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WATRS 
Water Redress Scheme 

 

ADJUDICATOR’S DECISION SUMMARY 

Adjudication Reference: WAT/  /0729 

Date of Decision: 9 April 2018 

 The customer states that the company, using incorrect figures for volume of 
water used and incorrect standing charges, has charged her incorrectly for the 
period 26 March 2011 to 26 August 2015. The incorrect meter readings were 
taken by [       ](“RST”), her water supplier and were passed onto the company 
by RST. However, although she subsequently came to an agreement with RST 
about the volume used in May 2017, the company did not clearly set out it had 
recalculated its bills for her as requested and the company also provided 
incorrect information.  

  

The company submits that it has no responsibilities for water meter installed at 
the Property or for meter readings. RST take meter readings at the Property 
and pass these on. RST informed it of amendments to the customer’s account 
on four occasions between 7 October 2015 and 17 May 2017. In all cases, it 
has updated its systems as soon as possible after receiving updates from RST. 
It has communicated with the customer in a timely manner and arranged all 
relevant refunds. There were no failings in relation to charging or customer 
service. No offers of settlement were made.  

  

The customer is due a refund for incorrect bills. The company has not refunded 
the customer in full. The company also provided incorrect information and a 
poor level of customer service when the customer asked for clarification on its 
calculations. The company has failed to provide its services to the standard to 
be reasonably expected by the average person. 

 

 The company needs to take the following further action:  

I direct that an authorised representative of the company provide the customer 
with a written apology. I also direct that the company pay the customer a 
further sum of £120.00 in compensation. 

 

The customer must reply by 8 May 2018 to accept or reject this decision. 

Complaint 

 

Findings 

Outcome 
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ADJUDICATOR’S DECISION 

Adjudication Reference: WAT/  /0729 

Date of Decision: 9 April 2018 

 

Party Details 

Customer: [ ] 

Company: [ ]. 

 

Case Outline 

The customer’s complaint is that: 

 The company, using incorrect figures for volume of water used and incorrect standing charges, 

charged her £1,158.24 (611m3) for the period 26 March 2011 to 26 August 2015.  

 The incorrect meter readings were taken by [  ] (“RST”), her water supplier. These 

readings were given by RST to the company. However, she came to an agreement with [ 

 ] about the volume used in May 2017 but the company did not recalculate the bills for her as 

requested; and kept using the incorrect bills and incorrect calculations. The company tried to 

keep her money, kept chasing her to pay and told her to go to court. After she contacted the 

Citizens Advice Bureau (“CAB”) and the Consumer Council for Water (“CCW”), the company still 

used old incorrect calculations and stated it would give no further compensation.   

 The customer requests that the company: 

o Provide a service, specifically, (1) only provide one clear bill which shows exactly what 

was used every half a year. (2) Read the meter or ask for a meter reading on 31 March 

or 1 April to take account of different standing charges in different years. (3) Be honest 

and think about customers’ feelings.  

o Give an apology for mistakes made in 2011 – 2017 by RST for the volume used and by 

the company for standing charges and calculations. 

o Recalculate her bill for the period 26 March 2011 to 26 August 2015 either based on (1) 

RST’s method of a refund of standing charges and volume used plus compensation; or 

(2) a refund of volumetric charges (she will only accept liability for the company’s 
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standing charges – the standing charges should be calculated using the old incorrect 

bills). In addition, compensation should be paid. Only after this will she pay her recent 

bills.  

o Pay compensation in the sum of £1,000.00 (£20.00 for each of the approximately 50 

times she has had to contact the company). She has spent a lot of time trying to 

understand the issue; sent 45 emails and letters to the company, and received 53 emails 

and letters from the company; had to visit the CAB; had to send CCW 9 emails; and had 

to get documents ready for WATRS. She has also suffered a lot of stress over the matter 

as she is a single mum without family help, English is not her first language and she is 

very careful with her finances. 

 

The company’s response is that: 

 It is the sewerage undertaker only for the Property. The water supply to the Property is made by 

RST. Charges at the Property are raised on a measured basis by taking meter readings. It has 

no responsibilities regarding the supply of water and has no direct access / proprietary right to 

the water meter installed at the Property. RST take meter readings at the Property and pass 

these on to it to calculate its sewerage charges. 

 Its sewerage charges are calculated to be 90% of the water supplied plus a standing charge.  

 Its sewerage charges are a “dependant charge” i.e. the amount charged is dependent on the 

amount of water registered as passing through the meter for use at the Property. It is not for it to 

query whether the water element of charging is correct and it accepts RST consumption data as 

correct until such time as RST inform it otherwise. 

 On 7 September 2015, the customer wrote to it asserting that there had been incorrect charging 

and that a new meter had now been fitted. The customer requested a recalculation of previous 

charges. On 22 September 2015, it contacted RST and queried whether there was a need to 

amend the sewerage charges raised. On 7 October 2015, the RST confirmed that it had 

amended the customer’s water charges for the period from 26 March 2011 to 24 August 2015. It 

acted swiftly in proactively obtaining the relevant information from RST to allow amendments to 

be undertaken on the customer’s account.  

 Since the point at which RST made the initial amendment, RST made several further 

amendments to the customer’s charges for reasons on which it cannot comment. It can merely 

amend its charges when it receives information from RST that RST had amended its charges. 

 RST informed it that it had made further amendments to the customer’s account and was 

offering the customer further credits on 9 December 2015; 11 August 2016; and 17 May 2017.  
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 In all cases, it has updated its systems as soon as possible after receiving updates from RST. It 

has communicated with the customer in a timely manner and arranged all relevant refunds.  

 In relation to the customer’s submissions about the standing charge element of her sewerage 

charges, on 08 March 2017 the customer wrote to it requesting information regarding the 

standing charge element of her sewerage charges and advising that she had no roof. It directed 

her to its online application form for a surface water rebate. The customer subsequently made 

an application, which was approved on 14 March 2017 and a rebate was given backdated to 1 

April 2013; being the start of the charging year 4 years prior, in accordance with its Charges 

Scheme. However, upon further investigation it can confirm that there is a surface water sewer 

directly outside the Property which surface water may drain into. The customer also does have a 

shared roof with the apartment above and surface water charges are applicable to both 

apartments. It has therefore given the customer a surface water rebate that she is not entitled to. 

The charge for its surface water drainage services are included within its sewerage charges as a 

fixed charge. It was correct in its charging of a standing charge for surface water.  

 It accepts that many of the bills which the customer has received are confusing. It also accepts 

that the effect of all the account amendments has been a large amount of unclear 

documentation being exchanged between it and the customer (and vice versa) which has 

potentially contributed to the customer making this application. However, it feels that the 

customer has been appropriately compensated for any confusion. The majority of 

correspondence in this matter could have been avoided. It was the customer who continuously 

raised the same issues and refused to accept its resolution. It is also of the opinion that it was 

unnecessary for the customer to engage the services of CAB, in all instances rebilling / refunds 

were being made correctly and expediently. 

 ***The company has raised other issues in its Defence which were not raised by the customer in 

her application to WATRS. I remind the parties that I am only able to deal with matters raised by 

the customer in the WATRS application.  

 

 

How is a WATRS decision reached? 

In reaching my decision, I have considered two key issues. These are: 

1. Whether the company failed to provide its services to the customer to the standard to be 

reasonably expected by the average person. 
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2. Whether or not the customer has suffered any financial loss or other disadvantage as a 

result of a failing by the company. 

 

If the evidence provided by the parties does not prove both of these issues, the company will not be 

directed to do anything. 

I have carefully considered all of the evidence provided. If I have not referred to a particular 

document or matter specifically, this does not mean that I have not considered it in reaching my 

decision. 

 

How was this decision reached? 

1. I must remind the parties that under WATRS Rule 5.4.3, comments may only be on points 

raised in the company's response and must not introduce any new matters or any new evidence. 

Any such new matters or new evidence must be disregarded by the adjudicator. Therefore, I am 

unable to take account of the new issues raised by the customer in her reply to the company’s 

defence. 

 

2. The company has also raised other issues in its Defence which were not raised by the customer 

in her application to WATRS. I remind the parties that I am only able to deal with matters raised 

by the customer in the WATRS application. 

 

3. I must also remind the parties that under WATRS Rule 4.5, referring a dispute to the Scheme 

does not remove the customer’s duty to pay the company any amounts which are due and 

which are not disputed. 

 

4. I acknowledge both parties’ submissions about RST. However, for the purposes of this decision 

my remit is to determine the issues between the customer and the company. Any claims or 

complaints against RST cannot be considered. 

 

5. Finally, I remind the parties that adjudication is an evidence-based process where the burden of 

proof rests on the claimant, in this case the customer, to prove his/her case on the balance of 

the evidence. 

 

6. Submissions made without supporting evidence are unlikely to be accepted as proven. 
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Charges 

 

7. The parties’ evidence shows that RST admits that it charged the customer incorrectly based on 

incorrect meter readings from the period 26 March 2011 to 26 August 2015 (“the Overcharge 

Period”).  

 

Standing charges 

8. No evidence has been submitted to show that the customer is not liable to pay surface water 

drainage charges. I accept the map submitted by the company in evidence to support its 

submission that there is a surface water sewer outside the Property which surface water may 

drain into.  

 

9. There is therefore no evidence to show that the standing charges levied by the company during 

the Overcharge Period are incorrect. 

 

10. Notwithstanding the above, I note the company’s submission that it incorrectly informed the 

customer that she was entitled to a surface water drainage rebate, which she was not. I 

therefore find that the company has failed to provide its services to the standard to be 

reasonably expected in this regard. However, I also note the company’s submission that it will 

not be reversing the error or pursuing a claim to recover the credit already given under the 

rebate. I am satisfied that this is appropriate and sufficient.  

 

Volumetric charges 

11. In light of the correspondence submitted in evidence, I accept the company’s submissions that it 

has no access or proprietary right to the water meter installed at the Property, and that RST take 

meter readings at the Property and pass these on to the company to enable it to calculate its 

sewerage charges. I therefore find no failing on the company’s part in regard to the incorrect 

meter readings taken by RST during the Overcharge Period. 

 

12. I also accept the company’s submissions that it is for RST to inform it if any data is incorrect.  

 

13. The evidence confirms the company’s submissions that RST informed it on 7 October 2015; 9 

December 2015; 11 August 2016; and 17 May 2017; that adjustments needed to be made to the 

customer’s account for the Overcharge Period. There is no evidence to show that the company 
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was responsible for these delays. The evidence also supports the company’s submissions that 

when it was informed by RST of RST’s amendments it took steps to apply the adjustments 

needed in a timely manner; with the exception of events following notification on 17 May 2017 

which I will discuss below.  

 

14. The evidence confirms that RST and the customer came to a final agreement about the volume 

of water the customer was to be charged for the Overcharge Period in May 2017. RST 

confirmed to the company that it would only charge the customer based on a volume of 23m3 

per annum for the Overcharge Period on 17 May 2017.  

 

15. The company’s sewerage charges are based on 90% of the volume supplied plus a standing 

charge. The company’s sewerage charges should therefore have been applied to a volume of 

20.7m3 per annum. 

 

16. There is no evidence to show that the prices per cubic meter charged by the company during 

the Overcharge Period is incorrect.  

 

17. In addition, as discussed above, there is also no evidence to show that the standing charges 

levied by the company during the Overcharge Period are incorrect.  

 

18. I therefore accept the company’s submission that based on a volume of 20.7m3 per annum and 

the applicable standing charges, the customer should have been charged £353.29 for the 

Overcharged Period (£0.66 + £73.89 + £78.71 + £82.09 + £84.26 + £33.68). 

 

19. The customer states that she paid a total of £1,158.24 during the Overcharge Period (£270.27 + 

£96.58 + £122.16 + £185.16 + £163.63 + £140.75 + £179.69). This is supported by the 

company’s List of Payments Received document.  

 

20. The customer was therefore due a refund of £804.95 (£1,158.24 - £353.29). 

 

21. The customer states (and the evidence confirms) that the company has made refunds totalling 

£804.32 (£76.30 + £306.03 + £209.67 + £66.63 + £105.74 + £39.95). 

 

22. Therefore according to the calculations above, the company has not refunded the customer in 

full and a refund of £0.63 is still outstanding.  
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23. I am also particularly mindful of the customer’s submission that when she came to an agreement 

with RST about the volume used in May 2017, the company did not recalculate the bills for her, 

and kept using the incorrect bills and incorrect calculations.  

 

24. The evidence shows that the customer asked the company for clarification of its charges and 

how it had re-calculated her bills for the Overcharge Period on a number of occasions after the 

final volume was notified to the company and applied to her account. However, in light of the 

correspondence submitted, I accept the customer’s submissions the company quoted incorrect 

amounts and/or dates to her. I also accept the customer’s submissions that the company did not 

show recalculations clearly. I am mindful that even at this late stage, the company did not clearly 

set out its figures and calculations in its Defence. It has taken some considerable time during the 

adjudication to understand the company’s figures and calculations.  

 

25. The evidence also supports the customer’s submissions that only after the intervention of the 

CAB did the company issue the customer with the final £39.95; and that the company incorrectly 

informed the customer that a number of payments were given were compensation when they 

should have been noted as refunds and vice versa. Further, when the customer escalated the 

matter to the CCW for assistance, the company provided the CCW with incorrect figures; 

double-counting a number of payments it had made.  

 

26. In view of all of the above, I find that the company failed to provide a full refund and provided a 

poor level of customer service when the customer asked for clarification on its calculations. I find 

that the company failed to provide its services to the customer to the standard to be reasonably 

expected by the average person. 

 

27. Other than the above, I have found no other clear evidence of failings on the company’s part.  

 

Redress 

 

28. The customer requests that the company provide a service, specifically, (1) only provide one 

clear bill which shows exactly what was used every half a year; (2) Read the meter or ask for a 

meter reading on 31 March or 1 April to take account of different standing charges in different 

years. I note the customer’s requests however, the frequency with which a company bills its 

customers is a matter for the company to determine. It falls outside my remit as an adjudicator 
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under WATRS to determine how often the company should bill a customer. In addition, as 

discussed above, I accept the company’s submissions that it has no responsibilities regarding 

the water meter at the Property. Consequently, the customer’s requests are unable to succeed. 

 

29. In respect of the customer’s request for an apology for mistakes made in 2011 – 2017 by RST 

for the volume used, as discussed above, any complaints against RST cannot be considered. 

 

30. In respect of the customer’s request for an apology for mistakes made in 2011 – 2017 by the 

company for standing charges and calculations, and the customer’s request that the company 

be honest and think about customers’ feelings, I have found that the company made a number 

of errors in its dealings with the customer and provided a poor level of customer service. I 

therefore find that it would be fair and reasonable to direct that an authorised representative of 

the company provide the customer with a written apology. 

 

31. The customer also requests that the company recalculate her bill for the period 26 March 2011 

to 26 August 2015 either based on a method of a refund of standing charges and volume used 

plus compensation; or provide a refund of volumetric charges plus compensation. Based on the 

evidence provided, I am satisfied that the company correctly based its recalculations on a refund 

of volume used plus compensation. There is no evidence to show that the company is required 

to refund any standing charges. There is also no evidence to show that the customer is not 

liable to pay any volumetric charges at all. Consequently this request is unable to succeed. 

 

32. The customer also requests compensation for stress and time spent on the matter in the sum of 

£1,000.00. It is not in dispute that the company has already paid the customer £180.00. Bearing 

in mind the fact that this matter has been ongoing for a significant time period; that the company 

has not provided a full refund; that the customer experienced poor customer service; and the 

fact that that the customer had to seek assistance from the CAB and CCW, and then escalate 

the matter to WATRS for a resolution of the dispute, I am satisfied that the customer is entitled 

to a further measure of compensation for the stress and inconvenience caused. However, I find 

that the sum claimed is disproportionate to failings show for the following reasons. There is no 

evidence to show that the company is liable to pay the customer £20.00 for every time she 

contacted it. I also find that the company was not responsible for the incorrect meter readings or 

the multiple delays in adjusting the meter readings. Therefore having carefully considered the 

matter, I consider the additional sum of £120.00 to be a fair and reasonable level of 

compensation; this sum takes into account the outstanding refund of £0.63 and provides further 



 

 

This document is private and confidential. It must not be disclosed to any person or organisation not directly 
involved in the adjudication unless this is necessary in order to enforce the decision. 

www.WATRS.org | info@watrs.org 

compensation for stress and inconvenience suffered. No evidence has been submitted to 

support a higher amount of compensation. I therefore direct that the company pay the customer 

a further sum of £120.00 in compensation. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

What happens next? 

 This adjudication decision is final and cannot be appealed or amended. 

 The customer must reply by 8 May 2018 to accept or reject this decision. 

 If you choose to accept this decision, the company will have to do what I have directed within 20 

working days of the date on which WATRS notifies the company that you have accepted my 

decision. If the company does not do what I have directed within this time limit, you should let 

WATRS know. 

 If you choose to reject this decision, WATRS will close the case and the company will not have 

to do what I have directed. 

 If you do not tell WATRS that you accept or reject the decision, this will be taken to be a 

rejection of the decision. WATRS will therefore close the case and the company will not have to 

do what I have directed. 

 

 

  
Uju Obi LLB (Hons) MCIArb 

Adjudicator 

 

 

Outcome 

The company needs to take the following further action:  

I direct that an authorised representative of the company provide the customer with a 

written apology. I also direct that the company pay the customer a further sum of 

£120.00 in compensation. 


