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WATRS 
Water Redress Scheme 

 

ADJUDICATOR’S DECISION SUMMARY 

Adjudication Reference: WAT/   /0689 

Date of Decision: 3 May 2018 

 The customer has received high bills since a new water meter (“New Meter”) 
was installed at their property in 2012.  After employing their own engineer to 
investigate, a massive leak was found at the site of the New Meter.  Video 
evidence (“Video”) shows the leak coming from an old joint. The original 
workmanship, in connecting up the New Meter, was plainly shoddy. The 
customer would like something to be done about their £8000.00 bill. They have 
been granted some leakage allowance but this should be backdated to 2012 
(i.e. to the time when the New Meter was fitted).  Finally, they seek 
reimbursement of the £7000.00 costs incurred with their private engineer (i.e. 
for digging up the forecourt of their property).   

 

 The water charges in question are properly payable and the leak allowance 
granted is correct and in line with wholesale policy.  Prior to April 2017, it has 
no record of any communications from the customer about a possible leak at 
the property.  The Video confirms that the leak has resulted from damaged 
pipework underground, in the location of the forecourt the property.  The New 
Meter, however, is an internal meter located inside the property and cannot 
therefore be the cause of the leak.   

No offer of settlement has been made. 

 

 That the leak occurred on the customer’s private pipework, within the boundary 
of their property.  That, therefore, the leak was not the responsibility of the 
wholesaler or the company to locate and repair.  That prior to April 2017, the 
company had not received any contact from the customer about a possible 
leak. 

 

 The company does not need to take any further action. 

 

 

The customer must reply by 4 June 2018 to accept or reject this decision. 
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ADJUDICATOR’S DECISION 

Adjudication Reference: WAT/  /0689 

Date of Decision: 3 May 2018 

 

Party Details 

Customer:  [ ] 

Customer’s Representative:  [ ] 

Company:  [ ] 

 

Case Outline 

The customer’s complaint is that: 

 Their premises (“the Premises”) comprise a small garage with one toilet and one sink. On 

average, they power wash around 20 cars a week. 

 The company replaced their water meter in 2012 (“New Meter”).  Since the New Meter was 

installed, their bills have been high. 

 In April 2017, they received a bill for around £8000.00 (“the £8000 Bill”).  This appeared to 

suggest that 12m3 of water had been used in just one weekend. 

 The company said that they would send someone out to the Premises to help locate the leak 

and conduct a supply check. They had to keep chasing the company on this. 

 Eventually, an engineer was sent out in August 2017.  He stated that the New Meter was 

spinning but offered no assistance to locate the leak.  He told them to hire a plumber. 

 At a total cost of £7000.00, they employed their own private engineer to investigate.  A massive 

leak was found at the site of the New Meter.  They have video evidence showing the leak 

coming from an old joint.  Clearly, the New Meter had been connected improperly (to an old 

copper and an old lead pipe). 

 The customer complained to the company, pointing out that - between 28 November 2012 and 5 

June 2015 - the ‘ADU’ (average daily use) was averaging between 0.29m3 and 0.58m3. They 

explained that they could see the increased consumption start in August 2015 through to around 

1.08m3, which in turn was leading to the higher invoices. 
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 Although the company has agreed that the leak was there in 2015, it claims to have no record of 

the customer querying this at the time. On this basis, the company has offered a sewerage only 

leakage allowance (“Leakage Allowance”) of £1529.60 but this only covered the period between 

22 February 2017 and 15 September 2017. 

 They are unhappy with this and submit that they did contact the company, prior to 2017, 

regarding their bill. 

 They argue that the leak resulted from the company’s poor workmanship at the time when the 

New Meter was originally connected up.  Consequently, they would like: 

o something to be done about the £8000.00 Bill, which is obviously incorrect; and 

o the Leakage Allowance to be backdated to 2012 (i.e. to the time when the New Meter 

was installed); and 

o reimbursement of the £7000.00 costs incurred with their private engineer (i.e. for digging 

up the forecourt of the Premises). 

 

The company’s response is that: 

 It was first contacted by the customer on 11 April 2017 with a query about the high consumption 

on their latest invoice.  It has no record of any possible leak issue or high consumption being 

reported to it prior to 11 April 2017. (The only time that the customer made contact prior to 11 

April 2017 was to set up direct debits to pay their invoices on a monthly basis.) 

 In June 2017, the customer was advised that: 

o the Premises could potentially have a leak and that a self-leak test was required to 

determine this; and 

o in keeping with the wholesaler’s standard policy, it would be the customer’s responsibility 

to locate and repair any leaks on their private pipework. 

 The customer made contact again on 21 June 2017 to say: 

o that their own plumber had advised that the leak was not on their side; and 

o it was suspected that the leak could be on the company’s network; and 

o therefore, one of the company’s engineers was needed go out to the Premises to locate 

and repair the leak.  

 The customer was informed, however, that the company’s engineer would not check for any 

private leaks because the type of job being requested: 

o would only verify the meter details that are in dispute; and 

o would not diagnose a leak that is after the meter or within the boundary of the Premises; 

and 
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o in those respects, a self-leak test could be performed by the customer. 

 An inspection by an engineer from the company was arranged for 14 August 2017.  This visit 

confirmed that water meter C12EU[ ] (i.e. the New Meter) only supplied the customer’s 

property and that no leaks could be identified within the company’s network. The engineer did 

inform the customer that the New Meter was spinning and that a private Water Industry Plumber 

was needed to locate and repair any potential leaks. 

 On 31 August 2017, the customer advised that their plumber had found the leak and that this 

was currently being attended to.  A claim form was provided to the customer for them to fill out 

once the leak had been repaired. 

 On 6 September 2017, the customer returned the completed leak allowance claim form.  This 

was sent on to the wholesaler to investigate the claim and to establish whether the customer 

was eligible for a leak allowance. 

 A response was received back from the wholesaler on 5 October 2017.  This confirmed that the 

application for a leak allowance had been successful.  Accordingly, an allowance was granted 

(for waste water only) of £1,529.60, covering the period from 27 February 2017 to 15 September 

2017.  This was applied to the customer’s account as per wholesale policy: 

o “If you have a water meter, no allowance for leakage will be given against water charges. 

However an allowance may be given against sewerage volumetric charges if: 

 It can be shown that the leaked water did not return to the wholesale undertaker’s 

sewer 

 It is shown that the leak is repaired within two weeks of detection, and 

 There has been no negligence in allowing the leak to occur. 

o For subsequent leaks, further allowances may be granted for sewerage volumetric 

charges if the water did not return to the public sewer provided the same conditions are 

met.” 

 As to the New Meter being incorrectly connected to old copper and lead pipes and this allegedly 

being the cause of the leak, it is submitted that: 

o it was explained to the customer, on 30 June 2017, that the New Meter is an internal 

meter located inside the showroom of the Premises, in a chamber within the floor; and 

o to repair the leak, the customer had to dig up the forecourt externally as this was where 

the damaged pipes were located that were the cause of the leak; and 

o after reviewing the video evidence, it is clear to see that the leak has occurred on 

external lead pipework and that the New Meter to which the customer is referring to is 
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not located within the area of the leak (and so could not have been the cause of the 

leak); and 

o if the New Meter had been incorrectly installed onto the pipework, the engineer who 

attended the premises on 14 August 2017 would have reported this to the wholesaler 

and the meter would have been replaced at the same time. 

 It is sorry the customer feels that not enough has been done enough to assist them in finding the 

leak . However:at the Premises  

o the customer was advised on a number of occasions on how to identify any potential 

leaks and on (the limitations of) what the company was able to do; and 

o no communication about a possible potential leak was received from the customer prior 

11 April 2017. 

 In conclusion, it contends that the water charges are properly payable by the customer and that 

the Leak Allowance granted is correct and in line with wholesale policy. 

 

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? 

1. I should 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 their case on the balance of 

probability. 
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2. I should also acknowledge that I have had the benefit of reading the customer’s email, dated 19 

April 2018, commenting briefly in response to the company’s defence (“Comments”). 

3. The company refers to ‘standard wholesale policy’ and submits that it would be the customer’s 

responsibility to locate and repair any leaks on their private pipework, occurring ‘after the meter 

location’.  I accept this submission and find the company’s stance on this to be correct.    

4. The customer’s case is focused on the New Meter.  They are essentially saying that there was 

‘shoddy workmanship’, on the company’s part, when the New Meter was connected up in 2012.   

5. Looking at their email to CCWater of 16 November 2017, for example, the customer explains the 

results of their own engineer’s investigations: 

“ … he excavated the forecourt (new tarmac) to find the water meter on our side severely 

leaking (we have video evidence of the leak and pictures showing the water meter coupled 

to the old copper pipe coupled to the old lead pipe (complete botched job) …” 

6. Then, in their Comments, the customer adds that: 

“ …the video evidence that I’ve taken and you have a copy clearly shows the water leak 

coming from an old joint which in my opinion should of been chopped out when the new 

meter was fitted after our fire … in the space of 7 inches we had lead connected to copper – 

then copper connected to plastic … do the job properly in the first place ! …” 

7. The company seeks to answer these points by emphasizing that the New Meter “is an internal 

meter located inside the showroom [of the Premises] in a chamber within the floor”.  It continues 

in its defence: 

“… If the meter had been incorrectly installed onto the pipework, the engineer who attended 

the premises on 14 August 2017, would have reported this to the Wholesaler and the meter 

would have been replaced at the same time … “   

8. The video evidence (“Video”) is important.  As I understand it, there is no dispute between the 

parties that, plainly, the Video shows: 

a. the ‘dug up’ external forecourt area of the Premises (“the Hole”); and 

b. a significant leak occurring there. 
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9. I have watched the Video carefully, several times.  The customer argues that the evidence 

shows “the water meter on our side severely leaking”.  I can, of course, see the damaged 

pipework but I cannot see any water meter at all within the area of the Hole.      

10. On balance, I am persuaded by the company’s analysis of the Video and I accept the 

submission in its defence that: “… it is clear to see that the leak has occurred on external lead 

pipework and that the water meter which [the customer] is referring to is not located within the 

area of the leak [i.e. within the Hole] …”  

11. It seems to me that the Video probably confirms the points on which the company was 

speculating in its email to the customer of 30 June 2017: 

“… Your water meter … is located inside the showroom in a floor chamber.  As you have 

indicated you cannot see any leaks, my assumption is that there is not a problem with the 

water meter.  The water meter continues to record consumption as normal … As the water 

meter is located inside your property, any leaks would be past the meter location, as the 

meter is recording the increased usage.  Therefore any leaks must be within the property 

boundary and the responsibility of the owner of the property …” 

12. In light of these findings, I am unable to reach the conclusion that: 

a. that the leak was caused by poor workmanship when the New Meter was originally 

connected up in 2012; or 

b. that the wholesaler or the company had responsibility for repairing the leak.  

13. I note the customer’s submission that they did contact the company, prior to 2017, regarding 

their bill (or about the possibility of a leak).  However, on the evidence – and having particular 

regard to the ‘Time Line’ annexed to the defence - I am satisfied (and find) that the customer’s 

only contacts with the company prior to 11 April 2017 were related to setting up direct debits to 

pay their invoices on a monthly basis. 

14. Consequently, as I see it: 

a. I do not consider that there is any justifiable basis for re-calculating the £8000.00 Bill; 

and 

b. the Leakage Allowance should not be backdated to 2012 (the time when the New Meter 

was installed); and 
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c. the £7000.00 costs incurred with the private engineer (for digging up the forecourt of the 

Premises) are/were not the company’s or the wholesaler’s responsibility to bear. 

15. For the reasons set out above, I cannot find any significant failing on the part of the company in 

the provision of its services to the customer to the standard to be reasonably expected by the 

average person.  The customer’s case in this instance, therefore, is unable to succeed. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

What happens next? 

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

 The customer must reply by 4 June 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. 

 

 

  

Nik Carle, LLB (Hons), Solicitor, DipArb, FCIArb  

Adjudicator 

Outcome 

The company does not need to take any further action. 


