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1. Foreword from the Codes Programme Board 
 

The Codes Programme Board (“CPB”) was established by water companies to set 

up the necessary arrangements for the delivery of the Sector Guidance (SG) and 

Model Adoption Agreement (MAA) required by the Code. To help in this task, we 

convened specialist groups, comprising Water Companies and Customers and set 

their terms of reference.   

This document contains the recommendation of the Water Companies in relation to 

the SG and MAA.  Its preparation has been based on the substantial work carried 

out by those groups although responsibility for this document rests with the water 

companies alone. 

Although it has been drafted by the CPB it is the submission of all the water 

companies set out in Appendix A.  

We are confident that we have delivered substantially more than Ofwat anticipated 

when it published the Code.  Whereas it was envisaged that with minor changes, the 

existing SLCoP and adoption agreement could fulfil the requirements of the Code, it 

soon became apparent that delivery of the objectives of the Code required a 

substantial re-think and rewrite of all documentation related to the adoption process.   

The areas in which we think there has been the most significant improvement are as 

follows: 

· Setting out for the first time a comprehensive set of procedures 

· Increasing the number of metrics and/or tightening service standards in key 

areas 

· Modernising and substantially improving the adoption agreement  

· Providing redress in the case of poor performance by water companies, 

focusing on ensuring delivery where failures in performance have occurred 

· Identifying the owner of required actions in the procedures to improve the 

customer journey and align more closely with CDM 2015 

· Establishing a permanent panel to maintain the documentation and deal with 

change proposals 

· Creating a national framework for contestable parent main connections 

· Significantly increasing standardisation by reducing the number of Local 

Practices  

While the Code does not require the recommendation we make to be the subject of 

consensus with Customers, that is clearly one of its objectives.  Achieving that 

consensus, perhaps inevitably, has been challenging.  There are a number of 

reasons for this. 

On the one hand, given the wide range of topics which the SG and MAA cover, it 

may be unrealistic to expect consensus on every point.  In addition, we view some 

areas in which consensus has not been reached as being either outside the scope of 
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the Code or as being unachievable within the timescales allowed by the Code. On 

the other hand, while consensus on all points has not been reached (and this is dealt 

with in more detail below), this recommendation is on any analysis a significant step 

forward and a foundation for further development to improve the operation of the 

new connections market 

Some of that further work is referred to in section 7 of this recommendation. 

We would like to add our sincere thanks to those Customer representatives who 

devoted considerable time and energy into the programme (Gary McConnell, Patrick 

Daly, Nick Fenton, Tim Haines, Martin Reeves, Mark Rostron, Julie Williamson). 

 

Signed on behalf of the CPB: 

Darrell Crittenden, Julian Foster, Samuel Larsen, David Strang. 
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2. Introduction 

2.1. Purpose of this document 

This document constitutes the recommendation that Water Companies are required 

to present to Ofwat under the Code in relation to both the draft Sector Guidance 

(SG) and draft Model Adoption Agreement (“MAA”). 

It addresses the requirements of the Code as regards: 

· whether Customers have been consulted (with examples to evidence the 

extent of their involvement); 

· whether the draft SG and MAA reflect broad consensus of opinion between 

Customers and Water Companies and why particular approaches have been 

adopted where there is no such consensus; 

· confirming that the SG and MAA comply with the Code. 

This document recognises that the new SG and MAA are a starting point in changing 

the operation of the self-lay market and our final recommendation includes a 

schedule of activity we believe should be considered once the governance panel for 

the SG and MAA is established. 

2.2. Recommendation 

The Water Companies listed in Appendix A to this document are recommending that 

Ofwat accept the draft SG and draft MAA which are being provided with this 

recommendation. 

Those companies have been involved in various ways throughout the development 

of the SG and MAA, such as by receiving copies of earlier drafts of the 

documentation and being invited to comment, by being part of the steering group 

leading the development of the SG and MAA and by having the opportunity to 

participate in the three public consultation exercises that have been carried out 

during the development of this documentation.   

More formally, the documentation has been approved by the Water UK Infrastructure 

Policy Group which, for these purposes, has been given delegated authority by the 

Water UK Council, representing all those companies listed in Appendix A.   

 

3. Content Development & Consultation 

3.1. Introduction 

The main “golden thread” running through the Code is one of consultation, 

particularly with SLP Customers and Developer Customers.  Without a high level of 

consultation we would not be able to comply with the Code’s principles, nor achieve 
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a compliant recommendation, nor demonstrate any level of consensus between 

them and water companies.  Furthermore, as the programme progressed, it became 

clear that a far greater level of detail was appropriate than perhaps the Code 

envisaged; and this level of technical detail would simply not have been possible 

without the valuable contributions of Customers. 

Public consultation was therefore a key part of this collaborative work and focused 

often on the technical arrangements for which customer practitioner comment was 

particularly sought. 

SLP Customers have engaged most comprehensively and enthusiastically with the 

programme, not only as members of both the ISGw and the PSTw and occasionally 

working groups (such as the MAA drafting group), but also in responses to formal 

consultations, and indeed correspondence outside of such formal consultations.  We 

do not imply that this high level of engagement, which was most valuable, correlates 

with the level of consensus: that is dealt with elsewhere in this recommendation. 

On the other hand, other than occasional responses to consultations and their 

representation at the ISGw and PSTw meetings, it would be fair to say that 

Developer Customers have not expressed their views anywhere near as extensively 

or vociferously as have SLP Customers.  This can perhaps be attributed to where 

the issue of water self-lay completion comes in relation to other priorities competing 

for the attention of Developer Customers, particularly given the level of expertise 

necessary to understand it fully.  

End-Users are not required under the Code to be engaged in this programme, and 

the programme has not specifically sought to engage them.  As set out in the Code, 

the main issue that affects End Users is their safety.  The DWI was approached as 

part of the programme and gave brief comments at a strategic level.  The DWI rightly 

makes the point that it is we, as water companies, that have specific statutory duties 

in respect of End-User safety and these must be complied with.  Championing End-

User safety has always naturally been foremost in the our minds as water 

companies, and has therefore been inherent in our approach to each issue that has 

arisen within the programme. 

3.1.1. Development of the SG 

The development of the SG followed a traditional public consultation approach 

similar to that used by regulators.  In addition, the programme included direct 

working groups, water company engagement directly with their customers, and 

detailed sessions to explore specific topics.  In total, three public consultations were 

run during 2018, although their timings were heavily dependent on the need to 

achieve the overall deadline for the final guidance. 

3.1.2. Development of the MAA 

The development of the MAA was carried out by a small working group that featured 

mainly qualified lawyers and knowledgeable specialists, in recognition of the 

complex nature of the agreement.  Three draft versions of the MAA were released to 
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the public and/or senior stakeholders for comment during October, November and 

December 2018. 

3.1.3. Meetings of the ISGw and PSTw 

The ISGw and PSTw have held meetings on a regular basis throughout the period 

since March 2018.  These meetings have been at least monthly and in October and 

November this year have been more frequent.  There have therefore been very 

regular opportunities for some of the major companies in the SLP sector such as 

Aquamain and PN Daly to contribute directly to the work of the project.  Other 

stakeholders such as Fair Water Connections, the HBF and the HBA have been able 

to follow the project by receiving updates on progress either from individuals on the 

group or from the ISGw/PSTw themselves. 

During the early part of the programme, Customers were directly engaged in taking 

decisions on a number of areas.  In the final stages of the project, Customers have 

been substantially less engaged in the programme and we have therefore had to rely 

more on written submissions of Customers’ views  

Our assessment of the extent of consensus on the outputs of the programme is 

contained in section 6 below.   

3.2. Public Consultation 

3.2.1. Introduction 

Public consultation was a key part of the collaborative work and focused on the 

technical arrangements for which Customer practitioner comment was seen as being 

particularly helpful.  Overall, SLP Customers have engaged most comprehensively in 

the programme while  Developer Customers have been less involved.  On a number 

of points, therefore, water companies have had to balance the interests of different 

customer groups. 

3.2.2. Documents shared publicly 

For transparency a specific webpage has been maintained throughout the 

programme to host all documents.  A list of documents is provided below: 

· Nov 2018 - November Consultation (Including Draft Sector Guidance) (P4)  

· Nov 2018 - Codes Consultation - Question Template  

· Nov 2018 - Appendix C - Procedures - Mains and Servs (P4)  

· Nov 2018 - Appendix D - Design and Construction Standards Template (P4)  

· Nov 2018 - Appendix E - Minimum Info S1A, 1C, 2 (P4)  

· Nov 2018 - Appendix F - Adoption Agreement (Consultation 1)  

· Nov 2018 - Appendix G - Levels of Service Measures and Reporting 

Requirements (P4)  

· Nov 2018 - Appendix H - Terms of Reference for the Codes Panel (P4)  

· Oct 2018 - Governance for panel  

· Oct 2018 - Procedures – Supporting information P1  
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· Oct 2018 - Report on responses to July consultation  

· Oct 2018 - Summary of consultation responses and actions P1  

· Oct 2018 - Local practices proposal P1  

· Oct 2018 - Draft mains and services procedures P3  

· Oct 2018 - LOS and reporting proposal P1  

· Oct 2018 - Draft mains and service connections procedures P2  

· Oct 2018 - Draft Adoption Agreement v1   

· Aug 2018 - Summary of stakeholder Q&A session: 7 August 2018  

· July 2018 - ISGw public consultation  

· July 2018 - Timeline for Water Guidance  

· July 2018 - Water Guidance - Issues and Opportunities Log P1  

· May 2018 - Codes Programme for Water - May report  

· May 2018 - Timeline for Water Guidance  

· May 2018 - ISGw Emerging Thinking - summary of responses  

· April 2018 - Strategic Opportunities Consultation – Closed 30 April 2018. 

Major document releases were advertised through specific email shots, and 

LinkedIin posts etc.  In total the Linkedin posts had over 1,000 views.  A copy of one 

such post is included below. 

 

 

3.2.3. Phase 1: Emerging thinking consultation 

It was apparent early on in the programme that as it developed, there was 

considerable variation as to what its scope could be.  Therefore, to bring some clarity 

as to its scope, and inform the initial work of the collaborative groups, a short public 

Emerging Thinking consultation was held.  The consultation, and a summary of the 

responses are included in appendix C. 
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Emerging Thinking 
Consultation 

Date opened 20 April 2018 

Date closed 30 April 2018 

Number of questions 10 

Number of question 
responses 

118 

Findings 
The findings of the 
consultation were published 
on the 14th May 2018 

 

The responses to the Emerging Thinking consultation led to detailed work on the 

following themes: 

· The procedures were expanded significantly to cover all asset adoption 

activities; 

· Key areas where Customers favoured a more standard approach were 

reviewed and included in more consistent national procedures; 

· The proposal to facilitate the wider implementation of best-in-class definitions 

of contestability were developed; 

· The requirement to provide Customer updates was added to the redress 

proposals; 

· Detailed flowcharts were developed to provide far more clarity as to what is 

required of all parties and when; 

· Strategic opportunities for a review of accreditation were reviewed and 

detailed work allocated to the WIRSAPP; and 

· Redress proposals were reviewed alongside other alternatives. 

 

3.2.4. Phase 2:  Main consultation 

Building on the outcome of the first consultation, the ISGw developed more detailed 

proposals as to the scope and content of the SG consulted publicly on those 

proposals during the summer.  Given the unfortunate necessity of a consultation 

during the holiday period (to ensure the timely progress of the programme), this 

consultation was held open for longer than might otherwise be expected.   

 

 
Consultation on Initial 
Proposals 

Date opened 24 July 2018 

Date closed 10 September 2018 
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Number of questions 29 

Number of question 
responses 

440 

Findings 
The findings were published 
on the 25 October 2018 

 

The programme also commissioned Reckon to produce an independent report as to 

the level of consensus inherent in the responses to the summer consultation.  The 

consultation and the summary report are available in appendix D. 

 

3.2.5. Phase 3:  Final consultation 

With the submission deadline of 7 January approaching, and the draft SG having 

recently been brought close to being in a form that might be submitted, during 

November it was published as part of a final consultation.  During the latter part of 

the period during which that consultation was open, an early version of the MAA was 

also made public, with a view to canvassing comments on its form and content.  The 

slight delay in providing a draft MAA for consultation was unfortunate, but 

unavoidable.  This occurred because large portions of text of the MAA could not be 

drafted without some level of finality as to the underlying principles contained within 

the SG. 

 

 
Consultation on Sector 
Guidance 

Date opened 5 November 2018 

Date closed 26 November 2018 

Number of questions 16 

Number of question 
responses 

Over 600 

Water company 
respondents 

15 

SLP respondents 23 

Developer respondents 2 

Other respondents 2 

Findings 

The responses were 
analysed by the ISGw and 
considered during final 
drafting 
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The final consultation and a table summarising the responses are available in 

appendix E. 

 

3.3. Other engagement 

3.3.1. Programme-Customer engagement 

A subsequent opportunity for comments arose at the Water UK Developer Day, held 

in Birmingham on November 15, when a detailed report on the progress of the 

programme was given by representatives of Wessex Water and PN Daly 

respectively.  Approximately thirty water company representatives and a similar 

number of Customer representatives attended.  

The form and content of the draft MAA was not available at the Developer Day for 

the reasons set out above.  This was provided to potential consultees on 22nd 

November, with bespoke comments received from Fair Water Connections, PN Daly 

and Cala Homes.  A late response was also received from Berkeley Homes. 

3.3.2. Programme-Water Company engagement 

As water companies, we provided, as might be expected, a very high level of 

engagement with the programme.  Senior technical experts from among water 

companies, including Heads of Developer Services and senior lawyers, were 

provided to the CPB, the ISGw and the PSTw.  Almost all water companies gave 

detailed responses to the consultations. 

Three IPG meetings took place during the programme, on 13 June, 22 August 

(during the currency of the summer consultation) and 12 November (during the 

currency of the final consultation).  IPG members were given initially an overview of 

the SG and the ongoing programme and asked to consider in particular any 

difficulties that might be faced in implementing the SG.   

3.3.3. Calls / meetings on specific topics 

Where a specific topic merited it, a telephone conference or meeting was arranged 

to deal with it.  For example: 

· on 25 May, a meeting took place to consider the issue of accreditation, 

involving the attendance of a representative each of EU Skills, Merit Skills, 

Lloyds Register, Water UK, an SLP Customer and a water company; and 

· on 7 December, a meeting took place to consider the content of the MAA.  It 

was attended by a legal representative of practically all the WASCs (and one 

WOC).  Its purpose was to bring the MAA as closely as possible to a final 

form 

3.3.4. Water Company-Customer engagement 
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A number of water companies also carried out their own direct engagement.  By way 

of example, SWW has highlighted the consultation on its website and has sent out a 

mail shot to its customers on the topic and Thames has given extensive information 

to customers about the programme, both through face to face meetings and through 

email.    

 

4. Benefits of the new arrangements 
 

Throughout the programme, the members of the different working groups have 

focused on meeting the requirements of the Code and on providing tangible benefits 

to Customers.  The following tables are provided as examples of the main benefits of 

the work. 

4.1. Procedures, Local Practices, and Minimum Information 

Improvements made Benefit to asset adoption 

Activities are now clearly defined 

and presented as they would occur 

in the typical self-lay journey 

Deploying the more detailed procedures 

will have a positive effect on national 

consistency and facilitate a smoother 

adoption journey.  As a corollary, 

Customers will benefit from an improved 

ability to measure LOS consistently as 

part of D-MeX 

The activities have been aligned 

with the roles of the three parties 

typically involved in a self-lay 

project to make respective 

responsibilities clear 

Clarity about roles will facilitate more 

effective planning by all parties and help 

avoid unforeseen events 

Activities clearly categorised as 

accredited or unaccredited  

Separate categorisation allows 

Customers to identify activities which can 

be delivered by Developers and/or SLPs 

without restricting Customers’ freedom to 

contract between themselves 

In support of the contestability 

proposals, the procedures include 

a new process for parent main 

connection work 

The new procedure will allow water 

companies and customers to agree 

which medium-risk parent main 

connection work can be carried out on a 

contestable basis 

New parent main connection 

process aligned with dynamic 

network risk assessment 

Process maximises the opportunity for 

expanded contestability by providing the 

parties with a framework for managing 
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processes water quality and service standard risks 

Diverse local approaches to 

service connections replaced with 

a standard national approach 

A standard approach to service 

connections was preferred by customers 

on the basis that it supported work in 

multiple water company regions 

Activities are now colour-coded to 

reflect contestability 

Easy identification of contestable / non-

contestable activities so that customers 

can select a delivery route more easily 

Risk-based approach to 

compliance activities (such as site 

audits) embedded into the 

procedures 

Risk-based approach allows a reduction 

in the need for “control point” inspections, 

whilst also balancing DWI expectations 

on WQ surveillance 

Pre-start meeting and coordination 

and compliance visits redefined 

Foster greater early collaboration 

amongst Customers and Water 

Companies 

Local practices are introduced, but 

have been effectively constrained 

to relatively few areas of the 

procedures where absolute 

consistency could not be achieved 

in the timescales required 

Customers have consistently indicated 

that increased standardisation was 

important to them  

To support the procedures, a 

corresponding Minimum 

Information schedule has been 

introduced 

The schedule identifies the information 

that is required to allow activities to 

commence, particularly when one party 

is reliant on another party providing it.  

The schedule gives the provider of the 

information some certainty about the 

standard required, while avoiding 

mandating information that might not 

always be necessary 

4.2. Contestability 

Improvements made Benefit to asset adoption 

The extent of work made 

contestable has been expanded to 

cover parent main connection work 

Customers that can evidence their 

suitability, will be able to compete for a 

greater range of works than previously, 

allowing more developments to be 

supplied with less reliance on water 

company services 

The new Annual Contestability Customers will be able to determine an 
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Summary (ACS) pre-publishes 

each water company’s approach to 

new areas of contestability 

individual water company’s approach in 

detail without needing to make contact 

with the company.  Customers will also 

be able to directly compare individual 

approaches and will benefit from relative 

competition effects between water 

companies. 

ACS tables will apply annually Annual publication will give SLPs 

certainty for the 12 months 

ACS tables will be established by 

individual water companies 

Water companies will be able to expand 

their approach to contestability in line 

with their own approach to managing 

network risks.  This approach allows 

greater innovation and avoids the 

problems associated with a “lowest 

common denominator” approach  

The ACS tables are linked to the 

WIRS scopes 

The national definition of contestability 

will be more closely linked to the WIRS 

scope, providing SLPs with greater 

potential for future expansion in 

contestable services 

The SG includes a clause that 

prevents any reduction in water 

companies’ definition of 

contestability upon the introduction 

of the SG 

Customers are protected from any 

retrograde steps in relation to 

contestability 

 

4.3. Levels of Service, Reporting and Redress 

Improvements made Benefit to asset adoption 

Metric definitions aligned to the 

new detailed procedures and 

increased in number 

As the existing arrangements for LOS will 

largely be maintained and / or expanded, 

Customers will continue to benefit from 

consistent performance reporting and 

relative competition between water 

companies. 

The increase in detail for the underlying 

procedures will mean the LOS measures 

are more directly comparable than before 

The SLA for LOS for issuing 

vesting certificates to the customer 

Customers will benefit as water 

companies will be incentivised to issue 
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has been dramatically reduced certificates more quickly after connection.  

Earlier issue of vesting certificates will 

give Customers greater certainty over 

asset ownership, allow them to make 

service connections more quickly in 

accordance with the WIA 

The documents to be published 

routinely as part of the SG are 

defined in one place. 

Customers will know when to expect 

publication, and where to find key 

information, such as Design Standards 

and Annual Contestability information 

Key areas of Customer 

performance have been included 

in the LOS measures (for example 

the addition of a measure for the 

provision of meter details). 

The Sector will benefit from an incentive 

to increase the speed at which new 

domestic customer data is loaded onto 

water company databases.  As a 

corollary, End-user Customer accounts 

will be more accurate, and Priority 

Services registrations captured in a 

timelier way 

Some previous metrics split into 

two (particularly to support self-

serve PoC) 

Customers will benefit from more 

targeted measurement and reporting of 

discrete parts of the process.  Customers 

choosing a self-serve PoC route will have 

water company performance measured 

accordingly 

4.4. Design and Construction Standards 

Improvements made Benefit to asset adoption 

Water companies will be required 

to publish their Company Design 

and Construction Standards 

(CDCS) in a set format 

A standard format will allow customers to 

obtain the information they need more 

easily and facilitate direct comparison 

between water companies’ standards.   

Because areas of national inconsistency 

will be prominent under the new 

guidance, opportunities for further 

convergence can be targeted by the 

Code panel.  If desirable, may 

subsequently progress towards a 

National Design and Construction 

Standards for water network design. 

CDM responsibility is clearly 

defined across the design lifecycle 

Clear alignment with CDM2015 will 

support the parties’ legal compliance, 
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and ensure designers are aware of their 

respective statutory duties 

  

 

5. Ofwat’s Principles 
 

In developing the SG and MAA, we have been guided by the principles in the Code 

and this section demonstrates how they have been taken into account.  We do not 

consider that it would be helpful to give an exhaustive breakdown of how each 

element of the SG and MAA complies with the principles and our approach in this 

section has been to provide examples of how the documentation we have drafted 

complies with the Code’s principles. 

5.1. Customer focussed  

"Arrangements under the Code must balance the interests of Water and Sewerage 

Companies, Customers and End-user Customers, and set out how the Water or 

Sewerage Company will: seek to deliver the services Customers need, in the 

timescales they require; be Customer focussed and promote the participation of 

Customers in the development and maintenance of those arrangements; recognise 

the different types of Customer Water and Sewerage companies may need to 

engage with under these arrangements; and be flexible to opportunities to innovate 

or provide better service.” Source; Ofwat, Code for adoption agreements 

The balancing of the interests of different stakeholders is best assessed by 

considering the new MAA.  While recognising the enduring interest of the Water 

Companies in ensuring that assets being adopted meet necessary construction 

standards, the MAA also recognises the interests of SLP Customers in ensuring that 

they can provide their services without unnecessary controls on the part of the Water 

Companies.  By reducing the opportunities for inspections, the MAA responds to one 

of the SLP Customers’ main aspirations for the SG. 

The procedures on the other hand are particularly focused on ensuring that the 

services SLP Customers require from Water Companies are clearly defined and are 

provided within acceptable timescales.  In a number of key areas, those timescales 

have been shortened and many of the Water Companies’ obligations are supported 

by new redress obligations if there has been a failure to provide an on-time service.   

These new provisions complement the broader impact of the D-MeX system in 

seeking to ensure that infrastructure is delivered by Water Companies in a way and 

at a time that meets their customers’ requirements.   

The clarity provided by the SG and MAA should prove helpful to all customers, 

whatever their scale of operation and the interests of the smaller customers are 

taken into account by the flexible Minimum Information requirements.   
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Ideally, it may be preferable for separate documentation to be developed for use with 

smaller Self Lay Customers but it has not been possible to realise this ambition in 

the current programme.  This is something that the Panel may wish to follow up in 

due course. 

5.2. Fair and proportionate 

“Without compromising End-User Customer’s safety, arrangements under the Code 

must be proportionate in relation to the costs and risks faced by the Water or 

Sewerage Company on the one hand and the Customer on the other. The 

arrangements should also be fair and reasonable in terms of who holds the balance 

of risk.   

Additionally, the arrangements under the Code must: be fit for purpose (and provide 

for regular review so they remain fit for purpose); not be unnecessarily complex; and 

not unfairly discriminate between Customers.” Source; Ofwat, Code for adoption 

agreements 

In drafting both the procedures and MAA, we have worked on an evidence-based 

approach which imposes the minimum obligations necessary to ensure satisfactory 

completion of work.  Inspections, for example, need to be justified on the basis of 

evidence and abortive visits are paid for by the party in default.   

The new arrangements make it clear that the risk of poor construction quality is 

carried by the party responsible for each activity eg, trenching is the developer’s 

responsibility and mains jointing the SLP’s.   

In addition, where any mains construction work is carried out before an agreement is 

in place, this will be at the developer’s risk and may result in additional costs prior to 

adoption.  

The new contestability tables exemplify the approach that has been taken in this 

regard with WIRS accreditation being seen as the key to allowing work to be carried 

out by SLP Customers.  Access to other categories of work is dependent on SLPs 

complying with further evidence-based requirements.  Were WIRS to be extended, 

this may be expected to lead to the extension of the scope of contestable work in the 

next iteration of each ACS. 

5.3. Clear, complete and current 

"Arrangements under the Code must comply with Ofwat’s Information Principles: 

https://www.ofwat.gov.uk/regulated-companies/company-obligations/engaging-with-

customers/" Source; Ofwat, Code for adoption agreements 

 

The documents that we have prepared represent the current legal and regulatory 

position and will be kept up to date through the Panel’s work after the SG has been 
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implemented. A link to the Ofwat Information Principles is included in paragraph 

9.1.1 of the SG. 

5.4. Level playing field 

“Arrangements under the Code must: provide a framework that will enable effective 

competition where parties can compete with the Water or Sewerage Company to 

provide new connections services; minimise as far as practicable the number and 

type of services and activities that fall within the scope of Non-contestable services; 

Require that the Water or Sewerage Company provides Non-contestable services to 

all relevant parties on an equivalent basis as it provides the same services for its 

own business; and make clear Customers’ options so they can make an informed 

choice about who they could get to provide the new connections services they 

require, for example where they need to use the local Water Company or Sewerage 

Company and where they can use an alternative provider.” Source; Ofwat, Code for 

adoption agreements 

Given the different statutory bases of requisitions and self-lay, an exact comparison 

cannot be drawn between the requirements imposed on Self-Lay Customers and on 

companies’ own contractors.  The two delivery routes will lead to the delivery of 

assets constructed to the same standards but identical processes between Water 

Companies’ term contract and adoption agreements cannot be achieved. 

It has been suggested during the programme that a simple work order could be 

required where delivery is via an SLP, equivalent to the requisition request made to 

Water Companies. Such an approach ignores the differences referred to in the 

previous paragraph.  The many obligations that are imposed on Water Companies’ 

contractors through their contracts can only be mirrored through the requirements we 

have built in to the SG and MAA. 

More generally, given that the programme can only influence the conditions under 

which self-lay is carried out, we have been careful to ensure that the approach we 

have taken does not unduly influence Developer Customers to choose one delivery 

route over another.  Having a clear set of procedures, a set of service standards and 

an agreed model form contract all help to achieve that aim. 

5.5.  Efficiency 

“Arrangements under the Code must promote efficient and effective processes for 

entering into adoption agreements and to achieve adoption” Source; Ofwat, Code 

for adoption agreements 

 

In the context of the Code, we have interpreted the term efficient as being equivalent 

to a requirement for smooth delivery processes.  This has been encouraged by a 

number of innovations in the SG, including a clear presentation of the steps that 

need to be carried out and of their sequence, a more comprehensive statement of 

required information and a requirement for “weekly whereabouts” information.  All of 
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these changes allow Water Companies to deliver a risk-based approach and reduce 

the overall cost of compliance with their requirements.  Efficiency will also result from 

the confidence the programme gives to SLPs that they can work substantially in the 

same way across the areas of all water companies. 

By allowing flexibility over who delivers which activity, the right party can carry out 

the particular tasks thus encouraging efficient work allocation. 

5.6. Predictability and transparency 

“Arrangements under the Code must be predictable and transparent and provide 

Customers with sufficient certainty as to what they can expect at each step in the 

process of entering into adoption agreements, for example, through standardisation 

of approach across the sector. Any changes to the arrangements under the Code 

(including company specific practices) should be adequately signposted to 

Customers in advance of the change” Source; Ofwat, Code for adoption agreements 

The programme has delivered a major increase in the predictability, transparency 

and standardisation of processes in the sector.  The best example is the 

development of clear procedures for the delivery of services, to replace the previous 

diverse arrangements used across the self-lay market.   

Another example is provided by the Annual Contestability Summary which 

companies are obliged to publish annually and which will give SLPs certainty as to 

what work is contestable for the next 12 months. 

5.7. Encourage innovation 

“Arrangements under this Code should encourage innovation and not unduly prevent 

opportunities for innovation that could deliver a better service for Customers, mindful 

of the associated costs.” Source; Ofwat, Code for adoption agreements 

We anticipate that the introduction of tighter metrics on issuing the declaration of 

vesting and the new system of redress reports will drive more efficient processes 

among all parties. 

Innovation is encouraged through permitted deviations from the procedures which 

may include pilot studies. Panel procedures will also allow innovations to be trialled 

on a permanent or limited time basis. 

Finally, the ACS allows innovation by ensuring that contestability is not invariable.   

5.8. Resilience and sustainability 

“Arrangements under the Code must have regard to the efficient use of resources 

and the long-term resilience of Water Companies’ supply systems and Sewerage 

Companies’ sewerage systems as regards environmental pressures, population 

growth and changes in consumer behaviour.” Source; Ofwat, Code for adoption 

agreements 
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In replacement for the water company right to require upsizing of new mains 

(previously provided for under section 51A(7)(c)), the procedures allow water 

companies and customers to agree to upsizing via a quotation from the Customer – 

this allows efficient use of financial resources, and construction of assets resilient to 

new growth demands.   

 

6. Consensus 

6.1. Introduction 

The Code requires that this recommendation set out whether the draft SG and MAA 

reflect broad consensus of opinion amongst Water Companies and Customers.  

Where this is not the case, the recommendation must set out the reasons for 

following one view over an alternative view. 

We have approached this question by assessing whether such consensus has been 

reached in each of the main topic areas covered by the Code.  These assessments 

are set out in sections 6.2-6.9 of this recommendation. 

We have also sought to assess the extent to which a consensus exists in relation to 

the draft MAA and this is set out in section 6.9. 

In each case, the assessments have sought to identify only those topics which are 

considered material.  Given that the whole self-lay process has been subject to very 

significant revision, it has not been possible to assess whether a consensus exists 

on every aspect of the SG and MAA. 

In addition, there are some wider questions of principle which have been raised 

during the project and which the Water Companies consider merit being addressed 

directly.  These are considered in section 6.2 below.    

6.2. General Objections 

Whilst some respondents were able to support the majority of the specific aspects, a 

significant number of Customers were not yet prepared to state that they supported 

the overall package of measures.  The reasons for this were not consistently 

expressed throughout, although the themes in the left-hand column below featured 

commonly in responses.  In the right-hand column we have provided an assessment 

of how these have been addressed to date. 

 

Reason for objecting Status 

The proposals do not satisfy their 
understanding of the “level playing field” 

Identical processes are not 
achievable but the SG and MAA are 
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or “fair and proportionate” principles in 
the Code 

drafted in a manner which does not 
unfairly drive either SLP or water 
company delivery 

The need to test the proposed 
procedures via coordinated pilot prior to 
formal implementation 

Section 7 recommends further work  

Differences between the level of 
accreditation for water companies 
versus SLP operatives 

Section 7 recommends further work  

A preference for guaranteed contractual 
commitments for water company 
delivery rather than LOS measurement 
and reporting 

The work is too variable in nature to 
predetermine contractual delivery 
timescales. 

Consultation process allowed 
insufficient engagement, or was not 
effectively targeted 

Section 7 recommends further work 
to pilot the proposals  

The balance of risk is shifted towards 
SLPs in a way that may put them in 
jeopardy 

This point has not been sufficiently 
defined for us to be able to act upon 
it 

Lack of detail in “minimum information” 
tables in the final consultation, and a 
preference for standard application 
forms 

Minimum information has been 
updated, and section 7 recommends 
further work on standard forms 

Scepticism about water company 
behaviours during and after 
implementation 

Not in scope for the programme or 
the permanent panel other than the 
provision of redress and reporting  

Include service connections off old 
mains, and new mains for diversions 

Included in final version of the 
procedures 

6.3. Procedures 

The draft procedures build on existing sectoral initiatives by expanding the degree of 

detail to cover the full range of activities in the way that Customers supported during 

the second consultation. 

Broad consensus on the scope of work and the completeness of the work is evident 

across a wide range of SLP, Developer and Water Company responses to the final 

consultation.  For example, multiple SLP respondents remarked that “The proposed 

procedures describe the activities required in an effective self-lay market…”, or “the 

various procedure charts cover most of the various components of a self-lay 

delivered project…”.  We the water companies also support the expanded scope of 
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the procedures, as does the single Developer Customer that responded to the 

procedures question in the final consultation. 

Throughout the programme a majority of respondents have preferred a detailed and 

standardised approach to defined procedures, although it is recognised that a 

minority preferred more freedom to innovate, providing that did not affect the ability 

to consistently measure performance nationally.  

At a more detailed level, and on specific points, some views were far more divergent.  

Water companies were generally supportive of the specific detail in the new 

procedures whereas Customers expressed various concerns that prevented them 

from agreeing with the proposals.  During December many detailed points have 

subsequently been considered and revised; however, the following fundamental 

concerns prevent us from confirming broad consensus amongst some stakeholders, 

particularly SLPs: 

· Multiple Customers expressed concern about the compressed programme for 

the work and sought further time to further test the detail either through a pilot 

and/or an extension of time 

· Some customers were not able to, or did not have enough time to, see how 

the overall proposals fit together and made contradictory comments in 

separate areas of the programme 

· During the final round of consultation, some Customers expressed concern 

about the LoS measures that underpin the delivery standards in the Water 

Industry and indicated a strong preference for replacement of LoS reporting 

with guaranteed contractual commitments 

· SLPs expressed concern about the complexity of the self-lay process, 

particularly from a Developer perspective, and particularly when compared to 

Customer-facing parts of the requisition process   

· In contrast to the consensus on the scope and the degree of detail in the 

procedures, some respondents indicated that they preferred less detail, and 

more freedom for water companies to take differing, innovative approaches.  

· Some consultees remained concerned that water companies would not 

adhere comprehensively to the procedures or had concerns about compliance 

with the general level playing field principle.  

· The legal arrangements for vesting concerned many SLPs, in particularly the 

statutory requirement for a “declaration”, to be made in advance of service 

connection.   

We have not undertaken further work to allay all of these concerns as some are 

either not in scope for the programme or conflict with feedback from other 

stakeholders. Where we have preferred one view over another we have set that out 

in other parts of this recommendation. 

6.4. Local Practices 

Throughout the programme significant progress has been made to standardise the 

procedures that water companies are recommending to Ofwat.  Much of the pre-
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existing plurality in the procedures has been removed, leaving only a few areas 

where standardisation is either not achievable in the required timescale or counter-

productive for other reasons.  Many water companies confirmed that they did not 

envisage using Local Practices. 

Notwithstanding the general absence of Local Practices from the majority of the 

standardised national procedures, many SLP customers wanted additional controls, 

for example: tighter rules, a methodology for removing Local Practices altogether, or 

Local Practices limited to just engineering preferences.  Some SLPs also called for a 

single national approach to the publication of Local Practices or wanted a means of 

SLPs appealing unjustified Local Practices.   

Our view is that Ofwat’s Code does not prohibit Local Practices and in any event, the 

number of proposed Local Practices are so few that the issue is not material.   

6.5. Contestability 

A majority of water companies, and a significant number of SLP respondents to the 

final consultation saw the revised approach to contestability as an improvement over 

the outgoing approach.  A significant number of other SLPs were concerned that the 

approach to parent main contestability was not mandatory and wanted strict 

incentives or obligations that required water companies to open up more areas of 

contestability.  Some were also concerned that agreements for SLPs to carry out 

suitable medium risk parent mains connections might take too long to achieve or be 

withheld unfairly. 

Our recommendation is that the variable approach to medium risk mains 

contestability at the water companies’ discretion is in line with their absolute duty to 

maintain water quality. The publication of the ACS tables in consistent format will 

also enable future best-practice sharing, leading to more contestability across the 

UK.  We note that relative competition through D-MeX will also put an incentive on 

water companies to meet customer expectations with regard to timescales. 

We also note that using only two categories may mean that some potentially 

contestable areas could default to red rather than green, meaning Customers would 

potentially have a narrower range of contestable activities.  The proposals alight on 

what we consider to be the most suitable approach overall. 

6.6. Redress 

Our proposal focused on rectifying failures of performance.  It therefore proposes 

that an initial response will be provided within one working day of a deadline being 

missed followed by an internal Water Company escalation procedure involving a 

senior employee where the initial response was not acceptable to the SLP.   

In selecting those metrics for which redress is applicable, we have sought to identify 

the more important steps in the process as it was considered that providing redress 

for all metrics risked reducing the impact of the procedures we propose 

implementing.  
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A number of SLP respondents maintained that a financial remedy was necessary to 

incentivise good performance.  A smaller number of other SLPs, particularly those 

represented on the working groups, as well as water companies, considered that 

financial remedies were not appropriate.  We prefer the latter view, as fines risk 

being seen merely as a cost of doing business.   

An alternative suggestion was that the entire fee for the non-contestable work be 

refunded in the event of a water company’s failure to perform.  However, this 

suffered from the problem that such a refund could be disproportionate to any harm 

suffered by reason of delay on the part of the Water Company.   

In addition to these proposals, the draft SG also offers the option for SLPs to use the 

Water Company’s complaint procedures in relation to claims for financial loss arising 

from Water Company non-performance.  This is in addition to any remedy that is 

available for breach of contract. 

6.7. Levels of Service (“LoS”) 

Many stakeholders view the self-lay process as generally taking too long to complete 

and in this respect, they compare the water sector unfavourably to other utility 

sectors.  While we have shortened some service standards (such as design 

approval, asset payment and vesting) we have focused in the SG on increasing the 

certainty provided by the processes rather than in reducing overall start to finish 

times.   

The changes we are introducing are expected to lead to improvements both in 

delivery and in customer satisfaction and we propose that overall timescales be 

considered at a subsequent point, once the new procedures have been in operation 

for a time.    

Towards the end of the programme, a number of stakeholders expressed a strong 

preference for guaranteed delivery dates rather than delivery being a matter of 

negotiation between Water Company and Customer.  It has not been possible to 

assess this proposal in any detail given the time at which it was made but we are in 

any event doubtful that a meaningful guarantee could be provided.  There are many 

variables in agreeing dates for eg, making available a source of water and no 

proposal has been received as to how these variables can be reconciled with the 

concept of a guaranteed delivery date.    

6.8. Minimum Information 

Stakeholders have commented that the SG is  incomplete in its treatment of 

minimum information.   On that basis, they have been unable to approve this section 

of the SG.  We accept that the document needs further work to complete it but 

believe that this is not material in the context of the other changes to the self-lay 

process that we are proposing through the SG.   

Further, if a pilot is to be carried out, that can be expected to reveal what further 

detail needs to be provided for this section of the SG.   
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6.9. The Panel 

Comments on the proposed Panel governance focused on the need to involve 

Developers in the process and on the arrangements to ensure the independence of 

the Panel.   

We agree that Developers should be included given that they are also Customers 

and have provided for a 3:2, SLP/Developer representation on the panel.   

As regards the independence of the Panel, consultees proposed that the chair be 

chosen from among Panel members and the secretariat be arranged by the Panel 

rather than by a trade association (such as Water UK). 

A strong, independent chair is however considered a critical requirement for the 

Panel to operate successfully, given the potential for very divergent views to be 

taken towards particular issues by Water Companies and Customers.  Our recent 

experience of the work on sustainable drainage, which also involved parties with 

conflicting views, suggests strongly that an independent chair will be helpful in 

allowing the Panel to fulfil its intended role.   

Equally, it was not possible to accede to the suggestion that no trade association be 

involved in the arrangements for the operation of the Panel.  Operation of the Panel 

is a requirement imposed on Water Companies and they need to have the right to 

use the sector’s trade association to provide such services, if thought appropriate.  

We have however clarified that the Secretariat owes its duties to the Panel rather 

than to those funding its activities. 

The suggestion has been made that convening the Panel at the earliest opportunity 

would help increase confidence in the new adoption arrangements.  An early 

indication from Ofwat of the timescales in which it proposes to consider the sector’s 

recommendation would be very helpful in assessing when the Panel should be put in 

place.   

6.10. MAA 

The main objection that Customers had in relation to the MAA was that they had not 

been given sufficient time to consider its detail.  As set out above, it proved difficult to 

provide a meaningful draft while the substance of the MAA’s underlying principles 

remained open.  We, as water companies, have day-to-day access to legal advisers 

inured to dealing with tight timescales and are therefore sympathetic to this objection 

from Customers who do not.  However, we feel bound by the Code to deliver a draft 

MAA on the date it requires.  To mitigate the effects of the objection we make the 

suggestion set out below. 

The MAA requires Customers to comply with “Land Rights Criteria”, meaning in 

essence that they must procure such dispositions in favour of water companies as 

they may require.  The intent of this obligation is to ensure that Water Companies 

are given reliable access to, or protection for, the adoptable assets.  Some 

Customers expressed concern that this obligation potentially gave unscrupulous 
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Water Companies the ability to make capricious or unrealistic demands of 

Customers.  We consider that inclusion of an obligation of this type is imperative, 

and that the remedies Customers have under the general law, particularly under the 

Competition Act, should deal adequately with any such unwarranted behaviour.  We 

have, however, sought to ensure the risk of such behaviour is reduced by ensuring in 

the MAA that Land Rights Criteria may only be imposed to the extent that they have 

been made known to Customers in advance of signing the adoption agreement in 

question.  We also believe that Land Rights Criteria is an area where there is 

considerable scope for harmonisation, and this forms the basis of one of our 

recommendations for future work. 

Much debate centred on the respective level and type of liability for which water 

companies and Customers should be accountable under the MAA, with many 

different solutions proposed.  Some Customers felt that the principle of a fair balance 

of risk was not reflected in the draft MAA.  We have concluded that the MAA should 

reflect general construction practice – that the person constructing an asset should 

be entirely responsible for both its delivery and its freedom from defects.  

Furthermore, we have included a symmetric approach to the nature of liability – that 

neither Water Company nor Customers should be responsible to the other(s) for 

indirect or consequential losses, and there should be a upper limit to financial 

liability, which is set high enough to be meaningful, but within a range that can 

realistically be insured against if parties desire. 

A number of Customers felt strongly that Water Companies’ obligations under the 

SG should be set out (or cross-referred to) as contractual obligations in the MAA, in 

the same way as their own SG obligations are.  The effect of this would be to provide 

Customers with alternate remedies for the same subject matter – through regulatory 

control (a breach of SG obligations by water companies representing a breach of the 

Code) as well as enforcement through the courts (for breach of contractual 

obligation).  The law has been generally hostile to dual systems of remedy (one 

prime example being the Marcic case) and we did not therefore consider it 

appropriate to include water companies’ SG obligations as contractual covenants.  

Although this may make the MAA appear in isolation to be asymmetric (with only 

Customer SG obligations set out as contractual covenants), the overall reality is far 

more balanced, with water company SG breaches (but not Customer SG breaches) 

governed by redress and regulatory enforcement and Customer breaches (but not 

water company SG breaches) governed by contractual enforcement. 

Despite these concerns, it should be noted that we have nonetheless been able to 

take account of a considerable number of points made in response to the 

consultation on the MAA.  However, we acknowledge that Customers have not had 

sufficient time to consider how we have responded to their comments.  One option 

would be for Ofwat to encourage further concertation between Water Companies 

and Customers during the period in which it is considering the SG.  We would be 

pleased to assist in making arrangements for such further discussions.   
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7. Further development of the asset adoption arrangements 

7.1. Before approval of the SG and MAA 

We have already suggested that further work could be undertaken by Ofwat and 

stakeholders on the development of the MAA before approval is granted to the new 

SG and MAA.   It will also be important to ensure that all parties, not merely Water 

Companies, are aware that this new agreement will effectively be mandatory for 

Water Companies and are willing to use this as the basis for their self-lay 

arrangements.   

In addition, at various points in this recommendation, we have suggested that the 

draft SG and MAA could be the subject of a pilot.  Customers have expressed 

support for a pilot as well and we have identified volunteers from among the SLPs 

and Water Companies to take part in any such pilot. 

It would be useful to have an early indication from Ofwat as to its assessment of 

these proposals and as to how they might work alongside Ofwat’s work in 

considering this recommendation. 

7.2. Matters for the Panel 

This section proposes other areas of activity that could be put to the Panel should 

parties wish to make Change Proposals to this effect.   

· Development of a full suite of Minimum Information requirements, possibly 

with the support of consistent national forms 

· Liaison with WIRSAPP to determine how further work could be included in the 

scope of its accreditation scheme 

· A programme under which Water companies will publish their general land 

rights criteria 

· Development of the Template Design and Construction Standards (TDCS).  It 

has been suggested that companies could look for areas of convergence and 

consider re-publishing the TDCS where there is agreement with yellow 

sections filled in where convergence exists on a part of the TDCS.   Where 

areas of convergence don’t exist, the Panel could help to establish “best 

practice” and ask water companies to consider what they can do to converge 

on areas that are for non-operational issues. 

7.3. Other future matters 

Some stakeholders are anticipating that the Panel will have a broader role in 

enforcing standards across the sector.  While this does not immediately appear to be 

within the envisaged remit of the Panel, it may be that parties could consider the 

desirability and feasibility of such a proposal. 
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Similarly, some stakeholders have commented that they envisage the Panel having 

the role of improving service standards across the sector.  This also could be 

considered further 

Finally, the work to produce information on connections options work is currently on 

hold due to the issues arising from the implementation of the retail market.  As and 

when the legal position is clarified, flow charts developed by the programme and not 

so far published could be made available to the Panel for them to develop in more 

detail. 
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Appendix A - Water Companies which have agreed to this 

recommendation 
 

Affinity Water 

Albion Water 

Anglian Water 

Bristol Water 

South Staffordshire Water 

Icosa Water  

Independent Water Networks  

Leep Water 

Northumbrian Water 

Portsmouth Water 

SES Water 

Severn Trent Water 

South East Water 

South West Water 

Southern Water 

Thames Water 

United Utilities 

Veolia Water 

Wessex Water 

Yorkshire Water 
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Appendix B – ISGw and PSTw members 
 

ISGw: 

Chair – Martin Silcock 

Samuel Larsen (Water UK) (Secretary) 

David Strang  (Water UK) (Legal and policy) 

Gary McConnell (Director at Aquamain) 

Martin Reeves (Gleeson Homes) 

Nigel Martin (Wessex Water) 

Darrell Crittenden (Anglian) 

Ed Attree (IWNL) 

 

PSTw: 

Samuel Larsen 

David Strang 

Patrick Daly (PN Daly) 

Tim Haines (Countryside 

Properties) 

Representative of Kier Living 

Dan Borst (Severn Trent) 

Meriel Jones (Thames) 

Chris Rhodes (Yorkshire) 

Mike Thornley (Southern Water) 

Gareth Davies (United Utilities) 

Julian Hill (DCWW) 

Zoe Brewer (South West) 

 

 



Summary of responses to the November 2018 Consultation
An SLP An SLP An SLP A Water Company An SLP An SLP An SLP An SLP A Developer An SLP An SLP An SLP An SLP A Water Company An SLP SLP (final response for N5draft) A Materials Association A Water Company An SLP A Water Company An SLP A Water Company An SLP An SLP

Topic Question Response N1 N2 N3 N4 N5Draft N6 N7 N8 N9 N10 N11 N12 N13 N14 N15 N16 N17 N18 N19 N20 N21 N22 N23 N24

Contestability Is our proposed approach to 

contestability an improvement 

on the approach taken in the 

current code of practice?

The increase in scope of contestability is 

not relevant while there is no level 

playing field for competition. WCs do not 

have to pay for full Section 50 Opening 

Notices and their contract teams do not 

have to achieve the level of training as for 

an SLP. They also do not have to pay for 

WIRS accreditations or maintain an audit 

regime. WCs also have the savings of 

volume which small SLPs do not.

There is also no note on the risks and 

liabilities for dirty water claims and 

emergency shut offs when things go 

wrong.

Whilst it would be an improvement for all 

companies to classify as contestable all 

works described as such in the current 

Self-Lay Code of Practice there is nothing 

in the proposals to prompt companies to 

open-up new contestable work 

catagories.

Hence an additional obligation is needed 

requiring all companies to provide an 

objective justification for (initially) not 

placing all connections to 32mm pipes 

and 63 to 300mm connections to mains 

up to 12” diameter in the amber 

category. (Note - Once these categories 

are generally open to competition we will 

be looking for this requirement to extend 

to the other potentially contestable work 

catagories).

Whilst it would be an improvement for all 

companies to classify as contestable all 

works described as such in the current 

Self-Lay Code of Practice there is nothing 

in the proposals to prompt companies to 

open-up new contestable work 

catagories.

Hence an additional obligation is needed 

requiring all companies to provide an 

objective justification for (initially) not 

placing all connections to 32mm pipes 

and 63 to 300mm connections to mains 

up to 12” diameter in the amber 

category. (Note - Once these categories 

are generally open to competition we will 

be looking for this requirement to extend 

to the other potentially contestable work 

catagories).

Yes a marked improvement. See N16 for final The question of which is the Current Code of Practice is 

current is not made clear in the above question, however 

both versions of the Code of Practice make WIRS registration 

subordinate to the authorization of the Water company for an 

SLO to carry out Contestable work. While the requirement for 

WIRS is clear and binary, the water company authorization 

could potentially be anything and therefore, if abused, may 

serve as a barrier to competition.  

The wording of 3.3.1 is not sufficiently robust as it is not 

stated that water companies are bound to permit, effective 

immediately, any suitably qualified WIRS registered SLO to 

carry works for which it has a valid Categories of WIRS 

registration (witness and audit at the water company 

discretion) or a partial approval, subject to Lloyds witness 

and Water Company consent (under Water company witness 

or audit at the water company discretion).

Where any water company seeks to vary the above 

requirement by the addition of any local practice. Such 

variation shall only be permitted with the prior consent of 

Ofwat. Any such requirement coming into force only after 

having been publicized and reasonable lead period for 

compliance by SLO.s permitted.

I have a major issue with the table in that connections up to and 

including 63mm (25mm, 32mm & 63mm) are contestable and as 

such is part of our WIRS accreditation. Therefore, this section 

should be green except where the existing host main is PVCu. For 

me and all other SLPs, the water company does not have to option 

to restrict contestability and this is seen as a backwards step and 

must be rectified before any further progress on this table can be 

made.

I like the theory that all work is contestable until proven otherwise, 

either down to SLP skill set or Water Company risk approach. I like 

the idea that SLPs can carry out works out of the scope of WIRS at 

the discretion of the water company. However, I must add that this 

could be seen as a get-out clause for water companies and also 

depends on the size of the SLP. If water companies had performed 

over the years then the need for the SLPs to carry out branch 

connections would not be required. One worry would be that this 

could be seen as a control point for the water company to delay the 

connection by not approving an application to connect. Their needs 

to be some form of timescale attached to the approval of 

application to connect.

Yes – It is an improvement to the current code of 

practice. However regular reviews must take place to 

ensure that water companies either via their local 

practices are continually striving to improve and not 

reverting back to old ways.

Whilst it would be an improvement for all companies to classify 

as contestable all works described as such in the current Self-

Lay Code of Practice there is nothing in the proposals to prompt 

companies to open-up new contestable work categories.

Hence an additional obligation is needed requiring all 

companies to provide an objective justification for (initially) not 

placing all connections to 32mm pipes and 63 to 300mm 

connections to mains up to 12” diameter in the amber category. 

(Note - Once these categories are generally open to competition 

we will be looking for this requirement to extend to the other 

potentially contestable work categories). 

Unable to comment as only recently become WIRS 

accredited.

Yes The question of which is the Current Code of Practice is 

current is not made clear in the above question, 

however both versions of the Code of Practice make 

WIRS registration subordinate to the authorization of 

the Water company for an SLO to carry out Contestable 

work. While the requirement for WIRS is clear and 

binary, the water company authorization could 

potentially be anything and therefore, if abused, may 

serve as a barrier to competition.  

The wording of 3.3.1 is not sufficiently robust as it is not 

stated that water companies are bound to permit, 

effective immediately, any suitably qualified WIRS 

registered SLO to carry works for which it has a valid 

Categories of WIRS registration (witness and audit at 

the water company discretion) or a partial approval, 

subject to Lloyds witness and Water Company consent 

(under Water company witness or audit at the water 

company discretion).

Where any water company seeks to vary the above 

requirement by the addition of any local practice. Such 

variation shall only be permitted with the prior consent 

of Ofwat. Any such requirement coming into force only 

after having been publicized and reasonable lead 

period for compliance by SLO.s permitted.

The question of which is the ‘Current Code of Practice’ 

is not made clear in the above question, however both 

versions of the Code of Practice (CIC) make WIRS 

registration subordinate to the authorization of the 

Water company for an SLO to carry out Contestable 

work. While the requirement for WIRS is clear and 

binary, the water company authorization could 

potentially be anything and therefore, if abused, may 

serve as a barrier to competition.

Based upon the preceding paragraph the proposed 

approach is an improvement but remains imperfect.  

The wording of 3.3.1 is not sufficiently robust as it is 

not stated that water companies are bound to permit, 

effective immediately, any suitably qualified WIRS 

registered SLO to carry works for which it has a valid 

WIRS registration (witness and audit at the water 

company discretion) or a partial WIRS approval, 

subject to Lloyds witness and Water Company consent 

(under Water company witness or audit at the water 

company discretion).

Where any water company seeks to vary the above 

requirement by the addition of any local practice. Such 

variation shall only be permitted with the prior 

consent of Ofwat. Any such requirement coming into 

force only after having been publicized and reasonable 

lead period for compliance by SLO.s permitted.

Yes The question of which is the Current Code of 

Practice is current is not made clear in the 

above question, however both versions of 

the Code of Practice make WIRS registration 

subordinate to the authorization of the 

Water company for an SLO to carry out 

Contestable work. While the requirement for 

WIRS is clear and binary, the water company 

authorization could potentially be anything 

and therefore, if abused, may serve as a 

barrier to competition.  

The wording of 3.3.1 is not sufficiently robust 

as it is not stated that water companies are 

bound to permit, effective immediately, any 

suitably qualified WIRS registered SLO to 

carry works for which it has a valid 

Categories of WIRS registration (witness and 

audit at the water company discretion) or a 

partial approval, subject to Lloyds witness 

and Water Company consent (under Water 

company witness or audit at the water 

company discretion).

Where any water company seeks to vary the 

above requirement by the addition of any 

local practice. Such variation shall only be 

permitted with the prior consent of Ofwat. 

Any such requirement coming into force only 

The proposed approach provides clarity on 

what is contestable as a minimum, given the 

established accreditation regime. This 

provides clarity across the industry and we 

support this.

However we do believe that the design and 

construction of network reinforcement 

needs to be split into two lines – we would 

always want to design this but we would 

consider an SLP undertaking the work as part 

of a scheme.

Also, the number of properties isn’t 

necessarily the deciding factor on whether 

we would consider something low / medium / 

high risk. We would also consider historic 

issues with the main, age of the main, 

material and previous contacts from 

customers following work on the main and 

therefore the facility to take these factors 

into account must be available. Likewise, we 

may allow a SLP to work on a main that 

serves many more than 500+ customers if we 

had knowledge that the main was in good 

condition and highly unlikely to cause a 

problem to existing users.

Yes Being familiar with the Scottish Water 

arrangements there is no tasks that should 

be deemed non-contestable, other than 

agreeing the terms that the Water Company 

will adopt the new assets, if the accredited 

entity can demonstrate competence in the 

activity.

Is Table 3.2 sufficiently 

comprehensive and clear in its 

format? If not, how would you 

propose it be amended?

It is clear but there are limited 

circumstances when an SLP might want 

to carry out off-site connections due to 

Section 50 and TM costs. As above, the 

risks and liabilities are not covered. Is 

the SLP or WC liable for these?

Missing, and requiring to be inserted into 

the work categories are:-

a) Construction of diverted main (i.e. to 

avoid any doubt that this work is 

contestable); and,

b) The self-certification of designs 

produced by others. Note – we would 

accept this having an amber/red shading 

on the proviso of companies providing an 

objective justification covering their 

stance (and to give them time to embrace 

what will, for many, be a new concept).

Linked to the contestability statements 

we cannot support companies only 

updating their local practices annually. 

This should be dynamic (as they engage 

with SLPs and gain confidence in their 

ability to do an ever widening range of 

work types). So whilst we want clear 

statements by companies there should 

be a requirement to keep this current 

rather than make it subject to annual 

reviews.

Missing, and requiring to be inserted into 

the work categories are:-

a) Construction of diverted main (i.e. to 

avoid any doubt that this work is 

contestable); and,

b) The self-certification of designs 

produced by others. Note – we would 

accept this having an amber/red shading 

on the proviso of companies providing an 

objective justification covering their 

stance (and to give them time to embrace 

what will, for many, be a new concept).

Linked to the contestability statements 

we cannot support companies only 

updating their local practices annually. 

This should be dynamic (as they engage 

with SLPs and gain confidence in their 

ability to do an ever widening range of 

work types). So whilst we want clear 

statements by companies there should 

be a requirement to keep this current 

rather than make it subject to annual 

reviews.

we feel it is very clear and comprehensive. The table is sufficiently clear. Having looked at the table I must comment on a couple of points. 

Pipe sizing, in my view is a contestable item however the approval 

of a water design is non-contestable and is currently by the water 

company. However, on the Stage 2 Procedures flow chart (Note 2.4) 

it mentions Self Cert so this item has to become a contestable item 

so therefore needs to change to amber at the very least. It also 

mentions the connection & disconnection of diverted mains is a 

non-contestable item. I believe the table should have an extra 

column as installing mains diversions is a contestable item.

I think the table is the most suitable way of presenting the work 

type but if they are only updated annually then in my view this 

prevents incorporating advances in technology and stifles 

innovative working practices for SLPs for 12 months. It should allow 

SLPs to train operatives and extend SLP capabilities and widen 

contestability boundaries constantly.

No – What about Diversions and diversion 

connections?

Format is clear. More regular reviews than annually 

must take place.

Missing, and requiring to be inserted into the work categories 

are:-

a) Construction of diverted main (i.e. to avoid any doubt that this 

work is contestable); and,

b) The self-certification of designs produced by others. 

Note – we would accept this having an amber/red shading on the 

proviso of companies providing an objective justification 

covering their stance (and to give them time to embrace what 

will, for many, be a new concept).

Linked to the contestability statements we cannot support 

companies only updating their local practices annually.  This 

should be dynamic (as they engage with SLPs and gain 

confidence in their ability to do an ever widening range of work 

types).  So whilst we want clear statements by companies there 

should be a requirement to keep this current rather than make it 

subject to annual reviews. 

Will each individual ACS be readily available or would they 

need to be specifically requested? 

Tab 3.2 does need to be viewed with a good understanding 

of ACS requirements. Not all different types of parent main 

material eg MOPVC have been listed; is that to be covered 

by the Water Company’s ACS?

S 3.4.1 - WIRS accredited companies being 

considered/allowed to work on areas that are not covered 

by WIRS. How will that look/be managed?

S 3.4.8 - To also include guidance of what the SLP is 

expected to hold, in terms of specific capabilities/ 

competences? 

 Yes.

• PVC and Steel pipe materials also 

need to be included.

• The words (upsizing of existing 

assets) inserted after “design and 

construction of network 

reinforcement) may be seen to 

contradict the definition for Network 

Reinforcement in the Ofwat charging 

rules for new connection services 

where the definition is not just 

restricted to “upsizing”. Recommend 

remove the upsizing sentence.

• The GREEN box re analysing samples 

may suggest not by UKAS laboratory – 

which must be a mandatory 

requirement so whilst GREEN we 

suggest this needs a clarification 

note under the table 3.2 and common 

words in the Design guide.

The table is sufficiently clear. The table is sufficiently clear. It would be useful to clarify that it relates 

only to potable mains, not necessarily to 

non-potable mains.

The table is sufficiently clear. The table is sufficiently comprehensive and 

clear in its format, taking the above 

comments into account

Yes The above comment makes the following 

effectively redundant in my opinion but for 

the record missing, and requiring to be 

inserted into the work categories are:-

a) Construction of diverted main (i.e. to avoid 

any doubt that this work is contestable); and,

b) The self-certification of designs produced 

by others. 

Note – we would accept this having an 

amber/red shading on the proviso of 

companies providing an objective 

justification covering their stance (and to give 

them time to embrace what will, for many, be 

a new concept).

Linked to the contestability statements we 

cannot support companies only updating 

their local practices annually.  This should be 

dynamic (as they engage with SLPs and gain 

confidence in their ability to do an ever 

widening range of work types).  So whilst we 

want clear statements by companies there 

should be a requirement to keep this current 

rather than make it subject to annual 

Procedures Do you agree that the proposed 

procedures accurately define 

the activities required in an 

effective self-lay market? 

No. There seems to be some 

misunderstanding of how SLPs price 

work. Stage 2 (Design of New Mains) 

would not be carried out until after the 

Developer has signed up for the SL 

option. Why would an SLP procure and 

pay for a design without an agreement in 

place to construct? The SLP must be ‘in 

contract’ with the Developer before 

procuring a design. 

Despite 4.2.4 & 4.2.5, WCs will see the 

procedures as definitive and no variation 

or flexibility will be considered.

Although the various procedure charts 

cover most of the various components of 

a self-lay delivered project we require 

them to be modified to reflect best 

practice and facilitate a fully functioning 

competitive water connections market 

(i.e. they are currently, in the places we 

identify below, constructed in ways 

which unduly constrain self-lay provision 

so cannot be viewed as meeting the 

Ofwat ‘fair and proportionate’ test.

The changes we require to the procedure 

charts (excluding Level of Service matters 

discussed separately) are:-

1. Remove (in 1b) any restraint on the 

process starting before planning 

permission is obtained (this being 

imperative if the developer/SLP 

partnership is to be in a position to 

quickly respond once the site is ready to 

proceed); and,

2. Place the CDM responsibilities (from 

1b into 2, and beyond) to where they 

actually apply in the process; and,

3. Remove the confusion caused by 

initially classifying activities as either 

being done by developers or SLPs and 

Although the various procedure charts 

cover most of the various components of 

a self-lay delivered project we require 

them to be modified to reflect best 

practice and facilitate a fully functioning 

competitive water connections market 

(i.e. they are currently, in the places we 

identify below, constructed in ways 

which unduly constrain self-lay provision 

so cannot be viewed as meeting the 

Ofwat ‘fair and proportionate’ test.

The changes we require to the procedure 

charts (excluding Level of Service matters 

discussed separately) are:-

1. Remove (in 1b) any restraint on the 

process starting before planning 

permission is obtained (this being 

imperative if the developer/SLP 

partnership is to be in a position to 

quickly respond once the site is ready to 

proceed); and,

2. Place the CDM responsibilities (from 

1b into 2, and beyond) to where they 

actually apply in the process; and,

3. Remove the confusion caused by 

initially classifying activities as either 

being done by developers or SLPs and 

 Yes, they leave little room for misunderstanding 

and all parties should be aware of their 

responsibilities prior to moving to the next stage.

The proposed procedures describe the activities required in 

an effective self lay market which of itself provides no benefit, 

the description offered by the flow diagram does not however 

address the concerns which developers may have regarding 

the time based risks being considered by a developer prior to 

embarking down the self lay route.

The adoption code requires that water companies provide 

non contestable activities to connections market participants 

on an equivalent basis to that upon which it provides them to 

itself. Instead of this we have arbitrary durations reflective of 

the current target delivery timescales and a complete lack of 

clarity whether process clocks stop (chess clock style), or 

whether process clocks have to restart when an issue is 

encountered.

In terms of the perception of a third party as to the complexity 

of the SLO route the format of presentation while accurate 

may ultimately put developers off using this route due to its 

apparent complexity. Consideration should perhaps be given 

to using Gantt (Microsoft Project) charts with clear 

precedents, durations and definition of the Critical Path, all of 

which are formats that must developers and SLO.s use on a 

daily basis. 

Procedures  Do you agree that the proposed procedures accurately 

define the activities required in an effective self-lay market?  I like 

the procedures flowcharts however from an inexperienced eye they 

could look as extremely complicated to follow and may put off some 

developers from choosing the self lay option. That said, I see no 

other simple way of showing this process. Having looked through 

the flowcharts in some detail, there are some points that I do not 

agree with and have to be amended. 

a) Why does planning permission have to be obtained before PoC / 

Design the process can start. The process takes long enough and as 

soon as the development has started, water mains installation is  

often one of the first tasks along with road construction.

b) It mentions in the flowcharts (Notes 1.5 & 2.1) ‘simple’ sites but 

nowhere does it define what ‘simple’ (or ‘complex’) sites are, this 

needs to be stated as this has a major impact on PoC & Design 

timescales for both the SLP and Developer.

c) As far as the SLP is concerned, the groundworker and the 

developer are seen as the same so ‘Unaccredited Activity’ should 

still read ‘Developer’. To be honest I think this over complicates the 

process.

d) On Stage 3, produce Draft Adoption Agreement is not an SLP task. 

It should read ‘the water company asks the SLP for the details of the 

interested parties for inclusion into the Adoption Agreement. These 

details should be included in the Design Approval pack issued to 

the water company to remove the need for this stage altogether.

e) Agreeing a Target Source of Water Date should be agreed within 

Stage 4 when all the ‘unknowns’ are fully established. A provisional 

 No -

Although the various procedure charts cover most of 

the various components of a self-lay delivered project 

we require them to be modified to reflect best 

practice and facilitate a fully functioning competitive 

water connections market (i.e. they are currently, in 

the places we identify below, constructed in ways 

which unduly constrain self-lay provision so cannot be 

viewed as meeting the Ofwat ‘fair and proportionate’ 

test.

The changes we require to the procedure charts 

(excluding Level of Service matters discussed 

separately) are:-

1. Remove (in 1b) any restraint on the process starting 

before planning permission is obtained (this being 

imperative if the developer/SLP partnership is to be in 

a position to quickly respond once the site is ready to 

proceed).

2. Place the CDM responsibilities (from 1b into 2, and 

beyond) to where they actually apply in the process.

3. Remove the confusion caused by initially classifying 

activities as either being done by developers or SLPs 

and then (from Stage 1c) referring them to 

‘unaccredited’ or ‘accredited’ activities.  This needs 

to be changed to ‘works directly controlled by 

developers’ and ‘accredited SLP works’.  (Note – this 

will aid SLPs having discussions with developers over 

Although the various procedure charts cover most of the various 

components of a self-lay delivered project we require them to be 

modified to reflect best practice and facilitate a fully functioning 

competitive water connections market (i.e. they are currently, in 

the places we identify below, constructed in ways which unduly 

constrain self-lay provision so cannot be viewed as meeting the 

Ofwat ‘fair and proportionate’ test.

The changes we require to the procedure charts (excluding Level 

of Service matters discussed separately) are:-

1. Remove (in 1b) any restraint on the process starting before 

planning permission is obtained (this being imperative if the 

developer/SLP partnership is to be in a position to quickly 

respond once the site is ready to proceed); and,

2. Place the CDM responsibilities (from 1b into 2, and beyond) to 

where they actually apply in the process; and,

3. Remove the confusion caused by initially classifying activities 

as either being done by developers or SLPs and then (from Stage 

1c) referring them to ‘unaccredited’ or ‘accredited’ activities.  

This needs to be changed to ‘works directly controlled by 

developers’ and ‘accredited SLP works’.  (Note – this will aid SLPs 

having discussions with developers over their responsibility to  

protect works etc. post vesting); and,

4. Requiring rectification are the procedures currently omitting 

any reference to works (in 1c and elsewhere) either needing:-

   - upsizing (to cater for subsequent 

     developments) or;-

   - the need to incorporate into the works

This is a Stage Gate Review Process - Stages are defined 

but not the Gates; so what happens when not all the Stage 

information/action/checking has been able to be carried 

out?

General comments about proposed procedures

1. Make up of the governance paneL appears to have been 

weighted in the water companies favour – we believe a 

further consultation with more SLP’s to be included would 

produce and fairer outcome

2. The code for adoption review and response timeline is 

tight. There is a lot of documentation for a busy SME to 

asses and respond to. We do not feel that the deadline of 

26/11/2018 gives us as an SLP sufficient time to fully 

appreciate the proposed code. 

3. Upfront infrastructure charges are currently dealt with 

and paid at the early stages. It would be more efficient to 

incorporate infrastructure charges into asset payments. 

4. Works that are still proposed as non-contestable such 

as diversions and self certification of design should be 

contestable streams of work. We work in an area where a 

Contractor is employed by a water board to carry out 

operational framework duties for work that they win or for 

non contestable Works. The same Contractor is then 

employed as a outsourced designer. Currently we rely on 

that contractor to certify and approve our designs our 

concern is that this introduces a conflict of interest when 

designs are waiting for approval. We would suggest that 

water boards are not allowed to employ the same 

Contractor for opertions and design and SLPs should be 

able to go to the market to acquire design certification.

Yes The proposed procedures describe the activities 

required in an effective self-lay market which of itself 

provides no benefit, the description offered by the flow 

diagram does not however address the concerns which 

developers may have regarding the time based risks 

being considered by a developer prior to embarking 

down the self-lay route.

The adoption code requires that water companies 

provide non-contestable activities to connections 

market participants on an equivalent basis to that upon 

which it provides them to itself. Instead of this we have 

arbitrary durations reflective of the current target 

delivery timescales and a complete lack of clarity 

whether process clocks stop (chess clock style), or 

whether process clocks must restart when an issue is 

encountered.

In terms of the perception of a third party as to the 

complexity of the SLO route the format of presentation 

while accurate may ultimately put developers off using 

this route due to its apparent complexity. 

Consideration should perhaps be given to using Gantt 

(Microsoft Project) charts with clear precedents, 

durations and definition of the Critical Path, all of which 

are formats that must developers and SLO.s use on a 

daily basis. 

The proposed procedures describe the activities 

required in an effective self lay market. 

Describing those procedures does not of itself provide 

any benefit.

The descriptions offered by the flow diagrams within 

the procedures do not address the main concern which 

developers may have when deciding whether to 

embark on a path down the self lay route, namely what 

is the process duration in  best and worst case 

scenarios if the self lay route is used and how does this 

compare to the process duration for requisition.

The adoption code requires that water companies 

provide non contestable activities to connections 

market participants on an equivalent basis, to that 

upon which the water company provides the same 

input services to itself. 

Instead of confirming that the requirement for supply 

on an equivalent basis will be met, the procedures 

instead present arbitrary process durations reflective 

of the current target delivery timescales (which is not 

equivalent) and a complete lack of clarity whether 

process clocks stop (chess clock style), or whether 

process clocks have to restart when an issue is 

encountered.

In terms of the perception of a third party as to the 

complexity of the SLO route, the format of presentation 

used by UK Water, while accurate, may ultimately 

Yes, for potable mains. The proposed procedures describe the 

activities required in an effective self lay 

market which of itself provides no benefit, 

the description offered by the flow diagram 

does not however address the concerns 

which developers may have regarding the 

time based risks being considered by a 

developer prior to embarking down the self 

lay route.

The adoption code requires that water 

companies provide non contestable 

activities to connections market participants 

on an equivalent basis to that upon which it 

provides them to itself. Instead of this we 

have arbitrary durations reflective of the 

current target delivery timescales and a 

complete lack of clarity whether process 

clocks stop (chess clock style), or whether 

process clocks have to restart when an issue 

is encountered.

In terms of the perception of a third party as 

to the complexity of the SLO route the format 

of presentation while accurate may 

ultimately put developers off using this route 

due to its apparent complexity. 

Consideration should perhaps be given to 

using Gantt (Microsoft Project) charts with 

The procedures do accurately define the 

activities required in an effective self-lay 

market.

There is no metric to indicate how long 

before making a service connection off a 

vested main a SLP should inform the water 

company.

Also there is no super-metric on the SLP to 

commit to notifying the water company of a 

completed service connection / meter fit (i.e.

Yes Although the various procedure charts cover 

most of the various components of a self-lay 

delivered project we require them to be 

modified to reflect best practice and 

facilitate a fully functioning competitive 

water connections market (i.e. they are 

currently, in the places we identify below, 

constructed in ways which unduly constrain 

self-lay provision so cannot be viewed as 

meeting the Ofwat ‘fair and proportionate’ 

test.

The changes we require to the procedure 

charts (excluding Level of Service matters 

discussed separately) are:-

1. Remove (in 1b) any restraint on the process 

starting before planning permission is 

obtained (this being imperative if the 

developer/SLP partnership is to be in a 

position to quickly respond once the site is 

ready to proceed); and,

2. Place the CDM responsibilities (from 1b 

into 2, and beyond) to where they actually 

apply in the process; and,

3. Remove the confusion caused by initially 

classifying activities as either being done by 

developers or SLPs and then (from Stage 1c) 

referring them to ‘unaccredited’ or 

Local Practices  Is the permitted scope of Local 

Practices sufficiently defined?

1.       No mention of the varying valve 

closing options in STW area (e.g.).

2.       Fire-fighting requirement for 

domestic properties in Wales?

The Ofwat Code makes it clear that ‘local 

practices’ should be restricted to “local 

operational practices and design 

guidance”. We are however seeing far 

too many local variations options (even 

before the roll-out gets to companies) so 

we require tighter control of permissible 

local practices to be established.

A good illustration of our concerns is in 

the drafted procedures where local 

practices clearly apply e.g. throughout 

Stage 7 (but also elsewhere) but are not 

listed under the ‘permissible local 

practices’. This needs addressing.

Also a standard template needs to be 

produced which all companies populate, 

in various tables etc. to make it clear how 

their practices differ from those of 

others. This then needs to be put out for a 

coordinated consultation (and to avoid 

the multiple local consultations that 

otherwise need to happen). This would 

then better establish what ‘local 

changes’ are actually universally being 

sought (so should be reworked into the 

standard procedures).

The Ofwat Code makes it clear that ‘local 

practices’ should be restricted to “local 

operational practices and design 

guidance”. We are however seeing far 

too many local variations options (even 

before the roll-out gets to companies) so 

we require tighter control of permissible 

local practices to be established.

A good illustration of our concerns is in 

the drafted procedures where local 

practices clearly apply e.g. throughout 

Stage 7 (but also elsewhere) but are not 

listed under the ‘permissible local 

practices’. This needs addressing.

Also a standard template needs to be 

produced which all companies populate, 

in various tables etc. to make it clear how 

their practices differ from those of 

others. This then needs to be put out for a 

coordinated consultation (and to avoid 

the multiple local consultations that 

otherwise need to happen). This would 

then better establish what ‘local 

changes’ are actually universally being 

sought (so should be reworked into the 

standard procedures).

 It is very clear. The scope of local practices is sufficiently defined as is the 

basis under which they are permitted. While a stated pre 

requisite for ‘local practices’ is that they must be justified 

there is no indication how or to whom that justification for 

such practices must be made, nor is it clear how any 

unjustified unilateral implementation of local practices may 

be appealed or dealt with.

If the end game is to have standardized approaches to 

working nationally then it is important that a methodology for 

completely getting rid of local practices is available.

My view is that Standard Procedures must be followed at all times 

throughout the process. The only reason Local Practices should be 

allowed is when additional requirements are needed and go 

beyond the Standard Procedures, i.e. different valving 

arrangements, sandwich valves, telemetry, etc. It should not take 

into account water companies processes that do not currently 

allow them to follow Standard Procedures, these processes need to 

be changed to line up with Standard Procedures. The principle 

should be that where ever an SLP works in the country, the same 

process / procedure should be adhered to. With the Adoption 

Codes we should be working towards common practices through 

England that all water companies must adopt.

  The Ofwat Code makes it clear that ‘local practices’ 

should be restricted to “local operational practices 

and design guidance”.  We are however seeing far too 

many local variations options (even before the roll-

out gets to companies) so we require tighter control 

of permissible local practices to be established.

A good illustration of our concerns is in the drafted 

procedures where local practices clearly apply e.g. 

throughout Stage 7 (but also elsewhere) but are not 

listed under the ‘permissible local practices’.  This 

needs addressing.

Also a standard template needs to be produced which 

all companies populate, in various tables etc. to 

make it clear how their practices differ from those of 

others.  This then needs to be put out for a 

coordinated consultation (and to avoid the multiple 

local consultations that otherwise need to happen).  

This would then better establish what ‘local changes’ 

are actually universally being sought (so should be 

reworked into the standard procedures).

The Ofwat Code makes it clear that ‘local practices’ should be 

restricted to “local operational practices and design guidance”.  

We are however seeing far too many local variations options 

(even before the roll-out gets to companies) so we require 

tighter control of permissible local practices to be established.

A good illustration of our concerns is in the drafted procedures 

where local practices clearly apply e.g. throughout Stage 7 (but 

also elsewhere) but are not listed under the ‘permissible local 

practices’.  This needs addressing.

Also a standard template needs to be produced which all 

companies populate, in various tables etc. to make it clear how 

their practices differ from those of others.  This then needs to be 

put out for a coordinated consultation (and to avoid the multiple 

local consultations that otherwise need to happen).  This would 

then better establish what ‘local changes’ are actually 

universally being sought (so should be reworked into the 

standard procedures).

S 4.7.3 - Any reasonable timescale to be given to enable 

the published proposals and customer feedback prior to 

implementation? 

Yes The scope of local practices is sufficiently defined as is 

the basis under which they are permitted. While a 

stated pre requisite for ‘local practices’ is that they 

must be justified there is no indication how or to whom 

that justification for such practices must be made, nor 

is it clear how any unjustified unilateral 

implementation of local practices may be appealed or 

dealt with.

If the end game is to have standardized approaches to 

working nationally then it is important that a 

methodology for completely getting rid of local 

practices is available.

The scope of local practices is sufficiently defined as is 

the basis under which they are permitted. While a 

stated pre requisite for ‘local practices’ is that they 

must be justified there is no indication how or to whom 

the justification for such practices must be made, nor 

is it clear how any unjustified unilateral 

implementation of local practices may be appealed or 

dealt with.

If the end game is to have standardized approaches to 

working nationally then it is important that a 

methodology for completely getting rid of local 

practices is available.

Yes, for potable mains. The scope of local practices is sufficiently 

defined as is the basis under which they are 

permitted. While a stated pre requisite for 

‘local practices’ is that they must be justified 

there is no indication how or to whom that 

justification for such practices must be 

made, nor is it clear how any unjustified 

unilateral implementation of local practices 

may be appealed or dealt with.

If the end game is to have standardized 

approaches to working nationally then it is 

important that a methodology for completely 

getting rid of local practices is available.

Almost – due to the number of instances 

within the Design and Construction Guidance 

where a water company needs to populate 

their own practice / specifications, it would 

be prudent to make reference to this within 

the Local Practices section of the Sector 

Guidance

Yes The option to have local variation should be 

strictly limited in the document structure to 

detail items like sluice valves in respect of 

direction of closing and meter types as  Ofwat 

Code makes it clear that ‘local practices’ 

should be restricted to “local operational 

practices and design guidance”.  We are 

however seeing far too many local variations 

options (even before the roll-out gets to 

companies) so we require tighter control of 

permissible local practices to be established.

A good illustration of our concerns is in the 

drafted procedures where local practices 

clearly apply e.g. throughout Stage 7 (but also 

elsewhere) but are not listed under the 

‘permissible local practices’.  This needs 

addressing.

Also a standard template needs to be 

produced which all companies populate, in 

various tables etc. to make it clear how their 

practices differ from those of others.  This 

then needs to be put out for a coordinated 

consultation (and to avoid the multiple local 

consultations that otherwise need to 

happen).  This would then better establish 

what ‘local changes’ are actually universally 

being sought (so should be reworked into the 

Will these Local Practices 

suffice for Water Companies 

such that in all other cases, the 

Standard Procedures shall be 

adhered to? 

There will always be exceptions not 

covered here. Swabbing is not required 

by all WCs at chlorination stage (e.g.). 

There needs to be a national standard or 

agreement to minimum standards (as 

with ENA or IGEM documents) on all 

aspects or the list of Local Practices will 

make it unviable.

(See above response) No – as there is too 

much local flexibility incorporated into 

the proposed procedures.

Note – should the concept of addressing 

this be acceptable we could accept 

companies working on producing a 

standard document detailing each 

company’s approach whilst Ofwat is 

working on approving company 

proposals.

(See above response) No – as there is too 

much local flexibility incorporated into 

the proposed procedures.

Note – should the concept of addressing 

this be acceptable we could accept 

companies working on producing a 

standard document detailing each 

company’s approach whilst Ofwat is 

working on approving company 

proposals.

 They suffice for this Water Company. As an SLO we would hope that the local practices suffice. We should not be going down the route of Local Practices, these are 

giving water companies ‘permission’ to veer in the own direction 

where Ofwat should be reigning in water companies that do not 

follow the Adoption Codes. 

No – 

Standard template is required but only for specific 

elements of the collection and presentation of data. 

We would not want a standard template generated 

for all aspects of the SLP requirements – for example; 

1. Request for Source of Water could be the same 

form?

2. Meter Detail Capture Form – this could be generic.

Table generated comparing all the water companies 

and their variations should be published to compare 

the differences.

See above response) No – as there is too much local flexibility 

incorporated into the proposed procedures.

Note – should the concept of addressing this be acceptable we 

could accept companies working on producing a standard 

document detailing each company’s approach whilst Ofwat is 

working on approving company proposals. 

Blank Yes As an SLO we would hope that the local practices 

suffice. 

As an SLO we would hope that the local practices 

detailed would suffice. 

No further suggestions for potable 

networks.

As an SLO we would hope that the local 

practices suffice. 

Yes Yes (See above response) No – as there is too 

much local flexibility incorporated into the 

proposed procedures.

Note – should the concept of addressing this 

be acceptable we could accept companies 

working on producing a standard document 

detailing each company’s approach whilst 

Ofwat is working on approving company 

proposals. 

Design Standards Do agree with the approach of 

having a Template Design and 

Construction Standards 

document where Water 

Companies are required to “fill 

in the blanks” in order to 

produce their Local Design and 

Construction Standards? 

As for Local Practices but Design 

Standards conformity would be an 

improvement over present situation.

We fully support having a standard 

format for all companies to use when 

specifying system design criteria. What is 

unacceptable to us is each company 

creating a separate document so we 

want to see a single document with 

company specific variations set-out in 

tables (as has proved successful in the 

Sewers for Adoption document).

Note – unless this happens we sense that 

companies will modify their local 

templates making it difficult for SLP staff 

to keep themselves familiar with local 

requirements.

A further issue we require to be 

addressed is that the proposed design 

standards specify many criteria which a 

SLP designer has to satisfy but we are not 

seeing being done by company designers 

themselves and issued, as output, to 

SLPs with design drawings. Hence, before 

accepting the design output criteria we 

require to be reassured that, to be ‘fair 

and balanced’ companies will be fully 

complying with the proposed document 

themselves.

We fully support having a standard 

format for all companies to use when 

specifying system design criteria. What is 

unacceptable to us is each company 

creating a separate document so we 

want to see a single document with 

company specific variations set-out in 

tables (as has proved successful in the 

Sewers for Adoption document).

Note – unless this happens we sense that 

companies will modify their local 

templates making it difficult for SLP staff 

to keep themselves familiar with local 

requirements.

A further issue we require to be 

addressed is that the proposed design 

standards specify many criteria which a 

SLP designer has to satisfy but we are not 

seeing being done by company designers 

themselves and issued, as output, to 

SLPs with design drawings. Hence, before 

accepting the design output criteria we 

require to be reassured that, to be ‘fair 

and balanced’ companies will be fully 

complying with the proposed document 

themselves.

 Yes Yes, however it should be clearly stated in every set of water 

company design standards that the design standards apply 

universally for all works undertaken regardless of by whom or 

under what form of contract which are for adoption by the 

water company in respect of whose design standards they 

have been constructed.

In the gas & electric industry, there are national design standards 

that are adopted by each statutory authority. In the water industry, 

no matter where you are in the country, the standard level of 

service (DG2) is issued by Ofwat. The DG2 measure is ten metres 

head of pressure and a minimum flow of nine litres per minute at 

the external stop tap. I realise all water companies have differing 

pressure restraints and water resources but the end standard is 

the same throughout the country. Therefore, the same thinking 

should be used for the Design Standards document. All water 

companies basically have the same design requirements, i.e. 1 bar 

pressure and 9l/m at boundary, so the document should be a 

national design document adopted by all water companies. I accept 

different water companies may wish to use 110mm instead of 

125mm for example, but this could be formatted within a table 

showing all water company preferences rather than each water 

company creating separated design standards documents.

   Yes – 

Agreed that a standard template for design and 

construction would be beneficial. Could we not adopt 

something similar to the Sewers for Adoption Model 

which has worked very well?

We fully support having a standard format for all companies to 

use when specifying system design criteria.  What is 

unacceptable to us is each company creating a separate 

document so we want to see a single document with company 

specific variations set-out in tables (as has proved successful in 

the Sewers for Adoption document).

Note – unless this happens we sense that companies will modify 

their local templates making it difficult for SLP staff to keep 

themselves familiar with local requirements. 

A further issue we require to be addressed is that the proposed 

design standards specify many criteria which a SLP designer has 

to satisfy but we are not seeing being done by company 

designers themselves and issued, as output, to SLPs with design 

drawings.  Hence, before accepting the design output criteria we 

require to be reassured that, to be ‘fair and balanced’ 

companies will be fully complying with the proposed document 

themselves. 

Agree that all water companies shall provide their 

requirements in a standard format.

Appendix D (Page 4) – not seen Nomlacture (Section 6)  

before should this not be ‘Nomenclature?

Appendix D (Page 5) – CIRIA Report is mentioned twice in 

the WIS/IGN Table as well as the Other Table; suggest it 

only resides in the latter.

Appendix D – should a greater listing of WIS & IGNs be 

made eg WIS 4-32-018, WIS 4-08-02 & IGN 4-01-03

Does CESWI need to be referenced?

Yes Yes, however it should be clearly stated in every set of 

water company design standards that the design 

standards apply universally for all works undertaken 

regardless of by whom or under what form of contract 

which are for adoption by the water company in respect 

of whose design standards they have been constructed.

Yes, however it should be clearly stated in every set of 

water company design standards that the design 

standards apply universally for all works undertaken 

regardless of by whom or under what form of contract 

which are for adoption by the water company in 

respect of whose design standards they have been 

constructed.

We support this approach as it provides the 

opportunity for consistency of terms and a means of 

providing up to date information to developers. 

Some current water company addenda to the Self-

Lay Code 3rd edition refer to standards which were 

superseded 10 - 15 years ago. 

We are assuming that “fill in the blanks” refers to 

items with xxxx in the template, and that other 

items marked in yellow are for sorting during this 

consultation. 

Comments on content of this document are 

provided below. 

Comments on Appendix D - Design and Construction 

Standards Template (P4)

Page 3 and 4 Abbreviations

Delete terms “MDPE” and “HPPE” - these terms are 

no longer used, see WIS 4-32-08. These terms are 

not used in the body of the Template. 

 “Multi-layered skinned PE 100 pipe” mixes up two 

pipe types used for different purposes and should 

be separately listed. 

• Pipes with peelable layer - “polyethylene pipes 

having a peelable, contiguous, thermoplastics layer 

Yes, for potable networks. Yes, however it should be clearly stated in 

every set of water company design standards 

that the design standards apply universally 

for all works undertaken regardless of by 

whom or under what form of contract which 

are for adoption by the water company in 

respect of whose design standards they have 

been constructed.

Yes Yes I fully support having a standard format for all 

companies to use when specifying system 

design criteria. I am however concerned that 

the standards duck the difficult questions and 

as such will not be a game changer in terms of 

producing a ‘guaranteed approved design 

result’ if complied with (my comments 

pertain to certain Water Company’s 

requesting addition SV’s and WO’s that would 

not be necessary in others.

What is unacceptable to us is each company 

creating a separate document, so we want to 

see a single document with company specific 

variations set-out in tables (as has proved 

successful in the Sewers for Adoption 

document).

Note – unless this happens we sense that 

companies will modify their local templates 

making it difficult for SLP staff to keep 

themselves familiar with local requirements. 

A further issue we require to be addressed is 

that the proposed design standards specify 

many criteria which a SLP designer has to 

satisfy but we are not seeing being done by 

company designers themselves and issued, 

as output, to SLPs with design drawings.  

Hence, before accepting the design output 

Do you agree that a hydraulic 

approach to sizing of water 

mains is appropriate rather 

than a rigid “number of 

properties” approach in the 

existing Self-lay Local Practice? 

No. This limits the scope for draft design 

at quote stage. Number of properties is 

preferable and easier to use as a ‘ready 

reckoner’.

For smaller sites we feel that the 

empirical/based on the number of 

properties approach is much simpler to 

apply than a hydraulic design approach. 

So before accepting flow based sizing 

criteria we will need to establish that:-

a) Companies themselves (against the 

‘level playing field’ test) are all designing 

in the same way; and,

b) That the flow design criteria facilitates 

pipe sizing reductions (especially when 

the supplied properties are getting 

Infrastructure Credits due to their lower 

water consumption); and,

c) That the change is not going to lead to 

any conflict with the Fire and Rescue 

Services (over the size of pipe available to 

install hydrants).

For smaller sites we feel that the 

empirical/based on the number of 

properties approach is much simpler to 

apply than a hydraulic design approach. 

So before accepting flow based sizing 

criteria we will need to establish that:-

a) Companies themselves (against the 

‘level playing field’ test) are all designing 

in the same way; and,

b) That the flow design criteria facilitates 

pipe sizing reductions (especially when 

the supplied properties are getting 

Infrastructure Credits due to their lower 

water consumption); and,

c) That the change is not going to lead to 

any conflict with the Fire and Rescue 

Services (over the size of pipe available to 

install hydrants).

 Yes as it’s far more relevant to the POC nominated. The simplified rigid approach is preferred so we disagree with 

the use of a hydraulic approach. Further the obligation to take 

account of all known future development is unclear. It is now 

incumbent on the Water Company to match its Capital 

development program to the plans of the strategic 

development authorities within its area. Further the 

reference to Self lay local practice is unclear. It is assumed 

the reference is to the Self Lay code which we understand is in 

dispute.

No, I feel that the ‘number of properties’ approach is the best way 

of designing. The number of properties approach has been 

calculated using the appropriate design formulas to ensure 

hydraulic capacity is in effect ‘over designed’ so offers a no risk 

approach to both water companies and SLPs. Where the water 

company disagrees with a SLP design proposal or vice versa, then 

the hydraulic approach may be used to prove the engineering 

principles. 

   No – 

For smaller sites with less properties the hydraulic 

model would be simpler. This would need to be 

applied consistently by the water companies to 

inhibit additional variations in practices.

It is key that whichever model is utilised that Fire and 

Rescue demands are always captured and met.

For smaller sites we feel that the empirical/based on the 

number of properties approach is much simpler to apply than a 

hydraulic design approach.  So before accepting flow based 

sizing criteria we will need to establish that:-

a) Companies themselves (against the ‘level playing field’ test) 

are all designing in the same way; and,

b) That the flow design criteria facilitates pipe sizing reductions 

(especially when the supplied properties are getting 

Infrastructure Credits due to their lower water consumption); 

and,

c) That the change is not going to lead to any conflict with the 

Fire and Rescue Services (over the size of pipe available to install 

hydrants). 

Continue to allow for number of properties. Yes The simplified rigid approach is preferred so we 

disagree with the use of a hydraulic approach. Further 

the obligation to take account of all known future 

development is unclear. It is now incumbent on the 

Water Company to match its Capital development 

program to the plans of the strategic development 

authorities within its area. Further the reference to Self-

lay local practice is unclear. It is assumed the reference 

is to the Self Lay code which we understand is in 

dispute.

The simplified rigid approach is preferred so we 

disagree with the use of a hydraulic approach. Further 

the obligation to take account of all known future 

development is unclear. It is now incumbent on the 

Water Company to match its Capital development 

program to the plans of the strategic development 

authorities within its area so why is this clause in the 

design guidance, is it an attempt to shed 

responsibility. Further the reference to Self lay local 

practice is unclear. It is assumed the reference is to 

the Self Lay Code of Practice which of which we 

understand V3 is in dispute.

Yes The simplified rigid approach is preferred so 

we disagree with the use of a hydraulic 

approach. Further the obligation to take 

account of all known future development is 

unclear. It is now incumbent on the Water 

Company to match its Capital development 

program to the plans of the strategic 

development authorities within its area. 

Further the reference to Self lay local 

practice is unclear. It is assumed the 

reference is to the Self Lay code which we 

understand is in dispute.

It makes sense that water companies build 

and adopt assets based on the same design 

rules no matter who is constructing them or 

for what reason so a hydraulic approach is 

preferred. However, this could cause some 

confusion amongst those both within a water 

a company and SLPs who are not used to this 

approach and training may be required.

Yes, supply system operating parameters are 

necessarily dynamic and an hydraulic 

approach is essential

For smaller sites we feel that the 

empirical/based on the number of properties 

approach is much simpler to apply than a 

hydraulic design approach.  So before 

accepting flow based sizing criteria we will 

need to establish that:-

a) Companies themselves (against the ‘level 

playing field’ test) are all designing in the 

same way; and,

b) That the flow design criteria facilitates pipe 

sizing reductions (especially when the 

supplied properties are getting Infrastructure 

Credits due to their lower water 

consumption); and,

c) That the change is not going to lead to any 

conflict with the Fire and Rescue Services 

(over the size of pipe available to install 

hydrants). 

With regard to Construction, 

Design and Management 

Regulations (2015), do you think 

that the responsibilities are 

defined clearly enough in all 

scenarios within the Template 

DCS 

There is already a requirement to provide 

F10 with design for approval.

The issue we have regarding CDM is that 

the Adoption Code proposals are placing 

requirements on SLP designers that we 

are not seeing being done when water 

companies design works on behalf of 

SLPs. So, to meet the ‘level playing field’ 

criteria test it must be made clear that 

water company designs will be provided 

with all the necessary supporting 

information to satisfy CDM and for SLPs to 

produce fully complete construction job 

packs for issue to costruction operatives.

The issue we have regarding CDM is that 

the Adoption Code proposals are placing 

requirements on SLP designers that we 

are not seeing being done when water 

companies design works on behalf of 

SLPs. So, to meet the ‘level playing field’ 

criteria test it must be made clear that 

water company designs will be provided 

with all the necessary supporting 

information to satisfy CDM and for SLPs to 

produce fully complete construction job 

packs for issue to costruction operatives.

 Yes While SLO designers are well versed in the requirements of 

the law and compliance with it, what is less clear from the 

drafted document is whether the Water Company would seek 

to involve itself in assuring legal compliance with CDM by the 

SLO as a part of the Approval process, and if so what basis the 

water company would use for measurement of legal 

compliance. The concern naturally being the application of 

varying standards to the SLO by 

individuals/departments/depots within the water company.

The CDM in the DCS is extremely thorough and comprehensive. 

With experience from SLP design, the water company requirements 

with Developers does not compare to the water company 

requirement of the SLPs. The amount of information the water 

company requires off a developer is greatly different than what the 

water company requires off an SLP. Therefore, if water companies 

are going to provide water design provision then the information 

required off the developer must be exactly the same as that 

required off an SLP.

No –

CDM requirements are very clearly defined within the 

regulations, however the concern is that if the SLP 

takes this responsibility if they are completing the 

design, who within the water company then takes this 

responsibility?

Requirements for each water companies must also be 

clearly published to ensure the design captures their 

specific needs.

The issue we have regarding CDM is that the Adoption Code 

proposals are placing requirements on SLP designers that we 

are not seeing being done when water companies design works 

on behalf of SLPs.  So, to meet the ‘level playing field’ criteria 

test it must be made clear that water company designs will be 

provided with all the necessary supporting information to satisfy 

CDM and for SLPs to produce fully complete construction job 

packs for issue to costruction operatives.

Better clarity over this matter will be required.

Who is deemed to be the Client? In Appendix F the 

Developer is deemed to be the Client; so what ‘role’ does 

the Water Company hold?

Yes While SLO designers are well versed in the 

requirements of the law and compliance with it, what is 

less clear from the drafted document is whether the 

Water Company would seek to involve itself in assuring 

legal compliance with CDM by the SLO as a part of the 

Approval process, and if so what basis the water 

company would use for measurement of legal 

compliance. The concern naturally being the 

application of varying standards to the SLO by 

individuals/departments/depots within the water 

company.

While SLO designers are well versed in the 

requirements of the law and compliance with it, what 

is less clear from the drafted document is whether the 

Water Company would seek to involve itself in assuring 

legal compliance with CDM by the SLO as a part of the 

Approval process, and if so what basis the water 

company would use for measurement of legal 

compliance. The concern naturally being the 

application of varying standards to the SLO by 

individuals/departments/depots within the water 

company.

Yes While SLO designers are well versed in the 

requirements of the law and compliance 

with it, what is less clear from the drafted 

document is whether the Water Company 

would seek to involve itself in assuring legal 

compliance with CDM by the SLO as a part of 

the Approval process, and if so what basis 

the water company would use for 

measurement of legal compliance. The 

concern naturally being the application of 

varying standards to the SLO by 

individuals/departments/depots within the 

water company.

Yes, CDM responsibility must lie ultimately 

with the Client, the one who is initiating the 

work. This is delegated by appointing a 

suitably qualified person to the role of 

designer. Where a water company involves 

itself in a design, it too becomes a designer 

and this must be made clear.

Yes In respect of compliance with the law the 

Water Co is not an expert in determining legal 

compliance, so a simple statement in the 

Application Form or F10 should be sufficient. 

The issue we have regarding CDM is that the 

Adoption Code proposals are placing 

requirements on SLP designers that we are 

not seeing being done when water companies 

design works on behalf of SLPs.  So, to meet 

the ‘level playing field’ criteria test it must be 

made clear that water company designs will 

be provided with all the necessary supporting 

information to satisfy CDM and for SLPs to 

produce fully complete construction job 

packs for issue to construction operatives.

Are there other subject 

headings that you would like to 

see included within the 

Template Design and 

Construction Standards? 

As for Local Practices above. Experience indicates that companies 

routinely like to draw on other 

specification documents (some of which 

may not even be in the public domain). 

Hence we require it to be made clear that 

all local requirements must be fully 

specified in the single, and composite, 

Design and Construction Standards 

document.  Whilst we do not consider 

this is necessary (see Point 12 of 

Procedure feedback) we note there is no 

specification for ‘double spade valves’.

Although the concept of DMAs is noted 

what these are is not adequately 

described and no mention is made of 

company additional requirements (such 

as additional connections to adjoining 

DMAs etc.).

We note that the Construction Standards 

element does not contain many technical 

elements which are detailed in the 

current Code of Practice. This includes 

how to respond if on-site contamination 

is discovered during construction plus 

service separations and chamber 

construction details etc. Whilst 

companies may have decided that there 

Experience indicates that companies 

routinely like to draw on other 

specification documents (some of which 

may not even be in the public domain). 

Hence we require it to be made clear that 

all local requirements must be fully 

specified in the single, and composite, 

Design and Construction Standards 

document.  Whilst we do not consider 

this is necessary (see Point 12 of 

Procedure feedback) we note there is no 

specification for ‘double spade valves’.

Although the concept of DMAs is noted 

what these are is not adequately 

described and no mention is made of 

company additional requirements (such 

as additional connections to adjoining 

DMAs etc.).

We note that the Construction Standards 

element does not contain many technical 

elements which are detailed in the 

current Code of Practice. This includes 

how to respond if on-site contamination 

is discovered during construction plus 

service separations and chamber 

construction details etc. Whilst 

companies may have decided that there 

 No. Design approval directory (names, phone numbers and e 

mails to director level) and escalation procedure and 

timescales for design issues, failures and resubmissions.

It would like to see more diagrams, that would get rid of a lot of 

text, for example, service pipe drawing showing supply pipe / comm 

pipe, service drawing route diagrams with examples of right and 

wrong installations, cross section showing depths, etc. I would also 

expect to see chamber and fittings drawings, valves, hydrants, 

boundary boxes, etc. I think the design element is well thought out 

but the construction section is a little light on content and in reality 

this is where most of the queries are raised.

Yes –

No specification captured for the installation of 

double spade valves or DMA installations.

Point 12 of the procedure feedback does not have this 

documented.

Experience indicates that companies routinely like to draw on 

other specification documents (some of which may not even be 

in the public domain).  Hence we require it to be made clear that 

all local requirements must be fully specified in the single, and 

composite, Design and Construction Standards document.

Whilst we do not consider this is necessary (see Point 12 of 

Procedure feedback) we note there is no specification for 

‘double spade valves’.

Although the concept of DMAs is noted what these are is not 

adequately described and no mention is made of company 

additional requirements (such as additional connections to 

adjoining DMAs etc.).

We note that the Construction Standards element does not 

contain many technical elements which are detailed in the 

current Code of Practice.  This includes how to respond if on-site 

contamination is discovered during construction plus service 

separations and chamber construction details etc.  Whilst 

companies may have decided that there is no need to carry over 

such requirements from the current Code of Practice we will not 

accept individual companies separately working these back into 

their ‘local requirements’. 

Pressure Testing requirements. Yes 

Water Co Local Practices, Mains 

jointing, Service pipe connections 

type, Pipe protection, SUDS – 

reference to water uk guidance doc 

and impact on water network 

design/new sites re common 

approach? Operation of valves, 

 Qu: what/where re: general 

arrangement drg for meters/shared 

drive/WIRS folders?  

Sampling:- a consistent standard of 

qualification (UKAS) for samplers and 

lab & post connection sample [Water 

UK – TGN02 clarification/update?]

Design approval directory (names, phone numbers and 

e mails to director level) and escalation procedure and 

timescales for design issues, failures and 

resubmissions.

Design approval directory (names, phone numbers and 

e mails to director level) and escalation procedure and 

timescales for design issues, failures and 

resubmissions.

A note on the development of non-

potable/dual networks and the 

implications for potable water delivery 

would be useful. This area could develop 

significantly with greater community 

recycling in new developments and must 

be able to accommodate developing 

innovation in network based risk 

mitigation (e.g. non-standard sizing).

Design approval directory (names, phone 

numbers and e mails to director level) and 

escalation procedure and timescales for 

design issues, failures and resubmissions.

It needs to be made clear whether a drawing 

is a “planned design” or a final “construction 

drawing” prior to construction commencing 

on site

No Experience indicates that companies 

routinely like to draw on other specification 

documents (some of which may not even be in 

the public domain).  Hence we require it to be 

made clear that all local requirements must 

be fully specified in the single, and 

composite, Design and Construction 

Standards document.

Whilst we do not consider this is necessary 

(see Point 12 of Procedure feedback) we note 

there is no specification for ‘double spade 

valves’.

Although the concept of DMAs is noted what 

these are is not adequately described and no 

mention is made of company additional 

requirements (such as additional 

connections to adjoining DMAs etc.).

We note that the Construction Standards 

element does not contain many technical 

elements which are detailed in the current 

Code of Practice.  This includes how to 

respond if on-site contamination is 

discovered during construction plus service 

separations and chamber construction 

details etc.  Whilst companies may have 

decided that there is no need to carry over 

such requirements from the current Code of 

Minimum 

Information 

Do you think that the minimum 

information tables place 

sufficient responsibility on the 

Water Companies to keep their 

customers informed? 

Yes; it is an improvement on the current 

one-way traffic. However, does 

‘Customer’ cover all potential parties – 

including SLPs? Not clear.

Planning status and reference 

number/Land Registry reference are 

irrelevant for a POC application.

WC Item 4 does not say that an SLP can 

carry out any reinforcement or diversion 

work.

What is being offered is far from 

complete (and looks to be ‘work in 

progress’ type of documents which are 

still under development). Hence we 

require to see the Minimum Information 

Tables for all Procedure Stages before we 

can fully comment and remove our 

objection to the proposals.

From what has been made available our 

initial feedback is:-

1. Focus looks to be on chargeable Points 

of Connection. We require to be told 

upfront of any matters which may delay 

works right through to the Supply PoC; 

and,

2. A 5, 10, 15 years horizon is unrealistic. 

We will only know of the immediate 

development proposals and possibly, 

when it is part of a larger scheme other 

related developments; and,

3. It is unreasonable for the Fire and 

Rescue Service to be consulted prior to 

submission of design approval requests. 

SLPs will only accept a requirement to 

liaise over firefighting requirements 

concurrently during the design approval 

stage as this is the way that companies 

What is being offered is far from 

complete (and looks to be ‘work in 

progress’ type of documents which are 

still under development). Hence we 

require to see the Minimum Information 

Tables for all Procedure Stages before we 

can fully comment and remove our 

objection to the proposals.

From what has been made available our 

initial feedback is:-

1. Focus looks to be on chargeable Points 

of Connection. We require to be told 

upfront of any matters which may delay 

works right through to the Supply PoC; 

and,

2. A 5, 10, 15 years horizon is unrealistic. 

We will only know of the immediate 

development proposals and possibly, 

when it is part of a larger scheme other 

related developments; and,

3. It is unreasonable for the Fire and 

Rescue Service to be consulted prior to 

submission of design approval requests. 

SLPs will only accept a requirement to 

liaise over firefighting requirements 

concurrently during the design approval 

stage as this is the way that companies 

 Yes. However they also make it clear what is 

expected of the SLO or applicant before the Water 

Company can proceed which leaves less room for 

misunderstandings over progress to the next stage. 

It is our experience that many applicants [S104 in 

particular but no reason to believe S51 will be any 

more comprehensive on initial application] expect 

Companies to proceed with sometimes barely 50% 

of the necessary information and applicants then 

“dribble” the remaining data over an extended 

timeframe. The expectation is that Companies can 

move forward with the partial information and 

become vocal when it is pointed out that design [or 

whatever] will not proceed until all necessary 

information is recieved. We feel it is necessary for a 

reason, otherwise it would be “helpful additional 

data”. This reply should be read in conjunction with 

the LoS response below.

The documents provided for consultation are incomplete and 

cannot therefore be commented on as the full content is 

unavailable.

I like the idea of the minimum information for all parties concerned. 

What I have noticed is a lack of information from the water 

company regarding the source of water connection, i.e. any 

network shut-off difficulties that may cause delays, traffic 

management issues, if a temp source of water connections can be 

used, etc. This is vital for the developer at the early stages and for 

the SLP at the design & construction stage. It will also help set a 

Target Date that can be used going forward. Also, the developer will 

not the projected phasing of developments much further than 2 

years into his build programme and certainly not over a 5/10/15 

year period.

I would not expect a planning permission number to be available at 

PoC stage. Why is this information required at PoC stage? This only 

needs to be provided at design stage so it can be included within 

the Adoption Agreement. The developer / SLP to trying to obtain as 

much information for the development as soon as they can to 

enable that when the site does start they are in a position to install 

water mains.

No –

This still is very much in draft format, still requiring 

work. Specific points noted:

1. Chargeable POC. Requirement for the SLP to be 

advised upfront if there will be any delay in the 

provision of this.

2. 5,10, 15 year view on developments Is unrealistic. 

Shouldn’t the water company be liaising with the 

local planning team to understand the demands 

placed on infrastructure within their area?

3. It is not acceptable that the Fire and Rescue Service 

are consulted prior to the submission of the design. 

This could be obtain concurrently (as is current 

practice). Would this same principle be applied by the 

water company design team?

What is being offered is far from complete (and looks to be ‘work 

in progress’ type of documents which are still under 

development).  Hence we require to see the Minimum 

Information Tables for all Procedure Stages before we can fully 

comment and remove our objection to the proposals.

From what has been made available our initial feedback is:-

1. Focus looks to be on chargeable Points of Connection. We 

require to be told upfront of any matters which may delay works 

right through to the Supply PoC; and,

2. A 5, 10, 15 years horizon is unrealistic. We will only know of 

the immediate development proposals and possibly, when it is 

part of a larger scheme other related developments; and,

3. It is unreasonable for the Fire and Rescue Service to be 

consulted prior to submission of design approval requests. SLPs 

will only accept a requirement to liaise over firefighting 

requirements concurrently during the design approval stage as 

this is the way that companies work themselves (and they surely 

cannot meet their 28 day design response time and leave 6 

weeks for Fire Service responses!).

Surely it is deemed Good Practice under CDM Regs that 

the Water Company (as a Duty Holder) should be keeping 

their customers fully informed? 

Yes The documents provided for consultation are 

incomplete and cannot therefore be commented on as 

the full content is unavailable.

The documents provided for consultation are 

incomplete and cannot therefore be commented on as 

the full content is unavailable.

Yes The documents provided for consultation are 

incomplete and cannot therefore be 

commented on as the full content is 

unavailable.

Yes Yes The documents need to curtail themselves to 

minimum requirements only and dangerously 

allow  for listed additional information which 

will be misconstrued as a reason for 

rejection/delay. These additional items 

should not feature in any way. 

What is being offered is far from complete 

(and looks to be ‘work in progress’ type of 

documents which are still under 

development).  Hence we require to see the 

Minimum Information Tables only for all 

Procedure Stages before we can fully 

comment and remove our objection to the 

proposals.

From what has been made available our 

initial feedback is:-

1. Focus looks to be on chargeable Points of 

Connection. We require to be told upfront of 

any matters which may delay works right 

through to the Supply PoC; and,

2. A 5, 10, 15 years horizon is unrealistic. We 

will only know of the immediate development 

proposals and possibly, when it is part of a 

larger scheme other related developments; 

and,

3. It is unreasonable for the Fire and Rescue 

Service to be consulted prior to submission of 

Should a single form be 

prescribed for use (at some 

stage) by all Water Companies 

for managing information 

exchanges and updates 

throughout the connection 

process  

Yes; the current paper-storm, multiple 

drop boxes and the variations by WC is 

too confusing. It is almost impossible to 

comply unless you are working in one WC 

area every day.

Yes and the cross company standard form 

must be in use whenever the new 

arrangements start to be deployed.

Note – the largely similar but specific to 

each company forms which are currently 

is use confuses the process and 

complicates SLP staff training (leading to 

potential noncompliance factors which 

the updated process needs to remedy).

Yes and the cross company standard form 

must be in use whenever the new 

arrangements start to be deployed.

Note – the largely similar but specific to 

each company forms which are currently 

is use confuses the process and 

complicates SLP staff training (leading to 

potential noncompliance factors which 

the updated process needs to remedy).

 We don’t have a view on this matter. In principal yes, subject to the content being that which is 

reasonably required at each stage of the process.

As part of the Adoption Code progression, single forms for each part 

of the process, Developer Enquiry, PoC, Design Application, 

Whereabouts, Mains & Services Notifications, Connections 

Applications and Meter Details should all be single prescribed 

forms. It will make the completing of the forms quicker but will also 

lead to less errors from the SLPs making the applications as it is in a 

prescribed format for all water companies.

Yes – 

However this must be clearly structured so that if can 

take into account all the variations – eg, what if a 

pressure test fails and the dates change, is this a new 

form? Thames Water already do something like this 

for the collection of a section of mains being installed 

all the way through to being vested.

Yes and the cross company standard form must be in use 

whenever the new arrangements start to be deployed.

Note – the largely similar but specific to each company forms 

which are currently is use confuses the process and complicates 

SLP staff training (leading to potential noncompliance factors 

which the updated process needs to remedy).

Some form of Project Tracker should be established (at 

some stage). 

Yes In principal yes, subject to the content being that which 

is reasonably required at each stage of the process.

In principal yes, subject to the content being that 

which is reasonably required at each stage of the 

process.

That may be of assistance. In principal yes, subject to the content being 

that which is reasonably required at each 

stage of the process

We would be open to exploring this in the 

future

Yes, a single form benefits both customers 

and water companies

Yes and the cross company standard form 

must be in use whenever the new 

arrangements start to be deployed.

Note – the largely similar but specific to each 

company forms which are currently is use 

confuses the process and complicates SLP 

staff training (leading to potential 

noncompliance factors which the updated 

process needs to remedy).

Model Adoption 

Agreement 

Consider whether the draft 

Agreement complies with the 

obligations set out in the Code.  

If you think it does not, please 

set out: 

o   which provisions (by number) 

are non-compliant; 

o   why you consider they are 

non-compliant; 

o   replacement drafting (if 

appropriate) that you consider 

would rectify the non-

compliance. 

No comments; The MAA will have to be 

signed whatever is on it. There is no 

allowance for any amendments should 

the developer want any, so it is 

academic. We are not legal experts, and 

this needs an independent review where 

no interested party is involved to make 

sure it is fair and equitable.

We understand that the Water UK 

Adoptions Programme Team are working 

on issuing a revised agreement version 

for consultation. This being based on 

initial feedback on the document that 

has been issued. Hence we are have not 

thoroughly worked through the currently 

offered version and redrafted the parts 

that cause us greatest concern. (This will 

separately follow once we have had time 

to review any updated agreement 

proposals).

For now we make some general 

observations on what has been made 

available in relation to the Adoption 

Code Principles Ofwat has stated that 

companies need to follow.

We will be unable to endorse the 

proposals going to Ofwat if the amended 

agreement, currently being worked, on 

does not incorporate the changes we 

detail below:-

1. There needs to be a balance of risk and 

delivery certainty between the various 

parties. For this to be achieved 

companies have to themselves accept 

full responsibility for the aspects of work 

We understand that the Water UK 

Adoptions Programme Team are working 

on issuing a revised agreement version 

for consultation. This being based on 

initial feedback on the document that 

has been issued. Hence we are have not 

thoroughly worked through the currently 

offered version and redrafted the parts 

that cause us greatest concern. (This will 

separately follow once we have had time 

to review any updated agreement 

proposals).

For now we make some general 

observations on what has been made 

available in relation to the Adoption 

Code Principles Ofwat has stated that 

companies need to follow.

We will be unable to endorse the 

proposals going to Ofwat if the amended 

agreement, currently being worked, on 

does not incorporate the changes we 

detail below:-

1. There needs to be a balance of risk and 

delivery certainty between the various 

parties. For this to be achieved 

companies have to themselves accept 

full responsibility for the aspects of work 

 We consider the draft Agreement to be satisfactory 

without further amendment.

No it does not as risk is not shared equally or proportionally 

between the parties, the Water Company is protected at the 

expense of the remaining parties. The water company is not 

obliged to supply non contestable services on an equivalent 

basis and the key elements of redress and standards of 

service are not sufficiently clear.

Some specific issues are highlighted in the text below (Model 

adoption agreement with comments);

Alignment of objectives requires new text, we understand 

review of model agreement is due to complete some time 

after the date of this document (20/11/2018), we will 

therefore await the new document before commenting 

further.

See marked up version of the agreement!

DRAFT AGREEMENT NOT ISSUED FOR COMMENT.

Key points to note though that will need to be 

addressed:

1. Concern regarding clause 12.9(b) creating an 

imbalance both financially and risk related between 

the various parties.

2. Impact of having a multi party, complex adoption 

agreement to be set up at a critical time stage in the 

delivery process needs to be reviewed.

3. Concern regarding  the ley points about the SLP 

have NCO trained and compliant staff yet the water 

companies / term contractors do not have the same 

requirements? Creating an imbalance of 

specifications and should be captured in the 

agreement.

A

The Company needs to be included within this.

D

Non – contestable works need to be included within 

this.

G

Reference to schedules 1 & 3 should be included to 

ensure the non-contestable construction elements 

are also carried out in accordance with the 

Agreement.

Defect Correction Period

                Highways – This period is defined by LPAs and 

is 24 months.

Programme

Should include all parties

3.2

Is this needed.

All of the detail of this clause should have been 

agreed in advance of the Agreement, at the design 

stage.

4.2

We understand that the Water UK Adoptions Programme Team 

are working on issuing a revised agreement version for 

consultation.  This being based on initial feedback on the 

document that has been issued.  Hence we are have not 

thoroughly worked through the currently offered version and 

redrafted the parts that cause us greatest concern.  (This will 

separately follow once we have had time to review any updated 

agreement proposals).

For now we make some general observations on what has been 

made available in relation to the Adoption Code Principles 

Ofwat has stated that companies need to follow.  

We will be unable to endorse the proposals going to Ofwat if the 

amended agreement, currently being worked, on does not 

incorporate the changes we detail below:-

1. There needs to be a balance of risk and delivery certainty 

between the various parties.  For this to be achieved companies 

have to themselves accept full responsibility for the aspects of 

work delivery that are under their control.

As an illustration of ‘imbalance’ (and there are many) Clause 

12.9[b] expects SLPs/developers to pick up any costs relating to 

companies affecting supplies to their customers but (elsewhere) 

the agreement specifically excludes any financial, or 

reputational, loss on the developer/SLP brought about by 

company inactions or timely delivery failures!

2. The impact, in contrast to the competitive alternative of 

requisitioned provision, of having a multi-party, complex 

adoption agreement to be set-up at a critical timing stage in the 

Appendix F – Generally seems to be OK No

• Please see our already provided 

response back to the first draft of the 

Agreement. We recognise however 

that the Agreement published with 

the November consultation has not 

yet included our response.

No it does not as risk is not shared equally or 

proportionally between the parties, the Water 

Company is protected at the expense of the remaining 

parties. The water company is not obliged to supply non 

contestable services on an equivalent basis and the key 

elements of redress and standards of service are not 

sufficiently clear.

Some specific issues are highlighted in the text below 

(Model adoption agreement with comments);

Alignment of objectives requires new text, we 

understand review of model agreement is due to 

complete some time after the date of this document 

(20/11/2018), we will therefore await the new 

document before commenting further.

See marked up version of the agreement!

No it does not, as risk is not shared equally or 

proportionally between the parties, the Water 

Company is protected at the expense of the remaining 

parties. The water company is not obliged to supply 

non contestable services on an equivalent basis and 

the key elements of redress and standards of service 

are not sufficiently clear.

Some specific issues are highlighted in the text below 

(Model adoption agreement with comments);

Alignment of objectives requires new text, we 

understand review of model agreement is due to 

complete some time after the date of this document 

(20/11/2018), we will therefore await the new 

document before commenting further.

See marked up version of the agreement!

Not reviewed. No it does not as risk is not shared equally or 

proportionally between the parties, the 

Water Company is protected at the expense 

of the remaining parties. The water company 

is not obliged to supply non contestable 

services on an equivalent basis and the key 

elements of redress and standards of service 

are not sufficiently clear.

Some specific issues are highlighted in the 

text below (Model adoption agreement with 

comments);

Alignment of objectives requires new text, 

we understand review of model agreement is 

due to complete some time after the date of 

this document (23/11/2018), we will 

therefore await the new document before 

commenting further.

To be reviewed when revised version of 

Adoption Agreement is available (due week 

commencing 26th November)

Yes The proposed agreement is a great 

disappointment as some years ago proposals 

were at an advanced stage for an ‘embedded’ 

agreement that would greatly reduce 

bureaucracy on each project, these proposals 

just carry on the very bureaucratic and 

clumsy arrangements that currently exist. If 

we were to adopt the proposed agreement 

the Water Industry would now enter into 

another 15-year cycle of completely 

unnecessary bureaucracy – or is this what the 

Water Industry wishes?

We understand that the Water UK Adoptions 

Programme Team are working on issuing a 

revised agreement version for consultation.  

This being based on initial feedback on the 

document that has been issued.  Hence, we 

are have not thoroughly worked through the 

currently offered version and redrafted the 

parts that cause us greatest concern.  (This 

will separately follow once we have had time 

to review any updated agreement proposals).

For now we make some general observations, 

albeit the above first comment is my most 

important one, on what has been made 

available in relation to the Adoption Code 

Principles Ofwat has stated that companies 

Consider whether the draft 

Agreement aligns with the 

processes and principles that 

are set out in other parts of this 

consultation.  If you think it does 

not, please set out: 

o   which provisions (by number) 

do not align, and what they do 

not align with; 

o   why you consider they do not 

align; 

o   replacement drafting (if 

appropriate) that you consider 

would rectify the non-

As above. Of concern to us is that the proposed 

agreement has requirements that are 

not fully aligned to the other self-lay 

provision related documents. (We expect 

the drafters to work through these before 

a further version is published).

Specifics that we require to be built into 

the agreement are:-

1. The commitment (discussed below) to 

provide Appropriate Redress; and,

2. Companies agreeing to honour delivery 

to published Level of Service standards.

Of concern to us is that the proposed 

agreement has requirements that are 

not fully aligned to the other self-lay 

provision related documents. (We expect 

the drafters to work through these before 

a further version is published).

Specifics that we require to be built into 

the agreement are:-

1. The commitment (discussed below) to 

provide Appropriate Redress; and,

2. Companies agreeing to honour delivery 

to published Level of Service standards.

 We consider the draft Agreement aligns well with 

the wider principles and processes.

No –

This needs to include companies agreeing to 

published Service Level Agreements. Redress (see 

points below) but not financial.

Of concern to us is that the proposed agreement has 

requirements that are not fully aligned to the other self-lay 

provision related documents.  (We expect the drafters to work 

through these before a further version is published).

Specifics that we require to be built into the agreement are:-

1. The commitment (discussed below) to provide Appropriate 

Redress; and,

2. Companies agreeing to honour delivery to published Level of 

Service standards. 

Blank No – as above See attached mark-up See attached mark-up Appears to be aligned. See above Yes Of concern to us is that the proposed 

agreement has requirements that are not 

fully aligned to the other self-lay provision 

related documents.  (We expect the drafters 

to work through these before a further 

version is published).

Specifics that we require to be built into the 

agreement are:-

1. The commitment (discussed below) to 

provide Appropriate Redress; and,

2. Companies agreeing to honour delivery to 

published Level of Service standards. 

Please also consider the specific 

questions set out in the 

footnotes to the draft 

Agreement and propose how 

they may be resolved. 

As above. Until finished documentation is provided 

we find it difficult to provide meaningful 

feedback against the matters that the 

drafters of the agreement have yet to 

work through.

Until finished documentation is provided 

we find it difficult to provide meaningful 

feedback against the matters that the 

drafters of the agreement have yet to 

work through.

It would be good to have had the propose agreement 

to review in conjunction with all the  supporting 

documentation.

Until finished documentation is provided we find it difficult to 

provide meaningful feedback against the matters that the 

drafters of the agreement have yet to work through.

Blank See above re initial response 

provided separately.

Not reviewed. See above Footnote 4 – Reference to Developer rights 

over 3rd Party land, understanding this 

relationship is essential when constructing 

the agreement and is often not understood at 

this stage

Footnote 10 is considered proportionate

Footnote 12 – it is probably more appropriate 

to consider the discrete information timing 

requirements in the procedures

Footnote 20 is considered practical

Footnote 25 – Contractual liability and 

redress should not be interlinked – Contract 

Law should apply

Company complaints procedures adequately 

deal with real losses and should be applied

Expert Panel arbitration preferred

Until finished documentation is provided we 

find it difficult to provide meaningful feedback 

against the matters that the drafters of the 

agreement have yet to work through.

Redress Have we targeted the right 

measures for the remedies we 

are proposing and if not, please 

suggest which measures should 

be proposed? 

The WC complaints procedures need to 

be transparent.

Before responding to this question 

feedback about our views on Appropriate 

Redress is needed as we require some 

changes to the offered provision.

We accept that Redress payments are 

unlikely to fully recompense us for the 

financial losses which arise from 

company delivery delays. So we support 

proposals which stimulate companies to 

promptly take ownership to rectify 

delivery failures but cannot accept that, 

for those failures which have the greatest 

impact on both our business, and the 

relationship we have with our developer 

customers, that no financial element is in 

the settlement.

Hence, to satisfy us against the Ofwat 

requirement to provide appropriate 

Customer Redress if a Water Company 

fails to meet the minimum levels of 

service, we require the proposals to:-

1. Refund fees, i.e. as published for 

Category One Failures, but with 

repayment made when the activity fees 

have been prepaid (as credit notes in 

these circumstances will just create 

additional processing costs); and,

Before responding to this question 

feedback about our views on Appropriate 

Redress is needed as we require some 

changes to the offered provision.

We accept that Redress payments are 

unlikely to fully recompense us for the 

financial losses which arise from 

company delivery delays. So we support 

proposals which stimulate companies to 

promptly take ownership to rectify 

delivery failures but cannot accept that, 

for those failures which have the greatest 

impact on both our business, and the 

relationship we have with our developer 

customers, that no financial element is in 

the settlement.

Hence, to satisfy us against the Ofwat 

requirement to provide appropriate 

Customer Redress if a Water Company 

fails to meet the minimum levels of 

service, we require the proposals to:-

1. Refund fees, i.e. as published for 

Category One Failures, but with 

repayment made when the activity fees 

have been prepaid (as credit notes in 

these circumstances will just create 

additional processing costs); and,

 Whilst the measures are well documented and 

whilst we accept the principle of the Applicant 

being the Customer in the transaction and thus not 

liable itself for penalties / remedies,  there should 

be at the least suitable “warnings” throughout the 

processes to the applicant that the requirements 

to supply adequate  information or make a 

meaningful response as appropriate, may 

prejudice the progress of the application and may 

have the effect of voiding the relevant LoS metric. 

It is unclear which measures are proposed, however the SOS 

G1 measures should be binding measures to be reported 

upon on every occasion by Water companies to Ofwat.

Penalties should be applied to each individual failure at a low 

level (eg. Waive NC charges), repeated failure should trigger 

proportionate response. Failure t provide timely 

proportionate response should result in fast track referral for 

determination by Ofwat, resulting in financial penalties of a 

serious nature.

The repeated statement that DMex will cause behavioural 

change is ill founded, DMex is too slow, too subjective and is 

geared towards medium and long term change.

Redress  Have we targeted the right measures for the remedies we 

are proposing and if not, please suggest which measures should be 

proposed?  I must admit I have altered my original stance on 

redress slightly having listened to the arguments however I still 

think there is room for improvement on the proposals, see below.

I feel the category 1 redress proposal is acceptable as in reality 

these apply to application processes. In reality, although not 

acceptable, they do not have a greater impact on service delivery 

as missing a source of water connection date. I must point out that I 

do not agree with credit notes in principle because I feel these are 

not seen as ‘proper’ money from the water company and in reality a 

full refund is required.

In respect of category 2 failings, these are the failings that have the 

real financial and reputational consequences to both Developers 

and SLPs. Further to my comments, I feel the proposed process is a 

step in the right direction. I feel that response within 1 day of the 

failure from the water company must include a new proposed 

connection date. This is the one thing the Developer will be asking 

the SLP, he is not interested in excuses! 

The water company Compliance Manager must be a person within 

the organisation that is senior to Developer Services Manager, i.e. 

Director Level, so that it creates a situation where it cannot be 

‘brushed under the carpet’.

Furthermore, all Category 1 and 2 failings have to be reported 

centrally where it is possible for all to view so trends can be 

analyised and improvements can be measured.

No – 

We don’t believe that financial redress is in the 

benefit of any party. Whilst it can be very frustrating 

and sometimes commercial damaging to not have the 

POC installed when required, the risk here by 

instigating a financial redress model changes the way 

the SLP works with the water company, almost 

becoming a contracting model. The concern would be 

that the working relationship previously in place 

becomes a relationship based on costs incurred on 

either side. This is not in the best interest of the 

industry.

However, we do agree with the set up of a responsible 

person, calling to apologise for any delays in work and 

taking responsibility to resolve. This must sit at the 

correct level within the organisation which may not 

necessarily be at Director Level.

Redress  Have we targeted the right measures for the remedies 

we are proposing and if not, please suggest which measures 

should be proposed?  Before responding to this question 

feedback about our views on Appropriate Redress is needed as 

we require some changes to the offered provision.

We accept that Redress payments are unlikely to fully 

recompense us for the financial losses which arise from 

company delivery delays.  So we support proposals which 

stimulate companies to promptly take ownership to rectify 

delivery failures but cannot accept that, for those failures which 

have the greatest impact on both our business, and the 

relationship we have with our developer customers, that no 

financial element is in the settlement.

Hence, to satisfy us against the Ofwat requirement to provide 

appropriate Customer Redress if a Water Company fails to meet 

the minimum levels of service, we require the proposals to:-

1. Refund fees, i.e. as published for Category One Failures, but 

with repayment made when the activity fees have been prepaid 

(as credit notes in these circumstances will just create 

additional processing costs); and,

2. For companies to make generally available the name, for 

Category Two Failures, of their Compliance Manager (and a 

deputy) and for this person to be at a level in their organisation 

that is senior to the person responsible for their Developer 

Services Section; and,

3. For Category Two Failures to automatically generate a £250 

payment on the identification of each delivery failure with a 

Agree with the need for a Consistent Approach and the 

onus put on to the Water Company as a result of any of 

their service failures.

Yes It is unclear which measures are proposed, however 

the SOS G1 measures should be binding measures to be 

reported upon on every occasion by Water companies 

to Ofwat.

Penalties should be applied to each individual failure at 

a low level (e.g. Waive NC charges), repeated failure 

should trigger proportionate response. Failure to 

provide timely proportionate response should result in 

fast track referral for determination by Ofwat, resulting 

in financial penalties of a serious nature.

The repeated statement that DMex will cause 

behavioural change is ill founded, DMex is too slow, too 

subjective and is geared towards medium and long 

term change.

It is unclear which measures are proposed, however 

the SOS G1 measures should be binding measures to 

be reported upon on every occasion by Water 

companies to Ofwat.

Penalties should be applied to each individual failure 

at a low level (eg. Waive NC charges), repeated failure 

should trigger proportionate response. Failure to 

provide timely proportionate response should result in 

fast track referral for determination by Ofwat, resulting 

in financial penalties of a serious nature.

The repeated statement that DMex will cause 

behavioural change is ill founded, DMex is too slow, 

too subjective and is geared towards medium and long 

term change.

Broadly, yes. It is unclear which measures are proposed, 

however the SOS G1 measures should be 

binding measures to be reported upon on 

every occasion by Water companies to 

Ofwat.

Penalties should be applied to each 

individual failure at a low level (eg. Waive NC 

charges), repeated failure should trigger 

proportionate response. Failure t provide 

timely proportionate response should result 

in fast track referral for determination by 

Ofwat, resulting in financial penalties of a 

serious nature.

The repeated statement that DMex will 

cause behavioural change is ill founded, 

DMex is too slow, too subjective and is 

geared towards medium and long term 

change

Yes, the right water company measures are 

targeted for Redress. However, we would like 

to see a clear Redress procedure for SLP non 

compliance (e.g. non-notification of service 

connections and failure to supply as-laid 

drawings). These have been increasingly 

problematic issues within our footprint and 

without clear industry-level standards for 

escalation to Lloyds we are often

left to “work with” SLPs who aren’t 

interested or don’t consider these problems 

to be their priority. As it is we are currently 

building a clear escalation route and metrics 

for SLPs which we will be communicating to 

our customers in the New Year but a national 

standard would be preferred e.g.:

1. Violation of standard (such as non-

notification) – water company contacts SLP 

to request information within set amount of 

time (1 week)

2. SLP fails to provide information, water 

company then takes on responsibility for 

rectification (e.g. fits meter) and bills SLP

3. Continued violation (2 or more) – water 

company reports SLP to Lloyds Register for a 

full audit

4. Continued violation – SLP unable to carry 

Yes Before responding to this question feedback 

about our views on Appropriate Redress is 

needed as we require some changes to the 

offered provision.

We accept that Redress payments are 

unlikely to fully recompense us for the 

financial losses which arise from company 

delivery delays.  So we support proposals 

which stimulate companies to promptly take 

ownership to rectify delivery failures but 

cannot accept that, for those failures which 

have the greatest impact on both our 

business, and the relationship we have with 

our developer customers, that no financial 

element is in the settlement.

Hence, to satisfy us against the Ofwat 

requirement to provide appropriate 

Customer Redress if a Water Company fails to 

meet the minimum levels of service, we 

require the proposals to:-

1. Refund fees, i.e. as published for Category 

One Failures, but with repayment made when 

the activity fees have been prepaid (as credit 

notes in these circumstances will just create 

additional processing costs); and,

2. For companies to make generally available 

the name, for Category Two Failures, of their 

If you believe that a financial 

remedy needs to be applied to 

each metric, please explain how 

this will incentivise better 

performance, given the 

existence in parallel of the D-

MeX penalty/reward system 

Unless you introduce some financial 

penalty, where is the incentive to 

improve?

We have stated above the financial 

provisions that we require to be applied 

to all measures (i.e. refunds against 

Category One and £250 weekly against 

Category 2).

These are both needed to ensure that 

companies take the necessary action to 

minimise the occurrence of delivery 

failures and take speedy action should 

such failures arise.

Although we acknowledge that D-MeX 

will be a new incentive for Developer 

Services sections we do not yet know how 

much of a driver it will be to focus 

attention of what, in many companies, 

remains a relatively small proportion of 

their connections work. Hence we cannot 

accept that D-MeX replaces any need to 

apply financial incentives to drive self-lay 

compliant behaviour by all involved with 

company delivery.

We have stated above the financial 

provisions that we require to be applied 

to all measures (i.e. refunds against 

Category One and £250 weekly against 

Category 2).

These are both needed to ensure that 

companies take the necessary action to 

minimise the occurrence of delivery 

failures and take speedy action should 

such failures arise.

Although we acknowledge that D-MeX 

will be a new incentive for Developer 

Services sections we do not yet know how 

much of a driver it will be to focus 

attention of what, in many companies, 

remains a relatively small proportion of 

their connections work. Hence we cannot 

accept that D-MeX replaces any need to 

apply financial incentives to drive self-lay 

compliant behaviour by all involved with 

company delivery.

 As per the above comment, it is not poor customer 

service to remind the customer what is required in 

order to complete a process stage and the Water 

Company should not be expected to constantly 

remind applicants of any missing information once 

it is clear the communication has been properly 

made and the message received.

DMex is the subjective language of engagement with upper 

and middle management to incentivise changes in strategic 

planning and organisational change to facilitate better 

communication. Binary pass fail fines and heavy duty 

punishment of problem behaviours are the means of 

communicating and effecting change at the operational level, 

it is a language which is clear concise and hard to fog with 

management mumbo jumbo.

 A category 2 failing should have the same result as a category 1 

failing in that any fees paid should be refunded. By this I mean the 

non-contestable connection fee should be re-paid via an increased 

asset value per plot to the developer or SLP. Given the fact that the 

connection fee is part of the offset income calculations and not 

actually paid upfront then I feel this is a fairer system for both 

parties and actually penalises the water company for poor 

performance without being an actual fine. For me this sits outside 

the D-Mex scheme and if the connection fee is refunded then there 

should be no reason why an SLP should hold this against a water 

company if contacted and surveyed. My view is that the SLP would 

actually score the water company higher if the SLP was failed by the 

water company but the connection fee was appropriately 

reimbursed.

No –

We do not see the benefit with a financial redress 

model being implemented at all.

We have stated above the financial provisions that we require 

to be applied to all measures (i.e. refunds against Category One 

and £250 weekly against Category 2).

These are both needed to ensure that companies take the 

necessary action to minimise the occurrence of delivery failures 

and take speedy action should such failures arise.

Although we acknowledge that D-MeX will be a new incentive for 

Developer Services sections we do not yet know how much of a 

driver it will be to focus attention of what, in many companies, 

remains a relatively small proportion of their connections work.  

Hence we cannot accept that D-MeX replaces any need to apply 

financial incentives to drive self-lay compliant behaviour by all 

involved with company delivery.  

No DMex is the subjective language of engagement with 

upper and middle management to incentivise changes 

in strategic planning and organisational change to 

facilitate better communication. Binary pass fail fines 

and heavy duty punishment of problem behaviours are 

the means of communicating and effecting change at 

the operational level, it is a language which is clear 

concise and hard to fog with management mumbo 

jumbo.

DMex is the subjective language of engagement with 

upper and middle management to incentivise changes 

in strategic planning and organisational change to 

facilitate better communication. Binary pass/fail fines 

and heavy duty punishment of problem behaviours are 

the means of communicating and effecting change at 

the operational level, it is a language which is clear 

concise and hard to fog with management mumbo 

jumbo.

n/a DMex is the subjective language of 

engagement with upper and middle 

management to incentivise changes in 

strategic planning and organisational change 

to facilitate better communication. Binary 

pass fail fines and heavy duty punishment of 

problem behaviours are the means of 

communicating and effecting change at the 

operational level, it is a language which is 

clear concise and hard to fog with 

management mumbo jumbo.

We believe D-Mex will be enough to 

incentivise performance alongside the 

Redress proposals it strikes the right balance 

of financial penalty and better performance.

Any SLP who has faced financial pain as a 

result of a water company failure can submit 

a claim to the water company for their 

losses.

No, D-MeX must be the financial incentive

We have stated above the financial 

provisions that we require to be applied to all 

measures (i.e. refunds against Category One 

and £250 weekly against Category 2).

These are both needed to ensure that 

companies take the necessary action to 

minimise the occurrence of delivery failures 

and take speedy action should such failures 

arise.

Although we acknowledge that D-MeX will be 

a new incentive for Developer Services 

sections we do not yet know how much of a 

driver it will be to focus attention of what, in 

many companies, remains a relatively small 

proportion of their connections work.  Hence 

we cannot accept that D-MeX replaces any 

need to apply financial incentives to drive self-

lay compliant behaviour by all involved with 

company delivery.  

Levels of Service Do you believe that the 

proposed measures and the 

SLAs against the measures are 

appropriate?  Please provide 

alternative proposals if you 

believe these aren’t 

appropriate. 

Max of 3 weeks for an initial POC or Pre-

Development Enquiry is far too long and 

is unacceptable.

We regard it as essential that companies 

are not in a position to leave actioning 

work and then finding a reason to ‘reject’ 

the application so hope that the 

suggested ‘chess clock’ approach, even 

though how it will function is not 

explained, will prevent this happening.

We also support establishing early in the 

process when delivery of source of water 

arrangements will be and for this to 

become the target. Our suggestion is that 

this is not made day specific but gives 

assured delivery by a week ending date.

We are assuming that the proposed 

timing are all calendar days (as, if they 

are working days, we will require the 

response times to be further reviewed).

In relation to the proposed measures 

themselves the changes we require, 

before they can be accepted are:-

1. PoC (stage 1) – whilst accepting the 

measure being split into 2 parts 

(acknowledgement and full response) we 

regard it as unreasonable for SLPM-1/2 to 

sequentially follow SLPM-1/1. So this 

needs changing to deliver a PoC report 

within 14 days of application; and,

We regard it as essential that companies 

are not in a position to leave actioning 

work and then finding a reason to ‘reject’ 

the application so hope that the 

suggested ‘chess clock’ approach, even 

though how it will function is not 

explained, will prevent this happening.

We also support establishing early in the 

process when delivery of source of water 

arrangements will be and for this to 

become the target. Our suggestion is that 

this is not made day specific but gives 

assured delivery by a week ending date.

We are assuming that the proposed 

timing are all calendar days (as, if they 

are working days, we will require the 

response times to be further reviewed).

In relation to the proposed measures 

themselves the changes we require, 

before they can be accepted are:-

1. PoC (stage 1) – whilst accepting the 

measure being split into 2 parts 

(acknowledgement and full response) we 

regard it as unreasonable for SLPM-1/2 to 

sequentially follow SLPM-1/1. So this 

needs changing to deliver a PoC report 

within 14 days of application; and,

 Yes subject always to the Water Company actually 

receiving the correct information as per the 

previous 2 comments above.

We believe that the proposed measures are appropriate, 

however the timescales (SLA.s) are not. The whole SLO 

connection process timescales need to be rationalised with a 

view to allowing water on to a show house within a 

development within 8 weeks of the date upon which an order 

is issued to an SLO. By a developer, so that timescales for 

making the first water service connections live on site is more 

akin to that of gas and electric.

Levels of Service  Do you believe that the proposed measures and the 

SLAs against the measures are appropriate?  Please provide 

alternative proposals if you believe these aren’t appropriate.  NO! 

Where is the SLA for the Source of Water branch connection, this is 

the most fundamental SLA to the SLP and this has been removed. This 

must be reinstated with the SLA of 28 days.

The proposal of ‘start-stop chess clock’ is a positive move in the right 

direction and will stop water companies rejecting applications at the 

last minute and then resetting the clock. How will missing 

information be notified / received, is it a phone call or email, this 

needs to be confirmed.

I am hoping the SLAs are in calendar days and not working days as 

these SLAs will need to be remodelled as currently they are not 

acceptable.

1. PoC (stage 1) – SLPM-1/1 – 7 calendar days is acceptable. SLPM-1/2 

– 14 calendar days is acceptable. What is not acceptable is them 

being split into separate SLAs, they should be running concurrently. 

So this needs changing to deliver a PoC report within 14 calendar 

days of application.

2. Water Company Mains Design – SLPM-2/2a – 5 calendar days is 

acceptable. SLPM-2/2b – 28/42 calendar days is acceptable. What is 

not acceptable is them being split into separate SLAs, they should be 

running concurrently. So this needs changing to deliver a water 

company mains design within 28/42 calendar days.

3. As for SLPM-2/2a and 2/2b, we cannot accept that Mains Design 

SLPM-2/1a and 2/1b being split into separate SLAs, they should be 

running concurrently. So this needs changing to deliver a mains 

   No –

Too many inconsistencies within the documentation. 

For example Flow charts state working days, some 

calendar days? We may need to review these again 

depending upon which working model is being 

applied. Specific notes below:

1. POC – Whilst accepting that the measure is split 

into 2 parts. It is unreasonable that SLPM1/2 follows 

SLPM1/1. This should be changed to deliver a POC 

report within 14 days.

2. Output from SLPM1/2 needs to include identifying 

the supply POC and any upsizing or additional works.

3. To us including the Design of New Mains in the 

measures is not of material importance and brings 

what is a contestable work option into prominence in 

ways which could harm design competition.  Hence 

we favour SLPM-2/2a and 2/2b not being reported.

4. As for SLPM-1/1 and 1/2 we cannot accept that 

SLPM-2/1a and 2/1b should be sequential targets (as 

the target time for SLPM-2/1b should be sufficient for 

both initial checks and the required verification.

5. We cannot accept the response time of design 

approvals (for SLPM-S2) being extended beyond 14 

days on all jobs.  This is because the former concept of 

‘routine’ and ‘complex’ jobs related to the added 

work previously necessary to assess off-site 

reinforcement (which is now fully covered at the POC 

 We regard it as essential that companies are not in a position to 

leave actioning work and then finding a reason to ‘reject’ the 

application so hope that the suggested ‘chess clock’ approach, 

even though how it will function is not explained, will prevent 

this happening. 

We also support establishing early in the process when delivery 

of source of water arrangements will be and for this to become 

the target.  Our suggestion is that this is not made day specific 

but gives assured delivery by a week ending date.

We are assuming that the proposed timing are all calendar days 

(as, if they are working days, we will require the response times 

to be further reviewed).

In relation to the proposed measures themselves the changes 

we require, before they can be accepted are:-

1. PoC (stage 1) – whilst accepting the measure being split into 2 

parts (acknowledgement and full response) we regard it as 

unreasonable for SLPM-1/2 to sequentially follow SLPM-1/1.  So 

this needs changing to deliver a PoC report within 14 days of 

application; and, 

2. The output from SLPM-1/2 needs to include identifying the 

Supply PoC and any upsizing and additional work (including extra 

connections) required to be incorporated into the design; and,

3. To us including the Design of New Mains in the measures is not 

of material importance and brings what is a contestable work 

option into prominence in ways which could harm design 

competition.  Hence we favour SLPM-2/2a and 2/2b not being 

reported; and,

Appendix G – Where are the Redress Categories (Cat 1 or 

Cat 2) defined?

Yes We believe that the proposed measures are 

appropriate, however the timescales (SLA.s) are not. 

The whole SLO connection process timescales need to 

be rationalised with a view to allowing water on to a 

show house within a development within 8 weeks of the 

date upon which an order is issued to an SLO. By a 

developer, so that timescales for making the first water 

service connections live on site is more akin to that of 

gas and electricity.

We believe that the proposed measures are 

appropriate, however the timescales (SLA.s) are not. 

The whole SLO connection process timescales need to 

be rationalised with a view to allowing water on to a 

show house within a development within 8 weeks of 

the date upon which an order is issued to an SLO by a 

developer, so that the timescale for making the first 

water service connections live on site is more akin to 

that of gas and electric.

They are appropriate for all regional water 

companies and NAVs above a minimum 

threshold of activity. There is no basis for 

reporting below a de-minimis level of 

activity.

We believe that the proposed measures are 

appropriate, however the timescales (SLA.s) 

are not. The whole SLO connection process 

timescales need to be rationalised with a 

view to allowing water on to a show house 

within a development within 8 weeks of the 

date upon which an order is issued to an SLO. 

By a developer, so that timescales for making 

the first water service connections live on 

site is more akin to that of gas and electric.

There is no metric to indicate how long 

before making a service connection off a 

vested main a SLP should inform the water 

company. This is critical due to be concerns 

around vested mains below.

The 1 day service level to vest is a concern 

due to it potentially happening on a weekend 

– e.g. water is introduced to the main and 

made live late on a Friday leaving no time for 

the water company to vest due to business 

hours – Monday morning would be the first 

chance to issue a declaration of vesting

SLPM – S7/1 – UU currently issue this up front 

when the agreement is returned (within 14 

days of its return)… does this cause a 

problem if the connections are done in a 

different financial year and therefore the 

costs change?

Yes We regard it as essential that companies are 

not in a position to leave actioning work and 

then finding a reason to ‘reject’ the 

application so hope that the suggested ‘chess 

clock’ approach, even though how it will 

function is not explained, will prevent this 

happening. 

We also support establishing early in the 

process when delivery of source of water 

arrangements will be and for this to become 

the target.  Our suggestion is that this is not 

made day specific but gives assured delivery 

by a week ending date.

We are assuming that the proposed timing 

are all calendar days (as, if they are working 

days, we will require the response times to 

be further reviewed).

In relation to the proposed measures 

themselves the changes we require, before 

they can be accepted are:-

1. PoC (stage 1) – whilst accepting the 

measure being split into 2 parts 

(acknowledgement and full response) we 

regard it as unreasonable for SLPM-1/2 to 

sequentially follow SLPM-1/1.  So this needs 

changing to deliver a PoC report within 14 

days of application; and, 

Design approval is too long a process at 

28 days (non-complex). Both gas and 

electric turn approvals round in a matter 

of days not weeks. Why so long?

It is further our view that all metrics [e.g. POC] 

which give say, 7 days for the Company to respond 

should reset to the start rather than stop the clock. 

The reasoning behind this is that to pick up a 

partially completed application when more 

[potentially relevant] information is sent by the 

applicant, to get back up to speed with that initial 

application and then to review the new information 

- possibly only to find there is still missing 

information - will perhaps take a Company 0.25 of a 

working day. Repeat this enough times and when 

the application pack is eventually deemed 

sufficiently complete to commence the POC 

exercise there may only be 2 days left on the clock. 

Yes

Do you agree with the reporting 

proposals and where we are 

suggesting options, can you 

please indicate your preference 

Broadly, yes. What options? Connections 

Options should include an automatic 

referral to the SLP option and have a link 

to register the scheme with those SLPs 

who have signed up.

We agree that the reporting should be 

done monthly but that this should be on a 

central site and available no longer than 

14 days after a month end. This is so that 

we can readily find the data and do cross 

company comparisons.

Given that, with Redress as a driver, 

companies should all (or nearly all) be 

meeting the service standards we 

consider it essential that not only is 

there reporting of the number of jobs 

done within a target but that the average 

response time is given. (This helping to 

establish to customers which companies 

are good performers and which are 

mediocre against undemanding targets!).

We also regard it as essential that 

companies publish, again monthly, the 

number of Redress events that have been 

triggered. With Category One and 

Category Two events being reported 

We agree that the reporting should be 

done monthly but that this should be on a 

central site and available no longer than 

14 days after a month end. This is so that 

we can readily find the data and do cross 

company comparisons.

Given that, with Redress as a driver, 

companies should all (or nearly all) be 

meeting the service standards we 

consider it essential that not only is 

there reporting of the number of jobs 

done within a target but that the average 

response time is given. (This helping to 

establish to customers which companies 

are good performers and which are 

mediocre against undemanding targets!).

We also regard it as essential that 

companies publish, again monthly, the 

number of Redress events that have been 

triggered. With Category One and 

Category Two events being reported 

 The reporting proposals are disproportionate for 

small Companies and New Appointments who will 

have very few applications to report per period and 

will effectively skew the table of results for those 

Companies undertaking the vast majority of the Self 

Lay activities. 

Category 1 and 2 metrics from the G1 table need to be 

reported to Ofwat and published on each water company 

website on a weekly basis, to promote competition, 

transparency and improved service. Weekly data returns 

should also be subject to Ofwat/Lloyds/Customer verification 

and any false reporting subjected to penalties from Ofwat to 

Water companies.

We are happy with the reporting requirements for the G2 

metrics.

I believe that reporting should be done monthly and that it should 

be presented on an independent central website.

Redress is an important standard which all water companies must 

be reported upon. I personally think these figures will matter more 

to the water company reputation than the Levels of Service. I 

believe that numbers of Category 1 and 2 failings should also be 

reported monthly in the same format as the Levels of Service and 

that it should be presented on an independent central website. 

No –

We agree that the reporting should be completed 

monthly, but this needs to be on a central reporting 

system and available no longer than 14 days after a 

month end.

We agree that the reporting should be done monthly but that 

this should be on a central site and available no longer than 14 

days after a month end.  This is so that we can readily find the 

data and do cross company comparisons.

Given that, with Redress as a driver, companies should all (or 

nearly all) be meeting the service standards we consider it 

essential that not only is there reporting of the number of jobs 

done within a target but that the average response time is given.  

(This helping to establish to customers which companies are 

good performers and which are mediocre against undemanding 

targets!).

We also regard it as essential that companies publish, again 

monthly, the number of Redress events that have been 

triggered.  With Category One and Category Two events being 

reported separately. 

What is the Redress if not reported to the minimum 

requirements?

Yes Category 1 and 2 metrics from the G1 table need to be 

reported to Ofwat and published on each water 

company website on a weekly basis, to promote 

competition, transparency and improved service. 

Weekly data returns should also be subject to 

Ofwat/Lloyds/Customer verification and any false 

reporting subjected to penalties from Ofwat to Water 

companies.

We are happy with the reporting requirements for the 

G2 metrics.

Category 1 and 2 metrics from the G1 table need to be 

reported to Ofwat and published on each water 

company website on a weekly basis, to promote 

competition, transparency and improved service. 

Weekly data returns should also be subject to 

Ofwat/Lloyds/Customer verification and any false 

reporting subjected to penalties from Ofwat to the 

Water companies.

We are happy with the reporting requirements for the 

G2 metrics.

See above. Category 1 and 2 metrics from the G1 table 

need to be reported to Ofwat and published 

on each water company website on a weekly 

basis, to promote competition, transparency 

and improved service. Weekly data returns 

should also be subject to 

Ofwat/Lloyds/Customer verification and any 

false reporting subjected to penalties from 

Ofwat to Water companies.

We are happy with the reporting 

requirements for the G2 metrics.

We would prefer anything local (e.g. local 

practices, contestability summaries) to be 

published on the water company website 

and any industry measurements / 

performance metrics to be published on a 

central website (e.g. Ofwat) to enable quick 

and simple comparisons to be made 

between water companies and a consistent 

and transparent approach across the 

industry

Yes We agree that the reporting should be done 

monthly but that this should be on a central 

site and available no longer than 14 days 

after a month end.  This is so that we can 

readily find the data and do cross company 

comparisons.

Given that, with Redress as a driver, 

companies should all (or nearly all) be 

meeting the service standards we consider it 

essential that not only is there reporting of 

the number of jobs done within a target but 

that the average response time is given.  (This 

helping to establish to customers which 

companies are good performers and which 

are mediocre against undemanding targets!).

We also regard it as essential that companies 

publish, again monthly, the number of 

Redress events that have been triggered.  

With Category One and Category Two events 

being reported separately.

Governance  Do you think that we have struck 

the right balance in the overall 

structure of the proposal? 

No comments Having experienced the way that Water 

UK has structured, and directly 

controlled, the development of new 

Water Adoption Procedures (and seeing 

the way that knowledgeable stakeholder 

input has been marginalised) we cannot 

accept the offered Governance 

proposals. To become acceptable the 

new Panel structure needs to:-

1. Recognise the role of both SLPs and 

developers as stakeholders but, because 

of the weighting of their direct 

involvement, specify that a minimum of 

3/5 of the customer side of the panel 

should be from SLPs; and,

2. As within water companies adoption 

activity impacts on a number of functions 

to require those company 

representatives on the Panel to not all be 

from Developer Services sections; and,

3. Have a rule that either no trade bodies 

can be involved in supporting the Panel 

or (preferably) that a joint secretariat be 

created with involves an equal number of 

representatives from customer trade 

bodies to those who support water 

companies; and,

Having experienced the way that Water 

UK has structured, and directly 

controlled, the development of new 

Water Adoption Procedures (and seeing 

the way that knowledgeable stakeholder 

input has been marginalised) we cannot 

accept the offered Governance 

proposals. To become acceptable the 

new Panel structure needs to:-

1. Recognise the role of both SLPs and 

developers as stakeholders but, because 

of the weighting of their direct 

involvement, specify that a minimum of 

3/5 of the customer side of the panel 

should be from SLPs; and,

2. As within water companies adoption 

activity impacts on a number of functions 

to require those company 

representatives on the Panel to not all be 

from Developer Services sections; and,

3. Have a rule that either no trade bodies 

can be involved in supporting the Panel 

or (preferably) that a joint secretariat be 

created with involves an equal number of 

representatives from customer trade 

bodies to those who support water 

companies; and,

 Yes The intent of the proposal is good but is taken largely from the 

ENA example where every aspect of Competition in 

Connections had been trialled and put into everyday practice 

prior to it becoming a requirement of the Competition in 

Connections Code. The concern here is that the right balance 

has not been struck as the intent is to introduce the manifold 

changes and procedures without trial, the ability and speed 

with which wholesale changes could be made under the 

proposed system is questionable. It is therefore not 

appropriate to the stated and intended process which Ofwat 

have put forward.

The current proposal of Water Companies and Customers makes it 

feel like a 2 party membership. I feel the Governance structure 

needs to be re-aligned, as the Adoption Codes process has 3 main 

parties I feel each party should be equally represented. As I see it 

the 3 parties are the SLPs, the Developers and the Water 

Companies. Each party should have 3 members. I strongly feel that 

the SLP accreditation body (currently Lloyds) should have a 

presence. Lloyds run the WIRS accreditation scheme and must have 

some form of input on the future of the Adoption Codes. I would also 

question the requirement for an independent chairperson, this 

should be somebody who is already placed within the water 

industry with a suitable knowledge / background of the Developer 

Services / SLP arena (ideally a consultant who has no alliance to 

either party) who would not need to get up to speed with the 

process.

   No – 

We can not accept the changes that have been 

proposed. The Governance proposals have not taken 

into account feedback from key stakeholders within 

the SLP community. A new governance panel should 

be implemented.

1. Recognise the role of both SLPs and developers as 

stakeholders but, because of the weighting of their 

direct involvement, specify that a minimum of 3/5 of 

the customer side of the panel should be from SLPs.

2. As within water companies adoption activity 

impacts on a number of functions to require those 

company representatives on the Panel to not all be 

from Developer Services sections.

3. Have a rule that either no trade bodies can be 

involved in supporting the Panel or (preferably) that a 

joint secretariat be created with involves an equal 

number of representatives from customer trade 

bodies to those who support water companies.

4. That a direct link be created between WIRS and the 

Panel.  This being done by making one of the water 

company representatives the person responsible for 

chairing the WIRS Management Panel.

5. To dispense with the concept of a (paid) 

independent Panel chair and place joint 

responsibility for the functioning of the Panel to a 

Having experienced the way that Water UK has structured, and 

directly controlled, the development of new Water Adoption 

Procedures (and seeing the way that knowledgeable 

stakeholder input has been marginalised) we cannot accept the 

offered Governance proposals.  To become acceptable the new 

Panel structure needs to:-

1. Recognise the role of both SLPs and developers as 

stakeholders but, because of the weighting of their direct 

involvement, specify that a minimum of 3/5 of the customer side 

of the panel should be from SLPs; and,

2. As within water companies adoption activity impacts on a 

number of functions to require those company representatives 

on the Panel to not all be from Developer Services sections; and,

3. Have a rule that either no trade bodies can be involved in 

supporting the Panel or (preferably) that a joint secretariat be 

created with involves an equal number of representatives from 

customer trade bodies to those who support water companies; 

and,

4. That a direct link, over and above, the involvement of an 

Accreditation Body observer be created between WIRS (who 

engages directly with all SLPs) and the Panel.  This being done by 

making one of the water company representatives the person 

responsible for chairing the WIRS Management Panel (and 

thereby making WIRS part of the governance arrangements – 

rather than not integrated at all); and,

5. To dispense with the concept of a (paid) independent Panel 

chair and place joint responsibility for the functioning of the 

Reasonable balance does look to have been achieved. Yes The intent of the proposal is good but is taken largely 

from the ENA example where every aspect of 

Competition in Connections had been trialled and put 

into everyday practice prior to it becoming a 

requirement of the Competition in Connections Code. 

The concern here is that the right balance has not been 

struck as the intent is to introduce the manifold 

changes and procedures without trial, the ability and 

speed with which wholesale changes could be made 

under the proposed system is questionable. It is 

therefore not appropriate to the stated and intended 

process which Ofwat have put forward.

The intent of the proposal is good but is taken largely 

from the ENA (CIC Code Oversight) example where 

every aspect of Competition in Connections had been 

trialled and put into everyday practice prior to it 

becoming a requirement of the Competition in 

Connections Code. The concern here is that the right 

balance has not been struck as the intent is to 

introduce the manifold changes and procedures 

without trial, the ability to effect and the speed with 

which wholesale changes could be made under the 

proposed system is questionable. The proposed 

Governance is therefore not appropriate to the stated 

and intended process which Ofwat have put forward.

Yes The intent of the proposal is good but is 

taken largely from the ENA example where 

every aspect of Competition in Connections 

had been trialled and put into everyday 

practice prior to it becoming a requirement 

of the Competition in Connections Code. The 

concern here is that the right balance has 

not been struck as the intent is to introduce 

the manifold changes and procedures 

without trial, the ability and speed with 

which wholesale changes could be made 

under the proposed system is questionable. 

It is therefore not appropriate to the stated 

and intended process which Ofwat have put 

forward.

Yes Yes Having experienced the way that Water UK 

has structured, and directly controlled, the 

development of new Water Adoption 

Procedures (and seeing the way that 

knowledgeable stakeholder input has been 

marginalised) we cannot accept the offered 

Governance proposals.  To become 

acceptable the new Panel structure needs to:-

1. Recognise the role of both SLPs and 

developers as stakeholders but, because of 

the weighting of their direct involvement, 

specify that a minimum of 3/5 of the customer 

side of the panel should be from SLPs; and,

2. As within water companies adoption 

activity impacts on a number of functions to 

require those company representatives on 

the Panel to not all be from Developer 

Services sections; and,

3. Have a rule that either no trade bodies can 

be involved in supporting the Panel or 

(preferably) that a joint secretariat be 

created with involves an equal number of 

representatives from customer trade bodies 

to those who support water companies; and,

4. That a direct link, over and above, the 

involvement of an Accreditation Body 

observer be created between WIRS (who 

Do you see the proposal as a fair 

and efficient way of considering 

Change Proposals? 

Need to be more pro-active in getting 

SLPs and Developers to comment as the 

panel is NOT balanced in composition.

Whilst we can see how the Panel intends 

to handle change proposals it is not clear 

in the proposals how any interested body 

can present reasoned proposals for 

change for Panel consideration. This 

needs to be remedied.

Whilst we can see how the Panel intends 

to handle change proposals it is not clear 

in the proposals how any interested body 

can present reasoned proposals for 

change for Panel consideration. This 

needs to be remedied.

 Yes Yes provided those proposals have been tested prior to 

introduction, as stated previously we do not feel that the 

described Governance methodology befits procedures which 

are bedding in and effectively being trialled mechanisms are 

too slow and cumbersome.

The Lloyds WIRS representative must be able to consult with the 

WIRS accredited collective companies and be able to bring the 

members suggestions / views to the table. The SLPs only other 

option would be to go straight to Ofwat via a complaints procedure.

No – 

It is not clear from the documentation how any 

interested party can present reasoned proposals for 

change for the Panels consideration. 

Whilst we can see how the Panel intends to handle change 

proposals it is not clear in the proposals how any interested 

body can present reasoned proposals for change for Panel 

consideration.  This needs to be remedied.

On initial review looks to be fair. Yes Yes provided those proposals have been tested prior to 

introduction, as stated previously we do not feel that 

the described Governance methodology befits 

procedures which are bedding in and effectively being 

trialled mechanisms are too slow and cumbersome.

Yes provided the overall Adoption Code and supporting 

documents and systems haver been tested prior to 

introduction, as stated previously we do not feel that 

the described Governance methodology befits 

procedures which are bedding in and effectively being 

trialed, the mechanisms of the proposed Governance 

System are too slow and cumbersome to deal with 

prototype adoption agreements and supporting 

systems.

Yes Yes provided those proposals have been 

tested prior to introduction, as stated 

previously we do not feel that the described 

Governance methodology befits procedures 

which are bedding in and effectively being 

trialled mechanisms are too slow and 

cumbersome.

Yes however this must not stifle innovation 

i.e. water companies and SLPs should be 

able to introduce new standards for the good 

of innovation without the

approval of the governance board in order to 

enact such innovative ways of working in a 

timely manner. We do not want to have to 

wait for a governance panel meeting before 

making such innovative changes.

Yes

Whilst we can see how the Panel intends to 

handle change proposals it is not clear in the 

proposals how any interested body can 

present reasoned proposals for change for 

Panel consideration.  This needs to be 

remedied.

Is anything missing in the overall 

governance arrangements we 

are proposing? 

No comments Missing from the proposed governance 

arrangements are:-

1. WIRS is the Water Industry 

Registration Scheme run on behalf of 

water companies (and was originally 

established through Water UK and the 

Water UK Council). Whilst WIRS has a 

vital role in demonstrating to companies 

that SLPs have the competence and 

capability to deliver self-lay works future 

governance, to be successfully 

integrated, requires that the functioning 

of WIRS, and feedback from those 

accredited through WIRS, are able to 

directly route their input into the future 

governance arrangements associated 

with the Adoption Code.

2. Whilst it is always likely that some 

companies will take the lead in opening 

up new contestable work categories 

there needs to be a mechanism where 

the governance Panel routinely reviews 

what is happening across companies and 

ensures that, once best practice in new 

areas has been established, all 

companies are made to follow and open-

up contestability in their areas. Hence 

Missing from the proposed governance 

arrangements are:-

1. WIRS is the Water Industry 

Registration Scheme run on behalf of 

water companies (and was originally 

established through Water UK and the 

Water UK Council). Whilst WIRS has a 

vital role in demonstrating to companies 

that SLPs have the competence and 

capability to deliver self-lay works future 

governance, to be successfully 

integrated, requires that the functioning 

of WIRS, and feedback from those 

accredited through WIRS, are able to 

directly route their input into the future 

governance arrangements associated 

with the Adoption Code.

2. Whilst it is always likely that some 

companies will take the lead in opening 

up new contestable work categories 

there needs to be a mechanism where 

the governance Panel routinely reviews 

what is happening across companies and 

ensures that, once best practice in new 

areas has been established, all 

companies are made to follow and open-

up contestability in their areas. Hence 

 No Yes a scales response which speeds up reaction and action in 

accordance with the urgency of the problem, and appeal 

against being ignored or fobbed off.           

My worry about these types of board meetings is the frequency of 

the meetings. In the first few months of ‘going live’, I anticipate a lot 

of items that will require some form of amendment or adjustment 

and these meetings will need to be hastily convened and be fairly 

regular, either bi-monthly or quarterly. Obviously as things settle 

down I anticipate these could be arranged on a quarterly to six 

month basis.

Yes – 

1. WIRS – They have a vital role within the industry 

and are not captured once throughout any of the 

proposal.

2. A mechanism for reviewing best practice and 

opening up new contestable routes to be captured 

within the panel.

3. A mechanism for reviewing water company local 

practices.

4. A mechanism for acting as a mediation body before 

the need to go to OfWat for intervention.

Missing from the proposed governance arrangements are:-

1. WIRS is the Water Industry Registration Scheme run on behalf 

of water companies (and was originally established through 

Water UK and the Water UK Council).  Whilst WIRS has a vital 

role in demonstrating to companies that SLPs have the 

competence and capability to deliver self-lay works future 

governance, to be successfully integrated, requires that the 

functioning of WIRS, and feedback from those accredited through 

WIRS, are able to directly route their input into the future 

governance arrangements associated with the Adoption Code.

2. Whilst it is always likely that some companies will take the 

lead in opening up new contestable work categories there needs 

to be a mechanism where the governance Panel routinely 

reviews what is happening across companies and ensures that, 

once best practice in new areas has been established, all 

companies are made to follow and open-up contestability in 

their areas.  Hence this needs to be a requirement placed on the 

Governance Panel. 

3. Given the existence of various ‘local’ arrangements (but the 

Ofwat steer that these should be kept to a minimum) a duty on 

the Panel should be to regularly review such practices with a 

view to removing local practices and ensure that standardised 

approaches are, wherever practicable, deployed.

4. The Panel should also have a responsibility for reviewing 

mediation arrangements (which are another necessary 

component not yet developed and consulted upon) and 

feedback from all parties on the functioning of the 

What redress is there if the Water Company is seen to be 

holding back the process and is not achieving the SLAs? 

This will impact on the SLP and Developer.

Possibly

• Procedures relative to a service 

connection to an existing water 

company asset.

Yes a scales response which speeds up reaction and 

action in accordance with the urgency of the problem, 

and appeal against being ignored or fobbed off.           

Yes a scaled response which speeds up reaction and 

action in accordance with the urgency of the problem, 

and the means of appeal to protect against being 

ignored or fobbed off.           

Nothing immediately apparent. Yes a scales response which speeds up 

reaction and action in accordance with the 

urgency of the problem, and appeal against 

being ignored or fobbed off.           

Section 3.2 makes reference to sewers 

rather than clean water mains

No Missing from the proposed governance 

arrangements are:-

1. WIRS is the Water Industry Registration 

Scheme run on behalf of water companies 

(and was originally established through 

Water UK and the Water UK Council).  Whilst 

WIRS has a vital role in demonstrating to 

companies that SLPs have the competence 

and capability to deliver self-lay works future 

governance, to be successfully integrated, 

requires that the functioning of WIRS, and 

feedback from those accredited through 

WIRS, are able to directly route their input 

into the future governance arrangements 

associated with the Adoption Code.

2. Whilst it is always likely that some 

companies will take the lead in opening up 

new contestable work categories there needs 

to be a mechanism where the governance 

Panel routinely reviews what is happening 

across companies and ensures that, once 

best practice in new areas has been 

established, all companies are made to 

follow and open-up contestability in their 

areas.  Hence this needs to be a requirement 

placed on the Governance Panel. 

3. Given the existence of various ‘local’ 

Other Below we evidence the various elements 

in the proposals which are of great 

concern to us.  Because of these we do 

not believe that the proposals balance 

the risks faced by all parties in the 

connection process.  Therefore they do 

not satisfy the ‘fair and proportionate’ 

and ‘level playing field’ tests that are key 

Code principals set-out by Ofwat.

Below we evidence the various elements 

in the proposals which are of great 

concern to us.  Because of these we do 

not believe that the proposals balance 

the risks faced by all parties in the 

connection process.  Therefore they do 

not satisfy the ‘fair and proportionate’ 

and ‘level playing field’ tests that are key 

Code principals set-out by Ofwat.

As a Company operating for several years in the SLO 

market we would wish to express our concerns that 

the current consultation period for the new Sector 

Guidance’s and Model Agreement is insufficient for 

meaningful consideration of the proposals.

This is the first major overhaul within the industry 

since the SLO market was opened and we feel that 3 

weeks is not a realistic timescale to study and 

comment on the proposals which have been under 

preparation for more than 1 year.

Below we evidence the various elements in the proposals which 

are of great concern to us.  Because of these we do not believe 

that the proposals balance the risks faced by all parties in the 

connection process.  Therefore they do not satisfy the ‘fair and 

proportionate’ and ‘level playing field’ tests that are key Code 

principals set-out by Ofwat.

There are many parts that we disagree with an feel put 

too much risk on the SLP along with timescales and 

expectations that put us as a business at jeapoardy. As 

a small business we feel that the changes being 

suggested will hit us hardest and mean that we can no 

longer operate sucessfully. 

In addition, a few factors highlighted at the Thames 

Water Forum concern us; the demand for an additional 

21 days for the POC enquiry, in advance of being able to 

subit an application for new water mains is an 

unreaslistic adaptation. Also, having sample results 

back and providing these in advance of a CRMC within 5 

days is too tight a timeframe.

We are pleased to support the Design and 

Construction Standards template approach as it 

provides the opportunity for consistency of terms 

and a means of providing up to date information to 

developers

All of the comments that are offered are

offered subject to one issue which unless

addressed will, it is believed, give rise to the

entire exercise being a failure and a waste of

time.

We are a self-lay provider who operates in 

England.  Whilst we are aware that Water UK 

is developing new adoption procedures and 

a new agreement there has not been 

sufficient time for these to be fully 

scrutinised by ourselves.  However we can 

see that what has been put out to 

consultation is incomplete and hence is 

difficult for us to evaluate.  We therefore ask 

you to register that we cannot endorse any of 

these, or proposals which are subsequently 

developed, going forward to Ofwat for 

approval.  Instead we ask you to register us 

as a key stakeholder who 'objects' to the 

proposals and asks to be notified when there 

is a fully worked up, and complete, set of 

documents for us to review.

From reviewing the proposals I have the 

following points to note;

1. Nothing is being done about addressing 

the competitive disadvantage SLPs 

encounter by having, through WIRS, to have 

operatives who hold     NCO(W) registrations 

when water company contractors can use 

anyone to do the work; and,

2. There is no commitment on companies to 

deliver non-contestable works within 

Below we evidence the various elements in 

the proposals which are of great concern to 

us.  Because of these we do not believe that 

the proposals balance the risks faced by all 

parties in the connection process.  Therefore 

they do not satisfy the ‘fair and 

proportionate’ and ‘level playing field’ tests 

that are key Code principals set-out by Ofwat.

We are aware that Water UK, on behalf of 

companies, is developing new adoption 

procedures and a new agreement but 

sufficient time has not been allowed for these 

to be fully scrutinised by ourselves.  

 

However we can see that what has been put 

out to consultation is incomplete and hence 

difficult for us to properly evaluate.  We 

therefore ask you to register that we cannot 

endorse any of the proposals, or ones which 

are subsequently developed without full 

stakeholder consultation, going forward to 

Ofwat for approval.  

 

Instead we ask you to register us as a key 

stakeholder who 'objects' to the proposals 

and asks to be notified when there is a fully 

worked up, and complete, set of documents 

for us to review.

 

Please let me know if you require any further 

information at this time.

Until the concerns we raise get 

addressed, and updated documents 

issued for further review/ acceptance by 

ourselves, we ask you to register that we 

are unable to support the full package of 

proposals (i.e. for us to be counted as a 

responder who feel that the ‘broad 

consensus’ acceptance test, required by 

Ofwat, has not been satisfied).

Until the concerns we raise get 

addressed, and updated documents 

issued for further review/ acceptance by 

ourselves, we ask you to register that we 

are unable to support the full package of 

proposals (i.e. for us to be counted as a 

responder who feel that the ‘broad 

consensus’ acceptance test, required by 

Ofwat, has not been satisfied).

Until the concerns we raise get addressed, and updated 

documents issued for further review/ acceptance by ourselves, 

we ask you to register that we are unable to support the full 

package of proposals (i.e. for us to be counted as a responder 

who feel that the ‘broad consensus’ acceptance test, required by 

Ofwat, has not been satisfied).

All of the comments that are offered are offered subject 

to one issue which unless addressed will, it is believed, 

give rise to the entire exercise being a failure and a 

waste of time.

All of the comments that are offered are offered 

subject to one issue which unless addressed will, it is 

believed, give rise to the entire exercise being a failure 

and a waste of time.

The process proposed by Ofwat makes no

provision for trialling and feedback from the

proposals which would go some

considerable distance towards achieving,

hopefully, wide-scale buy in by industry and

ownership by the wider industry of the

outcome of this process.

Until the concerns we raise get addressed, 

and updated documents issued for further 

review/ acceptance by ourselves, we ask you 

to register that we are unable to support the 

full package of proposals (i.e. for us to be 

counted as a responder who feel that the 

‘broad consensus’ acceptance test, required 

by Ofwat, has not been satisfied).

We also note that the package presented 

for consultation is far from complete and 

we understand that a revised draft 

agreement document is being prepared.  

Hence our response is limited to the 

information that has been made 

available in the early November 2018 set 

of documents (and we may wish to make 

further comments once amended, and 

complete, documents are made 

available for review).

We also note that the package presented 

for consultation is far from complete and 

we understand that a revised draft 

agreement document is being prepared.  

Hence our response is limited to the 

information that has been made 

available in the early November 2018 set 

of documents (and we may wish to make 

further comments once amended, and 

complete, documents are made 

available for review).

We also note that the package presented for consultation is far 

from complete and we understand that a revised draft 

agreement document is being prepared.  Hence our response is 

limited to the information that has been made available in the 

early November 2018 set of documents (and we may wish to 

make further comments once amended, and complete, 

documents are made available for review).

The process proposed by Ofwat makes no provision for 

trialing and feedback from the proposals which would 

go some considerable distance towards achieving, 

hopefully, widescale buy in by industry and ownership 

by the wider industry of the outcome of this process.

The process proposed by Ofwat makes no provision for 

trialling and feedback from the proposals which would 

go some considerable distance towards achieving, 

hopefully, widescale buy in by industry and ownership 

by the wider industry of the outcome of this process.

To introduce these proposals without trial,

based on limited consultation, leaves them

wide open to challenge at a later date.

We also note that the package presented for 

consultation is far from complete and we 

understand that a revised draft agreement 

document is being prepared.  Hence our 

response is limited to the information that 

has been made available in the early 

November 2018 set of documents (and we 

may wish to make further comments once 

amended, and complete, documents are 

made available for review).

We cannot until the modifications we 

require (detailed above) are made, 

endorse the Adoption Code proposals 

being developed by a Water UK 

Programme Team on behalf of water 

companies going forward to Ofwat for 

approval.  Before changing our stance 

from a process stakeholder who, in this 

response, is registering our objection to 

what is being developed we require to 

see, and have time to review, a fully 

complete set of documents incorporating 

the changes we, and we are sure others, 

We cannot until the modifications we 

require (detailed above) are made, 

endorse the Adoption Code proposals 

being developed by a Water UK 

Programme Team on behalf of water 

companies going forward to Ofwat for 

approval.  Before changing our stance 

from a process stakeholder who, in this 

response, is registering our objection to 

what is being developed we require to 

see, and have time to review, a fully 

complete set of documents incorporating 

the changes we, and we are sure others, 

We cannot until the modifications we require (detailed above) 

are made, endorse the Adoption Code proposals being 

developed by a Water UK Programme Team on behalf of water 

companies going forward to Ofwat for approval.  Before changing 

our stance from a process stakeholder who, in this response, is 

registering our objection to what is being developed we require 

to see, and have time to review, a fully complete set of 

documents incorporating the changes we, and we are sure 

others, require to be made.

To introduce these proposals without trial based on 

limited consultation leaves them wide open to 

challenge at a later date.

To introduce these proposals without trial based on 

limited consultation leaves them wide open to 

challenge at a later date.

Further the proposals as presented are

incomplete (minimum information) and in

some cases non compliant (adoption

agreement) and therefore it is questionable

whether even the flawed Ofwat consultation

process/proposal is being complied with at

the current date.

Further the proposals as presented are incomplete 

(minimum information) and in some cases non-

compliant (adoption agreement) and therefore it is 

questionable whether even the flawed Ofwat 

consultation process/proposal is being complied with 

at the current date.

Further the proposals as presented are incomplete 

(minimum information) and in some cases non 

compliant (adoption agreement) and therefore it is 

questionable whether even the flawed Ofwat 

consultation process/proposal is being complied with 

at the current date
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We believe this is an improvement to the 

current COP. Especially important for water 

companies is ensuring that it protects all end 

user/bill paying customers from both water 

quality and supply interruption issues, by 

ensuring that the infrastructure we adopt is 

not substandard and that our network 

continues to operate safely and effectively, as 

new mains are laid and customers supplies 

connected for the first time. 

We like that the documentation clearly sets 

out the end to end journey, informing who is 

responsible at each stage via detailed 

process diagrams.  This should help manage 

expectations at the outset and provide a 

greater level of detail on completing 

contestable works. We believe it will also 

encourage innovation and collaboration 

between water companies and SLPs.

No, Each individual Water company within the 

new approach now has the permission to 

revise the works which are classed as 

contestable and based on an SLO who across 

multiple districts this is going to cause even 

more uncertainty and create more internal 

works and processes  

We agree that the approach to contestability 

is an improvement on the approach taken in 

the current code of practice.

Agree We believe it is an improvement on the 

approach taken in the current code of practice, 

however, there needs to be more consistency 

around contestable works thorough out the 

industry.

We believe ‘connections up to 32mm onto less 

than 12”’ mains should also be coloured green 

for 500+ properties. Connection criteria should 

be based on risk and not on the number of 

properties. 

We believe the approach taken is an 

improvement on the existing CoP. Having a 

standard publishing format will make it clear to 

stakeholders the contestable activities for 

each individual company.

We have limited use of SLPs so unable to 

comment further

Yes.  It is helpful that contestable and non-

contestable elements of work have better 

defined compared with the current code of 

practice.  This helps make it clearer to all 

parties which elements can be carried out by a 

Self-Lay Provider (SLP). The new approach 

removes much of the subjectivity and ambiguity 

that currently exists across different water 

company areas.  The introduction of the Annual 

Contestability Statement provides SLPs with 

clarity as to which service connection activities 

are contestable in each water company’s area.

No comment Contestability  Is our proposed approach to 

contestability an improvement on the approach 

taken in the current code of practice? Whilst it 

would be an improvement for all companies to 

classify as contestable all works described as 

such in the current Self-Lay Code of Practice 

there is nothing in the proposals to prompt 

companies to open-up new contestable work 

catagories.

Our first comment is that the proposal to allow 

‘local arrangements’ over what work types are 

classified as contestable is not in accordance 

with the Ofwat Code (see Clause 3.1.3h) where 

‘local practices’ are limited to “local 

operational practices and design guidance”.  So 

all of the ‘amber’ work proposals need to be 

classified as contestable (with each company 

able to specify permissible operational 

practices which mirror the way they control 

their own contractors doing the various work 

types).

From this some SLPs may say that they are 

unwilling to accept the risks of undertaking 

some of the work types.  But the choice needs to 

be with the SLP and not dictated by companies.   

Comments relating to what is being proposed 

are:

By having the matrix, it is an improvement as 

the current CoP states to speak to the water 

company.

General:

1. Need to add water quality hot spots.

2. Design and construction should be split into 

two. Construction and Mains diversion work 

should be split out or add to mains requisition. 

Construct a new main or diversion.

It does not appear to me that there is a great 

increase or improvement on the approach to 

contestability.  In fact it appears more complex 

and open to greater confusion and inefficiency 

to SLP’s who will have to manage developers 

requirements with the million and one different 

scenarios that one water company has to 

another.

The ACS should be a dynamic approach and 

updated as and when required.

It is a mockery that SLP’s cant do certain activity 

despite having to have a recognisable 

qualification in the form of the NCO(W) and yet 

Water Companies have no such requirement.

Yes There table is clear but there should only be a 

singular table for the industry, from the sounds 

of the proposal each water company will have 

the same format of table but will have the 

permission to alter it on an annual basis which 

I find unacceptable – wasn’t the whole process 

of this to standardise and simplify the 

industry?

Greater clarity is needed in all lines where the 

water company is allowed to specify whether it 

will be shaded in Amber or Red. It is not clear if 

the bullet points read as "or" logical 

connectors or "and" logical connectors and the 

use of either for all four rows does not satisfy 

all scenarios. Alternatively all bullet points are 

to be separated into individual lines to allow 

for "fine-tuning" by water companies for the 

various scenarios.

As discussed in WaterUK IPG, make provisions 

to accomodate 50mm pipes. This could be 

achieved by changing "up to 32mm" to "up to 

63mm", which would include 32mm, 50mm 

pipe and any size up to but not including 

63mm, which would fall in a different category.

Agree with the format. Consideration should be 

given to using pipe diameters in mm or inches 

and not a mix match of approach. Consider 

specifying it by internal diameter of pipework 

in mm.

We believe Table 3.2 is sufficiently 

comprehensive and clear, however we would 

like to include diverted water mains as 

contestable works to avoid any doubt that this 

work is contestable to an SLP.

The table is not consistent with the paragraphs 

below (3.4.1 & 3.4.4) it with regards to 

contestability. The table is showing works in 

red as being non-contestable, yet below, the 

SLP can approach the water undertaker and, 

under agreement, can carry out non-

contestable works. It would therefore be more 

appropriate to have only green and amber 

(with amber being at the water undertaker’s 

discretion) colourings on the table, as red is 

contradictory and not accurate. 

We would like to see the ‘Design’ and 

‘Construction’ elements for Network 

Reinforcement appear in individual 

lines/boxes. 50mm service connection size is 

not covered in current banding

No comments based upon above experience. It would be helpful if the definitions section 

included Glossary of Terms section of the 

guidance included definitions for some of the 

terminology used in Table 3.2.  For example a 

number of acronyms terms have been used 

throughout, such as PE, WIRS, WQ etc.  Could 

“barrier pipe”, “parent main”, “Permanent 

Connections”, “Piece through” be defined as 

these are terms used by many water companies 

and SLPs, some use different terms?

For clarity, could it be stated that the 

millimetre and inch units in the table refer to 

diameter of pipe?

Suggest that “Connection: up to 32mm” be 

changed to Connection up to 63 mm in 

diameter” in the table, as some companies and 

SLPs install communication pipe in diameters 

between 32 mm and 63 mm.

For clarity, could “operational pressure” be 

defined in the Glossary of Terms?

No comment Missing, and requiring to be inserted into the 

work categories are:-

a) Construction of diverted main (i.e. to avoid 

any doubt that this work is contestable); and,

b) The self-certification of designs produced by 

others. 

Linked to the contestability statements we 

cannot support companies only updating their 

local practices annually.  This should be 

dynamic (as they engage with SLPs and gain 

confidence in their ability to do an ever 

widening range of work types).  So whilst we 

want clear statements by companies there 

should be a requirement to keep this current 

rather than make it subject to annual reviews. 

Yes, we believe this format is comprehensive 

and clear.

The table is still written and presented to add 

greater confusion to a SLP operating across 

different water companies.  It still implies that 

SLP’s should not do activity rather than making 

it positively promoting SLP’s.  EG why should the 

option be Amber or Red – why not green for 

some connections.   Assuming a water company 

sets a criteria to amber how will the SLP know 

the operational pressure to allow them to plan 

works.

Why do we need the caveat that you should 

refer to individual company standards?

The procedures are informative and lengthy.  

We do feel that there are some aspects of the 

process that are essential to include within 

the documentation such as:

-Ensuring SLPs inform Water Companies of the 

materials they are using.

- Ensuring SLPs inform Water Companies of 

their whereabouts within an agreed number 

of days (SLA) before going on site.  Also, if their 

whereabouts subsequently change we need 

to ensure that they can no longer go to that 

site until they have arrange a new date and 

retell the Water Company in advance (within 

a further number of agreed days/SLA).

It’s critical that water companies are able to 

undertake DWI due diligence and assurance 

checks. Confidently knowing who is working 

by/on your network and constructing assets is 

critical to delivering this. Therefore we seek to 

ensure that the procedures clearly set this 

out with stated SLAs.

A further question is if the legal agreement 

will/needs to   allow for termination if 

whereabouts are not supplied meaning due 

diligence cannot be undertaken?

I do agree, as long as the water companies 

have to follow the same 

process/routes/options when it comes to 

requisitioned works 

We agree that the format of the procedures is 

the right way forward and we agree with most 

of the detail of the procedures, with the 

exception of the following observations.

Stage 4: Flow and Pressure: We disagree that 

the water company should provide a likely flow 

and pressure forecast for testing as we 

anticipate that this will potentially set 

incorrect expectations for the Self-Lay Provider 

to pass on to the developer and to the future 

homeowners. As we reserve the right to 

manage our water network by increasing and 

reducing pressure as required, we would 

prefer that Self-Lay Providers work on the 

assumption that the flow and pressure will be 

at least equal to or above the required 9lpm at 

a customer's boundary and the surrogate 

pressure of 15mhd in the water mains.

Stage 1 – splitting of the point of connection 

and the quotation associated with the point of 

connection does not provide a seamless 

service. Currently the requirement for a Point 

of Connection includes a quotation. The 

document seems to include this is optional.

Stage 3 Review design/execute agreement – 

reference does to be made under the Water 

Company box for produce detail design to 

include where Water Company undertaking the 

design “Design and issue package of work to 

Water SLP”.

We believe that the proposed procedures can 

stifle best practice causing unnecessary delays 

when being followed step by step. A processes 

is required but in some circumstances to 

obtain best practice, we may have to short 

step the process.

Yes Agreed We agree that the procedures are a fair 

reflection of the activities that are required in 

the self-lay market.  

We are supportive of the use of detailed flow 

charts to show processes and procedures.  This 

will give clarity to all of the parties involved in 

self lay schemes and will help drive consistency 

of approach for developers, SLPs and water 

companies.  We agree with the comments 

made in the consultation document that states 

that self-lay processes procedures are different 

to those associated with a requisition.  

Providing detail and clarity of the self-lay 

process and procedure allows developer 

customers to make a better informed choice 

about how they procure services in this market.

No comment Although the various procedure charts cover 

most of the various components of a self-lay 

delivered project we require them to be 

modified to reflect best practice and facilitate a 

fully functioning competitive water connections 

market (i.e. they are currently, in the places we 

identify below, constructed in ways which 

unduly constrain self-lay provision so cannot be 

viewed as meeting the Ofwat ‘fair and 

proportionate’ test).

The changes we require to the procedure charts 

(excluding Level of Service matters discussed 

separately) are:-

1. Remove (in 1b) any restraint on the process 

starting before planning permission is obtained 

(this being imperative if the developer/SLP 

partnership is to be in a position to quickly 

respond once the site is ready to proceed); and,

2. Place the CDM responsibilities (from 1b into 

2, and beyond) to where they actually apply in 

the process; and,

3. Remove the confusion caused by initially 

classifying activities as either being done by 

developers or SLPs and then (from Stage 1c) 

referring them to ‘unaccredited’ or ‘accredited’ 

activities.  This needs to be changed to ‘works 

directly controlled by developers’ and 

Yes, we agree with approach taken with regards 

to the procedures including the activities 

defined. Our comments on individual stages and 

general comments are listed below.

1. Stage 4 – we recommend adding the text for 

SLPs to submit as laid drawings as part of the 

construction records.

2. Stage 5 – we recommend notification to 

Water Company about connection is sent via a 

form rather than email.

3. Stage 7 – we suggest TAPS5 accreditation is 

checked and the TAPS 5 form should be sent in 

before the connection. We also suggest adding 

in text to request the SLP shares who the 

accredited plumber is prior to connection.

4. General –

a. We recommend creating a form requesting a 

SoW.

b. Need to provide a phasing approach by 

number of properties per quarter – could 

capture on minimum info form.

c. Should we create Industry forms/templates 

for the various activities for example, approving 

the Service Connection (Stage 7).

d. Can we have a standardised whereabouts 

schedule which all SLPs can use nationally.

e. How are we treating NAVs applications to 

There are some comments on the processes.

1. Need to have standardised notification forms

2. If a Water Company does not offer the design 

service how do they ensure sufficient 

competition exists in the design activity for 

smaller SLPS’s

3. I think a pre-start should be required and not 

optional

4. How does a SLP get certainty of a SOW date as 

there appears to be no LOS around this in Stage 

3

5. If we are to provide photographs we should 

be provided with the water companies 

preferred software packages and hardware to 

avoid additional costs.

6. Processes need to cover dry laying of 

diversions

7. We cannot wait for a vesting cert before 

making service connections

8. Greater clarity is required on addressing 

defects on connected mains – some water 

companies allow you to repair others don’t 

need consistency.

9. Need a LOS on meter deliveries as failure to 

deliver by water companies delays SLP 

activities

10. Why is there an option for the Water 

We believe that the sector guidance needs a 

definition of a local practice e.g. a 

fundamental requirement of the local water 

company with regards to any aspect of the 

end to end journey. We don’t believe that at 

this early stage of such a significant change, 

and also prior to piloting, you can specify and 

limit the exact scenarios permitted. 

We believe there is some confusion between 

what constitutes local practices versus design 

and construction guidance. Commissioning for 

example should not require a local practice as 

this is to ensure safe and wholesome water 

for new and existing customers, therefore 

delivering a harmonised approach. 

If commissioning processes are so drastically 

different between water companies we 

suggest that guidance from DWI on a national 

standard be sought.

There shouldn’t be local practices, if there is 

no choice but to have local practices, they 

should be provided in a single document rather 

us having to gather the information from each 

individual water company

We agree that the permitted scope of Local 

Practices is sufficiently defined as we do not 

anticipate requiring local practices to adhere 

to the Codes.

Yes We believe local practices are not sufficiently 

defined due to the variance requirements by 

all water companies. We do believe local 

practices need to be streamlined and easy to 

follow.

Yes Yes It is not clear in the Local Practices in the Sector 

Guidance and the process Stage 7 (Note 7.0) 

whether water companies are able to specify a 

particular manufacturer of water meters.  The 

section refers to meter “type” and 

specification, but it does not specifically refer 

to brand or manufacturer.  As a company, we 

have made some commitments in our business 

plan about SMART metering and need to ensure 

compatibility of meters with the other 

technology we choose for our SMART metering 

system.  It may be necessary for us to specify 

particular manufacturers, brands and models 

as a consequence.  We understand that 

something similar happens in equivalent 

processes in the non-household market.  Is it 

the case that meter manufacturer and model 

could be included as part of our requirements 

within our Design and Construction Standards?

The Local Practice are fine for supply pipes, but 

where a SLP is laying water mains then we 

should have some input to ensure they are 

don’t restrict our operational activities in 

future .

The Ofwat Code makes it clear that ‘local 

practices’ should be restricted to “local 

operational practices and design guidance”.  

We can however see far too many local 

variations options (even before the roll-out gets 

to companies) so we require tighter control of 

permissible local practices to be established 

(with all companies recognising that the 

standard procedures must be followed).

A good illustration of our concerns is in the 

drafted procedures where local practices 

clearly apply e.g. throughout Stage 7 (but also 

elsewhere) but are not listed under the 

‘permissible local practices’.  This needs 

addressing.

Also a standard template needs to be produced 

which all companies populate, in various tables 

etc. to make it clear how their practices differ 

from those of others.  This then needs to be put 

out for a coordinated consultation (and to avoid 

the multiple local consultations that otherwise 

need to occur).  This would then better 

establish what ‘local changes’ are actually 

universally being sought (so should be reworked 

into the standard procedures).

Yes, we believe the scope is sufficiently defined. Still provides to many variations that generate 

inefficiencies for the SLP

This is dependent on the above and therefore 

we may require a local practice for 

commissioning of new mains.

We are also mindful that any innovation or 

improvement on the procedures over time 

will either require a local practice, as it will 

naturally deviate from the procedures or, a 

robust governance framework to update and 

version control the sector procedures over 

time. What we don’t want to see is innovation 

stifled.  We are also mindful that the cost of 

consulting with customers is high but we do 

not want a scenario where the rule book 

becomes outdated and eventually frustrate 

all parties.

Blank We anticipate being able to adhere to all 

Standard Procedures without the need to put 

Local Practices in place.

Yes No. Due the amount of local practices/variance 

required from all water companies.

Yes It provides Water Co's to deviate too mch from 

SP's

Yes – subject to the comments made above 

regarding meter manufacturer

In the main yes, but we do have clauses in our 

‘guidance for self lay document’ which aren’t 

covered in the design standard i.e. we specify 

distance between valves, FH/WOH, Depth of 

spindles in valve chambers that allow us to 

operate the network safely, and minimise 

interruption to customers in future if we get a 

leak. 

(See above response) No – as there is too much 

local flexibility incorporated into the proposed 

procedures.

Note – should the concept of addressing this be 

accepted we could accept companies working 

on producing a standard document detailing 

each company’s approach whilst Ofwat is 

tasked with approving company proposals

Stage 7 of the proposed procedures shows how 

‘local procedures’ can get out of hand as the 

diagram for this part of the process shows many 

‘local’ options. So how does a SLP know which 

activities, associated with service connection 

approvals, apply in each company’s area?

Yes, we are happy with the Local Practice for us 

and believe unless a Local Practice exists, the 

national standards should be adhered to.

Sure it meets the requirements of the Water 

Company but to much variation for the SLP’s

See no standardisation of the notification forms

Yes I agree, it’s a “STEP” in the right direction but 

as previously outlined the water companies 

shouldn’t be able to have local design and 

construction standards, if they do they have to 

submit to water UK so they can provide it in a 

single document format

Yes, we agree with the approach of having a 

Template Design and Construction Standards 

where the water companies are allowed to "fill 

in the blanks".

Agree We support the Template design and 

construction standards document and at 

presently we are trialling this with an SLP 

company.

Yes, it is beneficial to have a template design 

for all water companies to follow. However, in 

order to avoid too much variation between 

water companies, there needs to be strict 

guidance on the ‘blanks’ that they are required 

to fill in. Where there are local standards, it 

would be best to have them covered within a 

table showing the preferences set by each 

water company – this would be the clearest 

way to display the information and differences. 

General Issue Relating to Design

1. Barrier pipe is referred to as PE/AL/PE and as 

barrier pipe inconsistently throughout the 

documents. We suggest this should be called 

barrier pipe and abbreviated to BP on 

drawings. 

2. 13.1.2 Point of Connection (listed under 14. 

Flow and Pressure) – the meaning of this 

paragraph is not clear.  We should always be 

given flow and pressure information as part of 

POC application – this is very rarely provided. 

As a WIRS accredited designer, we experience 

varying success with POC. Some water 

undertakers will provide POC whilst others will 

not and simply ask us to pick a suitable 

location. Ideally the water undertaker should 

provide a POC with the flow and pressure.

Yes,  We believe this will bring a level of 

consistency, which shall make it easier for 

Developers & SLPs working in a number of 

water company areas.

Agreed Yes – we believe this consistent approach will 

be helpful for all parties.

No issue with YW defining it’s own design 

standards. Although, maybe we should have the 

option to use an industry standard parameter 

or deviate and use our own. We may not have 

the information today to fill in all the blanks.

We fully support having a standard format for 

all companies to use when specifying system 

design criteria.  What is unacceptable to us is 

each company creating a separate document so 

we want to see a single document with 

company specific variations set-out in tables 

(as has proved successful in the Sewers for 

Adoption document).

Note – unless this happens we sense that 

companies will modify their local templates 

making it difficult for SLP staff to keep 

themselves familiar with local requirements. 

A further issue we require to be addressed is 

that the proposed design standards specify 

many criteria which a SLP designer has to 

satisfy but we are not seeing being done by 

company designers themselves and issued, as 

output, to SLPs with design drawings.  Hence, 

before accepting the design output criteria we 

require to be reassured that, to be ‘fair and 

balanced’ companies will be fully complying 

with the proposed document themselves. 

Consultation on proposed sector guidance for 

adoption of self-laid assets

XX welcomes the opportunity to respond to this 

consultation. We support work on improving 

the regulatory framework for new connections 

and recognise our important role in facilitating 

connections and wider economic growth. We 

have been proactive in this area, in particular 

with the development of the framework for new 

connections charges.

We recognise that Water UK have embraced 

this challenging task on behalf of the industry 

and the consultation represents the 

culmination of significant effort from across the 

industry. Our comments are intended to be 

constructive and seek to help deliver the best 

outcome for new and existing customers of 

Water companies in England.

One particular area of concern for us is the 

approach to contestability for metering 

services. This is currently not a contestable 

activity in our region. As a company with a high 

penetration of meters, we have significant 

concerns regarding this change. This change in a 

short period of time could lead to lost revenue 

and an increase in bad debt, having a negative 

affect on our existing customer base. To help us 

Yes, we agree that water Companies should 

populate their specific requirements in the 

document. Our comments against specific 

sections of the document or general comments 

are listed below.

1. Section 12 – Section 38 drawing from which 

act?

2. Section 13 - Can the equation be left for water 

companies to complete as we will need a 

different one.

3. Section 14 (Pressure & Flow) – there is an 

issue with the velocity wording. Using ‘shall not’ 

suggests this is mandatory, and shouldn’t be.

4. Numbering is out of sync – 13.1.2, etc. in 

section 14

5. Section 14 (Pressure & Flow) – why does the 

last sentence say that if it’s less than 10Bar to 

let water co. know – if the standard is 

mandatory, why would they fit something else.

6. Section 16 – Table in 16.1 – TW measure from 

the edge of the pipe, not from the centre of the 

main

7. Section 16 – 16.1 hydrant dead leg should say 

1m

rather than 2m

8. Section 17 – why do we need the supply pipe?

9. PMV – isn’t listed in the acronym/terminology 

I fail to see how water companies operating to 

the same licence requirements DWI, OFWAT, EA 

etc  targets and duties can have so many local 

variations that it requires such a large design 

and construction standard.  Sewers for Adoption 

did away with Addendum’s ages ago and water 

should be in the same position.  It is OK for a 

Water Company to get a clear understanding of 

their own requirements but as an SLP operating 

across multiple companies I need to employ 

extra people to ensure we follow a million and 

one local practices.   

A hydraulic approach would be better but 

either is a recognised way of sizing water 

mains.

We take the comment to mean self lay code of 

practice rather than self lay local practice.

AGREED, but this will only work if the water 

companies are forced to provide the existing 

mains pressures with a POC or are forced to go 

a route like the gas where standard pressures 

are set against the existing assets – example 

provided 

The simplified rigid approach is preferred so 

we disagree with the use of a hydraulic 

approach. Further the obligation to take 

account of all known future development is 

unclear. It is now incumbent on the Water 

Company to match its Capital development 

program to the plans of the strategic 

development authorities within its area. 

Further the reference to Self lay local practice 

is unclear. It is assumed the reference is to the 

Self Lay code which we understand is in 

dispute.

Yes, we agree that a hydraulic approach to 

sizing of water mains is appropriate. This has 

been the case in our implementation of the 

current code of practice, where the number of 

properties provided by the developer are 

merely an indicative "rule of thumb" approach 

which would not dispense a calculation with a 

hydraulic model.

Agree – it is important that hydraulic approach 

is undertaken and not just sized on the number

of properties.

We believe the rigid number of properties 

would be more appropriate as this will 

mitigate against risk for both parties.

The hydraulic sizing approach will only be 

appropriate where the flow and pressure 

information is provided for each scheme. This 

is not usually provided currently; a table (as 

currently exists) is therefore required for when 

flow and pressure is not provided. 

Yes. We believe this will allow for a more 

efficient network. 

Agreed Yes - we agree that the hydraulic approach to 

sizing water mains is appropriate.  This enables 

water companies to better manage additional 

network demand.  Presently, in many cases, the 

use of the “number of properties” approach 

works fairly well.  We think it would be 

worthwhile providing the current “number of 

properties” table as a guide but to state that is 

only that and it should not be used as a 

replacement for hydraulic calculations to 

determine the self-lay design. 

For large development this is suitable 

approach, but doesn’t add much value for small 

developments

For smaller sites our view is that the 

empirical/based on the number of properties 

approach is much simpler to apply than a 

hydraulic design approach.  So before accepting 

flow based sizing criteria we will need to 

establish that:-

a) Companies themselves (against the ‘level 

playing field’ test) are all designing in the same 

way; and,

b) That the flow design criteria facilitates pipe 

sizing reductions (especially when the supplied 

properties are getting Infrastructure Credits 

due to their lower water consumption); and,

c) That the change is not going to lead to any 

conflict with the Fire and Rescue Services (over 

the size of pipe available to install hydrants); 

and,

d) Than companies are set-up to provide actual 

flows and pressures available at the Supply 

PoC. 

Is it envisaged that hydraulic modelling is done 

for all jobs?

We don’t agree that we should be modelling to 

size pipes. We would want to use tables. This 

would also seem to me to be impacting SLPs in 

designing pipes to the nearest practicable point 

of connection.

We would have thought everyone involved in 

the process should know

their responsibilities, perhaps a reference to 

the relevant documents or legislation rather 

than laying it out in the Code for Adoptions

No real issue – just please be consistent!

We believe that legal opinion should be 

considered in regards to CDM and a national 

definition should be issued. This will need to 

be included within the legal agreement in 

regards to risk.

AGREED, except when it comes to the 

reinforcement works completed by the water 

company, do they take responsibility of the 

CDM and can an SLP/developer request a copy

While SLO designers are well versed in the 

requirements of the law and compliance with 

it, what is less clear from the drafted 

document is whether the Water Company 

would seek to involve itself in assuring legal 

compliance with CDM by the SLO as a part of 

the Approval process, and if so what basis the 

water company would use for measurement of 

legal compliance. The concern naturally being 

the application of varying standards to the SLO 

by individuals/departments/depots within the 

water company.

We believe that the responsibilities are clearly 

defined in all scenarios within the Template 

DCS.

Agree – suggest a footnote to

send them back to the CDM

Regulations if unsure.

We believe that under CDM regs this would sit 

with the designer. For the water company to 

adhere to the template, we would require 

further information before can agreeing the 

terms and conditions.

Yes Yes The CDM responsibilities are not clearly defined 

in section 9.  The section can be confusing and 

applies differently depending on the type of 

development. It would be easier to refer to the 

CDM legislation.  

It is important to include in the text that 

ensuring that any foreseeable risk to health and 

safety are addressed at source.  This includes 

considering operation and maintenance, not 

just construction.

The language used in this section is not 

consistent with the CDM legislation, e.g. who is 

a planning supervisor? This is not a role under 

CDM.

More clarity could be offered to developers 

(who are normally the Client under the CDM 

regulations) as they have responsibilities under 

CDM for the SLP’s works within their site.  

Under Domestic Fire Sprinklers reference the 

Water UK Guidance Document on their website.

The issue we have regarding CDM is that the 

Adoption Code proposals are placing 

requirements on SLP designers that we are not 

seeing being done when water companies 

design works on behalf of SLPs.  So, to meet the 

‘level playing field’ criteria test it must be made 

clear that water company designs will be 

provided with all the necessary supporting 

information to satisfy CDM and for SLPs to 

produce fully complete construction job packs 

for issue to construction operatives.

Note – our view is that all that is really required 

is notification of the responsible person 

(leaving the SLP to manage their own CDM 

compliance). 

Our preference would be to point people to the 

CDM regulations and leave it at that. We feel 

that by including all of the obligations here we 

may miss something, or something may change 

and or the designers working for the SLP may 

only review this document when they should be 

reviewing CDM regs prior to designing.

Not sure why it needs to be stated – Designers 

need to comply with the regulations it is a 

shame that some of the water companies don’t 

do this for their own designs or when designing 

for SLP’s

We would like to see the following:

• Permissible materials

• Water Quality

• Damage repair and reporting

• Fire Hydrants

• Fire Fighting Supplies

The headings cannot be exhaustive as the 

industry will change and innovate.

  

No, already to many, I would also like to 

understand why so much information has to be 

provided to the Water Companies, doesn’t the 

stringent approval process defeat the whole 

objective of the WIRS design accreditation?

Design approval directory (names, phone 

numbers and e mails to director level) and 

escalation procedure and timescales for 

design issues, failures and resubmissions.

At this time we have no recommended 

additions to the Template DCS.

Blank We believe there is nothing further to be added 

at this moment of time.

It would be beneficial to have a heading that 

dealt with designs where there is no service 

strip. 

No. We cannot think of any activity that is not 

already covered.

No Blank Pressure testing of services before they backfill, 

to ensure they are leak free.

Experience indicates that companies routinely 

like to draw on other specification documents 

(some of which may not even be in the public 

domain).  Hence we require it to be made clear 

that all local requirements must be fully 

specified in the single, and composite, Design 

and Construction Standards document.

Whilst we do not consider this is necessary (see 

Point 12 of Procedure feedback) we note there 

is no specification for ‘double spade valves’.

Although the concept of DMAs is noted what 

these are is not adequately described and no 

mention is made of company additional 

requirements (such as additional connections 

to adjoining DMAs etc.).

We note that the Construction Standards 

element does not contain many technical 

elements which are detailed in the current 

Code of Practice.  This includes how to respond 

if on-site contamination is discovered during 

construction plus service separations and 

chamber construction details etc.  Whilst 

companies may have decided that there is no 

need to carry over such requirements from the 

current Code of Practice we will not accept 

individual companies separately working these 

back into their ‘local requirements’. 

We think the document could include additional 

headings – perhaps a pre-construction, 

construction and post-construction or design, 

then construction which could then cover the 

obligations.

i.e. design, follow CDM 2015

Construction – complete your F10 etc., etc.

I would like to see a reduction that 

demonstrates a greater level of consistency

Yes and it also sets out the minimum 

information a SLP/Developer should provide 

which is good practice.

I feel as though the table will be used against 

the customer rather than to aid them, most of 

the processes could be under way without all 

the information but the table will be used to 

refuse starting the clock on an application. 

Defect Correction

Aside from the generic obligations on all 

parties to comply with applicable law, the 

Agreement and Good Industry Practice, there 

is an additional requirement on the Developer 

and SLPs to compensate (the duty should not 

be to compensate but to rectify when 

contestable and commission rectification 

when non contestable) water companies for 

‘defects’ to the assets which become apparent 

during the first 12 months following vesting.  

This should not be of concern to any of the 

parties given that it is standard in any 

construction type agreement and also in 

similar contracts used in the electricity and 

gas sectors.  As there is no retention payment 

to the disadvantage of the water companies, it 

will be for water companies to expend time 

and money attempting to recover 

compensation from the Developer and/or the 

SLP.   Clearly, the water companies themselves 

wouldn’t be required to enter into a defects 

correction provision given that if any part of 

the works undertaken by the water company 

were defective, it would be for the water 

company alone to correct its own asset, at its 

expense.

We generally agree that the tables place 

sufficient responsibility on the water 

companies to keep their customers informed. 

Additionally we broadly agree with the content 

of the minimum information tables with the 

exception of the provision of details on 

network reinforcement or diversion work that 

the water company will carry out. We do not 

think that the time for the completion of a 

Point of Connection report is sufficient to 

develop a complex network reinforcement 

plan and programme of works. Making this 

information fully available would also set an 

expectation that reinforcements would be 

carried out in a certain way and as a water 

company we reserve the right to change the 

plan for reinforcement if it can be made more 

efficient. SLPs, developers and homeowners 

should expect their water supply to meet at 

least the minimum levels of 10mhd and 9lpm 

at the customer's boundary.

The minimum information tables

prescribe adequately when the

customer must be communicated

with.

The description of the minimum

information in the Self Lay Design

and construction standards does

not tie up with Appendix E

minimum information. Suggest

both are reviewed to make sure

they match.

The comments below relate items

that might be missing from

Appendix E.

Minimum information in has no

mention of ground levels/property

levels.

Where someone else is doing the

design there is no hydraulic

calculations requested. Submitted

design needs to include the

pressure they used and the

proposed ground levels to enable a

check to be done to confirm the

water will actually get there. Also

this information is needed to

confirm materials/thrust blocks

We believe that the minimum information 

tables does place responsibility on the water 

companies at this present time. Further review 

will be necessary due to time restraints that 

are currently in place.

Yes Yes Yes.  However, we have a comment to make on 

the POC minimum requirements.  We believe it 

would be unlikely, in many cases, that a water 

company could provide a programme for 

reinforcement works within the LoS for a POC.  

Whilst it is always good practice to keep 

customers informed of any constraints, 

delivering network reinforcement is the water 

company’s risk.  We therefore see the 

requirement to provide a programme at POC 

stage as being over and above what the SLP 

would reasonably require at that time.

No comment What is being offered is far from complete (and 

looks to be ‘work in progress’ type of documents 

which are still under development).  Hence we 

require to see the Minimum Information Tables 

for all Procedure Stages before we can fully 

comment and remove our objection to the 

proposals.

From what has been made available our initial 

feedback is:-

1. Far from seeking ‘minimal information’. 

Instead all the information that could possibly 

ever be needed looks to have to be provided. 

This is unacceptable and will, invariably, lead to 

processing hold-ups. Hence companies need to 

just list the ‘minimum’ information they 

actually needs and accept that some approvals 

may need to be made on a ‘conditional’ basis; 

and,

2. Focus looks to be on chargeable Points of 

Connection. We require to be told upfront of 

any matters which may delay works right 

through to the Supply PoC; and,

3. A 5, 10, 15 years horizon is unrealistic. 

Customers will only know of the immediate 

development proposals and possibly, when it is 

part of a larger scheme, other related 

developments; and,

We believe the new ways of working with 

standardised processes, etc. will help drive the 

behavioural changes. The form along with other 

documents like the whereabouts schedule will 

keep all parties informed of activities currently 

being worked on.

General: could we have phased planning 

schedule – first occupation.

Stage 1C – suggest removing the text in brackets 

for point c – pipe materials….)

SED – not sure what this is.

Should not include budget estimate – should 

only provide sufficient information – not 

requesting a quote.

NOTE: Please see document attached with our 

suggested text in RED.

Appendix E does not make it clear how and 

when they will keep the customers informed.  It 

is essential that the clock does not restart 

should missing information be provided later 

We feel this would be good but our customer 

guidance has been that if it is too exhaustive 

it will become heavily  administrative and 

subsequently unwanted.

We are in an age where forms should not be 

required, the water companies should be 

forced to use a portal system which should be 

in a standard format throughout the industry. 

The electric companies already used a single 

form application which can be used to cover 

multiple requests. 

We disagree with this approach as water 

companies are currently working on their own 

digital self-serve customer portals. Developing 

a mandatory paper form would deter this 

development, unless the single form simply 

highlights the fields which would need to be 

populated and not the format, order or 

anything else related to the displaying of the 

form to the customer.

It would be good if Companies

could all align their forms but this

might be difficult due to the

systems that Companies use.

we believe a national template should be used 

to ensure a uninformed approach is being 

achieved to support SLPs nationwide

Yes. We believe this should be the aspiration, 

and will bring consistency to Developers & 

SLPs.

Subject to trialling current proposal We would be supportive of the development of 

and single set of appropriate forms for 

managing information exchanges.

No comment Yes and the cross company standard form must 

be in use whenever the new arrangements start 

to be deployed.

Note – the largely similar but specific to each 

company forms which are currently is use 

confuses the process and complicates SLP staff 

training (leading to potential noncompliance 

factors which the updated process needs to 

remedy).

Whilst we think this could be beneficial (using 

something similar to our NAV form), we are not 

sure how this will be developed and in what 

format this would take.

Yes – all notification forms should be standard

This is currently with our STW legal team who 

ideally  need to see and comment on the final 

proposal.

o Still puts all the responsibility on to the SLP 

and Developer, the risk should be shared 

between all parties and equally balanced.

o Does not have available to it the standards of 

service, minimum information, redress, local 

practices and design standards to actually 

create a meaningful document.

o If you would like replacement drafting I would 

advise that you appoint the Fairwater group to 

rectify the issues with the agreement. 

As we have been advised that the draft 

Agreement is not yet in its final format, we 

currently have no comment on whether it 

complies with the obligations set out in the 

Code and look forward to reviewing the final 

format of the document.

In principle agree with layout.

Further review to be undertaken

when next issue of new agreement

is provided.

We haven’t had enough time to review but 

have a couple of points to mention: 

• Does there need to be more of a 

confidentiality clause? 

• Should a standard Modern Slavery provision 

be included? 

• There should be a statement or clause about 

data protection particularly if there are sole 

traders involved as SLPs or Developers? 

• There should be a requirement about 

Environmental Law that the SLPs need to follow 

prior to install 

Yes we believe the draft Agreement  complies  

with  the  obligations  set  out  in  the  Code

Need to review trial version. There are too 

many areas still in development at this late 

stage and incomplete

Awaiting next draft of the Agreement before 

commenting

Only comment based on the drive to reduce 

leakage is does a defect include a leak, we 

repair that is found to down to deviating from 

out standards, material specification, 

workmanship?

This feedback is based on the version of the 

proposed Model Adoption Agreement issued on 

22 November 2018. Whilst this version removes 

some elements that places responsibilities on 

SLPs that were out of balance with 

requirements on companies it still does not 

place into the agreement all the elements 

needing to satisfy the Ofwat Code.

Noticeable omissions are specifying the 

responsibilities of water companies, their 

commitment to deliver to Service Standards 

and, linked to this, to satisfy Redress criteria.

It is also not acceptable to SLPs to place an 

Agreement requirement for them to hold WIRS 

without addressing the competitive inequality 

that arises from them having (for WIRS 

compliance) to only use operatives who are 

both experienced and certified as holding 

NCO(W) qualifications/EUSR registrations when 

water company operatives can be deployed (on 

directly comparable work) without meeting this 

requirement.

A further Code requirement needing to be 

satisfied is that stated in 3.3.3e where named 

points for escalation any dispute need to be in 

the agreement.

Note – whilst not, in the limited time available, 

Please see attached response marked Model 

Adoption Agreement

Do not feel that the Agreement is sufficiently 

developed to comment at this stage and should 

be adequately consulted on separately at the 

appropriate time

As above

As we have been advised that the draft 

Agreement is not yet in its final format, we 

currently have no comment on whether it 

aligns with the processes and principles set 

out in the consultation and look forward to 

reviewing the final format of the document.

Blank We believe even though there was not enough 

time given to properly review, we feel at this 

time that the considerer agreement aligns with 

the processes and the principles that are set 

out in other parts of this consultation.

Yes, we believe the  draft  Agreement  aligns  

with  the  processes  and  principles  that  are  

set  out  in  other  parts  of  this   consultation.

Needs trialling Awaiting next draft of the Agreement before 

commenting

No comment Of concern to us is that the proposed 

agreement has requirements that are not fully 

aligned to the other self-lay provision related 

documents.  (We expect the drafters to work 

through these before a further version is 

published).

Specifics that we require to be built into the 

agreement are:-

1. The commitment (discussed below) to 

provide Appropriate Redress; and,

2. Companies agreeing to honour delivery to 

published Level of Service standards. 

Please see attached response marked Model 

Adoption Agreement

As above

Blank We are currently reviewing the questions set 

out in the footnotes and considering how they 

may affect us and whether further comment is 

required and are supportive of the approach 

taken by WaterUK so far.

Blank We will require more time to comment on 

those elements. The time restraints are too 

tight to consider at this moment of time.

No comments Cl. 6.2 too onerous for 1/2 day programme. Cl. 

16 onward incomplete.

Awaiting next draft of the Agreement before 

commenting

No comment Until finished documentation is provided we 

find it difficult to provide meaningful feedback 

against the matters that the drafters of the 

agreement have yet to work through.

Please see attached response marked Model 

Adoption Agreement

As above

Yes Targeted the correct measures but how they 

are measured are incorrect, how can an SLP 

provide evidence to show the loss of earnings 

to losing the chance of winning future works 

due to the LOS provided by the water company 

and not being met.

We agree with the measures highlighted for 

the proposed remedies.

Agree We believe the right measures for the 

remedies have been started correctly.

Yes We are satisfied that the measures that are 

being targeted are representative of those that 

the feedback to earlier consultation has 

identified as being important.  We believe that 

these measures would need to be revisited in 

time as there is varied opinion across the 

limited number of stakeholders that have 

responded to earlier consultations

No comment Before responding to this question feedback 

about our views on Appropriate Redress is 

needed as we require some changes to the 

offered provision.

We accept that Redress payments are unlikely 

to fully recompense SLPs, and developers, for 

the financial losses which arise from company 

delivery delays.  So we support proposals which 

stimulate companies to promptly take 

ownership to rectify delivery failures but cannot 

accept that, for those failures which have the 

greatest impact on both SLP businesses, and 

the relationship they have with their developer 

customers, that no financial element is in the 

settlement.

Hence, to satisfy us against the Ofwat 

requirement to provide appropriate Customer 

Redress if a Water Company fails to meet the 

minimum levels of service, we require the 

proposals to:-

1. Refund fees, i.e. as published for Category 

One Failures, but with repayment made when 

the activity fees have been prepaid (as credit 

notes in these circumstances will just create 

additional processing costs); and,

2. For companies to make generally available 

the name, for Category Two Failures, of their 

We currently do not charge application fees so 

would not have any to refund, however, we 

believe any form of financial redress should be 

removed in its entirety from the proposal.

Seems reasonable – it is ultimately about 

delivering the right service to customers and 

meeting their timescales.  As long as the 

redress changes approach we will be happy

We believe that because D-MeX is both a 

financial and reputation incentive mechanism 

no further financial remedy/redress needs to 

be formalised. 

If an LOS isn’t met the Non-Contestable costs 

should be wavered- Example: if a branch 

connection isn’t completed within the LOS 

there is no cost of works when its complete to 

the client 

We do not believe that a financial remedy 

needs to be applied to all metrics and support 

the approach suggested in the consultation. 

However we favour an arrangement whereby a 

company may choose to refund the fee in 

question even if there is an expectation for 

further business with the customer, as we are 

not in favour of issuing credit notes.

Blank We believe a financial remedy needs to be 

applied for both parties meaning water 

companies and SLP's. This will further incentive 

performance due to the loss both parties will 

be obtaining effecting budgets, overheads etc  

and should be an awakening for both parties to 

find a solution in the 1st instance rather than 

later  . We also believe SLPs also need to be 

measured to ensure a level playing field is 

being achieved.

What happens in 19/20, if we have no financial 

redress and D-Mex is not fully implemented 

until April 20? We currently have a financial 

redress in place, but believe financial redress 

remedy will not be required once water 

companies are working with D-Mex. 

No comment We support the proposal that water companies 

quickly take ownership to rectify delivery 

failures.  

We understand that many SLPs wish to see 

water companies delivering the expected level 

of service, but do not see financial redress as 

the answer necessarily.  There are also SLPs 

that are in favour of financial redress, with 

some in favour of water companies paying 

consequential losses.

In our opinion, the reward/penalty proposed for 

the D-MeX system will help drive performance 

improvements in water company service to 

SLPs.  However we would accept the financial 

remedies being suggested in the Guidance as 

being appropriate if we were to accept any form 

of financial redress outside of D-MeX.

Should SLPs believe that further redress is 

required they would be entitled, on a case by 

case basis, to take this up with water 

companies under existing legislation.

We do not believe financial incentives or 

penalties should be applied companies in 

relation to the proposed metrics. 

Subject to the rollout and delivered 

effectiveness of the DMeX regime, and the 

range of performance experienced across the 

metrics, this could be revisited in the future.

We have stated above the financial provisions 

that we require to be applied to all measures 

(i.e. refunds against Category One and £250 (as 

a minimum) weekly against Category 2).

These are both needed to ensure that 

companies take the necessary action to 

minimise the occurrence of delivery failures 

and take speedy action should such failures 

arise.

Although we acknowledge that D-MeX will be a 

new incentive for Developer Services sections 

we do not yet know how much of an immediate 

effect driver it will be to focus attention of what, 

in many companies, remains a relatively small 

proportion of their connections work.  Hence we 

cannot accept that D-MeX replaces any need to 

apply financial incentives to drive self-lay 

compliant behaviour by all involved with 

company delivery.  

We believe that ex-gratia payments should not 

be included in the proposal and suggest 

paragraph 10.1.4 is removed in its entirety.

Delivery first time is more important than 

financial redress

We do note a lack of clarity on calendar vs 

working days. In particular it is not realistic to 

have 1 calendar day SLA with bank holidays 

and weekends making it impossible to 

achieve.  As a minimum it would need to be 1 

working day defined as Monday through to 

Friday, excluding bank holidays, with date of 

receipt being day zero and the following day 

classified as day 1. 

It is unreasonable to expect water companies 

to completely change work patterns to ensure 

compliance with a 1 calendar SLA, which will 

increase costs. This was discussed at the Q&A 

with Water UK.

As long they are equal between both Self Lay 

and requisition I can’t see an issue. 

Stage 6 - SLPM S6/1: We disagree with 1 day 

metrics measuring calendar days. We 

appreciate that there are options which would 

allow for "automatic vesting" as part of the 

adoption agreement, therefore negating this 

metric. However in our view either this option 

is rolled out to all companies as part of the 

model adoption agreement or the metric is 

divised in such a way that it is achievable by 

water companies, keeping in mind that a large 

number of connections could be done over the 

weekend by virtue of conditions placed 

through street works permits. This could be 

achieved by changing this metric to "1 working 

day", but this would then move for a similar 

change in all other metrics for consistency. We 

appreciate that extending the metric would 

not create a level playing field between SLP 

and requisitions in this particular point and 

therefore encourage further work to be made 

to include the "automatic vesting" mechanism 

into the adoption agreement for all 

companies.

Stage 6 - SLPM S6/2: We note that there is no 

proposal in the consultation document for the 

level of service expected for this metric and 

Section 1 – Point of connection

split – the point of connection

itself is given as 7 days and the

quotation associated with it is 14

days. Suggest amalgamating these

2 timescales where both are

provided to provide seamless

service. Also quotation should be

mandatory.

Section 2 – Design of water mains

the Levels of Service to not align

on the flow chart. Please review,

current proposal makes SLP’s wore

off then now.

Vesting of Self Lay assets – The

proposed 1 day turn around – is

not physically possible as these

connections could happen out of

working time which would mean

the LoS would be missed through

no fault of the Water Company.

Consider making it an automatic

adoption by the legal agreement or

Allowing a certificate to have a

back date on it i.e. a vesting

certificate should be sent within 5

days of it being connected – the

We believe that the proposed measures and 

the SLP's measures are workable, however, it 

may require stakeholder involvement.

We believe the the proposed  measures  and  

the  SLAs  against  the  measures  are  

appropriate. 

Yes The proposed measures are reasonable as are 

the majority of LoS timescales.  We note the 

inclusion of 1 day LoS for some measures for 

both water companies and SLPs, which we 

believe are unreasonable in all cases.  This is 

particularly the case if “day” is defined as 

calendar day. 

From a water company perspective, we are 

concerned at the requirement to issue a vesting 

certificate in 1 day for a self-laid main.  We 

appreciate that service connections cannot 

legally be made to a self-laid main until it is 

vested i.e. by means of a water company’s 

declaration of vesting.  We understand why it is 

important to SLPs and developers that SLPs are 

able to make progress in installing service 

connections to mains they have laid.  We are in 

favour of legal representatives from the sector 

considering a possible legal solution to enable 

vesting to take place immediately or 

automatically on receipt of the SLPs request to 

vest.  If that is not possible, we would wish to 

see a more reasonable LoS for the issue of a 

vesting certificate, say 7 calendar days.

No comment We note, that with the exception of those few 

companies that Ofwat is ‘talking to’ that 

existing Level of Service standards appear to be 

able to be routinely met by companies.  So we 

will not accept any service standards that are 

worse than those in the current suite of 

measures.

We also regard it as essential that the ‘end-to-

end’ times are reviewed (especially now that 

the process has been simplified by the new 

charging arrangements) so that the delivery 

impact on developer customers is fully 

assessed and it determined that the total 

delivery time is broadly no worse, and ideally 

better, between self-lay and company provision 

alternatives.

We regard it as essential that companies are 

not in a position to leave actioning work and 

then finding a reason to ‘reject’ the application 

so hope that the suggested ‘chess clock’ 

approach, even though how it will function is 

not explained, will prevent this happening. 

We also support establishing early in the 

process when delivery of source of water 

arrangements will be and for this to become the 

target.  Our suggestion is that this is not made 

day specific but gives assured delivery by a 

We generally agree with the measures and 

SLAs. However, having gone through an end to 

end

provide alternative proposals if you believe 

these aren’t appropriate.

walkthrough with our SLPs and understanding 

the interpretation of each stage, in order to 

make this work, we have captured feedback 

below.

Stage 1a

� Should be clear that pre-planning is different 

to POC.

Stage 1c

� Should we tighten up the SLAs so that if one 

SLP makes an application ad gets the response 

on day 21, if another SLP puts in a request on 

day 22 for example, should they wait for 21 days 

to get their quote?

� POC – 1/1 application review and 1/2 review 

POC proposal SLA may be not apportioned 

correctly – will take longer to complete 

activities for 1/1

Stage 2

� Okay with SLAs.

� Change title for 1b (where SLP sends us the 

design) to “Review mains design”

Stage 3

Think there is more work to do on the LOS to 

ensure a smooth process but a few comments:

2/2a cannot restart each time.  As an example 

missing landowner details or temp water supply 

date does not prevent design being done and if 

you restart the clock water companies will use 

this to imp[rove their perceived performance

Design LOS – needs to stipulate calendar days 

and that when complex must discuss with 

applicant a date as this does not always happen

Nothing on Water Companies providing SOW or 

Back to Back connections

Nothing on Water Companies providing meter 

deliveries, confirming sample results

Nothing on Water companies installation 

performance – SLP’s have to publish via WIRS 

their performance where is the water company 

information published? 

Blank I feel as though there should be another level 

of reporting included, a mailbox should be 

implemented that’s monitored by OFWAT 

where the Developer and SLP’s can submit our 

own findings, reports and complaints to.

Stage 1C: We are not clear on the exact 

definition of "chess clock style" performance 

metric. A "chess clock" style performance 

suggests that the clock doesn't reset and 

effectively will result in the time eventually 

running out not only by inaction of the water 

company but by an inability of a third party 

(either accredited activity or otherwise) to fail 

to provide the correct information to complete 

the application on multiple occasions. We also 

feel that the same methodology should be 

used for all metrics to ensure consistency and 

clarity. Applying a chess-clock style metric to 

an activity which is similar to other activities 

related to requisitions would introduce 

unnecessary confusion.

Agree WIRS should be responsible to collect the data 

for reporting purposes and agree with the 

reporting proposals.

We agree  with  the  reporting  proposals. Yes, Option 2 We agree with the proposals.  Our preference is 

for SLPs to report on their own performance 

rather that water companies having that 

responsibility.  This gives equivalence to the 

self-reporting of performance that is required 

for water companies.  In the same way as water 

companies’ performance is published and the 

validity of their performance data is subject to 

audit, the same should be the case for SLP 

performance data and we would suggest this 

becomes a consideration of whichever body 

ends up administering the performance data of 

SLPs.  Of the two options being suggested, we 

prefer option 1). 

No comment We agree that the reporting should be done 

monthly but that this should be on a central site 

and available no longer than 14 days after a 

month end.  This is so that our membership can 

readily find the data and do cross company 

comparisons.

Given that, with Redress as a driver, companies 

should all (or nearly all) be meeting the service 

standards we consider it essential that not only 

is there reporting of the number of jobs done 

within a target but that the average response 

time is given.  (This helping to establish to 

customers which companies are good 

performers and which are mediocre against 

undemanding targets!).

We also regard it as essential that companies 

publish, again monthly, the number of Redress 

events that have been triggered.  With Category 

One and Category Two events being reported 

separately.

We agree with the reporting requirements set 

out but have captured questions/comments 

below.

General feedback:

1. Contestability – we publish in our self lay 

guidance – need to refresh in the Spring

2. LoS - okay

3. Redress – should be number of jobs as a 

portion of total jobs of non-compliance. Should 

we break it down into Category one and two?

4. Local Practices – okay

5. Connection Options – remove

6. Procedures – should we just have a link to the 

Water UK website for the Sector Guidance?

7. Minimum Info – okay – change wording on 

description

8. Design Guidance – okay

Should be monthly and be easily visible on a 

league table basis and water companies 

encouraged to share best practices 

Yes Balance is unacceptable, still puts all the 

ownership on the SLP/Developer 

Yes, we agree that the right balance has been 

struck in the overall structure of the proposal.

Agree We believe that the right balance has been 

struck for the over proposal. Water companies 

have far more responsibilities to adhere to

Yes Yes An equal split between Water Companies and 

Customers seems reasonable. It may be 

important to ensure that the Customer 

representation includes both self-lay providers 

and developers, as the different perspectives 

are important. 

Yes Having experienced the way that Water UK has 

structured, and directly controlled, the 

development of new Water Adoption 

Procedures (and seeing the way that 

knowledgeable stakeholder input has been 

marginalised) we cannot accept the offered 

Governance proposals.  To become acceptable 

the new Panel structure needs to:-

1. Recognise the role of both SLPs and 

developers as stakeholders but, because of the 

weighting of their direct involvement, specify 

that a minimum of 60% of the customer side of 

the panel should be from SLPs; and,

2. As within water companies adoption activity 

impacts on a number of functions to require 

those company representatives on the Panel to 

not all be from Developer Services sections; 

and,

3. Have a rule that either no trade bodies can 

be involved in supporting the Panel or 

(preferably) that a joint secretariat be created 

with involves an equal number of 

representatives from customer trade bodies to 

those who support water companies; and,

4. That a direct link, over and above, the 

involvement of an Accreditation Body observer 

be created between WIRS (who engages directly 

We believe the right balance has been struck in 

the proposal.

Only time will tell if it is the right balance.  

Ultimately we have WATER UK, WIRS, WIRSAP 

and OFWAT, CCW etc all involved in the current 

management of SLP’s and we still see slow or 

non-existent resolution of issues  

Should have a target to reduce local practices

Yes Unfortunately not, I feel as though there have 

not been enough SLP representatives involved 

within the creation. Who will be undertaking 

the final sign off of the new documentation, 

who will be signing it off on behalf of the SLP 

industry? 

We agree that the proposal is a fair and 

efficient way of considering Change Proposals.

Agree We believe the proposals are fair and efficient. Yes Yes It does, but it is reliant on proactive 

administration to make sure timely decisions 

are made. In our opinion an "owner" of the 

process should be clearly identified.   

It appears a fair and efficient approach to 

governance and maintenance of the Code

Whilst we can see how the Panel intends to 

handle change proposals it is not clear in the 

proposals how any interested body can present 

reasoned proposals for change for Panel 

consideration.  This needs to be remedied.

We are also not seeing a route from WIRS to 

generate procedure changes.  The lack of this 

route is a continuing frustration for SLPs and 

needs to be addressed (more than just having 

an ‘observer’) in the Panel governance 

arrangements.

Yes, although we recommend that when the 

Panel start to look at the detailed 

arrangements such as the form and content of 

any change request, it looks to utilise/align with 

the NHH Retail Panel rather than starting from 

scratch.

It is not clear how any change proposals are 

triggered and decided on and in what 

timescales

No Water UK have been put in place to govern the 

industry from a Water Company background, I 

believe another branch should be created 

which is governed by parties from an SLP 

background- we as an SLP have no voice or 

decision making powers within the industry 

which is truly anti-competitive, we are meant 

to be on a level playing field.

I believe now is the time for new legislations to 

be enforced to standardise the industry and 

force water companies to follow a single 

standard developer services format and 

charging policy.

How can Non-Contestable costs vary so much 

throughout the water companies?

Why isn’t it a requirement that the water 

companies have to provide evidence on how 

they come to the decision of their charges?

We do not believe that anything is missing in 

the overall governance arrangements we are 

proposing.

Agree - Based on the current

information provided.

At this moment of time we are unsure and will 

need a further review.

We do not believe so Not at this time Clause 9.16 seems to set a high threshold for 

decisions – the requirement for a qualifying 

majority of not less than seven members would 

make a quorate meeting of six members unable 

to pass any resolutions.

Also, it seems a little ambiguous – if a 

resolution receives votes split 8-2, does it fail? 

Is the qualifying majority the excess of votes in 

favour – six in this case, or is does it pass 

because at least seven have voted for it?

In support of the proposed Panel ToR we would 

welcome an explanation on view on how 

Change Proposals (CP) are intended to be 

submitted to the Panel, including whether 

initial investigative work, such as a costed up 

impact assessment, should be provided by the 

CP proposer in order to be considered by the 

Panel.

Regarding part 7.19 of the Panel ToR, would an 

alternative to have nominated substitute 

Members who could stand in for the Member 

who was absent from a meeting on the Panel 

(either Water Co. or Customer rep).  In this way 

it creates another layer of consistency - the 

substitute Member would understand his/her 

role, and the approach may be less of a 

resource burden on the company of the core 

Member. 

Missing from the proposed governance 

arrangements are:-

1. WIRS is the Water Industry Registration 

Scheme run on behalf of water companies (and 

was originally established through Water UK 

and the Water UK Council).  Whilst WIRS has a 

vital role in demonstrating to companies that 

SLPs have the competence and capability to 

deliver self-lay works future governance, to be 

successfully integrated, requires that the 

functioning of WIRS, and feedback from those 

accredited through WIRS, are able to directly 

route their input into the future governance 

arrangements associated with the Adoption 

Code.

2. Whilst it is always likely that some 

companies will take the lead in opening up new 

contestable work categories there needs to be 

a mechanism where the governance Panel 

routinely reviews what is happening across 

companies and ensures that, once best 

practice in new areas has been established, all 

companies are made to follow and open-up 

contestability in their areas.  Hence this needs 

to be a requirement placed on the Governance 

Panel. 

3. Given the existence of various ‘local’ 

Exclusions in ToR:

� Meeting frequency – Ofwat’s Code for 

Adoption Agreement (3.8.11) says “In

carrying out its duties each panel must: (a) Meet 

at least twice a year.”

� Voting - Ofwat’s Code for Adoption Agreement 

(3.8.9) says “Voting can be undertaken outside 

the meeting via email to the panel.”

� Change Proposal - Ofwat’s Code for Adoption 

Agreement (3.8.10) says “Any interested party 

can submit a Change Proposal.”

 I do think it is depressing that such a beast as 

the panel proposed is required to ensure such a 

simple process is completed for the end 

customer in a timely manner.

XX  are a self-lay provider who operates in 

England. Whilst we are aware that Water UK is 

developing new adoption procedures and a 

new agreement there has not been sufficient 

time for these to be fully scrutinised by 

ourselves. However we can see that what has 

been put out to consultation is incomplete 

and hence is difficult for us to evaluate.  

We therefore ask you to register that we 

cannot endorse any of these, or proposals 

which are subsequently developed, going 

forward to Ofwat for approval. Instead we ask 

you to register us as a key stakeholder who 

'objects' to the proposals and asks to be 

notified when there is a fully worked up, and 

complete, set of documents for us to review.

XX are a self-lay provider who operates in 

England. Whilst we are aware that Water UK is 

developing new adoption procedures and a 

new agreement there has not been sufficient 

time for these to be fully scrutinised by 

ourselves. However we can see that what has 

been put out to consultation is incomplete 

and hence is difficult for us to evaluate.  

We therefore ask you to register that we 

cannot endorse any of these, or proposals 

which are subsequently developed, going 

forward to Ofwat for approval. Instead we ask 

you to register us as a key stakeholder who 

'objects' to the proposals and asks to be 

notified when there is a fully worked up, and 

complete, set of documents for us to review.

We have made notes within each of the 

attached documents and also completed the 

questionnaire template, I would like to outline 

the following issues separately:-

• The documentation is being created by Water 

UK who at no point throughout its creation 

consulted with us as on a one-one bases to ask 

for our input on what we would like to see 

within the new agreement and codes.

• All the water companies have been involved 

with the creation of these new documents, 

why have the SLP’s and developer not had a 

bigger role within its creation other two 

members being part of a working group.

• The self-agreement in its current format is 

unacceptable due it not sharing the 

responsibilities equally between all parties.

• The Contestability chart process looks to be a 

step backwards – Non- Contestable & 

Contestable works should be the same in all 

areas and now the water companies are to be 

given the right to change this at their will on an 

annual basis with no input from the SLP and 

Developers.

• The Water companies having their own local 

practices defeats the point in having design 

We are a self-lay provider who operates in 

England.  We are aware that Water UK, on 

behalf of companies, is developing new 

adoption procedures and a new agreement but 

sufficient time has not been allowed for these 

to be fully scrutinised by ourselves.  However 

we can see that what has been put out to 

consultation is incomplete and hence difficult 

for us to properly evaluate.  We therefore ask 

you to register that we cannot endorse any of 

the proposals, or ones which are subsequently 

developed without full stakeholder 

consultation, going forward to Ofwat for 

approval.  Instead we ask you to register us as 

a key stakeholder who 'objects' to the 

proposals and asks to be notified when there is 

a fully worked up, and complete, set of 

documents for us to review.

What happens with jobs that in

flight? Should the T & C’s apply to

the job at the time was signed up

to.

We note that the package presented for 

consultation is not complete and we 

understand that a revised draft agreement 

document is being prepared.  Hence our 

response is limited to the information that has 

been made available in the early November 

2018 set of documents (and we may wish to 

make further comments once amended, and 

complete, documents are made available for 

review).

We would like the opportunity to comment on 

the next draft.

I have yet to obtain our Legal response on the 

Adoption Agreement and their view is the 

deadline date was too short and should be 

extended until such time at the Adoption 

Agreement is developed further from its current 

status.

As you will see we have drawn on our members 

input and provided extensive feedback on all 

parts of the proposals (and whilst time has 

precluded us from redrafting the agreement we 

will do this if it would help get an Agreement 

that would be 'fair and balanced' and 

acceptable to our membership).  We trust that 

our comments will now be taken on board by 

the project team and all of the documents 

accordingly amended.

Because of the incomplete nature of what is 

being consulted on, and it clearly not satisfying 

all of the Code requirements, our membership 

is not giving any endorsement to the current 

proposals being signed-off and presented to 

Ofwat.  Instead we consider that the project 

team now needs to draw on the feedback we, 

and we are sure others, have given and then re-

issue a full set of documents for a detailed 

consultation.  We recognise that this now 

cannot realistically be achieved before the 7th 

January deadline but our membership is of the 

view that getting output that aids the operation 

of the competitive water connections market is 

much more important than submitting 

documents on time which we are confident that 

Ofwat would have to reject.  Our approach 

Separate documents also supplied I apologise as it was rushed and some of the 

comments may not make much sense or might 

have been answered in different areas of the 

documentation.

Fundamentally I remain sceptical that it will 

change intrenched views on both sides which is 

slightly disappointing and I hope proved wrong.  

Two big tickets items for me are the continued 

cost of employing NCO(W) accredited 

individuals and the inconsistency across water 

companies, both of which make us inefficient.

Response to the Codes for Adoption Programme 

Independent Steering Group (Water) November 

2018 Public Consultation

This consultation response is made on behalf of 

Fair Water Connections members (who are Self-

Lay Provider customers of water company 

Developer Services sections) and has been 

prepared from member input, including a 

meeting where members discussed the various 

elements out for consultation.

Our response is in 4 parts.  The first provides a 

high level overview against our assessment of 

compliance against the Ofwat Code 

requirements (for water asset adoptions) with 

the second part providing our detailed 

response to the specific questions being asked 

in conjunction with the consultation.  There are 

then some comments, in Part 3, about the style 

of the proposed agreement and, finally, contact 

details should any aspect of our submission 

require clarification.

Because, as detailed in Part 1 below, what is 

being offered for consultation is incomplete and 

does not satisfy our tests against the Principles 

set-out in the Adoption Code by Ofwat the 

membership of Fair Water Connections does 

not approve, or endorse, any of the proposals 

Part 3. Suggested Agreement Style

Some general observations, over and above the 

specific feedback given above are provided 

below regarding the tone and layout of the 

proposed Adoption Agreement.

Firstly it would surely help clarify 

responsibilities if the roles are defined as 

‘customer’ and ‘company’.  This would open the 

way for general contractual obligation to be 

stated along the lines indicated below:-

Customer Obligations

- The Customer shall perform all its obligations 

in accordance with this Agreement and with the 

Schedules.

- The Customer shall not connect any works 

without written authorisation from the 

Company.

- The Customer shall ensure that Customer 

Works are only constructed in locations where 

the owner of the land has granted rights 

sufficient for construction and for repair and 

maintenance by either the Customer or, after 

Vesting, the Company.  

- The Customer shall notify the owner of all land 

where Customer Works are constructed about 

the Works and issue them with the protocol 

covering the safeguarding Water Distribution 
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1 Introduction 

This document is being published by Water UK on behalf of an independent steering group which 

has been developing draft sector guidance and a model adoption agreement in relation to self-laid 

water infrastructure.  This work is being carried out in order to allow the Water Companies to 

comply with Ofwat’s Code for Adoption Agreements which came into effect on 13 November 2017. 

The members of the group who have contributed to this document are listed in annex 1. 

In this document, we are seeking responses to a series of questions about the approach we have 

taken and those responses will inform the final documentation which is to be submitted to Ofwat for 

approval on 7 January 2019.  This document is being published on the Water UK website and is also 

being sent to the full range of stakeholders who have been involved in the development of these 

proposals to date. 

More detail regarding the programme leading up to the publication of this document can be found 

at https://www.water.org.uk/developer-services/codes-adoption.  The website also contains a 

downloadable word document containing all the questions to which responses are invited. 

In particular, the report prepared by independent consultants, Reckon, on the outcome of the initial 

consultation can be found there.  This contains a detailed summary of all the responses to that 

consultation and seeks to draw some conclusions from those responses.  Where a clear outcome 

was preferred by respondents, we have endeavoured to reflect that in the content of the draft 

Sector Guidance. 

This document refers to draft Sector Guidance and a draft Model Adoption Agreement both of which 

are available via the above link. 

This consultation is being issued at a time when various other elements of the regulatory regime are 

under review as we approach the next price review period.  Adding to the existing voluntary service 

performance measures that are and will continue to be published, the new Developer Measure of 

Experience (D-MeX) will be a major change to the sector, rewarding companies that provide high 

levels of customer service to developers and SLPs while also imposing penalties on companies that 

are considered to be under-performing by their customers. 

The Water Companies view D-MeX as a very significant driver of better performance in the area of 

new connections and we have approached the Sector Guidance on the basis that it should 

complement the approach taken by D-MeX and not repeat it.    

Section 3 contains a series of questions about the draft guidance and agreement which stakeholders 

are invited to respond to by no later than 2359 on 26 November 2018.  These questions are 

summarised in section 5 and we would suggest that you cut and paste these questions and your 

responses into a separate email or Word document.   

Responses should be sent to the following address <slarsen@water.org.uk>.  
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2 Draft Sector Guidance 

The draft Sector Guidance and Model Adoption Agreement can be found here: 

https://www.water.org.uk/developer-services/codes-adoption 
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3 Consultation Questions 

As indicated in the Introduction, we have prepared a series of questions on each of the areas 

covered by the Sector Guidance.  Consultees are invited to respond to some or all of these 

questions. 

3.1  Contestability  

Introduction  

In line with Ofwat’s requirements for the Sector Guidance, the Codes Programme has developed 

draft proposals for contestability within the self-lay market.  

Draft contestability rules and guidance have been developed in conjunction with version P4 of the 

Adoption Procedures and Design & Construction Guidance and should be read alongside these.  

The draft contestability table sets out the proposed requirements for publishing the information 

required under the new Sector Guidance.  

What does this mean for you  

Customers will have access to a clear statement of what is contestable in each Water Company’s 

area and what steps need to be taken to expand the basic range of contestable activities.  

The Sector Guidance clarifies that contestability is based on accreditation through WIRS and can only 

increase in scope from the current position.  

Future amendments to the current minimum range of contestable activities will be made using the 

permanent governance arrangements for the guidance..  

Our questions for you  

· Is our proposed approach to contestability an improvement on the approach taken in the 

current code of practice?  

· Is Table 3.2 sufficiently comprehensive and clear in its format? If not, how would you 

propose it be amended?  
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3.2 Procedures 

Introduction 

Under the new Sector Guidance, it’s being proposed that as compared to the position under the 

current Self-Lay Code of Practice: 

· The procedures should be expanded to cover all activities required by all parties to a self-lay 

agreement (ie Developer, SLP, and Water Company) 

· The procedures should be more accurately defined to promote improved standardisation 

and consistent measurement of performance 

· To enable effective competition, the detailed procedures should be provided in a flow-chart 

format and align with the proposals for greater contestability and new LOS measures.  

What are the main proposals? 

· The procedures will be more accurately described with far less variation between the 

approaches of individual Water Companies   

· Customers will have a single and comprehensive resource, in flow-chart format, containing 

all the information about the required activities and the sequence of events 

· Accurate procedures will support more accurate delivery, and more accurate measurement 

of performance.  

Other proposals we considered and discounted 

· We considered simplifying the procedures, however we took the view that more detailed 

processes would: 

· better support faster and more accurate delivery of service to Customers 

· better align with Ofwat’s objectives 

· reduce the potential for misunderstanding, and undesirable impacts on an SLPs 

ability to compete. 

· We also considered aligning the procedures with the customer-facing requisition processes.  

This approach was discounted as the nature of the requisition process is fundamentally 

different from the self-lay process and, for example, can be dealt with through a relatively 

simple exchange of letters.  

Our question for you 

· Do you agree that the proposed procedures accurately define the activities required in an 

effective self-lay market? 
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3.3 Local Practices 

Introduction 

The steering group has developed draft proposals for permitted Local Practices. 

These have been developed in conjunction with version P4 of the Standard Procedures and should 

be read alongside these.   

The proposals set out the proposed requirements for publishing the information required by the 

Code. 

What are the main proposals? 

We propose to permit Local Practices solely in the following areas.  In all other areas of the process, 

no deviation from the published Standard Procedures is permitted.  

· Meter pairing or commissioning procedures during Stage 7 of the Standard Procedures (note 

7.10 refers);  

· Plot reference numbers ie Stages 3 & 7 of the Standard Procedures (notes 3.5 & 7.4 refer);  

· Water Company service offered to provide the design for new mains. i.e. Stage 2 and note 

2.4 refer);  

· Design self-certification scheme and design approval criteria offered by Water Company i.e. 

Stage 2 of the Standard Procedures (note 2.4 refers).  

Other proposals we considered which have not been discounted but have alternatively 

been included within the new suite of national procedures 

· Safe Control of Operations requirements relating to some planned mains connections 

· Meter selection (type & manufacturer) and supply/costs relating  

· External Influences – Highway Authority notice and access requirements. 

· Minimum plumbing requirements 

Our questions to you 

· Is the permitted scope of Local Practices sufficiently defined? 

· Will these Local Practices suffice for Water Companies such that in all other cases, the Standard 

Procedures shall be adhered to? 
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3.4 Design Standards 

Introduction 

Under the Sector Guidance, it’s being proposed that: 

· The Sector Guidance includes an industry-wide guidance document -this will be known as 

the Template Design and Construction Standards or Template DCS 

· This has been produced using the existing Self-Lay Code of Practice, other publicly available 

documentation and following discussions with Water Companies and Customers  

· Each Water Company will be required to “fill in the blanks” within the document to produce 

their own Design and Construction Standards document; but the structure, subject headings 

and text will be standardised industry-wide 

· We have tried to leave room for innovation and creativity within the document. 

What are the main proposals? 

· SLPs will no longer have to familiarise themselves with multiple complex design guidance 

documents across different Water Companies.  Rather they can quickly and easily compare 

design guidance documents in different areas of the country which contain similar wording 

and design principles 

· Water companies will stick to a pro-forma and publish their design guidance in a standard 

format 

· Responsibilities for design are clearly defined. 

Other proposals we considered and discounted 

· We looked at writing a prescribed standard design guidance document that Water 

Companies would be forced to adopt but didn’t feel that this was reasonable or possible 

given that different Water Companies for operational reasons have different design 

standards 

· We considered leaving the design guidance blank with only headings for Water Companies 

to then insert their own design guidance.  We felt that this wasn’t standard enough and have 

therefore tried to find common ground where we can, and leave it to the Water Company 

where there is not 

· We feel that our proposal is a happy medium and creates standards without the need for 

every company to have a cumbersome and radically different local practice 

Our questions for you 

· Do agree with the approach of having a Template Design and Construction Standards 

document where Water Companies are required to “fill in the blanks” in order to produce 

their Local Design and Construction Standards? 

· Do you agree that a hydraulic approach to sizing of water mains is appropriate rather than a 

rigid “number of properties” approach in the existing Self-lay Local Practice? 

· With regard to Construction, Design and Management Regulations (2015), do you think that 

the responsibilities are defined clearly enough in all scenarios within the Template DCS. 

· Are there other subject headings that you would like to see included within the Template 

Design and Construction Standards? 
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3.5 Minimum information 

Introduction 

Under the new Sector Guidance, it’s being proposed that: 

· The process of exchanging information in order to facilitate connections is defined 

· That the level of information and update required is defined 

· That the responsibility for the provision of information is defined 

What are the main proposals? 

· Information flows change from being largely in a single direction to being multi directional 

involving all three primary parties i.e. developer, SLP and Water Company 

· This means that Water Companies will be obliged to keep the customer informed of 

progress throughout the connections process 

· Connection delivery becomes based around agreed programmes contributed to and 

updated by all parties  

· Minimum information tables have been created for the first two stages as an example of 

how Ofwat’s requirement would be met.  Additional tables will be published in November 

2018. 

Other proposals we considered and discounted 

· Prescribed electronic transfer e.g. 4 Projects, Radar etc. but insufficient time and too 

complex 

· Do nothing, discounted as failure to inform by Water Companies is perceived by customers 

to be a problem across the board varying only in terms of degree of failure 

· We considered being highly prescriptive to the point of designing a single form for the whole 

connection process for use by all companies, while this was the ideal, the view of some 

parties was that the agreement of all Water Companies to such a form could not be 

achieved in the timescale, particularly due to necessary system changes  

 

Our questions for you 

· Do you think that the minimum information tables place sufficient responsibility on the 

Water Companies to keep their customers informed? 

· Should a single form be prescribed for use (at some stage) by all Water Companies for 

managing information exchanges and updates throughout the connection process  
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3.6 Model Adoption Agreement 

Introduction 

There is at present no single model adoption agreement although many companies have adopted 

similar styles of agreement 

The current forms of agreement differentiate the responsibilities placed on Water Companies and 

SLPs to a degree which is not now considered acceptable 

We have therefore updated the agreement and clearly set out the role of the three main parties to 

the document. 

Further work is being carried out on the draft in order to ensure that it is compatible with the other 

elements of the Sector Guidance.   

What are the main proposals? 

A wholly new form of agreement has been prepared which seeks to balance the respective 

obligations of the parties. 

As noted in the Sector Guidance, we acknowledge that the draft Model Adoption Agreement is not 

yet in final form but we hope that it is sufficiently developed to allow comments as to the structure 

and content. 

Our questions for you 

· Consider whether the draft Agreement complies with the obligations set out in the Code.  If you 

think it does not, please set out: 

o which provisions (by number) are non-compliant; 

o why you consider they are non-compliant; 

o replacement drafting (if appropriate) that you consider would rectify the non-compliance. 

· Consider whether the draft Agreement aligns with the processes and principles that are set out 

in other parts of this consultation.  If you think it does not, please set out: 

o which provisions (by number) do not align, and what they do not align with; 

o why you consider they do not align; 

o replacement drafting (if appropriate) that you consider would rectify the non-alignment. 

· Please also consider the specific questions set out in the footnotes to the draft Agreement and 

propose how they may be resolved. 
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3.7 Redress 

Introduction 

Under the new Sector Guidance, it’s being proposed that: 

· A consistent approach to redress for service failures is adopted across all companies 

· The focus is on fixing problems rather than on paying fines for late delivery 

· SLPs will also have contractual remedies and will be able to use companies’ existing complaints 

procedures where no specific redress measure is proposed 

· Ofwat will retain its enforcement powers 

 

Consultees should note that while the formal form of the new Developer Measure of Experience (D-

MeX) has not been settled, Ofwat’s methodology for the price review envisages significant (£million) 

consequences for Water Companies if customers, including SLPs, rate them poorly for their new 

connections services. 

What are the main proposals? 

Refunds of standard fees will be made where there is late delivery of some services as a result of a 

service failure on the part of the Water Company  

In other key stages of the process, an internal review will be triggered where a deadline is missed 

with a view to remedying the problem as soon as possible 

Overall, there should be no extra administration for SLPs as the onus will be on the Water Company 

to sort out the problem 

Other proposals we considered and discounted 

We looked at imposing fines for late performance but did not take this forward because of the risk 

that they would just be seen as a cost of doing business rather than as a driver of better 

performance 

We had considered relying on the proposed escalation alone but decided to also propose fee 

refunds as an equitable remedy for failures in some paid-for services 

Our questions for you 

Have we targeted the right measures for the remedies we are proposing and if not, please suggest 

which measures should be proposed? 

If you believe that a financial remedy needs to be applied to each metric, please explain how this will 

incentivise better performance, given the existence in parallel of the D-MeX penalty/reward system? 
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3.8 Levels of Service 

Introduction 

The independent steering group has developed draft proposals for the Levels of Service (LoS) and 

Reporting Requirements:  

The draft LoS measures have been developed in conjunction with version P4 of the Adoption 

Procedures and should be read alongside these. 

In preparing these we have been mindful of the need to concentrate on the key stages of the 

process as having too great a number of metrics could incentivise a “tick box” approach which would 

not necessarily be in the interests of customers.   

The draft reporting requirements (also below), sets out the proposed requirements for publishing 

the information required under the new Sector Guidance (such as contestability and redress 

arrangements). 

What are the main proposals? 

In the respect of LoS, all Water Companies will be following the same measured parts of the 

procedures.  This makes reporting against the measures more consistent and will enable customers 

to see who is offering the most consistent services and meeting the required service level. 

Under these proposals both Water Companies and SLPs would have performance measures that are 

reported on.  Two potential options for this are:  

1) SLPs will gather their data and report to WIRs who will publish granular performance results for 

these measures; or 

2) Water Companies measure SLP performance, and the existing LOS system includes a consolidated 

report of national performance for these measures 

Our questions for you 

Do you believe that the proposed measures and the SLAs against the measures are appropriate?  

Please provide alternative proposals if you believe these aren’t appropriate. 

Do you agree with the reporting proposals and where we are suggesting options, can you please 

indicate your preference? 
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3.9 Governance 

Introduction 

The Code’s requirements for the permanent governance of the Sector Guidance and Model 

Adoption Agreement are relatively broad. 

We have therefore expanded on the requirements of the Code to produce a relatively full set of 

rules governing the operation of the permanent Code Panel. 

The key feature however remains that the Panel is balanced in its composition between Water 

Companies and Customers. 

In producing this document, we have referred to the approaches in other sectors but have, for 

example, avoided the highly prescriptive approach of the MOSL governance arrangements. 

Questions 

Do you think that we have struck the right balance in the overall structure of the proposal? 

Do you see the proposal as a fair and efficient way of considering Change Proposals? 

Is anything missing in the overall governance arrangements we are proposing? 
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4 Next Steps 

All responses will be shared with the members of the groups that have been working on the 

programme.  If you would prefer that your response remains anonymous, please indicate this in your 

response.  

Using the responses we receive, we will be preparing final versions of this documentation for 

submission to Ofwat in January 2019.  The final versions for submission will be approved by the 

Water UK Council representing all members of Water UK. 

Ofwat is anticipating a three-month approval period for this documentation.  We are currently 

discussing with Ofwat a proposal to run a pilot of the new approach within that period. 

In order to simplify processes, we will assume that unless you indicate otherwise in your response, 

you are content for Water UK to retain your contact details on file so that we may give you further 

information about this programme or other work relating to new development that we are involved 

with.   
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5 Response Template 

Topic Question Response 

Contestability Is our proposed approach to 

contestability an improvement on the 

approach taken in the current code of 

practice?  

 

 Is Table 3.2 sufficiently 

comprehensive and clear in its 

format? If not, how would you 

propose it be amended? 

 

Procedures Do you agree that the proposed 

procedures accurately define the 

activities required in an effective self-

lay market? 

 

Local Practices  Is the permitted scope of Local 

Practices sufficiently defined? 

 

 Will these Local Practices suffice for 

Water Companies such that in all 

other cases, the Standard Procedures 

shall be adhered to? 

 

Design Standards Do agree with the approach of having 

a Template Design and Construction 

Standards document where Water 

Companies are required to “fill in the 

blanks” in order to produce their 

Local Design and Construction 

Standards? 

 

 Do you agree that a hydraulic 

approach to sizing of water mains is 

appropriate rather than a rigid 

“number of properties” approach in 

the existing Self-lay Local Practice? 

 

 With regard to Construction, Design 

and Management Regulations (2015), 

do you think that the responsibilities 

are defined clearly enough in all 

scenarios within the Template DCS 

 

 Are there other subject headings that 

you would like to see included within 

the Template Design and 

Construction Standards? 

 

Minimum Information Do you think that the minimum 

information tables place sufficient 

responsibility on the Water 
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Companies to keep their customers 

informed? 

 Should a single form be prescribed 

for use (at some stage) by all Water 

Companies for managing information 

exchanges and updates throughout 

the connection process  

 

Model Adoption 

Agreement 

Consider whether the draft 

Agreement complies with the 

obligations set out in the Code.  If you 

think it does not, please set out: 

o which provisions (by 

number) are non-compliant; 

o why you consider they are 

non-compliant; 

o replacement drafting (if 

appropriate) that you 

consider would rectify the 

non-compliance. 

 

 Consider whether the draft 

Agreement aligns with the processes 

and principles that are set out in 

other parts of this consultation.  If 

you think it does not, please set out: 

o which provisions (by 

number) do not align, and 

what they do not align with; 

o why you consider they do 

not align; 

o replacement drafting (if 

appropriate) that you 

consider would rectify the 

non-alignment. 

 

 Please also consider the specific 

questions set out in the footnotes to 

the draft Agreement and propose 

how they may be resolved. 

 

Redress Have we targeted the right measures 

for the remedies we are proposing 

and if not, please suggest which 

measures should be proposed? 

 

 If you believe that a financial remedy 

needs to be applied to each metric, 

please explain how this will 

incentivise better performance, given 

the existence in parallel of the D-MeX 

penalty/reward system 
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Levels of Service Do you believe that the proposed 

measures and the SLAs against the 

measures are appropriate?  Please 

provide alternative proposals if you 

believe these aren’t appropriate. 

 

 Do you agree with the reporting 

proposals and where we are 

suggesting options, can you please 

indicate your preference 

 

Governance  Do you think that we have struck the 

right balance in the overall structure 

of the proposal? 

 

 Do you see the proposal as a fair and 

efficient way of considering Change 

Proposals? 

 

 Is anything missing in the overall 

governance arrangements we are 

proposing? 
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Annex 1 

Members of Independent Steering Group (water) 

· Martin Silcock-independent chair 

· Samuel Larsen (Water UK-group secretary) 

· David Strang (Water UK) 

· Nick Fenton (Chair of the Kent Developers Group) 

· Gary McConnell (Director at Aquamain) 

· Martin Reeves (Gleeson Homes) 

· Nigel Martin (Wessex Water) 

· Darrell Crittenden (Anglian Water) 

· Robert Williams (IWNL) 
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1.! Reckon LLP was commissioned by Water UK to assist the Independent Stakeholder 

Group (Water) (ISGw) review and analyse the responses to the public consultation 

issued by the ISGw on 24 July 2018 on the Codes for Adoption Programme for water 

infrastructure. 

Context of ISGw’s consultation  

2.! Ofwat’s “Code for adoption agreements” (Code) requires water companies to develop 

guidance “setting out standard procedures for entering into, varying and terminating 

Water Adoption Agreements”, and to produce a recommendation to Ofwat concerning 

such draft guidance.1  The Code also requires water companies to develop and 

recommend model adoption agreements and the assurance terms on these. 

3.! The Code requires that the draft guidance and the model adoption agreements reflect, 

where possible, the “broad consensus of opinion” amongst water companies and of 

customers of their developer service, which may include developers and self-lay 

providers.  Where there is a departure from the broad consensus, the “recommendation 

must set out where those parties have differing views and the reasons for following one 

view over an alternative view”. 

4.! Water companies are required to submit the draft Sector Guidance and Model Adoption 

Agreement concerning adoption of water assets to Ofwat by 7 January 2019. 

5.! The July 2018 consultation exercise covered the ISGw’s initial proposals on the draft 

guidance and model agreement. 

Scope of our review 

6.! The scope of our review covers the set of responses to ISGw’s consultation, which ran 

to the 10 September 2018.   

7.! The consultation paper asked 29 questions, organised into six themes: 

(a)! connection options; 

(b)! procedures; 

(c)! contestability; 

(d)! competence and accreditation; 

(e)! redress; and 

(f)! model agreement. 

8.! Our review of the consultation responses has two objectives. 

                                                
1  Ofwat (2018) “Code for adoption agreements (for Water and Sewerage Companies operating wholly or mainly in 

England)”, paras 3.1.1 (a) and 3.2.1. 
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9.! The first is that the review should be capable of informing an assessment by the ISGw 

of whether there exists a broad consensus in favour of its initial proposals.  In doing so, 

it should describe the views expressed by stakeholders in a fair manner, taking account 

of the diverse range of stakeholders and their interests.  It should also highlight areas 

of agreement and disagreement amongst stakeholders, and inform the ISGw’s work to 

develop its final proposals.  

10.! The second objective is for the review to act as a record of stakeholder engagement and 

help demonstrate how stakeholder views have been taken account of, and contributed 

to, the development of ISGw’s final proposals (and therefore the water companies’ 

submissions to Ofwat). 

Respondents to consultation 

11.! Water UK received 19 responses.  Table 1 gives the breakdown by stakeholder category. 

Table 1 Respondents to consultation 

Category Number of respondents 

Developer 1 

NAV 2 

SLP 8 

SLP Association 1 

Water company 5 

Wider stakeholder 2 

Total 19 

 

12.! Figure 1 shows the number of responses to each of the 29 questions by stakeholder 

category.  For the purpose of drawing the chart, we treated a “No comment” answer as 

a non-response. 

13.! The response received by Water UK from the stakeholder categorised as “Developer” 

did not engage directly with the set of specific questions raised in the consultation 

paper. 
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Figure 1 Number of responses to each question, by stakeholder category 

 

 

14.! The chart shows that the breadth of coverage by stakeholder categories was similar 

across all questions, the exception being that the wider stakeholders commented only 

on a few of the questions, namely those relating to competence and accreditation.   

15.! In this report we have anonymised the identity of respondents and used a code to refer 

to them.  This code is made up of an abbreviation of the stakeholder category to which 

the respondent belongs, plus a number.  For example, we use SLP1 to refer to one of 

the self-lay providers.  The abbreviations we used for the other stakeholder categories 

are: WC for water company; NAV for new appointments and variations; WD for wider 

stakeholder and Dev for developers.  One of the respondents to the consultation was an 

association of SLPs.  To distinguish its response from that of individual SLPs, we refer 

to it in this report as SLP-Assoc. 

Structure of report 

16.! The main body of the rest of the report is structured into the themes of the consultation 

paper which we listed above.  We have, however, extracted from the section on 

“Competence and accreditation” a set of three questions that relate to the level of 

training in the industry and we review those in a section of their own.  Taking each of 

those themes in turn, we first set out the context for the questions raised by ISGw, we 

then provide a summary of the responses to each of the question related to that theme, 

and then set out conclusions. 
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17.! After going through each of those themes, we present in a closing section of the report 

a summary of other stakeholder comments which do not fall within the scope of the 

specific questions raised by the consultation paper but nonetheless seem pertinent to 

the ISGw’s wider efforts of drafting the Sector Guidance and Model Agreement. 

!"--$>+,"-&"*+,"-%&

Background 

18.! The Code requires water companies to “publicise the procedures for making, varying, 

and terminating adoption agreements”.  That information must include “the delivery 

options available to a Customer [may include developers and self-lay providers] for the 

new connections infrastructure they require, including self-lay, requisition from the 

Water or Sewerage Company, or the use of New Appointees”.2  This requirement is 

distinct from that of developing draft guidance and making a recommendation on that 

guidance.   

19.! ISGw’s consultation proposes the use of three flowcharts to inform customers of the 

choices they have regarding (a) the provision of service connections for single 

properties, (b) the provision of service connections and mains for larger developments 

and (c) the ownership and maintenance of assets.  The flowcharts include links to lists 

of potential providers of services required at different stages of the process (e.g. to list 

water companies, NAVs, and SLPs).  They include too information on timescales 

associated with different phases of the process. 

20.! The ISGw asked for views on whether a flowchart format is a helpful way of publicising 

a developer’s connection options, and on whether the lists referenced in the flowcharts 

are the best ones available. 

Q1 Do you agree that a flowchart format is a helpful way of publicising a developer’s 

connection options? 

21.! A total of 16 respondents answered this question, and all of them agreed that a flowchart 

format is a helpful way of publicising the connection options.  The three stakeholders 

who did not answer the question were WD1, WD2 and Dev1. 

22.! A number of responses made additional comments and suggestions that are summarised 

below. 

23.! A number of respondents suggested simplification of the flow charts or for appropriate 

explanation to be included.  SLP2 expressed concerns that the complexity and the 

timescales indicated would only encourage developers to choose the simpler requisition 

option, and suggested that the detailed flow charts could be moved to the Codes of 

Practice, and only referred to in the Adoption Guidance.  One respondent, SLP-Assoc, 

said that the “front end” elements of the process should be separately published, and 

that the diagrams should not be cluttered by having too much detail. 

                                                
2  Ofwat (2018), Code, para 4.1 (a). 
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24.! Five respondents noted that the services connection flowchart was not included in the 

consultation.  SLP-Assoc also noted that metering options need to be included in the 

service connection flowchart.  

25.! SLP3 said that, rather than being simply published on a website, the flow charts should 

be included in all relevant water company communications, such as responses to pre-

development enquiries, POC requests and requests for mains records. The response also 

said that the Option 1 flow chart needs to be simplified. 

26.! SLP8 said that there should be greater emphasis on the levels of service to be provided 

so they are clearly understood.  That respondent also said that the process set out in the 

flowchart in Annex 1 of the consultation paper “reflect the obligation on water 

companies to be liaising with LPA’s [Local Planning Authorities] on strategic sites to 

ensure large developments can be adequately supplied when detailed planning 

applications are made.” 

27.! WC5 said that it would be helpful to include timelines and service levels against the 

various activities and stages.  

28.! SLP9 said that while the flowcharts can provide a high-level overview of the options, 

it does not always show what actually happens as this can vary from company to 

company and site to site. 

29.! SLP-Assoc said the diagrams should also show the separate functions of the water 

company (i.e. as a provider of non-contestable activities, adopter of assets and a 

provider of contracted services).  

30.! WC1 said that the flow charts should contain links to the relevant forms and documents. 

Q2 An effective market will rely on easy to access lists of potential providers.  Are the lists 

referenced in the flowcharts the best available sources of potential connection service 

providers? 

31.! Of the 16 stakeholders who answered this question, all but one – an SLP – agreed that 

the lists referenced in the flowcharts were the most appropriate ones to draw on, or that 

they were a starting point.  The three stakeholders who did not answer the question 

were WD1, WD2 and Dev1. 

32.! One respondent commented that it would be helpful if the functionality of the list 

available through WIRS were improved to allow for filtering by size of sites that the 

provider is able to develop, and to allow for ordering providers alphabetically or by 

region.   

33.! SLP8, who considered that the links provided were a starting point, added, however, 

that the “WIRS scheme register is not fit for purpose” and echoed the view that it 

needed enhancing to allow customers to spell out their requirements and get a better 

search result to help them identify potential suppliers. 

34.! Two respondents, both SLPs, suggested that the flowcharts be revised so that the lists 

referenced correctly reflect the following: 
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(a)! That SLPs can work for NAVs as well as for water companies. 

(b)! That, in the flowcharts set out in Annex 1 of the consultation paper, the link to the 

“lists of Water Asset owners” flowing from Connection Option 1 for medium and 

large sites requiring new mains be amended to also include self-lay providers / 

Lloyd’s Register. 

35.! The one respondent who disagreed with the referenced lists stated that a better 

automatic system needs to be introduced.  It referred to Cadent Gas’ automatic referral 

system for anyone applying for a connection and ticks an online box saying that they 

want the query to be sent to alternative providers. 

Conclusions 

36.! All respondents agreed that a flowchart is helpful to publicise connection options 

available.  Some respondents commented that it would be necessary for these to be 

accompanied by supporting text or documents. 

37.! All but one SLP agreed that the list of parties referenced in the flowcharts set out in the 

paper are the best available sources of information, though some suggested revisions to 

where/how the flowcharts referenced those lists.  The SLP who disagreed considers that 

an automatic system needs to be introduced.  

.(">$#7($%&

Background 

38.! The Code requires companies to develop guidance on standard procedures for entering 

into, varying and terminating water adoption agreements.  In the context of that effort, 

the consultation sets out ISGw’s draft procedures.  It does so by breaking up the 

adoption process into a number of stages – from the pre-planning enquiry stage to the 

stage of vesting new mains and correcting any defects – and, for each, presenting a 

flowchart that outlines the actions and decision points facing the various relevant parties 

(developer, SLP, and water company).  The flowcharts presented expand and revise the 

procedures set out in the outgoing voluntary self-lay code of practice. 

39.! ISGw suggests that the improvement in the clarity and greater standardisation of 

procedures will bring about a range of benefits for the adoption process as a whole. 

40.! ISGw asks for views on the scope of the procedures covered by the flowcharts, and on 

whether the procedures will promote the benefits it lists. 

41.! It asks too for views regarding the standardisation of procedures across water 

companies.  Specifically, it asks whether there are particular parts of the procedures 

where a high degree of standardisation across water companies is particularly helpful, 

and whether water companies should be able to develop their own version of any part 

of the procedures where they want to offer better service. 
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Q3 Do you agree that expanding the procedures, so that they include the full range of activities 

involved in delivering assets is helpful? 

42.! Sixteen respondents commented on this question.  The three stakeholders who did not 

answer the question were WD1, WD2 and Dev1. 

43.! Of the 16 that responded, all agreed that expanding the set of activities covered by the 

set of procedures is a helpful thing.  Several commented that the organisation of the 

procedures as set out by ISGw would provide clarity, and one noted that it would reduce 

scope for disputes and misunderstandings. 

44.! However, amongst these, one SLP and SLP-Assoc raised the following points: 

(a)! SLP6 expressed the concern that developers will be intimidated by the 

complicated flow charts and so default to the status quo, and a couple of SLPs 

underlined the importance of adopting the standardised procedures across water 

companies. 

(b)! SLP-Assoc considered that extending the set of activities covered by the 

procedures was required by the Code, and expressed surprise that this was a 

question being raised in the consultation. 

45.! In a submission to Water UK, though not in response to this specific question in the 

consultation paper, Dev1 raised a point that relates to the set of procedures captured by 

the proposed flow charts.  Dev1 said that the consultation paper did not address the land 

acquisition stage of procedures, one that it deemed to be key in the development 

process.  It said that “commercial decisions taken at the land acquisition stage need to 

be based on robust information that has transparency and confidence and which (with 

minimal variation) will endure throughout the development process. SLP/NAVs and 

the competing commercial terms that they are able to offer, are a crucial part of this 

decision process.” 

Q4 Do you agree that enhancing the procedures in this way will promote the improvements 

[listed in the consultation paper]? 

46.! Sixteen respondents commented on this question.  The three stakeholders who did not 

answer the question were WD1, WD2 and Dev1. 

47.! Most of the respondents, 13 out of the 16, said that the enhancing the procedures were 

a step in the right direction, and would contribute to meeting the objectives mentioned 

earlier.   

48.! However, a number of stakeholders commented that enhancing procedures as outlined 

in the consultation paper would not be enough on its own to achieve those objectives.  

In particular: 

(a)! Three SLPs and SLP-Assoc made the point that it would be necessary for water 

companies to not impose undue control points along the process.  They said that 

such control points might be introduced under the veil of procedures relating to 

the granting of authorisations, approval, audit of works or requirements on 

qualifications.  In this context, SLP6 said that control points are not acceptable 
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unless they are agreed by SLPs, incorporate water companies’ KPIs and are also 

used on term contractor activities. 

(b)! Two SLPs said that it would be necessary to ensure water companies do not 

introduce their own bespoke arrangements, alongside the standardised procedures, 

as that would take away from usefulness of developing the standardised 

procedures in the first place. 

(c)! SLP3 stated that it would be necessary for the procedures to have durations set 

against them, to give developers assurances against time-based risks. 

(d)! NAV2 raised the concern that too much information may put developers off the 

self-lay route as it may not offer the path of least resistance. 

49.! The respondents who gave a negative view on the proposition set out in the question 

were two SLPs and one water company.  The points made to explain their position 

included: 

(a)! That the only way to progress is to prevent water companies from putting controls, 

as outlined above. 

(b)! That, as set out by WC5, there is “no clear line of sight between the process 

enhancements and delivery of the benefits described”. 

Q5 Are there any particular parts of the procedures where a high degree of national 

standardisation would be particularly useful? 

Q6 Should water companies be able to develop their own local version of any part of the 

procedures where they want to offer better service? 

50.! There is an overlap in the responses to these two questions and so we choose to review 

them together. 

51.! Some respondents put forward a number of different areas where they considered that 

national standardisation would be particularly useful, and some identified areas in 

which local variations should be allowed.  We set these out in the tables below. 

52.! We have sought to capture in the tables the description of those activities as described 

by the respondents.  Different respondents may use slightly different terminology to 

describe the same activity.  At the risk of capturing the same activity under different 

names, we have erred on the side of using the descriptions given in the individual 

responses. 

Table 2 Areas in which national standardisation was considered particularly helpful 

Area Respondent 

All areas (as far as possible) SLP1, SLP2, SLP5, SLP-Assoc 

All interactions for contestable activities SLP3 
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Self-lay application form SLP9 

Notification forms SLP8 

(parts of) Design Standards WC1 

Design Approval/Costings WC4 

Determining pipe material SLP3 

Meter location and installation WC1, SLP5, SLP6, SLP-Assoc, SLP8 

Meter details capture form SLP9 

Location of boundary boxes SLP6, SLP8 

Safe control of operations (permit to 

work/impinge) 

WC1 

Water Regs. (trench inspections) WC1  

Inspections SLP8 

Commissioning and handover WC1 

Environmental risk assessment SLP3 

New connections WC1 

Point of Connection WC4 

Pre-development enquiry / Pre-planning enquiry WC4, NAV1 

Testing new mains WC3 

Sampling SLP5, SLP-Assoc, SLP8 

Vestings WC4 

 

Table 3 Areas in which water companies should be able to develop local versions 

Area Respondent 

(parts of) Design Standards WC1 

Meter preferences on location 

(internal/external/wall mounted) and type and 

related boundary boxes 

WC1 

Meter issue and choice WC1 
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Welcome pack to customers (including tap test 

to check meter allocated to correct account) 

WC1 

Connections to the main NAV2 

 

53.! Most respondents agreed that, at least in principle, water companies should be able to 

develop their own local version of parts of the procedures.  Specifically, of the 16 

responses to question 6, 13 agreed that water companies should be allowed to develop 

some local variation, two SLPs disagreed, and we were unable to interpret which way 

one other response leaned, namely that of WC3. 

54.! Of the 13 that agreed, some specified that local variations should be allowed with a 

view to promoting innovation and provided they did work to improve service levels.  

55.! However, one SLP and one water company raised the point that water companies could 

seek to implement innovations and improvements into the national standards, rather 

than run different local processes.  

56.! Other SLPs as well as SLP-Assoc expressed the view that local variations create 

difficulties and are to be discouraged, and that national standards should exist in all 

areas as far as possible. 

57.! WC5 said that Ofwat’s Code is clear that standardisation should be the norm and that 

local variations – which must be permitted by the sector guidance – need to be justified 

under the principles of the Code but kept to a minimum.  WC5 added that the Code 

expects deviations from standards to be reported annually to Ofwat. 

58.! In a similar vein, SLP1 said that, where water companies offer local versions of 

procedures, they should be proactive and explain to customers the benefits to them of 

doing so, and offer customers the option to choose to work to their local procedures or 

to the national standards.  It suggested this should be offered at each stage set out in the 

flowcharts in Annex 2 of the consultation paper, with a view to giving the customer 

flexibility throughout the process. 

59.! SLP-Assoc and NAV1 also said that any deviation from a national standard should be 

explained clearly and highlighted as a deviation.  In this context SLP-Assoc suggested 

there should be a supplementary document to the Code showing which companies have 

local practices, and summarising which aspects of the standard arrangements are being 

locally changed.  This would allow SLPs to readily establish where there are local 

arrangements.  SLP-Assoc also suggested there should be company-specific documents 

produced to detail and justify any local variations to the standard arrangements.  

60.! SLP6 said that local variations could be allowed provided the national standards were 

set reasonably high, and no lower than allowed in the current self-lay code of practice. 
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Conclusions 

61.! Whilst one respondent commented that expanding the procedures to cover the full range 

of activities was required by the Code and so considered the issue a non-question, all 

other respondents agreed that such expansion was helpful.   

62.! However, some SLPs and SLP-Assoc commented that expanding the procedure would 

not be sufficient on its own and that it is important that, in expanding procedures, water 

companies do not impose points of control unduly.  SLPs also raised concerns about 

the lack of the time-frame set against procedures and about the risk that water 

companies introduce local variations to the procedures, countering the benefits of 

standardisation.  

63.! Respondents put forward a number of areas where they felt standardisation would be 

particularly helpful.   

64.! Most of the responses agreed that local variations by water companies should be 

permitted, and one drew attention to fact that the Code envisages the process by which 

such deviations of national standards should be agreed.  There was a view amongst 

some respondents that, where local variations are sought, water companies should bring 

to customers’ attention the fact that they are deviations from national standards and set 

out the justification for it. 

!"-+$%+0@,8,+9&

Background 

65.! The Code requires the draft Sector Guidance to include an explanation of what works 

are contestable and what level of competency is required to carry out these works.3  The 

consultation document puts forward a number of proposals in this regard. 

66.! The ISGw proposes that the areas of contestability defined in the outgoing Self-lay 

Code of Practice be carried forward into the Sector Guidance as a regulatory minimum 

standard. 

67.! That definition of contestability includes the live connections to parent mains of up to 

63mm in diameter.  With a view to allowing for contestability in some larger live 

connections to parent mains, the ISGw proposes that each company publish a parent 

mains “Connection Risk Matrix”.  This would set out a company’s approach to agreeing 

work on parent mains – not already captured by the minimum standard – on a 

contestable basis.  The consultation paper includes an example of how such a matrix 

might look like.  The paper notes that approach builds on the best-practice in the 

industry, where some companies have already created bespoke arrangements that allow 

SLPs to deliver live connections to parent mains of up to 250mm. 

68.! ISGw also proposes that, accompanying the publication of the Connection Risk Matrix, 

water companies publish the typical additional requirements that the party carrying out 

the work may need to meet in order to be able to deliver the expanded definition of 

                                                
3 Ofwat (2018), Code para 3.1.3 (f). 
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contestability.  It suggests that the publication of such requirements up front would add 

transparency to the process. 

69.! A final proposal put forward in the consultation concerns contestability for non-

construction tasks.  The consultation proposes that companies publish their approach to 

this, setting out against each non-construction task what accreditation a party would 

have to have. 

Q7 Do you agree that allowing developer greater choice over who delivers parent mains 

connections would enable better growth? 

70.! There were 16 responses to this question.  The two wider stakeholders and Dev1 did 

not respond to the question. 

71.! It appears to us that respondents interpreted the question differently: most took the 

question to ask about growth in house-building and demand for new connections, but 

two took it to mean growth in self-laying connections.  Further, one respondent 

expressed doubt as to what the question was asking.  Overlaying this, some respondents 

did not give a clear answer to what was being asked, however the question was 

interpreted. 

72.! Of the responses with a clear answer, eight considered that the greater choice would 

enable better growth and three that it would not.  Amongst the latter, there was the 

general view that greater choice over who delivers parent mains connections is a good 

thing but is not likely to have an impact on growth. 

73.! The mix of views held at the level of the responses as a whole, was also held within 

SLPs and within water companies separately.  Both NAVs agreed with the question’s 

proposition. 

Q8 Do you agree that we should expand the scope for self-lay parent main connections on the 

existing best practice in this area? 

74.! There were sixteen responses to this question.  Dev1 and the two wider stakeholders 

did not respond. 

75.! Of the 16 responses, all but two agreed with the question’s proposition.  These were 

two water companies who expressed the view that it should be the local water company 

who chooses the level of contestability they are comfortable with.  One pointed out that 

parent main connections was an area that should fall within scope of local practices.  

76.! The remaining 14 respondents all agreed with the view that the scope for self-lay parent 

main connection should be expanded on the existing best practice. 

77.! Some of those who agreed, put forward different qualifications to their answer.  These 

included: 

(a)! WC2 agreed, provided the competency of SLPs can be proved to be like those of 

water companies’ term contractors and as long as process is followed and it is clear 

who is responsible if anything goes wrong. 
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(b)! WC1, several SLPs and SLP-Assoc considered that it would be helpful, or indeed 

necessary, for all water companies to adopt the same Risk Matrix and saw no 

reason why this would not be the case.  As expressed by SLP4, “it is difficult to 

think that work that is acceptable to one company is ‘risky’ to another”. 

Q9 Do you agree that water companies should pre-publish their approach to allowing additional 

parent main connection work “on a contestable basis” using a proforma table that allows 

comparison? 

78.! There were sixteen responses to this question. Dev1 and the two wider stakeholders did 

not respond. 

79.! Amongst the 16 responses, there was widespread support for water companies pre-

publishing their approach to contestability on additional parent main connections.  Of 

the set of responses, 14 agreed with the proposition, one disagreed and we were unable 

to interpret the direction of answer of the remaining response. 

80.! The one response that disagreed, the response by SLP1, expressed the view that there 

should be a national standard on this and that local approaches should be on a “case-

by-case” basis.  The view that there should be a national standard was also expressed 

by other SLPs who, nevertheless, answered the question affirmatively. 

81.! WC1 agreed that a pro-forma table be published but considered that it should allow for 

local variations. 

82.! One SLP also commented that it would be desirable for a proforma table to be 

accompanied by an explanation of how water companies would support failures and 

deal with changes in circumstances when the main is not the size or of the material 

expected. 

Q10 Do you agree that additional requirements should only be set where there is a specific need 

to manage a particular risk? 

83.! There were sixteen responses to this question. Dev1 and the two wider stakeholders did 

not respond. 

84.! All of the 16 respondents who answered agreed with the question’s proposition that 

additional requirements should only be set where there is a specific need to manage a 

particular risk.  However, amongst these, many qualified their answer.  Several noted 

that it was important for water companies to provide a clear explanation or definition 

of what specific needs might need to be covered and of the reasons for the ensuing 

additional requirements.  The additional requirements should be justified and 

proportionate to the risks involved. 

85.! Two respondents raised some concerns about the introduction of additional 

requirements.  One SLP commented on the risk that these would become control points, 

hampering the viability of the self-lay route.  One other SLP raised the concern that 

additional requirements would become the norm and unduly restrict SLPs’ ability to 

undertake connections.  It added that to help address such concerns it would be 

important for any requirement to have levels of service and reportable metrics defined. 
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Q11 Do you agree that water companies should publicise their approach to contestability for 

non-construction activities? 

86.! There were sixteen responses to this question. Dev1 and the two wider stakeholders did 

not respond. 

87.! All 16 respondents who answered the question agreed that water companies should 

publish their approach to contestability for non-construction activities.  Several of these 

qualified their answer in a number of ways: 

(a)! Three SLPs and SLP-Assoc considered that water companies should already be 

doing this, and one referred to the Ofwat Code in support of this view. 

(b)! Two SLPs and one NAV submitted that the approach to contestability on non-

construction sites should be common across water companies, and, in that sense, 

did not recognise that water companies would be publishing their own approach.  

For the purpose of our assessment, we took the focus of the question to be on the 

merits of making the approach transparent and public, rather than on the 

standardisation of it across companies.  In this light, we interpreted the response 

of these stakeholders as being supportive of the question.  In this context, one 

water company expressed a view to the contrary: that water companies should 

publish their approach subject to their local practices relative to meter and chamber 

types. 

(c)! WC1 qualified its view that water companies should publicise their approach to 

non-construction work by saying that ‘[it is] subject to local practices relative to 

meter and chamber types” and that in relation to sampling, the WIRS accreditation 

should be with the individual and the company. 

88.! On the back of this question, some respondents commented on the set of non-

construction activities listed in table 4.2.1 of the paper.   

(a)! SLP1 considered that only the first three activities listed – self-approval of new 

mains network design, design of reinforcement work and design of new onsite 

water mains networks – are non-construction activities.   

(b)! WC4 said it was concerned over self-certification of mains design, one of the non-

construction activities listed in the consultation paper, as it holds liability to own 

and operate the asset and is responsible for customer service after adoption.  

Conclusion 

89.! The majority of respondents considered that allowing developer greater choice over 

who delivers parent main connection would enable better growth, though some of these 

specified that having such choice would not be sufficient on its own.  Rather, it would 

be one contributing factor.  Those who disagreed with the proposition held the view 

that allowing choice was a good thing, but considered that it would not have an impact 

on growth in the number of connections sought. 



<&/#5!M&4!N/&3.,&'!)4&740--#!9F0.#4B!

EEEL4#$%&'L$&L:%! CQ!

90.! Of the 16 that responded to the question, 14 agreed that the scope for self-lay parent 

main connection should be expanded based on best practice.  A view shared by some 

respondents was that water companies should have a standard approach on this.  The 

two respondents who disagreed with this view, two water companies, considered that 

this was an area where water companies should be allowed to define their own local 

approaches. 

91.! There was widespread agreement, across water companies, SLPs and SLP-Assoc, for 

water companies to publish their approach to allowing additional parent main on a 

“contestable basis”.  Only one respondent answered otherwise: it considered that there 

should be a national standard on this and that local approaches should be on a “case-

by-case” basis.  Arguably, this can be interpreted as a disagreement on the existence of 

local procedures, rather than a disagreement that companies should publish their 

approach.  The view that there should be a national standard in this area was also 

expressed by other SLPs who, nevertheless, answered the question affirmatively. 

92.! All respondents agreed that additional requirements should only be set where there is a 

specific need to manage risks.  Some said that it was incumbent on a water company to 

justify any such additional requirements, and that these should be proportionate to the 

risks involved.  Two SLPs raised concerns that the additional requirements could 

become points of control. 

93.! All respondents agreed that water companies should publicise their approach to 

contestability for non-construction activities.  Of these, a few considered that water 

companies should already be doing so. 

!"1*$+$->$&0-#&0>>($#,+0+,"-&

Background 

94.! The consultation paper asks for views on a number of questions relating to parties 

demonstrating their competence to carry out work. 

95.! The Code requires the Draft Guidance to include “high-level information about any 

sector accreditation schemes, including where further information can be obtained.”4  

In that context, the consultation paper states that water companies recognise the benefits 

of having a national approach to demonstrating competency and notes that, through 

WIRS, there is an established scheme in operation that facilitates this. 

96.! The consultation paper outlines a number of features relating to the governance of 

WIRS, and raises one concern that has been raised about one of the requirements of 

WIRS.  The paper goes on to ask for views on two aspects of this, the key contextual 

information for which is as follows: 

(a)! That WIRS is overseen by a panel, the WIRS Advisory Panel (WIRSAP) which is 

comprised of 10 executive members from water companies and 5 executive 

members from SLPs. 

                                                
4  Ofwat (2012) Code, para 3.1.3 (e). 
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(b)! That customers have expressed concerns that WIRS requires their operatives to 

hold NCO(w) cards, which in turn rely on having NVQs, whereas only some water 

companies require the same form of accreditation from their own supply chain.  

The SLPs’ concerns relate to the tilting of the playing-field that this brings about.  

97.! The Code also states that the model agreement may include assurance terms that require 

the relevant party to demonstrate its competency to provide the proposed self-laid work.  

It also sets out that any additional assurance terms must reflect the applicable 

accreditation schemes developed and recognised in the sector and that they must be 

transparent and set out clearly the rationale for them, be reflective of, and proportionate 

to, the identifiable costs and risks of the water company in adopting the infrastructure 

and be reasonable in terms of who holds the balance of risks.5 

98.! The consultation paper asks for views on matters relating to these two aspects of the 

Code. 

Q12 Do you agree that a national accreditation scheme should be overseen by a body that is 

comprised by a majority of water companies? 

99.! There were 18 responses to this question.  Dev1 did not respond.  Four of 18 responses 

did not give a clear answer on the narrow point raised by the question. 

100.! Amongst the remaining 14, views were mixed: five agreed that the scheme should be 

comprised by a majority of water companies, and nine disagreed with the proposition.  

Views were also mixed within stakeholder groups though SLPs tended to disagree with 

the question, and water companies to agree. 

101.! In explaining its view that water companies should make up the majority of the body 

overseeing a national accreditation scheme, WC5 stated it was appropriate for this to 

be so due to the absolute liability and obligations for water quality that water companies 

carry.  NAV1 expressed a similar view. 

102.! WD1 raised the point that whilst there is an imbalance in the existing body overseeing 

national accreditation, WIRSAP, there is a process in place to address areas of dispute 

where SLPs are concerned with the decision made 

103.! On the other side, those that considered that water companies should not constitute the 

majority of the body overseeing accreditation put forward a number of closely related 

reasons: 

(a)! WC2 stated that it is necessary for SLPs to have confidence in the criteria required 

for accreditation and that best practice for accreditation does not come only from 

water companies.  This echoed the view of SLP3 who considered that a body made 

up of a majority of water companies would protect the interest of the water 

companies. 

(b)! WD2 said there would be a benefit from having a greater representation of 

developers and SLPs, and that this would better reflect Ofwat’s principles about 

                                                
5  Ofwat (2018) Code, paras 3.5.2 and 3.5.3. 
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engagement with customers.  In a similar tone, other responses made the point that 

it would be fairer for the body to be representative of the sector, and for the chair 

of the body to be an independent party. 

(c)! WD2 also said that having sufficient representation from all parties involved 

would make it more straightforward to use a single scheme panel to make changes 

to the scheme, as and when it became appropriate to do so. 

104.! In closing the summary of points raised by respondents in answer to this question, we 

add the comment by WC5 that a national accreditation scheme managed by WIRS 

already exists and that, in its view, there is no provision within the Code for this body’s 

role to be reviewed.  As such, WC5 believes the issue raised by the question is out of 

the scope for the consultation. 

Q13 Are there any existing groups that could address Customer’s concerns about the WIRS 

requirement? 

105.! There were 18 responses to this question.  Dev1 did not submit a response. 

106.! Five of the 18 responses were not clear what the question related to, and queried what 

the “concerns” and/or the “Customers” referred to.  These provided no further answer.  

One other respondent, WC5, considered that the question was out of scope of the 

consultation exercise. 

107.! Of the remaining responses, five suggested WIRSAP by name and one other suggest 

the “national accreditation scheme”.  However, amongst these responses, two – those 

of SLP1 and of SLP4 – said that the concerns raised have been on the agenda for many 

years and that no progress has been made.  SLP4 said that WIRSAP has no powers to 

impose any standards for the water industry. 

108.! WD2 said that the concerns which are discussed in the consultation paper and are the 

subject of the question may be misplaced.  It pointed to the in-house training carried 

out by water companies and to the view that water companies need to know about skills 

and competencies of third-party operatives.  

109.! WD2 also said that the standards underlying the NCO(w) scheme, which is 

administered by Energy & Utility Skills, are reviewed once a year and that there is an 

opportunity for water companies and customers to review the content of standards and 

influence future direction of the NVQ and the NCO(w) registration scheme.  

110.! WC2 suggested that, for SLPs, the Fair Water Connection association might be an 

appropriate body with whom to raise the concerns.  

111.! SLP8 said it was uncertain about the relevance of the question. It added that if there 

was an issue it would approach Lloyd’s and/or the water company.  Dependent on the 

outcome or issue it would then consider taking things to CC Water or to Ofwat. 

112.! Neither WC3 nor WD1 know of an existing body to suggest 
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Q14 Do you agree that water companies should only use additional terms as a means of 

overcoming shortfalls in a Customer’s accreditation? 

113.! There were 18 responses to this question.  Dev1 did not submit a response. 

114.! Five of the 18 responses did not give a clear answer to the question.  Some of these said 

they were unsure what the questions was asking and the response of others did not 

address the question as such. 

115.! Amongst the remaining responses, the views were mixed.  Nine respondents agreed 

with the proposition (some with qualifications) and three disagreed.  Views were also 

mixed within stakeholder groups. 

116.! WD2, one of the respondents that agreed that water companies should only use 

additional terms to overcome shortfalls in accreditation, emphasised that in normal 

circumstances the competence should be demonstrated through a “passport” scheme.  

The additional requirements should be used to overcome temporary shortfalls. 

117.! Amongst the respondents who disagreed with the proposition, a number considered that 

WIRS adequately dealt with matters.   

(a)! SLP4 summed the position, saying that WIRS is fit for purpose and simple to 

understand, and that an SLP either has full or partial accreditation to carry out 

particular work, or it does not.   

(b)! SLP2 said that WIRS should incorporate partial accreditation, where any shortfall 

would be addressed.  

(c)! SLP5 made the point that if the “shortfalls” referred to in the question related to 

WIRS and to water companies being unsure about the scheme, then water 

companies should try to engage with it and get clarity. 

(d)! SLP-Assoc and SLP8 said it would like to see WIRS being developed to cover 

additional scope as and when these are needed.   

(e)! WC5 said that concerns over shortfalls in accreditation should be done through 

WIRS, not the Code for Adoption 

118.! Respondents raised a number of other points: 

(a)! SLP4 said that if the question relates to water companies being allowed to set 

additional terms with a view to enabling non-contestable items to become 

contestable, then this would be positive.  On the other hand, if “a water company 

is using additional terms to allow a SLP to carry out work that should be carried 

out by the water company to help them out of a hole then this should not be 

recommended, i.e. high leakage means no water company teams are available to 

carry out SLP connections.” 

(b)! NAV1, who agreed with the question’s proposition, raised concerns about the 

prospect of there being a myriad of local versions of additional requirements.   
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(c)! WD1 said that any additional terms levied on SLPs should only be applied where 

a water company can show that its framework contractors could demonstrate to 

meet those same terms.  

Q14 Do you agree that a national record of an individual operative’s experience and 

qualifications would help SLPs and water companies determine the appropriate personnel for 

more complex connections works irrespective of their employer? 

119.! There were 18 responses to this question.  Dev1 did not submit a response. 

120.! Of the 18 responses, 16 agreed with the proposition put forward by the question that a 

national record of an operative’s experience and qualifications would help SLPs and 

water companies determine the appropriate personnel for work. 

121.! SLP1 and WC5 were the two that did not express outright agreement.  The reasons the 

two gave were of a different nature: 

(a)! SLP1 said that there was no need for such a passport scheme and that it was up to 

each party to check that the SLP meets the WIRS accreditation.  It added that the 

scheme could be needed for water companies “as they work to inconsistent 

standards”. 

(b)! WC5 considered that the Code for Adoption agreement guidance does not extend 

the remit of Water UK to cover the topic raised by this question.  As such, it 

considered the question to be out of scope and expressed no further view on it. 

122.! The 16 responses that agreed with the proposition in the question covered water 

companies, SLPs, SLP-Assoc as well as the two NAVs and the two wider stakeholders.  

Two different themes were common across a number of these 16 responses: 

(a)! Some of the responses commented on the helpfulness of a passport scheme.  It was 

pointed out that such a scheme would help level the playing field and provide 

transparency in the industry.  This would help give SLPs and water companies 

confidence in those carrying complex connection works.  

(b)! A number of SLPs, as well as WD1, said that it would be necessary for the passport 

scheme to apply to both SLPs and to water companies.  If the operatives of water 

companies were to be outside it, then the benefits of the passport scheme would 

be at risk. 

123.! Linked to this last point, SLP2 and SLP8 both noted that a scheme with the same 

purpose is already in place, referring to the current registration scheme with EU Skills 

for Gas, Power, Water Management and Water and to the NCO(w) and SHEA.  The 

respondents said that it would be necessary to make it a requirement for water company 

operatives to be covered by those arrangements.  

124.! SLP4, who agreed with the question’s proposition, added that the passport scheme 

could be set up in a short period of time.  It added that it saw two possible routes going 

forward: (i) The passport scheme is adopted for both SLPs and water company 

operatives and NCO(w) is no longer required; or, (ii) the passport scheme is available 
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to operatives from both sets of companies until a point in time where the water 

companies “get up to speed” and an NCO(w) becomes mandatory throughout the water 

industry. 

125.! SLP-Assoc, who also agreed with the role of a national record, added that this could be 

set up simply, along the lines of the arrangement that applies for electricity connection 

operatives.  SLP-Assoc considered that the introduction of passports would solve the 

current situation where a water company is able to employ operatives directly from 

SLPs, but that an SLP wishing to employ experienced company operatives (or company 

contractors) can only do so after committing to training and registering their 

qualifications with EU Skills.  An alternative to resolving this situation which would 

not use a passport is for companies to commit to requiring all their operatives to hold 

Network Construction Operation Registration with EU Skills.  

Conclusions 

126.! There were mixed views amongst the respondents on the proposition that a national 

accreditation scheme should be overseen by a body that is composed by a majority of 

water companies.  This is the case when all responses are considered together, and also 

when responses by water companies and by SLPs are considered separately.  This said, 

SLPs tended to be more in disagreement with the proposition and water companies in 

agreement. 

127.! WIRSAP was the most common suggestion put forward by respondents as the group 

that could address the concerns of Customers about WIRS requirements.  Other 

suggestions made included Fair Water Connections, Lloyds Register and Ofwat or CC 

Water.  A number of respondents considered the question was not clear, and did not 

comment on it. 

128.! There were mixed views on the proposition that water companies should only use 

additional terms as a means of overcoming shortfalls in Customers’ accreditation. Nine 

respondents agreed with the proposition (some with qualifications) and three disagreed.  

Views were also mixed within stakeholder groups.  As with the previous question, a 

number of respondents said they were unclear about what the question was asking. 

129.! Most of the responses – 16 out of 18 – agreed that a national record of an operative’s 

experience and qualifications would help companies determine the most appropriate 

personnel for complex connection jobs.  The two that disagreed pointed out that (i) the 

WIRS accreditation already provided such information, and (ii) that the question fell 

outside the scope of the Code for Adoptions.  

A(0,-,-/&,-&+B$&,-#7%+(9&

Background 

130.! Moving on from the discussion on proposals related to parties’ demonstration of their 

competencies, the consultation paper asks for views on training in the industry. 
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131.! Specifically, views are sought on the level of training in the industry, and on the benefits 

of providing SLPs access to industry-wide apprenticeship scheme and to water 

companies’ training facilities. 

Q16 Do you believe there is a lack of meaningful training across the water industry? 

132.! Six respondents did not answer this question, one of whom objected to the leading 

phrasing of the question and considered it inappropriate for the consultation.  The 13 

respondents that did answer included two water companies, one NAV, eight SLPs, SLP-

Assoc and one other stakeholder. 

133.! Of those 13 respondents, three considered there is no lack of meaningful training and 

10 considered that there is.  These 10 include one water company  

134.! Fie of the SLPs that considered there was a lack of training and SLP-Assoc highlighted 

the difference in the training provided to SLP operatives and that received by employees 

and term contractors of water companies, and commented that there was no lack of 

meaningful training amongst the SLPs but that there was amongst water companies. 

Q17 Do you believe that providing the SLPs access to a water industry wide apprenticeship 

scheme would help provide consistent training irrespective of employer? 

135.! The question was answered by 11 of the respondents; the remaining either offered no 

comment, noted that the question was out of scope of a consultation on adoption code 

or provided no explicit answer. 

136.! Of the 11 that did answer, all but one agreed that providing SLPs access to an industry-

wider apprenticeship scheme would help provide consistent training.  Of these, some, 

however, qualified their answers in a number of ways.  Two specified that such a policy 

would ensure consistency of training amongst new recruits to the workforce, rather than 

to the larger body of operatives.  One SLP considered that, for such an effect to be felt, 

it would also be necessary to be introduced alongside a passport scheme. 

Q18 Do you feel that allowing SLPs access to water company training facilities would help build 

trust and confidence between the parties? 

137.! The question was answered by 14 respondents.  The remaining five did not comment 

on it or did not provide an explicit answer.   

138.! All but two of the 14 who answered considered that allowing SLPs access to water 

companies’ training facilities would help, or could potentially help, build trust and 

confidence.  A number of these qualified their answer.  

(a)! Two SLPs commented that granting access to water companies’ training facilities 

is not “a big point”.   

(b)! Two SLPs stated that most water companies source their training from independent 

training providers, as do SLPs.  

(c)! One NAV expressed doubt that it would actually happen. 
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(d)! One water company and one wider stakeholder, WD1, considered that the 

arrangements would require for SLPs to cover the costs of their operatives’ 

training. 

(e)! Two SLPs raised concerns about the potential detrimental impact on SLPs that 

could flow from this.  Specifically, they considered the risk that it becomes a 

requirement for SLP operatives to receive such training at water company’s 

facilities, which could become a burden if there are then delays and waiting lists 

to get the training.  In this context, one of the SLPs commented that electricity 

(distribution) companies used to require trade testing for jointers at their facilities 

and training and that this was used to strangle competition, through long waiting 

lists. 

139.! Of the respondents who did not consider that granting access to training would help 

build trust, SLP-Assoc considered that giving access to training was not a means of 

building relations between SLPs and water companies.  Rather, it saw it as a means of 

levelling the playing field by giving SLPs access to training that companies consider 

necessary.   

140.! The other respondent who answered negatively, one of the wider stakeholders (WD2), 

stated that allowing access to training facilities is no guarantee that facilities had been 

used or that operatives had received training.  It added that having a passport scheme 

would be a far better way of improving trust between parties as it would ensure there is 

“live” visibility of the skills and competence of all working on-site.  

Conclusions 

141.! The set of questions on training in the industry was answered by a fewer number of 

respondents than other questions.  Some felt these were outside scope of a consultation 

on the Codes for Adoption.  

142.! Of 13 responses to the question on the level of meaningful training in the industry, three 

considered there was no lack of training and 10 considered it was lacking.  Of these 10 

respondents, eight were SLPs and one was SLP-Assoc.  These respondents tended to 

share the view that it was training within water companies that was lacking, rather than 

amongst self-lay providers. 

143.! Of those who responded to the questions, most agreed that providing SLPs access to 

industry wide apprenticeships would help improve consistent training across the 

industry, and that allowing them access to water company training facilities would help 

build trust and confidence between parties.   

5$#($%%&

Background 

144.! The Code requires the Sector Guidance to set out arrangements to deliver “appropriate 

customer redress if a water or sewerage company fails to meet the minimum levels of 
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service”.6  The consultation paper outlines a number of aspects of what such an 

arrangement may look like. 

145.! It puts forward a set of eight key delivery metrics; failure to meet any of these would 

require a graduated response from water companies.  The paper also outlines a proposed 

escalation path for when there is such a failure by the water company to deliver.  The 

consultation paper asks for views on the appropriateness of the set of metrics, and on 

whether the proposed escalation path is reasonable for resolving on-site problems. 

146.! The consultation also discusses the question of financial redress.  The escalation path 

that it outlines does not foresee financial redress and the question is asked on whether 

that is preferable to one where monies are paid by the water company in the event that 

it does not meet one of the key delivery metrics. 

147.! A further issue raised is whether a mechanism to allow financial losses to be recovered 

should be developed.  In this context, it puts forward the possibility that failures against 

the metrics could go through water companies’ formalised complaint resolution 

procedure and that any unresolved complaint of that nature be dealt with through Water 

Redress Scheme (WATRS).  

Q19 Are these the right metrics to focus on? 

148.! There were fifteen responses to this question.  Dev1, the two wider stakeholders and 

SLP1 did not respond or comment.   

149.! Of the fifteen responses, we find it hard to distil a clear answer to the consultation 

paper’s question from the responses of two water companies.  One of these, WC2, said 

that the metrics used should be ones that mirror its levels of service, with a view to 

ensuring transparency and minimising confusion.  We do not know how these map 

across to the metrics listed in the paper.  One other water company, WC4, said the 

metrics should be focussed on what customers tell them is important, and gives the 

example of metrics related to the water being on, branch connection complete, and 

costings issued, all within an agreed timescale.  There is some overlap between these 

examples and some of the metrics in the paper but we do not know whether these are 

ones that the respondent would like covered and are not in the ISGw’s list.  

150.! Of those that did provide a clear answer, three respondents – two water companies and 

one NAV – agreed with the set of metrics proposed in the consultation paper. 

151.! Of the remaining 10 respondents, some proposed revisions to the set of metrics 

presented, but took different stands in doing so.  Some considered that the metrics 

presented in the paper were a starting point and put forward their view on how that list 

ought to be revised; others took the view that the metrics presented were not adequate 

and offered their own list.  Some of metrics in the proposed lists overlap with those in 

the paper.  Table 4 lists the suggestions put forward by respondents. 

                                                
6  Ofwat (2018), Code, para 3.1.3 (b). 
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Table 4 Revisions to metrics listed in consultation paper 

Respondent Metrics 

WC1 Those in paper as a minimum, plus “Water company advises SLP of non-

performance / SLP becomes aware of non-compliance” 

SLP2 Those in paper, plus: 

•! Point of connection confirmation 

•! Source of water for testing etc 

•! Asset payment receipt 

•! Provision of meters 

•! Self-lay agreement 

•! Issue of vesting certificates 

SLP5 and SLP6 Those in paper, plus: 

•! Point of connection confirmation (at enquiry stage) 

•! Agreement acknowledgment (if not covered by “advise applicant if 

submission is compliant”) 

•! Asset payment made on each section of commissioned main (may need 

to be tied into account reconciliation / settlement when, looking ahead, 

asset payments will not be made).  Vesting certificates will need to be 

tied to this. 

•! Provision of meters and other non SLP supplied fittings. 

SLP-Assoc Suggest revising those set out in paper as follows: 

•! [Add] Confirm point of connection (both ‘chargeable’ and ‘actual’) 

•! Advise applicant if submission compliant 

•! Issue quote terms 

•! Issue design approval and draft adoption agreement 

•! [Add] Confirm agreement in place (so that SLP can confidently 

proceed) 

•! Install parent main connection branch and valve 

•! Agree (SLP provided) connection date 

•! Completion / failure to complete contestable work 

•! [Add] Confirm vesting (post each section of main being commissioned) 

•! Service connection information provided 

•! [Add] Provision of meters and other non SLP supplied fittings  
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Respondent Metrics 

SLP8 Those in paper, plus: 

•! Agreement completion timetable 

•! Pre-start meeting agreed 

•! Back to back completion timescale 

•! Meter deliveries 

•! Metering activities 

•! Asset payment made 

•! Inspections 

 

152.! Further to their comments on the list of metrics itself, five respondents (four SLPs and 

one NAV) emphasised that it was necessary to define the metrics more clearly.  For 

example, on precisely what was being measured, what are the delivery times associated 

with each (when relevant), what happens when published targets are not met.  One 

respondent also raised the question of how the information to measure the metric was 

to be collected. 

153.! Other comments raised by responses included: 

(a)! SLP4 said that having too many metrics would become meaningless. 

(b)! SLP9 said that it would be desirable for the list of metrics to be reviewed regularly 

(e.g. every six months) to ensure that the list remains relevant. 

(c)! SLP-Assoc suggested that there be a schedule of permitted allowable performance 

exceptions.  These would cover advance notice times issued at preliminary stages 

(and no later than agreement acceptance), and where the customer is not ready for 

the work on the ‘due’ date.  SLP-Assoc explained the need to have a clear 

framework for allowable reporting exceptions by reference to view that 

“customers do not understand how companies can report high levels of compliance 

against performance targets yet customers know that they routinely experience 

provision delay.”  

Q20 Is this a reasonable approach to resolving problems on-site? 

154.! There were sixteen responses to this question.  Dev1 and the two wider stakeholders 

did not respond.  

155.! The response amongst those 16 stakeholders was mixed.  

156.! Eleven of the respondents did not consider the proposed escalation path to be a 

reasonable approach to resolving problems on-site.  These included three water 

companies, seven SLPs and SLP-Assoc.  A number of different criticisms were made. 
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(a)! Three SLPs considered that the work on site is “fast moving”, that the proposed 

approach would add further delays, and that it would be preferable for the 

investigation to start after the connection had been made, i.e. for the problem to be 

resolved first and to then investigate why the problem arose in the first place.  One 

of the water companies commented to the contrary: that the 24-hour timescale 

given to water companies to confirm a failure in compliance seems like “jumping 

the gun” and that further time would be needed to carry out an investigation. 

(b)! SLP-Assoc considered that the proposed approach is not reasonable as it relies on 

SLPs helping companies work through the issues, whilst SLPs want to concentrate 

on progressing the delivery of their work.  SLP-Assoc proposed that, instead, when 

a company fails to deliver it forfeits the right to charge for this element of work 

and that the SLP is immediately allowed to proceed unrestrained with carrying out 

the outstanding work or progressing their own design or selection of point of 

connection.   

(c)! SLP3 stated that the proposed approach would be partial to water companies and 

that it would be necessary for parties to have the right to recourse to an independent 

body.  

(d)! SLP8 considered that the process outlined in the paper relied on SLPs to trigger 

the complaint whereas it should be for the water companies to instigate the contact 

to explain the failure and explain how it would be resolved. 

(e)! WC3, who did not agree with the proposed approach, stated that there is an 

existing, well established and regulated complaints process that all customers can 

utilise, and that from 2020 companies will also be subject to the DMeX.  It 

considered it unnecessary to introduce this “overbearing and incommodious 

approach that relies heavily on key individuals’ immediate availability.”  It added 

that if the approach were to be followed, the process should be triggered by the 

developer – who it considers to be the customer – rather than by the SLP.   

157.! The five responses that agreed with the proposed approach included two water 

companies, two SLPs and one NAV.  Amongst these five responses some provided 

further comments: 

(a)! SLP1 agreed with the broad structure of the proposed approach but considered 

there were some points that needed reviewing.  In particular, it considered that 

water companies should adopt a more pro-active approach to connection, more 

similar to that which is taken in managing leakages or bursts: taking action when 

it knows there is a high likelihood of a problem rather than only after the problem 

has come about. 

(b)! NAV1 considered that three or four of the seven bullet points relate to stages or 

activities happening during the administrative phase rather than happening on-site. 

Q21 Do parties agree that a non-financial approach is to be preferred? 

158.! There were sixteen responses to this question.  Dev1 and the two wider stakeholders 

did not respond.   
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159.! Of the 16 responses, a water company, said it considered unlikely that SLPs would 

support non-financial redress and preferred to wait to see how SLPs responded before 

commenting further. 

160.! Of the remaining 15 respondents, the response was mixed: six agreed that a non-

financial approach is preferable, and nine disagreed. 

161.! In broad terms, views were split along the different categories of respondents.  Of the 

six that agreed, three are water companies, two are NAVs and one is an SLP.  Of the 

nine that disagreed, one is a water company, seven are SLPs and the other is SLP-Assoc.  

162.! The general view amongst those that disagreed was that financial penalties are “what 

bite”.  They would focus water companies into improving their levels of service. Some 

of the respondents referred to how financial penalties are in place, and work, in other 

utility sectors. 

163.! Further to that, some of the respondents who disagreed made other observations: 

(a)! SLP1 commented that it would be wrong to advise for indemnities to be sought 

from developers or SLPs for potential failures by them (as indicated by question 

29 of the consultation paper), and yet consider that financial redress for failures 

by water companies is not appropriate. 

(b)! SLP3 stated that it would support low levels of fines for breaches of mandatory 

standards of service.  However, where a company repeatedly fails to address 

behaviour detrimental to competition the level of fines should be higher; at a level 

that would “scare shareholders” and lead to a change on behaviour.  

(c)! One SLP considered that the potentially high administrative costs would be a 

driver to ensure future failures are not repeated, rather than a reason for 

discounting financial redress.  

164.! One of the respondents who agreed that there should not be financial redress, a water 

company, commented that financial redress is not what matters most to customers, that 

it could be expensive to administer and raised the question of whether it would be fair 

and proportionate to have such redress alongside the D-MeX. 

165.! NAV2, who also agreed that there should not be financial redress, raised the concern 

that the prospect of facing financial penalties for failure will not allow “the market to 

flourish” as water companies would become more risk averse in their practices and this 

could result in more distrust between parties. 

166.! The SLP who agreed there should not be financial redress (SLP9) stated that the way 

to drive change in behaviour was through involvement of more senior management in 

resolving disputes, rather than through financial redress. 

Q22 If you consider financial redress should be offered, please suggest a mechanism for delivery 

of such redress that overcomes the problems identified above. 

167.! Ten respondents put forward suggestions that could contribute to developing a 

mechanism to deliver financial redress.  The remaining respondents were ones who did 
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not comment on the whole set of questions relating to redress or who, in their answer 

to question 20, had considered that financial redress is not appropriate. 

168.! Further to these ten responses, one other respondent, a water company who considered 

that there should be no financial redress, did state that there is already provision in 

contract and commercial law to recover losses.  In line with its position, it did not 

propose a mechanism. 

169.! The ten responses that put forward suggestions on the mechanism for delivering 

financial redress outlined features that would be desirable and/or pointers on how the 

mechanism might be developed.  We saw no common theme across the responses.  The 

points raised include the following: 

(a)! WC1 stated that “most water companies have a simple process for recovering 

rechargeable work costs from a third party, so that problems on site can be linked 

to a cost”. 

(b)! WC2 stated that it was currently using the redress system it receives from its term 

contractors if they miss a delivery.  It added that other companies too may have 

redress from their term contractors and that this could be applied and directed to 

the SLPs. 

(c)! That same water company stated that the system should not be overly arduous for 

SLPs, that it would be better for the redress to be applied earlier rather than later 

and that a mini county court type procedure does not seem to be in line with the 

aim of improving relations between water companies and SLPs.  That latter route 

should only be applied in serious cases.  

(d)! One SLP said it was difficult to put forward a suggested mechanism as the metrics 

that would determine whether redress was due or not were not yet clearly 

identified.  It suggested that for construction activities that do not meet agree dates, 

the redress could be 10 per cent of the value of the work (linked to published 

charges, for transparency) per day.  For failures in administrative activities that 

include a financial application fee, the redress should cover that full fee.   

(e)! That same SLP also said that the redress could include the option of amending 

service delivery metrics within the procedures so that the project as a whole is kept 

on track.  As an example, it suggested that if a point of connection enquiry takes 

five days longer than the agreed date, then the design or design approval should 

be delivered five days sooner than what it otherwise would have been, so that there 

is no slippage in the timescale of the project as a whole. 

(f)! Two SLPs suggested looking at examples already working in other sectors such as 

in electricity (distribution).  One of these referred to Ofgem’s Standard Licence 

Condition 15 and Ofgem’s Incentive on Connections Engagement plans for DNOs. 

(g)! One SLP said that the level of redress should be affected by the number of 

properties affected, by type of end user (e.g. more if a connection is for a school 

than for a retail unit), and by type, location and timing of connection (e.g. redress 
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would be lower if problem arose on a complex connection that went wrong whilst 

drilling, than if the water company had done no work). 

(h)! One SLP commented that the level of redress should be at a level which ensure 

failures are not repeated. 

(i)! One SLP said that payments should be automatic when SLAs have not been met, 

and should be issued directly to the customer. 

(j)! SLP-Assoc stated that its preferred mechanism would be for a company to forfeit 

the right to charge for an element of work that it has failed to deliver and that the 

SLP is immediately authorised to proceed unrestrained with either doing the 

outstanding work or progressing their own design or selection of the point of 

connection.  The SLP adds that this would overcome issues where “the non-

delivery is deep rooted or the company has not done necessary preparatory work 

to deliver within the published timescales.” The SLP adds that, tied to the design 

of the redress mechanism, there is a need for a full discussion of the envisaged 

process times and performance targets. 

(k)! One SLP suggested that SLPs and developers should be provided with an “account 

that can be used to pay water company fees and as and when failure fees are due 

it is paid into this account and drawn down as and when required by developer or 

SLP." 

Q23 Is there support for developing WATRS to cover this type of dispute? 

170.! There were fifteen responses to this question.  These covered five water companies, 

eight SLPs, SLP-Assoc and one NAV.  The responses were mixed 

171.! Two respondents, one water company and one SLP, gave support to developing the 

WATRS.  The SLP stated that the WATRS would be an option to balance financial 

losses not recovered through the simpler redress scheme.  The water company 

considered that the WATRS is proven to be effective “but the current precursor of an 

exhausted CCW complaint process is essential” and added that it would be necessary 

to consider the appropriate value limits associated with WATRS. 

172.! Four other respondents also supported the development of WATRS, with some 

qualifications: 

(a)! One water company suggested that the proposal was one-sided, querying whether 

it would deal with the redress due to poor performance by SLPs. 

(b)! One SLP expressed concern that the WATRS would be “toothless”.  It suggested 

that Ofwat initiate the development of such arrangement, but that it not retreat 

from the role of resolving such types of disputes between parties.  

(c)! One other SLP agreed that a dispute would need to go through an independent 

body, and that the WATRS could perform that role.  It added that this should only 

be for the purpose of determining the level of payment as it should be clear whether 

or not a metric had been failed. 
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173.! The remaining nine respondents did not support the development of WATRS.  These 

included two water companies, one NAV and six SLPs.  A range of reasons were given 

for this view: 

(a)! Four SLPs considered that if the approach to redress was got right – in terms of 

how comprehensive it was and how it was implemented – then there would be no 

need for WATRS. 

(b)! In a similar vein, one SLP echoed its response to question 22 and stated that redress 

payments should be automatic with no need to apply. 

(c)! Three SLPs expressed concern that the arbitrators would not have the necessary 

expertise and/or experience.  One of these suggested that SLPs would end up 

having to spend much time to provide briefings necessary to “educate” the 

appointed arbitrator. 

(d)! One NAV said that any dispute should be dealt with between the parties and then 

escalated to the regulator if required.  One other SLP echoed this sentiment, stating 

that it had had good success with drawing on Ofwat intervention when needed and 

would not want to remove that pathway and replace it with an unknown entity.  

Q24 Are there other ways in which the redress proposals should address the subject of 

continuous improvement? If so, please specify how. 

174.! In response to this question, thirteen stakeholders put forward their suggestions.  These 

covered four water companies, one NAV and eight SLPs. 

175.! The respondents who engaged with the question made a range of comments.  Some of 

these comment on routes to promote continuous improvements which are unrelated to 

considerations around redress: 

(a)! One water company stated that the mechanism should penalise repeat offenders.  

It suggested the level of redress associated with a failure escalate with the number 

of number of failures, e.g. £50 per late connection for the first 10 in the year, £75 

per late connection for 11 to 30 connection failures in the year, and so on. 

(b)! Three SLPs raised the point that water companies developing meaningful – high 

enough – standards as baseline was important to driving continuous improvement.  

In this context, one SLP said that, from that starting point, good performing 

companies should be allowed to “increase turnover over agreed max” and reward 

shareholders.   

(c)! One water company considered that improved relationships and cross-industry 

industry working groups, rather than redress would drive continuous improvement 

in the industry. 

(d)! One water company said that SLP performance should be monitored “against a set 

of national criteria similar to monitoring of water companies – which would also 

support the use of proportionate local practices to suit.” 
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(e)! One SLP and one NAV put forward the process of sharing with industry the 

learnings from mistakes.  The SLP suggested this should be raised and distributed 

through WIRS.   

Conclusions 

176.! Across the set of questions relating to redress, respondents’ views tended to be mixed. 

177.! The consultation paper put forward a set of metrics relevant to where a company fails 

to meet a key delivery.  Whilst three respondents agreed with these, most put forward 

suggestions on further metrics to be added to the list, and/or of how those on the list 

should be revised. 

178.! There were mixed views on the approach outlined in the consultation paper for 

resolving on-site problems.  The views were mixed at the level of respondents as a 

whole, and within categories of stakeholders.  Of the 16 responses to the question, five 

agreed with the approach (two water companies, two SLPs and one NAV), and 11 

disagreed (three water companies, seven SLPs and SLP-Assoc). 

179.! Views were also mixed regarding the preference for a non-financial approach to redress.  

Here, however, the difference in view tended to be in line with the category of 

stakeholder within which a respondent fell: SLPs tended to disagree that a non-financial 

approach should be followed, whereas water companies and NAVs tended to agree. 

180.! Responses were mixed on the question of whether the role of WATRS should be 

expanded: six agreed and nine did not.  The views were mixed at the level of 

respondents as a whole, and within categories of stakeholders. 

181.! Various respondents put forward suggestions on routes to address the subject of 

continuous improvement, not all related to financial redress. 

C"#$8&)/($$1$-+&

Background 

182.! Ofwat’s Code requires water companies to develop and maintain a “draft Model Water 

Adoption Agreement that covers the adoption of all water infrastructure that can be 

subject to an adoption agreement”.7 

183.! The consultation paper sets out that the current proposal is for the sector to use a 

standard model agreement which clarifies the risks and responsibilities of each party 

and which cannot be varied unilaterally.  There would be separate agreements for each 

project, and the only customisation would be to the technical and payment schedules. 

184.! The consultation raises the option that, as an alternative, water companies develop 

framework agreements which would establish a set of terms under which all the parties 

to it will provide services from time to time under separate “call off” contracts. 

                                                
7  Ofwat (2018), Code para 3.4.1 (a). 
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185.! ISGw’s consultation paper asks for views on terminology and the language of a model 

agreement, and on the merits of developing framework contracts. 

186.! Customers choosing the SLP route can receive an asset payment once the assets are 

transferred to the water company.  The consultation paper notes that such payments are 

likely to cease in April 2020 and asks for views on whether, in the meantime, they 

should continue to be paid to developers.  

187.! The consultation paper also asks for views relating to the indemnity which is sought 

from the developer and SLP by the water company with the purpose of contributing to 

the cost of repairs to water mains assets that the company has adopted.  Specifically, 

the ISGw seeks view on the level at which the indemnity level sought should be capped 

at.  

Q25 Do you agree that the legal agreements should be called “Adoption Agreements (Water 

Mains)” to clearly differentiate them from the construction contract between the developer and 

SLP? 

188.! There were thirteen stakeholders who responded to, or commented on, the question.  

These covered five water companies, two NAVs, five and six SLPs.  SLP-Assoc did not 

comment on it. 

189.! Of these 13 responses, two said they were indifferent about the terminology and gave 

no other comment. 

190.! Of the eleven that expressed a view one way or the other, ten agreed with that the legal 

agreement should be called “Adoption Agreements (Water Mains)”.  One respondent, 

SLP6, disagreed on the basis that it was not aware of any confusion and saw no reason 

to change. 

Q26 Do you agree that the language should be as simplistic as possible with easily understood 

definitions, even if that makes the agreement longer? 

191.! There were fourteen stakeholders who responded to, or gave a comment on, the 

question.  These covered five water companies, two NAVs and seven SLPs.  SLP-Assoc 

did not comment on the question specifically. 

192.! Of these, the response of SLP5 was simply that “the agreement is fine as it is”.  We 

cannot interpret this as a response to the question, in either direction. 

193.! Of the 13 respondents that expressed a view on this question all agreed that it that the 

language of the model agreement should be as simplistic as possible, even if that were 

to increase the length of the contracts.   

194.! Comments raised by stakeholders in response to this question included: 

(a)! NAV1 qualified its answer that the language should be simplified “but only to a 

point”.  Its view was that if a party to such an agreement “does not recognise at 

least the generality of the WIA1991 they cannot appreciate many of the associated 

reasons why water companies work the way they do.” 
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(b)! Two respondents disagreed with the view implicit in the question that the use of 

simplistic language would necessarily lead to a longer agreement. 

(c)! SLP4 said that the legal agreement “should be written independently so it does not 

favour the water company, SLP or developer”. 

Q27 Given the variability in parties to the agreements, is a framework contract helpful? 

195.! There were 16 responses to this question.  Dev1 and the two wider stakeholders did not 

respond.   

196.! Respondents’ views were mixed: twelve considered that framework contracts would be 

helpful and four considered that that would not be the case. 

197.! The four that expressed a negative view were three water companies and one NAV.  The 

NAV stated that because it had infrequent self-lay developments it would prefer a 

standard model agreement used for each occasion.  Concerns raised by the other 

respondents who considered framework contracts not to be helpful included: 

(a)! concerns about the complexity that such contracts would entail; 

(b)! concern that framework contracts would allow too much variation in interpretation 

and could cause confusion; 

(c)! concern that framework agreements can be confusing as it is not always clear 

whether an activity is covered under the framework or specific agreements for the 

site; 

(d)! concern that given that there are many variables that would need to be agreed on 

each scheme (scheme specifics, payments, parties, phasing) it would be time 

consuming and costly to develop framework agreements with each SLP; and 

(e)! concern that entering into agreements with some SLPs and not others could be 

construed as giving advantage to some SLPs and, potentially, be anti-competitive.  

198.! The twelve respondents that took a different view and considered that framework 

agreements would be helpful included two water companies, one NAV, all eight SLPs 

and SLP-Assoc.  Points raised by this set of respondents included: 

(a)! Several respondents made the point that a framework agreement could help align 

the self-lay route with the requisition route which has no requirement for formal 

agreements and simply requires acceptance of terms offered.  

(b)! One water company stated that even though there may local variations in 

approaches taken by water companies, it would be important for the sake of clarity 

for agreements to have a similar layout. 

(c)! One water company stated that it may be difficult to develop framework 

agreements in settings where there are multi-party agreements, e.g. with 

landowners. 
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(d)! One SLP commented that this type of arrangement was used in gas and electricity. 

(e)! One SLP stated that it might be appropriate to put in place separate agreements 

between water companies and developers, which would ideally include sewer 

adoption, and between water companies and SLPs, which would ideally be at a 

national level and linked into WIRS.  That respondent considered that this would 

facilitate the exchange of letters on scheme specifics. 

(f)! One SLP agreed that framework agreements would be helpful provided these 

mirrored the procedures set out in the flowcharts of the consultation paper. 

(g)! One SLP qualified its agreement on the helpfulness of framework agreement in 

two ways.  First, that such agreements would not “slow down ability to react” and 

provide the service required by developers.  Second, that between the framework 

agreement and the model agreement there were clear assurances over who has the 

liability over key components of the water mains and services being installed 

should there be any defect. 

199.! SLP-Assoc proposed that the framework agreement be one part of the overall 

contractual arrangements.  Specifically, its proposal is for the arrangements to be in two 

parts: 

(a)! Part A would be a scheme-specific agreement between companies and the 

developer.  This would cover how the works are developed and commit the 

developer over land access rights, responsibility for private pipework and 

protecting the works until adoption. 

(b)! Part B would be a framework agreement between the water companies and a SLP 

to tie them into delivering works for developers which meet the technical 

requirements (as set out in company specific design guidance) to deliver works for 

adoption. 

200.! SLP-Assoc considers that such an approach would create a level playing field with the 

requisition route. 

Q28 Asset payments are likely [to] cease in April 2020, but in the meantime do you agree that 

any such payments should be made to the Developer? 

201.! There were 15 responses to this question.  Dev1, two wider stakeholders and one NAV 

did not respond or did not give a comment. 

202.! Of these, two water companies responded as follows: 

(a)! WC5 said that because of timing, it considers that the question is irrelevant.  In 

particular, it said that charging arrangements for 2019/20 will need to be published 

no later than 31 January 2019 and that to meet that deadline, companies will have 

obtained signoff several weeks before.  Given water companies’ proposals to 

Ofwat are to be submitted by 7 January 2019 and Ofwat will take time to consider 

them, WC5 would not have time to reflect any changes to its current charging 

arrangements. 
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(b)! WC1 said “no comment” though it added “national position applicable”, which we 

do not know how to interpret. 

203.! In the remaining 13 responses, views were mixed: 

(a)! Two stakeholders had no issue with how the asset payment would be treated or 

had no preference between alternatives given in question.  SLP-Assoc was one of 

these; it stated it had no issue with the asset payment being paid to the developer 

provided that its suggestions concerning the setting up of a framework agreement 

– which we outline in summary of responses to question 27 above – are carried 

through. 

(b)! Three agreed that any such payments should be made to the Developer.  These 

covered one water company, one NAV and one SLP.  

(c)! Eight disagreed with that position.  These covered one water company and seven 

SLPs. 

204.! In setting out their responses, some stakeholders put forward a number of observations.  

These included: 

(a)! SLP1, who disagreed with the proposition in the question, said that the payment 

should be made depending on what is agreed within contracts. 

(b)! SLP2, who also disagreed, said that the proposals for 2020 should be reviewed. 

(c)! SLP6, who strongly disagreed, said that in general the asset payment should be 

paid to the self-lay applicant or whoever it nominates.  The SLP raised concern 

that this is a proposal to make SLPs less competitive.  SLP6 had serious concerns 

that if asset payment is no longer paid to SLPs, these may lose a large share of 

work as the installation would revert back to statutory option. 

(d)! On the other side of the argument, WC3 explained its agreement with the 

question’s proposal by saying that “it’s the developers’ main on their site”. 

(e)! One water company, WC4, said that it currently makes payment to SLPs and that 

for sake of one year it would rather continue with that arrangement.  It said it was, 

however, open to other options. 

Q29 In the absence of a payment retention, for the applicable defect liability period, indemnities 

will be sought from Developer and SLP. What level do you propose these should be capped at? 

205.! There were 15 responses to this question.  Dev1, two wider stakeholders and one water 

company did not respond or did not give a comment. 

206.! Of those who responded, five SLPs said that there was no justification for indemnities, 

and made no suggestion of a cap to apply.  SLP9, who was one of those five, said that 

this issue would be better captured by the contract/framework agreement. SLP1, one 

other of those five SLPs, added that if water companies are to require indemnities on 

SLPs it must also transpose that requirement into the requisition route where a 

developer may carry unaccredited construction activity on behalf of water company. 
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207.! Two SLPs referred to Ofwat’s information note IN 16/06.  One of these, SLP2, said that 

“Ofwat have already stated that the SLPs working under WIRS should not have 

anything other than contractual obligations to deliver work to specification and remedy 

any defects”.  SLP2 draws on this to add that there is no need for indemnities to be 

provided. 

208.! SLP5 said that it saw no reason for changing arrangements on indemnities from how 

they currently are. 

209.! SLP-Assoc said that indemnities would need to be structured into the agreement and 

that it would wait to see a draft of this before commenting further. 

210.! One SLP queried how a defect liability period would work “once an on-site main has 

been vested in and adopted by the water company?”.  It added the comment that “99 

per cent of surface box or chamber damage is caused subsequently by the developer’s 

ground force” and that “any fundamental, poor workmanship or catastrophic failure 

wold result in costs being met by the SLP in any case.” 

211.! Several respondents did put forward suggestions on the level at which indemnities 

should be capped: 

(a)! WC3 suggested the cap to be set at 10 per cent of gross asset value. 

(b)! WC4 suggested it should be capped at the value of the scheme at the water 

company’s published rate. 

(c)! SLP3 suggested £5 million for “framework” and 4 per cent of construction value 

per job agreement. 

(d)! SLP4 said it was hard to put forward a level for the cap because all schemes are 

different (e.g. apartment block with little mains and lots of service pipe compared 

with generic housing estate), but suggests 5 per cent of the scheme cost could be 

appropriate. 

(e)! NAV1 said that in terms of potable water mains, the level could be derived from 

an industry-wide survey of such failures in the first 12 months, and the costs to the 

water company of repair set against the cost of the self-lay schemes involved.  

(This stakeholder’s response assumed that on-site asset damage – third-party 

damage – by the developer or his subcontractor is not included in scope of 

question, and that the water company has adequate opportunity to witness the SLP 

laying the mains etc. to assure itself that the work is of an acceptable standard).  

(f)! NAV2 said the level should be a percentage of the cost of the failure. 

(g)! WC5 made the comment that there needs to be alignment between water and 

wastewater.  It said that “[u]nder Sewer for Adoption 8, there is an expectation that 

cover is provided for 12 months to cover any defects experienced.  In wastewater, 

there is a suggestion that bond/surety values are set at 33 per cent.” 
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Conclusions 

212.! Of those that responded to the questions, most stakeholders agreed that the legal 

agreements should be called “Adoption Agreements (Water Mains)”.  All agreed that 

the language of such agreements should be as simple as possible with easily understood 

definitions. 

213.! On the other questions raised by the consultation paper relating to the model agreement, 

views were mixed. 

214.! Of 16 responses, 12 (eight SLPs, SLP-Assoc, two water companies and one NAV) 

agreed with the view that framework contracts would be helpful, and four (three water 

companies and one NAV) disagreed.  

215.! On the question of whether, in the period to April 2020, asset payments should be made 

to the developers, the view was similarly mixed.  SLPs tended to disagree, in some 

cases strongly, with that proposition.  The views of water companies, on the other hand, 

were more evenly split between disagreeing, agreeing or being indifferent. 

216.! Respondents put forward a number of suggestions on the level of the cap to apply to 

indemnity levels.  Some of these were expressed in percentage terms (e.g. of gross asset 

value), and others as a number in Pounds Sterling.  Five SLPs considered that there was 

no justification for indemnities, and made no suggestion of a cap to apply.   

D+B$(&*",-+%&(0,%$#&,-&($%*"-%$%&

217.! In their responses, some stakeholders made points which, in our view, did not relate 

directly to the specific question being asked but might relate to the wider area within 

which a question from the consultation paper was couched, or relate to the ISGw’s 

approach to consultation.  We think it is helpful for these points not be lost as the ISGw 

progresses in its work to develop the draft Sector Guidance and Model Agreement. 

218.! We present these additional points below, in Tables 5 and 6.   

219.! Table 5 covers to points raised by one of the stakeholders, SLP-Assoc.  Specifically, 

the table captures a framework for the components which SLP-Assoc considers 

necessary for implementing an Adoption Code.  SLP-Assoc set out that framework 

within a submission it made to Water UK.  The submission noted that that framework, 

dated 14 August 2018, was preliminary and that SLP-Assoc would develop it further.  

Some of the points raised in that framework relate directly to questions in the 

consultation paper, but others do not.  We think it is helpful to cover here the full set of 

the components identified by SLP-Assoc, rather than highlighting only those that relate 

to points that are in addition to ones already covered by the consultation paper.  This 

gives a fairer representation of how SLP-Assoc views the necessary framework in its 

entirety.  In our analysis of the responses set out in the previous few sections, we have 

sought to reflect, whenever they are relevant to the relevant consultation question, 

points raised by SLP-Assoc in outlining its framework.  
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Table 5 SLP-Assoc’s proposed framework: summary of components necessary for 

implementing Adoption Code for water assets 

 Component 

A Summary high level procedures covering all the developer enquiry/upfront stages prior to the 

making of an adoption application. 

B A Code of Practice based on the current national Code of Practice with the removal of the 

upfront elements but otherwise minimal change 

C Segregate out the various roles water companies have in flow diagrams, and remove 

‘discretion’ from the wording 

D Minimise the number of ‘control points’.  These include pre-meetings and need to attend 

meeting before advancing works. 

E A schedule of company specific “permissible materials and local construction arrangements” 

(such as type and sizes of pipe where there are established company specific practices). 

F Access (via a web link) to company specific design requirements. 

G A supplementary document showing which companies have ‘local practices’, and 

summarising which aspects of the standard arrangements are being ‘locally’ changed 

H A company specific document which details all ‘local’ variations to the standard 

arrangements, including providing a full specification and giving an objective justification. 

I Whilst general guidance on company websites, and in their literature is welcome, no 

requirements related to adoption agreements should be detailed in any documents not 

included in this schedule. 

J A schedule of key performance metrics (largely based on those that companies already report 

against but with the removal of mainly ‘administrative’ measures and with the addition of 

metrics covering the provision of meters and of other company-provided materials). 

K A schedule of permitted allowable performance metrics exceptions.  These to cover advance 
notice times issued at preliminary stages (and no later than agreement acceptance) and where 

the customer is not ready for the work on the ‘due’ date. 

L (Linked to J and K) Performance standards customers can expect, and meaningful financial 
redress payable when standard is not delivered, i.e. move to a world of ‘guaranteed 

standards’. 

M (Linked to L) Report every occasion when performance has not met the target and redress 

payments have been made. 

N Provide, in a standard form, named contacts for escalating any complaints to company 

performance. 

O Dispute resolution channels and mediation. 
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P Provide an adoption agreement that is no more onerous than the exchange of letters by which 

developers can accept company provision/requisitioning terms. 

Q To facilitate ‘exchange of letters’ terms acceptance, propose to introduce: (i) a new 

framework agreement between developers and water companies covering both adoption and 

in-house/requisitioning provision, (ii) a new framework agreement (linked into WIRS) which 

commits SLPs to deliver to company requirements. 

Included in both will be company commitments to deliver in accordance with their published 

performance standards and other requirements that arise from compliance with the Adoption 

Code. 

R Include within Adoption Agreements facilities to allow SLPs to use water companies’ road 

opening powers (on works that are to be adopted).  Also for water companies to take over, 

including payment, for Fire Service required works until such time as the Fire Service will 

fully accept responsibility for ongoing maintenance. 

 

S Update WIRS Memorandum of Understanding, with aim of integrating control and 

management of WIRS scheme into the Adoption Code governance. 

T Use WIRS as a means of securing SLP compliance against agreement requirements 

U Remove requirements for SLPs to ensure their operatives hold NCO (Water) registrations 

with EU Skills, and replace it with the requirement for SLPs to assess the competence of their 

operatives and only deploy them on works which are within their pre-defined competence 

criteria. 

V Remove requirement for SLPs to ensure that their operatives hold a Safety Health and 

Environmental Awareness (Water) registration with EU Skills. 

W A contestable works framework which, as a minimum, accepts all of the activities in the 
current Code of Practice as being universally contestable (though companies can introduce 

local variations in accordance with G and H above). 

Introduce a mechanism to extend the range of the current listed set of contestable activities to 
include new scope, particularly the making of connections to live networks (starting with 

relatively small diameter ones). 

X Standardise service connection sign-off regarding approval of private pipework.  Propose to 

categorise companies into those which (a) allow widespread self-certification; (b) allow self-
certification but require a number of (sample) inspections; and (c) insist on inspecting every 

property. 

Define allowable metering options. 

Y Company staff training about the Adoption Code framework. 

 

220.! Table 7 captures other additional points raised by respondents.  We have organised these 

within the themes of the consultation paper.  
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Table 6 Set of additional comments 

Approach to consultation 

Dev1 •! Without visibility of the draft adoption agreement, it is difficult to provide a meaningful 

response. 

•! The current consultation is more around principles with limited scope. 

SLP3 •! Raises question about how representative the ISGw is. 

SLP6 •! “It is unacceptable should either the Water UK sponsored group or water companies 

themselves press forward with advancing documents to Ofwat for approval that have 

not been openly issued for full consultation.  Such a consultation needing a minimum of 

4 weeks during which complete drafts of all the intended documents should be in the 

public domain.” 

SLP-

Assoc 
•! Considers that questions raised are at “emerging thinking” stage and fall well short of 

exposing comprehensive proposals to stakeholder scrutiny.  It is therefore essential that 

a substantive consultative process is run as early as possible in early autumn. 

SLP-

Assoc 
•! Essential that all documents ISGw intends water companies to use are published with 

adequate time before submission to Ofwat.  Specifically: (a) a minimum of 4 weeks for 
consultation; (b) Adequate subsequent time to be provided to jointly work on closing 

anything customers identify as needing rectification, and (c) Companies to hold their 

own consultation on any “local arrangement” proposals. 

WC5 •! Expresses concern that the questions in consultation paper are somewhat leading and do 

not follow best practice. 

•! Expresses concerns that “the current scope and quality of consultations are insufficient 

to demonstrate we have collectively discharged the requirements under section 3.2.1 of 

the Code for Adoption agreements guidance, in respect to the involvement of interested 

parties.” 

•! Without visibility of draft codes it is very difficult to see how the agreements will work 

in practice. 

Procedures 

SLP3 •! The flowcharts in Annex 2 do not cover under what circumstances, if any, could the 

water companies not to be held to those standards of service 

SLP-

Assoc 
•! “The proposal in the wording (but not covered by the questions) of introducing “double 

spade” valve controls is unacceptable (as water companies do not normally fit these 
themselves, so it is an example of imposing unreasonable ‘control points’ and increasing 

SLP costs on activities companies do not impose on themselves.” 

SLP9 •! Express strong disagreement with statement made in Stage 4 of the procedures, as 

shown in the flowcharts in Annex 2.  In particular, “an SLP wants to be part of a risk 
assessment process that affects the deliverables of their scheme for their customers.”  It 

raises several specific examples.  
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Contestability 

NAV1 •! The Risk Matrix should not be solely governed by number of properties affected.  

Existing customer Sensitivity or Large Users affected by shutdowns should also be 

incorporated into decision making process. 

SLP3 •! Consultation paper does not address question of who has the right to participate in the 

contestable market; it needs to spell out what qualifies a company or individual to carry 

out such work, and what may prevent them from competing in the market 

SLP-

Assoc 
•! Essential that, following that consultation, anything proposed by companies which 

seeks to restrict currently defined contestable self-lay activities be put out to 

consultation 

SLP-

Assoc 
•! It is essential that the right of SLPs to make service connections off existing mains is 

clarified. 

Competence and accreditation 

SLP1 •! WIRS construction (mains and services) accreditation allows a SLP to make 

connections to 63mm on a fully contestable basis.  The proposed Table 4.3.1 limits this 
to 32mm.  This proposed change is not consistent with the definition of WIRS and 

would reduce the amount of competitive connection work an SLP can undertake. 

SLP3 •! Consultation paper disregards fact that a water companies operate a lesser standard of 

competence assessment and qualification requirement for their contractors than for their 

own staff 

Redress 

SLP3 Commenting on Table 2.1 of consultation paper: 

•! On redress, SLP3 said that respondents also indicated that for any system of redress to 

be credible it can only be internally managed by the water company to a given level, 
beyond which an independent body must deliver timely investigation, determination, 

corrective action and where appropriate sanction. 

Legal agreement 

SLP3 Commenting on Table 2.1 of consultation paper: 

•! It is hard to see how the ISGw can deliver on developing a legal agreement until 
drafting all other guidance in complete, as all areas under consideration by the ISGw 

impact on the substance of the agreement to be drafted. 
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Report Ref. No: DS.CFA.CET (P1 April 2018)  



 

 

1. Introduction 

 

In November 2017, Ofwat published a new “Code” which will amend the regulatory regime 

for all water companies which operate wholly or mainly in England.  In the Code, Ofwat 

considers that water companies, developers and self-lay providers are now best placed to 

develop a new suite of sector-led guidance documents that will further enable customer 

focussed service delivery and housing growth.  Water UK has established a programme of 

work to allow adoption customers and water companies to collaborate on proposals for the 

future arrangements for water asset adoption.  Work on sewerage asset adoption will 

follow later this year. 

This document has been created by a collaborative team of developer-customers, SLP-

customers, and water companies and outlines some strategic opportunities that could 

transform the water adoption process.  In advance of taking these opportunities into the 

detailed development phase of the programme, the collaborative group welcomes feedback 

on the initial proposals outlined in the remainder of this document. 

 

 

For clarity this document uses the term “water company” to mean incumbent regional 

water and waste water companies, and local water companies (new appointees or NAVs).   

 

  

Stakeholder feedback is important to us 

 

Please respond to:  

 

Email: slarsen@water.org.uk        Deadline: 30 April 2018 
 



 

 

2. Existing issues and opportunities for improvement 

 

Issue 1:  Adoption procedures do not cover the full lifecycle 

The current water adoption guidance concentrates on the processes which should be 

followed once a SLP delivery route has been chosen.  Whilst this provides the SLP and the 

water company with a framework for their interaction, it does little to help the developer 

choose which route to take in the first place. 

Opportunity 1:  Ofwat’s new Code requires that the new guidance outlines the developer’s 

connection options (such as SLP delivery, NAV delivery, or water company delivery).  This 

new information could be positioned at the beginning of the guidance so that developers 

are encouraged to consider all connection options at an early stage of the development 

lifecycle. 

 

Issue 2: Adoption procedures do not cover all roles 

The current water adoption guidance concentrates on the procedures that the SLP and 

water company should follow, but do not include the important role the developer can play 

in connecting new developments.  As a result of this gap, some site activities are difficult to 

coordinate, and delays or safety concerns can result.  For example, placement of final covers 

is often left to the developer’s civil engineering contractor as part of carriageway surfacing 

works.  Further examples are the need to coordinate NJUG utility separation and to ensure 

that final levels are achieved in accordance with utility designs.  The current arrangements 

do not include a framework that supports collaboration between all parties. 

Opportunity 2:  There is an opportunity to include the roles of all parties in the standard 

procedures and align those procedures with other statutory requirements such as CDM 

2015.   Defined roles and responsibilities would support more accurate site delivery and 

allow company systems to better support service.  On the other hand, the effect of including 

more developer obligations in the Model Agreement in order to facilitate this (or even a 

non-binding code of practice) may be seen by some as an inappropriate restraint on the 

contractual freedom of developers and SLPs to share activities out as they choose. 

 

Question 1: 

Do you agree that customer’s connections options should 

be set-out at the front of the new sector guidance? 

Question 2: 

Do you agree that procedures should cover the full range of 

activities to ensure that asset adoption proceeds smoothly? 



 

 

Issue 3: Water company supply chain delivery 

The creation and adoption of new water assets is often reliant on water company supply 

chain activity, such as making parent main connections or carrying out network valve 

operations.  Many such activities require close co-ordination between the developer, the 

SLP, and the water company, including accurate programming and regular updates 

otherwise commissioning, and adoption can be delayed.  This can disrupt customers’ 

programmes and have knock-on consequences for property occupations.   

Opportunity 3:  Standard procedures could include new requirements to provide updates to 

customers at the completion of each work stage (by phone or email) to overcome any issues 

that could result from a lack of information.  This could include a written record of the 

causes of delays to a particular activity, or the reasons for aborting site appointments. 

 

Issue 4: Accidental damage to assets 

Accidental damage to water assets can increase connection costs and can delay adoption of 

newly laid assets.  The existing guidance is unclear on the processes for reporting damage to 

assets and how to get quick resolution either through an SLP, or if the assets are already 

adopted, through the water company in the first instance. 

Opportunity 4:  The new guidance could outline the initial steps customers should take 

when accidental damage occurs so that leakage is minimised, and end-user service is 

maintained. 

 

Issue 5: Adoption procedures vary nationally 

To allow companies to meet pre-existing commitments in areas such as metering, the 

existing adoption arrangements allow water companies to take unique approaches to parts 

of the adoption process.  Water companies may also deviate from the national standard 

where they deploy an innovative approach that has not yet been rolled out nationally. 

Question 3: 

Do you agree that water companies should provide 

adoption customers with updates at the end of each 

activity or whenever there is a delay? If so which 

activities in particular? 

Question 4: 

Should the new guidance include a process for reporting 

accidental damage? 



 

 

While there are good practical reasons for a degree of national variation, customers are 

concerned that in some regards, the amount of variation is unhelpful for customers working 

regionally.  The differences in water company procedures also makes levels of service 

reporting more difficult because companies may not be directly comparable.  

Opportunity 5:  The new guidance could consider the merits of individual approaches and 

seek to harmonise water companies around a single set of standard procedures where 

possible.  While this would facilitate cross-boundary integration, it may slow down the pace 

of innovation because water companies would be strongly constrained by the national 

procedure.  It may also mean significant change for those companies that currently have 

existing processes that lie outside of the national procedure. 

 

Issue 6: The existing contestability definition is subjective 

The current guidance uses a complex mix of engineering, risk, and dimensional criteria to 

determine what types of work are contestable.  The definition also allows a degree of 

individual latitude, in that water companies may agree that a particular non-contestable 

task can be delivered by an SLP subject to some additional oversight from the water 

company.  In practice, different water companies take differing approaches to the above, 

meaning that the extent of contestability varies nationally.  

Opportunity 6:  The new guidance could reduce its reliance on an engineering definition of 

contestable work, and instead focus on the appropriate level of control that a water 

company would require before allowing an SLP, or its own supply chain to carry out the task.  

The definition could include three categories of contestability: (1) fully contestable, (2) 

contestable with additional support and controls, (3) non-contestable and only to be carried 

out by water company direct labour.  Water companies would be encouraged to make many 

activities available to SLPs under categories (1) and (2) above. 

 

 

Question 5: 

Should adoption procedures be standardised across the 

water companies as much as possible, even if the pace of 

innovation is slower? 

Question 6: 

Do you agree that applying a three-category approach to 

SLP contestability and supply chain management would 

facilitate water asset adoption? 



 

 

Issue 7: Accreditation arrangements for SLPs are different to those for water 

companies 

While the existing arrangements ensure that personnel involved in constructing water 

assets have suitable experience, the formal training requirements vary significantly.  For 

example, many SLPs engage WIRS accredited personnel, whereas water company 

accreditation arrangements vary.  As a result, an individual may be sufficiently qualified to 

make a connection on behalf of a water company, but insufficiently qualified to do the same 

activity for an SLP as part of an asset adoption.  In some cases, personnel transferring to an 

SLP following long service in a water company may find they are not able to carry out some 

connection work until they re-qualify through an external training provider. 

Opportunity 7:  The new guidance could introduce a common water industry passport to 

record skills and experience irrespective of employer.  Water companies could recognise 

long service in lieu of formal accreditation where passports contain sufficient relevant 

experience.  In addition, formal training for SLPs and water company’s supply chain staff 

could be equalised, so that the same qualifications are required whether the activity is 

carried out by the supply chain or an SLP; it is, however, recognised that this second 

objective may take longer to achieve if external training organisations are affected. 

 

 

Issue 8: Redress  

The Ofwat code calls for the creation of a system of “redress” for failure to meet published 

performance standards. The nature of this redress is not spelled out, although in other 

comparable sectors, relatively modest financial payments are made where there are 

performance failures.  In water, customers can already seek redress through companies’ 

complaints procedures or adjudication through the WATRS alternative dispute resolution 

procedure. 

In this area of activity, significant financial penalties are to be introduced in the next 

business plan period through the D-MeX measure and there are strong arguments to 

suggest that this will be the primary driver of water company performance.    

At this stage the Codes Programme is concerned to ensure that any redress system acts as a 

positive incentive for the timely delivery of connections work that does not inadvertently 

discourage collaborative working between customers and water companies.  Any system of 

redress would also need to be carefully designed to reflect water company performance, 

rather than delivery by third parties (such as street works licences provided by others). 

Question 7: 

Do you agree that a passport of skills and experience 

would support personnel mobility, and that formal 

training should be equalised in the medium term? 



 

 

Opportunity 8:  To introduce a tiered system which offers different forms of redress 

depending on the circumstances.  For example, a refund of application fees could be made 

automatically where there are delays in meeting targets for administrative tasks.  Secondly, 

payments could be available for failure to achieve key metrics, eg provision of water for 

testing and making asset payments.   Finally, all companies could also ensure that their 

internal complaints procedures explicitly included adoption activity, and these could include 

non-financial forms of redress such as a guaranteed timescale for completing delayed site 

activities. 

 

 

 

 

 

3. Next steps 

 

A full list of questions is provided in section 4.  These can be copied into a document for you 

to capture your responses.  Please send your responses by the 30 April 2018 to: 

Email: slarsen@water.org.uk  

 

All responses will be shared with the project team to inform the design of future adoption 

guidance.  If you want your comments to remain anonymous, please indicate this in your 

response.  

 

Question 9: 

Do you have any other thoughts or suggestions regarding 

the future arrangements for water asset adoption?  

Question 10: 

If you have not already provided consent, do you want 

to be kept up to date with proposals for new asset 

adoption guidance by email?  

Do you want Water UK to anonymise your response 

before sharing it with other parties? 

Question 8: 

Do you agree with the proposed approach to the 

creation of a sectoral redress scheme? 



 

 

Further consultations are planned for summer 2018, and if you have indicated that you 

would like to be kept up to date with our work, we will contact you by email. 

 

 

4. Full list of consultation questions 
 

Water UK Codes Programme – Response to “Consultation on our emerging thinking” 

Name of respondent:   

Type of stakeholder (eg. SLP, developer, water company, etc):  

 

Question 1: Do you agree that customer’s connections options should be set-out at the front 

of the new sector guidance? 

Question 2: Do you agree that procedures should cover the full range of activities to ensure 

that asset adoption proceeds smoothly? 

Question 3: Do you agree that water companies should provide adoption customers with 

updates at the end of each activity or whenever there is a delay? If so which activities in 

particular? 

Question 4: Should the new guidance include a process for reporting accidental damage? 

Question 5: Should adoption procedures be standardised across the water companies, even 

if the pace of innovation is slower? 

Question 6: Do you agree that applying a three-category approach to SLP contestability and 

supply chain management would facilitate water asset adoption? 

Question 7: Do you agree that a passport of skills and experience would support personnel 

mobility, and that formal training should be equalised in the medium term? 

Question 8: Do you agree with the proposed approach to the creation of a sectoral redress 

scheme? 

Question 9: Do you have any other thoughts or suggestions regarding the future 

arrangements for water asset adoption?  

Question 10: If you have not already provided consent, do you want to be kept up to date with 

proposals for new asset adoption guidance by email? Do you want Water UK to anonymise 

your response before sharing it with other parties? 
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1. Introduction 

In November 2017, Ofwat published a new “Code” which amended the regulatory regime 

for all water companies which operate wholly or mainly in England1.  In the Code, Ofwat 

considers that water companies, developers and self-lay providers are now best placed to 

develop a new suite of sector-led guidance documents that will further enable Customer 

focussed service delivery and housing growth.  Water UK has established a programme of 

work to allow adoption Customers and water companies to collaborate on proposals for the 

future arrangements for water asset adoption.   

To ensure all stakeholders have a strong voice, the development of the new arrangements is 

overseen by an independently chaired group that operates separately from Water UK.  The 

Independent Steering Group(“ISGw”) includes an equal number of representatives from 

Customers (both developer and SLP) and water companies (both NAV and regional water 

companies).  The proposals in this document have been prepared by the ISGw and 

published by Water UK as a public consultation. 

We welcome feedback on all or part of these proposals from all stakeholders before the 

deadline in section 5.  The proposals may be of particular interest to the following: 

· Developer and self-lay Customers (SLPs), or their representatives 

· Land owners with an interest in development, or water asset adoption 

· Assets owners, including NAVs and regional water companies 

· Regulators 

· Local authorities, including their planning teams 

· End-user customers, and those with an interest in drinking water quality 

· Asset constructors and materials suppliers 

· Organisations and trade bodies that represent any of the stakeholders above 

· Legal advisors, particularly those involved in asset transfer 

For clarity, this document uses the term “we / our” to mean the ISGw and the term “water 

company” to mean incumbent regional water and waste water companies, and local water 

companies (new appointees or NAVs).  The term “sector” includes all parties interested in 

the planning and / or delivery of services in relation to adoption agreements.  “Customer” 

means a developer or SLP proposing to enter into an adoption agreement.  “SLP” means 

self-lay provider and “SLPCoP” means the Self-lay Code of Practice2.  “Developer” means 

persons or organisations improving land or buildings, such as house builders or owner-

occupiers.  “WIA91” means the Water Industry Act 1991.   

  

                                                      

1 https://www.ofwat.gov.uk/publication/code-adoption-agreements/ 
2 https://www.water.org.uk/developer-services/self-lay-code-practice 
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2. Our approach to developing new guidance 

To allow a range of stakeholders to work on the development of new sector guidance in 

parallel, we have divided the drafting work into a number or topics, in line with the 

structure Ofwat has used in its Code.  In April 2018, we summarised our emerging thinking, 

and asked stakeholders for their initial views on those topics in advance of detailed 

drafting3.  We summarised those views in May and made a commitment to develop 

proposals that align with stakeholder feedback4.  During June 2018, the ISGw developed 

more detailed proposals for the six key topics that are outlined in this first full public 

consultation (see Table 2.1). 

Further work is ongoing on 4 further topics (local practices, minimum information, reporting 

requirements, and code panel governance).  Later this year we will release a complete set of 

proposals for final stakeholder consultation.  See section 5 for further details of our next 

steps. 

In line with Ofwat’s code, we have given regard to the overarching principles that Ofwat set-

out as listed out in Table 2.2. 

Table 2.2:  Ofwat’s code principles 

Customer focussed Efficiency 

Fair and proportionate Predictability and transparency 

Clear, complete and current Encourage innovation 

Level playing field Resilience and sustainability 

 

 

A separate independent group has also initiated work on the arrangements for waste 

adoptions.  Further information will be made available at: 

https://www.water.org.uk/developer-services/codes-adoption 

 

  

                                                      

3 https://www.dropbox.com/s/wq9viy14jcfbxmd/CfA%20-%20Strategic%20Opportunities%20Consultation.pdf?dl=0 
4 https://www.dropbox.com/s/k8o1nl71fch5lu9/180514%20Emerging%20Thinking%20Summary.pdf?dl=0 
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Table 2.1:  Emerging thinking commitments and content in this consultation  

Emerging thinking commitments we’ve 

focussed on in Wave 1 

 

Our proposals outlined in this 

consultation 

· Develop guidance that clearly explains the SLP, 

NAV, Retailer, and incumbent connection 

options.   

· Support the guidance with suitable flow-charts 

 

Connections Options (page 6) 

New flow charts that outline the 

developer’s connection options 

· Develop Sector Guidance that includes the full 

range of activities.   

· Develop proforma schedules for developer / 

SLP / land owner duties that can flex to suit 

individual connection projects.   

· Test the proposed schedules with 

stakeholders to ensure they do not constrain 

Customers.   

 

Procedures (page 7) 

New mains procedures that include 

the parties’ roles in a way that will 

allow better delivery and not 

constrain Customer choice.  Increased 

levels of detail to support greater self-

lay activity.  Draft schedules provided 

for consultation 

· Clarify that the proposition is to provide an 

improved framework that enables greater 

degrees of contestability. 

· Compare proposal with the existing 

arrangements to address concerns about 

increased levels of complexity. 

· Define a consistent method of assessing risk 

· Develop proposals that do not reduce the 

degree of contestability 

 

Contestability (page 9) 

A proposal that allows the developer 

greater choice of provider for parent 

main connections that feed the 

development via new mains 

· Map all existing forms of training and 

assurance that apply to SLPs, water 

companies, and supply chains.   

· Host a sector workshop to review the existing 

arrangements and develop draft proposals for 

equalised training.   

 

Accreditation (page 13) 

An overview of the existing forms of 

accreditation as identified during the 

workshop.  An outline of our current 

thinking for consultation  

· Respondents indicated that they wanted a 

system of redress that incentivised accurate 

delivery of services.   

 

Redress (page 17) 

A proposal to create a new method of 

addressing delivery issues in key areas 

of the adoption process 

· Develop a suitable legal agreement that 

clarifies responsibilities in line with the 

schedules 

 

Model Agreement (page 19) 

An overview of the key principles for 

drafting a national model agreement 
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3. Background - asset adoption in the connections market 

Ofwat’s Code for asset adoption requires the sector to develop new guidance to replace the 

current voluntary code of practice5.   Any new guidance developed by the sector is subject 

to regulatory approval by Ofwat in advance of a permanent Code Panel taking responsibility 

for ongoing maintenance.  In this context, these assets are typically new mains and service 

connections for new developments that have been constructed by an SLP that the 

developer has chosen.  Through the adoption process, most of these assets are typically 

transferred to the ownership of a water company that will oversee their ongoing 

maintenance and operation. 

Through our collaborative work with stakeholders, we recognise that Customers can benefit 

from competition in the connections market and that there is strong evidence of year on 

year growth in self-lay (see Table 2.1).  Enabling continued growth will require detailed 

adoption arrangements that allow participants to interact efficiently and without hold-ups.  

These proposals enable greater competition by improving the accuracy of the underlying 

processes, and by creating a national framework that promotes a widening of the scope of 

activity that SLPs can compete for. 

Table 2.1: Some indicators of growth in the Self-lay market 
 

May 2017 May 2018 Change 

Metric W30.1 

Service connection references 

issued to SLPs 

 

1409  

 

5049 

 

358% 

Metric W27.1 

Permanent supplies provided for 

SLP mains 

 

35 

 

44 

 

26% 

Source:  Water UK Levels of Service (https://developerservices.water.org.uk)  

 

  

                                                      

5 https://www.water.org.uk/developer-services/self-lay-code-practice 
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4. Our detailed proposals 

The ISGw has developed the following proposals by drawing on: (1) direct knowledge of the 

subject matter; (2) public consultation responses; (3) direct engagement on key issues; (4) 

workshops on key topics.   

4.1. Connection options 

In line with Ofwat’s Code, the new guidance must publicise “the delivery options available to 

a Customer for the new connections infrastructure they require, including self-lay, requisition 

from the Water or Sewerage Company, or the use of New Appointees”.  The latest sectoral 

guidance on connection options for developers was created by the Department for 

Communities and Local Government.  However, that document does not cover all the 

options available in the water connections market, so new content needs to be proposed.6 

To set out the options clearly for those new to water connections, we propose flow chart 

format (see Annex 1).  The options are separated into 3 stages according to the type of 

connection service under consideration by the developer.  Table 4.1 outlines the primary 

choices Customers have in the connections market. 

Table 4.1:  Key areas of Customer choice covered by the proposed flowcharts 

Provision of service 

connections for single 

properties 

Provision of service 

connections and mains for 

larger new developments 

Ownership and maintenance 

of assets 

(see flowchart 1) (see flowchart 3) (see flowchart 2) 

Currently these are typically 

delivered by water companies 

as “s45 statutory connections” 

These are typically delivered 

through a mixture of SLPs and 

water companies 

NAVs and water companies 

compete for the ownership 

and maintenance of water 

assets 

There is an emerging self-lay 

market for this activity 

particularly where the single 

properties comprise the early 

stages of a larger development 

There is a well-developed 

competitive market for this 

activity, however the current 

guidance does not help 

Customers find potential 

providers 

There is a well-developed 

competitive market for this 

activity, however the current 

guidance does not help 

Customers find potential asset 

owners 

 

Setting out the choices above also affords an opportunity to meet other objectives of 

Ofwat’s Code, for example enabling “the timely provision and adoption of new water and 

sewerage infrastructure required to enable housing growth”.  Our proposed connections 

                                                      

6 https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/389772/ 

Better_Connected_Dec14_2.PDF 
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options guidance included in Annex 1 outlines the connections options and enables housing 

growth by: 

· highlighting the need for the developer to secure alternative quotations at the 

appropriate points of the decision-making process 

· guiding Customers towards pre-existing lists of potential providers (such as SLPs and 

NAVs) to facilitate them obtaining competitive quotations 

· directing Customers toward potential asset owners at an early stage of the process 

to ensure water companies can plan for capacity to be made available  

· indicating the typical timescales to ensure Customers allow sufficient time to engage 

with multiple potential providers in the competitive market 

Question 1: Do you agree that a flowchart format is a helpful way of publicising a 

developer’s connection options? 

Question 2: An effective market will rely on easy to access lists of potential providers.  Are 

the lists referenced in the flowcharts the best available sources of potential connection 

service providers? 

 

4.2. Procedures 

Ofwat’s Code requires the sector to develop “standard procedures for entering into, varying 

and terminating Water Adoption Agreements”.  Whilst it was originally envisaged that these 

procedures would be largely based on the existing procedures in the SLCOP, it has now 

become clear that a more comprehensive restructuring of the procedures would be in 

stakeholder interests. 

We also recognise that the sector wants more choice over who provides connection services 

for development sites.  Enabling growth in the self-lay market (see section 2) and amending 

contestability arrangements (see section 4.3) means that more Customers will have greater 

reliance on the procedures in future.  This had led us to conclude that the procedures 

should be made more specific, and more definitive about what action needs to be taken by 

which party and at what time. 

Stakeholders have also highlighted that the existing procedures do not cover every activity 

required in the adoption journey.  For example, the developer’s role is not included in the 

existing SLCOP.  Our work during June 2018 has completely reviewed the mains laying 

procedures and expanded them so that they can facilitate more accurate interaction 

between all participants, and better enable housing growth. 

In Annex 2 we provide a draft copy of the revised procedures and we welcome stakeholder 

feedback.  Yellow highlight denotes areas of new, or significantly amended content 

compared with the procedures in the outgoing voluntary SLCOP.  We believe these new 

procedures: 

· break the adoption journey down into clearly defined stages; 
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· include the developers role in a way that is beneficial for the adoption process as a 

whole; 

· align more clearly with the CDM 2015 regulations; 

· support higher quality interaction between participants; 

· promote further standardisation; 

· align with the increasing demand for more contestability; 

· build on industry innovation and best practice, for example the recent development 

of an accreditation for the “construction of routine under pressure mains 

connections” by WIRS and Thames Water; 

· improve the alignment with other regulatory developments such as the new 

connections charging rules, and the proposed changes for income offset; 

· are consistent with our other major proposals set out in this document, for example 

the proposal to use the POC or quotation stages as a means of defining the extent of 

contestable work involved in each parent main connection; 

· clarify key areas – such as the process and timing of vesting; 

· include suitable practical means of coordinating the engineering input required 

when delivering connections work through multiple parties, such as the greater 

definition provided for site meetings; 

· allow us to develop the “information required” at each stage and to standardise 

processes nationally; 

· better portray the choice with regard to mains design; 

· improve alignment with the legal parties to an adoption; 

· introduce a means of responding to problems on site, such as when accidental 

damage occurs. 

Stage 4 of the new procedures include the option for SLPs to request parent main 

connections that terminate in a “double spade valve” to simplify some of the later 

connection processes.  While we have not tested the merits of this proposal in any detail at 

this stage we would welcome feedback from stakeholders who have experience of that 

approach. 

Question 3: Do you agree that expanding the procedures, so that they include the full 

range of activities involved in delivering assets is helpful? 

Question 4: Do you agree that enhancing the procedures in this way will promote the 

improvements described above? 

Question 5: Are there any particular parts of the procedures where a high degree of 

national standardisation would be particularly useful?   

Question 6: Should water companies be able to develop their own local version of any 

part of the procedures where they want to offer better service?  
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4.3. Contestability 

Stakeholders have highlighted that Customers currently have limited choice over who 

carries out connections to live parent mains.   As a result, the water company is often the 

default provider for this key task even though an SLP may already be working on the 

development site laying mains.  We have considered whether a new wider definition of 

contestability could be included in the Sector Guidance to enable more live connections to 

the parent main to be delivered by SLPs.  

Ofwat’s Codes requires the sector to develop “a framework that will enable effective 

competition where parties can compete with the Water or Sewerage Company to provide 

new connections services”.  In this respect, our proposal would enable competition by: (1) 

ensuring that a consistent approach is taken to the existing minimum level of contestability 

by all water companies, and; (2) that a new framework is provided to facilitate greater 

contestability for suitable parent main connections.  If it is incorporated into the final Sector 

Guidance, the proposal could mean that in a significant number of cases, all the 

development’s physical connection work could be carried out by an SLP of the developer’s 

choosing. 

To ensure that the proposal does not inadvertently limit any existing areas of contestability 

defined in the outgoing Self-lay Code of Practice, that existing definition would be carried 

forward into the Sector Guidance as a regulatory minimum standard.  This definition already 

includes work laying new mains (sometimes referred to as “dry pipe” assets), and live 

connections to parent mains of up to 63mm in diameter.   The new proposals will also add 

some larger live connections to parent mains in a way that could allow an SLP chosen by the 

developer to deliver that connection work as part of an integrated mains laying and spur 

connection scheme.  

The programme recognises that this proposal builds on the latest best-practice in the 

industry, and that some water companies have already created bespoke arrangement that 

allows SLPs to deliver live connections to parent mains of up to 250mm.   Through Ofwat’s 

Code, our proposal will provide all participants with a national framework that supports this 

increase in contestability.  This framework will align with the model agreement and include 

a common risk assessment approach that sets out the assets classes / sizes that each water 

company typically considers to be suitable for SLP delivery. 

To support transparency, water companies would be asked to: (1) publish a parent main 

Connection Risk Matrix (see below) which sets out its general approach annually; (2) 

indicate on its quotations or POC reports its assessment of the particular activities that 

should be non-contestable on each live mains connection.  While the published Connection 

Risk Matrix will allow market participants to gauge and compare individual companies, any 

SLPs seeking to self-lay a live connection to a parent main of greater than 63mm would refer 

to the relevant POC report or quotation for detailed guidance.  This approach will allow the 

developer and SLP to decide whether to use alternative provision for any particular parent 

main connection. 
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Allowing Developers greater freedom to choose who delivers more of their connections 

services is expected to have a positive impact on the effectiveness of the connections 

market.  In addition, water companies will be able to focus their specialist resources on the 

parent main connections that have elevated levels of risk and, increase the prospects for 

favourable D-MeX outcomes.  SLPs would also benefit by being more in control of the 

overall connection scope, and less reliant on water companies (or their supply chains) for 

parts of the physical connection work. 

We anticipate that stakeholders would welcome these proposals, on that basis that they 

increase Customer choice, and respond to the concerns that they have raised through the 

programme. 

Connection Risk Matrix 

Ofwat’s code requires water companies to publicise “Details of the circumstances where the 

Water Company or Sewerage Company takes a wider view of contestability than that 

defined in the relevant Sector Guidance, and any additional requirements that the party 

constructing the works may need to meet to be able to deliver the expanded definition.” 

To achieve the first part of this requirement, a proforma connection risk matrix would be 

included in the Sector Guidance.  Water companies would consider their own circumstances 

and publish a version of the risk matrix on their website at least annually.  While this 

methodology does not require water companies to take a wider view of contestability, it 

does provide a national framework for widening the definition of contestable activities and 

will also allow direct comparison of water company approaches. 

Table 4.3.1 shows how one notional water company might present its approach using the 

proposed national proforma Connection Risk Matrix: 

· Fully contestable connections (green shading) – In all cases, water companies would 

use the green shading to denote the nationally agreed minimum level of 

contestability.  In contrast with today, there will in future be a regulatory 

requirement for companies to comply with that national minimum. 

· Connections agreed “on a contestable basis” (amber shading) – A new framework 

built on the approach that some companies are already using.  We see this as an 

opportunity for water companies to open more activities up in a structured and 

harmonised way.  Water companies would be able to take a variable approach to 

this category that reflects their own circumstances.  Customers would be able to 

compare water companies using the extent of extra work allowed “on a contestable 

basis”.   

Note: Because WIRS does not sufficiently cover the potential extent of the amber 

category, each water company would also provide a description of the additional 

measures SLPs would be required to evidence before agreeing to allow the work to 

be carried out on a contestable basis.  Further detail is provided below and in section 

4.4. 

· Typically non-contestable (red shading) – high risk work where there is currently 

little appetite for competition at present.  If an SLP does want to complete this work, 
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then an initial meeting would be held between SLP Operations Director or equivalent 

and Self-Lay Business Lead to determine the appropriate steps. Water companies 

may reserve the right to carry out work on high risk assets or connections that could 

significantly impact existing Customers using their own preferred resources. 

 

Table 4.3.1:  Proposed national proforma risk matrix including an illustration of how a 

notional company might use it to represents its approach to agreeing additional work “on a 

contestable basis”. 

A notional Water Company - Connection Risk Matrix (2019/20) 

· Connections: > 300mm 

· Parent main:  18” & above, or GRP or PVC 

· Operational pressure:  above 75m 

R R R R 

· Connections: 63mm to 300mm MDPE 

· Parent main:  12” to 18” / 300mm to 

450mm DI/CI/SI/AC or MDPE/HPPE 

· Operational pressure:  50m to 75m  

A R R R 

· Connection: 63mm to 300mm MDPE 

· Parent main:  <12” CI/SI/DI/AC/MDPE 

· Operational pressure:  < 50m  

A A A R 

· Connection: up to 32mm MDPE 

· Parent main:  <12” DI/CI/SI/MDPE 

G G G R 

  <49 50-199 200-499 500+ 

  Existing properties potentially affected by the connection work 

 

Question 7: Do you agree that allowing developer greater choice over who delivers parent 

main connections could better enable growth? 

Question 8: Do you agree that we should expand the scope for self-lay parent main 

connections based on the existing best practice in this area? 

Question 9: Do you agree that water companies should pre-publish their approach to 

allowing additional parent main connection work “on a contestable basis” using a proforma 

table that allows comparison? 

 

Additional requirements for work “on a contestable basis” 

Ofwat’s Code also requires water companies to publicise “any additional requirements that 

the party constructing the works may need to meet to be able to deliver the expanded 

definition” of contestability.  In addition to publishing the Connection Risk Matrix, water 

companies would also set out their typical additional requirements to ensure that the 

process is transparent.  As an illustration, the list below outlines some potential additional 

requirements that a notional water company might specify prior to agreeing that a wider 

definition of contestability can be applied to a particular connection: 
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· Specific accreditation (via WIRS or local to the water company), and potential 

additional adoption agreement terms as identified in section 4.4 

· Informing the water company at earliest opportunity that you are requesting to 

complete work 

· Evidence that suitable emergency repair material will be on site 

· Evidence that Operatives have relevant skill to complete planned work and 

ability to manage unplanned events 

· Inform Water company programme manager on day of planned connection to 

request authorisation to carry out work 

· Do not begin work until authorisation given 

· Take photographic evidence of when work complete and provide via email to 

water company once job complete  

· Report any unplanned events to the water company and await further 

instruction 

Question 10: Do you agree that additional requirements should only be set where there is 

a specific need to manage a particular risk? 

 

Contestability for non-Construction Tasks 

It is also recognised that Customers would like greater choice over who provides a number 

of non-construction tasks.  In common with the approach taken above for physical 

connection work, a table could be published by the water company indicating their 

approach to non-construction contestability.  The table would also set out what 

accreditation would be required, and where further detail can be found.  

Table 4.2.1:  The proposed proforma for non-construction tasks including an illustration of 

how a notional water company apply it 

A notional Water Company – Approach to contestability for non-construction tasks (2019/20) 

Activity  Evidence of competence Process 

Self-Approval of new 

mains network design 

Agreement with Water company 

Design Manager – No corrections 

necessary on previous 5 submitted 

designs 

Link to process on water 

company website 

Design of 

reinforcement works 

Water company retain the right to 

design reinforcement works and 

deliver using own resource. SLPs will 

be invited to comment if a more 

efficient design or sharing of 

resources can be utilised 

Link to process on water 

company website 

Design of new onsite 

water mains networks 

WIRS Design accreditation Link to WIRS 
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Chlorination and 

pressure testing 

WIRS Accreditation  Link to WIRS 

Sampling · WIRS accreditation 

(Commissioning element) 

· Water company specific 

training 

Link to WIRS 

 

Link to water company 

training 

Testing  · UKAS Accredited Laboratory  

· Agreed set of tests with 

Water company 

Link to agreed set of tests 

from Water company 

Meter Installation WIRS Accreditation  Link to WIRS 

 

Question 11: Do you agree that water companies should publicise their approach to 

contestability for non-construction activities? 

 

4.4. Demonstrating Competence and Accreditation 

As outlined in Section 2, some proposals are less settled than others.  In the case of 

Accreditation, we note that the existing arrangements are heavily reliant on third party 

organisations such as training schemes and accreditation providers, so we propose to 

consult further before finalising our preferred approach.  We welcome stakeholder input on 

the points of view outlined below.  

The legal duty that requires water company supplies to be ‘wholesome’ means that water 

companies have a strong interest in ensuring that persons working on water assets are 

competent to do so.  Competency can be demonstrated in a number of ways, such as 

through evidence-based assessment, or accreditation.  While Ofwat’s Code does not directly 

require water companies to maintain a sector accreditation scheme, water companies 

recognise the benefit of having a national approach to demonstrating competency: 

1. Competence can be pre-assessed by a suitable third party and reduce the need for 

individual assessments prior to starting individual projects 

2. Accreditation can be applied nationally, irrespective of water company areas, 

reducing the burden for both water companies and Customers 

3. A consistent national accreditation scope can be applied 

4. Through a national approach, Customers can influence the requirements and evolve 

the scheme to meet the needs of the market 

5. Audit work can be carried out on a national basis by a suitable third party 

6. More straightforward alignment of accreditation with national training curriculums 

Through WIRS, there is an established scheme already in operation that facilitates a 

nationally recognised demonstration of competency.  For relatively straightforward work, 
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WIRS is almost universally used as the means of demonstrating a suitable level of 

competence for the contestable activities associated with typical connections work.  

However, there are two areas of concern raised by Customers during the course of the 

Codes Programme. 

Inconsistent adoption of NCO(w) cards 

The programme recognises that some Customers have expressed concern about one of the 

requirements of the WIRS scheme, in particular the requirement for individuals to hold 

NCO(w) cards, which in turn rely on NVQs.  Those concerns relate to the additional cost that 

SLPs bear in achieving WIRS accreditation when compared with some water company’s own 

resources.  Some Customers have requested the Codes Programme to review the WIRS 

accreditation arrangements as part of ensuring the final guidance meets Ofwat’s level 

playing field principle. 

We note the following: 

· In its current form WIRS is operated by Lloyd’s Register, and it’s requirements are 

overseen by a panel (WIRSAP) composed of both water companies and SLPs.   

· Through the panel, stakeholders have an opportunity to update or amend the 

scheme’s requirements to best-reflect the common interests of its users.  Currently 

that panel is comprised by 10 executive members from water companies, and 5 

executive members from SLPs.  Water UK is an observer member with no voting 

rights. 

· While there is a strong alignment of the common interests of all parties, the unequal 

membership can result in a perception that water companies could exert undue 

influence over the national accreditation arrangements. 

· In practical terms, connection services can be delivered by 3 main parties (SLP, water 

company direct labour, water company supply chains).  The arrangements for 

evidencing competency have developed in different ways to reflect the differences 

in contractual obligations and regulatory duties that each party operates within. 

· The codes programme has explored the existing range of methods of assessing and 

maintaining competency.  Table 4.4.1 sets out the factors that are commonly 

considered across the sector.  

· As shown in the first column of the Table 4.4.1, SLPs personnel are currently 

required to hold NCO(w) cards7), whereas only some water companies require the 

same form of accreditation from their own supply chain.  Those companies that do 

not require NCO(w) from their own supply chains rely on other means of assessing 

and maintaining a competent workforce.   

Ofwat’s Code states that the Sector Guidance should include:  “High-level information about 

any sector accreditation schemes, including where further information can be obtained.”   

                                                      

7 WIRS Requirements Document v5 August 2014, Section 4.2.3. 
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While the national arrangements for accreditation are not in scope for the Codes 

Programme, we would welcome stakeholder’s views on the observations above to inform 

potential future areas of industry work. 

Question 12: Do you agree that a national accreditation scheme should be overseen by a 

body that is comprised by a majority of water companies? 

Question 13: Are there any existing groups that could address Customer’s concerns about 

the WIRS requirements? 

 

The additional terms occasionally required above WIRS 

Ofwat’s Code states that “the terms of a Water Adoption Agreement may require the 

relevant party to: (a) demonstrate it is suitably competent to provide the proposed self-laid 

works, for example by means of WIRS Accreditation”.  The Code later states “any additional 

assurance terms must be: (a) reflective of the accreditation schemes, where applicable, that 

are developed and recognised by the sector”.  This implies that national accreditation should 

be the starting point for demonstrating competence nationally, and additional terms should 

be applied to adoption agreements where there are residual concerns about a Customers 

competence to carry out a particular task.  

The WIRS accreditation approval process includes a “Partial” accreditation stage that allows 

less experienced SLPs to join the scheme in a controlled way in advance of having all the 

necessary evidence to support Full Accreditation.  This route is useful for new entrants 

because SLPs can access some of the benefits of national accreditation whilst they build a 

portfolio of connections work experience.  Whilst partially accredited SLPs build their 

connections experience, Ofwat’s Code could allow each water company adoption 

agreement to include additional terms to mitigate any remaining risks. 

In addition, we recognise that additional terms could be helpful in overcoming temporary 

shortfalls in accreditation, on particular projects, in the following scenarios: 

· Where the Customer has accreditation, but that accreditation is probationary, has 

recently reduced to Partial, or only covers part of the scope of connection work that 

the SLP proposes to carryout 

· Where the Customer has accreditation, but that accreditation is likely to expire 

before the completion of the proposed work  

· The Customer has not undergone a surveillance visit within the period defined by 

the accreditation scheme 

· The Customer has an inappropriate level of non-compliances / deficiencies 

identified by the national accreditation scheme, or the water company is directly 

aware of non-compliance / deficiencies from the Sector Guidance.  For example, this 

could include the following parts of the national procedures: 

o Providing weekly whereabouts records 

o Notifying the water company that service connections have been made 
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Table 4.4.1:  The factors typically used to assess competency for each connection risk category 
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o Providing as-laid records, or meter information 

o Making payment for services delivered by the water company 

Question 14: Do you agree that water companies should only use additional terms as a 

means of overcoming shortfalls in a Customers accreditation? 

 

Training & Skills Passport 

In our emerging thinking consultation we proposed a ‘skills passport’ to record work 

experience in a structured way, and better facilitate the mobility of personnel between 

water companies, the water companies supply chain, and SLPs.  Such a passport could 

comprise an important part of assessing SLP personnel’s suitability for undertaking the 

“works on a contestable basis” referred to in section 4.3.  While the creation of such a 

passport is outside of the scope of the Codes Programme, we would be interested to hear 

from organisations or individuals interested in developing the proposal in more detail.   

Question 15: Do you agree that a national record of an individual operative’s experience 

and qualifications would help SLPs and water companies determine the appropriate 

personnel for more complex connections works irrespective of their employer? 

In addition, we would also be interested in hearing from stakeholders in response to the 

following questions: 

Question 16: Do you believe there is a lack of meaningful training across the water 

industry? 

Question 17: Do you believe that providing SLPs access to a water industry wide 

apprenticeship scheme would help provide consistent training irrespective of employer? 

Question 18: Do you feel that allowing SLPs access to water company training facilities 

would help build trust and confidence between the parties? 

 

4.5. Redress 

Ofwat’s Code introduces a new requirement for the sector to develop arrangements that 

include “Appropriate Customer redress if a Water or Sewerage Company fails to meet the 

minimum levels of service”.  In the absence of a pre-existing redress arrangement to build 

upon, our work has established 5 key principles to guide the design work.  The ISGw decided 

that an appropriate redress approach would: 

· Incentivise right performance first time 

· Resolve problems on site promptly and efficiently 

· Not create unnecessary administration 

· Do nothing to incentivise defensive behaviour 

· Allow for continuous improvement 
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In line with these principles, the primary proposal is for there to be a graduated response 

from companies where there has been a failure to meet a key delivery metric.  Eight metrics 

are considered to fall into this category: 

· Issue quote 

· Advise applicant if submission compliant 

· Issue design approval and draft adoption agreement 

· Install branch and valve 

· Agree connection date 

· Completion/failure to complete works 

· Service connection information provided 

(Note that these do not fully align with the procedures included in appendix 2 

and there will need to be a further exercise to ensure that appropriate metrics 

are identified) 

This does not exclude the possibility of water companies reporting on other elements of 

their performance on non-contestable activities, but this is outside the redress workstream 

at present.   

Question 19: Are these the right metrics to focus on? 

Where one of these measures has not been complied with, the following is suggested as an 

escalation path: 

• SLP advises water company of non-performance/water company becomes 

aware of non-compliance 

• Within 24 hours, water company's operations management team acknowledges 

failure (or not), identifies cause and proposes remedial action-in writing 

• SLP confirms acceptance or requests escalation to Compliance Manager  

• Compliance Manager reviews and investigates cases of inadequate remedial 

action, forms conclusions and proposes corrective actions (within 5 working days 

of receipt of referral).  Note: under these proposals, the Compliance Manager 

would be a designated person in each water company. 

· If the Customer remains dissatisfied, engage the relevant water company’s 

complaints procedure 

 

Water companies’ management teams will wish to avoid devoting time to reporting on 

complaints and this will incentivise good first-time performance.  Also, this proposal will 

help to resolve problems on site as promptly as possible. 

It creates a proportionate way of dealing with failures of performance and the creation of a 

written record will provide suitable evidence if the SLP wishes to take the matter further, eg, 

with Ofwat.  

Question 20:  Is this a reasonable approach to resolving problems on-site? 

This proposal does not involve fee refunds or other payments in cases of missed deadlines.  

There are a number of reasons for this.  First, large potential payments could promote 
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cautious behaviour, directed at avoiding penalties rather than at delivering good 

performance.  Secondly, nominal payments could be seen as a cost of doing business and so 

not be an effective spur to better performance.  Thirdly, no-one has yet devised a simple 

way of making smallish payments/refunds which does not involve disproportionate 

administrative effort on the part of both water company and SLP. 

Question 21: Do parties agree that a non-financial approach to redress is to be preferred? 

Question 22: If you consider financial redress should be offered, please suggest a 

mechanism for delivery of such redress that overcomes the problems identified above. 

A further question is whether to develop a mechanism to allow financial losses to be 

recovered.  It has been suggested that one way to achieve this would be to have failures of 

performance towards SLPs marked as "complaints" which could then go through water 

companies' formalised complaint resolution procedures.  This would allow for the possibility 

of payments being made for failures in performance.  A further refinement would see 

unresolved complaints of this nature being dealt with through the WATRS dispute resolution 

scheme.  The basis of this would need to be agreed but the forthcoming re-tendering of the 

contract for this service allows an opportunity to incorporate developer complaints within 

the scheme.  Note however that this is currently run like a mini County court procedure.   

Question 23: Is there support for developing WATRS to cover this type of dispute? 

Note also that nothing in this proposal removes or reduces the right of the SLP to engage 

with the regulator in cases of repeated failures of performance.   

Continuous improvement should occur through the lessons learned from the management 

review of the causes of failure.  A further approach to this topic would be that metrics 

should be tightened over time.  From the water company perspective, a move away from 

statutory timescales has financial implications and companies are not currently funded to 

comply with such higher standards. 

Question 24: Are there other ways in which the redress proposal should address the 

subject of continuous improvement?  If so, please specify how.   

 

4.6. Key principles for the model agreement 

Ofwat’s Code requires the sector to “develop and maintain…a draft Model Water Adoption 

Agreement that covers the adoption of all water infrastructure that can be subject to an 

adoption agreement under section 51A WIA91” following consultation with Customers.  Our 

assessment of the existing agreement and the feedback from stakeholders has highlighted 

the following areas for consultation: 

Purpose of the agreement 

The purpose of the adoption agreement is to confirm that the water company will adopt 

certain assets built by the developer and/or SLP if they meet an adoptable standard.  This 
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purpose is in contrast with any agreement between a Developer and the developer’s 

contractually appointed SLP sub-contractor for the design and/or build of a water main.  To 

highlight the differences, we propose to entitle the model agreement “‘Adoption 

Agreements (Water Main)” 

Question 25: Do you agree that the legal agreements should be called “Adoption 

Agreements (Water Main)” to clearly differentiate them from the construction contract 

between the developer and SLP? 

Terminology and Language 

The language used in the existing agreement is closely aligned with the underlying statutory 

terminology.  For example, water companies have historically been referred to as ‘the 

undertaker’ in many of these agreements.  While we note this language may not be 

immediately clear to any party not closely involved with the WIA91, it is also not 

appropriate to use consumer facing terminology (such as ‘we’, ‘you’ ‘us’) due to the multi-

party nature of these adoption agreements.  Detailed redrafting of the agreement could 

simplify the language, however, sometimes this can increase the length of clauses.  

Question 26: Do you agree that the language should be a simplistic as possible with easily 

understood definitions, even if that makes the agreement longer?    

Model agreements or framework agreements 

The current proposal is for the sector to use a standard model agreement, which clarifies 

the risks and responsibilities owned by each of the parties and can’t be varied unilaterally by 

a water company or any other party to the agreement.  The agreement would be executed 

for each project and the only customisation would be to the technical and payment 

schedules.  Because the agreement would be standardised it should negate the need for 

Customers to obtain legal advice on each and every agreement.  

Alternatively, a framework agreement establishes a set of terms under which will the parties 

to it will provide services from time to time on request, under separate, future ‘call-off’ 

contracts.  Framework agreements are facilitative in nature; they provide a mechanism for 

one party to place an ‘order’ with the other on standard terms.  So, there would be multiple 

contracts, i.e. the framework agreement itself and all future ‘call off’ contracts made under 

it.  However, such agreements only benefit the bigger companies and they could discourage 

new, small entrant developers and SLPs. 

So, whilst entering into a mid-term [1-3 yr duration for example] framework agreement with 

a water company and the developer which appoints it may be an ideal arrangement in the 

mind of an SLP, in practice there are risks. In particular, all parties may assume that there is 

an adequate framework in place when there is not.   

The potential problem arises when the nature of a proposed development either changes or 

is different from usual and requires additional parties to sign up to the s.51A adoption 

agreement. For instance, where a land owner, adjoining land owner or even an SLP surety 

are required as signatories to the s.51A agreement in addition to the Developer and SLP.  
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This isn’t simply a variation of the framework, it is an entirely different contract extending 

overriding obligations to the additional parties.   

Partly to minimise this risk, it would be sensible, where a framework arrangement is used, 

for each framework to be limited in duration, if not to the term of each development 

project, then to a 1-3 year agreement.   

Question 27: Given the variability in parties to the agreements, is a framework contract 

helpful?   

Asset Payment 

Developer-Customers proposing to construct their own water assets using an SLP can 

receive an asset payment once the assets are transferred, in line with the water company’s 

charging schedule.  The asset payment is made in respect of a statutory requirement to 

recognise the income that the water company reasonably expects to receive from future 

Customers supplied by those assets.  Its further purpose is to ensure a level of equivalence 

between requisitions and self-lay.  The asset payment is not a payment for construction 

work carried out by the developer or SLP in respect of a water main design or construction 

contract. 

To clarify the status of the payment, we propose that the agreement would require any 

Asset Payment to be made directly to the developer 

Question 28: Asset payments are likely cease in April 2020, but in the meantime do you 

agree that any such payment should be made to the Developer? 

Indemnities 

The existing adoption process includes a “defect liability period” throughout which, any 

costs for rectifying asset failures (such as burst or leakage etc) are recoverable against the 

developer / SLP that originally constructed the asset.  The defect liability period allows the 

ownership of the asset to transfer in a way that means that the burden of cost of early asset 

failure is not immediately borne by general bill-payers.  The defects liability period is an 

effective means of adopting assets built in the competitive connections market, while also 

protecting End-user customers from increased bills. 

In practical terms, the recovery of the water companies’ costs for rectifying premature 

failures is facilitated through an indemnity, which is also a term of the adoption agreement.  

In contrast with other conventional forms of protecting End-user from the cost of rectifying 

construction defect (for example retaining say 5% of the payment) an indemnity does not 

directly affect the developer’s cash-flow, as no payments are retained.  The indemnity 

approach is less burdensome for developers, but still offers End-users some protection from 

contributing to the cost of repairs to water mains assets because costs are recoverable 

against the party that built the assets. 

Question 29: In the absence of a payment retention, for the applicable defect liability 

period, indemnities will be sought from Developer and SLP.   What level do you propose 

these should be capped at?  
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5. Next steps 

All responses will be shared with the collaborative project team and used to inform the 

design of future adoption guidance.  If you would prefer that your responses remain 

anonymous, please indicate this in your response.  A full list of questions is provided in 

section 6, and these can be copied into a document or email to simplify the process of 

responding 

 

 

* Wherever possible, responses before the 14 August 2018 would be particularly welcomed, 

as these will be used to inform the drafting work that is ongoing through the summer.  

Because stakeholder feedback is important to us we are also, accepting later responses from 

those stakeholders that are not able to respond during the school holidays.   

 

In recognition that some of the proposals either differ considerably from the existing 

arrangements, or comprise a completely new approach, we propose to carry out further 

detailed consultations later in 2018.  We also plan to carry out public launches for specific 

parts of the proposals and “ask the expert” sessions.   If you have indicated that you would 

like to be kept up to date with proposals for the new asset adoption guidance, we will 

contact you by email nearer the time.   

 

The latest working project timeline is also available on the programme web-page: 

https://www.water.org.uk/developer-services/codes-adoption 

 

 

 

  

Stakeholder feedback is important to us 
 

Preferred response date: Tuesday 14 August 2018* 
 

(latest response date: Monday 10 September 2018) 
 

Email: slarsen@water.org.uk 
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6. Full list of consultation questions 

 

Stakeholder response template (please paste into document or email) 

 

Water UK Codes Programme – July consultation on our initial proposals 

Name of respondent / organisation:   

Type of stakeholder:  

Data Protection 

I would like my response to be anonymised:      Yes / No 

I would like my response to remain confidential:      Yes / No 

I would like to be kept informed about Water UKs work on adoption codes:  Yes / No 

 

Question 1: Do you agree that a flowchart format is a helpful way of publicising a developer’s 

connection options? 

Question 2: An effective market will rely on easy to access lists of potential providers.  Are the 

lists referenced in the flowcharts the best available sources of potential connection service 

providers? 

Question 3: Do you agree that expanding the procedures, so that they include the full range of 

activities involved in delivering assets is helpful? 

Question 4: Do you agree that enhancing the procedures in this way will promote the 

improvements described above? 

Question 5: Are there any particular parts of the procedures where a high degree of national 

standardisation would be particularly useful?   

Question 6: Should water companies be able to develop their own local version of any part of the 

procedures where they want to offer better service? 

Question 7: Do you agree that allowing developer greater choice over who delivers parent main 

connections could better enable growth? 

Question 8: Do you agree that we should expand the scope for self-lay parent main connections 

based on the existing best practice in this area? 

Question 9: Do you agree that water companies should pre-publish their approach to allowing 

additional parent main connection work “on a contestable basis” using a proforma table that 

allows comparison? 

Question 10: Do you agree that additional requirements should only be set where there is a 

specific need to manage a particular risk? 

Question 11: Do you agree that water companies should publicise their approach to contestability 

for non-construction activities? 
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Question 12: Do you agree that a national accreditation scheme should be overseen by a body 

that is comprised by a majority of water companies? 

Question 13: Are there any existing groups that could address Customer’s concerns about the 

WIRS requirements? 

Question 14: Do you agree that water companies should only use additional terms as a means of 

overcoming shortfalls in a Customers accreditation? 

Question 15: Do you agree that a national record of an individual operative’s experience and 

qualifications would help SLPs and water companies determine the appropriate personnel for 

more complex connections works irrespective of their employer? 

In addition, we would also be interested in hearing from stakeholders in response to the following 

questions: 

Question 16: Do you believe there is a lack of meaningful training across the water industry? 

Question 17: Do you believe that providing SLPs access to a water industry wide apprenticeship 

scheme would help provide consistent training irrespective of employer? 

Question 18: Do you feel that allowing SLPs access to water company training facilities would help 

build trust and confidence between the parties? 

Question 19: Are these the right metrics to focus on? 

Question 20:  Is this a reasonable approach to resolving problems on-site? 

Question 21: Do parties agree that a non-financial approach to redress is to be preferred? 

Question 22: If you consider financial redress should be offered, please suggest a mechanism for 

delivery of such redress that overcomes the problems identified above. 

Question 23: Is there support for developing WATRS to cover this type of dispute? 

Question 24: Are there other ways in which the redress proposal should address the subject of 

continuous improvement?  If so, please specify how.   

Question 25: Do you agree that the legal agreements should be called “Adoption Agreements 

(Water Main)” to clearly differentiate them from the construction contract between the 

developer and SLP? 

Question 26: Do you agree that the language should be a simplistic as possible with easily 

understood definitions, even if that makes the agreement longer?    

Question 27: Given the variability in parties to the agreements, is a framework contract helpful?   

Question 28: Asset payments are likely discontinue in April 2020, but in the meantime do you 

agree that any such payment should be made to the Developer? 

Question 29: In the absence of a payment retention, for the applicable defect liability period, 

indemnities will be sought from Developer and SLP.   What level do you propose these should be 

capped at? 
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Annex 1:  Draft flowcharts for Connections Options
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Annex 2:  Draft adoption procedure flowcharts 
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Codes Programme - ISGw Emerging Thinking Version: P1

Summary of responses & next steps 

We will
Question Stakeholder Theme our proposed next steps

Do you agree that customers' connections 

options should be set-out at the front of the 

new sector guidance? 

93% of respondents agreed that the sector guidance 

should set out the developers' options at the front of 

the documentation.  

Develop guidance that clearly explain the SLP, NAV, Retailer and 

incumbent connection options.  Support the guidance with suitable flow-

charts

Do you agree that procedures should cover 

the full range of activities to ensure that 

asset adoption proceeds smoothly? 

73% of respondents agreed that the standard 

procedures should include the full range of activites 

that arise during typical adoptions.  Some respondents 

were keen to ensure that any procedures didn’t 

constrain the developer's / SLP's freedom to contract 

between themselves

Develop Sector Guidance and a Model agreement that includes the full 

range of activities typically undertaken on adoption projects.  Develop 

proforma schedules for developer / SLP / land owner duties that can flex 

to suit individual connection projects.  Test the proposed schedules with 

stakeholders to ensure they do not constrain customers.  Develop a 

suitable legal agreement that clarifies responsibilities in line with the 

schedules

Do you agree that water companies should 

provide adoption customers with updates 

at the end of each activity or whenever 

there is a delay? If so which activities in 

particular? 

93% of respondents agreed that water companies 

should provide customers with updates, although there 

was less consitency about which activities should be 

included 

Identify service areas where the requirement for automatic updates 

could apply and grade these based on their usefulness to customers.  

Develop a new requirement for providing customers with routine 

updates and make a more detailed proposal to stakeholders.

Should the new guidance include a process 

for reporting accidental damage? 

80% of respondents agreed with the inclusion of a 

reporting processes for accidental damage.  Some 

stakeholders noted the dependency on the point of 

vesting and the potential for standardising this 

nationally

Develop a simple process for reporting accidental damage that works for 

both SLP and requisition projects.  Ensure any changes made to SLP 

documentation are equivalent to that used for requisitions.  Clarify the 

definition of vesting to enable the implementation of guidance for 

accidental damage

Should adoption procedures be 

standardised across the water companies, 

even if the pace of innovation is slower? 
?

53% of respondents supported further standardisation 

even if it made innovation more difficult.  Many 

stakeholders felt that the framework should be 

designed to foster both innovation and standardisation

Work with key stakeholders to identify those areas where increased 

national standardisation would be most beneficial.  Develop a detailed 

case for / against greater standardisation and consult further with 

stakeholders.  Avoid areas that disrupt innovation without providing 

tangible benefit for customers

Do you agree that applying a three-category 

approach to SLP contestability and supply 

chain management would facilitate water 

asset adoption? 

?
Concerns about complexity, and whether the approach 

would reduce the degree of self-lay, may explain why 

only 53% of respondents supported the proposal

Clarify that the proposition is to provide an improved framework that 

enables greater degrees of contestability.  Compare proposal with the 

existing arrangements to address concerns about increased levels of 

complexity.  Define a consistent method of assessing risk - ie the 

variables / principles / components that should be taken into account 

when assessing live connections work.  Develop proposals that do not 

reduce the degree of contestability

Do you agree that a passport of skills and 

experience would support personnel 

mobility, and that formal training should be 

equalised in the medium term? 

67% of respondents agreed that a passport would help 

balance accreditation and support mobility.  Some 

respondents were concerned about action only being 

taken in the medium term

Map all existing forms of training and assurance that apply to SLPs, water 

companies, and supply chain staff alongside all existing forms of surety 

etc.  Host a sector workshop to review the existing arrangements and 

develop draft proposals for equalised training.  Consult with stakeholders 

on the those proposals and on initial details for a skills passport

Do you agree with the proposed approach 

to the creation of a sectoral redress 

scheme?
?

Respondents indicated that they wanted a system of 

redress that incentivised accurate delivery of services.  

However, only 38% of respondents supported the 

proposed approach, mainly because it was not clear 

how the Redress proposal would be incentivise 

accurate delivery, and work in conjunction with other 

pre-existing forms of remedy.  Not all stakeholders 

were convinced that financial penalties would be a 

helpful form of redress

Develop an additional proposal for incentivising accurate delivery in key 

areas of the adoption process, for example, a formal review of delayed 

activities in critical areas of service overseen by a senior water company 

manager.  Consider whether water companies should publish details of 

what caused each delay, what remedy was deployed, and what has been 

done to prevent recurrence.   Map all existing forms of Redress availble 

through complaints processes and develop a proposals to address any 

gaps.  Avoid forms or redress that cause the customer further 

inconvenience, such as inappropriate claims processes or penalty 

payments that need to be processed by the customer

Stakeholder response

The Codes Programme ISG is 

a collaborative group: 


