	
	
	



Independent Sewerage Adoption Panel
Water UK
36 Broadway
London 
SW1H 0BH
19th January 2024
F.A.O. Michael Deakin
Ofwat
Centre City Tower
7 Hill Street
Birmingham
B5 4UA
By email only to Michael.Deakin@ofwat.gov.uk and codeforadoption@ofwat.gov.uk 

Dear Michael
Independent Sewerage Adoption Panel (‘the Panel’)
Change Proposal by John Davidson Pipes Ltd: Uniformity between E2.21 and E2.22
I write further to the above and to the Change Proposal (‘the Proposal’) submitted to the Panel by John Davidson Pipes Ltd (‘JDP’) and published on the Panel’s website on 22nd September 2023.  
The Panel has now considered the Proposal and I have set out below the details of the Proposal, the Panel’s process for consideration of it, and finally the Panel’s recommendation to Ofwat on the proposal.
I enclose a copy of the Proposal with this letter as an appendix and for ease of reference.
The Proposal
In the Change Proposal form submitted to the Panel, JDP stated that it had identified the following issue: 
The wording under E2.21 [of the Design and Construction Guidance] leaves Utilities open to lower strength un-kitemarked systems being used in adoptable sewer applications.
Parts E2.21 and E2.22 of the DCG [should be] amended to show uniformity regarding SN rating, Kitemark Certification, Maximum Pipe Length and WIS. [This is] to give a clearer picture of acceptable Plastic Piping Systems in adoptable applications.
Therefore, JDP proposed that the Design and Construction Guidance (‘DCG’) should be amended to ensure uniformity between E2.21 and E2.22.  The current text of these sections reads as follows:
E2.21 Thermoplastics Solid Wall Pipes and Fittings for Gravity Sewers
1. Thermoplastics pipes, joints and fittings for gravity sewers shall comply with the relevant provisions of BS EN 1401-1 (PVC-U), BS EN 1852-1 (PP), or BS EN 12666-1 (PE) as appropriate.
2. Ancillary drainage fittings shall comply with BS EN 13598-1 or BS 4660, as appropriate.
E2.22 Thermoplastics Structured Wall Pipe 
1. Thermoplastics structured wall sewer pipe shall comply with the relevant provisions of BS EN 13476-1 and WIS 4-35-01 and BS EN 13476-2 or BS EN 13476-3. Pipes shall be BSi Kitemarked or have equivalent third party certification. 
2. Pipes less than or equal to 500 mm in diameter shall have nominal short-term ring stiffness not less than 8 kN per m2 (SN8) or be subject to a quality system for storage and embedment. 
3. Nominal short-term ring stiffness of 2 kN per m2 (SN2) is acceptable for pipes greater than 500 mm in diameter, subject to structural design load calculations in accordance with BS 9295:2019 which shall be provided to support this. 
4. Maximum length of pipe for laying is 3 m or 10 x DN, whichever is the greater.

The Panel’s consideration of the Proposal and consultation
The Panel considered the Proposal at meetings on 10th November 2023 and 12th January 2024.  

In considering the Proposal, the Panel has:
· discussed the Proposal at two meetings;
· instructed the Water Research Centre (‘WRc’) to review and advise on the proposal

The minutes of the Panel’s meetings when the Proposal was discussed are enclosed as appendices. WRc produced a report on the proposal, which the Panel considered at its meeting on 12th January 2024 and a copy of which is enclosed.




The Panel’s recommendation to Ofwat

In accordance with its Terms of Reference, the Panel has assessed the Change Proposal in terms of:  
(a) the need for the change, for example, is it a service improvement or is it needed to address a particular issue;  
(b) consistency with the principles and objectives of the Code, and any relevant statutory or regulatory requirements; and 
(c) the impact of the change (be it positive and/or negative) on Customers and on Sewerage Companies.

In reaching its decision on the Proposal, the Panel has taken into account the following issues:

· The Proposal highlighted an inconsistency between the standards requirements of E2.21 relating to thermoplastics solid wall pipes and E2.22 relating to thermoplastics structured wall pipes.  This could potentially result in pipes of differing strengths being used and the DCG should clearly identify the minimum standards for pipes.  Addressing obvious inconsistencies is desirable to maintain the ethos of the DCG.
· However, it was also possible that E2.21 and E2.22 had been drafted in order to give users of the DCG some flexibility in specifications.
· In its report, WRc reviewed the relevant standards and products currently available on the UK market.  In section 5 of its report, WRc considered the incorporation of the requirements of E2.22 into E2.21.  For each, it was of the view that this would either be problematic or of no effect.
· In particular, the Panel noted WRc’s view that:
· Although E2.21 is shorter than E2.22 the direct reference to standards is clear and unambiguous. 
· Inclusion of a minimum ring stiffness requirement of 8 kN/m2 (SN 8) would preclude the use of almost all solid wall pipe products of DN/OD 160 mm and above as these are manufactured with a ring stiffness of 4 kN/m2 (SN 4).
· The maximum length requirement in clause E2.22.4 is included as the wall structure of structured-wall pipes only increases the ring stiffness not necessarily the longitudinal stiffness of the pipe. However, since WIS-4-35-01 includes a requirement for longitudinal stiffness additional requirement is a duplication.
· Inclusion of a reference to the requirements of WIS 4-35-01 into E2.21 is not feasible as the scope of this WIS is limited to structured-wall pipes.
· WRc proposed some alternative wording for the Panel to consider, in order to promote uniformity between the relevant sections.  Any changes to the DCG could not contradict the relevant standards. The Panel was not persuaded to recommend this alternative wording for the reasons set out below. Furthermore, the Panel considered that the recently published CESWI 8 had not deemed such changes necessary. The Panel concluded that while the alternative wording might be permissible, it is not necessary. 

Therefore, the Panel concluded that the Proposal should be rejected on the basis that it did not disclose a compelling reason to amend the DCG and that doing so would be disproportionate in this instance. While uniformity across the DCG is desirable and the Panel noted WRc’s suggested alternative wording in this regard, the Panel was not persuaded that this alone was a sufficient reason to recommend either the change contained in the Proposal or WRc’s suggested alternative wording. In particular, the Panel noted WRc’s comments on the technical aspects of the standards requirements and the potential for duplication or contradiction if the Proposal was accepted. 

This decision reflects the consensus of all members of the Panel following consideration of the Proposal at the meeting on 12th January 2024. 

I confirm that a copy of this letter has been sent to JDP and has also been published on the Panel’s website.  
If you require any further information or if the Panel can assist any further regarding the Proposal, please let me know.
Yours sincerely,
Victor Olowe
Chair 
Independent Sewerage Adoption Panel
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