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INTRODUCTION 

This document sets out the response from Northumbrian Water Limited in relation to the 

letters received from Rachel Fletcher, and subsequently on 16 th September from Emma 

Kelso, regarding the development of effective markets.  

 

Northumbrian Water is a strong supporter of markets where these act in customers’ 

interests.  We believe that harnessing the opportunities offered by well-structured markets in 

the water sector can ultimately drive value for money for customers, improve resilience and, 

in so doing, help strengthen the legitimacy of the sector. 

 

We have a track record of supporting the development of markets. We have already 

undertaken the largest water resources trade made in the industry since privatisation in the 

form of a 20 year, 20 Ml/d agreement with Thames Water. We played a leading role in 

creating the non-household retail market and continue to facilitate open competition through 

our role as wholesaler. We are actively pursuing opportunities in the bio-resources market, 

and have facilitated competition in local networks and developer services through 

constructive engagement with participants in these markets including NAVs, SLPs, and 

developers. 

 

In the remainder of this document we set out in detail our response to the specific points 

raised in the letter of 16th September. 
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ANNEX A: QUESTION RELATING TO YOUR BOARD’S SUPPORT FOR THE 
DEVELOPMENT OF EFFECTIVE MARKETS 

 
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 sets, implements and supports the companies’ vision, values, standards and 

strategy and ensures compliance with company policies and legal and regulatory obligations. 

 

The Audit Committee assists the Board and its members to discharge their individual and 

collective duties, including in relation to risk management and determining risk appetite. 

 

Based on our corporate risk register, which includes risks in relation to compliance with the 

Competition Act, our Risk and Compliance Sub-Committee receives regular updates on top 

rated risks and priorities for assurance and conducts ‘deep dives’ into key areas of risk. 

 

Our Board also has oversight of our annual Assurance Plan which sets out an assessment 

of risks, strengths and weaknesses associated with either meeting our obligations and 

commitments or providing information of appropriate quality. It details the assurance we put 

in place to address these risks including: 

 

• How we assure compliance with the Market Performance Framework for the non-

household retail market.  

 

• How we assure tariffs and charges, including wholesale charges, and developer services 

charges. 

 

• How we assure bio-resources and water resources market information. 

 

This approach has resulted in comprehensive assurance being applied to both Market 

Performance Standards and Operational Performance standards, in order to ensure that 

service to all customers in the market is compliant, as well as robust assurance for other 

market information and tariffs and charges. 

 

More detailed oversight of charges is conducted by our Charges Steering Group which 

comprises 2 board directors along with other senior managers and meets every two months. 

A terms of reference is provided in Appendix A1a NES Charges Steering Group.   

 

Our annual Board Assurance Statement (in relation to wholesale charges) is provided in 

Appendix A1b NES Board Statement of Assurance and confirms the interaction between 

Charges Steering Group and Board, in particular that: 
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“Any significant decisions and matters arising have been reported to the ELT and as 
required to the Board.”  

 

Where warranted, our Board also takes more direct involvement. A good example being 

provision of the letter of assurance in relation to non-household retail market opening, 

provided in Appendix A1c. In this document the Board confirmed that NWL had sufficient 

resources in place for market opening.  

 

Finally, chapter 6 of our PR19 business plan sets out our approach to facilitating the 

development of markets across the service value chain (see also Annex D). 

 

Every member of our Board has endorsed this business plan, which was enabled by the 

Board leading the development of our strategy, customer and stakeholder engagement 

arrangements and assurance processes as well as extensively reviewing and challenging 

the business plan. Full details of Board assurance of our plan can be found in chapter 10. 

 

Our full business plan can be found here:    

http://www.nwgourplan.co.uk/pdfs/NWG PR19 Interactive FINAL.pdf 
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ANNEX B: QUESTIONS RELATING TO THE BUSINESS RETAIL MARKET 

 
General 
 
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). 

 

NWL have for many years completed an annual Business Customer survey. When the 

Non-household (NHH) Retail Water Market opened we took the decision to continue with 

this survey. The survey was re-designed to reflect the changes in the market, was 

completed by an independent third party and for the past two years has had a sample size 

of 500. We attach copies of the surveys from 2017 and 2018 at Appendices B1a and B1b. 

 

This has given us some valuable insight but it is not specifically designed to assess the 

views of customers on the detailed points mentioned. We are currently considering the 

content for a further potential survey this year but do not consider that the statistical 

approach adopted would be conducive to obtaining relevant feedback on these specific 

points. Given the random selection process it is unlikely that we would get a high enough 

incidence of customers engaged in the specific topics mentioned. 

 

At the moment we rely on case by case awareness and on feedback via our contracted 

Retailers. This feedback is obtained via regular account management interactions with our 

Retailers.  

 

We recognise that this is an area that we could benefit from gaining greater insight. As the 

vast majority of these interactions with NHH customers involves a degree of both 

wholesaler and retailer contact/service, we plan to investigate a joint targeted approach to 

survey a number of NHH customers who have received the specified service and review a 

number of any relevant complaints that relate to the service. We would anticipate 

completing this work in the first quarter of 2020.   

 

We do regularly review all complaints. We hold a monthly, initially fortnightly, internal 

operational meeting to review complaints and address any learning points arising. A 

couple of simple examples of the outcomes of this process are given below; 

 

• A Retailer complaint came in about the requirement to submit multiple forms for 

multiple SPIDs for the same customer at the same site. In response to this recognised 

the need to allow some bilking of requests in appropriate circumstances. 

• At market go live, and subsequently thereafter, NWL has updated its main customer 

billing and contact systems for both HH and NHH customers. One customer complaint 

highlighted the need to re-brief staff on the requirement to do a full check of premise 
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history, including legacy systems, before responding to a complaint. Some pertinent 

information was missed, this led to a briefing session for our impacted teams.     

   

Industry Governance 
 
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 monitor the activities of the Panel and its associated Committees and working 

groups either by direct involvement in these groups or via tracking of the minutes and 

working papers of the groups. Additionally we will make direct contacts with Working 

Group and Committee leads if considered pertinent or we have any specific ideas to 

contribute.  

 

Despite the obvious geographical challenges facing us with the majority of market 

activities centred on London or Southampton we are committed to supporting these 

important group. Greater detail on our involvement against each section is given below. 

 

Market Panel 

We have actively engaged with the Market Panel and its predecessor the Interim Panel 

via the active submission of 1 code change (CPW005 Self-supply) and assisting in the 

submission of another code change (CPW013 Meter Reading Validation). We respond to 

all consultations and requests for information published. 

 

Additionally we decided to directly support the Panel by nominating a candidate for the 

last round of Panel nominations. Our candidate was elected and since April this year we 

have directly contributed via membership of the Panel. It must be stressed that whilst we 

support the Panel in this way, the relevant release letters have been issued by NWL and 

accordingly our Employee is free to act, as required, as an entirely independent 

individual. A core requirement of Panel involvement and one that is strongly supported 

by NWL. We are confident that our candidate has an extensive breadth of market 

knowledge and general industry experience and will act pragmatically and in the best 

interests of the market. 

 

Market Committees 

Of the six Market Committees we currently provide members to four of them and 

provide an alternate member for one other committee. 

 

• Trading Disputes – one member since the creation of the Committee with a 

100% attendance record. We also provide an alternate to this member. 

• Market Performance – we provide one alternate member to the member 

nominated by Anglian Water.   

• GDPR Issues Committee – we provided an initial member to first GDPR 

Working Group set up prior to the formulation of the committee. Latterly, since 

April 2019, we have provided a full member to the Committee.    

• Trade Effluent Issues Committee – we have provided one member since the 

creation of the Committee in November 2017.   
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Market Working Groups 

We have been active members and contributors to many of the Working Groups; 

offering data, views and opinions in a pragmatic and constructive manner. 

 

• User Forum – we have attended every user Forum with the majority of 

attendance in person. We also attend via skype and are active and regular 

contributors to the discussions. We have presented topics twice at user 

Forums. 

 

• Digital Strategy Committee – we were regular attendees at the Digital Strategy 

Committee (DSC) indeed this Committee was instigated via an NWL CEO 

Forum initiative. 

 

• Operations Release and Working Group – we have been regular attendees at 

these meetings since its inception and prior to this when they function as 2 

separate meetings. 

 

• Retailer Wholesaler Group (RWG) - We have been regular and active 

members of the RWG. Attending meetings and contributing to the working 

Groups. Specifically we are joint chair of the Complaints group and have led 

the creation of the Return to Sewer Market Guidance Document.  

 

• Wholesaler Interface Group (WIG) - We are regular attendees at the WIG.  

 

• Accredited Entities Working Group - We have been represented on this group 

since the very start of the process. 

 

• Long Unread Meter Working Group - We were recently successful in having a 

candidate selected for this working group. 

 

A more detailed list of NWL’s Engagement by Individual is attached at Appendix B2a. 

Additional evidence is presented in the minutes of the various meetings as published on the 

MOSL website. These minutes have not been included as part of this submission but can 

be provided if required. 

 
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. 

 
NWL has consistently responded to all industry consultations on code change proposals or 

other industry matters. We have opted not to respond on a very small number of occasions 

where we have either deemed it inappropriate to do so or we didn’t have any relevant 

comments or concerns. 
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Consultations and associated market activity are closely tracked within our Wholesale 

Services Team. An explanatory organogram for the department is provided at Appendix B3a. 

Responsibility is spread across the whole team with an overall responsibility with our 

Compliance Officer. Committee or Sub-group members take the lead on activities within the 

remit of the relevant committee or Sub-group concerned. 

 

When responding to a consultation, input is sought from relevant staff and teams within our 

broader organisation. All draft responses are compiled with a balanced perspective; looking 

at the benefits to our NHH customers, the benefits to the market as a whole and the potential 

impacts or benefits on individual trading parties or trading party types. Whilst we always 

strive to give a balanced view we must by definition give an assessment of the impacts to us 

a wholesaler, without this view the market would not be able to properly assess the impact 

on all trading parties. Indeed the very nature of the consultation process invites all trading 

parties to comment in order that a central balanced view can be taken. So a response often 

has to be a statement of factual impact on the responder and then balanced views or 

thoughts on the broader issue at play. This is the approach that we always try to adopt. 

 

All responses are reviewed by the Head of Wholesale Services prior to submission. Whilst 

the majority of consultations relate to technical or quite detailed market processes and 

procedures some are more strategic in nature. The Head of Wholesale Services will seek 

Director or ELT – level input on a response if deemed appropriate. 

 

A key element of some responses is the need to assess and balance the commercial 

implications of any change. It is fairly rare that a materially significant code change proposal 

is assessed. The commercial balance is arguably more important at the market level and it is 

often not possible for an individual trading party to assess this market wide position. We 

attempt to be pragmatic in our responses and try and understand the broader aspects of any 

change. We would cite our recent response on CPW067 – Bulk Submission of Service 

Requests as an example of our approach. A copy of this response is included at Appendix 

B3b. In this response we recognise and understand the benefits that this change would bring 

to Retailers and for us as a specific trading party we did not envisage a material cost impact. 

However, we recognised that this might not be the case for all trading parties and we were 

also concerned over some behavioural risks associated with the change. Therefore our 

response agreed and accepted the benefits the change could bring, but we also commented 

on the potential impact elsewhere and we made practical governance suggestions to try and 

address the risks that we perceived. This example is typical of our approach and we would 

suggest demonstrates both balance and pragmatism.  

 
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). 

 

Our strategic approach to participation in the Panel has not been specifically discussed at 

main Board level. We do not feel that this is an appropriate matter for our Board. Our 

participation in the governance framework of the market is very much an operational 

matter and as such is sanctioned at Executive Leadership Team (ELT) (including CEO)/ 
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Executive Director Level for Panel participation and at Director/Head of Wholesale 

Services Level for all other aspects. NWL operate a strong culture of staff empowerment 

with a focus on customer service. We expect, and empower, the managerial roles within 

our organisation to act in accordance with the remits of their roles and the vision and 

values of the organisation set by our Board. We attach at Appendix B4 our corporately 

held vision and values for the organisation and by way of example we explain how we 

expect this to manifest itself in practice. 

 

We are striving to be recognised as the best performing water company in the industry. 

Inherent within this is an obvious need to both participate and engage with the broader 

industry on a wide range of governance matters. This engagement must be constructive, 

effective and pragmatic. For us it is important that this approach is instilled in all levels of 

the organisation and it should not require main Board level involvement; it should be 

endemic to the culture of the organisation. 

 

An example of this approach in practice is our decision to nominate a representative for 

the Panel when the last round of nominations was called for. The decision to nominate 

was considered at Head of Wholesaler Services level and then discussed and sanctioned 

at CEO & Executive Director level. We recognised that release letters would be required 

and that our nominee would be expect to act independently in the best interests of the 

market. These aspects were fully understood and supported.    

 

This approach has led to us playing a prominent role and actively engaging in a broad 

cross section of market activities. Please refer to our answer to question B2 for full details 

of our involvement.   

    

Wholesaler performance 
 
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? 

 

We have been subject to 2 IPRPs and details on both are presented below. 

 

MPS 7,8 & 9 combined – Late submission of F and I reads for meters 

 

These MPS standards relate to the submission of final (F) and initial (I) reads in respect of 

meters that have been installed, or replaced. MPS 8 covers this activity when carried out 

by an accredited entity and MPS 9 cover the installation or replacement trade effluent or 

private meters. The material numbers for us all related to MPS 7 (as is the case for the 

majority of wholesalers). Prior to being asked to produce an IPRP we had already 

identified this as an area of concern. We undertook a failure by failure review in order to 

determine the root cause or causes. This analysis revealed 4 principal types of failure or 

factor. 

 

• We identified and were progressing a back log of meter exchanges that had been 
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have now commenced the roll out of our replacement work and asset management 

system (WAMS). This will see a number of separate legacy system combined into one 

new system utilised across all our operating areas. This will streamline and increase the 

automation of data flows associated with meter replacement, repair or installation activity. 

Once complete this will enable us to make the final performance improvements required. 

To a small extent the pending implementation of this new system has restricted our ability 

to fully resolve our issues, as we have had to put in place a number of manual activities 

as work rounds until the new systems go live and are fully functional. Additionally the data 

cleanse activities associated with the implementation of the new system have identified a 

number of further missed exchanges.  

 

The roll out of the WAMS has now commenced and the next 6 months will see this 

extended across the relevant teams. In the mean-time we are continuing with our 

additional manual activities and interventions and this will enable us to sustain the level of 

improvement attained and potentially enable us to make further improvements in our level 

of performance. We are still impacted by the discovery of “missed or hidden” meter 

exchanges and this will continue until fully purged. When we find a missed exchange we 

always use the actual date of the exchange rather than the date of discovery. This incurs 

an MPS failure but ensure the accuracy of the data set within the market. 

 

It should also be noted that an MPS 7 failure in respect of a new connection will result in 

an MPS 3 failure as well.  

 

MPS 3 – Notification to the market of a new connection 
 
This Market Performance Standard has been problematic to us. As part of our system 

design we designed a fully automated process that sent all the required market messages as 

a single “conversation.” This is highly efficient however it relied upon the receipt of the 

relevant messages from the Retailer in both a timely fashion and without error. Both of these 

aspects have been difficult and as such we have had to adopt manual work arounds in this 

area. This has been far from ideal and has resulted in our MPS 3 performance being at an 

unsatisfactory level for a sustained period as indicated below. 
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We are supportive of the Market Performance Framework and the escalation process within. 

The process has helped us focus and provided a reputational incentive to address the issues 

identified. We will continue to engage positively with this process until we meet the required 

performance levels.      

 

 

 

3 https://www.mosl.co.uk/panel and https://www.mosl.co.uk/panel/panel-committees 
4 https://www.mosl.co.uk/groups 
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This demonstrates the similarity in performance. We also do look at the issue on an individual 

retailer basis and when the sample set size is factored in we are broadly consistent in the equality 

of our performance. As the data set evolves we expect the larger sample sets will reduce the 

variability. The table below highlights this effect for the 2018/19 data. 
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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. 

 

Data collation is carried out by the Compliance Officer and is cross checked and validated by 

the Wholesale Operations Manager. The source data is primarily drawn from our Customer 

Care and Billing (CC&B) system. This system case manages all requests via a Business 

Process. A sample to give an idea of the look and feel of this is attached at Appendix B8a 

along with a snapshot of the related monthly Service Level Agreement (SLA) report at 

Appendix B8b. This shows the logging of the activity/request as a Business Process and its 

subsequent SLA reporting. SLA’s are automatically built into our core business process within 

CC&B. Monthly reports are system generated but the final collation of the data is a manual 

process. The Compliance Officer and/or Wholesale Operations Manager will spot sample 

check a number of transactions back through the full business process to confirm validity and 

accuracy of the system data. 

 

Strategically the data and process is also subject to our formal internal auditing processes and 

it will now also be part of our External Data Validation process.  

Retailer Total Tasks

No. of tasks 

outside of 

SLA

% non-

compliance

ASSOCIATED-R          6,123 976 15.94%

RETAILER-1 175 25 14.29%

RETAILER-2 88 16 18.18%

RETAILER-3 54 10 18.52%

RETAILER-4 51 7 13.73%

RETAILER-5 50 6 12.00%

RETAILER-6 31 5 16.13%

RETAILER-7 22 5 22.73%

RETAILER-8 11 1 9.09%

RETAILER-9 9 1 11.11%

RETAILER-10 9 1 11.11%

RETAILER-11 7 2 28.57%

RETAILER-12 4 0.00%

RETAILER-13 2 0.00%

RETAILER-14 1 0.00%

RETAILER-15 1 0.00%

RETAILER-16 1 1 100.00%

RETAILER-17 1 0.00%

RETAILER-18 1 0.00%

RETAILER-19 1 0.00%

RETAILER-20 1 1 100.00%

RETAILER-21 1 0.00%

Grand Total 6,644 1,057 15.91%
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Data quality 
 
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. 

 

Long Unread Meters 
For all meters at occupied premises that had not been read within twelve months of the market 

opening date we have attempted to obtain a wholesaler initiated meter read. We commenced this 

work in October 2018 and we have completed circa 1,600 visits. The outcomes of these visits vary 

from obtaining a read and providing this read to the Retailer, exchanging the meter to being unable 

to locate the meter ourselves and this then instigates further investigation. The outcomes are 

categorised below. 

 

 
 

Our current plans are to complete the follow up actions on the occupied premises and to 

commence visits for the vacant premises and on a number of premises that have now become 

occupied.  The priority remains on the occupied premises as these are the most customer 

impactful issues. We envisage continuing with this activity until all issues are addressed. 

 

We have engaged with all Retailers on this matter via email, providing details of the long unread 

meters and seeking information on skips or meter reading issues. We would expect to see issues 

raised via the relevant market form. 

 

We have also specifically engaged with the associated retailer on this matter to try and understand 

what issues they might be experiencing. Fortnightly catch up calls have been held on a regular 

basis for the last six months. Further MOSL facilitated meetings have now been established as 

part of the MPOP process to explore any other actions that can be taken to improve the current 

situation. 

 

NWL closely monitor the position and remain available to offer any support necessary. We are 

particularly keen to share data analysis in order to help identify any specific issues or problems. 

The table below gives an over of the position for us as a wholesaler since market opening. The 

trends are encouraging and we envisage further positive progress over the coming months. 

 

Category Number

Completed or Retailer Action required 690

Further action required by NWL 470

Action required by both parties 295

In progress 142

Total 1597
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Faulty Meters 

Faulty meters should be reported to the Wholesaler by the retailer, as soon as practically possible, 

via market Form B01. We were contacted by one Retailer to see if we would be prepared to bulk 

process a back-log of un-submitted faulty meter reports built up over the period April 17 to 

December 18. We agreed to accept this bulk request and have processed these as Wholesaler 

initiated meter investigations. In total this was for 940 different meters. We received the request in 

January 2019 and we have now either processed the request or a field activity is still pending. 

 

We would expect Retailers on behalf of their customers to be monitoring low and high 

consumption and either investigating these matters or reporting these to the Wholesaler for 

investigation. We do proactively monitor low consumption and will report this to the relevant 

retailer where required.   

 

Vacancy 

The effective management of occupancy status remains a major concern to us in the new water 

retail market. Under the market codes the retailer has control of the occupancy status flag and is 

the only trading party that can change this status. We became aware of an adverse change in 

vacancy levels within our data set in October 2018 when a back log of status updates was 

completed in the market by our associated retailer.  

 

At this point we commenced discussions with the retailer concerned to understand the issues and 

agree what actions were to be taken to address this matter. Since then we have taken the 

following actions.  

 

• Desktop analysis of over 9,000 premises using a third party data provider. Details of outcomes 

have been relayed to all Retailers for their own SPIDs and for subsequent investigation and 

occupancy status correction. 

• We have recently commenced a programme of formal vacant premise site visits and 

Date (sub detail)

No of meters not 

read since 12 

months before 

go live 

No of meters 

not read since 

go live 

No of meters 

not read in the 

last 12 months

01/04/2017 7,589                      -                         7,589                     

01/01/2018 5,568                      13,154                  13,255                  

01/01/2019 3,596                      8,732                     14,301                  

17/10/2019 2,938                      5,356                     13,743                  

OCCUPIED 692                         2,159                     7,851                     

of which Internal 368                         780                        2,496                     

VACANT 2,226                      3,167                     5,834                     

of which Internal 1,326                      1,777                     2,617                     

Non Market Meter 20                            30                           58                           

Total 2,938                      5,356                     13,743                  
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investigations. The data from these visits is provided to the relevant retailer and a formal 

vacancy challenge is commenced in the market. We have currently completed circa 270 visits 

and raised 181 occupancy status challenges. The visits are prioritised based on observed 

consumption. This process will run for the next six months as a minimum and we will process 

at a rate of between 75-125 visits per week. This rate enables a sensible challenge rate to be 

actioned with Retailers. 

• We have instigated a process to supplement these visits with additional inspections from our 

Leakage Technicians. District Meter Area (DMA) visits now include visibility of vacant NHH 

premises and staff have been briefed to complete occupancy checks wherever possible. 

• We have completed a duel branded letter drop at the request of a specific Retailer and we 

intend to do further letter drops in due course. Any letter drop will be done in association with 

the relevant retailer(s). 

• We have instigated an internal “void or avoiding” initiative to further help identify potentially 

occupied premises. This includes a phone based app to report potential occupied premises. 

 

The findings from the above actions will shape and inform our medium and longer term occupancy 

management strategy for NHH Premises in the NHH Market. Additionally we will monitor and 

investigate the effectiveness of other initiatives, such as charging for vacant premises and 

incentive schemes, before finalising and adapting our strategy. In the longer term we remain 

aligned with a move to a situation similar to that in Scotland, whereby the owner becomes liable for 

payment of the charges received by vacant premises. We recognise that this raises certain other 

issues but we do believe that going forward this is the fairest way to levy charges against vacant 

premises. 

 

We remain committed to helping Retailers effectively and accurately manage occupancy statuses 

within the market. We will continue to proactively support retailers with the provision of information 

and will play an active part in any initiatives to resolve the current problems. 

    

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? 

 
Prior to market opening, as required by our licence, we committed significant resource to the 

cleansing of our data. Notably this included the collection of accurate GIS X & Y co-ordinates for 

all of our meters. This work commenced following the data pilot trials carried out in 2014 and was 

concluded prior to the commencement of shadow operations and the initial data load to the 

Market. To this end overall we were confident in the quality of data but recognised that we still had 

some errors, some inaccuracies and some gaps.  

 

Since market go live we have continued to work proactively and also with retailers to both maintain 

and improve the quality of our data.  

 

Internally we have a range of data monitoring reports that are used to highlight any data gaps, any 

data anomalies between our own systems and CMOS and any data errors. We utilise standard 
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MDS reports and some tailored Jaspersoft Reports to effect this analysis. A sample of these 

reports/processes are listed below; 

 

• Meter Location Data Monitoring 

• Meter Size and Minimum Meter Read Frequency Checks  

• Meter Reading Error Checks – (High and low consumption) 

• SPID tariff checks and service component checks 

• Long Unread Meter Status 

• Vacancy Status Reporting 

 

This data analysis has given us good insight into our data and has enabled to complete a number 

of proactive data activities. The following actions are examples of this work; 

 

• We identified a number of meters with the incorrect number of meter dials in CMOS. We 

communicated the information to Retailers and then bulk corrected them on the 2 March 2108. 

 

• We identified all meters with a different Minimum Read Frequency to that suggested by the 

physical meter size. We communicated this to retailers (twice) and provided the information on 

the Portal. Where retailers have responded with their agreement we have updated the 

information in CMOS. 

 

• Meter Location Data – we have continued, and have now completed, to update a small number 

of meters without valid GIS X & Y co-ordinates. This work is fully complete but we continue to 

monitor for any anomalies. An example was that we discovered a number of entries (circa 700) 

where the co-ordinates in CMOS were reversed (ie GIS X & Y were entered as GIS Y & X). 

These were again bulk corrected. 

 

• Meter Location Data – we have a number of meters that whilst they have accurate GIS X&Y 

co-ordinates we feel that the free text description is inadequate. We intend to update these 

descriptions over the next 12 months. Priority will be given to occupied premises or any 

premise where the issue is felt to impacted a Retailers ability to read the meter.    

 

• SEMD Flag Updates – we reviewed the SMED flag status with all Retailers and updated and 

reconciled CMOS with our own internal systems.  

 
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. 

 
Information Received Directly to the Wholesaler 

Any relevant information concerning market data Items received directly but us would be assessed 

by either the Wholesale Services desk or the Property Data Team as appropriate. Depending on 
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the nature of the information a range of actions can result. Typically this assessment would see us 

evaluate the required actions and if a wholesaler only action we would imitate the actions. If it was 

a Retailer action we would instigate an outbound contact via our portal advising the Retailer of the 

issues. If it was a joint action required we would discuss this with the relevant Retailer and agree 

the required steps. Our cations may require some validation work to confirm the information 

provided but in normal circumstances any corrective actions can be imitated without delay. 

 

Information Received from a Retailer 

For single pieces of data received we would assess the information, verify if required and instigate 

corrective action. Internally this could result in the commencement of an appropriate business 

process and/or field activity.  

 

Typically this would require the Retailer to raise a general enquiry form within our portal or 

alternatively submit a query email and the appropriate course of action can then ben agreed. 

 

Where a retailer had a significant quantity of information across multiple SPIDs or meters we 

would handle each of these on a case by case basis and would look to utilise bulk submission via 

our portal; rather than a form based approach. An enquiry of this nature can be submitted via the 

Wholesale Services Desk or via the relevant account manager. 

 

General 

Where any data item impacts settlement or charges then the matter would also be assessed by 

our Settlement and Reconciliation Team. The requirements of CSD0105 Error Rectification and 

Retrospective Amendment are particularly pertinent in this regard. We attach an extract of our 

CSD0105 error rectification log by way of example at Appendix B11a.  

 
Wholesaler retailer interactions 

 
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 attend all RWG Meetings and have been active participants in a number of the initiatives 

involved. Specifically we have; 

 

• led the drafting of the Return to Sewer Allowance Guidance Document 

• co-chair the RWG Complaints sub-group 

• contributed to the other 6 Guidance documents 

 

Our policies already align with the majority of the guidance documents and we don’t have anything 

that we would consider to be a significant deviation. Specifically though we have adjusted our 

policies in the following areas; 

 

• Leakage Allowance Policy – we have extended the time period for claim to 6 months 

• Leakage Allowance Policy - we have clarified the number of allowable claims in a 24 month 



  

23 

period. 

 

We are also currently reviewing three aspects of our data logging policy in order to see if we can 

sensibly more fully align with the relevant market guidance document in these areas. 

 

We attach copies of relevant policy documents at Appendices, B12, a to k. 

 
13. What actions have you undertaken to support the development and implementation 

of a bi-laterals solution5? Has your Board discussed your approach to the bi-laterals 

solution? Please provide relevant extracts of Board papers that document any such 

discussions. 

 

NWL has been a supporter of the need for a centralised bilateral solution since the very start of the 

market reform programme. We instigated the creation of OSD0601 and were forerunners in the 

work of the Digital Strategy Committee; that has done so much to promote a bi-lateral solution. 

 

Our belief has consistently been that some form of centralised bi-lateral solution is highly 

desirable, if not essential, in order to produce a highly efficient functioning market. The challenge 

is deciding on the optimum solution. 

 

The above belief has influenced our policy in this regard and led us to develop a simple but 

effective retailer bi-lateral portal using readily available technology. (Sharepoint). This will enable 

us to adopt and embrace the market wide solution as and when it evolves. We envisage being 

early adopters of any solution and we welcome Ofwat’s recent Code Change Proposal (CPW070 - 

Bilateral Interfaces Solution CPW) that has provided a mandate for, and fresh impetus to, the 

introduction of a bi-lateral solution. 

 

Since go live we have responded to a number of requests in relation to our current bilateral portal. 

Examples listed below. 

 

• We have increased the number of Portal log-ins available to each Retailer. 

• We have introduced a secure File Transfer Protocol (FTP) upload capability to the Portal 

• We have introduced a secure email link to facilitate the secure submission of Forms via email.  

 

Pending the formulation of a centralised solution we will continue to work with Retailers in this area 

to deliver further improvements.     

 

 

14. Wholesaler policies6: 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? 
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Footnote 6 

For this question you should include at least the following services: meter installation, meter 

repairs, making meter readings you have taken available to third parties, data logging services, 

leakage allowances, non-return to sewer allowances, vacant sites, permissions and permits 

concerning water supply and trade effluent services, disconnection or change of tenancy 

notification 

 

All our relevant Wholesaler Policies (copies are attached at Appendices B12, a to k) have been 

made available on our website but more specifically on our Retailer and NAV Portal. As part of 

our Retailer on-boarding process all Retailers are made aware of the portal and the website. Our 

account managers are available to provide clarity on any aspect of our services that is either not 

clear or not fully understood. We encourage, and this has proven successful, all Retailers to 

simply pick up the phone and discuss any issues. We believe that this approach has been very 

effective in the market. 

 

We would welcome, and engage fully, in any request for additional information and guidance. 

 

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 review our policies in light of actual experience in the market, feedback from trading 

parties and against the relevant market codes and guidance documents. 

 

Since market opening we have made the following changes to relevant policies. 

 

• We have clarified the annual cut off point for the receipt of allowance applications. 

• We have agreed to align invoice production (for settlement periods) to enable 

Retailers to benefit from concurrent invoicing. 

• We have introduced a Schedule 3 Alternate Eligible Credit Support Agreement for the 

consideration of all Retailers. A copy is attached at Appendix B14a. 

 

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 believe that our current charges scheme and associated charging structures are clear and as 

simple as practical whilst still complying with the relevant guidance. We have deliberately limited 

any changes in order to provide certainty and consistency to both Retailers and our NHH 

customers. We appreciate that structural changes will result in work for Retailers and we have not 

observed any need or received any requests to change or refine our charging structures or any 

associated SLAs. 

 



  

25 

We are not adverse to changes in this regard and have made some relatively minor changes. We 

are guarded on making strategic changes but recognise that market wide efficiencies for Retailers 

would result from a greater degree of charging structure harmonisation. We can affirm our 

commitment to positively engage in this area subject to ensuring Regulatory and Competition Act 

Compliance. 

 
 
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. 

 

We continue to formulate our charging policies and structures in line with the requirements of 

the Water Act and Ofwat’s guidance. We are unaware of any specific guidance requiring us to 

simplify tariffs in order to facilitate a Retailers ability to make price and service offers to end 

customers. We recognise the general requirement to have simple and understandable tariffs 

structures in order to facilitate comprehension and understanding by customers and this forms 

part of our standard charge setting arrangements and governance. 

 

We do recognise the challenges that Retailers face with regard to the diversity of the charging 

arrangements in place across the broader industry. As an individual Wholesaler since market 

opening we have endeavoured to keep consistency in our charging approach and in response 

to Retailer feedback we have adjusted one aspect of charging regime. More accurately the 

change was not a change to our charges scheme but a change in the way we applied this 

within CMOS. Specifically this relates to the way in which a site charge for our focus tariff 

structures is applied. 

 

More generally we would be very supportive of any initiatives that seek to provide greater 

harmonisation of tariff structures across the wider industry. However, we are very conscious of 

our Competition Act obligations and whilst harmonisation could potentially bring benefits to 

Retailers and ultimately end customers; we must ensure that innovation is not stifled or any 

actions are viewed as having anti-competitive implications. This flexibility of charging approach 

has led to many innovative charging structures within the market; social tariffs for example, 

and we must ensure that these benefits are not lost or stifled. 

 

In essence we do believe that a greater degree of tariff structure harmonisation can be 

achieved across the industry and that this would be beneficial to the end customer. The 

process however will require strong governance and significant regulatory involvement. We 

would be strongly supportive of, and willing to join, any Working Group established to address 

this area.   

 

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? 
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Our expected charging policy in respect of vacant sites is currently under review and will be 

finalised as part of our normal wholesale charges setting process. Currently we are not envisaging 

any change in policy. This policy is that we reserve the right to charge for consumption and 

surface water drainage charges at vacant premises, but currently this right is not exercised. We 

fully understand the market concerns, and particularly those of Retailers, over this aspect of the 

charging regime and this is a key consideration in our deliberations on this point.  

 

Vacancy Management responsibility has changed within the new NHH market and we have 

concerns that these changes have had a detrimental impact in this area. We are tracking all 

developments and initiatives in this area and will consider these in determining our long term 

approach. We have explained further on our current actions and approach in this area as part of 

our answer to question B9. 

 

We can confirm that our policies in respect of vacant premise charging have remained unchanged 

since the 1 April 2017 and they have not changed from the polices that existed prior to the 1 April 

2017. 

 
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? 

 

Our primary source of feedback is regular contact with Retailers via our dedicated account 

managers and our wholesale services desk. Account Management meetings or phone calls are 

held regularly with the majority of Retailers. The degree of contact is clearly scale related and 

practically this means that we interface more frequently with some Retailers than others. 

 

We have also carried out an independent survey with all Retailers in order to more formally gain 

feedback on our services. A copy is attached at Appendix B16a. Our survey for this year is on 

hold pending developments around R-Mex and concerns form Retailers on survey overload.  

 

Generally Retailers have expressed concern over the scale of “feedback” requests that they 

receive and understandably want a consistent and simple mechanism to provide their feedback 

within the market. We are therefore supportive of the current R-Mex initiative and would 

envisage this being a key source of feedback going forward. 

 

We would try and address service failings on a case by case basis but service quality issues are 

also discussed at Account Management Meetings.         

 

b. maintaining and improving your working relationship with retailers (e.g. do 

you host retailer engagement days, portfolio meetings, onboarding 

processes for new entrant retailers etc.)? 

 

We have a formal onboarding process for all new Retailers and a copy of our internal checklist 

is attached at Appendix B16b. An Account Manager is allocated and they are responsible for 
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the onboarding process and ensuring that all actions are completed and that appropriate 

communication lines have been established. 

 

We hold regular account meetings and/or calls to all Retailers. In response to feedback from 

Retailers we have not bombarded them with surveys and requests, we prefer to engage 

informally an invite the raising of any service issues in this manner.  

 

c. Understanding causes for, and improving levels of rejected, deferred or 

late OPS tasks? 

 

Under the new OPS regime Form rejections and deferrals are now more closely monitored. 

Our rejection rates since the 1 April 2019 are at 9.3%. This is a topic of discussion at some 

retailer meetings who are also actively monitoring their own rejections rates. Generally we try 

and work with the Retailer to avoid Form rejection wherever possible. We do review our 

rejection reasons and we would liaise directly with the Retailer concerned if any particular 

trends were observed. Our main reasons for Form rejections are; 

 

• RNR – Service request no longer required (high volume linked to the I1 Disconnection for 

non-payment process) this is expected to reduce as associated retailer now uses an 

accredited entity for this activity. 

• RMI – materially inaccurate form. 

• REU – could not contact end user. 

 

Our data is summarised below and is shown compared to the broader market statistics since 

April 2019. 

 

 
 

Wholesaler % Rejection Rate (Apr 19 to Sep 19)

Wholesaler 1 26.2%

Wholesaler 2 24.0%

Wholesaler 3 20.7%

Wholesaler 4 20.5%

Wholesaler 5 18.1%

Wholesaler 6 15.9%

Wholesaler 7 12.2%

Wholesaler 8 12.0%

Wholesaler 9 11.3%

Wholesaler 10 10.5%

Wholesaler 11 9.9%

NORTHUM-W 9.3%

Wholesaler 12 6.9%

Wholesaler 13 6.6%

Wholesaler 14 3.9%

Wholesaler 15 0.0%

Grand Total 14.2%
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d. changes or updates to the form or scope of your wholesaler services, the 

charges or charging structure for these, and/or any associated SLAs or KPIs 

associated with the provision of these services? How formal is this 

consultation? 

 
Changes to our charges or charging structure forms part of overall charge setting process. This 

includes the publication of the Statement of Significant Changes, the Indicative Charges and then 

the final publication. If any change warranted formal consultation, then this would be carried out as 

required. No such formal consultation has been required since market opening.  

 

All changes to service offerings would be communicated via emails to Retailers and discussed at 

account management meetings. 

 

Informal discussions and consultations are carried out at Account Management level and at 

Contract Manager level as and when required. More formal consultations on changes would be 

carried out if required.  

 
17. Concerning credit and payment terms, do you offer: 

a. alternative credit arrangements under Schedule 3 of the Business Terms of 

the Wholesale-Retail Code? If you have, what have you agreed and why? If 

not, or if you have refused a request for Schedule 3 terms, why not / why 

refused? 

 
We currently offer an alternate credit support arrangement, a copy of the current arrangement is 

included at Appendix B14a, and to date we have this in place with 12 Retailers. The arrangement 

is available to all Retailers. 

 

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? 

 

Currently we have no alternative payment arrangements in place. We have to date received 3 

enquiries regarding this but no arrangements have been agreed.   

 

We continue to keep alternative payment arrangements under review and remain fully open 

minded on the issue. Our alternate credit support arrangement is designed to reduce risk and 

costs for Retailers and whilst separate items, we consider alternate credit support and alternate 

payment jointly form a perspective of risk transfer.  

 

We will continue to be open minded in this area and we are currently finalising the details for 

an update to our current Schedule 3 Alternate Credit Support Scheme. 

  

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. 
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As yet we have not perceived a need to consider or to produce a Retailer specific offering and 

indeed we would have concerns over this from a level playing field perspective. Our current 

strategy is to only offer something that we could offer to all Retailers on the same terms. 

 

We recognise though that as the credit arrangements in the market evolve and greater 

confidence on what is or isn’t acceptable form a level playing field perspective is gained, this is 

an area in which we might offer something in the future.  

 
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? 

 

Whilst we expect and understand that the majority of ADR processed issues will not 

necessarily be a wholesaler issue, we accept that there will be some that relate to 

wholesaler policies or procedures. In these circumstances we feel that it would be 

appropriate for a wholesaler to be more formally involved in the ADR process. This 

involvement would include liability for outcomes as appropriate. 

 

We have written to the Chair of Water Redress Board to understand what options might be 

available to enable this to happen on a voluntary basis under the current regime. The RWG 

Complaints sub-group is also considering options in this regard and a temporary way 

forward on the basis of a voluntary Memorandum of Understanding between a Wholesaler 

and a Retailer might be a way to proceed. We remain open minded to any mechanism and 

have decide to now actively pursue the implementation of some form of arrangement on a 

voluntary basis pending any more formal or obligatory involvement. 

 

We understand that there is broad support within the market for a resolution to this gap.    

 

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)? 

 

Northumbrian Water (incorporating Essex and Suffolk Water) have published a Standard of 

Service for Retailers which sets out our responsibilities as a Wholesaler and our promises to non-

household customers.  Copy attached at Appendix B19a. We also publish the payments due to 

non-household customers if and when we fail to keep any of our promises. 

 

Our process to generate a Guaranteed Standards Scheme (GSS) payment is an automated 

procedure based on the SLAs linked to each activity, with the exception of sewer flooding. 

 







  

32 

ANNEX C: QUESTIONS RELATING TO THE MARKET FOR DEVELOPER SERVICES 

 
Please provide a concise commentary and supporting evidence on the market for new 

connections and developer services in your area of appointment, including the questions in this 

section. 

 
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. 

 
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?  

 
Our approach is for our developer services (DS) teams to provide an equivalent service to each 

type of customer, whether they are a NAV, SLP or developer. Our DS teams do not provide 

services to “in-house” teams. 

 

We have committed to provide services to each customer type in the same manner and within the 

same timescales and levels of service for the same or equivalent type of service.  We have 

ensured that our charges are cost reflective and equivalent for the same or similar activities we 

provide to developers, SLPs and NAVs and therefore do not disadvantage any particular customer 

or customer type.  

 
2. Please describe what actions you take to promote a vibrant and effective developer 

services market on an ongoing basis.  
 
In our Business Plan we made the following statement about our intended approach to the 
developer services market: 
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We believe our role is to raise awareness amongst our developer customers of the options they 

have on the developer services market.  In our correspondence and in conversations we have with 

them we are clear about the options they have in procuring services to facilitate their 

developments. 

 

Our Charging Arrangements document includes a section on the market for connections.  The 

relevant text from our Charging Arrangements is included in Appendix C2a.  We plan to refresh 

our website so that similar information is readily available to developer services customers when 

they visit the site 

 

Our Charging Arrangements document can be found at: 

 
https://www.nwl.co.uk/globalassets/customer-pdfs/wholesale-
pdfs/developer services charging arrangements - 2019-20 v2.pdf 
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(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? 

 

In our response to Ofwat’s PR19 July 2019 data request on Developer Services activity we 

reported that 12,899 new service connections had been installed in our area in 2017/18 (see 

Appendix C2d).  On 4 June 2019 we responded to Ofwat’s RFI request for data in relation to D-

MeX.  Task 5 of the RFI was to provide data that included the number of connections per customer 

in 2018/19.  Our data shows that 3,283 were installed for our five largest developer customers.  An 

extract from the RFI data submission is shown in Appendix C3a.  The data indicates that 25.5% of 

service connections installed by us were at the request of our five largest developer customers. 

 

How many developer customers might you have in one year? 

 

Our RFI Task 5 data showed that of the customers that had requested connections there were 

1,212 customers who were either developers or their agents in 2018/19.   

 

(c) What proportions of new connections are brownfield vs. greenfield?  

 

We do not collect data to determine whether a site is brownfield or greenfield 

 

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)? 

 

Since the enactment of section 51A of the Water Industry Act 1991, 26 different companies have 

entered into agreements with us to construct water mains and/or service connections.  A list of the 

different companies is included in Appendix C4a – commercially sensitive. 

 

(b) What services do SLPs tend to provide (e.g. do they do the design themselves; are they 

multi-utility or water only)? 

 

Our largest SLP customer tends to do the design, but other SLPs request we design for them or 

they engage with us once a developer has already asked us to do the design.  The majority of the 

SLPs we have done business with are multi-utility providers  

 

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

the size/type of development. 

 

In our experience SLPs compete for developments where the number of connections is in excess 

of 20 and up to several hundred.  The developments almost entirely involve some construction of 

new water mains on new housing estates rather than connections from existing mains to buildings.  
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5. Please note any other aspects of the market that are helpful context for your area.  
 
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.  
 
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.  
 
(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. 

 

We did no additional work as a consequence of the letter as we were confident that cost-reflectivity 

was assured when the Charging Rules for New Connections resulted in the first publication of our 

Charging Arrangements on 1 February 2018. The feedback that we received from both Ofwat and 

CCWater after publication was positive and there was no significant feedback that suggested any 

significant changes were required. 

 

(b) What changes have you made to your charging arrangements since the letter? 

 

We have made no changes since the letter. 

 

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

At this stage we do not envisage making any significant changes other than in respect of 

infrastructure charges and income offsets. 

 

In accordance with Ofwat’s latest charging rules for new connections, we will be removing the 

income offset from requisition charges with effect from 1 April 2020.  We intend to reduce our 

water and wastewater infrastructure charges from 1 April 2020 to ensure our infrastructure charge 

income more closely matches our revised forecast of network reinforcement costs.  We anticipate 

reducing water infrastructure charges by £50 per house such that our charge will be around £135 

in the Northumbrian area and around £190 per house in the Essex & Suffolk area.  We also 

anticipate reducing wastewater infrastructure charges by around £100 per house such that the 

charge will be around £235.  

  
7. Please explain how your charges reflect costs:  
 

(a) How did you calculate the charges? What were your data inputs? 
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We have included some commentary of how we have derived connection charges, infrastructure 

charges and income offsets.  These are set out on pages 83 to 91 inclusive of our Charging 

Arrangements document.  The relevant commentary is included in Appendix C7a. 

    

(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. 

 

Our requisition charges and other connection charges are derived from a combination of the 

following costs: labour, contractor costs, materials and plant and equipment.  The construction 

cost of new water mains, service connections, new sewers and lateral drains is by far the largest 

component of cost in the overall requisition charge.  We have made a statement about how 

construction costs affect our water mains requisition charges in our Charging Arrangements (see 

Appendix C7a) 

 

In terms of new water mains and service connections our charges for the construction element of 

the overall cost of providing such assets has been based upon framework contractors’ schedule of 

rates for the different types of activity.  Our current approach is to employ framework contractors to 

deliver the majority of construction work for developer services customers and we have used their 

schedules of rates as the starting point to calculate the charges for construction activity.  We have 

then added the cost of materials and the cost of our direct labour associated with managing the 

contractors’ work. 

 

We have used a similar approach when determining requisition and connection charges in relation 

to sewerage assets.  However it is very rare for us to carry out work to make lateral drain 

connections or to deliver a sewer requisition on behalf of developers as they choose to construct 

the asset themselves in nearly all instances.   The charges for such work that are included in our 

Charging Arrangements were calculated using rates provided by our term contactors that work for 

us on our sewerage network. 

 

We have explained how our water and wastewater infrastructure charges have been derived on 

pages 88 and 90 respectively and indicated what the relevant drivers are in our experience.  

Additional information is given in the paragraph below. 

 

Prior to the publication of our Charging Arrangements on 1 February 2018, we considered the 

requirement for network reinforcement related to new development growth over a five year period 

from 2108 to 2023.  In doing so, we identified over 60 points on our water networks where there 

was an indication that existing capacity was likely to be affected by property growth if new 

developments were built.  There were about 100 points on our sewerage networks that were also 

identified.  We considered the indicative capital costs of the necessary work to deliver 

reinforcement schemes and applied a reasonable assessment of whether those developments 

were likely to happen.  This enabled us to forecast the infrastructure charge revenue we require to 

fund the likely reinforcement.  We then made an assessment of the number of new houses and 

other properties that were likely to be built on average in any year to determine the infrastructure 

charge to be applied per new house or other building connecting to our networks. 
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(c) Do cost drivers vary across your region? If so, how are, or will, these differences be 

reflected in charges? 

 

Contractor costs are typically higher in our Essex & Suffolk region compared to our Northumbrian 

region. There are also more third party costs for us in Essex & Suffolk e.g. traffic management and 

local authority highway permits, compared to Northumbrian.  This means that our charges to 

customers for water mains requisitions and service connections are, in the majority of cases, 

higher in Essex & Suffolk. Our own labour costs are broadly similar across our regions and 

therefore our application, design and administration fees are the same.  

 

Our assessment of the cost of water network reinforcement that is required in the Essex & Suffolk 

area to support new development is similar to the anticipated cost in the Northumbrian area.  

However, the number of new properties being developed is expected to be lower in Essex & 

Suffolk, therefore our water infrastructure charges are higher in that area.  

 

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)? 

 

Our charges for providing requisitioned water mains and service connections are based on 

schedules of rates as contractors are used to deliver the majority of work. 

 

It is rare for us to carry out work to make lateral drain connections or sewer requisitions on behalf 

of developers as they choose to construct the asset themselves in nearly all instances.  The 

charges for such work that are included in our Charging Arrangements were derived from rates of 

our term contactors that are employed by us to carry out construction work on our sewerage 

network.  

 

(b) What services do contractor rates apply to? 

 

Our contractor rates are relevant to the construction of requisitioned mains and service 

connections and to the provision of connecting pipework at the point of connection to our network 

for a self-laid water main.  They also apply where we are connecting bulk supply water 

infrastructure to a NAV site.  We also use contractor rates for the provision of traffic management 

activities. 

 

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

supporting documentation.  

 

We have included a copy of our procurement policy as Appendix C8a and an example of the 

schedule of rates for our framework contractor that provides water service connections and new 
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water mains to developer services customers in the Northumbrian region.  This are attached as 

Appendix C8b and the information within it is commercially sensitive. 

 

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. 

 

We provide a response in a standard format to SLPs to their point of connection enquiries.  We 

provide a similar response for NAVs, however to meet with their needs (following customer 

feedback) we include additional information.  The additional information we provide to NAVs and 

the charge for the additional service is included on page 14 of our Charging Arrangements and in 

Appendix C9a 

 

(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 of the charges that we apply that are published in either or Charging Arrangements or charges 

schemes. 

 

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?  

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.  

ii. Please give supporting evidence of this by providing information on the forms of bulk 

service agreements proposed and / or prepared for different NAV licences, over the last two 

years.  

 

Historically we have used slightly different agreements but we have now consolidated on a 

standard Bulk Supply Agreement (BSA) and a standard Bulk Discharge Agreement (BDA).1 These 

agreements are published on our website and in our NAV Portal. The standard agreement 

requires minor alterations to reflect the requirements of either the individual NAV or the specifics of 

the site. We have included copies of these agreements at Appendix B12b as evidence. 

 

In the last two years we have received 16 point of connection enquiries for potential bulk supplies. 

Four of these have had Bulk Supply Agreements prepared and authorised, with 1 other imminently 

pending. Details are provided in the table below.  

 

 
1 Please note that we don’t have any bulk discharge agreements currently active. 
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(a) Please provide an organogram, staff numbers and the scope of responsibility for the different 
teams involved in delivering services for developers/NAVs/SLPs.  

 

Our DS team was recently reorganised into two distinct teams, one responsible for delivering 
water services to developer services customers across our two operating areas and the other 
responsible for delivering wastewater services in the Northumbrian area.  The DS (water) team is 
part of the Customer Operations department and the DS (wastewater) team is part of the 
Wastewater Service Planning, Quality & Performance department. 

 

Organograms of the DS teams and the other teams involved in delivering the majority of services 
for developers, NAVs and SLPs are included in Appendix C11a.   

 

The DS team (water) that reports to the Customer Service Manager (Developer Services), has the 
responsibility for: 
 

• Design/design approval of water mains and services for developer services customers, except 
diversionary work in Essex & Suffolk 

• Quotations for requisition and self-lay water mains, services and infrastructure charges 

• Administration of draft self-lay agreements 

• Vesting of water mains 

• Point of connection enquiry responses in Essex & Suffolk 

• Planning of some service connections in Essex & Suffolk 
 
The team currently comprises of 21 staff. 
 
The DS team (wastewater) that reports to the Planning Manager (Developer Services), has the 
responsibility for: 
 

• Design approval for sewerage assets offered for adoption and to be diverted 

• Administration of sewer adoption agreements 

• Vesting of sewerage assets, sewage treatment assets and ancillaries  

• Abandonment of existing sewerage assets  

• Administration of new sewerage connections 

• Sewer requisition assessment 

• Administration of protection measures to existing water and sewerage assets during and after 
developer activity. 

• Pre-planning enquiry and point of connection enquiry responses.  
 
The team currently comprises of 34 staff. 
 
The team that report to the Customer Service Manager (Customer Contact & Planning North), who 
reports to the Head of Customer Operations, have the responsibility, amongst other things, for: 
 

• Planning and scheduling of new service connections in the Northumbrian area 
 

The team that report to the Customer Service Manager (Customer Contact & Planning South), 
who reports to the Head of Customer Operations, have the responsibility, amongst other things, 
for: 
 

• Planning and scheduling of some new service connections in the Essex & Suffolk area  
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The team that report to the National Network Construction Team Manager have the responsibility, 

amongst other things, for: 

 

• Contractor resource used to deliver the majority of water network assets for developer services 

customers 

• Planning and scheduling of some new service connections and all water mains work in the 

Essex & Suffolk area 

• Planning and scheduling water mains work in the Northumbrian area 

• Construction and project management of all developer services water mains work and some 

service connections 

• Design of water main diversionary work in Essex & Suffolk 

 

Some service connection construction work is carried out by our direct labour workforce, however 

this is a relatively small proportion of this type of work. 

 

(b) Please indicate which SLP and NAV activities are covered by which teams, and whether 

those teams cover equivalent activities (if applicable) when the developer is the customer. 

 

The team that report to the Customer Service Manager (Developer Services) provide the following 

for SLPs: 

 

• Design/design approval of water mains and services 

• Pricing – calculation of asset payment presently and infrastructure charges 

• Administration of self-lay service connections 

• Administration of the draft self-lay agreement 

• Vesting of water mains 

 

They are also responsible for the following activities for NAVs: 

 

• Responses to NAV initial enquiry (in Essex & Suffolk only) 

• Pricing - calculation of income offset amount presently and infrastructure charges 

• Design and pricing of off-site works necessary to serve a NAV site 

 

The teams that report to the Planning Manager (Developer Services) provide the following 

services for NAVs and SLPs in the Northumbrian area: 

 

• Responses to NAV initial enquiry  

• SLP point of connection enquiries 

 

The team that report to the National Network Construction Team Manager provide the following 

services for SLPs and NAVs: 

 

• Planning and scheduling of bulk supply connections and connections of self-lay mains to 

existing mains 
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• Inspection of self-lay works 

• Construction of bulk supply connections and connections of self-lay mains to existing mains 

 

The teams above cover any equivalent activities where a developer is the customer. 
 

12. Please provide a description of your approach to engaging with developers, SLPs and 
NAVs over the last year, including:  
(a) the groups that you have engaged with, the form of engagement and how the 
engagement was communicated to potentially interested stakeholders;  

(b) the topics covered by the engagement (e.g. whether it included information about the 
proposed levels of charges for the upcoming charging year); and  

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

(d) Please provide supporting evidence, including emails issued, agendas used, papers or 
consultations prepared.  
 
Our approach to engaging with developers, SLPs and NAVs over the last year has seen us carry 
out the following activities:- 

 

We hosted a developer conference day took place on the 4 April 2019 in which we devoted the 

morning session to work through what the new Wastewater Code for Adoption means for them, 

what Sewer for Adoption 8th edition includes and how we begin the implement SuDS adoption.  

There were speakers from our DS team, lead local flood authorities and local planning authorities. 

The afternoon's session covered our metering and water efficiency projects where we invited 

developers to share their views to help us to shape and deliver future policies which are in all 

of our best interests. The event was attended by 60 mainstream developers, as well as same 

number of their planning and engineering consultants. We will also have around 50 Lead Local 

Flood Authority partners and the Local Planning Authorities there. An agenda is attached as 

Appendix C12a. 

We have networked with customers and stakeholders through the attendance of our DS staff at 

the Adoption Codes workshops and working groups hosted by WaterUK throughout the year. 

We have attended quarterly liaison meetings with all of our Lead Local Flood Authorities within the 

Northumbrian area. The topics covered include managing surface water from new developments 

to minimise flood risk, providing consultation to planning policy matters and reviewing development 

control applications.   

We have networked with customer representatives and stakeholders through our attendance at D-

MeX Working Group meetings. 

Our DS team presented at HBF’s North East technical meeting in March. We delivered a 

presentation to cover pollution and de-watering from new development sites. 

We have raised awareness with our customers about the new Codes for Adoption by inviting them, 

by email, to take part in the sector consultations that were hosted on WaterUK’s website in late 

August 2019.  We did the same for an earlier consultation that was published in August of 2018. 

In October 2019 we wrote to customers to consult with them regarding our proposed changes in 

requisition and infrastructure charges from April 2020 as a consequence of Ofwat’s new charging 

rules.  An example of this communication is shown in Appendix C12b. 
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Our DS team presented at HBF’s North East technical meeting in October and covered the 

proposed charging changes mentioned above.  It is our intention to engage with customers 

operating in the Essex & Suffolk area and with customer groups  

 
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. 

 

Please refer to our answer to question 1 of this section  

 

(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.  

 

Our overall performance against the WaterUK metrics for self-lay is 96.63% for the twelve months 

to August 2019.  We have achieved 100% compliance for seven of the twelve metrics and greater 

than 91% compliance with all of the other metrics except the one relating to vesting of water mains 

(ref. W28.1), where our performance was 50%.  Our performance against the vesting metric has 

been affected by our ability to complete vesting where multiple requests were submitted to us at 

once.  Of the 30 vesting requests we have received in the whole of the last year, 17 of the 

requests were received all together from one SLP in July 2019.  We have no metrics that are 

blank.  Our performance is shown below 

 

WaterUK Metric 

Ref 

Percentage 

W19.1 91.67% 

W20.1 100% 

W21.1 100% 

W22.1 100% 

W23.1 94.87% 

W24.1 100% 

W25.1 95.65% 

W26.1 100% 

W27.1 100% 

W28.1 50.00% 

W29.1 94.12% 

W30.1 100% 

 

 

(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.  
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(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?  

 

A few years ago it was common that SLPs requested us to provide information at the same time or 

after providing a quotation to a developer. That situation is not as common in recent years, mainly 

due to our approach of issuing a self-lay and requisition quotation at the same time to the 

developer or SLP customer.  Our limited experience to date with NAVs is similar to what we 

experienced in the early years of self-lay in that NAVs often approach us after the developer has 

asked us to provide a quotation. Some recent examples include enquiries about  

. 

 

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 been working on developing some of the documentation that is required as part of the 

draft code for water.  This includes our Design & Construction Specification and the (Annual) 

Contestability Statement.  Both of these documents are in an advanced stage of preparation.  

Given that elements of the draft code have only recently been published, we have a considerable 

challenge ahead of us to implement all of the proposed changes to processes we will require to 

ensure we are ready for an expected implementation date of 1 April 2020.  We have project 

management resource identified to manage the changes for the new code.  One of the key risks 

for us is the reliance of a small number of people in our DS team to lead this project when there 

are other significant changes being introduced the area of developer services at the same time. 

 

We have been working on developing an internal SuDS policy which will allow the incorporation of 

“certain” SuDS within sewer adoption technical submissions offered under Section 104 and 

retrospective applications under Section 102 WIA91.  In addition we have been involved with 

Water UK SuDS Training Programme which sets out the significant amount of training for our 

internal teams.  Our Developer conference which took place on the 4 April 2019 devoted the 

morning session to work through what the new Wastewater Code for Adoption means for our 

external stakeholders and developers to drive regional consistency of approach. We have already 

used the new sector guidance and model adoption agreement as a trial for a Section 104 technical 

submission received from one of our developers back in April 2019, which has allowed both 
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parties to understand the impact these changes will have our existing adoption procedures to 

ensure that we will be ready for the expected implementation date 1 April 2020.      

 

(b) How you have engaged with customers around codes for adoption.  
 
In terms of the water code for adoption we have had little engagement with our customers to date. 

Meaningful engagement would have been premature due to the timing of the publication of the 

draft code that was being delivered by the sector.  The draft code was only published to 

stakeholders in late August 2019 for consultation.  Our approach up until this point in time has 

been to advise our customers of the consultations that have been organised by the sector and 

published on the Water UK website.  We have sent out written communication to our SLPs, NAVs 

and developer customers to make them aware that the consultations have been taking place.  An 

example of the correspondence is in Appendix C14a.  We understand that the draft code was sent 

to Ofwat for approval consideration on 7 October 2019.   

 

We are currently planning for the water code to be adopted by Ofwat in late November or early 

December as indicated on its website.  We intend to organise events for our customers in the early 

part of December to communicate the requirements of the code with them. 

 

In terms of the wastewater code, we hosted a developer conference day that took place on the 4 

April 2019 in which we devoted the morning session to work through what the new Wastewater 

Code for Adoption means for them, what Sewer for Adoption 8th edition includes and how we 

begin the implement SuDS adoption.  There were speakers from our DS team, lead local flood 

authorities and local planning authorities. The event was attended by 60 mainstream developers, 

as well as same number of their planning and engineering consultants. We will also have around 

50 Lead Local Flood Authority partners and the Local Planning Authorities there. An agenda is 

attached separately. 
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ANNEX D: QUESTION RELATING TO THE EFFECTIVE SUPPORT AND DEVELOPMENT OF 
NEW MARKETS (OPTIONAL) 

 
1. What are you doing to effectively support the development of new markets (e.g. bio 

resources)? 

 

Chapter 6.0 of the latest version of our PR19 business plan (April 2019) 

http://www.nwgourplan.co.uk/pdfs/NWG PR19 Interactive FINAL.pdf 

sets out in detail our approach to “Harnessing Markets” – facilitating the development of 

markets across the water and sewerage value chain.  

 

The narrative supplied along with our 2018/19 Bio-resources Market Information [LINK] 

provides an update on subsequent activities.  

 

In relation to Water Resources, our bid assessment framework has now been updated in line 

with feedback received from Ofwat as part of its Initial Assessment of Plans (IAP). 

https://www.nwg.co.uk/responsibility/environment/wrmp/water-resources-market-information/ 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 




