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WATRS 
Water Redress Scheme 

 

ADJUDICATOR’S DECISION SUMMARY 

Adjudication Reference: WAT/   /0686  

Date of Decision: 16 March 2018 

  

The customer complains that the company has damaged his water softener by 

adding chlorine to the water in excessive quantities when repairing a burst 

water main in his locality. He complains that the company has refused to 

reimburse the repair cost of the water softener and has provided poor customer 

service.  

  

The company states that it has not added excessive quantities of chlorine to 

the water supply, has not damaged the customer’s water softener and has not 

provided poor customer service. The company therefore denies liability for this 

claim.  

  

The customer has not proved that the company caused damage to his water 

softener and therefore the company is not liable to reimburse the customer with 

repair costs. The customer has not proved that the company has provided poor 

customer service.  

 

 The company does not need to take any further action. 

 

 

 

• The customer must reply by 17 April 2018 to accept or reject this decision. 
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ADJUDICATOR’S DECISION 

Adjudication Reference: WAT/   /0686  

Date of Decision: 16 March 2018 

Party Details 

Customer:  

Company:  

 

Case Outline 

The customer’s complaint is that: 

 On 2 September 2017, the water supply stopped. The company sent an engineer and the supply 

re-commenced. 

 Two days later the water main in the customer’s village burst and the customer had no supply. 

An engineer attended the customer’s address. He turned off the water softener and by-passed 

the water supply. The customer believes that these events caused damage to his water softener 

because the amount of chlorine or other chemical additive to the water was increased.  

 The company then declined to attend to connect the water softener and a private plumber ([ ] 

(Clearflow)) attended. Clearflow explained that damaged crystals in the cylinder were caused by 

a chemical, probably chlorine, in the disrupted flow of water, not the water softener.  

 The customer has complained to the company but the company has refused to accept 

responsibility.  

 The customer seeks: 

o A direction that the company will notify the customer by text before any repair work is 

done so that he can isolate the water softener; 

o An apology for the time and stress caused – including that the company took 1 month to 

answer the customer’s correspondence; 

o Reimbursement for the invoice paid by the customer to Clearflow for the damaged water 

softener (£576.00) and compensation for the time and stress associated with this issue 

(£200.00).  
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The company’s response is that: 

 The company’s position is that it is not liable for this claim. 

 The company explains that there was a burst main in the customer’s locality which was repaired 

on 1 September 2017 and was completed without the need to isolate the main. It did not require 

any additional chlorine to be added to the mains water supply in the area. 

 The customer contacted the company on 2 September 2017 indicating that he had low water 

pressure at his property. The technician attended the same day and found that the part of the 

property on which there was an in-line water softener did not have a water supply. The supply 

was restored by by-passing the softener, which the technician believed to have a fault. The 

customer indicated that he would be contacting a private contractor.  

 The complaint that the company had damaged the softener was made on 20 September 2017.  

 The company has checked its quality monitoring records. On 1 September 2017 and the days 

around this date, the water leaving treatment works and going out to the network was recorded 

as having 0.79 and 0.81 parts per million (ppm) per litre of residual chlorine, which is the 

normal level for the area. The records therefore show that the water supplied at all times was 

within the expected water quality parameters and the water quality was not responsible for the 

failure of the customer’s water softener.  

 

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. 

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? 
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1. The customer believes that the resin granules in his water softener were damaged by the 

company by the use of chemicals in the water supply, possibly excessive quantities of chlorine, 

which caused the resin to fail. The customer describes that on the attendance of Clearflow, the 

“cylinder containing resin emptied like a volcano”. The customer says that this had not 

happened before and he associates this with the disruption to the water supply which had 

occurred when a pipe burst in his village or when the supply was disrupted 2 days earlier.  The 

invoice addressed to the customer for repair of the water softener records that the resin had 

expanded and turned mushy, which was consistent with the engineer’s observations on previous 

occasions when too much chlorine had entered the cylinder. In correspondence with the 

customer, Clearflow drew attention to the company’s standard advice to its customers to isolate 

the water softener by using bypass pipework at any stage where the company was due to cut off 

the water supply intentionally for the purpose of carrying out works.  

 

2. On the other hand, the company makes three separate arguments. These are that:  

(1) The company spoke to the representative of Clearflow directly and he explained to 

the company that the water softener in question has a tolerance to chlorine at 

50ppm. The company also draws attention to the report of Mr [ ], director of 

Clearflow. The report points out that the maximum level of chlorine permitted in the 

water supply is 4ppm and that chlorine can cause damage over a period of time. The 

report of Clearflow refers to damage by ‘sustained oxidant contamination’. It is 

inconclusive regarding the specific oxidant responsible for the failure of the device 

and refers to the contamination being ‘sustained’. The company contends that the 

report is therefore inconsistent with the allegation made by the customer.  

(2) The dosage of chlorine used by the company was at 0.79 to 0.81 ppm. The company 

formed the view that if the level of chlorine in the water had been at 50ppm, there 

would have been a very serious incident with consequences for public health.  As the 

engineers attending the burst water main deny adding additional chlorine, no other 

property detected very high levels of chlorine and the company did not detect this in 

its programme of rigorous routine monitoring, it is improbable that the cause of the 

damage to the water softener was a high level of chlorine added to the water by the 

company.   

(3) As for the advice given by the company to protect a water softener when 

maintenance work is carried out, the company argues that this advice relates to 

action that the company recommends during planned ‘flushing’ work, not to repairs to 

bursts in the mains pipe for which advance notice cannot usually be given because 
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this is an emergency. Flushing can often result in grit/sediment being disturbed within 

the network and the company is mindful that grit/sediment can pose operational risks 

to water softeners. The advice does not contemplate large quantities of chlorine 

being added to the water supply.  

 

3. Although in his application form, the customer appears to suggest that there was an incident 

with the water supply and the attendance of an engineer prior to the water main burst, this is not 

apparent from the other documents submitted in the case. The documents submitted, including 

those submitted by the Consumer Council for Water, show that the customer has throughout this 

complaint argued that the burst water main and its repair were the events which caused damage 

to the customer’s water softener. In light of the submissions and evidence submitted by both 

parties, however, I find that although it is clear that the water softener belonging to the customer 

showed signs of a catastrophic failure when the engineer from Clearflow attended to investigate 

and repair, the link between the burst water main or its repair and the damage to the customer’s 

water softener is not proven. I find that it is highly improbable that the company had added 

chlorine to the water supply at the level argued for by the customer, which I find would have 

been unnecessary, unsafe and would have caused the water to have been outside permitted 

chemical parameters. Nor has the customer shown that the company was responsible for 

adding any chemical to the water except that which was permitted to be present in the levels at 

which it was detectable for the purposes of protecting public health. For that reason, I find that 

the company was entitled to refuse to reimburse the customer with the cost of the repair to his 

water softener. It follows that I also find that the customer has not shown that the company has 

failed to supply its services to the standard to be reasonably expected by the average person 

and he is not able to succeed in this claim.   

  

4. The customer has additionally complained about delay by the company in dealing with his 

correspondence. In particular, the customer complains that he sent the Clearflow invoice to the 

company on 21 September 2017 but the company returned it to him. Having spoken to the 

company, he sent the invoice again on 30 September 2017, but the company did not receive 

this. On 28 September 2017, the customer spoke to the company on four separate occasions. 

On 3 October 2017, the customer sent the invoice for the 3rd time. The company replied on 12 

October 2017. Further detailed responses were given on 23 November 2017 and 18 December 

2017. The customer acknowledges that he was paid compensation of £20.00 to cover the 

postage and time spent on telephone calls relating to the sending of the invoice but says that 



 

 

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 

this does not recognise the level of inconvenience and upset that he has experienced and does 

not compensate the customer for the delay in replying.  

 

5. I find as follows as to this. In relation to the return of the invoice, the papers submitted indicate 

that it was sent by the customer to the company following a telephone call but without a covering 

letter. While it might have been possible that the invoice could have been linked to the 

customer’s account, it is more probable that the company’s employees would have failed to 

realise the significance of the document, precisely because there was no accompanying 

explanation. I note that it would have been helpful if the company had provided a covering 

explanation when returning the invoice, but these events did not amount, I find, to conduct which 

fell short of that which would have been reasonably expected of a water company. Furthermore, 

on receipt of the copy invoice re-sent by the customer on 3 October 2017, the company replied 

indicating its position by 12 October 2017 and then repeated its stance in November and 

December as the customer pursued the stages of the internal complaints process. I find that the 

customer has not shown that there was any untoward delay in responding to his complaint. It 

follows that the customer is not able to succeed in relation to this aspect of his claim.  

 

6.  As the customer has not shown that the company failed to supply its services to the standard 

that would reasonably be expected, he is unable to succeed in his claim for redress.  

 

 

 

 

 

What happens next? 

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

 The customer must reply by 17 April 2018 to accept or reject this decision. 

 When you tell WATRS that you accept or reject the decision, the company will be notified of this. 

The case will then be closed. 

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

rejection of the decision. 

 

Outcome 

The company does not need to take any further action. 
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Claire Andrews, Barrister, FCI Arb 

Adjudicator 

 

 


