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WATRS 
Water Redress Scheme 

 

ADJUDICATOR’S DECISION SUMMARY 

Adjudication Reference: WAT/  /0663  

Date of Decision: 27 February 2018 

  

The customer states that the charity hostel of which she is the director will be 

adversely affected by the company’s installation of a smart meter and 

corresponding change to charging by reference to measured water. She 

wishes to opt out of the metering system or to be given a contribution or 

subsidy towards the metered water bill.  

  

The company says that the customer’s hostel is in an area of serious water 

stress and within its Water Resource Management Plan and Progressive 

Metering Plan. As such, the change is in accordance with published 

information and she cannot by law opt out of the metering plan. There is no 

basis on which she is entitled to a subsidy or contribution to her water bill. In 

any event, any increase in her bills is likely to be minimal.  

  

The increase in water bills is likely, based on the readings from the meter in the 

first four months, to be of minimal significance and, in any event, the company 

has acted in accordance with its published documents and policies including its 

Water Resource Management Plan and Charges Scheme. It has not failed to 

reach the standard to be reasonably expected of a water company.  

 

 The company does not need to take any further action. 

 

 

• The customer must reply by 27 March 2018 to accept or reject this decision. 
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ADJUDICATOR’S DECISION 

Adjudication Reference: WAT/   /0663 

Date of Decision: 27 February 2018 

Party Details 

Customer:   

Company:. 

 

Case Outline 

The customer’s complaint is that: 

 The property in question is a hostel with 21 rooms run by a charity providing supported housing. 

It has a high turnover of young occupants and limited funds.  The customer is its director.  

  In October 2017, the company compulsorily fitted a water meter. This was a matter of concern 

because, as the customer is not able to benefit from the company’s charitable schemes, the 

water bills are likely to increase. The estimated increase is £1053.00 per annum, an increase of 

61%, which the customer will struggle to afford. 

 The customer wishes to “opt out” of measured water charges and seeks removal of the meter 

and a return to unmetered status or a contribution or subsidy in respect of the customer’s 

increased liability from January 2019 onwards.  

 In response to the company’s reliance on its Water Resource Management Plan and its usual 

practices and policies, the customer argues that the company should approach this property 

differently because it does not equate directly with other residential properties.  

 The customer points out also in her comments in reply to the company’s defence that she has 

asked for the company to assess whether she would be in a better position if the hostel were 

treated as business premises and she suggests that the adjudication should be postponed until 

the company has reached a decision as to this.   

 

The company’s response is that: 

 The property is located in one of the [areas] where the company has been carrying out 

compulsory smart metering. The company aims to install smart meters compulsorily throughout 
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its network by 2030 under its Progressive Metering Programme. This has been necessitated by 

“serious water stress” and agreed by the Secretary of State. It is also described in the 

company’s Charges Schemes. All customers who are due shortly to be affected by the 

programme are sent documentation explaining why smart metering is undertaken. In addition, 

the company offers a “Smarter Home Visit”, upon request to eliminate wastage of water. 

Updates are given by further standard letters.  

 In relation to the customer’s property, the meter was installed under the Progressive Metering 

Programme on 4 August 2017 and all the details left with her regarding the meter serial number 

and location. The customer became entitled at that point to opt to be transferred to metered 

charges straight away, or any time during a two year transitional period. After the two year 

period, payment according to the volume of water used as measured by the meter is 

compulsory. 

 The customer was told that she could start viewing her meter readings on 14 September 2017. 

This was then followed up with a comparison letter on 14 December 2017, so that she could 

compare her projected metered bills to her unmetered charges, which were based on the 

rateable value (RV) of the property. This demonstrated a very minimal difference between the 

original RV charges and the metered charges and has also been borne out by calculations to 

date.  

 The company notes that a question was raised in correspondence by the customer as to 

whether she could be treated as a business customer and the company proposes to respond to 

this question separately.  

 

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. 



 

 

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 

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 note that the customer has suggested that reaching a decision in this adjudication may be 

premature because the company has not yet responded to her question as to whether she could 

or should be treated as a business customer. This was a matter which was raised by the 

customer in correspondence but not in her application form. The question of her status as a 

business customer therefore, I find, does not form part of her claim. Accordingly, it is not 

necessary to defer reaching a decision pending the outcome of that inquiry. The customer will, 

not be prejudiced by proceeding with the adjudication now, because the company will be able to 

make a separate reply which the customer can consider separately. I do not, therefore, direct 

that this decision should be deferred pending the company’s response.  

 

2. I turn now to the issues raised in the customer’s claim as set out in the application form, namely 

that for reasons set out in her submissions, (1) her property is particularly vulnerable to high 

water use by its young residents and that, (2) as the property is for charitable use and funds are 

restricted, the company should make an exception to its policies in the customer’s case and 

should remove her water meter or should make a financial contribution to the increased cost.   

 

Likelihood of increased charges 

3. The customer says that the anticipated increase in the cost of water of 61% was based on 

information provided by the company as a consequence of an observation of the usage at the 

property prior to installation of the meter.  The company, on the other hand, responds that the 

early measurements following the introduction of the meter do not predict the forecast of 

increased charges that the customer fears. It argues that based on actual usage, rather than 

merely observation, the probable difference in billing will be negligible. The company carried out 

a comparison in December 2015 which it confirmed by letter to the customer dated 14 

December 2017. This showed that over the preceding quarter, the customer had used 

approximately 2,237 (litres) of water, which would result in an estimated increase of 

approximately £10.00 per quarter. The company says that in addition to the comparison carried 

out in December 2017, all meter readings from 15 September 2017 to 29 January 2018 have 
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now been downloaded and the company has four months of meter readings. The company 

argues that on the assumption that the usage during this period remains the same in the future, 

the increase would be small and would not, contrary to the customer’s submission, be £1,053.00 

per annum. On 15 September 2017, the meter reading was 96 cm³ and on 29 January 2018, the 

reading was 400 cm³. During 134 days, 304 cm³ of water was used and this would have 

generated a bill for £720.60. If the consumption were to remain the same over a period of one 

year at the rate of approximately 2.235 cm³ per day and at the current rate of 2.078 pence per 

cubic metre used, plus standing charges, her metered water bills would be in the region of 

£1,785.00 a year. The company points out that the RV bill for 2017-2018 was £1,740.02.  

 

4. The company has supported its contention with evidence of the readings and calculation. I find 

that, based on this reasoning, the customer has not shown that her charity will be significantly 

disadvantaged by the company’s policy and practice, and that therefore she has not shown that 

there is a need to treat her charitable hostel on a different basis from other customers, even if 

this were possible.  

 

5. In response, the customer says that the cost per unit might (and probably will) increase as soon 

as the 2 years transitional period is over and the fact that there is no option to opt out of the 

metering system should this occur will result in substantially higher bills. However, I find that if 

the cost of metered water rises, it is likely that the multiplier applied to the RV would also rise, 

but even if that were not so, this objection raises the question whether the company should as a 

matter of principle make an exception from its Progressive Metering Programme. I turn to that 

issue.   

 

Special policy 

6. The customer has engaged in correspondence between the Consumer Council for Water 

(CCWater). In the course of its assistance to the customer, CCWater has described in some 

detail how the company’s current policy has come about and this has also been described by 

the company. The essence of both explanations is that the customer lives in an area 

experiencing “serious water stress” (a definition found in the Water Industry (Prescribed 

Conditions) Regulations 1999). In consequence, the company, having undertaken a public 

consultation, introduced metering on a compulsory basis as part of its 2009 Water Resource 

Management Plan (which the company must by law have and which is approved by the 

Secretary of State). Compulsory metering has therefore been rolled out in accordance with that 
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plan since 2012 in the area served by the company. In 2017, this included the customer’s 

property.  

 

7. I find that the company has proved that the Secretary of State has designated its area as 

experiencing serious water stress as explained by it and by CCWater and I further find that the 

Water Industry Act 1991 enables water companies within such an area to impose compulsory 

metering and regulation 2 of the 1999 Regulations makes clear that in such circumstances, the 

customer cannot elect to change back to charging by reference to RV.  It follows, therefore, that 

the customer’s proposal that she should be allowed to “opt out” is not permitted by law.  

 

8. The company has given information to its consumers, including the customer, about its 

Progressive Metering Plan and the introduction of measured water. The company has submitted 

copies of relevant publications including the company’s Charges Schemes 2018-2019, and 

explanatory information namely its brochure “Water meters: the rights of customers and water 

companies, Ofwat’s, “Water meters your questions answered” and the Getting your smart meter” 

brochure. Additionally, letters are sent to individual customers.   

 

9. In light of my findings above, I conclude that the customer has not shown that the company has 

failed to supply its services to the standard that would reasonably be expected of it. I find that 

the company has explained the need for the installation of a water meter, has followed its own 

published Water Resource Management Plan which was prepared in respect of the future 

provision of water for the benefit of all of the company’s customers, has introduced the meter in 

accordance with its Progressive Metering Programme which is set out in the Charges Scheme, 

especially at paragraph 9, and has acted in accordance with the explanatory information given. 

The customer has no right to “opt out” and the customer has not shown either that she will suffer 

significant prejudice or that an average customer would reasonably expect that the company 

would in her case depart from its published arrangements.  

 

10. As I have found that the company has not failed to provide its services to the customer to the 

standard to be reasonably expected by the average person, it follows that I also find that the 

customer has not proved that she is entitled to redress.  
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What happens next? 

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

 The customer must reply by 27 March 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. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Claire Andrews, Barrister, FCI Arb 

Adjudicator 

 

 

Outcome 

The company does not need to take any further action. 


