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It is noteworthy that Frontier Economics could find no definition of the ‘balance of charges’ and 
how this has been determined in actual monetary terms and we therefore would raise that this 
statement questions on how in arriving at charging reforms that are to be fair, affordable, 
transparent, evidenced based and cost reflective can be achieved. 

It is important to note that all sewerage companies pursuant to sections 37 and section 94 of 
the Water Industry Act 1991 have statutory duties and obligations placed upon them, but this 
has not been referenced within the report. 

These obligations include maintenance, and to fund adequate infrastructure to meet future 
needs of a planning led system. Unfortunately, it would appear that Frontier Economics have 
not considered to define in monetary terms, what these obligations actually represent when it 
comes to cost, inclusive of a detailed and apportioned breakdown that identifies Developer 
contributions in preceding years and seems a missed opportunity. 

Whilst Ofwat has confirmed it will not implement a requirement for the Developer Community 
to fund improvements in strategic infrastructure there is concern that this may change after 
2025.  We would question how water and sewerage companies could effectively and fairly 
apportion such costs in the continued absence of full evidential disclosure. 

For example, using the most common size of site, i.e., between 50 and 100 dwellings, how 
would the demand (and contribution) from relatively small sites be accurately determined as a 
result of being a nominal addition to an existing and significantly larger network, and offset by 
sites that may have had a previous use and connected to existing networks?  

Page 14 of the Report suggests that leakage and sewer infiltration reduction yielding network 
improvement/betterment should be funded by the Developer Community. This is concerning to 
read and unfair given the statutory obligations placed on all water and sewerage companies as 
noted above. 

Section 185 Diversions 
 
Frontier Economics have not considered two important aspects, namely: 
 

1. When diverting existing water or sewerage infrastructure no account has been taken of 
replacing aged infrastructure. 

 
2. There are a number of occasions when formal easements are in place and which 

include ‘lift and shift’ clauses requiring water and sewerage companies to divert at their 
entire cost – this too could have been recognised in the Report.  

 
The Report is incorrect in the assumption that Developers decide where new development takes 
place. Land-use allocations in Local Plans are a material function of the local democratic process. 
Developers respond to these decisions and turn local plan decisions into construction reality at 
their cost. Frontier Economics appear to have missed that Water Companies are statutory 
consultees at the Local/Strategic Plan stage, and therefore are able to have sufficient forward 
visibility on future infrastructure investment needs, and/or advise planning authorities of 
capacity limitations and how and when these are to be overcome. 

The Report considers what happens in the Energy and Communication Sector(s) respectively. 
However, the Report is not entirely correct when it comes to who provides the infrastructure. 
More importantly, it ignores that asset payments are an integral part of the commercial contract.  










