio Manager to ensure MOSL’s market performance team are 
aware of our progress and plans.  
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Q:6 Where an IPRP has been in place for your company, has your Board discussed your 
IPRP? Please provide relevant extracts of Board papers that document any such 
discussion.  

The IPRP was reported to Directors of the Executive Management Team and a progress report 
was provided on actions in place on a regular basis. 

 

Q:7 Please set out what safeguards and/or monitoring you have in place to monitor your 
Operational Performance Standards (OPS) performance for your associated retailer in 
relation to other retailers? 

Our Wholesale Service Desk Manager examines our OPS performance against targets on a 
monthly basis so that we can understand the impact delays can have on the experience of end 
customers. We evaluate all identified issues. We do not make a distinction in our reporting or the 
service we provide to our associated retailer versus other categories of retailers. With a view to 
provide equal levels of service for all our retailers, we are reviewing how to best monitor our 
performance in a more granular and segmented approach. This has been discussed at the LPFC 
when considering Emma Kelso’s letter.  
 

Q:8 Please set out what processes you have in place to assure yourself that OPS 
performance data is accurate and valid before it is submitted to MOSL. 

We utilise a system called SWIM-Pool which contains all the Forms defined in Part 3 of the 
Operational Terms of the Wholesale Retail Code. SWIM-Pool helps support our communications 
with retailers and acts as a jeopardy management tool with built-in OPS reporting functionality.  
The system is used by other market participants (Severn Trent, Yorkshire Water, Portsmouth 
Water, Business Stream and Water Plus), this has the benefit of providing us all with a forum to 
share best practice and drive continuous improvement in the functionality of the system.   

We use the reporting function within SWIM-Pool to extract the operational performance data 
which is then reviewed and uploaded to the MOSL portal. We analyse every breach reported to 
confirm its accuracy and completeness. In addition to this, we review a sample (10%) of our tasks 
completed within the SLAs to provide assurance that the platform is working as expected. This 
activity is led by the Wholesale Service Desk Manager. To date we have not identified any issues 
within the sampled tasks. Due to this being a platform used by multiple wholesalers, this provides 
an additional layer of assurance, as each trading party is carrying out their own checks and 
providing feed back to the forum if a problem is identified.     

We welcome the decision to move to a market wide bilateral solution which will provide more 
transparency, reporting and assurance for the OPS measures.   

We have recently received notification  that we have been selected, as part of MOSL’s 
annual external assurance programme, to participate in their OPS reporting assurance sampling 
exercise.  This activity will begin in December 2019.  We welcome this involvement and we are 
keen to test the robustness and accuracy of our reporting.   

We recognise that a potential area for improvement in our current OPS submission process is to 
strengthen our assurance approach with additional lines of defence and to report this to our Level 
Playing Field Committee. The Level Playing Field Committee is considering the need for further 
assurance as it takes into account the recommendations from the work of MOSL. 
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Data Quality 

Q:9 Please explain any collaborative work you have initiated with retailers to improve the 
quality of market data in relation to long unread meters; faulty meters; and vacancy. 

Further details are included within our response to B16b. 

Our initial analysis of vacant and long unread data revealed that more than 96% of the issues 
were associated with SPIDs served by our associated retailer. 

We are setting up a tripartite meeting with our associated retailer and MOSL to work through 
these issues at a meeting scheduled for 4 November. Any methods which are refined, or lessons 
learned from our interaction with our associated retailer would automatically transfer to all our 
retailers. We will also be undertaking a project which will be focusing on the remaining retailers 
for the same pre-market long unread and vacancy issues.  

Vacant properties and long unread meters 

In July 2018 we held initial conversations about collaborating with our associated retailer primarily 
on how best to approach the problem of reducing their long unread meter list.  The scope was 
widened to include vacant properties as we both agreed that improving one will have a benefit of 
improving the other, especially when concentrating on the long unread meters on vacant SPIDs. 

We initially collaborated on a small-scale project looking at all the unmeasured SPIDs in Potters 
Bar.  Each of the SPIDs identified as part of this project underwent an initial desktop exercise by 
the wholesaler using the following series of checks which helped form an initial view of the current 
state of the properties in question. 

1. Business Rates Website – checking to see if there is a valid Business Rate entry for the 
property 

2. Council Tax Website - checking to see if there is a valid Council Tax entry for the property 
3. Google Street view – checking to see if there is any indication that the property might be 

occupied 
4. Google – checking to see if there is a website for any business for the address of the 

property 
5. Internal GIS (Wholesaler) – checking to see if our current address data matches that of 

the property address 
 

This information was then shared with the retailer who undertook site visits to confirm these 
findings or produce evidence if the information we provided was incorrect.  Of the 14 properties, 
three were found to no longer be eligible in the market and five were proven to be occupied. 

We have been monitoring the long unread meter report as provided by MOSL and have recently 
taken a decision to concentrate our efforts on all the meters that have not had an actual read 
recorded against them since the start of shadow market.  So far, we have identified over 200 
SPIDs to be removed from the market as they are either old properties which have been 
demolished and replaced with residential properties or were temporary building supplies where 
all the work has been completed. 

This work will also include a review of all the unmeasured and assessed SPIDs which have been 
vacant since market opening.  

Faulty meters 

We handle all faulty meter requests via the B5 process outlined in the operational terms. 
Generally, this is initiated by the retailer as part of a meter read visit, but we do respond to 
information provided from our field teams should these be identified as part of routine visits or 
other requests. We have no concerns at the levels of faulty meters reported to or identified to/by 
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Q:10 Please describe any processes you have in place to improve the quality or coverage 
of data in CMOS that relates to your activities and responsibilities as a wholesaler (for 
example, to ensure meter location data is complete and accurate). How long have any such 
processes been in place? 

Meter location data example 

During shadow market, in October 2016 to April 2017, we developed a weekly audit report to 
identify data issues in CMOS.   

a. Data issues identification: This is made up of over 80 different checks on the data in CMOS 
for missing, invalid or discrepancies.  We then use this report to make corrections to 
CMOS where we are responsible for the data field in question.  
This report identified 1108 Meters and 89 Outreaders which had their XY co-ordinates set 
to the default values defined by MOSL when setting the market.  Most of the Meter XYs 
were updated in January 2018 using information taken from our internal systems to 
provide a more accurate location for each meter.  The remaining default Meter XYs were 
updated in May 2018.  The Outreader XYs were updated in November 2018 again used 
information taken from our internal systems. 

b. Reporting: Alongside these checks on the CMOS data, we have a weekly set of reports 
that compare our internal systems data with CMOS, this compares each of the SPID and 
Meter data fields and highlights where there are differences between the two sets of data.  
One of the benefits of this is the identification of meters which have been exchanged in 
our internal systems but have not yet been updated in CMOS which we can resolve 
without missing our SLAs. 

c. Solution: Both the audit report on CMOS and the internal comparison report are reviewed 
on a weekly basis and any issues that have arisen are sent to our Wholesale Operations 
Service Desk for resolution. 

 

Unpaired SPIDs example 

a. Data issues identification: We review our unpaired SPIDs, this was a result of the issue 
being raised by MOSL who had identified 12,037 unpaired SPIDs. In February we updated 
over 2,135 SPIDs, which had been identified as not having a Sewerage component, to 
reflect the correct pairing reference reason code, either by updating the information to a 
more relevant code or adding the missing information. To date we have 9,377 unpaired 
SPIDs today of which 7,334 are marked as NOSPID and 2,614 which have no code or 
pairing reference.  

Of the 2,614 - 571 of these have a pairing reference and other wholesalers have suggested 
this is part of BAU activity (e.g. this has been notified to the relevant wholesaler to pair their 
SPID or mark this with the relevant reason code). However, we have noted 183 of these do 
not have the other wholesaler identified and will be undertaking an exercise to correct this 
data. Once this data has been updated, we will be focusing on the remaining 2,043 which will 
be cross-referenced against the vacancy and long-unread data work.  

We hold internal monthly review meetings to discuss the progress on data issues brought to 
our attention by other parties or discovered by ourselves to ensure they are analysed and 
resolved. 

 

Our data quality improvement processes have been in place since market opening. 
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Q:11 Please describe any processes you have in place to take into account information 
received from retailers or end customers concerning incomplete or inaccurate data held 
in your systems or in CMOS. (For example, this could relate to meter location; customer 
or retailer meter readings; change of tenancy; or disconnection). Please also set out the 
process that a retailer would need to follow in order to inform you about incomplete or 
inaccurate data and your process and timetable for responding to this. 

We consider this to be business as usual activity which either follows the codified market forms 
and processes or is handled in response to an email or telephone discussion as and when 
received. To date we have not received any feedback or complaints from other market participants 
which might indicate widespread underlying issues associated with the completeness or accuracy 
of our data.  We have utilised the feedback they have provided on individual queries to accelerate 
the validation investigations we carry out on our entire portfolio.   

For example, in October 2018 one of our retailers raised a concern that the read frequency of six 
meters had been incorrectly set to monthly rather than bi-annual even though they were under 
80mm in size.  This single request led us to carry out a validation exercise across all our meter 
data which included confirmation of the physical meter size of our Itron meters by comparing 
manufacturer meter serial number sequences, analysis of screen digits, desktop photo reviews 
and field surveys.  This analysis identified over 2,000 meters (2.5% of our total installed) which 
required their minimum read frequency to be updated. Affected retailers were informed and these 
errors were resolved. An additional benefit of this change was a reduction in the number of our 
meters which appeared on the long unread meter list and the reduction of MPS charges for 
affected retailers. 

If retailers identify data issues, they contact our Wholesale Operations Service Desk (WOSD) 
directly to initiate a review of the item.  Vice versa, if we identify any data issues that require 
retailer action, we will contact them directly. Many of these issues can be resolved quickly and 
easily from information we have gathered previously. Other issues may be more complicated, and 
in addition to referring to the relevant operational market terms, could require further investigation 
and verification. This may include the gathering of further asset details, co-ordination of operations 
teams across multiple trading parties or may extend to an impact on the settlement values of 
several trading parties.  

Issues include but are not limited to: 

 Meter dial digit length 
 Incorrect initial read 
 Rollover flag error 
 Negative advances 
 Zero advances 
 Vacancy status 
 Tariffs 
 Deregistration dates 

 

To date, our record for resolving data queries within satisfactory timescales, and the mutual 
respect we have for the needs of other trading parties, ensures our working relationships remain 
strong.  We are proud that our approach has helped us to avoid the formal dispute process to 
date, as all queries have been resolved amicably.   

Recently implemented Code changes (DCP010/CPW055) restrict the length of time in which 
trading parties can resolve settlement and billing queries and thus provides all with an incentive 
to investigate these matters in a timely manner.  On rare occasions we have become aware (after 
an RF settlement   run) of data inaccuracies which have led to incorrect settlement charging.  
Where these have resulted in us overcharging a retailer, we have subsequently corrected the 
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market data and corrected the financial impact by issuing credit notes.  And, in compliance with 
the Market Codes, when this has resulted in the undercharging of a retailer and the timing is such 
that the correction deadlines have passed, we have not looked to recover amounts from those 
retailers.  

As an example, an incorrect initial (I) read entered pre-market which leads to a negative advance 
in the live market, has resulted in a retailer receiving credits for consumption that they were never 
originally billed for.  We are consistent with the Market Codes and have not looked to recover 
these sums. Below are screenshots showing the SPID charges in this particular example and 
section 9.3.10 of version 8 of the Business Terms. From this we can see that the RF charges for 
the first 6 months of the market are negative   

 

 
Figure 3: section 9.3.10 of version 8 of the Business Terms 
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Our interactions with trading parties regarding data correction work is not just limited to our 
retailers, wholesalers may also contact us for assistance investigating data inconsistencies.  As 
mentioned in our response to question B2 we meet regularly with other wholesalers (and MOSL) 
to proactively resolve data issues and leverage lessons learned.    

 

Wholesaler retailer interactions 

 

Q:12 Please outline and provide evidence on the extent to which you monitor and 
contribute to the work of the Retailer Wholesaler Group (RWG) or other similar discussion 
and action groups. Have you fully implemented published RWG guidance? If not, please 
explain why. 

We recognise the importance of all trading parties working together to accelerate the delivery of 
positive outcomes for customers. The RWG is a proven forum for facilitating the interaction which 
leads to results.   

We have an example of a similar action group, where we undertook a project with Affinity for 
Business for the aligned interest of all market participants.  The task involved gathering of 
evidence relating to examples of vacancy and disconnection issues (demolished building 
certificates etc) to facilitate discussions within the vacancy sub-group.  We are confident that 
these efforts were welcomed by the group and assisted all trading parties.  Further details are 
available on request in document B 12 - RWG Vacants Group.ppt.  

Our adoption of the published RWG guidance can be summarised as follows: 

Table 4: adoption of the published RWG guidance 

RWG Guidance Adoption 

RWG Bilateral 
Form Good 
Practice Guide 

We do follow the good practice guide here and have aimed to improve on this by 
taking the view to allow 48 hours for additional information to be obtained before 
any decision is made to reject.  

 

We continue to accept buried meter scenarios for B/01 via emails, rather than as 
part of the B5 process, as we believe they do not fit within the definition of a faulty 
meter. 

RWG Leak 
Allowance Good 
Practice Guide 

Following a recent review of this guide we have now provided a submission to be 
added to it as an addendum. Our current policy for customer side leakage is that 
no allowance is applicable (unless under exceptional circumstances and we will 
always review on a case by case basis).  As a result, we have only been able to 
adopt parts of the good practice guide and this will be clear to all when the next 
iteration of the guide is published. 

RWG Meter 
Reading Services - 
Retailer Information 

Although not a best practice guide, we are listed within this document as one of the 
seven wholesalers who offers a meter reading service in their supply area.  We 
have offered this service since market opening and are pleased to see growing 
interest from retailers in its take-up.  

RWG Unplanned 
Events Good 
Practice Guide 

We are undertaking a complete review of our internal approach to unplanned 
events, and the adoption of this document will form part of this. Currently we have 
not adopted this in full.  

 

We accept, as stated within the document, that wholesalers will play the primary 
role during any event and may not require the support of a retailer.  
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RWG Guidance Adoption 

 

RWG 
Disconnection for 
Non-Payment Good 
Practice Guide 

We currently allow accredited entities to undertake temporary disconnections for 
non-payment but as of, yet we have not received any forms to take this up but are 
aware of plans for this activity to commence in the future.  We would adopt all 
activities as set out within the document in relation to AE’s.   

 

We have not received any requests for a temporary disconnection service to be 
carried out by us, however, we will comply with the operational terms when (or if) 
this is requested at some point in the future.  We will review the guide and assess 
if any section might benefit our existing approach although our preference is for 
this activity to be undertaken by an AE. 

 

Q:13 What actions have you undertaken to support the development and implementation 
of a bi-laterals solution? Has your Board discussed your approach to the bi-laterals 
solution? Please provide relevant extracts of Board papers that document any such 
discussions. 

The table below records our engagement in the development of the bi-laterals solution.   

Table 5: Affinity engagement regarding bi-laterals 

Date  Action taken 

12 October 2017  

 

We joined a teleconference of the first Digital Strategy Committee review. 

 uary 2018  DSC issued a questionnaire to trading parties with the goal of understanding 
the wider market view of bi-laterals. We responded to this questionnaire 
(Document B 13 - Bi-laterals Industry Questionnaire available on request).  

8 February 2018 We attended the User Forum, where the DSC presented potential solutions, 
which included blockchain, and invited feedback.  Around the same time the 
DSC and MOSL began to explore and discuss proposals as to how the 
solution development might be funded (MPS charges, existing MOSL 
budgets, additional contributions from trading parties.   

19 July 2018 We attended the User Forum where Nick Rutherford (DSC Chair) gave a 
further update and overview of design and compliance considerations 
(mandatory for all parties to use) and outlined development and 
implementation timeline (late 2019).  The majority of trading parties in 
attendance, including our delegates, reacted positively to this. 

 

29 September 2018 Affinity Water attended the WIG meeting and contributed to a discussion 
about the bi-laterals solution.  The group explored topics such as API 
connections, automated validation checks which might catch basic 
submission errors and potential advantages of a staged roll out (forms, 
trading party pairings, TP scale or geographic regions). 

January 2019 RFI for bi-laterals.  We provided a response to the RFI.     

September 2019 MOSL carried out a series of visits to trading party offices (which included 
Affinity Water) to provide an overview of the revised bi-lateral solution 
development process, programme timings, governance structure and 
proposed funding model.  This was delivered by our designated MOSL 
Portfolio Manager during our usual monthly performance meeting. 



 

 
AFW effective markets – responses to questions: Annexes A, B and C  Page 17 of 51 

The engagement of our board in NHH market topics has been via the Level Playing Field 
Committee.  Regular reports and update papers are prepared for the Executive Management 
Team (EMT). These regular interactions include the topic of bi-laterals and cover a range of other 
NHH market topics.  We are supportive of the development of a market-wide bi-laterals solution. 
Details of the involvement of the LPFC are included in AQ.1. The Terms of Reference for the 
LPFC are included in our supporting information. 

 

Q:14 Wholesaler policies: Please set out (and where appropriate provide relevant 
supporting evidence): 

(a) what action you take to help ensure your wholesaler policies (including: i) the charges 
/charging structure; and ii) any SLAs or KPIs; associated with the provision of wholesaler 
services to retailers) are readily accessible and understood by all relevant retailers? 

Our Wholesale Tariff Document is available on the retailer section of our website and seeks to 
make clear our charging structure. Retailers are encouraged to contact us with any queries they 
may have. 

Timescales relating to processes covered by the Wholesale Retail Code are in line with SLAs and 
our progress against these is visible to retailers through our SWIM-Pool portal. 

 

(b) what, if any, unilateral action you have taken since 1st April 2017 to simplify or otherwise 
refine your wholesaler policies to the benefit of retailers? 

We have undertaken several initiatives to refine our wholesaler policies for the benefit of the 
market.  Some examples of this are: 

 Our work to refine our leakage allowances policies and calculation templates 
 

 Revisions to our Wholesale Tariff Document, taking on board feedback received from 
retailers (either informally or through consultation) which included: 

o simplification of some of our non-primary charges 
o introduction of additional non-primary activities or services offered outside of 

normal working hours 
o enhancement of the description attached to our non-primary works 
o clarifications to our terms and conditions 

 

In addition, we are planning to embark on a simplification of our primary tariff structure.  We plan 
to launch wide consultations in early 2020.  As part of this process we would also like to ensure 
there is a stronger direct correlation between primary charging rates and water consumed by end 
customers to ensure that all stakeholders are aligned with water sustainability and environmental 
considerations. In advance of our consultation we will model and analyse the impact any changes 
may have on different categories of retailers and end customers so they may be included within 
our consultation documentation and their responses can be used to inform our approach.  We 
expect that any changes may have to be phased in over several years to ensure the transition is 
smooth for those most affected.     
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(c) what - if any - changes have you made since 1st April 2017 to the services you provide, 
the charges / charging structure for these, and/or any associated SLAs or KPIs associated 
with the provision of these services? If you made changes, what were the reasons for these 
changes? 

We received early feedback on our Wholesale Tariff Document for 2017/18 which included the 
structure of our out-of-hours charges and the presentation of these within the document. Following 
the comments we received, we revised the document to improve the clarity of respective out-of-
hours surcharge rates applicable and of our abort charges for each activity. 

We also received feedback regarding our initial approach to charges for installing a splitter cable. 
As a consequence, we consolidated our charging levels from three to one to allow retailers to 
prepare quotations to their customers without the need to contact us in advance to confirm the 
complexity of an individual installation. We also introduced a 10 business day SLA to fulfil 
requests from retailers to access meter usage data, this is outlined in the latest two versions of 
our Wholesale Tariff Document under Meter Usage Data. 

As part of the above review we removed the distinction between a simple and complex permanent 
disconnection, consolidating this into one charge. We also have an Advanced Commitment 
Reduced Charge which provides a discount equal to the price of the survey charge if the work is 
undertaken on the initial visit.  We also apply a similar approach to meter installations which are 
completed on the first visit.  

Our entire WOSD and NHH settlement team were involved in an extensive review of our 
Wholesale Tariff Document after the first year of its use to identify ways in which it could be 
improved for the benefit of all retailers. This is an approach we have continued as a part of our 
annual tariff setting process. This shared ownership also ensures each of our team members can 
confidently offer consistent information to retailers about our charges.  

We have improved the pricing standardisation for a large majority of our work, including activities 
that might previously been deemed non-standard. The logic behind this change was to improve 
consistency, reduce response time and to simplify details Retailers might be translating to their 
end customers, an approach which is not possible when quoting based on the individual 
circumstances of each job.  

 

Q:15 Charging: Please set out (and where appropriate provide relevant supporting 
evidence): 

(a) what - if any - unilateral actions have you taken since 1st April 2017 to simplify your 
wholesaler tariff structure with a view to facilitating retailers' ability to make price and 
service offers to end customers. 

In addition to the answers given in B14(c) a proposal has been written, identifying possible 
complexities within our Wholesale Tariff Document, and providing solutions. These solutions have 
the potential to reduce the number of our metered tariff elements. Document B 15a(1) - Metered 
Tariff Proposal for Non-household SPIDs.doc is available on request. 

This proposal involves many changes to our tariffs and their structure and, as such, will require a 
considered consultation and board approval. This proposal would also require a staged 
implementation to reduce the impact on end customers. Our consultation on our Indicative 
Wholesale Charges for the 2020/21 year includes a signpost to this possibility. This is to make 
stakeholders aware of the potential changes. This document was distributed to our retailers on 
20 September 2019 and published on our website on the same date.   
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At the most recent User Forum (17 h October 2019) this topic was discussed at length with 
Wholesalers, Retailers and MOSL, including the potential difficulties of making rapid changes and 
impact on customers.  

 

(b) What is your expected charging policy in respect of vacant sites and premises from 1 
April 2020? How, if at all, has this changed since: i) 1 April 2017; and ii) prior to 1 April 
2017? 

We started charging for metered consumption only, on vacant sites on 01/04/2018. This policy 
has not changed since.  

Prior to 1 April 2017 and in the first year of the market, we did not charge for consumption at 
properties marked as vacant.  

 

Q:16 How do you consult or engage with retailers on the following issues (where 
appropriate provide relevant supporting evidence): 

(a) Measuring or gauging the quality of service you provide to retailers? What actions have 
you taken here?  

We measure the quality of our service using the Operational and Market Performance Standards 
in conjunction with feedback received from account management meetings held with retailers. 
We acknowledge that our current approach to retailer engagement can be improved and this is 
covered later in section Q16b. 

We are looking forward to the proposed R-Mex measure which will provide an additional measure 
of the level of our service. 

We have been happy to participate in individual retailers’ bespoke scorecards upon request and 
have received positive feedback as part of these discussions. As a result of account management 
discussions, we have recognised areas for improvement in process or information provision. are 
currently reviewing how we can better adopt the RWG Unplanned Events Good Practice Guide, 
referenced in Q12. Most recently we have reviewed our metering process to reduce the amount 
of appointments and customer involvement where possible (minimising abortive charges). We 
have also introduced internal SLAs to ensure volumetric adjustments after a stopped/slowed 
meter are applied within timescales that minimise the impact to billing timescales for the retailer, 
and ultimately the end customer.  

Previously to help gauge our performance we have also issued surveys, either in response to an 
event e.g. freeze/thaw to help us understand how we can improve the overall experience or to 
garner feedback around the information we provide such as our website offering, although 
engagement has been low.  

As part of our indicative charges consultation 2020/21 we have also asked for responses in 
relation to how we can improve our working relationships with retailers and whether our current 
engagement is meeting their expectations regarding quality and responsiveness. We will be 
following up this consultation shortly and will contact trading parties who have not provided a 
response.  

To ensure the that all queries received are responded to in a timely manner regarding contracts, 
settlement and invoicing, we have a dedicated team (Wholesale Commercial) which handles 
retailer onboarding, general contract administration, monitoring of collateral and settlement 
invoicing.   
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Elsewhere, alternative credit arrangement requests have centred on requests for 100% 
unsecured credit backed up (or not) with evidence of good payment history or credit rating / score. 
When considering these requests, we maintain a position that any alternative eligible credit 
arrangement must be equivalent to other types of credit available to ensure a level playing field. 
Therefore, requests for 100% unsecured credit are not agreed as no other credit option represents 
a zero cost to the retailer. Furthermore, we have worked on the basis that the wholesaler should 
enjoy a similar level of protection from an alternative credit arrangement as they enjoy from the 
codified standard eligible credit arrangements. 

We are currently developing our own “off the shelf” alternative credit option which, once finalised, 
will be offered to all retailers. The proposal may combine elements of existing standard credit 
arrangements found within the codes, with those already entered into by other trading parties. 
Our Level Playing Field Committee will oversee the development of a proposal and we anticipate 
that we would consult on the topic before the commencement of the 2020/21 charging year. 

 

(b) alternative payment arrangements, under Section 9.2.4 and Schedule 3A of the 
Business Terms of the Wholesale-Retail Code Please describe. If not, why not? 

We have been approached by 2 retailers requesting variations to payment terms. 
 
1. A self-supply retailer ( ) requested the ability to “self-bill” according to their own internal 

schedule for payments. We have declined this request due to the administrative burden which 
would be placed on us. 

2. A retailer ( ) requested a billing cycle with, in effect, 90 days credit. We are 
still negotiating this request and we are considering it as an alternative eligible credit 
arrangement request. 

 
(c) tailored offerings under (a) or (b) above to reflect specific characteristics of retailers 
(for example, self-supply retailers)? If not, please explain why this is the case. 

We have not made any offerings yet. In preparing our “off the shelf” alternative credit option 
proposal we have considered the characteristics of self-supply retailers but have not included any 
variation based on this. 

 

Q:18 There is currently a gap in the protections available to customers under the 
Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) provisions insofar as non-household customers 
cannot get a remedy which is binding on the wholesaler. What, if any, unilateral actions 
have you taken to address the ADR gap in relation to compensation from wholesalers? 

On a voluntary basis, we have recently offered our support to investigate an option for 
Wholesalers to become involved in the current Water Redress Scheme, which is led by 
Northumbrian Water. We recognise the part wholesalers play in such cases and would always 
provide support to a retailer upon request in the absence of a change to the scheme. 
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Q:19 In 2018/19, how many requests did you receive from, and how many separate 
payments did you make to, retailers under the Guaranteed Standards Scheme? How many, 
if any, of the requests were subject to dispute between you and the relevant retailer(s)? 
How many, if any, of the payments made were subject to dispute between you and the 
relevant retailer(s)? 

We do not record the origin of our GSS payment requests whether retailer initiated or initiated by 
ourselves. 

For the 2018/19 year we made GSS payments to seven separate retailers.  These payments were 
for 338 non-household customers, which on some occasions, depending on the incident, would 
have been made by a bulk payment rather than an individual payment.  No disputes were 
recorded against payments or incidents.  

We have plans in place to record the origin of these requests which will begin in April 2020. 

 

 

 

Other opportunities to work with retailers 

Our Bid Assessment Framework (“BAF”) supports the market for water resources, demand 
management and leakage services. It provides the framework for potential bidders to understand 
the context, scope, principles and process by which third party providers can bid to supply Affinity 
Water with these services and gives confidence that third party bids will be assessed fairly 
alongside in-house solutions.  

It includes development of a new “Water Trading Portal” to act as a repository of information, 
publicise new opportunities and serve as a single point of reference for potential bidders. It 
explains clearly the stages of our procurement process and how this will interact with development 
of our future water resources management plans. 

Our BAF sets out two routes for procuring demand management services from third parties. We 
may seek these in a traditional manner where we have determined the nature of the demand 
management service we wish to procure. However, we also want to seek “demand management 
options” where bidders are invited to propose solutions for delivering a defined volume of demand 
reduction.  

We have identified an opportunity for retailers to play a significant role in demand management 
with the attendant benefits of lower costs for all customers and improving resilience through 
spreading demand reductions across all water users. We envisage that we could provide an 
incentive to retailers in return for their work in supporting their non-household customers in 
reducing demand.  
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Annex C – Questions relating to the Market for Developer Services 

We have been working hard to deliver a stable, affordable and predictable service to Developers, 
SLPs and NAVs. We strive for establishing fair, cost-reflective charges to remove barriers to the 
development of a downstream market on contestable activities. This response provides 
information on our historic activities, our current approach and our future strategy, that ensure we 
are not seen as a barrier to competition and how to promote effective market competition. 

 

Developer services and new connections market overview  

 
Aim: To better understand the market context and what actions you are taking to promote 
an effective market. 

 

Q:1 Please explain how your developer services teams manage their competition law 
obligations in delivering services to developers, New Appointments and Variations (NAVs) 
and self-lay providers (SLPs) and in-house operations? 

From the point of application, we ask a consistent range of questions and supporting information, 
whether a developer, SLP or NAV are applying to our Developer Services team.  

In-house we have a team who manage applications from developers, and a separate team who 
manage application from SLPs and NAVs. This enables us to provide a consistent service 
throughout a project life cycle and fairly work towards industry set levels of service.  

Our in-house support departments (such as hydraulic modelling and operational support teams) 
work towards internal levels of service, which are pre-set by the task type and not the customer 
type, proving a fair approach. (mentioned in C11). 

Within the New Connection Charging rules, Affinity Water provide a published document 
containing all costs associated with Developer Services activity. This document contains a clear 
consistency between services provided and charges applied to our customer base.  

We will be conducting a competition law training course for all Developer Services Staff, 
completing in December 2019. 

 

Q:2 Please describe what actions you take to promote a vibrant and effective developer 
services market on an ongoing basis. 

We have undertaken a variety of activities to support our ability to promote a vibrant and effective 
developer services market on a continuing basis. This activity aligns with our corporate strategy 
to increase the proportion of Developer Services works undertaken by the SLP market. 

Our online developer services portal was updated in 2018, to highlight further the choice of Self-
Lay or NAV as an option for developers. Our online application form was enhanced to clearly 
display both Self-Lay and Affinity Water as options from which a Developer can select when 
applying for the provision of new mains (see screenshots below). 

 

Circa 98% of our applications are made via the website portal and the enhancements support our 
commitment to promoting active competition within the market, to help aid our developers, SLPs 
and NAV customers to easily apply for our service.  

The front page of our Developer Services online information is displayed below. This page takes 
the reader to areas that provide information on choice, and guidance related to the choices 
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The first section of the new charging 
document highlights the SLP or NAV 
choice for customers. 
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Q:3 To enable a better understanding of the market, at a high level please describe the 
following points. Note that no supporting data is required to be submitted for this question, 
if it is not easily obtainable: 

 

(a) What is the breakdown in size of developments you are seeing each year (e.g. of new 
connections, the % of single properties, % small developments <20 properties, % medium 
>20 and <100 properties, % of large developments >100 properties)? 

The below table shows the breakdown in size of developments we are seeing on a yearly basis. 
We have also included a percentage associated with applications submitted by developers within 
each development size, as well as, the total of new connections linked to each section.   

 

 

 
Table 6: Breakdown in size of developments 

As can be seen from the table, SLP and NAV activity is largely associated with medium and large 
developments. There is currently little activity within the small development category. During our 
2019/20 New Charges consultation period, we have reached out to SLPs to gain an 
understanding of their work preferences and how we can aid development in these areas.   

 

b) What is the breakdown in developer customers (i.e. customers who are not SLPs or 
NAVs) you are seeing, e.g. what proportion of new connections is for your five largest 
developer customers? How many developer customers might you have in one year? 

Response percentage breakdowns are included within the tables in C3(a) above. 
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(c) What proportions of new connections are brownfield vs. greenfield? 

We see a fairly equal split.  We find that SLPs tend to submit applications for developments that 
are predominately on greenfield sites, which come with a higher meterage of new mains 
installations. SLPs delivered 41% of all new mains laid in 2018/19 within our area. 

 

Q:4 Please provide information on SLPs in your area: 

(a) How many SLPs have carried out new connections in your area (number of SLP 
companies as opposed to number of SLP connections)? 

To date, 15 WIRS accredited SLPs have selected to work in the Affinity Water’s supply area. We 
are very open to supporting SLPs within our area, we host monthly progress meetings with a 
number of SLPs to ensure we are working in a supportive capacity.  

 

(b) What services do SLPs tend to provide (e.g. do they do the design themselves; are they 
multi-utility or water only)? 

SLPs within our supply area tend to provide new mains and the service connections associated 
with this activity. An example of this would be, from 1st April 2018 – 31st March 2019, SLPs 
installed 17.6km of new mains compared to 25km installed by Affinity Water contractors. The 
majority of SLP’s that operate regularly in the Affinity Water supply area have WIRS and MURS 
accreditation and some have a mix of WIRS, NERS and GIRS. We therefore assume that the 
SLPs offer a multi utility option for developers.   

Applications that we receive from SLPs predominantly request us to complete the design of the 
project. Design is an area we are reviewing as part of our 2020/2021 New Connection Charges 
Consultation. All requests for designs are provided by an outsourced contractor who was selected 
via a competitive tender process. As such, we believe that the costs reflected in our charges will 
be at market rates, i.e. a level playing field to other contractors and Self-Lay Providers.  

The design team provides an inclusive service. The total cost of the design is recovered in the 
calculated average fee. However, in line with the requirement to provide a fair and level playing 
field and to promote competition in the downstream markets, we are undertaking a review of our 
fees. One of our proposals is to remove the fee for the design review in the upstream market.  
The proposal includes the first review and subsequent first revision of designs submitted. We 
believe the removal of costs in the upstream market and review of costs for the contestable 
element of design works will help promote competition in the downstream markets for this activity. 

 

(c) Do they tend to compete for a particular size or type of development? Please describe 
the size/type of development. 

As can be seen in the table provided in our C3 response, SLPs predominately compete for large 
and medium size developments. These are the developments that contain a large amount of new 
mains installation and in meetings with SLPs. This is the work they are most interested in 
completing.  
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Q:5 Please note any other aspects of the market that are helpful context for your area. 

The table below shows that over the last 2 years, 49% of all applications have required a new 
main. As discussed above, SLP’s tell us that the most attractive work is predominately made up 
of new mains and associated services. The information below suggests that 49% of our 
connections are potentially attractive to SLPs.  

Table 7: New mains applications received % 

 

 

 

 

  

Adhoc Connections
applications

Connections of New Mains
applications

Aug-17 339 221
Sep-17 244 81
Oct-17 418 155
Nov-17 255 156
Dec-17 270 100
Jan-18 330 231
Feb-18 322 377
Mar-18 280 138
Total 2458 1459

% of Total 
Connections

63% 37%

Apr-18 524 190
May-18 325 192
Jun-18 372 573
Jul-18 521 754

Aug-18 367 208
Sep-18 340 1014
Oct-18 659 371
Nov-18 435 625
Dec-18 233 266
Jan-19 316 418
Feb-19 468 311
Mar-19 241 284
Total 4801 5206

% of Total 
Connections

48% 52%

Apr-19 389 490
May-19 271 454
Jun-19 299 377
Jul-19 534 435

Aug-19 271 479
Total (As of 
August 19)

1764 2235

% of Total 
Connections 
(As of August 

19)

44% 56%

Overall Total 9023 8900
Overall % of 
Connections

51% 49%
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Charges for new connections and developer services 

 

Aim: To understand what progress has been made since Emma Kelso’s letter earlier this year, to 
better understand how each company goes about setting its charges and to understand why there 
may be differences between companies. 

 

Q:6 Emma Kelso’s letter of 29 April 2019 requested that you urgently review your new 
connection charges to ensure that they are cost reflective, transparent and do not prevent, 
restrict or distort competition. 

Each year, our Board through the Audit Committee and Charges Committee, oversees the 
preparation of our Charging Arrangements for New Connections Services to ensure that our 
charges are legally compliant and promote competition.  

 

(a) Please provide details of what work you have carried out in response to this letter. If a 
review was carried out, please send us the conclusions of the review and explain how this 
has been communicated internally. 

Following our review of Emma Kelso’s letter dated 29 April 2019, we initiated a full evaluation of 
our Developer Services function. The findings from our evaluation were incorporated in the scope 
of our Developer Services transformation project.  

The Transformation Plan focused on delivery of performance to customers, with specific sections 
relating to SLPs and NAVs. The Transformation plan has 13 key workstreams to help us achieve 
industry leading best practice and great customer experience. As an example, three of these key 
workstreams are detailed below: 

Table 8: Developer Services transformation workstreams 
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(b) What changes have you made to your charging arrangements since the letter? 

We continue to undertake a full review of our connection charges in line with the requirements of 
Emma’s letter and in line with the Ofwat charging scheme rules published in July 2019. The review 
includes items such as Design Fees, Connection Fees, Income Offset methodology and the 
removal of Asset Payments to SLPs along with a review of all of our charges to ensure that they 
still accurately reflect the work undertaken. We are currently consulting with our customers 
through an online consultation, running from October to November. In addition, we have invited 
developers, SLPs and NAVs to meet with us in person during the consultation period. We plan to 
discuss the elements of the charges and our support to the delivery of effective markets.  

 

(c) What changes are you planning to make, and what are the timings for the 
implementation of change? 

As part of the New Connection Charges review for 2020/2021, we are undertaking a review of the 
design processes and charges for both the upstream and downstream markets. Our intention is 
to remove the design review charges for the initial review and any subsequent first amendment 
to designs, this change is to help ensure that the downstream markets with equally efficient 
methods of working can compete without the inclusion of design review costs. This change forms 
part of our New Connection Charging Consultation which was released in October 2019. 
Following consultation and engagement with our SLPs, NAVs and developers, we will publish 
these changes in the release of the new connection charging document on 1st February 2020.   

Our Developer Services transformation project is currently underway and will deliver benefits 
throughout the remainder of this financial year.   The main areas of focus are detailed in the table 
above. The timing of the changes to our New Connection Charges are displayed in the timeline 
below.  
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The design team provides an inclusive service. The total cost of the Design Contractor is 
recovered in the calculated average fee attributed to a range of development designs. 

 

(b) For requisition charges and infrastructure charges (and other charges if applicable), 
explain what you consider to be relevant drivers of costs and how these have been used 
to determine relevant charges. 

Infrastructure Charges 

We take the forecast for strategic reinforcement work expected to be necessary for AMP7 which 
would then be divided by the number of connections we are forecasting. The forecast is derived 
from a number of sources including Local Area Plans, Pre-Development enquiries and historical 
cost information for reinforcement works.  If the costs and the revenue diverge over time, then the 
infrastructure charge will be adjusted to close the gap.  Specifically, we aim to balance over five 
years, in line with Ofwat’s guidance. 

Requisition Charges  

The method of calculation for the requisition costs is to assess an average price for the cost for 
each of the requisition items. The costs used are our costs to date and a forecast of costs for the 
forthcoming period. The values are inclusive of an allowance for traffic management, street works 
permits, local authority costs and restrictions, road closures, bus stop suspensions, parking bay 
suspensions and other associated costs based on historical data and estimates of future 
requirements within the rates where works are to be undertaken in the highway. 

 

(c) Do cost drivers vary across your region? If so, how are, or will, these differences be 
reflected in charges? 

There are no significant variances to our contracted rates across the area. The vast majority of 
our work is completed by our framework contractors. The contracts were competitively tendered, 
therefore the major element of the costs used to calculate the charges do not vary by area within 
the Affinity Water region. There are some minor variances across the area that predominately 
relate to local authority variances in street works charges levied on our activities. We recognise 
that with respect to street works costs, although infrequent, occasions may arise where our 
averaged costs are lower than the actual cost to deliver this element of the activity. In rare cases 
this may result in margin erosion for the SLP market. However, to meet with the requirements of 
the New Connection Charging Rules including; 

 Fairness and affordability,  
 stability and predictability, and 
 transparency and customer-focused service 

we believe that the fixed charges based on averaged costs, best meets this requirement for the 
developer customers.    

To ensure our charges are transparent and simple, in line with the guidance rules, all of our 
charges are standardised across our region.  
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Q:8 Where you rely on contractor rates to determine cost, please provide more information 
about those rates: 

(a) How are costs structured or formulated (e.g. are they based on a schedule of rates)? 

The costs for delivery of the vast majority of our works is completed by contactors and is based 
on a schedule of rates developed through a competitively tendered contract.  

  

(b) What services do contractor rates apply to? 

Contractor rates apply to all aspects of Mains Requisitions, New Service Connections and Design 
activities. Two main contracts have been established for the Developer Services workstream. The 
two contracts broadly cover two areas of work: 

(a) New Connections up to 63mm 
(b) New connections above 63mm, Mains Construction and associated connections, 

diversions and network reinforcement 
 

(c) What assurance can you provide that these rates are cost reflective? Please provide 
supporting documentation. 

The Connections contract is based on actual cost of new connections works i.e. the contractor 
who undertakes this work has priced for this workstream on an individual basis, which does not 
form a wider workstream. This is inclusive of all service connections up to 63mm.  

For service connections to new mains, all new mains work and service connections above 63mm, 
the contract forms part of a larger framework. This framework is based on “baskets of work” and 
therefore provides the most efficient costs for Developers and bill paying customers by leveraging 
the volumetric cost advantages for both delivery of works and fees.  

 

Q:9 Do you have any of the following instances: 

(a) Do you have any similar services for which you levy a charge on one customer type 
(developer, NAV, SLP, etc.) and not another? If so, please describe the service and the 
reason for the difference. 

The only area where we currently apply a charge that may not be applied to another customer 
group is for the review of designs submitted by third party designers. We are reviewing these 
charges as part of the 2020/21 New Connection Charging Arrangements. We have included this 
proposed change in our consultation with our customers. It should be noted that we have not 
received any external designs to review which results in no instances where the design review 
charge has been levied. All other charges are the same for Developers and SLP’s. Charges are 
pulled through from a data table on a system which is a reflection of our published New 
Connection Charging document 
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(b) What charges do you levy on SLPs, NAVs (directly, through a developer, or through a 
third party) or developers, that are not published in your charging arrangements, charges 
scheme, or bulk charges (for NAVs)? Please explain the activities to which they relate, and 
the circumstances in which they apply. 

All our charges are published in our New Connection Charging Arrangements or our draft Bulk 
Supply Tariffs. 

 

Q:10 When agreeing a bulk service agreement with a NAV do you: 

 

(a) Publish a standard agreement; or 

 

(b) Provide bespoke agreements for each new site? 

We have bulk service agreements with ) for their 
 appointments, . We 

have no bulk service agreements with other NAVs. Each agreement sets the terms and charges 
for provision of bulk supply connections as well as for bulk supplies of water. The terms of the 
contracts are identical, except for charges and site maps which are appended as annexes to each 
contract. The annexes needed to differ because firstly, the works needed to provide bulk supply 
connections were different and secondly, because our charges for bulk water were based on our 
published wholesale tariffs which differ across our company area. Therefore, whilst we have not 
published a standard agreement, the practical operation of our agreements is more consistent 
with the meaning of ‘standard agreement’ as opposed to ‘bespoke agreement for each new site’. 

 

Following Ofwat’s publication of guidance on bulk supply charges to NAVs (May 2018) we 
adopted the charging guidelines to produce NAV charges applicable from 1st April 2019. In line 
with the guidance, our charges are based on our wholesale tariffs with necessary ‘minus’ cost 
deductions. One result of our implementing the guidance is that we can now charge  a single 
volumetric rate – the NAV tariff – being the weighted average of bulk supply charges across each 
of its appointments where we are the bulk water supplier. This means that the differentiation in 
volumetric rates referred to above and part of the original agreements, is no longer in force. This 
further supports our conclusion that our agreements behave as if they are standard agreements 
rather than bespoke.  

 

i. If you publish a standard agreement, please set out in what circumstances it would not 
apply and you would seek to agree a bespoke agreement. 

Each NAV site is different, but we expect that in all but exceptional circumstances we could apply 
our standard agreement as we could adequately reflect site specific information or clauses in the 
annexes.  

Whilst unlikely, it is at least possible that a  appointee requests a bulk supply from us, 
but ultimately refuses to agree the same contractual terms as we have successfully used with 

. Reluctantly, we would then have to decide whether to offer a variant to our standard 
agreement. 

We are active participants in Water UK’s NAV Behavioural Improvement workshop where we 
contribute our time, resources and expertise. One of the planned outputs of the group is an 
industry standard bulk service agreement (BSA). This would operate in a similar way to our own 
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Q:12 Please provide a description of your approach to engaging with developers, SLPs 
and NAVs over the last year, including: 

At Affinity Water we recognise the need to support the new home building market. In particular 
the Government drive for the UK to deliver to 1m new homes by 2020, with further stretching 
targets beyond. We understand that one of the issues highlighted by the development community 
is delays in the delivery of infrastructure to facilitate development with particular reference to 
utilities. The water industry has been working hard to reduce delays and improve the service we 
offer to developers and the support services that help deliver the outcome. We recognise the 
need to support effective competition in the market and our strategy to increase the percentage 
of work undertaken by SLPs in our area of operation displays commitment to this competition.  

 

(a) the groups that you have engaged with, the form of engagement and how the 
engagement was communicated to potentially interested stakeholders; 

Through our membership of Water UK, we have engaged with the Infrastructure Policy Group 
(IPG) which developed the industry Levels of Service, Codes for Adoption and general best 
industry practice. One of the areas the IPG has focused on is the Water Codes for Adoption. Our 
Community Delivery Director is part of the Codes Programme Board which is the authority for the 
delivery of the Water Codes for Adoption. The Water Codes for Adoption has engaged in two 
industry consultations with a high level of response form SLP’s and wider industry bodies as one 
of the selected Programme Board members we have helped deliver the industry adoption codes 
through effective communication with our wider customer base.   

Affinity Water sponsor the All Party Parliamentary – Water Group. The All Party Parliamentary 
Water Group provides a forum for Parliamentarians and interested stakeholders to monitor 
government and regulatory policy and maintain a dialogue with government, Parliament, the water 
sector and a wide range of other interested groups. The Group has been running for nearly 10 
years and is one of the most active All Party Groups in Parliament, holding regular meetings 
throughout the year on a wide range of topics. The Group is led by a cross-party team of officers, 
headed by Group co-chairs, Angela Smith MP and Baroness McIntosh of Pickering. The most 
recent meeting was held on 15th October 2019 and was attended by our Developer Services 
Strategy Manager and one of our Developer Services transformation team members. The topic 
for discussion of the most recent session was; is there a case for strengthening the water 
regulator? Other topics over recent meetings that have relevance to the topic of this letter include: 

 February 2019 – Price Review 2019, 
 April 2019 – Future of the Water Sector, 
 May 2019 – Brexit and the Environment Bill, 
 February 2018 – Water Infrastructure and the National Policy Statement for Water 

Resources, 
 March 2018 – Better Water Usage and the 25 Year Environment Plan, 
 April 2018 – The introduction of retail competition: one year on, 
 June 2018 – The Adoption of Sustainable Drainage Systems; and 
 July 2018 – Is there a crisis of trust in water companies? 
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The Consultation discusses the key changes that we are proposing to make as part of the New 
Connection Charging Arrangements for 2020/21. 

We believe that our proposals meet the requirements of the Ofwat scheme rules and new 
connection charging rules and aligns with the 4 main principles: 

a) Fairness and affordability;     

b) Environmental protection;   

c) Stability and predictability; and   

d) Transparency and customer-focused service.   

 

The main topics for discussion within the consultation are: 

a) Infrastructure Charges,   

b) Income Offset,  

c) Cost recovery for Service Connections “new connections”,  

d) Design fees; and   

e) how we will move from the old rules to the new rules (transition).    

 

(c) the process by which contributions from stakeholders are taken into consideration and 
progress is communicated back to stakeholders. 

Following our consultation for new charging, we will be collating the feedback received, and we 
will be publishing our key findings on our website. We will be notifying the attendees when our 
findings are published. 

As part of our online customer portal enhancement project, Affinity Water’s system provider held 
user experience interviews during November-December 2018. There was representation from 
small & large Developers, Homeowner Developers and SLPs. The agenda of these interviews 
were to gain an insight each customer group had with Affinity Waters online application system, 
and what enhancements would customers like to see in order to improve their overall experience. 
The outcome of these meetings has helped to shape our enhancement project. Since the project 
began, Affinity Water have been in contact with customer groups to feedback updates. 

We hold monthly face to face meeting with a number of SLPs where we discuss current schemes, 
our and their performance and provide feedback from the industry groups such as the IPG and 
Adoption Codes Working Group. In addition, we hold NAV conference calls with any NAV who is 
interested in activity within our region. Examples of the SLP questionnaire undertaken as part of 
our regular meetings and responses are attached as per question Q12 d.  
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(d) Please provide supporting evidence, including emails issued, agendas used, papers or 
consultations prepared. 

Please see attached supporting evidence documents: 

 New Connection Charging Arrangements Consultation 2020 

 Portal Ux review customer workshops 
 Fair Water Connections meeting agenda Sept 2019 
 Consultation document 18/19 charges master draft  
 Consultation response document 18/19 charges  
 SLP questionnaire example response x 3  
 Nav conference call agenda 

 
 

Q:13 With respect to information and services provided to NAVs, SLPs and developers: 

 

(a) Do you offer any similar services with operational service levels that differ depending 
on the customer type (developer, NAV, SLP)? If so, please list the services and explain the 
reasons for the differences. 

We currently apply Water UK levels of services to our developer and SLP customers. With respect 
to our NAV customers we apply the following operational process and timescales: 

 

 
Figure 5: Operational processes and timescales 

The reason this process and timescales differ are due to the complex nature of connection 
requests by NAVS. They are typically large sites, where there is a greater requirement for network 
reinforcement activity, which drives the need for pre site evaluations before applications can be 
accepted.  

 



 

 
AFW effective markets – responses to questions: Annexes A, B and C  Page 45 of 51 

The recommendations made within the behavioural improvement document specific to New 
Applications and Variations, will be assessed and taken into consideration as part of our planned 
process improvements. 

(b) There are a number of published Water UK developer service metrics that relate 
specifically to SLPs. Please provide commentary on your performance with respect to 
those metrics, including an explanation if any measures are blank. 

 

Table 9: April to June 2019 Levels of Service 

 

 

The need for improvements has been recognised and in July 2019 we commenced a 
transformation programme within our Developer Services Team, focusing on our end to end 
processes. We have identified 13 key areas, including Self-Lay and NAVs, and we are focusing 
on process improvement and where possible the automation of these processes to ensure 
improved user experience, consistency and improved levels of performance. 

The programme is due to complete before the end of the financial year, and we have planned 
sessions with our NAV and SLP customers in November, in which we will be sharing our proposed 
improvements and seeking their inputs. 

Improvements are also being made to our website, specifically to improve the knowledge base, 
which provides detailed guidance about New Appointments and Variations, how to make NAV 
applications, and NAV charges. This work is due to be completed by November 2019. 
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(c) Water UK has a draft report on Behavioural Improvements relating to interactions with 
NAVs. It sets out several SLAs relating to NAVs, please describe your performance against 
those metrics over the past year. 

Proposed behavioural improvements 

In January 2019, Water UK established a dedicated project group of representatives from 
incumbent companies and one NAV organisation, with the sole objective to develop an action 
plan to improve behavioural barriers. The result was a document which recommended best 
practice principles that should be adopted by Water Companies. The table below lists the 
behavioural areas, recommended improvements, and the activity that we have undertaken to date 
in this regard. 

Table 10: Proposed behavioural improvements 

Behavioural Area Improvement Affinity Activity 

1. Pricing  NAVs should be able to 
independently calculate an 
indicative bulk charge for the 
majority of sites, where on-site 
assets are fully funded by the 
developer.  

 Incumbents should maintain a 
dedicated NAV page on their 
websites, with all relevant 
information contained there or 
clearly signposted 

 NAV bulk charges schemes 
should contain worked 
examples to make clear how 
charges are calculated. 

 Incumbents should inform NAVs 
when new bulk charges are 
published and consult with 
NAVs when they make 
substantive changes to their 
bulk charges. 

 Incumbents should make efforts 
to provide clarity on where their 
new connections charging 
arrangements for NAVs differ to 
developers and Self-Lay 
providers. 

 NAV charges should be 
presented in a table format, with 
volumetric rates in £/m3 and 
fixed charges in £s 

 

 Our published NCC 
changes list all costs 
associated with Developer 
Services works. This 
document enables all 
customer groups to work 
out a rough cost that will 
be associated with their 
project. 

 Affinity Water currently 
have a dedicated NAV 
page on our website - 
https://www.affinitywater.c
o.uk/appointments-
variations.aspx.  

 NAV customers are 
contacted at the same 
point as all other customer 
groups, to be made aware 
when any bulk or charging 
updates are due to be 
consulted or published. 

 Affinity Waters NCC 
document clearly shows 
the costs for each 
customer group. This is 
demonstrated in the 
document index. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2. Information 
availability 
& Provision 

1) Bulk NAV Application form. 
2) Bulk Application Process 
3) Amendments to application 

response form 

 Affinity Water have 
recently re-designed our 
bulk NAV application form, 
to make it more relevant to 
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Behavioural Area Improvement Affinity Activity 

 the needs of our NAV 
customers. NAV contacts 
were contacted and made 
aware of this update 
during the enhancement 
process. 

 Affinity Water have a 
bespoke application 
response for bulk NAV 
applications, to ensure we 
are providing all the 
information our NAV 
customers require to 
progress their projects. 

We are currently undertaking a 
transformation programme within 
our Developer Services Team, 
whereby the NAV process and 
supporting documentation are 
being addressed.   This 
programme is due to complete 
before the end of the financial 
year. 

Improvements are also being 
made to our website, specifically to 
improve the knowledge banks, 
which provide detailed guidance 
about new applications and 
variation, how to make NAV 
applications, and NAV charges. 
This work is due to be completed 
by November 2019. 

Where possible we are automating 
our processes to ensure improved 
user experience, consistency and 
improved levels of performance. - 
Remove? 

3. Levels of 
Service 

Indicative timings for each stage of the 
NAV process, are applied to internal 
SLA process for NAV applications. 

We currently only have 1 NAV 
(IWNL) engaged with our 
developer services team. The 
average timescale for an 
application through to connection 
is currently 28 days (calculated 
based on 9 applications) 

The recommended timescales / 
SLA will be included as part of the 
improvements being made to the 
NAV process as part of the 
transformation work.  
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SLAs relating to NAVs 

 

We have looked at the draft metrics and assessed our performance again them as shown in the table 
below.  

Table 11: Draft NAV SLA metrics 

 

 

(d) Are there any examples of instances where you have provided information to NAVs or 
SLPs at the same time as, or after, providing a quote/offer to the developer of the same 
site? 

We have no examples of applications for the same sites between NAVs and developers. There 
are also no instances of quotes being issued to SLPs and Developers of the same site. If a 
Developer opts to use an SLP, this will either be at the point of application, or they will inform 
Affinity Water of their decision to use an SLP once the quote has been issued. Affinity Water will 
then update the application type, capture the SLPs information and issue an updated quote 
containing this information.  

  

Stage Key Process Steps Indicative timings 
Affinity Water historic 

performance 
Comments 

1 Si te Status  Review
Incumbent Provides  confi rmation of unserved status  or 

identi fies  s erved properties  
15 bus iness  days  

13 tasks   
11 is sued wi thin 15 

busines s  days  
84% compl iance  

Affi ni ty Water works  system generates  tasks  
automatica l ly to enabl e us  to compl y wi th Water 

UK metrics . As  this  NAV metric has  not been 
implemented, the current task is  based on a  21 day 

target. 

Appl icant submits  appl ication form to incumbent – 
incumbent acknowledges receipt of appl i cati on form 

and confi rms completenes s
5 bus iness  days

8 tas ks
100% compl iance 

Incumbent provides  a  bul k s ervi ce offer letter to the 
appl icant

20 bus iness  days
6 taks  

33% compl iance 

Compl iance agai ns t this  metri c wi l l  improve once a  
dedicated task is  bui l t into our works  management 

s ystem. 
Appl icant confi rms/or not acceptance of bulk service 

offer
5 bus iness  days N/A

Standard bulk service agreement s igned 10 bus iness  days N/A

As  this  metric is  s ti l l  a  dra ft, i t has  not been bui l t 
into our works  management s ystem as  yet. When 
these metri cs  a re  l i ve within the indus try, Affini ty 

Water wi l l  bui l d this  metri c in and report on 
performance.

Negotia tion of bespoke terms  and conditions  i f 
appl i cable

To be agreed 
between parties

N/A

As  this  metric is  s ti l l  a  dra ft, i t has  not been bui l t 
into our works  management s ystem as  yet. When 
these metri cs  a re  l i ve within the indus try, Affini ty 

Water wi l l  bui l d this  metri c in and report on 
performance.

Bulk connection payment made by appl icant 5 bus iness  days N/A

As  this  metric is  s ti l l  a  dra ft, i t has  not been bui l t 
into our works  management s ystem as  yet. When 
these metri cs  a re  l i ve within the indus try, Affini ty 

Water wi l l  bui l d this  metri c in and report on 
performance.

Bulk connection completed by incumbent (fol lowing 
payment)

15 bus iness  days N/A

As  this  metric is  s ti l l  a  dra ft, i t has  not been bui l t 
into our works  management s ystem as  yet. When 
these metri cs  a re  l i ve within the indus try, Affini ty 

Water wi l l  bui l d this  metri c in and report on 
performance.

Bulk service appl i ca tion 2

3 Bulk s ervi ce agreement

4 Bulk Connection
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Q:14 With respect to asset adoption, please set out: 

 

(a) How you are ensuring you will be ready for implementation of the new sector guidance 
and model adoption agreements, once we have approved them and they form part of the 
Code for Adoption Agreements. 

We have carefully examined the response to the draft sector guidance and draft model agreement 
submitted in January for review. While work was subsequently carried out to produce a revision 
to the initial draft, the comments suggested that key sections of the draft document will remain 
unchanged. 

These revised documents have become the basis for the development of an implementation plan 
which is a crucial workstream within our ongoing Developer Services Transformation Project to 
deliver high quality service to our customers. While the details of the plan are dependent on the 
contents of the approved sector guidance and model agreements, our draft implementation plan 
addresses both the need to review and adjust existing processes and setting up the necessary 
governance and periodic review. This includes changes to the current redress scheme to bring it 
in line with expectations set in the sector guidance.  

It is our intention to set up an internal Adoptions Panel. This panel will monitor the progress of the 
implementation plan and to provide assurance that the Code for Adoption Agreements is adhered 
to. This panel will be composed of members with the appropriate level of authority to make 
decisions and act upon the required changes. Once the implementation of the new sector 
guidance and model adoption agreements is complete the intention is for the Adoptions Panel to 
take the responsibility to manage the periodic revisions of required documentation, this is likely 
to include the Annual Contestability Summary, the Design and Construction Standards as well as 
provide governance for the management of requests for deviations from the principles of the 
Code. 

 

(b) How you have engaged with customers around codes for adoption. 

WaterUK have established the “Codes Programme” to allow adoption customers and water 
companies to work together in designing the draft sector guidance and draft model agreements. 
As part of the process, WaterUK has sought the views and feedback from stakeholders on the 
proposals and consulted on behalf of water companies. 

Our Community Delivery Director joined the Codes Programme Board, which was established by 
water companies to set up the necessary arrangements for the delivery of the actions required by 
the Code. 

As such we have engaged with customers around codes for adoption via our active participation 
in the Codes Programme. For a full description of all customer engagement activities we refer to 
Section 3 (Content Development and Consultation) of the Water Companies’ recommendation to 
Ofwat. 

We accept the view that insufficient consultation had been carried out for the initial submission in 
January 2019. Following a revision to the draft adoption code documents, WaterUK has launched 
another public consultation to address these concerns. 
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Annex D – Question relating to the effective support and development 
of new markets (optional) 

Q:1 What are you doing to effectively support the development of new markets (e.g. bio 
resources)? 

As we are a WoC we have not had any involvement in the Bioresources market.  We are generally 
supportive of the concept of bilateral markets in water but have not had any practical 
examples.  We certainly actively look for alternative supplies of water as part of our Water 
Resources Management Planning process and we engage keenly with any potential providers of 
water resources.  Our company is experiencing resource stress with the requirement to make 
sustainability reductions in order to leave more water in the environment and no potential sources 
of water are ruled out.    

 

  






