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1. Introduction
Irish Water (IW) was established in 2014 to bring a single national utility approach to the
management of Ireland’s water services. Since 2014, we have already invested over €1.8
billion in Ireland’s water services network to improve service to our customers, to better
protect our environment, and to support social and economic growth. Although much has
been achieved to date, there are many key challenges which remain, including the
achievement of compliance with EU law, and the delivery of improved efficiency and ways of
working.
In November 2016, the Commission for Regulation of Utilities (CRU) published its decision
on “a framework of metrics for use as a means of assessing IW's performance, progress and
efficiency over time”. The implementation of this performance assessment framework is a
welcome initiative. We view the framework as an important means of communicating with
our customers and stakeholders on the progress we are making in meeting their needs. This
report allows us to demonstrate how our investments are yielding improvements in water
and wastewater services, environmental performance, and customer service.
Effective performance reporting must be able to adapt over time. Ofwat, the water services
regulator for England and Wales, made several amendments to its Overall Performance
Assessment (OPA) framework in the years following its initial introduction. Likewise,
Scotland and Northern Ireland continue to evolve their own versions in response to their
individual requirements. We expect the metrics detailed in this paper to change and evolve
over time in response to regulatory, customer and stakeholder requirements.
The first IW Performance Assessment (PA) report published in August 2017 discusses all of
the metrics outlined in the CRU decision paper ‘IW Performance Assessment Framework of
Reporting Metrics’ (CER/16/308). Like the first report where metrics are currently available,
explanatory text, information and statistics are provided. Where metrics are unavailable, the
document outlines the steps that will be taken to put the metric in place and the indicative
timelines required. The status of these metrics will be updated in each Performance
Assessment report.
This second PA report provides an update on the metrics that were available from the first
report across both customer and environment. In the case of customer this means reporting
on available metrics up to the end of June 2017 (referred to in this report as ‘H1 2017’).
In relation to the environmental performance metrics, this means data available up to the
end of 2016. Annually, IW reports on a number of water and wastewater metrics to the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), such as regulatory monitoring data on drinking
water which is required by the statutory deadline of February each year.
The next PA report will provide an update across all of the customer and environment
metrics, including timelines.
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2. Executive Summary
Upon taking responsibility for Ireland’s water services system in 2014, IW inherited a
multitude of different systems and ways of working across the 31 individual Local Authorities
(LAs). Collating reliable performance assessment metrics presented a major challenge. To
date, good progress has been made in consolidating data sources and in implementing
governance processes to ensure that any metrics provided by IW are robust. Further
progress is required before IW can produce a full set of performance metrics based on
reliable, stable data.
In its decision paper (CER/16/308), the CRU acknowledged this challenge and recognised
that “for many metrics it will take time for Irish Water to put appropriate systems and
processes in place to measure those metrics robustly. For others, the utility has already
begun monitoring and gathering data which will be provided to the CER for review and
publication during 2017”.
To address this range of availability, IW has developed a Red / Amber / Green (RAG) status
for each of the performance assessment metrics. The RAG status definitions are set out in
table 1 below. The RAG status assigned to a metric relates to its availability and is not a
rating of IW’s performance on that metric.
Metric currently being measured nationally.
Metric not measured nationally, development has started, e.g. studies,
data collection etc.
Metric not currently measured, pending development.
Table 1: RAG status definitions.

Each of the metrics have been reviewed and the RAG categorisation is based on its current
reporting status. A summary view is provided in table 2 overleaf, and this will be updated in
each future performance assessment report.
There are 19 metrics in total:


Eight of these are green; they are currently measured and can be reported on in this
publication. Most of the green metrics are in the area of customer service.



Nine metrics are currently amber; they are at various stages of development. Some
amber metrics are currently reported on in a slightly different format to the CRU metric
definition and work will be required on alignment.



Two of the metrics are red; work has not yet started on development and we do not have
the necessary reporting systems in place.
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Headline OPA metric

Sub Metric

Data Availability

Response to billing contacts
Response to complaints
Billing of metered customers
Customer Service

Ease of telephone contact: the call
abandonment rate
Ease of telephone contact: a customer call-back
survey
Ease of telephone contact: speed of telephone
response
Ease of telephone contact: first contact referral
Pollution incidents relating to wastewater

Environmental
Performance

Sludge disposal
Wastewater treatment works meeting
requirements
Properties subject to unplanned interruptions

Water Supply – Quality
Water quality
of Service
Water supplies on Boil Water Notices and/or
water restrictions
Leakage
Security of Water
Supply

Security of supply – Absolute performance
Security of supply – Performance against target
Sewer incidents (overload)

Sewerage Service

Sewer incidents (other causes)
Sewer incidents (at risk)

Table 2: Metric status as at end Q2 2017.

Where metrics are available (i.e. green status), this report provides the available data
together with necessary context and/or trend analysis. In general, IW has demonstrated
strong improvements in operational and service performance in the period since
establishment, including:
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the successful elimination of all inherited long term Boil Water Notices (those in place
for 200 days or longer);
a major reduction in the rate of customer call abandonment, from c.13% in 2015 to
c.3% in H1 2017;
a significant improvement in call response metrics from 2014 to H1 2017;
five locations removed from the list of wastewater agglomerations with no treatment
or preliminary treatment only; and
the procurement of a national Leakage Management System which will enable IW to
accurately calculate and report on water leakage levels across the country.

It is clear that there are still significant challenges facing IW in the years ahead, including the
requirement for higher compliance levels with EU legislation; the need for improved security
of water supply; and the collation of improved data on our wastewater networks to accurately
identify and resolve potential issues.
Where data and metrics are not yet available (i.e. amber or red status), IW is continuing to
make progress on implementation. For each of these metrics, we provide a high level plan
setting out the steps and timelines required.
An example of an indicative plan is provided in figure 1 below.

Q3 - Q4 2017: Carry out
IW study to inform IW
policy

Q1 - Q3 2018:
Develop IW policy
and approve
internally

Q4 2018: Report &
Metric
Implementation

Figure 1: Indicative timeline for metric (example).

The amber segments outline the actions being taken by IW to develop the relevant metric.
The final green segment indicates the current expectation of when we will be able to report
on the metric in question.
A full update on the status of these amber and red metrics, including associated timelines,
will be provided in the next PA report. Section 3, which follows, sets out an assessment of
IW performance on each individual metric, classified into the following sub-sections:






3.1: Customer Service
3.2: Environmental Performance
3.3: Water Supply – Quality of Service
3.4: Security of Water Supply
3.5: Sewerage Service

The report concludes with a brief summary of next steps, followed by a suite of appendices
which provide additional supporting detail.
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3. Performance Assessment
3.1 Customer Service
Headline OPA metric

Sub Metric

Data Availability

Response to billing contacts
Response to complaints
Billing of metered customers
Customer Service

Ease of telephone contact: the call
abandonment rate
Ease of telephone contact: a customer call-back
survey
Ease of telephone contact: speed of telephone
response
Ease of telephone contact: first contact referral

Table 3: Customer Service metrics overview.

As Ireland’s national water utility, IW aims to meet our customer expectations through the
provision of high quality, reliable water and wastewater services, delivered through resilient
systems. This must be done efficiently, while reflecting the customer service levels expected
in a modern economy.
The customer performance metrics discussed in this section of the paper are complemented
by the IW Customer Handbook (Handbook) as written by the CRU.1 The Handbook sets out
guidelines to IW on customer service levels and customer protection measures to be
implemented in our business operations. Appendix A – table 23, lists the IW Codes of
Practice that set out these commitments.
The CRU decision paper (CER/16/308) on IW Performance Assessment detailed the
customer service metrics that would be monitored on a regular basis. Tracking these metrics
will provide an important understanding of how IW is performing in key areas of customer
service over time.
Each of the seven customer service metrics are discussed in turn below, four of which are
currently available. Further work is required on the remaining three metrics and, in these
cases; detail is provided on the necessary steps and associated timelines.

1

Irish Water Customer Handbook – CER/15/010 version 2.0 which can be found here.

7

3.1.1 Response to billing contacts
The CRU metric definition
The CRU will monitor the number of billing contacts answered and closed out within five
working days as a percentage of billing contacts received.

Current Status
Due to the suspension of domestic billing, this metric will apply to non-domestic customers
only. IW has been billing all non-domestic customers directly since Q2 2017, following a
migration from the LA billing systems.2
IW uses a customer contact centre to efficiently process both billing and operational contacts
from customers. Currently, billing contacts are logged and categorised. For those billing
contacts which are not resolved in one contact, an escalation case is created with a target
resolution time of five working days. At present, IW monitors the number of open and closed
escalations. A system enhancement is required to track performance on this specific metric.
It is anticipated that the measurement of this metric will be rolled out at the end Q4 2017.
This is dependent on the successful implementation of the necessary system changes within
this timeframe. Below, we graphically summarise the necessary actions and timelines.

Q1 2016 - Q2 2017:
Migration of all NonDom Customers

Q2 - Q4 2017:
System
enhancement to
measure this metric

Q4 2017: Report &
Metric
Implementation

Figure 2: Response to billing contacts (estimated timeframe).

3.1.2 Response to complaints
The CRU metric definition
The CRU will monitor the number of complaints - (a) responded to within five working days,
with either a resolution or an outline plan of the proposed resolution; and (b) to which a final
decision is issued within two months.

Current Status

2

IW commenced billing non-domestic customers on a phased basis in August 2016.
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Data on IW complaints is currently being monitored by the CRU through IW’s quarterly
reporting on Customer Handbook data. Key statistics in this regard are set out in the CRU’s
Customer Information Note.3
(a)

Complaints responded to within five working days: IW currently categorises each
complaint by type, severity and by channel received (phone, post, email, social
media etc.). Under the IW Customer Handbook, the complainant should receive a
response to the complaint within five working days, with a resolution or an outline
plan of the proposed resolution. While this process is currently operational within IW,
we do not have the system capability in place to report on performance. A technical
change to our data system is required to report on this metric. This will be completed
by Q4 2017 as set out in the graphic below.

(b)

Complaints to which a final decision is issued within two months: Further data
development and enhancement of the current system will need to be carried out to
enable IW to report on this metric. It is anticipated that this process will also be
completed by Q4 2017.

The timeline graphic below covers complaints (a).

Q1 - Q3 2017: System change request to automate
the 5 day outbound customer contact

Q4 2017: Report &
Metric
Implementation

Figure 3: Response to 5 day complaints (estimated timeframe).

The timeline graphic below covers complaints (b).

Q1 - Q3 2017: System change request to
report on final decision within 2 months

Q4 2017: Report &
Metric
Implementation

Figure 4: Final decision within 2 months (estimated timeframe).

3.1.3 Billing of metered customers
The CRU metric definition
Billing of metered customers: the CRU will monitor the number of bills based on a meter
reading as a percentage of metered accounts.

3

CER Customer Information Note (Jan 2017) which can be found here
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Current Status
With the suspension of domestic billing, this metric will apply to non-domestic customers
only. IW has been billing all non-domestic customers directly since Q2 2017, following a
migration from the LA billing systems.
A stable baseline of billing
data is required to ensure that
this metric can be reliably
reported. IW
intends to
implement this metric from Q3
2018, as set out in the graphic
below.
Issuing accurate bills, which
are based on metered data, is
crucial in meeting the needs of
our non-domestic customers.
IW is investing in the nondomestic metering stock to
ensure that it is to the standard required of a modern utility. We plan to invest €30m over the
next five years replacing failed or failing non-domestic meters and damaged boundary
boxes.
Q1 - Q2 2017:
Completion of
migration of all nondom customers

Q3 2017 - Q2
2018: Establish
stable baseline
of billing data.

Q3 2018: Report &
Metric
Implementation

Figure 5: Billing of metered customers (estimated timeframe).

3.1.4 Ease of telephone contact - Call abandonment rate
The CRU metric definition
The CRU will measure the percentage of calls that are abandoned while a caller is waiting in
the queue to speak to an agent having been directed through the Interactive Voice
Recognition (IVR) system.

Current Status
This metric details the percentage of calls that are abandoned while a caller to IW is waiting
in the queue to speak to an agent, having already been directed through the IVR system.
Call abandonment is actively managed through forecasting and monitoring of peak demand
to ensure that IW resources are effectively utilised.
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Performance on this metric can be improved by shortening a customer’s waiting time. IW
continuously endeavours to maintain a low percentage of call abandonment. The below
chart provides the metric statistics for calendar years 2015, 2016 and the H1 2017 period.
Month by month statistics are provided in Appendix A – tables 24, 25, and 26.

Discussion on 2015, 2016 and H1 2017 outturn
2015 was a particularly busy year for the IW contact centre, with over 1.8 million calls
received from customers across the country. There were a number of reasons for this
volume of calls:


The domestic customer registration campaign commenced in September 2014
asking both IW and non-IW customers to return completed registration forms. This
process was required to enable IW to record the correct information against the water
supply address. The original date for completion of this registration process was
February 2015. It was first estimated that 70% of customers would register online,
20% by phone and 10% by post and the contact centre was resourced accordingly.
In fact, 70% of responses were returned by post which required a much greater
volume of manual updates on the IW customer system. The contact centre resources
had to be balanced between call answering and data inputting. As a result the call
abandonment rates were higher than expected. As the February deadline
approached, increased call volumes led to higher abandonment rates.



In order to qualify for the Water Conservation Grant, householders had to register
with IW by 30 June 2015. IW provided the registered customers’ information to the
Department of Social Protection (DSP) to facilitate the payment. The months of
September, October and November 2015 coincided with the payment of the Water
Conservation Grant by the DSP. IW’s contact centre handled increased call volumes
in relation to both registration and payments.



Domestic water charging commenced in January 2015, with bills issued from 7 April
2015. Following the registration campaign, IW encouraged customers to contact IW if
any inaccurate information was contained in the bill. Customers responded positively
to this, enabling IW to improve bill accuracy for the following three quarters.

The call abandonment rate in 2015 reflects both the elevated call volume (1.8m) and the
complexity of the customer interaction associated with the registration campaign and the
commencement of domestic billing. In 2016, call volumes reduced significantly to just over
700,000. Call volumes in the H1 2017 period were c. 180,000. Call abandonment rates in
2016 and the H1 2017 period were much improved on 2015, reflecting more normal
business expectations.
Call abandonment rates for the H1 2017 period was 3% compared to 1% in 2016. This was
due to non-domestic billing migration and the issuing of non-domestic bills in H1 2017. This
is within criteria (< 5%), as expected with normal call volumes. Call abandonment up to 5%
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is in line with best international practice as per the Call Centre Association (CCA) industry
performance.4

Call Abandonment Rate
14%
12%
10%
8%
6%

13%

4%
2%

3%
1%

0%
2015

2016

H1 2017

Table 4: Call abandonment rates for 2015, 2016 and H1 2017

3.1.5 Ease of Telephone Contact - Customer call handling survey
The CRU metric definition
The CRU will monitor Irish Water’s performance in a survey conducted by an independent
research company engaged by Irish Water.

Current Status
It is important that we monitor and analyse customer experiences to ensure that we
continuously meet expectations and identify opportunities to improve. IW engages with an
independent research company to monitor this metric.

Discussion on 2015, 2016 and H1 2017 outturn
The results for 2015, 2016 and H1 2017 are set out below. These are based on surveyed
customers who rated as satisfied (7-10) on a ten point scale. The domestic billing line5 and
the Operations line6 (which handles general queries in relation to water and wastewater
networks) are both included in this satisfaction score.
IW call sampling volumes varied across the months in 2015 and 2016. These sampling
volume variations coincided with the issuing of domestic bills in April 2015 and with

4

As per the UK Contact Centre Decision-Makers Guide 2017-2018 (15th Edition).
Callsave 1850 448448
6
Callsave 1850 278278
5
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Domestic billing suspension in 2016. Call sampling numbers were kept at a level to ensure
that the data was both reliable and sufficiently representative to facilitate analysis.
IW worked with our external research partner to ensure that:




the calls were selected randomly, with the inclusion of calls at different times of the
day, i.e. morning, afternoons and evenings;
there was a wide range of calls included, i.e. water supply issues, billing queries,
payments etc.; and
all call types featured in the data set, i.e. those that required further referral (requiring
a site visit), and those that could be resolved on that call.

As customers became familiar with IW, from both the reporting of water issues and billing
interactions, the Customer Satisfaction (CSat) scores became more stable and improved
gradually over the two years.
IW’s focus on customer experience has seen the annual score increase modestly from 64%
in 2015 to 66% in 2016. From January 2017 the CSAT score is based on three telephone
lines including Domestic, Non-Domestic and Operation lines. H1 2017 saw an increase in
CSat amongst IW customers to 77%. This was due to a focus on improving call quality
experiences. Emphasis was placed on empowering front line advisors in non-domestic
billing, which resulted in a reduction in escalated calls, increased first contact resolution and
ultimately an increase in customer satisfaction.
The below table provides statistics for calendar years 2015, 2016 and H1 2017. Month by
month statistics are provided in Appendix A – table 27.

CSAT Scores
100%
80%
60%
40%

64%

66%

2015

2016

77%

20%
0%
H1 2017

Table 5: CSAT scores calendar years and H1 2017percentages.
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3.1.6 Ease of Telephone Contact - Speed of telephone response (TSF1 &
TSF2)

TSF 1: The CRU metric definition
Two separate Telephone Service Factor (TSF) metrics are included in IW’s Performance
Assessment report. The first of these is TSF1, which measures the time taken to pick up
calls that are in the queue.
Current Status
TSF 1 is calculated as follows: Calls Answered by an agent within 20 seconds in the queue /
the total number of calls that enter the queue to speak to an agent = X %.
The TSF1 metric looks at the time taken to pick up customer calls that are in the queue to
speak to an agent, i.e. it measures the percentage of these calls that are answered within 20
seconds. This metric does not look at the service within the IVR, which takes place
separately to, or in advance of, the queuing system.
IW understands the importance of responsive customer service and works with the contact
centre to monitor performance on this metric and address any issues which arise. Taking
into account the requirement to balance responsiveness with cost effectiveness, IW aims to
answer 80% of calls within the 20 second threshold.
Discussion on 2015, 2016 and H1 2017 outturn
When looking at 2015 and 2016, the IW registration campaign, the commencement of
domestic billing, and the Water Conservation Grant, are all relevant factors which help to
explain the outturn results. In 2015, the figures ranged from a high of 90% in March to a low
of 24% in October. As mentioned above, the months of September, October and November
2015 coincided with the DSP payment of the Water Conservation Grant. This resulted in a
substantial increase in phone calls to the IW contact centre. The average score for 2015 was
54%, which reflects the significant volume of calls received.
In 2016, there was a high of 94% (May and July) and a low of 84% (September 2016). The
average for the year was 90%, which is a significant improvement from 2015 and reflects a
lower volume of calls to our contact centre. The below table provides statistics for calendar
years 2015, 2016 and H1 2017. Month by month statistics are provided in Appendix A –
tables 28, 29 and 30.
In H1 2017 TSF 1 was 84%, which is above our target threshold. During this period, nondomestic billing migration was underway and this resulted in an increase in inbound calls
received by IW. The number of non-domestic calls increased from 3,000 in December 2016
to 13,000 in March 2017 as a result of non-domestic billing migration and bills being
generated for these customers directly by IW. Staff levels were managed to react to and
meet administration activity requirements at this time, for example, accommodating new
connections support and non-domestic billing services support.
14

TSF 1
100%

80%

60%

40%

90%

84%

2016

H1 2017

54%
20%

0%
2015

Table 6: TSF1 percentages for calendar years and H1 2017 period.

TSF 2: The CRU metric definition
The second Telephone Service Factor (TSF) metric being monitored in the performance
assessment report is TSF2, which includes a measure of service in the IVR (Interactive
Voice Recognition) system.

Current Status
TSF2 is calculated as follows: (Calls fully contained
in IVR picked up by IVR and do not progress to
queue + Calls Answered by an agent within 20
seconds in the queue) / Total number of calls
received to switch = X %
The TSF2 metric looks at both the time the customer
spends in the queue and the service within the IVR.
Calls that are picked up by IVR, and which do not
progress to the queue, automatically contribute to an
increased score under this metric.

Discussion on 2015, 2016 and H1 2017 outturn
As IW only began measuring this from April 2015, no scores are available from January to
March 2015. Scores for the remainder of 2015 ranged from a high of 71% (July) to a low of
21% (October). As mentioned previously, the relatively low scores in September, October
and November 2015 were as a result of the exceptionally high volume of calls to the IW
contact centre relating to payment of the Water Conservation Grant. The average for 2015
was 44%, which reflects the significant volume of calls received.
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There was a much more consistent level of scoring in 2016, with high of 81% (June) and a
low of 65% (September). The average for the year was 75%, which, as with TSF1, is a
significant improvement from the 2015 figure.
In H1 2017, TSF 2 was 70%. As with TSF1 an increase in calls received by IW as a result of
the non-domestic billing migration project had an effect on TSF2 H1 2017 outturn, when
compared against 2016.
The below table provide statistics for calendar years 2015, 2016 and H1 2017. Month by
month statistics are provided in Appendix A – tables 31, 32 and 33.

TSF 2
100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

75%

70%

2016

H1 2017

44%

0%
2015

Table 7: TSF2 percentages for calendar years and H1 2017 period.

3.1.7 Ease of Telephone Contact - First Call Resolution
The CRU metric definition
The percentage of calls that are dealt with within one call, without requiring a call back to the
customer from Irish Water.

Current Status
Measuring how many customers are dealt with through one call is a good indicator of
customer service levels and the effectiveness of the contact centre in dealing with queries.
The exact metric detailed in the CRU’s decision paper is not in place in IW however an
alternative measure of ‘First Call Resolution’ is available. This monitors the number of
contacts that are dealt with on the initial call from the customer but uses the following
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methodology.7
For any given month (based on a 30 days rolling lookback period), the first call from a phone
number (or account number if captured by the IVR) is recorded as the initial call. All
subsequent calls received from that phone number during that month are classified as
repeat calls.
This ‘First Call Resolution’ metric was measured by IW from Q4 2016. The score for Q4
2016 was 78% for the Domestic and Operations contact lines. The Non-Domestic contact
numbers were added to this metric in Q1 2017.
IW monitors this metric in conjunction with the contact centre provider. While performance in
Q4 2016 was strong, IW intends to continuously assess potential process, training and
system improvements in order to deliver further improvement over time.
The H1 2017 outturn saw the FCR number increasing slightly to 79%. This is based on the
domestic, non-domestic and operations lines. Improved Customer Management processes
were put in place to enable an enhanced first customer call, which resulted in higher first call
resolution and a better customer experience.

7

IW has discussed this metric with the CRU and agreement has been reached to include the IW ‘First Call Resolution’ in this
Performance Assessment report. Further discussions will take place on whether this substitution should be a permanent one.
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3.2

Environmental Performance

Headline OPA metric

Sub Metric

Data Availability

Pollution incidents relating to wastewater
Environmental
Performance

Sludge disposal
Wastewater treatment works meeting
requirements

Table 8: Environmental performance metrics overview.

Protecting and improving the future long term quality of the water environment is
fundamental to providing safe water services and for the protection of human health, our
surrounding environment and biodiversity. It is a core objective of IW that we will protect the
environment in all our activities and this informs our 25 year Water Services Strategic Plan,
Business Plan and Capital Investment Plan 2017-2021.

IW is responsible for the provision and development of water services including the
collection, treatment and discharge of urban wastewater. The key requirements which must
be met are set out in the EU’s Urban Waste Water Treatment Directive and Ireland’s Urban
Waste Water Treatment Regulations. The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is the
environmental regulator responsible for the authorisation of urban wastewater discharges.
IW responsibility for wastewater commences when the wastewater effluent reaches the
public wastewater network and includes the transfer of effluent to wastewater treatment
18

plants, the treatment itself and the subsequent discharge of the treated wastewater back into
the water environment.
Water and wastewater treatment processes generate sludge, which requires further
treatment to ensure its safe and efficient re-use or disposal in compliance with the relevant
environmental waste management and environmental regulations.
IW reports to the EPA on a wide range of environmental performance metrics relating to both
water and wastewater. We set out below the environmental performance metrics selected by
the CRU for inclusion in IW’s performance assessment.

3.2.1 Pollution Incidents relating to wastewater
The CRU metric definition
The CRU will monitor (a) the number of pollution incidents resulting from wastewater
collection and treatment activities, broken down by category and (b) the number of recurring
incidents closed out within this metric.

Current Status
Urban wastewater must be treated to remove contaminants that could pose a risk to the
environment and public health prior to its discharge/release. IW must notify all pollution
incidents that occur to the EPA.
Pollution incidents are described as discharges that do not comply with the requirements of
a wastewater discharge authorisation. They can also be any occurrence at a wastewater
works with the potential either for environmental contamination or requiring an emergency
response by IW and/or relevant authorities. A licence is required for discharges from areas
with a population equivalent (p.e) of 500 or more. A certificate of authorisation is required for
discharges from areas with a population equivalent of less than 500.8

Incidents by category
Under the EPA Wastewater Discharge Licence and Certificates of Authorisation
requirements, IW is required to categorise incidents from 1- 5, having regard to the potential
impact to the receiving environment and/or human health. This can be from minor (no
contamination, localised effects) to catastrophic (very heavy contamination, widespread
effects of extended duration). Further details on these incident categories 1-5 can be found
in Appendix B – Environmental Metrics.

8

A measure used to express the amount of organic waste (cBOD) produced in an urban area. It takes into account the load
generated by the resident population, the non-resident population (e.g. tourists) and industries. A population equivalent of 1 is
defined as the organic biodegradable load having a five day biochemical oxygen demand of 60g of oxygen per day .
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The table below summarises the number of incidents per category reported to the EPA for
2014, 2015 and 2016.

Category
Classification
1
Minor
2
Limited
3
Serious
4
Very Serious
5
Catastrophic
Total Number of Incidents

2014
1,099
193
3
0
0
1,295

2015
1,274
179
1
0
0
1,454

2016
1,305
146
2
0
0
1,453

Table 9: No. of pollution incidents 2014, 2015 and 2016.

IW identified incident reporting as a key area of concern in 2014. The provision of additional
incident training, together with the development of an IW incident management system, were
identified as important requirements to enable improved incident reporting practices. Actions
have been taken by IW to address both deficiencies and, as a result, the overall number of
incidents reported to the EPA has increased.
There were no reported Category 4 or 5 incidents across 2014, 2015 and 2016. The causes
of the Category 3 incidents in 2014 were all uncontrolled releases from wastewater works;
one at the Cavan Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) and two at the Roscommon WWTP.
The single Category 3 incident in 2015 occurred at Castlefinn, Donegal. It was a spillage
caused by adverse weather, which resulted in severe flooding at the WWTP. In all of these
cases, appropriate corrective actions were put in place by IW and the LAs and the incidents
have since been closed.
The causes of the two Category 3 Incidents in 2016 were related to uncontrolled releases,
one at Balbriggan WWTP, and one at Cork City Pump Station (at Curaheen Road). Both
incidents were reported to the EPA. Corrective and preventative actions have been
implemented by IW, with both Category 3 incidents subsequently closed by the EPA.
There were ten incidents that were originally classified as Category 3 (Serious) in 2014,
however upon review this number was reduced to three. Due to IW development and roll
out of an Incident Reporting Solution in 2016, the classification of incidents is no longer a
concern.

Number of recurring incidents closed
In reporting pollution incidents to the EPA, IW must identify these as being new, recurring or
repeat incident events.


New: This is a once off pollution incident event.



Recurring: This is a pollution incident that has already occurred in the previous months
or is likely to occur again in the coming months. This could be a result of wastewater
discharges that do not meet licence standards due to wastewater treatment plant
capacity issues. In this case, capital investment is required to address the root cause
20

and close the event. Operational change, outside of capital investment, may also be
required to address recurring incidents.


Repeat: This is a re-occurrence of a previously reported recurring incident. It is captured
for 2016 onward, following the publication of updated EPA incident reporting procedures
in the later part of 2015.



Closed: An incident is considered closed when an event has ended and appropriate
corrective actions are put in place by IW and the LAs.

Pollution incidents in 2015 and 2016
We reported 1,454 incident events to the EPA in 2015, 1,081 of which were classified as
recurring. At the end of the year 1,140 incidents events were closed, including 849 of the
recurring incidents.
1600

Incidents
reported
2015 by
definition

1400
1200
1000
800

Total Reported

600

Closed in 2015

400
200
0
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Table 10: 2015 pollution incidents.

The EPA 2016 Urban Wastewater Treatment Report (published in November 2017) details
key areas of focus for the EPA.
IW reported 1,453 incident events to the EPA in 2016. Of the 1,453 there were 598 new
incidents, 230 recurring incidents and 625 repeats (re-occurrences). Of the 625 repeat
incidents 34 were re-occurrances of incidents again in 2016 that were open prior to 2016. As
a result of corrective actions implemented in 2016 these 34 have been closed. A total of 541
of the 2016 incidents were closed at the end of the year, including 82 of the 230 recurring
incidents.
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Table 11: 2016 pollution incidents.

3.2.2 Sludge Disposal
The CRU metric definition
The CRU will monitor the percentage of drinking water and wastewater sludge that is
disposed of in an unsatisfactory manner.

Current Status
IW is currently developing this metric; however we do provide information to the EPA on the
amount of wastewater sludge produced by IW activities.

Sludge Disposal – Drinking Water Sludge
In order to produce safe drinking water, raw water must go through a number of treatment
processes such as chemical and physical treatment, which produce sludge. Water sludge is
produced at a water treatment plant employing coagulation, filtration and clarification, also
known as CFC processes. It is a function of the raw water quality and the chemical treatment
applied. Sludge is produced on site, where further processes such as dewatering is applied,
prior to it being disposed/recovered in an environmentally sound manner. Not all of IW’s
water treatment plants produce sludge. For example, there is no sludge produced from some
groundwater sources due its raw water quality.
The process for reporting how much drinking water sludge is produced at our water
treatment plants is currently being reviewed. Various methods of data collation and record
keeping are used and a national standardised approach is required. This reporting deficiency
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must be addressed before this metric can be fully reported. To address this, IW has
commenced work on its Water Treatment Plant Residual Strategy (WTPRS), which will aid
the development of a national standardised approach.
The strategy will take into account current legislation and guidance documents in relation to
the treatment and disposal of sludge, in addition to developing a sustainable and circular
economy approach to sludge disposal. The WTPRS will provide a coherent overall plan to
manage sludge from the WTP processes in an economical, environmentally sustainable
manner.
In Q2 2017, a draft IW WTPRS was produced, this highlighted a number of deficiencies in
both data quality and water sludge infrastructure. In order to address the deficiencies
identified, the development of an implementation plan began in Q3 2017 (Phase 1). This
involves scoping, identification, and development of data management systems to capture,
assess, and report on sludge data and is due to be completed by Q4 2018. It is envisaged
that by Q2 2019, IW will be in a position to report on how the largest WTPs manage their
sludge.

Q3'17 - Q4'18: Phase 1 - Scoping,
Identification & Development of data
management systems.

Q2 2019: Report & Metric
Implementation

Figure 6: Drinking Water Sludge metric (estimated timeframe).

Sludge Disposal – Wastewater Sludge
Wastewater sludge is generated through the wastewater treatment process. It is mainly
composed of organic matter that has been removed during the treatment process, and may
contain contaminants. Further treatment is required to this sludge to enable it to be re-used
or disposed of safely and efficiently.
Each year IW is required to report to the EPA on the sludge quantities produced, types of
treatments, and final disposal locations. In 2015, IW wastewater treatment plants produced a
collective total of 58,387 tonnes of wastewater sludge. In 2016 a collective total of 56,018
tonnes of wastewater sludge was produced.
Further to treatment, most sludge is reused on agricultural land as a soil enhancer or
fertilizer, as can be seen from the table below. The destination routes for both 2015 and
2016 wastewater sludge are as follows9:

9

As per the EPA Urban Wastewater report 2015 & 2016 which can found here.
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Quantity
Tonnes Dry
Solids

Year
2015
2016

Agriculture
46,697
(80%)
45,344
(81%)

Composting
10,946
(18.7%)
9,610
(17.2%)

Landfill
94
(0.2%)
102
(0.2%)

Other10
650
(1.1%)
962
(1.7%)

Total
58,387
56,018

Table 12: Destination of 2015 and 2016 wastewater sludge.

We estimate that the quantity of wastewater sludge generated will increase by more than
80% by 2040, as new and upgraded plants are completed to treat our wastewater to the
required standards. The management of this wastewater sludge poses economic, planning
and environmental challenges. In response to this, IW published the first National
Wastewater Sludge Management Plan (NWSMP) in September 2016. This is a plan for
managing wastewater sludge over the next 25 years. It sets out a national standardised
approach for ensuring that wastewater sludge is effectively managed, stored, transported
and re-used or disposed of, in a sustainable way.
We have also allocated capital expenditure in our Capital Investment Plan 2017-2021 to
‘Sludge Satellites and Hubs’ that will provide a higher level of sludge treatment at IW sites.
These upgrades will reduce the risk of unsatisfactory sludge disposal, in addition to
increasing transport efficiency, increasing energy recovery, and reducing the quantity of
sludge for disposal/re-use.

10

For 2015, this refers to 552 tonnes held in storage at the end of 2015, 95 tonnes was used overseas in cement production
and 3 tonnes used in incineration. For 2016, this refers to 962 tonnes and it includes the use of sludge in anaerobic digestion,
and cement production, and sludge in storage awaiting landspreading.
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In Q3 2017 IW began an annual audit of Sludge Management activities. In addition to
implementing actions from the audit, the following will also be carried out from Q3 2017 to
Q3 2018:





Development of Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) for wastewater sludge
management with respect to land spreading of treated wastewater sludge;
Introduction and roll out of a quality assurance system (QAS) for the whole
wastewater sludge management process. This includes treatment, sludge transport,
sludge storage and re-use.
Scoping and development of a methodology for addressing non-conformances
identified by IW during the independent audit.

An options review to identify and develop a Centralised Reporting System (CRS) for all
wastewater sludge management data started in Q3 2017. Full implementation and roll out of
the CRS is due by the end of Q2 2020.
Once the CRS has been implemented, an independent audit of the wastewater sludge
management system will be carried out. When the audit is complete, IW will then be in a
position to measure the wastewater sludge disposal metric from end Q4 2021.

Q3'17-Q3'18: IW
actions following
annual audit

Q3'17Q2'20:
Develop
CRS

Q3'20-Q3'21:
Independent
audit of
sludge mgt
system.

Q4 2021: Report
& Metric
Implementation

Figure 7: Wastewater Sludge metric (estimated timeframe)

IW has also recently published a consultation seeking views on a shortlist of five potential
sites for a Regional Biosolids Storage Facility for the greater Dublin region.11 This new
regional facility will lead to greater efficiencies and more effective management of the
wastewater network over the longer term.

3.2.3

Wastewater Treatment works meeting requirements

The CRU metric definition
The CRU will monitor (a) agglomerations with no wastewater treatment or preliminary
treatment only and (b) the number of agglomerations not meeting the Urban Wastewater
Treatment Directive Standards.

Current Status

11

Wastewater sludge can also be referred to as ‘biosolids’. Information on this IW consultation process can be found here on
our website.
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Untreated wastewater can present a risk to human health and can damage the freshwater
and marine environment. IW is committed to providing appropriate treatment for all
agglomerations and to addressing the requirements laid out in Urban Wastewater Treatment
Directive (UWWTD).This directive requires Ireland to ensure that our towns and cities collect
wastewater in an appropriate manner and treat it to standards determined by the EU.
IW currently reports on this metric to the EPA and the relevant data is set out below.
A) Agglomerations with no wastewater treatment or preliminary treatment only
In the EPA Report Focus on Urban Waste Water Treatment 201312, 44 urban
areas/agglomerations were identified at the end of 2013 where wastewater was being
discharged with no treatment.13 In our Capital Investment Plan 2017-2021 we set out a
challenging target to bring the baseline figure of 44 to zero by the end of 2021. Steady
progress is being made towards achieving that goal, as set out in the table below:

Year
Total
number
of
agglomerations with no
treatment or preliminary
treatment by end year14

2013
44

2014
45

2015
43

2016
4215

Table 13: No. of Agglomerations with no treatment or preliminary treatment.

By the end of 2016, IW had successfully removed five locations from the list. However, as a
result of better information, three locations have also been added to the list16 by the EPA,
resulting in an overall net reduction to 42. IW is committed to investing in continued
improvement on this important metric over the coming years.
B) Agglomerations not meeting the Urban Wastewater Treatment Directive Standards.
The UWWTD applies to all agglomerations >2,000 p.e discharging to freshwater and
estuarine bodies; and agglomerations >10,000 p.e discharging to coastal water bodies. The
UWWTD annual assessment undertaken by IW, and subsequently assessed by the EPA, is
based on the following three factors; treatment type, effluent quality and sample numbers.
Treatment Type: The level of treatment required at wastewater treatment plants is generally
dependant on the p.e (size) of the agglomeration served and the sensitivity of the receiving
waters the effluent enters, as detailed below.

12

A link to the EPA report can be found here.
An agglomeration can be defined as an area where the population and/ or economic activities are sufficiently concentrated
for wastewater to be collected and conducted to a WWTP or final discharge point.
14
These stats include Coolatee Housing. The ownership of this asset is currently in dispute.
15
The 2016 annual EPA UWWT Report refers to 44 agglomerations in 2016. This no. includes Foynes, Glin and Newport
which were found in 2017 to be providing less that primary treatment. These numbers also exclude Kinvara which was provided
with treatment in 2017
16
Kilmacsimon, Ardmore, Ballylongford, Dunmore East and St. Johnston were removed from 2014-2016 year end.
Rathmullen, Avoca and Doldrum Bay were added before year end 2016.
13
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Treatment Type
More stringent treatment
3P/3N/3PN)
Secondary Treatment
Appropriate Treatment

Agglomeration P.E (collected)
(Tertiary >/ = 10,000 P.E (Sensitive Waters)
>/ = 2000 P.E (Freshwater & Estuarine);
>/ = 10,000 P.E (Coastal)
>/ = 2000 P.E (Freshwater & Estuarine
Inland); < 10,000 PE (Coastal)

Table 14: Annual UWWTD assessment - treatment type.

Effluent Quality: Effluent quality is assessed against the emission limit values (ELVs) for
chemical parameters specified in the UWWTD. The parameters are Biological Oxygen
Demand (BOD), Chemical Oxygen Demand (COD), Total Suspended Solids (TSS),
(optional) Total Phosphorous (TP) and/or Total Nitrogen (TN) (where applicable). The ELV
requirements are set out in the table below.

Parameter
cBOD
COD
TSS
TP
TN

Concentration
25 mg/l O2
125 mg/l O2
35 mg/l
2 mg/l P (10, 000 – 100,00 PE)
1 mg/l P (>100,000 PE)
15 mg/l P(>100,000 PE)

Agglomeration P.E (Collected)
≥ 2000 P.E ( Freshwater &
Estuarine Inland);≥ 10,000 P.E
(Coastal)
>10,000 P.E (Sensitive)

Table 15: Annual UWWTD assessment - effluent quality.

Sample Numbers: The number of samples required is based on the size of the wastewater
treatment plant within these agglomerations. Requirements are detailed in the table below.

Number of samples required
WWTP Size (P.E)
12 samples (4 samples in subsequent years if 2000 - 9999 P.E
compliant in previous years)
12 samples
10000 – 49999 P.E
24 samples
50000 P.E or over
Table 16: Annual UWWTD assessment - sample numbers.

IW proposes to measure the number of agglomerations (and the associated P.E) that are
‘compliant’ with the UWWTD rather than the number that are ‘non-compliant’.17 This would
align with IW’s 25 year Water Services Strategic Plan (WSSP) which sets a target of 90%
agglomeration (4.8 million P.E.) compliance by 2021. The UWWTD metric included in the
Capital Investment Plan 2017-2021 also measures agglomeration P.E compliance.
The list and number of agglomerations subject to assessment varies from year to year, due
to two factors:

17

This would mean a change to the metric as detailed by the CRU in November 2016. We will be discussing this further with
the CRU for future Performance Assessment reports.
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1. Agglomerations subject to assessment are identified based on the amount of
wastewater generated and collected in a particular area/agglomeration. This is
influenced by population growth and economic growth (industry activity etc.),
which, in turn, is subject to annual variation.
2. Inconsistencies in the methodology applied to calculate an agglomeration’s P.E
have been identified. This methodology pre-dates IW’s establishment and now
requires standardisation.
Both of these factors make it difficult to establish a baseline list of agglomerations subject to
assessment for more than one year. As a result, the agglomerations subject to assessment
must be identified annually and taken into consideration when planning subsequent
investment cycles. IW is currently working on addressing the method of calculation.
The table below summarises the number of compliant and non-compliant agglomerations for
2014, 2015 and 2016. It also summarises the agglomeration P.E rates.
Ireland’s wastewater assets are suffering from a legacy of under investment over many
years. It is clear that significant work must be undertaken to deliver improvements in
UWWTD compliance and IW is committed to delivering much needed investment in this area
in the coming years.

Metric

2014

2015

2016

Information Source

No. of
Agglomerations
falling under
UWWTD
No. of
Agglomerations
compliant with
UWWTD

174

171

185

IW: calculated based on the Annual
compliance Return

140 of 174
(133 of 174 if
TSS is
(1)
considered)

139 of 171
(132 of 171 if
TSS is
(1)
considered)

34 of 174
(41 of 174 if TSS
(1)
is considered)

32 of 171
(39 of 171 if TSS
(1)
is considered)

43%
(42% if TSS is
(1)
considered)

44%
(41% if TSS is
(1)
considered)

2.25m
(2.19m if TSS is
(1)
considered)
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2.4m
(2.3m if TSS is
(1)(2)
considered)
29

No. of
Agglomerations
non-compliant with
UWWTD
%
Agglomeration P.E
Compliant with
UWWTD
Agglomeration P.E
compliant

145 of 185
(137 of 185 if
TSS is
considered)

IW: Calculated from Annual
compliance Return; verified by EPA
Report.

40 of 185
IW: calculated from Annual
(48 of 185 if TSS compliance Return; verified by EPA
is considered)
Report.
44%
(43% if TSS is
considered)

IW: calculated based on the Annual
compliance Return.

2.07m
IW: calculated based on the Annual
(2.04m if TSS is
compliance Return.
considered)
25
IW: calculated based on the Annual
compliance Return.

No. that failed
Effluent Quality only
(as reported by
EPA)Note1
Table 17: Overview of agglomeration compliance with UWWTD.

Note 1: This refers to the no. of agglomerations with secondary treatment/ more stringent treatment in place but failed to meet
BOD, COD and nutrient standards. This measure is reported on in the 2014 and 2015 EPA Annual UWWT Reports. This is not
referenced in the 2016 Annual Report. It was therefore sourced from the Annual Compliance Return Data.
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(1)

The monitoring of TSS (Total Suspended Solids) is an optional requirement under the Urban
Wastewater Treatment Directive (Council Directive 91/271/EEC). For this reason, TSS failures (only) are
not considered when reporting to the EU Commission. However monitoring TSS is a mandatory
requirement under the Urban Wastewater Treatment Regulations (S.I. No. 254/2001). For this reason,
IW tracks and reports agglomerations that have failed TSS (only) as non-compliant to the EPA.

(2)

Nenagh and Roscrea were deemed compliant with Nutrient requirements in October 2016 (following
EPA discussions). This resulted in 2 failures being regarded as passes. More stringent treatment type
(3N/3P) failures were experienced in Ennis North, Dundalk, and Tralee. Drogheda and Clonakilty also
required more stringent treatment however, in accordance with the licence; this does not take effect until
the end of 2016. IW statistics were updated in April 2017 to take account of this. Total compliant
changed from 137 to 139 (excluding TSS Failures).
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3.3

Water supply – Quality of Service

Headline OPA metric

Sub Metric

Data Availability

Properties subject to unplanned interruptions
Water Supply – Quality
Water quality
of Service
Water supplies on Boil Water Notices and/or
water restrictions
Table 18: Water Supply Quality of Service metrics overview.

Ireland has different types of water supplies such as surface waters (rivers, lakes and
streams), groundwater and springs. Raw water must be abstracted and treated before being
distributed through the IW network to customers’ taps. A safe, secure, reliable supply of
clean water is essential to the health of Ireland’s citizens and to supporting economic growth.
Unplanned interruption to this water supply negatively affects all consumers – including
households, the agricultural sector, and industry. IW is aiming to reduce the number of these
interruptions over the coming years through investing in the asset base, and improving
operational processes where necessary.
We also need to ensure that the treated water we produce meets the water quality standards
as outlined in the European Drinking Water Directive. This Directive, transposed into Irish
law, defines the parametric values (i.e. acceptable limits) for a range of chemical,
microbiological and indicator parameters in drinking water.
The Drinking Water Regulations set out the criteria which require notification of drinking
water parameter exceedances to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). IW also has a
statutory obligation to consult with the HSE in the interests of protecting public health. IW
must ensure that appropriate mitigation measures are put in place, and where a risk to public
health is established, prompt notification of all affected customers is required, including the
provision of appropriate advice.
IW submits all regulatory monitoring data to the EPA, which it uses to produce the Annual
Drinking Water Report. The most recent published report was The EPA Drinking Water
Report for Public Water Supplies 2016.18 All data for 2016 submitted to the EPA by the
statutory deadline (February 2017), facilitated the EPA in preparing their 2016 report.

3.3.1 Properties subject to unplanned interruptions
The CRU metric definition
The CRU will monitor the number of properties experiencing unplanned interruptions to their
supply in excess of 4, 12 and 24 hours.
18

This report can be found here on the EPA website.

30

Current Status
IW aims to supply drinking water to our customers across the country as and when demand
requires it. Although some supply interruptions are inevitable, we must operate in a manner
that reduces the number of these supply interruptions to a minimum.
IW does not yet have the full capability required to report on the duration of unplanned
interruptions. However, we do provide the CRU with a quarterly report that includes the
following information:19





Number of unplanned interruptions during the quarter;
Whether an alternative water supply was provided;
Approximate number of WPRNs (Water Point Reference Numbers) affected; and
Total number of Vulnerable Customers contacted during the quarter.

We are currently developing systems, including procuring Geographic Information System
(GIS) software, that will allow us to fully report on this metric (4, 12 and 24 hours
interruptions).
This software will have the capability to remotely select and capture District Metered Areas
(DMAs) and Water Supply Zones, enabling IW to more accurately identify geographical
areas within the DMA that are impacted by supply interruptions. It is anticipated that the
scoping of the system requirements will be complete at the end of Q4 2017.
Starting in Q1 2018, IW will need to scope and develop internal IT system changes to
integrate the new GIS software
solution with existing IW work
management systems. Testing
of the proposed system will be
carried out prior to pilot
deployment in Q2 2018.
System
deployment
and
training for all relevant users will
take place on a phased basis
over Q3 2018 to Q1 2019 and
we anticipate being able to
measure and report on this
metric by end Q2 2019.

19

The Customer Handbook Data Report.
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Q3-Q4'17: IW
scoping IT
solution

Q1-Q2'18:
Integrate and
test IT
solution +
Pilot roll out

Q3'18Q1'19:
Training
roll out

Q2 2019: Report
& Metric
Implementation

Figure 8: Monitoring of supply interruptions (estimated timeframe).

3.3.2 Water Quality
The CRU metric definition
The CRU will monitor the level of:


Percentage microbiological compliance - the sum of all compliant test results for E.
coli and Enterococci divided by the sum of all test results undertaken for E. coli and
Enterococci.



Percentage chemical compliance - The sum of all compliant test results for all
chemical parameters (as defined in Drinking Water Regulations) divided by the sum
of all test results undertaken for all chemical parameters.



Percentage Trihalomethane (THM) compliance - The sum of all compliant test results
for the THM parameter divided by the sum of all test results undertaken for the THM
parameter.



Percentage lead compliance - The sum of all compliant test results for the lead
parameters divided by the sum of all test results undertaken for the lead parameter.



Percentage E. coli compliance - The sum of all compliant test results for the E. coli
parameter divided by the sum of all test results undertaken for the E. coli parameter.

Current Status
IW currently measures these listed metrics in accordance with the Drinking Water
Regulations. In Q3 2016, IW developed a new centralised data management system which
provided a single source of drinking water and wastewater regulatory monitoring data. The
new system was implemented in Q1 2017 and has facilitated efficient, accurate, and robust
reporting of key compliance metrics.
Each year, IW prepares and implements (through the LAs) an annual regulatory monitoring
programme for its public water supplies (known as a sampling plan). The purpose of these
yearly plans is to comply with statutory obligations under the Drinking Water Regulations and
ensure that each supply is adequately monitored. The monitoring programmes must be
representative of the quality of water consumed throughout the year, and be equally
distributed both temporally and spatially throughout the supply.
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IW is required to maintain up to date records of regulatory monitoring data for all public water
supplies. In February of each year, IW provides data (for the previous calendar year) to the
EPA via the EDEN system.20 This data is then assessed by the EPA and used to prepare the
EPA Drinking Water Annual Report.21

Water Quality data across 2014, 2015 and 2016.
IW submitted a total number of 175,798 test results for public water supplies to the EPA in
2014. This number increased to 185,515 in 2015. In 2016 IW submitted over 140,000 test
results for public water supplies which included microbiological, chemical and indicator
parameters to the EPA.
Overall compliance rates for the IW public supplies, based on the drinking water samples
analysed for 2014, 2015 and 2016, are detailed below.

Water Quality metrics – IW data22
Percentage of Microbiological compliance
Percentage of Chemical compliance
Percentage of Trihalomethane
compliance
Percentage of Lead compliance
Percentage of E. Coli compliance

2014

2015

2016

99.91%
99.35%
91.32%

99.95%
99.38%
91.22%

99.94%
99.46%
93.07%

97.68%
99.93%

98.59%
99.96%

97.83%
99.98%

Table 19: Percentage of Compliance – IW Data.



Microbiological compliance rate: Before drinking water can be consumed it must
be treated for potential microbiological containments, such as bacteria, which could
affect human health. There was a slight rise from 2014 to 2015 in the microbiological
compliance rate following on with a slight decrease in 2016.



In order to improve microbiological compliance, IW developed a draft National
Disinfection Strategy and National Disinfection Programme in 2016. The draft
National Disinfection Strategy outlines the standard specifications for disinfection
treatment infrastructure for all water treatment plants managed by IW across the
country. The aim of the National Disinfection Programme is to assess water
treatment plant performance in terms of achieving full drinking water quality
microbiological compliance (bacterial and viral compliance) as well as the ability /
capability of the treatment process to remove or inactivate cryptosporidium. Where
the Disinfection Programme assessment determines a treatment deficiency, it will
carry out the necessary upgrade works to bring the disinfection systems in line with
IW Disinfection specifications.

20

This is an online reporting application for organisations to communicate with the EPA and share data with each other.
These reports can be found here on the EPA website. Further information on the parameters can be found here on the EPA
website.
22
The IW metric compliance rates may vary slightly from those contained in the EPA Drinking Water Report for Public Water
Supplies. IW is pending clarification of the ownership/responsibility of a number of small water supplies.
21
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Chemical compliance rate: There was a slight increase in percentage of
compliance from 2014 to 2015, following a further increase in 2016. Trihalomethane
is a key chemical parameter measured by IW through the regulatory sampling and
analysis, overall compliance is outlined below.



Trihalomethanes (THMs) compliance rate: THMs are a by-product of the water
disinfection process. They are classified as a chemical parameter. THMs are
predominantly formed by the reaction of chlorine (used to disinfect the water) with
natural organic substances that may be present in the water. Surface water sources,
like lakes and rivers, are vulnerable to contamination, whereas groundwater sources
are typically less vulnerable due to their location in deep underground aquifers.
There was a slight decrease in compliance in this parameter from 2014 to 2015,
following a further increase in 2016. IW is mitigating exceedances for THMs through
optimisation of the coagulation, chlorination, storage, and distribution processes. We
are developing a national THM strategy and the Disinfection Programme noted
above is one of the key interim mitigations set out in this strategy.

We are currently upgrading chemical dosing controls to optimise chlorine
concentrations, reducing the risk of THM formation in water treatment plants.
Additional measures being taken by IW to achieve THM compliance include
development of alternative ground water sources (low THM formation potential), new
treatment processes for organic removal, or new treatment processes to remove
THMs.
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Lead compliance rate: There was an increase in compliance from 2014 to 2015,
from 97.68% to 98.59%, with a slight decrease in compliance in 2016 to 97.83%.The
primary contributor to elevated lead in drinking water is the presence of private side
lead pipework and fittings containing lead. Lead can be dissolved in low
concentrations as water passes through these pipes or from pipe fittings that contain
lead (such as brass).
A National Lead Strategy was published by the Government in June 2015. IW has
since issued ‘The lead in Drinking Water Mitigation Plan’ (Lead Plan) in May 2017.
The drinking water produced at IW’s treatment plants does not contain lead and there
are no lead watermains in IW’s network, however lead pipework exists in service
connections and shared ‘backyard’ lead service pipes. Backyard service pipes loop
off the mains and supply a number of properties.
Based on current available data, IW estimates that lead pipework exists in up to
180,000 residential properties in Ireland, as well as in many commercial and public
buildings.23
We recognise that the most effective long-term strategy is to remove all lead supply
pipes. This is not feasible by IW in isolation, as the most significant portion of the
lead pipework lies outside of IW’s ownership in private properties. IW has no
authority, unless granted express permission, to replace supply pipes on a
customer’s property (private side). The Lead Plan highlights the need for collective
action, involving property owners and a number of public and private stakeholders to
reduce customers’ exposure to lead in drinking water.
IW is proposing in the Lead Plan to undertake an accelerated ten year programme to
identify and replace public lead service pipes, which are the responsibility of IW, in a
phased and prioritised manner (subject to CRU approval). Further information on the
IW Lead in Drinking Water Mitigation Plan can be found on IW’s website:
www.water.ie



E.Coli Compliance rate: There was a slight increase in compliance from 2014 to
2015, from 99.93% to 99.96%, with a slight increase to 99.98% in 2016.
Microbiological compliance is used as a health indicator of drinking water quality. If
E.Coli is present, it can indicate that contamination has entered the water distribution
system after the treatment at a water treatment plant, or that the disinfection
treatment process is not operating adequately. Steps being taken by IW to increase
Microbiological compliance are outlined above.
It should be noted that there are factors beyond IW control which may impact on
E. Coli compliance rates, such as the condition of a customer’s taps where samples
have been taken.

23

Not all of these connections are on the public water system.
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3.3.3 Water Supplies on Boil Water Notices and/or Water Restrictions
The CRU metric definition
The CRU will monitor





The number of public supplies on Boil Water Notices (BWNs) for greater than 200
days;
The number for public supplies on Water Restrictions (WRs); and,
The population served by public supplies on BWNs and WRs.

Current Status
IW currently measures these metrics. Under the Drinking Water Regulations, IW has a
statutory obligation to consult with the HSE in relation to the protection of public health.
Arising from this consultation, a decision is reached whether a BWN or WR is warranted,
based on the identified or potential risk. Where a BWN or WR is deemed necessary, it is
IW’s responsibility to ensure the swift dissemination and distribution of the notices to the
customers in the affected area.
In relation to a notice, these can all apply to all or part of a water supply. There are also
precautionary notices which may be implemented in the absence of a confirmed
exceedance, but where a potential risk to water quality is suspected due to other issues (e.g.
disinfection failure). An example of where a BWN may be deemed necessary would be
where cryptosporidium has been detected in the drinking water, but the treatment plant
either has no treatment in place to remove / inactivate cryptosporidium, or the treatment in
place to remove / inactivate cryptosporidium is inadequate.
The metrics presented in this report may vary slightly from those contained in the EPA
Drinking Water Report for Public Water Supplies for 2014, 2015 and 2016 where there is
pending clarification of the ownership/responsibility of a number of small water supplies.

Boil Water Notices and Water Restrictions greater than 200 days:
IW inherited 16 long term BWNs that were issued prior to IW’s establishment in 2014. These
16 notices affected a population of 16,025. All 16 notices are included in the 2014 statistics
in the table below. 11 inherited notices are included in the 2015 statistic.
Since establishment, IW has made significant progress in addressing BWNs. By the end of
2016, nearly all of the inherited long term BWNs across the country (in place for more than
200 days) have been rescinded. The one outstanding BWN in Tipperary, which affected a
population of 21, was recently rescinded in May 2017.
The table below reflects statistics for 2014, 2015, and 2016 only. The presence of
cryptosporidium and E. Coli detected in drinking water were the main reasons for individual
BWNs being imposed in 2014, 2015 and 2016. In 2014, 10 BWNs were rescinded benefitting
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a population of 293. 5 of these notices, which affected a population of 113, had been in
place for more than 200 days. In 2015, 18 BWNs were rescinded, benefitting a population of
37,091. 10 of these notices, which affected a population of 18,698, had been in place for
more than 200 days.
In 2016 18 BWNs were rescinded, benefitting a population of 21,860, 11 of these notices
which affected a population of 5,108, had been in place for more than 200 days. Of the
rescinded BWNs a total of 6 were inherited BWNs which affected a population of 444.

Boil Water Notices & Water Restrictions greater
than 200 days.

2014

2015

Boil water notices that were 200 days old (or over)
at the start of the calendar year or reached their
200 day milestone at any point during the calendar
year.

20

23

23

21,729

23,287

25,334

2

10

7

360

4,224

4048

Population served by the notices listed in the
above row.
Number of Water Restrictions that that reached
their 200 day milestone during the calendar year.

Population served by the notices listed in the
above row.

2016

Table 20: Boil Water Notices & Water Restrictions Greater than 200 days for 2014, 2015 and 2016.

The number of Water Restrictions (WRs) that were 200 days or older in 2014 was two,
affecting a population of 360. However in 2015 this increased to 10 individual WRs, affecting
a total population of 4,224. Out of the 10 individual WRs imposed in 2015, 1 was lifted in
2015, and 2 were lifted in 2016, benefitting a population of 148. 8 of the 10 WRs in 2015
were due to lead and were imposed before we prepared our Lead Plan.
In 2016, 7 individual WRs were in place, affecting a total population of 4048. 2 of these WRs
were lifted in 2016, benefitting a population of 143. 5 out of the 7 WRs in 2016 were due to
lead (population affected was 4036 out of 4048).
These lead WRs were classified as a public side issue, but there may also have been a
contribution from lead pipework on the private side. A number of lead water restriction
notices have been re-classified from public side lead issues to private side issues. Since
publication of the first PA report in August 2017, a review of the above WR figures has been
carried out and reclassification has taken place. A number of the notices included in the
statistics for 2014 and 2015 (2 and 10) have moved from public side lead issues to private
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side lead issues. This is due to all public side lead pipe being replaced, and private side lead
pipe still in place.
Our Lead Plan recognises that the primary contribution to lead in drinking water is private
side lead pipework and/or fittings containing lead. Studies undertaken by IW have shown
that where a property has elevated lead in its drinking water, replacing lead pipework on the
public side of the connection does not substantially reduce lead levels.
There is now an agreed customer notification process in place between IW, the HSE, the
EPA, and the CRU, where lead exceedances have been detected at a property. As a result,
it is unlikely that formal WRs due to lead will be issued going forward.
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3.4

Security of Supply

Headline OPA metric

Sub Metric

Data Availability

Leakage
Security of Water
Supply

Security of supply – Absolute performance
Security of supply – Performance against target

Table 21: Security of Supply metrics overview.

Drinking water flows through pipes at pressure from IW’s water treatment plants and is
distributed through the network to households and businesses. In 2014, IW estimated that
approximately 49% of treated water was being lost to leakage. Through leakage reduction
programmes and analysis of metered information, this figure has recently fallen to an
estimate of 45%.
Capital expenditure on our network, effective asset management, and the continued action
from households and businesses to fix leaks on their own properties will help drive this figure
down further over time. IW will apply a best practice asset management approach to achieve
a sustainable and economic level of leakage.
The security of supply of water services is low in many areas of the country, with insufficient
volumes of water available to satisfy both demand and headroom requirements (spare
capacity above normal demand). Many of our Water Resource Zones are reliant on a single
source with insufficient yield, treatment capacity or storage, and low available headroom to
cater for emergencies, planned maintenance or equipment failures.
For example, at present there is just 9% headroom available to supply water to the Greater
Dublin Area. The vulnerability of this supply was seen in 2013 when water restrictions
impacted many areas of Dublin. This resulted from a production issue at the Ballymore
Eustace water treatment plant, which delivers over 50% of the supply to Dublin. IW is
actively addressing security of supply issues through our Capital Investment Plan 2017-2021
and major capital projects such as the Water Supply Project for the Eastern and Midlands
Region are currently being progressed.
While IW does not yet have the required Security of Water Supply metrics fully in place, work
is progressing at pace to implement the necessary steps. These are set out below, in turn,
for each of the three metrics.

39

3.4.1 Leakage
The CRU metric definition
The CRU will monitor leakage rates relating to the IW network.

Current Status
Leakage is defined as physical losses of water from a water system or water lost through a
lack of water tightness. There are three main types of leakage:




Background losses which are small leaks and seepage from joints, etc.
Reported Bursts (requiring reactive works): bursts that are reports by customers
when water is visible on the ground or supplies have been interrupted.
Unreported Bursts: leaks which show no visible sign from above ground and must be
found and fixed using leakage detection and repair activities.

Leakage reduction is a priority as it can affect both water pressure and water quality for our
customers. It also leads to costly wastage of a precious natural resource.
IW currently monitors leakage reduction in megalitres per day (MLD). Tracking leakage
reduction in MLD is a much more accurate way to measure performance than through
percentage alone. Volumetric reduction can be tracked through meters, ensuring that the
leakage reduction can be demonstrated using data and monitoring equipment.
The 2014 estimation of 49% was based on limited data, estimated customer usage and
varying methods of calculating leakage across the country. Many of the key assets required
to accurately quantify leakage were broken, most notably 50% of large bulk meters in District
Metered Areas (DMAs) on our networks. Such meters are crucial to calculating accurate
levels of leakage and IW has established a target to improve operability to 90% by the end of
the current revenue control period.
Since establishment, IW has also focused on delivering the systems and processes required
to improve leakage measurement. These include a standardised national reporting
methodology, the utilisation of domestic meter data to improve accuracy, and establishment
of an in-house leakage data team to focus on data improvements and governance of
calculations.
The various methods and calculations in place across the country, combined with the heavy
reliance on manual reporting, has demonstrated the critical need for the establishment of a
national systemised approach for the measurement of leakage.
In Q4 2016, IW completed procurement of a national Leakage Management System (LMS).
The core requirement of this LMS is to implement a leakage calculation and reporting
system that will (a) allow IW to determine leakage levels across the country and prioritise
areas for leakage reduction and (b) allow the automatic generation of reports for use by IW.
In Q1 2017, a designated IW project management team was put in place to implement the
LMS, identifying and delivering improved ways of working and operational procedures as it is
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rolled out nationally by IW and LA teams. The implementation and operation of the system is
due to be completed by Q4 2018.
Ultimately, the delivery of a national LMS will provide IW with greater capability to accurately
report on leakage performance and monitor progress over time.

Q1 2017: IW LMS project
management team in
place

Q2 2017 - Q2 2018
LMS
Implementation

Q4 2018: Report &
Metric
Implementation

Figure 9: LMS establishment in IW (estimated timeframe).

3.4.2 Security of Supply
The CRU metric definition
The CRU will monitor (a) an overall Security of Supply Index (SoSI) and the changes in this
SoSI over time and (b) an assessment of how the SoSI performance compares to a target
(which is agreed in advance).

Current Status
Security of water supply metrics measure IW’s ability to meet the water services needs of all
our customers, both in the short and long term. While a SoSI is an important measure of
performance, it is complex to implement and requires multiple data inputs. IW does not
currently have a SoSI in place but is working to develop the required building blocks to
enable its future roll-out. Further detail on the SoSI is set out below.

Discussion on SOSI
Security of Supply refers to the ability of IW to comply with commitments on continuous
water supply to our customers. This is based on a pre-agreed level of service (or probability
of failure), within each Water Resource Zone (WRZ). A WRZ is the largest self-contained
area for managing supply and demand where the infrastructure joining water resource
supplies and demand centres can provide customers within the zone with the same level of
service, i.e. the available supply can be transferred within the zone to different areas of
customer demand.
In terms of supply, the water available for use in any given WRZ is the lowest limiting factor,
based on the hydrological yield of the source (the amount of rainfall within the catchment),
the licenced abstraction amount, the sustainable water treatment plant capacity and the
trunk main/pumping infrastructure in the zone. By considering all of these supply factors, the
security of supply in terms of water availability for a given level of service is ascertained. This
is the supply side input into the SoSI calculation in a WRZ.
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When estimating demand, we include analysis of differing scenarios, including average
demands, drought periods, and winter periods to create peaking values based on actual
historic events. We then apply this peaking factor to the average demand. We also look at
demand growth, due to population increase and non-domestic water growth and then
suppress this demand growth by including water savings generated through water
conservation projects.
By considering these factors on the demand side, we develop an estimated demand
increase profile based on historical demands, projected future demands and water savings.
This is the demand side input into the SoSI calculation in a WRZ.
For each WRZ, the supply side input is compared against the demand side input. The
difference between the two is known as available headroom.

Figure 10: Available headroom in WRZ calculation.

The supply demand balance assessment used to calculate available headroom includes an
analysis of the entire suite of limiting factors relating to water available for use in a WRZ. It
also includes a range of demand scenarios based on peaking, growth and leakage in a
WRZ. Therefore available headroom becomes a very useful metric in terms of assessing
security of supply in a WRZ.
For each WRZ a target headroom will be set by IW to fully account for uncertainties in water
supply and demand estimates. Target headroom is a buffer to cater for uncertainties in the
overall supply demand balance (excluding operational outages). Such uncertainties include
the impact of climate change (on demand and on raw water source yields), the impact of
expansion in demand by very large water users, and uncertainty surrounding accuracy of
assumptions for output levels from new sources. Comparing available headroom to target
headroom is a good method of assessing vulnerability of a WRZ, or security of supply in that
zone. By weighting the target headroom/available headroom in terms of population, we can
then develop a SoSI for each WRZ.
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Below, we set out the steps required to put in place each of the two SoSI metrics specified in
the CRU’s performance assessment requirements.
a) SoSI and the changes in this SoSI over time – absolute performance
In order to assess available headroom and to develop a SoSI for each WRZ, we must first
establish these WRZs across Ireland. The development of WRZs is currently being
progressed in IW as part of the National Water Resources Plan (NWRP), which is due for
completion in Q3 2018. The NWRP is a strategic review of IW’s existing water supplies and
the demand requirements that will be placed on these over the coming 25 year period. As
part of this plan, IW will group the c. 800 water supply zones into c. 400 WRZs. This is
targeted for completion by the end of 2017
The NWRP will be broken into two phases. The first will enable the assessment of the SoSI,
and the identification of vulnerabilities in available headroom in each WRZ. The second
phase will identify the unconstrained and constrained options to address deficits in available
headroom and the SoSI in each WRZ. This second phase will feed directly into IW’s
Investment Plan cycles.
IW is planning to complete headroom analysis by the end of Q2 2018; the aim is to calculate
available headroom for each WRZ. It is anticipated that the SoSI for each WRZ will then be
calculated over the Q3 to Q4 2018 period. This will enable the SoSI metric to be in place by
Q1 2019.

End Q4'17: Develop
approx. 400 WRZs

End Q2'18:
Calculate
available
headroom in
each WRZ

Q3-Q4
2018:
Calculate
SoSI for
each WRZ

Q1 2019: Report &
Metric
Implementation

Figure 11: SOSI index (estimated timeframe).

(b) An assessment of how the SoSI performance compares to a target (which is
agreed in advance).
It is likely that headroom requirements, for the purposes of calculating indices, will be placed
into bands for differing types of WRZs. These bandings will facilitate the tracking of the
improvement of the SoSI in a particular WRZ and hence, in time, the development of a
‘Performance against Target SoSI’ metric.
In addition, IW may need to adjust the commonly used UK SoSI methodology to take
account of the lack of connectivity in the water supply network in Ireland, which increases
vulnerability. Within isolated networks, available headroom does not always address this
vulnerability and IW may need to incorporate an adjustment based on supply resilience. The
supply demand input calculations for each WRZ may also be subject to change based on
future water abstraction licencing regimes and environmental flow requirements.
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We anticipate that calculation and implementation of this ‘Performance against Target SoSI’
metric cannot be put into place until the ‘SoSI - absolute performance’ metric is first
determined. We will also need to engage further with the CRU to establish targets across
each of the WRZs, or indeed a possible national target. IW will work with the CRU to agree a
reasonable timeline for the development of this metric.

3.5

Sewerage Service

Headline OPA metric

Sub Metric

Data Availability

Sewer incidents (overload)
Sewerage Service

Sewer incidents (other causes)
Sewer incidents (at risk)

Table 22: Sewer service incidents metrics overview.

Currently large areas of the wastewater network do not have the capacity to cope with either
actual effluent load or large volumes of water resulting from heavy rainfall.
Many of our urban sewers are ‘combined sewers’, in addition to wastewater, they receive
rainfall run-off from roads and hard surfaces. During periods of heavy rain, these combined
sewers are frequently overloaded, which can result in the flooding of properties and serious
customer impact. These overflow events can also cause pollution to rivers and streams in
nearby areas.

44

IW is planning to make significant investment in the coming years in upgrading the national
sewer networks to relieve flooding events. Given the scale of investment needed across the
country, critical areas must be prioritised. While IW does not yet have the required Sewerage
Service metrics in place, plans are in place to develop the necessary systems and processes
to enable their measurement. These are described in detail below.

3.5.1 Sewer incidents
The CRU metric definition
The CRU will monitor:


the number of properties affected by incidents where wastewater enters a building
due to the overload of a sewer. This is referred to as the Sewer incidents (overload)
metric;



the number of properties affected by an incident where wastewater enters a building
caused by equipment failure in a sewer, blockage or collapse of a sewer. This is
referred to as the Sewer incidents (other causes) metric; and



the number of properties considered to be at risk of having wastewater enter their
premises, caused by overload, more frequently than once in 10 years. These
properties are defined as properties that have suffered or are likely to suffer incidents
due to wastewater from public foul or combined sewers. This is referred to as Sewer
incidents (at risk) metric.

Current Status
Prior to the establishment of IW, there was no systematic method of gathering evidence
relating to the occurrence of repeat flooding incidents. Confidence in data collected, such as
the logging of assets and properties affected, was low. This in turn affected analysis of the
frequency of re-occurrence and the root cause of the flooding events, whether that cause was
overloaded sewers, blockages, pipe collapses, equipment failure or a combination of these.
Although IW has since put in place improved asset information systems and processes, we
do not yet have adequate data on our wastewater assets.
When a sewer incident occurs (overload or other causes) IW must undertake a ‘root cause
analysis’ of the incident. In addition to asset survey information, the analysis requires different
types of data to be collated. There may be a requirement to build a hydraulic model and use
rainfall data to replicate the incident. Hydraulic modelling is also necessary to identify the
scale of intervention measures required to resolve a sewer flooding incident to an appropriate
service level.
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In our Capital Investment Plan 2017-2021 we have allocated significant capital expenditure to
the maintenance of sewer networks and separately understand hydraulic performance under
the Drainage Area Plan (DAP) Programme. The maintenance expenditure is focused on
sewer and rising main rehabilitation to reduce blockages, collapses, equipment failures, and
the associated flooding and pollution incidents.
We have also committed to putting a register in place to record information on flooding events
from sewers. This Sewer Flooding Register (SFR) will be used to:




catalogue the extent, frequency, and cause of flooding;
inform our investment plan to enable IW to prioritise areas that flood more frequently;
and
develop plans to reduce the number of incidents of flooding caused by blockages,
collapses and equipment failures.

There are 3 phases of the overall SFR project:
(1) Wastewater Blockage & Flooding Project;
(2) Post Flooding Investigation App Project; and
(3) National Flooding Register Project.
In Q1 2017, IW began the first phase of the SFR project. This introduced a new business
process and supporting systems for tracking all investigative work on the wastewater network
assets (instigated by notified incidents). This informs IW of all incident data including
investigation results, repair actions carried out and incident effects. The project went live
nationally in May 2017. In addition to capturing the number of incidents due to other causes
(i.e. pipe collapses, blockages, equipment failures), it also captures whether these other
causes result in property flooding.
Following system integration works to the end of 2017, phase 2 of the SFR project is
expected to start by Q1 2018. This phase will introduce a new mobile application (app) to
obtain data on flooding incidents. The app will be rolled out firstly to a nominated LA for trial
and feasibility and then to a number of LAs for continued review. If the trials are passed and
feasibility is accepted, national deployment to all LAs will then be commenced. This is
expected to take place by the end of Q3 2018.
Phase 3 of the SFR project covers the development of the Flood Register itself. This will
involve the introduction of upgraded or new IW systems to effectively manage, assess and
report on flood incidents. Phase 3 will also include confirmation of the root causes of flooding
incidents, the risk to customers in terms of potential frequency of re-occurrence, and any
changes in risk categorisation due to better data. This will facilitate the creation of a single,
reliable and accurate Flood Register.
It is estimated that the Flood Register will be in place by the end of Q2 2019. IW also expects
to have populated the register with property numbers at risk of flooding from sewers at the
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end of Q3 2019. The development of both of these elements should allow IW to report on its
Sewerage Service metrics from Q4 2019.

Q1-Q2'2017:
Wastewater Blockage
& Flooding Project

Q1-Q3'18:
Post
Flooding
Investigation
App Project

Q1'18Q2'19:
National
Flooding
Register
Project

Q4 2019: Report
& Metric
Implementation

Figure 12: Sewer Service incidents (estimated timeframe).
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4. Next Steps
IW welcomes the performance assessment framework developed by the CRU. We consider
it an important means of communicating with our customers and stakeholders on the
progress that we are making in meeting their needs. Equally, it helps to identify areas where
additional action or investment is required to address performance issues.
The document outlines 19 metrics across a range of customer service, environmental
performance, water, and wastewater indicators. Nearly half of the metrics are already
available for reporting and we will work hard to progress our plans to implement the
remainder. Where timelines can be shortened, we will do so. Similarly if some timelines need
to be extended, we will clearly outline the rationale in future Performance Assessment
reports.
This report provides clear evidence that our investment in water services is yielding
demonstrable improvements in service and quality levels. However, much work remains to
be completed across both water and wastewater services to reach the standards expected of
a national utility. IW is currently rolling out an ambitious Capital Investment Plan and we
continue to deliver operational improvements and efficiencies.
The first IW PA report was published in August 2017 and established a baseline for the
measurement of progress. This second PA report provides an update on the metrics that
were available from the first report across both customer and environment and shows
progress. In the case of customer this means reporting on available metrics up to the end of
June 2017 (referred to in this report as ‘H1 2017’). In relation to the environmental metrics,
this means data available to the end of 2016.
The next PA report will provide an update across all of the customer and environment
metrics, including timelines.
IW is committed to working with the CRU to ensure that we continue to meet requirements,
adding or amending metrics where appropriate. This report forms part of IW’s wider efforts to
engage with our customers and stakeholders and we welcome feedback on any aspect.
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Appendix A – Customer Metrics

Table 23: Customer Charter and Codes of Practice as outlined by the CRU in the IW Customer Handbook
CER/15/010.

Call Abandonment Rate (%) 2015
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Table 24: Call abandonment rates by month over 2015.
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Call Abandonment Rate (%) 2016
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Table 25: Call abandonment rates by month over 2016.

Call Abandonment Rate H1 (%) 2017
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Table 26: Call abandonment rates by month over H1 2017.
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Customer Satisfaction Score (CSAT)
Jan
Feb
Mar
Apr
May
Jun
Jul
Aug
Sep
Oct
Nov
Dec
Total

2015
58%
59%
64%
70%
62%
64%
63%
59%
65%
65%
67%
66%
64%

2016
68%
60%
67%
66%
63%
71%
70%
74%
69%
66%
65%
72%
66%

2017
76%
75%
80%
75%
78%
77%

77%

Table 27: Monthly CSAT scores over 2015, 2016 and H1 2017.

Telephone Service Factor 1 (%) 2015
100%
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Table 28: TSF1 monthly percentages 2015.
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Telephone Service Factor 1 (%) 2016
96%
94%
92%
90%
88%
86%
84%
82%
80%
78%

Table 29: TSF1 monthly percentages 2016.

Telephone Service Factor 1 (%) H1 2017
90%
88%
86%
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82%
80%
78%
76%
74%
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May
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Table 30: TSF1 monthly percentages H1 2017.
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Telephone Service Factor 2 (%) 2015
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Table 31: TSF2 monthly percentages 2015 (April onwards).

Telephone Service Factor 2 (%) 2016
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Table 32: TSF2 monthly percentages 2016.
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Telephone Service Factor 2 (%) H1 2017
78%
76%
74%
72%
70%
68%
66%
64%
62%
60%
Jan

Feb

March

April

May

June

Table 33: TSF2 monthly percentages H1 2017.
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Appendix B – Environmental Metrics
Ranking
1

Classification
Minor

Impact on the environment & health





2

Limited





3

Serious








4
5

Very Serious
Catastrophic




No contamination, localised effects;
Minor effect on air quality as evidenced by dust or odour
complaint(s);
Emission Limit Value breaches;
An emission which does not comply with the requirement of
the licence/Certificates of Authorisation (A pattern of repeated
minor incidents should be taken into account when
considering the level of response).
Simple contamination, localised effects of short duration;
Local limited impact to water, land and air;
Notification to and short term closure of potable water
extractors required.
Simple contamination, widespread effects of extended
duration;
Significant effects on water quality;
Major damage to an ecosystem (e.g. significant impact on fish
population);
Longer term closure of potable water extractors;
Significant reduction in amenity value;
Significant damage to agriculture or commerce; Significant
impact on man.
Heavy contamination, localised effects of extended duration.
Very heavy contamination, widespread effects of extended
duration.

Table 34: Environmental Impact Assessment Criteria.

2014 IW data
No. of agglomerations subject to assessment

174

No. compliant with sampling requirements

174

No. compliant with BOD&COD (& Suspended Solids

147 (140)

(SS))
No. compliant with BOD, COD, TN/TP (& SS)

143 (136)

No. compliant with BOD, COD, TN/TP, Treatment Type

140 (133)

(&SS)
No. Non-compliant with BOD, COD, TN/TP, Treatment

34 (41)

type (& SS)
Agglomeration P.E Compliant (& SS)

2.19m (2.25m)

% Agglomeration P.E Compliant (& SS)

42% (43%)

Table 35: UWWTD Compliance in 2014, Source: EPA Urban Wastewater Report 2014 subsequently verified
by IW Annual Compliance assessment.
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2015 data
No. of agglomerations subject to
assessment
No. Compliant with Sampling
requirements
No. Compliant with BOD & COD
(& SS)
No. Compliant with BOD,COD,
TN/TP (&SS)
No. Compliant with BOD, COD,
TN/TP, Treatment Type (& SS)

IW
171

EPA
171

171

171

148 (141)

143 (136)

142 (135)

142 (135)

139 (132)

32 (39)

Nutrient treatment type failures are not
included in summary stats in the EPA
Report, (however 3 nutrient treatment type
failures are listed in appendix B). When
considered this results in 139 (132).
Not reported in summary stats

2.4m (2.3m)

Not reported in summary stats

44% (41%)

Not reported in summary stats

note

No. ‘Non-compliant’ with BOD,
COD, TN/TP, Treatment type (&
SS)
Agglomeration P.E Compliant (if
SS considered)
% Agglomerations P.E Compliant
(if SS considered)

Table 36: WWTD Compliance in 2015, Source: IW Annual Return verified by the EPA Urban Wastewater
Report 2015.
Note: Nenagh and Roscrea were deemed compliant with Nutrient requirements in October 2016 (following EPA discussions).
This resulted in 2 failures being regarded as passes. More stringent treatment type (3N/3P) failures were experienced in Ennis
North, Dundalk, and Tralee. Drogheda and Clonakilty also required more stringent treatment however, in accordance with the
licence; this does not take effect until the end of 2016. IW statistics were updated in April 2017 to take account of this. Total
compliant changed from 137 to 139 (excluding TSS Failures).

2016 data
No. of agglomerations subject to assessment

IW
185

No. Compliant with Sampling requirements

185

No. Compliant with BOD & COD (& SS)

149 (141)

No. Compliant with BOD,COD, TN/TP (&SS)

147 (139)

No. Compliant with BOD, COD, TN/TP, Treatment Type (&

145 (137)

SS)
No. ‘Non-Compliant’ with BOD, COD, TN/TP, Treatment

40 (48)

type (& SS)
Agglomeration P.E Compliant (if SS considered)

2.07m (2.03m)

% Agglomerations P.E Compliant (if SS considered)

44% (43%)

Table 37: WWTD Compliance in 2016, Source: IW Annual Return verified by the EPA Urban Wastewater
Report 2016.
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