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WATRS 

Water Redress Scheme 

 
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. 

 

DECISION 

by Uju Obi LLB (Hons) MCIArb 

An adjudicator appointed by WATRS 

under the Water Redress Scheme 

Decision date: 21 January 2016 

 

Adjudication Reference: WAT/    /0091 

Between          
1
 and                

2 

 The claim is made by the customer,       ,  against a water and sewerage company,           . 

 The claim dated 1 December 2015 is for: 

o An apology for the “length of time it has taken for them to do anything (over a year 

now).” 

o The company to provide a service, specifically “A better service and faster timescale.” 

o The company to do something about her bill, specifically, “They have allowed for 

leakage but from Nov are charging me the full amount including the leak.” 

o Compensation in the sum of £8,000.00 to “help with the cost of having a new pipe laid 

and compensation for stress caused (the cost will be substantial) due to the length of 

time and financial worry was seen by Doctor, as is affecting my health.” 

 The position of the company is explained in its 7 January 2016 defence and 14 January 2016 

reply which is disputed by the customer in a number of undated replies and a reply dated 19 

January 2016. 

 The customer’s claim concerns an ongoing leak affecting her property and the level of 

customer service received. 

 The company does not accept liability.  

 

Decision 

1. The claim is unable to succeed. 

 
 
 

                                                           
1
 Customer’s address for correspondence:  

2
 Company’s address for correspondence:  
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Main issues 

2. I consider that the main issues in this adjudication are: 

 
a. Whether the company has failed to provide its services to the standard to be reasonably 

expected. 

 

b. Whether the reasons given by the customer are sufficient to justify her claim. 

 

Background information 

3. In order to succeed in a claim against the company the customer must prove on a balance of 

probabilities that the company has failed to provide its services to the standard one would 

reasonably expect and that as a result of this failure the customer has suffered some loss or 

detriment. If no such failure or loss is proved, the company will not be liable. 

 

4. The customer and the company are aware of the facts of this case. I do not propose to recount 

all the facts in the same manner and order as the parties have done in their documents except 

where it is necessary for the purposes of this decision. I have carefully considered all of the 

documents submitted by the parties in support of their submissions and presented to me. The 

parties should also be reassured that if I have not referred to a particular document or matter 

specifically, this should not be taken to mean that I have not considered it in reaching my 

decision. 

 

Customer’s and company’s positions 

5. The customer submits that:  

a. The dispute concerns a leak on the supply pipe.  

b. The issue began in November 2014. She was not living at the property at the time and 

received an excessive bill. She contacted the company and was informed that she would 

have to be at the property for checks to be made for a leak - this occurred a number of 

times. On the first occasion, the tap to the meter may have been broken. The following 

week the company returned to fix it but a week or so later, when the tap was checked it 

may not have been repaired. More time passed it was checked again and deemed to be ok. 

A member of the company’s staff visited again but may not have known why. Another 

member of staff then visited and it was decided that some of her back patio would be dug 

up, this was booked for several weeks’ time but the company could not find the pipe at all.  

c. Time passed, an individual showed an interest in purchasing the property. However, as the 

pipe runs through several gardens it has not been possible to trace the leak. The sale of 

her property did not happen. She contacted a member of staff by text in July 2015 but did 

not get a response for 6 weeks. Four months later in November 2015 the company 

returned to do more excavation but it appears it found no leak. The meter was also 

exchanged again.  
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d. She has received an email from the company stating that it will no longer be corresponding 

with her.  

 

6. The company submits that: 

a. The dispute relates to an ongoing leak on the private water supply pipe serving the 

customer’s property. 

b. It is only responsible for the public water main along the public highway and the stopcock to 

the development on which the customer’s property is located. From this point onwards the 

pipework is private and therefore the sole responsibility of the property owner.  

c. Whilst is has no legal responsibility for private water supply pipework, its Code of Practice 

provides that where there is a non-visible below the ground leak on a customer’s private 

water supply pipework, it will offer a free leak detection service to customers with water 

supply pipes less than 50m long, for a period lasting up to one hour. In the event that a 

customer has a water supply pipe over 50m long, it can provide a quote to undertake leak 

detection work at cost, to be borne by the customer. Whilst it has the use of sophisticated 

leak and pipe tracing equipment it cannot always guarantee that it will find the source of the 

leak due to the complicated nature of water supply pipework. If a leak is discovered it will 

undertake one repair free of charge, provided it is practical to do so and subject to a 

number of terms and conditions. 

d. With regard to charges accrued as a result of a leak, the application of a leak allowance is 

discretionary. If the customer is paying metered charges and experiences a leak on the 

private water supply pipework it will grant a one-off adjustment to both water and 

wastewater charges to reflect the amount of water lost as a result of the leak, once the leak 

has been repaired. 

e. The customer’s property is located at the far end of the development. The private water 

supply pipe serving the customer’s property is in excess of 80m in length and it is 

suspected that the supply pipe runs underneath a number of private gardens of the 

neighbouring properties. 

f. Although the customer’s water supply pipe exceeds the maximum length for which a free 

leak tracing service is offered, it attended the property on 6 separate occasions and 

provided in excess of 23 hours of free leak tracing; exchanged the old meter for a new 

meter on two occasions; excavated multiple trial holes to try to locate the supply pipe; 

arranged for experienced senior managers to personally attend to investigate the matter; 

liaised directly with the adjacent landowner and the managing agent; and offered to install a 

free new connection to the water main should the customer wish to have a new supply pipe 

laid to her property as an alternative to tracing and repairing the existing pipe work.  

g. In the course of its investigations it has exceeded the standard of service set out within its 

Code of Practice.  

h. Whilst the customer is not entitled to a leak allowance as the water supply pipework has not 

been repaired, it waived all water, wastewater volumetric and standing charges between 7 

May 2014 and the installation charge for a new meter on 30 March 2015 in the sum of 
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£654.35, as a gesture of goodwill. It also waived all water and wastewater volumetric 

charges incurred between 31 March 2015 and the installation of a new meter on 17 

November 2015 in the sum of £600.52, as a gesture of goodwill. Further it made a payment 

of £50.00 to reflect any inconvenience experienced. It also made a further payment of 

£25.00 as a goodwill gesture in recognition of a delay in contacting the customer when she 

had been promised a telephone call in October 2015.  

i. Despite the continued efforts of its leak detection team, it has been unable to determine the 

location of the private water supply pipe leak and has exhausted its investigative 

procedures. There is therefore nothing more that it can do to assist the customer with her 

private leakage problem.  

 

Adjudicator’s findings and reasons 

7. I find that: 

 

a. I must remind the parties that under WATRS Rule 5.4.3, customers cannot introduce 

new matters or evidence in their reply to the company’s defence. Any such new matters 

or new evidence must be disregarded by the adjudicator. I can therefore not take 

account of the new matters raised by the customer in her replies to the company’s 

Defence. 

 

b. I must also 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 her case on the 

balance of the evidence. 

 

Ongoing Leak 

 

c. It is not in dispute that there is an ongoing leak which is affecting the customer’s 

property. 

 

d. I note the customer’s submissions about the ‘tap to the meter’. However, no evidence 

has been submitted to show that the tap to the meter was damaged; that the damage 

was the fault or responsibility of the company’s; and/or that the company failed to take 

steps to address any damage. Therefore in the absence of any substantive evidence 

showing otherwise I can find no failing in this regard.   

 

e. There is no evidence to show that the leak is due to any issues with the water main or 

the communication pipe which runs from the water main to the boundary of the 

development in which the customer’s property is located, all of which would fall under the 

company’s responsibility.  
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f. Both the parties’ submissions indicate that the leak is occurring somewhere within the 

boundary of the development  

 

g. I accept the company’s submission that it is not legally responsible for the private water 

supply pipe which runs from the boundary of the development to the customer’s property. 

 

h. In light of the company’s Code of Practice, I accept the company’s submission that under 

its Code of Practice where there is a non-visible below the ground leak on a customer’s 

private water supply pipework, it will offer a free leak detection service to customers with 

water supply pipes less than 50m long, for a period lasting up to one hour. However, 

where a water supply pipe is over 50m long, it can provide a quote to undertake leak 

detection work at cost to be borne by the customer. 

 

i. The company submits that the private water supply pipe serving the customer’s property 

is in excess of 80m in length. I am mindful that the customer also states that a 

replacement pipe will need to run some 110m. I therefore find that in accordance with its 

Code of Practice, the company was entitled to charge the customer to undertake leak 

detection work. However, the company submits that all work done has been done free of 

charge; that it has attended the property on 6 separate occasions and has provided in 

excess of 23 hours of free leak tracing in an attempt to locate the leak for the customer. I 

note that in her comments the customer refutes the amount of hours the company’s 

submits that it has spent attempting to trace the leak but the customer does not refute 

that the number of occasions the company states it visited the property. Having carefully 

considered the parties’ submissions, I am inclined to find, on a balance of probabilities, 

that the time spent on the 6 visits exceeded the one free hour offered by the company. In 

addition, although the company did not locate the source of the leak, there is no 

evidence to suggest that it should have done so or that it failed to investigate the matter 

properly.  

 

j. Further, I accept that the company is entitled to charge the customer as the leak has not 

been repaired. There is no evidence to show that the company charged the customer 

incorrectly in this regard. However, I am also mindful that although the leak has not been 

repaired, the company waived £1,254.87 in charges incurred over a period of 18 months.      

 

k. Having carefully considered the parties’ submissions and all of the evidence submitted to 

support these submissions, I find that the customer has not shown that the company is 

legally responsible to repair the leak. I am also inclined to accept the company’s 

submission that it has exceeded the standard of service set out within its Code of 

Practice.  
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l. In view of the above, I am not satisfied that the customer has shown that the company 

failed to provide its services to the standard to be reasonably expected with regard to the 

leak. 

 

Customer service 

 

m. The customer has also raised an issue of customer service. The customer submits that 

she contacted a member of staff by text in July 2015 but did not get a response for six 

weeks. 

 

n. The company submits that following receipt of the text message sent to its 

representative’s personal mobile, the member of staff spoke to the customer in early 

August 2015 informing the customer of the company’s position. The company further 

submits that following this conversation, the member of staff went on leave for two weeks 

and in this time he again received a text message from the customer, and he contacted 

the customer again on 16 September 2015 to reiterate the information previously given.  

 

o. I am mindful that in her comments on the Defence, the customer does not refute the 

company’s submission that the parties spoke in early August 2015. I am also mindful that 

the customer does not give the date on which she sent the messages. I remind the 

parties that it is for the customer to prove her claim. In the absence of any substantive 

evidence showing otherwise, I cannot be satisfied that the customer has shown that the 

company failed to respond to her within a reasonable timeframe. Consequently, I am 

also not satisfied that the customer has shown that the company failed to provide its 

services to the standard to be reasonably expected in this regard. 

 

p. In light of all of the above, the customer’s claim is unable to succeed. 

 
Conclusion 

8. My conclusion on the main issues is that: 

 
a. The customer has not shown that the company failed to provide its services to the 

standard to be reasonably expected. 

 
b. The reasons given by the customer are not sufficient to justify her claim. 

 
9. Therefore, I direct that the claim is unable to succeed. 
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Uju Obi LLB (Hons) MCIArb 

Adjudicator 


