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Introduction 
 
On 4 December we published a consultation on our proposals for our 2021/22 Bulk Charges for NAVs. In that consultation we committed to 
publishing an anonymised summary of the comments received and our response, and we do this here.  
 
The consultation closed on 22 December 2020. We received one response and thank the respondent for their input to the process.  
 

 Consultation question Consultation comment received and our response 

1 What are your views on our current Bulk Charges for NAVs 
document? 

- What would you change, add or remove? 

The respondent requested that, for greater clarity, a detailed 
methodology is included in the document, including any changes 
made to 2021/22 charges as a result of Ofwat’s recent 
consultation process.  

Our response 

We have revised our charges document to provide further detail.    

2 We welcome views on whether our current approach delivers the 
objective of providing a charging framework that is transparent, 
simple to understand and straightforward to apply that allows 
NAVs to easily estimate the cost of supplying site and provides 
relative certainty on cost 

- If not, how it can be improved? 

The respondent stated that they do not agree with the objective 
and that further detail is required in order that an informed 
customer can establish whether the level of charges is 
appropriate.  

The respondent listed the detail they requested should in future be 
published with our charges.  

Our response 

The respondent’s list detail they requested should in future be 
published with our charges was included in both the body of the 



letter and specifically in response to our question 2. We have 
therefore responded in this section.  

Some of the listed details are already provided (specifically, the 
relevant start point and levels of leakage), and in response to the 
feedback we have expanded our charges document to provide 
further information on our approach. 

However, some of the listed items are relevant to a bottom-up 
calculation of avoided cost, which we currently do not use. We will 
look to incorporate further information when we transition to this 
methodology.  

3 Do you agree that it is reasonable to continue with our current 
approach of using standard wholesale tariffs as the relevant start 
point, and assessing non-standard sites on a site-specific basis? 

The respondent did not agree with the approach, stating that it is 
more appropriate to set all charges based on a typical site and 
vary the charge based on the number of connected properties.  

Our response 

The respondent’s view aligns with our actual approach, therefore 
we believe that there may have been some misinterpretation. To 
confirm, our approach is to base charges on typical site 
characteristics. We would only view a non-standard site as one 
that was materially different from our standard assumptions and 
would therefore need to be assessed on a site-specific basis to 
ensure there was no detriment for any party.  

4 Do you agree with our proposal to retain a top-down calculation 
methodology for 2021/22 charges?  

- If not, please explain why. 

The respondent did not agree, stating that the approach is an 
inaccurate reflection of actual avoided costs. 

Our response 

In our view there are a number of risks associated with 
implementing a new methodology without a measured approach, 
for example 



• Potential lack of robustness due to tight timescales; and for 
error 

• Unknown outcome and bill incidence impacts 
• Very limited opportunity for meaningful engagement with NAVs 

on a material change to calculating discounts.  

For that reason, we confirm that we will retain our current 
methodology for 2021/22 charges, and will commence work on 
developing a revised methodology during 2021. 

5 Do you agree with our proposals for the assumptions for the 
standard infrastructure lengths?  

- If not, please explain why.  

The respondent did not make any comment. 

6 Do you agree that we should revise the on-site leakage value to 
2.33%?  

- If not, please explain why.  

The respondent did not make any comment. 

7 Do you agree with our proposal to offer an interim uplift for 
2021/22? 

- If not, please explain why.  

The respondent agreed that we should offer an uplift but 
expressed disappointment that our proposal did not reflect Ofwat’s 
recommendation. 

Our response 

In our engagement document we recognised that our proposed 
approach does not align with Ofwat’s conclusions, but that until 
further consideration can be given to developing a robust 
calculation methodology, we proposed our approach as a short-
term recognition of the draft guidance. We acknowledge the 
respondent’s comments and will consider our methodology for 
2022/23 charges.  



8 Do you agree that refining our charging policy for surface water 
and highway drainage will better reflect Ofwat’s guidance to 
companies?  

- If not, please explain why.  

The respondent commented that this did not reflect the actual 
issues experienced by NAV customers, and will become unclear 
over time. 

Our response 

We are interested to understand the respondent’s concern that 
and will engage further during 2021, ahead of 2022/23 charges.  

In the meantime, we believe that that our policy should be refined 
to better-reflect Ofwat’s views, and in future consider surface 
water and highway drainage separately.  
 

9 What are your views on the current structure of our bulk charges 
for NAVs? 

The respondent combined their comments on questions 9 and 10 
stating that they did not think that the underpinning top-down 
methodology is appropriate and could understate the reflection of 
avoided costs. 

Our response 

We acknowledge the respondent’s views, and as previously 
stated, confirm that we will commence work on developing a 
revised methodology during 2021. 

10 Do you think that offering fixed discounts creates any disincentives 
for NAVs, and if so what? 

See question 9. 

 

 


