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Executive Summary
Irish Water (IW) is a publicly owned, regulated, commercial State utility with responsibility for
the operation and maintenance of the national water and wastewater assets. It was
established in 2014 to provide safe, clean, affordable and environmentally compliant water
and wastewater services to households and businesses connected to the public networks.
IW supplies drinking water to approximately 80% of the general public (3.3m people), with
the remainder supplied by group water schemes and private wells. This is delivered through
some 1,000 separate water supply areas and involves the abstraction, treatment and
delivery of c.1,700 million litres of drinking water each day. IW also collects wastewater from
over 1,000 separate communities connected to the wastewater network (wastewater zones
known as “agglomerations”). We treat c.1,200 million litres of wastewater daily, before we
discharge it back into our rivers, harbours and coastal areas.
IW’s operations include several thousand water extraction points, treatment plants, pumping
stations and wastewater discharge points, c.63,000km of mapped water pipelines and an
estimated c.25,000km of wastewater pipelines. In the period 2014 to 2019 (covering the
regulated revenue controls of IRC1 and IRC2), IW will have invested c.€3.8bn in Ireland’s
water and wastewater asset base, delivering substantial benefits to our customers, the
environment and to the national economy. In addition to prioritising investment in the
performance our assets, we are also developing national data management systems to
improve the accuracy of our regulatory reporting capability.
This is IW’s fourth Performance Assessment report (PA4). As agreed with the Commission
for Regulation of Utilities (CRU), in this report we provide the following updates:


Metrics we are currently reporting on - data updated to the end of 2018; and



Metrics we are not currently reporting on - status update, to the end of August 2019,
of reporting processes, systems, pilot studies etc. that are currently being developed.

IW has developed a Red / Amber / Green (RAG) status for each of the performance
assessment metrics. The RAG status definitions for the first three published1 PA reports are
set out in table 1 below. The RAG status assigned to a metric relates to data availability and
is not a rating of IW’s performance on that metric. Each of the metrics have been reviewed
and the RAG categorisation is based on its current reporting status.

1

On the 31st May 2019, IW submitted a PA Progress report to the CRU providing a status update up to the end of May on
metrics we are not currently reporting on.
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There are a total of 19 metrics in place, which are classified into the following subsections:


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

IW has continued to demonstrate strong improvements in operational and service
performance since PA32. Key highlights in this period include:


Status ‘on track’ for all Metrics: IW provided a status update for each metric in PA3
setting out when capability will be enabled and reporting will commence or when
significant progress will be made. IW remains ‘on track’ with the PA3 status for all
metrics where reporting capability is currently in development.



Customer Service Metrics: Reporting capability for all customer service metrics has
been delivered, with data for three metrics reported for the first time in PA4: response
to billing contacts; response to complaints; and billing of metered customers.



Water sludge: Reporting capability has been delivered on time (moving from amber
in PA3 to green in PA4) and data gathering is now in place.



Unplanned interruptions: Reporting capability has been delivered on time (moving
from amber in PA3 to green in PA4) and data gathering is now in place.



Leakage Management System (LMS): For the LMS to have full capability, data
availability and quality are essential. Significant progress has been made in this
regard since PA3. As at the end of August 2019, the LMS was live in 23 Local
Authorities (LAs), increasing from 9 LAs at the end of November 2018. An update
was presented to the CRU on 15th July 2019.

RAG Summary: PA4 Report
RAG

PA1

PA2

PA3

PA4

Status

(Annual 2016)

(Interim 2017)

(Annual 2017)

(Annual 2018)

Green

8

8

10

12

Amber

9

9

9

7

Red

2

2

0

0

Table 1: RAG Status Summary

2

PA3 provided data to the end of 2017 for available metrics and a status update, to the end of June 2018, on reporting
processes, systems, pilot studies etc. for metrics that were in development.

3 | IW | Performance Assessment report No.4

Section

Performance Assessment report No.4
No.

Metric Details

RAG Status & Data
Availability
GREEN AMBER RED
3





3













3



































3.1.1

Response to billing contacts



3.1.2

Response to complaints



a) Response to 5 day complaints
b) Final Decision within 2 months
(estimated timeframe)
Customer
Service

3.1.3
3.1.4
3.1.5
3.1.6
3.1.7
3.2.1

Environmental
Performance

3.2.2
3.2.3
3.3.1

Water Supply Quality of
Service

Pollution Incidents relating to wastewater
Sludge Disposal (percentage of drinking
water and wastewater that is disposed of
in an unsatisfactory manner)
Wastewater Treatment works meeting
requirements
Properties subject to unplanned
interruptions


















Water Quality





3.3.3

a) Water Supplies on Boil Water Notices





b) Water Supplies on Water Restrictions





Leakage













3.4.2
3.4.3

Sewerage
Service

Ease of telephone contact - Call
abandonment rate
Ease of Telephone Contact - Customer
call handling survey
Ease of Telephone Contact - Speed of
telephone response.
Ease of Telephone Contact - First call
resolution

3.3.2

3.4.1
Security of
Water Supply



Billing of metered customers

Security of Supply: Absolute
performance
Security of Supply: Performance against
target









3.5.1

Sewer incidents: (overload)







3.5.1

Sewer incidents: (other causes)







3.5.1

Sewer incidents: (at risk)







Table 2: PA4 Report Data Availability

The CRU is currently consulting on Revenue Control (RC) 3 (2020 – 2024)4 and has
signaled its intention to use the Performance Assessment Framework reports to monitor a

3
4

 Indicates that data for the metric is reported for the first time in PA4.
See Irish Water Revenue Control 3 (2020 – 2024), CRU/19/091 here.
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range of RC3 outcomes. Following the RC3 decision (expected Q4 2019) the CRU intends to
consult on the continued appropriateness of the Performance Assessment metrics and target
performance commitments for each metric. IW expects to submit its proposals to support this
CRU Performance Assessment Framework review in 2020.
The CRU’s RC3 paper considers that “there is significant scope to make performance
commitments by Irish Water more stretching over time, so that customers benefit from better
service” and the CRU will “include challenging target levels of performance that Irish Water
should deliver by the end of the RC3 period”5. IW is committed to continuously improving
service and performance levels for customers and we have set out our proposed activities
and investments in our RC3 submission to the CRU.
Such improvements in service and environmental compliance are a key driver of additional
Opex requirements in the RC3 period. It is essential that IW is provided with sufficient
regulatory allowances to meet these objectives and any additional targets set by the CRU
under the Performance Assessment framework. IW is concerned that the proposed
allowances which have been included in the CRU’s RC3 public consultation are not
adequate to enable effective operation and will impact IW’s ability to meet service,
compliance, policy, and economic growth demands.
IW’s RC3 submission to the CRU is aligned to the overall Strategic Funding Plan approved
by the Minister in November 2018. The allowance by the CRU of operational expenditure up
to the available funding limits would accelerate the delivery of service and environmental
improvements and would be in customers’ best interests. IW is continuing to engage with the
CRU on this matter and provided a detailed response to the RC3 public consultation.

5

See page 20 of Irish Water Revenue Control 3 (2020 – 2024), CRU/19/091 (CRU consultation paper) here.
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2. Introduction
In November 2016, the CRU published its decision on “a framework of metrics for use as a
means of assessing IW's performance, progress and efficiency over time”. IW welcomed this
Performance Assessment Framework as an important means of communicating to the public
the progress that we are making in water and wastewater services, customer service and
environmental performance. IW also reports to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
on a number of important water and wastewater metrics.

Effective performance reporting must adapt over time. Ofwat, the water services regulator for
England and Wales, has made several amendments to its Overall Performance Assessment
(OPA) framework following its initial introduction. The Scottish and Northern Irish Regulatory
Authorities also continue to evolve their own versions in response to their individual
requirements. IW expects the metrics detailed in this paper to change and evolve over time
in response to regulatory, customer and stakeholder requirements. In its decision paper
(CER/16/308), the CRU acknowledged this challenge and also recognised that “for many
metrics it will take time for IW to put appropriate systems and processes in place to measure
those metrics robustly”.
The CRU published IW’s first Performance Assessment report (PA1) in August 2017. It
discussed all of the metrics outlined in the CRU decision paper ‘IW Performance
Assessment Framework of Reporting Metrics’ (CER/16/308). Where data was available,
explanatory text, information and statistics were provided to report on the metric(s). Where
data was not available, the document outlined the steps to be taken to support reporting on
the metric(s) and the indicative timelines required. The second IW Performance Assessment
report (PA2) was published by the CRU in February 2018. This second report provided an
update on the metrics that were available from the first report across both customer and
environment up until the end of June 2017.
The CRU published the third IW Performance Assessment report6 (PA3) on 22nd July 2019
with 2017 data for metrics which we were reporting on and a status update to the end of
June 2018 on metrics we were not yet reporting on.

6

See Irish Water Performance Assessment 3 here.

6 | IW | Performance Assessment report No.4

IW also submitted a Performance Assessment Progress report to the CRU on 31st May
2019, providing a further status update to the end of May 2019 on metrics we are not
currently reporting on.
This is IW’s fourth Performance Assessment (PA4) Report. IW has continued to identify
areas for improvement across customer service and environmental performance. In
prioritising investment in the performance of our assets, we are also developing national data
management systems. This improves the accuracy of our metrics and our regulatory
reporting. In this report we provide the following updates:


Metrics we are currently reporting on - data up until the end of 2018; and



Metrics we are not currently reporting on - status update, to the end of August 2019
of reporting processes, pilot studies etc., including timelines for when capability will
be enabled and reporting will commence.

IW’s fifth Performance Assessment (PA5) report will issue to the CRU in 2020 based on
2019 data.
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3. Performance Assessment Summary
3.1 Customer Service
Data

Metric

Customer
Service

Metric Definition

Available

Current
Status

Response to billing contacts

Reporting to CRU

Response to complaints

Reporting to CRU

Billing of metered customers

Reporting to CRU

Ease of telephone contact - Call abandonment rate

Reporting to CRU

Ease of Telephone Contact - Customer call handling
survey

Reporting to CRU

Ease of Telephone Contact - Speed of telephone
response

Reporting to CRU

Ease of Telephone Contact - First call resolution

Reporting to CRU

Table 3: PA4 Customer Service Metrics Summary

The CRU decision paper (CER/16/308) on IW Performance Assessment lists a total of seven
customer service metrics that will be monitored on a regular basis. These metrics allow IW to
track performance over time and to improve customer operations and engagement, where
required. These metrics are complemented by the IW Customer Handbooks as approved by
the CRU7. IW has now developed reporting capability for all seven metrics. Three metrics;
‘response to billing contacts’; ‘response to complaints’ and ‘billing of metered customers’ are
reported on for the first time in this report (PA4).

3.1.1 Response to Billing Contacts
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: This metric currently applies to non-domestic customers only. Reporting on
this metric will be extended to include billing contacts with excess use customers8 for
domestic water services in the future9.

7

IW Customer Handbooks: CRU/17/319 and CRU/18/041. These documents set out standards to IW on customer service
levels and customer protection measures to be implemented in our business operations.
8
The Water Services Act 2017 provides that Irish Water’s domestic customers should be granted an annual household water
allowance and be charged for the volume of water used in excess of their allowance (considered excess or wasteful use).
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Following migration from the LA billing systems10, IW has been billing all nondomestic customers since Q2 2017.



In 2017 a new system enhancement and reporting structure was rolled out to track
performance on this metric.



Over 2018 IW increased efficiency in processing billing contacts and improved the
customer service offering to our non-domestic customers. This resulted in reduced
non-domestic contact centre call volumes and an increase in contacts resolved and
closed out within five working days in H2 2018.



Average response to billing contacts across 2018 was 96.09%, answered within five
working days.

3.1.1 Response to Billing Contacts 2018
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

95.37%

94.89%

96.48%

97.82%

Q1 2018

Q2 2018

Q3 2018

Q4 2018

3.1.2 Response to Complaints
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.
Response to complaints are broken down into domestic and non-domestic complaints.
a) Current Status: Data on IW complaints is monitored by the CRU through IW’s quarterly
Customer Handbook report. Key statistics are set out in the CRU’s Customer Information

9

On 17 July 2019 the CRU published its decision (see here ) on IW’s Household Water Conservation (Excess Use Charges)
proposals. The decision provides that first excess use bills will be issued to customers no earlier than Q1 2021.
10
IW commenced billing non-domestic customers on a phased basis in August 2016.
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Note11. Complaints are categorised by type, severity and by channel received (post,
phone, email, social media etc.).
For complaints responded to within five working days, data is provided from Q2 201812.
Domestic: IW continue to work to resolve complaints promptly and satisfactorily for
domestic customers, including keeping them informed and updated on complaint resolution
efforts. These efforts contributed to c.99% compliance rate achieved in Q3 and Q4 2018.
Non-Domestic: Following migration from LA billing systems in 2017, IW focused on
improving processes and enhancing the service offering to non-domestic customers in 2018.
These improvements contributed to the 99% compliance rate achieved in Q3 and Q4 2018.

3.1.2 Response to Complaints 2018: Five
Working Days Domestic
100%
80%
60%
40%

90.2%

99.5%

98.8%

Q3 2018

Q4 2018

20%
0%
Q2 2018

3.1.2 Response to Complaints 2018: Five Working
Days Non-Domestic
100%
80%
60%
40%

90.1%

99.1%

99.0%

Q3 2018

Q4 2018

20%
0%
Q2 2018

11

The CRU has published three ‘Irish Water Customer Information Notes’ to date – CER 16/262, CER 17/009 and CRU 17/356.
All are available on www.cru.ie
12
Reporting capability for this metric is in place since Q2 2018 as committed to in PA3 (see page 8 here ).
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b) Current Status: Data for the full year 2018 is provided in this report for complaints to
which a final decision is issued within two months. Domestic and non-domestic compliance
was consistently high across 2018.

3.1.2 Response to Complaints 2018: 60 days Domestic
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%

95.1%

94.7%

95.6%

92.8%

Q1 2018

Q2 2018

Q3 2018

Q4 2018

40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

3.1.2 Response to Complaints 2018: 60 Days Non-Domestic
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

94.7%

93.5%

94.9%

93.4%

Q1 2018

Q2 2018

Q3 2018

Q4 2018
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3.1.3 Billing of Metered Customers
Metric Definition: The CRU will monitor the number of bills based on a meter reading as a
percentage of metered accounts.
Current Status: IW currently report on the billing of metered non-domestic customers only.
Reporting on this metric may extend to include billing of metered excess use customers for
domestic water services in the future.
A stable baseline of billing data is required to ensure that this metric can be reported reliably.
The full year 2018, outlined in this report, will provide a baseline of non-domestic billing data
for future analysis.
A high proportion of the existing meter stock was installed pre-2008 which gives rise to some
factors which are contributing to the number of bills based on meter reading as a percentage
of metered accounts in 2018:


Many older non-domestic meters do not feature Automatic Meter Reading (AMR)
technology and must be read manually. Manual meter reading is resource intensive
and is currently reliant on delivery through Service Level Agreements (SLAs) in
partnership with the LAs. In many instances, bills were based on estimates rather
than manual meter reads for non AMR customers in 2018.



Many older non-domestic AMR meters have failing transponders which meant the
‘drive-by13’ reading capability could not function effectively and estimates were
generated instead for these customers’ bills in 2018.

IW’s Capital Investment Plan includes provision for a non-domestic meter replacement
programme which will increase the number of AMR meters. AMR meters can be read easily
each time a scheduled ‘drive-by’ reading is carried out. IW replaced non-domestic meters in
2018, mainly in H2, which contributed to the number of bills based on a meter reading
increasing (as a percentage of metered accounts) from Q2 to Q4 2018. This meter
replacement programme will continue into the upcoming RC3 revenue control (2020-2024).
The installation of new (AMR) meters results in improved meter read capture rates.
Non AMR non-domestic meters will continue to feature and IW will seek to improve the

13

AMR technology transmits meter readings to a receiver unit in a meter reading vehicle
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number of manual meter reads. IW is collaborating with the LAs to improve the meter
reading services and data collation/quality processes. The implementation of the WIOF14
programme and IW’s transition to a Single Public Utility, facilitating a national, coordinated
approach, may also assist in improving meter read capture rates.
These factors should facilitate an increase in the number of customers billed based on a
meter read over the RC3 period.

3.1.3 Billing of Metered Customers 2018
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%

69.7%

65.4%

68.1%
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Q1 2018

Q2 2018

Q3 2018

Q4 2018

20%
10%
0%

3.1.4 Ease of Telephone Contact – Call Abandonment Rate
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: Call abandonment rates, while slightly higher in 2018 than 2017, are still
significantly lower than in 2015. This was a strong performance given significantly higher call
volumes and a number of challenging severe weather events across the 2018 period.


Total calls received in 2018 was 613,624, which is a 16% increase on total calls
received in 2017 (529,819).



Call abandonment was high in Q1 2018 (11% spike in January) relative to Q1 2016
and Q1 2017, due to the domestic refunds campaign administered by IW.

14

Water Industry Operating Framework
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Severe weather events contributed to high call abandonment in March (storm Emma)
and summer (drought) 2018 relative to the same periods in 2016 and 2017.



Call abandonment for 2018 was 6%, which is close to best practice industry
performance of 5% despite a large (16%) increase on total calls received in 2018
compared to 2017.

A breakdown of monthly call abandonment for 2018 is included in Appendix A.
3.1.4 Call Abandonment Rate
14%
12%
10%
8%
13%

6%
4%

6%
4%

2%
1%

0%
2015

2016

2017

2018

3.1.5 Ease of Telephone Contact – Call Handling Survey (CSAT)
Metric Definition: The CRU will monitor IW’s performance in a survey conducted by an
independent research company engaged by IW.
Current Status: The CSAT score for 2018 slightly decreased from 2017, but was higher
than 2015 and 2016 and remained above 70%. Telephone contacts were challenging in
2018 due to:


Significant volume of complex calls following the switch from LA to IW billing all nondomestic customers; IW applying 44 different sets of tariffs and tariff rules 15 for the
first time, one for each LA and one for each town council that levied charges prior to
1st January 2014.



Significant volumes of complex calls arising from IW’s administration of the domestic
customer refunds campaign in Q1 2018; and

15

For example, processing historic leak allowance bill reduction requests.
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Additional call volumes in Q1 to Q3 2018 due to adverse weather events; storm
Eleanor (January), storm Emma (March) and the summer drought (Q2/3).

IW is reviewing ways to pro-actively engage with customers and improve our performance in
this area. We are currently developing a new strategy for our customer experience
programme, which will focus on a ‘customer journey’ based approach. This will include a
new reporting methodology, which will provide IW with greater insights into customers’ needs
and requirements.
A breakdown of monthly CSAT for 2018 is available in Appendix A.

3.1.5 CSAT Scores
100%
80%
60%
40%
64%

66%

2015

2016

77%

72%

2017

2018

20%
0%

3.1.6 Ease of Telephone Contact – (A) Speed of Telephone Response (TSF1)
Metric Definition: Two separate Telephone Service Factor (TSF) metrics are included in
IW’s Performance Assessment report. The first of these is TSF 1, which measures the time
taken to pick up calls that are in the queue.
Current Status: TSF 1 is calculated as calls answered by an agent within 20 seconds in the
queue divided by the total number of calls that enter the queue to speak to an agent = X%.
This metric does not look at service within the IVR (takes place separately to, or in advance
of, the queuing system).
In 2018 TSF 1 was 72%. This is marginally down from 75% in 2017. TSFs continued to be
challenging in 2018 due to:


Significant volume of complex calls following the switch from LA to IW billing all non-
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domestic customers; IW applying 44 different sets of tariffs and tariff rules for the first
time, one for each LA and one for each town council that levied charges prior to 1 st
January 2014.


Significant volumes of complex calls arising from IW’s administration of the domestic
customer refunds campaign in Q1 2018; and



Additional call volumes in Q1 to Q3 2018 due to adverse weather events; storm
Eleanor (January), storm Emma (March) and the summer drought (Q2/3).

Staff levels were managed across quarters to best meet administration activity requirements,
for example the non-domestic tariff review (including online calculator) in Q2/3 2018.
Following the period of intense external event activity across Q1 to Q3, in Q4 2018 the TSF1
score recovered (increased to over 80%).
A breakdown of monthly TSF 1 for 2018 is available in Appendix A.

3.1.6 TSF 1
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20%
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3.1.6 Ease of Telephone Contact – (B) Speed of Telephone Response (TSF2)
Metric Definition: Two separate Telephone Service Factor (TSF) metrics are included in
IW’s Performance Assessment report. The second TSF metric, includes a measure of
service in the IVR (Interactive Voice Recognition) system.
Current Status: TSF 2 is calculated as 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)
divided by the total number of calls received to switch = X%.
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TSF 2 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 do not progress to the queue automatically
contribute to an increased score under this metric.
In 2018 TSF 2 was 48%. This is down from 59% in 2017. TSFs were challenging in 2018
due to:


Significant volume of complex calls following the switch from LA to IW billing all nondomestic customers; IW applying 44 different sets of tariffs and tariff rules for the first
time, one for each LA and one for each town council that levied charges prior to 1 st
January 2014.



Significant volumes of complex calls arising from IW’s administration of the domestic
customer refunds campaign in Q1 2018; and



Additional call volumes in Q1 to Q3 2018 due to adverse weather events; storm
Eleanor (January), storm Emma (March) and the summer drought (Q2 and Q3).

Staff levels were managed across quarters to best meet administration activity requirements,
for example the non-domestic tariff review (including online calculator) in Q2/3 2018.
In Q4 2018 the TSF2 score began to recover following the earlier periods of intense external
activity across Q1 and Q3.
In 2018 IW aimed on providing focused and informed scripted recordings relating to outages
and drinking water notices prior to the customer reaching the IVR menu. If the updates
provided addressed the customer’s query and they disconnected prior to being picked up by
the IVR menu, this would count as a fail under the current TSF2 metric; despite IW having
satisfactorily addressed the customer query. IW believes this has contributed to the reduced
TSF2 score in 2018.
IW will engage with the CRU to seek an amendment to the TSF2 metric as part of the
Performance Assessment Framework review in 2020. There are concerns that the current
scoring method does not provide a true reflection of IW’s performance.
A breakdown of monthly TSF2 for 2018 is available in Appendix A.
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3.1.6 TSF 2
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3.1.7 Ease of Telephone Contact – First Call Resolution
Metric Definition: The percentage of calls that are dealt with within one call, without
requiring a call back to the customer from IW.
For any given month (based on a 30 day 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 a repeat call.
Current Status In 2018 ‘Ease of Telephone Contact – First Call Resolution’ scores were as
follows:


the Domestic Line was 96% (up from 84% in 2017);



the Non-Domestic line was 91% (up from 87% in 2017); and



the Operations line was 78% (up from 76% in 2017).

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
over the period.
IW may engage with the CRU to seek an amendment to the FCR metric as part of the
Performance Assessment Framework review in 2020. A review of this metric may be
required to align with best industry practice.
Breakdowns of 2018 FCR for domestic, non-domestic and operations lines are available in
Appendix A.
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3.1.7 FCR
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Non Domestic Line

Operations Line

3.2 Environmental Performance
Data

Metric

Metric Definition

Environmental
Performance

Current Status

Available

Pollution Incidents relating to wastewater

Reporting to CRU

Sludge Disposal

In progress

Wastewater Treatment works meeting
requirements

Reporting to CRU

Table 4: PA4 Environmental Performance Metrics

IW faces many compliance challenges due to a legacy of underinvestment in our water and
wastewater assets. IW has remained focused on repairing and upgrading our assets,
prioritising planned investment to meet water and wastewater directive requirements. It is a
strategic aim to ensure that IW services are delivered in a sustainable manner which
contributes to the protection of the environment, including managing our residual waste. This
informs our Investment Plans and strategies.

IW currently reports to the EPA on environmental metrics concerning water and wastewater
compliance. Below we set out the environmental performance metrics required by the CRU
for inclusion in IW’s Performance Assessment.

3.2.1 Pollution Incidents relating to wastewater
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: IW reports to the EPA on environmental metrics concerning water and
wastewater compliance. This is required by the statutory deadline of February each year.
Number and Categorisation of Pollution Incidents16
Category

Classification

2014

2015

2016

2017

1

Minor

1,099

1,274

1,305

838

861

2

Limited

193

179

146

65

66

3

Serious

3

1

2

1

3

4

Very Serious

0

0

0

0

0
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2018

5

Catastrophic
Total



0

0

0

0

1,295

1,454

1453

904

0
930

The majority (52%) of incidents reported to the EPA in 2018 related to operational
issues at Wastewater Treatment Plants (WWTPs). IW is working proactively to
implement appropriate process control measures to the WWTP sites with known
compliance issues.



Category 1 or 2 incidents: The top 3 most common causes were 1) Plant equipment
breakdown at WWTP; 2) Adverse weather; and 3) Sewer blockages.



There were three category 3 incidents in 2018 caused by network issues at Cavan
Town, Tullamore, and Ringsend agglomerations. These 3 incidents were closed with
appropriate corrective actions undertaken by IW.



There were no Category 4 or 5 incidents in 2018.

Recurring Incidents
Incidents

Opened

Closed

Opened

Closed

Opened

Closed

Opened

Closed

Category

2015

2015

2016

2016

2017

2017

2018

2018

373

2

598

425

787

763

850

825

1,081

849

230

82

117

82

80

48

N/A

289

625

34

*0

*0

*0

*0

1,454

1,140

1,453

541

904

845

930

873

New
Recurring
Repeat
Total No. of
Incidents

*

Since 2017, IW have not included repeat incidents in the overall count of incident numbers to align with how the EPA report
incident numbers in the EPA Annual Urban Wastewater Report.



930 incidents were opened in 2018 and 873 were closed by 31 December 2018.



There were 80 recurring incidents opened, and 48 were closed by 31 December 2018.

3.2.2 Sludge Disposal
Metric Definition: The CRU will monitor the percentage of a) water sludge; and b)
wastewater sludge that is disposed of in an unsatisfactory manner.
Current Status: IW is currently developing capability to report against this metric. Reporting
capability for a) water sludge is in place since Q2 2019. Reporting capability for b)
wastewater sludge is expected to be in place from Q4 2021.


In Q3 2017, IW carried out a scoping exercise to identify a suitable Data Management
System to measure both metrics; a centralised reporting system (CRS) was selected.



IW has developed the CRS internally. A first phase data collection project was rolled out
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by IW in Q1 2018, involving both water and wastewater sludge framework contractors
and has since been completed. The aim of this first phase was to review the process of
reporting how much water and wastewater sludge is produced at our treatment plants.


Following the outputs received from the first phase of the data collation pilot project, and
the auditing of water and wastewater contractors, IW developed the scope of the CRS
reporting functionality for testing.



Testing of the CRS system was carried out by IW using data provided by the water and
wastewater sludge framework contractors during 2018 and Q1 2019 and is now
complete.



The purpose of the testing was to develop and improve the CRS system in order to
deliver reporting capability for both metrics. While testing of the CRS has progressed
well; for the CRS to have full capability, data availability and quality are essential.



In Q2 2018, IW began the development of Standard Operating Procedures for both Water
and Wastewater Treatment Processes. A Standard Operating Procedure for sludge
management with respect to land spreading of treated wastewater sludge is in
development and will continue throughout 2019.



In Q2 2019 IW commenced a CRS validation exercise on data collated in Q1 2018 which
will conclude in Q3 2019. IW has been collaborating with the water and wastewater
sludge framework contractors on sludge data collation.

Data is being collated on a phased basis; sludge framework contractors initially (currently)
followed by Design, Build and Operators (DBOs) and the LAs in subsequent phases. IW has
identified data challenges across these phases which we are addressing; for example the
completeness of data submitted to IW, by the different partner groups. Continuous data
improvement is essential and will remain a key IW focus as the CRS develops further.
Reporting capability is in place for water sludge since Q2 2019 and IW will commence
reporting in 2020 once data is available. The CRS validation exercise will continue to
improve the quality of water sludge data going forward.
Each year, IW is required to report to the EPA on the wastewater sludge quantities produced,
types of treatments and final disposal/recovery. This is not required for water sludge. IW is
reviewing options for development of a Biosolids17 Quality Assurance Scheme.
In summary, IW remains on track to deliver sludge disposal reporting capability. Water
sludge reporting capability is in place on time and the CRS validation exercise will continue

17

Biosolids are a treated by-product of the wastewater treatment process. The production of biosolids results in a low odour
product that is not harmful to human health. They contain high levels of nutrients and are sustainably reused as an organic
fertiliser in agriculture, in compliance with EU and National regulations. Approximately 98% of biosolids produced in Ireland are
reused on agricultural land.
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to improve the quality of water sludge data going forward. Delivery of wastewater sludge
reporting capability is progressing in accordance with the timelines set out in PA3.

3.2.3 Wastewater Treatment Works Meeting Requirements
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: IW currently reports on these metrics to the EPA.
Agglomerations with no Wastewater or Preliminary Treatment Only
Year



2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

Total no. of agglomerations with
no treatment or preliminary
treatment by end year

44

45

43

41

43

Total no. of agglomerations
added to the list

0

2

1

0

3

0

Total no. of agglomerations
removed from the list

0

1

3

2

1

6

37

Prior to IW becoming a national utility in 2014, a total of 44 urban areas / agglomerations
were identified by the EPA as discharging wastewater with no treatment or preliminary
treatment only.



Between 2014 and 2017, IW identified a further six agglomerations with no
treatment/preliminary treatment only and added these plants to the list.



Between 2014 and 2018, IW has removed a total of 13 plants from the list. This
performance is set out in the table above.



The six agglomerations removed in 2018 were Belmullet, Bundoran, Killybegs,
Ringaskiddy Village, Rush, and Youghal to the benefit of over 31,000 population
equivalent (P.E)18.

Agglomerations not meeting the UWWTD Standards
The list and number of agglomerations subject to assessment varies from year to year, due
to two factors:
1. The amount of wastewater generated in a particular area / agglomeration; and
18

P.E. is a term used to indicate how much waste water is generated in an urban area. It includes the load generated by the
resident population, the non-resident population (for example, tourists) and industries. A population equivalent of one is defined
as the organic biodegradable load having a five day biochemical oxygen demand of 60g of oxygen per day.
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2. Inconsistencies in the methodology applied to calculate an agglomeration’s PE, which
pre-date IW’s establishment and require standardisation.

IW continuously track and report on UWWTD compliance through an internal reporting
system which interfaces with an EPA database. This sharing of monitoring data allows IW to
identify potential plant performance issues and WWTPs failing UWWTD effluent quality
standards, enabling intervention and implementation of mitigation measures to achieve
compliance. Trends in compliance have fluctuated in previous years due to agglomerations
that fall in and out of UWWTD assessment (as PE is revised annually).
Compliant and non-compliant agglomerations from 2015 to 2018.
Metric
No. of
Agglomerations
falling under
UWWTD
No. of
Agglomerations
compliant with
UWWTD
No. of
Agglomerations
non-compliant
with UWWTD

% Agglomeration
PE Compliant with
UWWTD

Agglomeration PE
compliant

No. that failed
Effluent Quality
only (as reported
(3)
by EPA)

2015

2016

2017

2018

*Information
Source

171

185

179

169

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

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

151 of 179
(144 of 179)
if TSS is
considered

148 of 169
(143 of 169)
if TSS is
considered

32 of 171

40 of 185

28 of 179

21 of 169

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

(48 of 185 if
TSS is
considered)

(35 if TSS is
considered)

(26 if TSS is
considered)

IW: calculated
based on the
Annual compliance
Return
IW: Calculated
from Annual
compliance
Return; verified by
EPA Report.
IW: calculated
from Annual
compliance
Return; verified by
EPA Report.

44%

44%

43%

42%

(41% if TSS is
(1)
considered)

(43% if TSS
is
considered)

(42% if TSS
is
considered)

(41% if TSS
is
considered)

2.4m

2.07m

2.16m

2.11m

(2.3m if TSS is
(1),(2)
considered)

(2.04m if
TSS is
considered)

(2.13m if
TSS is
considered)

(2.05m if
TSS is
considered)

29

25

24

18

IW: calculated
based on the
Annual compliance
Return.
IW: calculated
based on the
Annual compliance
Return.
IW: calculated
based on the
Annual compliance
Return.

Note 1: In 2018 IW has reported compliance with the UWWTD excluding TSS. Up to and including 2017, IW optionally
monitored TSS in conjunction with the UWWTD as it is a useful indicator of operational plant performance. To align with how the
EPA report on UWWTD Compliance, IW will exclude TSS going forward for reporting purposes.
Note 2: Nenagh and Roscrea were deemed compliant with Nutrient requirements in October 2016 (following EPA assessment).
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 did 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).
Note 3: 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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The graph below illustrates the falling number of agglomerations failing to meet UWWTD
BOD & COD effluent quality standards from 2013 to 2018.
UWWTD Effluent Quality Standards
200

30%

26%

No. of Agglomerations

25%
150

18%

20%
17%
14%

13%

100

15%
11%
10%

50

163
174
43

171
185

179

169

31

29

25

24

18

43 of 163

31 of 174

29 of 171

25 of 185

28 of 179
24

18 of 169

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

0

No. of aggloms that failed effluent quality

No. of aggloms applicable

5%

0%

% of aggloms failing effluent quality

IW has corrective action plans for sites failing the UWWTD. As infrastructure upgrades are
complete at larger agglomerations, compliance with the UWWTD will increase significantly.
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3.3 Water Supply – Quality of Service
Data
Metric

Metric Definition

Available

Properties subject to unplanned
interruptions
Water Supply –
Quality of Service

Water Quality
a) Water Supplies on Boil Water
Notices
b) Water Supplies on Water
Restrictions

Current Status
Reporting capability
in place Q2 2019
Will report in PA5
Reporting to CRU
Reporting to CRU
Reporting to CRU

Table 5: PA4 Water Supply Quality of Service Metrics

IW is responsible for providing safe, reliable and clean drinking water to all of our customers.
In relation to properties subject to unplanned interruptions, 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.
There are currently three ‘water supply – quality of service’ metrics required by the CRU for
inclusion in IW’s Performance Assessment. IW has now developed reporting capability for all
of the three metrics. Two are reported on in this PA4 report with the remaining metric
‘properties subject to unplanned interruptions’ to be reported on for the first time under the
Performance Assessment Framework in the next report, PA5.

3.3.1 Properties Subject to Unplanned Interruptions
Metric Definition: The CRU will monitor the number of properties experiencing unplanned
interruptions to their supply in excess of 4, 12 and 24 hours.
Current Status: Reporting capability for this metric is in place on time (Q2 2019). To meet
CRU requirements, IW subdivide the duration of reported supply interruptions into 4, 12 and
24 hour categories.


In 2018 IW completed a scoping exercise to identify the most appropriate IT software
solution for tracking interruptions.



IW has completed the system development and integration, and will continue the rollout of training to LAs (including hand held units). IW has established two additional
communication channels for both LAs and contractors to input details of unplanned
and planned interruptions:
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o

Online Portal (via PC): outage information is inputted directly online via a
designated outage reporting portal. The information is then uploaded to the IW
website and social media by the IW customer contact centre. IW has fully
implemented the online portal; it has become a vital tool for outage
communication and dissemination of information.

o

Dedicated phone line: dedicated unplanned and planned interruption phone line
for contractors run by the IW customer contact centre.

These channels are working well and have become the primary method of communication
between IW, LAs and contractors. The online outages portal has enabled IW to share outage
information with customers, LAs and other key stakeholders efficiently and effectively.
IW will continue to provide a quarterly Customer Handbook Data Report19 to the CRU that
includes information on the number of unplanned interruptions during a quarter, together with
other customer information. In addition:


IW has improved operational processes, Incident Management Procedures, National
Emergency Responses (as seen in our response to Storm Emma) and repair capability;



A Crisis Management Team (CMT) incident communication protocol has been agreed
with the CRU and put into operation; and



Capital investment has continued since the last reporting period and includes proactive
efforts to reduce the frequency and number of unplanned interruptions.

IW continues to focus on continuous data improvement with the aim of enhancing process
delivery. Key features are continued report design, building of requirements/capabilities,
formatting and testing, validation and completion tests. Developments since PA3 include:


In Q3 and Q4 2018 IW system tested the outage reporting capability to quickly and easily
identify subcategories of notifications based on duration; 4, 12 and 24 hours. This has
enhanced reporting functionality and improved the data retrieval process.



IW has expanded its outage reporting capability (where customers are impacted) via the
development of an internal outage reporting system. The reporting system is enabling IW
to categorise and report unplanned interruptions.

For example, IW has developed a live mapping platform whereby water network issues such
as “no water” and “low pressure” directly affecting customers are displayed at their actual

19

Specifically the number of unplanned interruptions, whether an alternative water supply was provided; approximate number of
Water Point Reference Numbers (WPRNs) affected; and total number of Vulnerable Customers contacted.
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geolocations. This mapping platform capability was developed and completed by IW at the
end of Q2 2019. This represents a significant step in monitoring and managing incidents both
large and small as they emerge.

Reporting capability for this metric is in place on time (Q2 2019) and IW will first report on
properties subject to unplanned interruptions under the Performance Assessment
Framework in PA5 (based on Q3 and Q4 2019 data).

3.3.2 Water Quality
Metric Definition:
% 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.
% Chemical Compliance: The sum of all compliant test results for all chemical parameters
(as defined in the Drinking Water Regulations) divided by the sum of all test results
undertaken for all chemical parameters.
% Trihalomethanes (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.
% 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.
% 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 reports on these metrics to the EPA. Details of results are
provided in the tables below.
Water Quality Compliance Rates Overview20
% Microbiological
Compliance:

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

99.91%

99.95%

99.94%

99.89%

99.87%

20

In 2018 IW submitted over 176,000 test results for public water supplies which included microbiological, chemical and
indicator parameters.
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The microbiological compliance determined from the regulatory sampling programme has
remained consistently high since the establishment of IW.



IW has implemented both the National Disinfection Strategy21 & National Disinfection
Programme22.



By the end of 2018, a total of 80 water treatment site assessments were completed under
the National Disinfection Programme in 2018.



Upgrades commenced on 203 Water Treatment Plants (WTPs), along with the
completion and commissioning of works at a total of 173 WTPs by the end of 2018,
including Lough Guitane in Kerry, which won national recognition in being awarded the
Engineers Ireland – Engineering Project of the year.



In 2018 a total of 400 assessments have been completed as part of the Reservoir
Cleaning Programme, leading to the cleaning and disinfection of 240 reservoirs.
% Chemical
Compliance:



2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

99.35%

99.38%

99.46%

99.53%

99.63%

The percentage of chemical compliance from 2014 to 2018 has shown a steady increase,
rising to 99.63%.



Trihalomethanes (THMs) is a key chemical parameter measured by IW through
regulatory sampling and analysis. Overall THMs compliance is outlined below.
2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

91.38%

91.22%

93.07%

94.06%

95.10%

% THMs Compliance:

There has been a steady increase in the percentage of THMs compliance from 2015 to
2018. IW has produced a National THMs strategy and has allocated funding as part of
our priority programmes to 2022.


In 2018, IW successfully removed 22 water supplies from the EPA’s Remedial Action List
(RAL), benefiting a population of over 160,000. Of the 22 water supplies removed, 11
were identified as having a THM issue on the EPA’s remedial action list.

The European Commission commenced formal infringement proceedings against Ireland for
alleged non-compliance with THM parametric limits in July 2018. IW worked with the

21

The National Disinfection Strategy outlines the standard specifications for disinfection treatment infrastructure for all water
treatment plants managed by IW within Ireland.
22
The National Disinfection Programme assesses water treatment plant performance in terms of achieving full drinking water
microbiological compliance (bacterial and viral compliance) as well as the ability/ capability of the treatment process to remove
or inactivate cryptosporidium.The programme was a Project Management Institute – Public Sector Project of the year finalist
2018.
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Department of Housing, Planning and Local Government on the response which issued in
Q3 2018 and we continue to support the Department as required.
IW is striving to achieve 100% compliance with THMs standards, through the development
and roll out of priority action programmes for water supplies with persistent exceedances.
The following are examples of mitigation measures which have been rolled out by IW:


Continous process optimisation of WTPs where exceedances of THMs have been
identified;



Optimisation of coagulation, chlorination, storage and distrbution processes at WTPs;



Development of alternative groundwater sources (low THM formation potential); and



New treatment processes for organic removal or THMs removal.
2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

97.93%

98.59%

97.83%

98.37%

98.86%

% Lead Compliance:



IW published its Lead in Drinking Water Mitigation Plan23 in May 2017.



IW removed appproximately 12,477 lead service connections under the Lead in Drinking
Water Mitigation Plan and treated a further 1,60724 in 2018.



There was an increase in compliance in 2018 to 98.86%.
2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

99.93%

99.96%

99.98%

99.89%

99.93%

% E. Coli Compliance:



There was an increase in compliance in 2018 to 99.93%; it is expected that compliance
with this parameter will continue to benefit from the roll out of the National Disinfection
Programme25.

3.3.3 Water Supplies on Boil Water Notices and/or Water Restrictions
Metric Definition:26 The CRU will monitor: the number of public supplies on Boil Water
Notices (BWNs); the number for public supplies on Water Restrictions (WRs); and the
population served by public supplies on BWNs and WRs.

Current Status: During 2018, IW focused on improving drinking water quality by reducing
the number of customers on boil water notices while addressing and removing “at risk”

23

Lead in mitigation plan can be found on IWs website www.water.ie
This is the estimated total number of properties with possible Lead Service being supplied by Orthophosphate dosed water for
longer than 6 months.
25
See here for more information on the National Disinfection Programme.
26
This metric has since been amended from “The number of public water supplies on Boil Water Notices (BWNs) greater than
200 days”, as outlined in the PA3 report.
24
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schemes from the RAL. IW has reduced the number of baseline water supply zones on the
RAL from 121 in 2015 to 46 at the end of 2017 and 29 at the end of 2018.
The CRU requires IW to report on “The number of public supplies on BWN (End of Year)” for
this report and for all future Performance Assessment reports.
IW currently measures and reports on the new metric to the EPA as part of our annual
environmental returns.
Boil Water Notices

Total Number of Boil Water Notices (End of year).
Total Population Served by the notices (End of
year).

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

21

19

8

5

8

23,191

8,799

5,340

19

899

A boil water notice is a formal notice issued to all properties in an area advising that drinking water from the public mains is
not safe to drink unless it is boiled and cooled beforehand. IW will only issue a Boil Water Notice after consulting with the
Health Service Executive (HSE), the statutory authority on public health matters.
Note: The metrics presented in this section may vary slightly than those contained in the EPA Drinking Water Report for
Public Water Supplies for 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017 and 2018 where there is pending clarification of the
ownership/responsibility of a number of small water supplies.



In 2018, 47 BWNs were issued due to identification of treatment deficiences, monitoring
results failures and extreme weather events. 44 BWNs in total were rescinded in 2018
benefitting a population of over 95,000.
Water Restriction Notices

Total No. of Water Restrictions (End of year)
Excluding Lead.
Total Population Served by the restrictions. (End of
year) Excluding Lead.
Total No. of Water Restrictions (End of year)
Total Population Served by the restrictions. (End of
year)

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

3

1

1

1

2

9

3

51

51

485

8

6

5

6

7

3,666

4,039

3,947

3,950

4,384

A water restriction notice is an instruction issued to the public if the water supply within a certain area is not guaranteed to
be at the quality standards required by the European Union Drinking Water Regulations 2014 and either not safe to drink or
use, as boiling it will have no effect on removing the contaminant. There are several different types of water restriction
notices that may be issued e.g. Do Not Consume Notices are issued where water should not be used for drinking or cooking
but can be used for personal bathing or household cleaning activities etc.
Note: The metrics presented in this section may vary slightly than those contained in the EPA Drinking Water Report for
Public Water Supplies for 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017 and 2018 where there is pending clarification of the
ownership/responsibility of a number of small water supplies




In 2018, 12 WRs were rescinded, benefitting a population of 20,190.
Each Quarter, IW provides an update to the EPA, the Health Service Executive (HSE)
and the CRU on the National Lead Mitigation Plan and its progress to date.
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3.4 Security of Water Supply
Data

Metric

Security of
Water Supply

Metric Definition

Available

Current Status

Leakage

In progress – capability enabled with
reporting to commence in 2019

Security of Supply: Absolute
Performance

In progress - due 2020

Security of Supply:
Performance against target

In progress - due 2020

Table 6: PA4 Leakage and Security of Supply Metrics

Prior to the establishment of IW, the calculation of leakage rates across the country varied
widely depending on the methodology used and the quality of available data. To enable
robust, consistent reporting on this metric, IW is currently implementing a new National
Leakage Management System (LMS). The LMS will provide IW with accurate and timely
leakage information required to target and prioritise leakage reduction, along with the ability
to report on the effectiveness of leakage reduction activities. Full implementation of the LMS
in 2019 will enable IW to report on national leakage under the Performance Assessment
Framework from 2020, i.e. in the next report PA5.
Stakeholder engagement is key to successful deployment and roll out of the LMS processes
and technology to each LA area. This engagement also facilitates continuous data
improvement which will be key to achieving full LMS functionality and accuracy. Progressing
data quality improvements will allow IW to transition from reporting leakage via legacy
systems to reporting leakage from the LMS.
The Security of Supply Index (SOSI) metrics refer to the ability of IW to comply with
commitments of continuous water supply to our customers both in the short and long term.
IW is developing the first National Water Resources Plan (NWRP) which will identify existing
issues or where any future issues may occur. The plan will outline how IW will move towards
a sustainable, secure, and reliable drinking water supply over the next 25 years whilst
safeguarding our environment. IW is currently engaging with all stakeholders in relation to
the NWRP. The NWRP is estimated to be published for consultation in Q2 2020.
3.4.1 Leakage
Metric Definition: The CRU will monitor leakage rates relating to IW network.
Current Status: Capability to report against the leakage metric is enabled and IW is in the
final stages of implementing the LMS across remaining LA areas. The LMS is now (by end of

32 | IW | Performance Assessment report No.4

August 2019) fully implemented across 23 LA areas and will be rolled out to the remaining 8
LAs in H2 2019. National leakage reporting under the Performance Assessment Framework
will commence in 2020.


In Q3 2017, IW established a LMS Implementation Working Group, consisting of 6
LAs (early adopter group), LMS experts and the IW Leakage team. The role of the
working group was to facilitate the roll out of the system, including testing of the LMS,
and delivery of operational procedures and processes for improved ways of working.



IW has been collaborating with each of the LAs on leakage data collation, network
configuration to improve mapping, and legacy deficiencies in leakage measurement.
These deficiencies include:
o

Baseline data: inaccurate District Metered Area (DMA) polygons, such as
overlapping and assets or properties not inside the boundary of the polygon;

o

Access to knowledge of the water network: data stored on various IT systems,
local knowledge; and

o

Various legacy sources of data that need to be collated and integrated into IW
enterprise IT systems.



Pilot LMS testing and implementation is complete. By November 2018 the LMS had
gone live27 in 9 LA areas. By the end of May 201928 the LMS had been rolled out to a
further 11 LAs, and by the end of August 2019 it was rolled out to a further 3 LAs. The
LMS is now implemented across 23 LA areas. Roll out to the 8 remaining LAs will
complete in H2 2019.

IW recognises that good progress is being made, however there may be a potential delay
due to some LAs’ dependency on LA data availability, capital works and LMS configuration
set up updates.
Reporting capability for this metric is in place and IW will report on national leakage under
the Performance Assessment Framework in the next report, PA5.

3.4.2 Security of Supply: Absolute performance

Metric Definition: The CRU will monitor an overall Security of Supply Index (SoSI).
Current Status: A public consultation on the NWRP Strategic Environmental Assessment
Scoping Report was carried out in November 2017. Review of the consultation feedback was

27
28

LMS ‘go -live’ means the deployment of standardised IW LMS processes and technology in LA areas.
As reported to the CRU in the Performance Assessment progress report on 31st May 2019.
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carried out in Q1 2018 and all relevant feedback will be incorporated into the draft NWRP Methodology and associated environmental reports.


IW presented a progress update on the NWRP to the CRU in October 2018 and a
further update in July 2019.

The first phase of the NWRP includes the assessment of the SOSI and the identification of
vulnerabilities in available headroom in each Water Resource Zone (WRZ), this has included:


The establishment of 535 Water Resource Zones (WRZs), including approximately
800 Water Supply Zones; and



Commencement of headroom analysis for each of the 535 WRZs.

Since early June 2019 IW has engaged in an extensive consultation process with the 31 LAs,
to review and finalise the Supply Demand Balance in the 535 WRZs throughout the country.
The draft NWRP is now being revised to take account of the revised data from this LA
consultation process. The NWRP is estimated to be published for consultation29 in Q2 2020.

3.4.3 Security of Supply: Performance against target

Metric Definition: The CRU will monitor an assessment of how the SoSI performance
compares to a target (which is agreed in advance).
Current Status: The calculation and implementation of the ‘Performance against Target
SoSI’ metric cannot be put into place until the ‘SoSI - absolute performance’ metric is first
determined. The CRU will determine the relevant target in accordance with this metric.
IW considers that reporting capability is currently on track for both metrics to be in place in
time for the next report, PA5. However it is dependent on the outcome of the NWRP LA
consultation process.

29

Please see here for further information on the NWRP and the public consultation process.
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3.5 Sewerage Service
Data

Metric

Sewerage
Service

Metric Definition

Available

Current Status

Sewer Incidents (overload)

In progress – due in Q4
2019

Sewer Incidents (other causes)

In progress – due in Q4
2019

Sewer Incidents (at risk)

In progress – due in Q4
2019

Table 7: PA4 Sewerage Service Metrics

Prior to the establishment of IW, there was no systematic method of gathering evidence
relating to the occurrence of flooding incidents. IW is putting in place a National Sewer
Flooding Register (NSFR) to record information on flooding events. This will be used to:


catalogue the extent, frequency, and cause of flooding;



inform the investment plan to prioritise areas that flood more frequently; and,



develop plans to reduce incidents caused by blockages, collapses and equipment
failures.

The Sewerage Service metrics included in the CRU’s Performance Assessment are set out
below, together with an outline of IW progress in implementation.
3.5.1 Sewerage Service
Metric Definition:
Sewer Incidents (overload): The CRU will monitor the number of properties affected by
incidents where wastewater enters a building due to the overload of a sewer.

Sewer Incidents (other causes): The CRU will monitor the number of properties affected by
incidents where wastewater enters a building caused by equipment failure in a sewer,
blockage or collapse of a sewer.

Sewer Incidents (at risk): 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 repeat
incidents at a determined reoccurrence interval due to wastewater from public foul or
combined sewers.
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Current Status Overview
Phase 1 – Wastewater Blockage and Flooding Project has been completed:
The processes and data system are in place. In order for this system to have full capability,
data availability and quality are essential. While the processes and system are working well,
a number of data challenges have been identified which IW is continuing to address:


Completeness of data required to identify causes of flooding;



Accuracy of co-ordinates – exact location of sewer incidents; and



Accuracy of investigation resolution codes selected to close an incident.

Phase 2 - Post Flooding Investigation App Project (Q1 2018 – Q3/Q4 2019) is in progress:


In 2018, IW trialed a new post flooding survey application (‘App’) to obtain data on
flooding incidents including flooding extents, type of assets involved, and individual
properties surveyed.



It is intended that the App Survey will be completed by Operational Staff using mobile
handheld units.



IW worked with 3 LAs on a proof of concept trial from Q1 2018 to Q1 2019 to test
feasibility and engage on the use of the App.



Feedback and lessons learned from the testing were collated and updates applied to the
App.



In parallel, testing on the complex integrations that were required to integrate the App,
and its functionality, with IW IT systems took place in Q3 and Q4 2018 followed by
business sign-off in November 2018. The App was tested by a team of IW office based
users and was migrated to the IW IT system in Q4 2018.



IW is reviewing customer incidents and follow on field data with the aim of improving
internal processes associated with the end to end triage of a blockage / flooding event
and to develop the processes for the NSFR.

Prior to national go-live of the App, a follow on Technical Proof of Concept trial will take place
in Q3-Q4 2019 with at least 2 LAs to:
a) Prove the functionality is fully operational and suitable for all users;
b) Ensure the process and solution meets the reporting needs; and
c) Debrief following the proof of concept trial, gather feedback, and implement lessons
learned. Sign off will follow before proceeding to national rollout.

IW is in the process of confirming participant LAs and agreeing timelines for the App proof of
concept trial.
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Phase 3 - National Sewer Flooding Register (NSFR) Project.
The key purpose of this project is to develop a single reliable and accurate NSFR. The aim of
which is to:
 Introduce upgraded systems to manage, assess and report on flood incidents;


Confirm the root causes of flooding incidents;



Identify potential flooding risk to customers, for example potential frequency of
flooding re-occurrences;



Enhance risk categorisation due to better data; and



Identify property numbers at risk of flooding from public wastewater infrastructure.

During Q4 2017 - Q2 2018, IW held workshops with all LAs (operational staff) to collate
information on key sewer incident locations, in particular where there has been a history of
repeat incidents. These workshops provided valuable information, which is being used to
prioritise sewer asset surveys.
During Q1 – Q4 2018 data was collated via handheld devices used by LAs (operational staff)
responding to reported sewer incidents. IW is analysing this data in order to identify and
focus on areas (nationally) where repeat incidents are occurring on the wastewater network.
The data indicates that the majority of incidents relate to blockages (with and without
flooding) on the gravity sewer network.
The data and information collated in 2018 has helped IW to prioritise its work. For example,
the use of CCTV Surveys is helping to determine or identify the potential root causes of
repeat incidents. This enables IW to overcome some of the challenges with respect to
understanding root causes where they are reported on site as ‘unknown’.

Figure 1: Location of incidents for an agglomeration

In 2018 IW began reviewing deficiencies in reported data. For example the process of
reporting data on the problem, cause and remedy of incidents is under review with the
objective of making recommendations to enable more comprehensive and complete
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reporting in future. This work is continuing in 2019 and has being extended to include the
undertaking of asset surveys in area where repeat incidents have been identified.
A Drainage Action Plan (DAP) refers to an assessment of a sewer system’s performance and
condition, investigating hydraulic, operational, structural and environmental performance for
current, short-term (6 years) and long-term (25 years) development scenarios. The DAP
outputs include up-to-date asset information databases, detailed network hydraulic models,
flooding and environmental performance reports, growth impact analysis, critical asset failure
impact analysis and a strategy proposal to achieve the desired levels of service for
wastewater networks.
The DAP process which is being implemented across a number of agglomerations has
identified areas which suffer repeat flooding (internal and external) due to suspected
hydraulic overload. The DAP models enable IW to assess likelihood and consequence of
failure.
During Q3 - Q4 2018, IW engaged with customers in flood prone areas as identified under
the DAP process. This customer engagement has enabled IW to gather evidence in terms of
scale of impact, number and dates of previous occurrences.
Going forward, the DAP model process will be used to develop possible intervention options
and costs to reduce flood risk to acceptable levels in each of the identified flood prone areas.
In 2019 potential options and preferred concept design solutions to address risk of flooding
due to hydraulic overload conditions in these flood prone areas have been developed using
DAP Models.
The assessment outputs from the DAP process and the agglomerations which they
encompass will provide the first evidence based assessments which will populate the NSFR.
Separately to the outputs of the DAP Process, data from the App and the follow on modelling
assessments will enable properties to be added to the NSFR. The full development of the
NSFR is dependent on “go live” and deployment of the App (post additional Technical Proof
of Concept Trial) to all operational end users in IW and the LAs.
IW anticipates that reporting capability will be available on time in Q4 2019.
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Appendix
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Appendix A Customer Service
Customer Charter for Domestic Customers
Codes for Domestic Customers

Codes for Non Domestic Customers

Customer Communication

Customer Communication

Metering

Metering

Billing

Billing

Vulnerable Customers
Network Operations

Network Operations

Complaint Handling

Complaint Handling

Terms & Conditions of Supply
Customer Charter and Codes of Practice as outlined by the CRU in the IW Customer Handbook
CER/17/319 & CRU18/041
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Call Abandonment Rate (%) 2015 and 2016

Call Abandonment Rate (%) 2015
35%

Call Abandonment Rate (%) 2016
5%

30%

4%

25%
20%

3%

15%

2%

10%
1%

5%
0%

0%

Call Abandonment Rate (%) 2017 and 2018

Abandonment Rate (%) 2018

Abandonment Rate (%) 2017
8%
7%
6%
5%
4%
3%
2%
1%
0%
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12%
10%
8%
6%
4%
2%
0%

Customer Satisfaction Score for 2017

CSAT Score 2017
100%
80%
60%
40%

76%

75%

80%

75%

78%

77%

77%

78%

78%

78%

75%

79%

68%

71%

69%

68%

62%

20%
0%

Customer Satisfaction Score for 2018
CSAT Score 2018
100%
80%
60%
40%

75%

77%

75%

79%

20%
0%
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73%

71%

72%

Telephone Service Factor 1 for 2015 and 2016

Telephone Service Factor 1 (%) 2015
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

Telephone Service Factor 1 (%) 2016
100%
98%
96%
94%
92%
90%
88%
86%
84%
82%
80%

Telephone Service Factor 1 for 2017 and 2018

Telephone Service Factor 1 (%) 2018

Telephone Service Factor 1 (%) 2017
100%
95%

100%
90%

90%
85%

80%

80%

70%

75%

60%

70%
65%

50%

60%

40%
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Telephone Service Factor 2 for 2015 and 2016

Telephone Service Factor 2 (%)
2015
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%

Telephone Service Factor 2 (%)
2016
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%

Telephone Service Factor 2 for 2017 and 2018

Telephone Service Factor 2 (%)
2018

Telephone Service Factor 2 (%)
2017
100%

100%

90%

90%

80%

80%

70%

70%

60%

60%

50%

50%

40%

40%

30%

30%

20%

20%
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First Call Resolution – breakdown to non-domestic, domestic and operations
for 2018

FCR - Domestic 2018
100%
98%
96%
94%
92%
90%
88%
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun

Jul

Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

Domestic

FCR - Non Domestic 2018
100%
98%
96%
94%
92%
90%
88%
86%
84%
82%
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun

Jul

Non Domestic
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Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

FCR - Operations 2018
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun

Jul

Operations
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Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

Appendix B – Environmental Metrics
Ranking

Classification

Impact on the environment & health

1

Minor






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.

Environmental Impact Assessment Criteria

Data

2016

2017

2018

No. of agglomerations subject to assessment

185

179

169

No. Compliant with Sampling requirements

185

179

169

No. Compliant with BOD & COD (& SS)

149 (141)

155 (147)

151 (145)

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

147 (139)

154 (146)

150 (144)

145 (137)

151 (144)

148 (43)

40 (48)

28 (35)

21 (26)

2.07m

2.16m

2.11m

(2.03m)

(2.13m)

(2.05m)

44% (43%)

43% (42%)

42% (41%)

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

WWTD Compliance in 2016, 2017 & 2018 source: IW Annual Return verified by the EPA Urban Wastewater
Treatment Report
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Agglomerations not meeting the Urban Wastewater Treatment Directive
Standards.

Treatment Type: The level of treatment required at wastewater treatment plants is generally
dependent on the p.e (size) of the agglomeration served and the sensitivity of the receiving waters the
effluent enters, as detailed below.

Treatment Type

Agglomeration P.E (collected)

More stringent treatment (Tertiary 3P/3N/3PN)
Secondary Treatment

>/ = 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)

Appropriate Treatment

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

Concentration

Agglomeration P.E (Collected)

cBOD
COD
TSS

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)

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

TP
TN

>10,000 P.E (Sensitive)

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
compliant in previous years)
12 samples
24 samples

2000 - 9999 P.E
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10000 – 49999 P.E
50000 P.E or over

