Water Division,
Commission for Regulation of Utilities,
The Exchange,
Belgard Square North,
Tallaght,
Dublin 24.
Re: CRU/20/119 Irish Water Performance Assessment 2020 to 2024 Metric
Review and Target Setting
20th November 2020
Dear Sir/Madam,
In November 2016 the Commission for Regulation of Utilities (CRU) published its decision
paper ‘Irish Water Performance Assessment Framework of reporting metrics CER/16/308’,
(PAF). This decision paper established ‘a framework of metrics for use as a means of assessing
IW’s performance, progress and efficiency over time’.
There are currently 19 PAF metrics, which are classified into the following five categories:






Customer Service
Environmental Performance
Water Supply – Quality of Service
Security of Water Supply
Sewerage Service

Since the PAF was introduced in 2016 IW has provided the CRU with performance related
information on the PAF metrics annually. The CRU has published four IW reports reviewing our
performance against the 19 metrics. These reports demonstrate the continual improvements
achieved by IW in operational and service performance and also the development of new
reporting capabilities to better track and monitor performance metrics.
For example, the Customer Service metric ‘Call abandonment’ has shown an improving trend
from a rate of 13% in 2015 down to 3% in 2019. In the space of five years this metric’s
performance is in line with best international practice (c.5%) as per the Call Centre Association
(CCA).1 Similarly, in the case of the Drinking Water Chemical Compliance metric, performance
has remained consistently high (over 99%) in the years 2014 to 2019. These examples show
that the capital investment we have made in our infrastructure and systems since 2014 is having
a real impact on PAF metric results.

1

As per the UK Contact Centre Decision-Makers Guide 2017-2018 (15th Edition).

Ultimately this investment, and our commitment to continual service improvement, is delivering
significant benefits to our customers, the environment and the national economy.
IW welcomes the publication of the CRU’s PAF 2020-2024 consultation paper (CRU/20/119).
It is a key element of the CRU’s Revenue Control 3 2020-2024 (RC3). RC3 is the first five year
revenue control for IW and is an important step in fully establishing the water services regulatory
framework.
IW’s RC3 Investment Plan 2020-2024 sets out over €5bn of capital investment in water and
wastewater assets. This investment aligns with the Strategic Funding Plan (SFP) limits and is
guided by the overall framework provided in the Government’s Water Services Policy
Statement (WSPS) and IW’s Water Services Strategic Plan (WSSP). The delivery of the RC3
Investment Plan will be a key enabler of national policy objectives for water and wastewater
services across the three WSPS themes of Quality, Conservation, and Future Proofing.
Given the level of expected investment over the RC3 period 2020-2024 we acknowledge the
need for the CRU to set stretching targets across the PAF metrics. However, any targets set
must also be realistic and achievable, particularly taking into account the following context:






Differences in basic operating conditions
Stage of IW development
Level of IW control
COVID-19
Cost impacts and constrained funding

This important context is summarised below:
 Differences in basic operating conditions2: In IW’s view, consideration of comparator
performance is important but, to ensure that targets are both challenging and achievable,
it must be accompanied by a fair appraisal of key differences in the operating conditions
faced by IW. For some metrics, the CRU considers that we should achieve similar levels
of performance as ESB Networks (ESBN), Gas Networks Ireland (GNI), Scottish Water
(SW) and Northern Ireland Water (NIW). However, such an approach does not take
account of material factors relating to the operating model, value chain, and asset condition
which differentiate IW.
Operating model: It is not yet appropriate to set IW’s performance targets wholly based on
utilities like ESBN, GNI, SW or NIW who have been operating a fully integrated national
model for a long time period, are fully mature, and have full control of end-to-end
operational processes. For targets to be effective a utility must have the ability to influence
their outcome. This is an important requirement given the Service Level Agreement (SLA)
model that IW currently operates in, where we work with our Local Authority (LA) partners
to deliver services to our customers. It is clear that until the Single Public Utility (SPU) is
implemented IW can only influence the outcome of certain PAF metrics up to a point.

2 Uisce Éireann IW

Value Chain: IW acts as both the network operator and the service supply company in the
water services sector. IW responds to queries from both domestic and non-domestic
customers across billing, network issues, customer information etc. This is an important
difference to GNI and ESBN who are network operators in the gas and electricity sectors,
but not the supply companies. They do not receive volume calls on billing issues.
Asset Condition: Although IW has made significant progress since 2014, it is important to
acknowledge that our asset base remains significantly deficient in many areas following a
legacy of underinvestment over many decades. Ageing infrastructure and pipelines leads
to greater levels of asset failure which in turn increases operational demands. It is
unreasonable to expect that IW can readily meet the performance benchmarks of utilities
which have already reaped the benefits of asset investment over many years.
The CRU must take key IW differentiators into account in order to set achievable
performance targets. This view is supported by industry research which considers that
performance targets for utilities should ensure they “reflect current priorities and recognise
the importance of trends, group ‘comparable’ utilities by basic operating conditions as well
as size (to control for circumstances beyond managerial control), and present comparisons
in ways that are clear and appropriate for target audiences”. 2
 Stage of IW development: IW was established in 2014 as the national water utility. Our
aim is to provide safe, clean, affordable and environmentally compliant water and
wastewater services to households and businesses connected to the public networks
across Ireland. We are continuing to roll-out a national utility approach to water and
wastewater services however key challenges remain in relation to data/systems and
complex regulatory change requirements.
Data/Systems: A key challenge for IW since 2014 has been data quality and collation,
moving from the 31 LA systems into the one national model. Great strides have been made
to improve the level of information being collated through new standardised reporting
processes and effective LA stakeholder engagement. This progress can be seen in the
performance of a number of PAF metrics. However, further work is needed to enable IW
to report on all required data nationally in a systemised fashion. IW is progressing this work
as quickly as possible but additional time is required for completion. Such dependencies
must be taken into account in setting performance targets.
Complex regulatory change requirements: In accordance with key CRU decisions, IW is
moving to a national utility approach to non-domestic charges in 2021. The new NonDomestic Tariff Framework (NDTFR) will be complex both for customers to understand
and for IW’s call centre to explain. This is especially the case when compared against
ESBN or GNI, whose network tariffs are not customer facing, or NIW, who have
2

See ‘Performance Assessment using Key Performance Indicators for Water Utilities’ by Sanford V. Berg, University of Florida
Public Research Centre, Water Economics and Policy, Vol 6, No. 2 (2020) here.
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comparatively straightforward non-domestic tariffs. For example, NIW has a single water
and wastewater volumetric charge per m3 for all customers whereas each IW non-domestic
customer qualifying for transition will have an individual volumetric charge. IW will face a
greater challenge in maintaining high performance in Customer Service metrics during
RC3.
 Level of IW control: We would be particularly concerned with the introduction of PAF
metrics in areas that are largely outside the control of IW, or where we rely significantly on
the engagement of external parties, for example the proposed Customer Side Leakage
metric.
 COVID-19: The COVID-19 emergency is having a severe impact on IW’s revenues,
operational activities and capital programmes. A drop off in non-domestic consumption
means there will be a substantial fall off in non-domestic cash collections and overall 2020
non-domestic receipts. ‘Chargeable’ non-domestic usage has shifted to ‘non-chargeable’
domestic usage resulting in reduced revenues but no decrease in volumes and production
costs. In addition to the underfunding impact on our operational and capital activities in
2020, there is also significant uncertainty affecting IW’s business operations due to COVID19. Emergency restrictions and social distancing limits have impacted both LA and IW
contractor field staff carrying out works, e.g. water mains rehab and replacement, which in
turn affects IW targets for leakage reduction. We do not consider it reasonable for the CRU
to set targets for 2020, 2021 and possibly beyond, unless they take into account these
crucial impacts on working practices and IW’s operations.
 Cost impacts and constrained funding: The CRU has placed highly challenging RC3
opex allowances on IW over the 2020-2024 period. We operate within a capped funding
model, with no recourse to alternative revenue sources. With the added impact of COVID19, closing the revenue shortfall over RC3 is a big challenge for IW. A number of the targets
proposed by the CRU would require significant opex increases (i.e. additional systems and
resources) to achieve, the amounts of which we are currently examining. Expenditure
increases would not be linear; we expect marginal improvements in performance would
require greater expenditure needs as performance targets increase. We would question
the feasibility of some of the CRU’s proposed targets, and indeed their merit, given the
funding position of IW. In addition, we would question the reasonableness of the regulator
proposing targets of 100% on a utility that is less than ten years in operation and where
performance levels have already been dramatically affected by COVID-19.
The PAF functions as a reputational incentive for IW. As a result, the targets must take due
account of known factors which may impede their delivery, including those set out above. Expost explanation of these factors would not undo the reputational damage which would arise
when IW inevitably cannot meet those targets that disregard known constraints.
Finally, IW considers that appropriate alignment of the PAF with other reporting requirements,
including submissions to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the Outputs Monitoring
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Group (OMG) and other CRU reporting, including Customer Handbook reporting, should be a
key consideration in the setting of PAF targets.
The remainder of this submission will provide comment on the proposed PAF metrics across
the six categories set out by the CRU in consultation paper (CRU/20/119). We would welcome
further engagement with the CRU during the PAF decision phase, including agreement on the
setting of appropriate targets through joint workshops.
If you have queries, or require clarification, on any of the points raised below please do not
hesitate to contact me, or a member of the IW Regulation team.

Yours sincerely,

_______________________________
Maurice Scully
Head Economic Regulation Water
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Customer Service
Introduction
IW currently reports on seven customer service metrics as part of the PAF. These metrics allow
the CRU to monitor IW’s performance over time in a number of key areas of customer service.
The metrics also enable IW to continuously improve customer operations and engagement with
our customers.
The PAF customer service metrics are complemented by the IW Customer Handbooks where
the CRU provides guidelines to IW in terms of required levels of customer service and customer
protection measures to be implemented in our domestic and non-domestic operations. IW
reports quarterly and the CRU monitors customer service performance against these Customer
Handbook guidelines.
IW has reviewed the current customer service metrics and consider that they remain
appropriate with one exception; the ‘Ease of Telephone Contact – Speed of Telephone
Response (TSF2)’ metric. We had stated in our 2018 submission to the CRU (CRU/19/146a)
that we were concerned that current scoring method for TSF2 did not provide a true reflection
of IW’s performance. Therefore, we agree with the CRU proposal in CRU/20/119 for its removal
from the PAF.
The provision of contact services to our customer base is currently undergoing significant
change. IW has an outsourced contact centre provider which delivers a multi-channel service
(email, phone, online social media channels) for our Non-Domestic and Domestic Customers.
The current Contact Centre provider’s contract is due to expire at the end of 2020. Following
competitive tender to drive efficiencies, there will be a transition period where a new contact
centre will gradually be put in place in the first half of 2021.
The transition to a new Contact Centre provider in 2021 is a major project for IW and will require
the transfer of employees, systems, processes and assets (where required) from the previous
Customer Contact Centre to the new provider. Contact Centre transitions of this scale and size
are rarely seen in Ireland, this project is a once in a 7-10 year event.
The IW Contact Centre staff use multiple systems for example, GIS, CCMB, MAXIMO, and are
required to build up a comprehensive skill and knowledge base to support IW Customer
queries. For example, calls answered on the Customer Operation line can vary from dealing
with a leakage issue, to sewer blockages, to a water pipe connection issue. It can take a
significant amount of training over time to build up this knowledge base within a Contact Centre.
IW currently has a capability, comprising approximately 350 people, which will transition from
our current Customer Contact Centre provider to a new service provider. The transition will also
require substantial amounts of time, resources, effort and internal capability from across IW.
IW Customer Operations Department is the key team tasked with delivering the transition and
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ensuring an effective assimilation of business operations during 2021. It is the same team that
is also needed to implement other priority CRU decisions, such as the updated Domestic and
Non-Domestic Handbook measures.3
We are concerned that this change to a key service provider has not been adequately taken
into account by the CRU in CRU/20/119. IW will need to ensure that the new Contact Centre is
fully established and operational prior to the assessment of new metrics, such as the proposed
‘Unresolved complaints submitted to the CRU’, or the setting of targets across PAF metrics to
end 2024. Allowing time for the transition to the new service provider will enable a better
position to understand the impact of the implementation of the Household Water Conservation
(HWC) Excess Use Charges (EUC) and the new NDTFR policies (expected during RC3) on
metric targets.
In the case of the new NDTFR, IW’s Contact Centre agents will need to explain the complexity
associated with the type of transition faced by a customer; an immediate move to enduring
tariffs, a three year transition or a cap on the maximum annual increase. There are, in turn,
many dimensions impacting the type of tariff transition each non-domestic customer will face
including changes to the standing charge level, the volumetric charge level, the Domestic
Allowance and the unmetered charge level, along with the existing LA charge and any existing
adjustments to a customer’s bill. Similarly, agents may be asked how transition tariffs are
calculated which will be by individual monetary increases for each customer. This will be a
complex approach both for customers to understand and for IW’s Contact Centre to explain.
During the transition period, it will be challenging for IW to maintain continuity of service
performance. Throughout this time there will be significant training and resource demands,
which will have an impact on IW’s ability to develop new metrics or enhancements to our
systems and processes. As is the case for most utilities, the IW Contact Centre plays an integral
role in IW’s customer service offering, enabling our customers to contact us about any issue
including water quality and water supply. In so far as is practicable, IW will endeavour to ensure
that the transition phase does not hinder our ability to deliver these services.
We will now provide comments on each of the Customer Service metrics set out in CRU/20/119.
1. Ease of Telephone Contact: Speed of Telephone Response (TSF1)
IW has reported on this metric since 2015. It provides an important insight into the functioning
of IW’s Contact Centre and we agree with the CRU’s proposal in CRU/20/119 to retain the
metric.
Since implementation of the PAF, taking into account the requirement to balance
responsiveness with cost effectiveness, IW has aimed to answer 80% of calls within the 20

3

See the CRU’s decision on the Domestic Customer Handbook here and the Non-Domestic Customer Handbook here
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second threshold.4 IW’s performance on this metric has fluctuated since implementation but,
taking external factors into account, there has seen steady progress made. In 2015, 54% of
calls were answered by an agent within 20 seconds of that call entering the queue, increasing
to 90% in 2016, decreasing to 75% in 2017 and 72% in 2018, but increasing again in 2019 to
82%.
There are many reasons for the fluctuations in performance to date. The impact of adverse
weather events, such as storm Emma (March 2018) and the 2018 summer drought, created
additional call volumes for IW in 2018 over and above 2017. In October 2019 a Boil Water
Notice (BWN) was imposed on Leixlip Water Treatment Plant, which impacted a total
population of c.657,395 across North Dublin and parts of Kildare and Meath. Even with such a
large scale event, IW was able to increase its TSF1 performance in 2019, from 2018, due to
our proactive engagement and media coverage on the BWN.
With the cessation of domestic water charges and the completion of the Water Conservation
Grant campaign in 2016, IW managed its resources effectively, including in the IW Contact
Centre. We do not expect the same resource requirement in the RC3 period, nor would it be
efficient to do so, without evidence that it is needed. Hence we do not see the 2016 90% result
as an appropriate benchmark for end 2024.
We believe the proposed target of 90% by the end of 2024 is not appropriate for the following
key reasons:


The Contact Centre Management Association, Ireland, shared a research paper ‘Is your
contact centre delivering exceptional customer service?’ (2019) with its members which
highlights that 250 Contact Centres in the UK are using 80% in 20 secs as the focus
during the COVID-19 restrictions.5



Customer Experience research, which IW has conducted over the past 5 years,
indicates that customers want a clear outline and timeframe to resolution. There is no
evidence to suggest they are dissatisfied with the speed of answer by IW agents. We
are happy to share this IW research with the CRU.



An increase in TSF to 90% would have an estimated financial impact of 10-15% on the
operational costs of the IW contact centre. IW strongly advocates that any additional
expenditure should be targeted at resolving customer queries, improving complex
processes, and driving up Customer Satisfaction rather than raising TSF requirements
above the current standard.

4

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).

5

This paper is not published by the CCMA but can be provided to the CRU upon request.
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We ask the CRU to give consideration to the above points during the PAF decision phase and
examine its proposed target of 90% by end 2024.
2. Call Abandonment Rate
IW has reported on this metric since 2015. As with TSF1, it provides an important insight into
the functioning of IW’s Contact Centre and we agree with the CRU’s proposal in CRU/20/119
to retain the metric.
Similar to TSF1, IW’s performance on this metric has fluctuated since implementation. On
average, 13% of calls were abandoned while the caller was waiting in the queue to speak to
an agent in 2015. This reduced to 1% in 2016, later increased to 4% in 2017, 6% in 2018, but
has again reduced to 3% in 2019. The reasons for these fluctuations are aligned to the level of
calls coming through the IW Contact Centre, as well as the effective management of our
resources to manage those calls. Despite IW’s relatively early stage of development, Call
Abandonment performance is in line with best international practice (c.5%), as per the Call
Centre Association (CCA).6
We have a number of concerns with the proposed CRU target of 1% by the end of 2024.

6
7
8



The CRU considers that IW should attain a similar percentage to that of GNI and ESBN.
However, IW acts as both the network operator and the service supply company in the
water services sector. IW Customer Care responds to queries from both domestic and
non-domestic customers across billing, network issues, customer information etc. This
is an important difference as GNI and ESBN are network operators in the gas and
electricity sectors, but not the supply companies. They do not receive volume calls on
billing issues, so volume of calls received is a key differentiating issue in this metric. In
2019 IW received 401,721 calls from customers, of which 140,500 were related to billing
issues (or c.35% of calls). In 2018 GNI received 318,989 calls,7 20% less calls than IW
received in 2019, and abandonment rates were 1.32% (after 10 seconds). GNI did not
receive any billing calls in 2019 that align with the IW definition.8 This difference in call
volumes should be taken into account by the CRU in the setting of any targets.



In addition, GNI defines abandonment as any caller who leaves the queue after 10
seconds, however IW defines abandonment as any caller that leaves the queue at any
point from entry. These are fundamentally different ways of measuring call
abandonment. Therefore in order to effectively compare IW with GNI, the base
calculation needs to be the same. Furthermore, comparing IW to GNI/ESBN for this
metric is not comparable for the business deliverables. GNI and ESBN have a safety
and a risk to life obligation that necessitates a low abandonment level. IW, from a retail

As per the UK Contact Centre Decision-Makers Guide 2017-2018 (15th Edition).
As per GNI Customer Performance Report 2018 (see here )
GNI may have receive calls in relation to connection charges which could be classified as ‘billing’ by GNI. IW does not include
connection related calls in our billing contact category.
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perspective, does not require, nor arguably could justify from a cost perspective, such
a target level and the additional operational expenditure required for its achievement.


Independent research carried out by Contact Babel for the UK Contact Centre
Association (CCA) in 2019 demonstrated that the mean abandonment rate for utilities
is 6.6% and the median 5%. Their historical and trend data indicates contact centres
across all industries at 4-6%. Please see table 1 below, which also includes future
projections of performance, across all industries including utilities, out to 2022.

Table 1: The UK Contact Centre HR & Operational and Benchmarking Report 9th edition 2020, Contact Babel.9

The target of 1% proposed by the CRU is significantly outside of the current industry
norms and future projections.
In addition, while IW performance has been strong to date COVID-19 is having an
impact on 2020 performance. This IW experience is supported by a Persado report that
estimates target abandonment rates will likely rise from a target 2-5% to over 10% for
contact centres, as a result of COVID-19.10 Therefore targeting an improvement on
2019 performance for the RC3 period is likely unachievable due to COVID-19 impacts.

9
10

This report is not publicly available but can be provided to the CRU upon request.
See ‘Call Centers Brace for COVID-19 Volume’ report here

10Uisce Éireann IW

We ask the CRU to give consideration to the above points during the PAF decision phase and
re-examine its proposed target of 1% by end 2024.
3. Ease of telephone contact: First Call Resolution
IW has reported on this metric since 2017. The aim of this metric is to monitor the service IW
provides to customers by ensuring calls are, where appropriate, dealt with in one phone call.11
As noted by the CRU in CRU/20/119 this metric was originally named First Contact Referral,
however our submissions under the PAF have referred to the metric as ‘First Call Resolution’
(FCR). We welcome the CRU’s proposal to accommodate the name change in the next PAF,
as it more appropriately reflects what is monitored under this metric.
To date, IW has reported performance across three phone lines: Domestic Line, Non-Domestic
Line and the Operations Line. The Domestic line deals with general queries from domestic
customers on issues such as customer account details, similarly the Non-Domestic line covers
general queries from our business customers. The Operations line handles general queries in
relation to water and wastewater networks, such as leak notification, pressure reduction etc.
Performance in each line, across the years 2017-2019, has been strong and steady, with little
fluctuation in performance. For example, the non-domestic line achieved 87% in 2017, 91% in
2018 and 87% in 2019. Since establishment, IW has improved customer management
processes to enable an enhanced first customer call, resulting in higher first call resolution and
a better customer experience.
We welcome the CRU’s proposal to retain this metric but disagree with the CRU’s proposal to
set one target across all calls dealt with by IW. In previous engagement with the CRU we
proposed amending the metric to remove the domestic phone line. IW intends to phase out the
domestic phone line as it only accounts for about 7% of all calls into the IW contact centre and
is mostly dialled in error by customers who then need to be transferred to the correct area,
mostly the operations line. We suggest the metric continues to monitor the Non-Domestic and
Operations line separately.
Apart from the proposal to have a single target, we have a number of concerns with the
proposed CRU FCR target of 90% across the RC3 period 2020-2024. Trends in industry
benchmarks indicate that customers are only calling for complex queries, those that they cannot
resolve through self-serve channels and which require problem solving and analytical support
from our advisors.12
The additional points below should also be taken into account in the setting of an FCR target:
11

12

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.
The UK Contact Centre HR & Operational and Benchmarking Report 9th edition 2020, Contact Babel. This report is not publicly
available but can be provided to the CRU upon request.
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The CRU considers that IW should attain a similar percentage to that of ESBN.
However, IW acts as both the network operator and supply company in the water
services sector. Our Customer Care team responds to Non-Domestic billing queries
through our Non-Domestic line. ESBN responds only to network issues, such as
metering, connections and quality of service. We do not think it is appropriate to blend
the performance of the IW Non-Domestic Line with the IW Operations Line, and set a
target based on the performance of the single ESBN Operations Line.



The transition to the new NDTFR means that IW will face a greater challenge
maintaining high FCR performance during RC3. This is especially the case when
compared against ESBN or GNI, whose network tariffs are not customer facing, or NIW,
who have comparatively straightforward non-domestic tariffs.13 Our views are supported
by industry experts who find customer calls that are more complex are more likely to be
escalated, transferred to a more skilled agent and more likely to be returned, thereby
decreasing FCR performance.14
NIW has also seen a significant jump of c.66% to 90% in one year in its metric
performance. It is difficult to judge as to whether this is likely to be maintained going
forward. Apart from definitional issues, it is prudent that a number of years outturn, at
this percentage level, is required before NIW is used as a benchmark for IW on this
specific metric.

13

14

15
16



Our customer experience research programme analysis over the past number of years
indicates that our customers want accurate resolution and ongoing engagement to
resolve their issue, rather than partial solution. We are happy to share this IW research
with the CRU. As noted above, trends in industry benchmarks also indicate that
customers are only calling for complex queries, i.e. those queries that cannot resolve
through self-serve channels and require problem solving and analytical support from
advisors in the utility.15 These complex queries can take a number of contacts to resolve,
which has an obvious impact on metric performance. We note the CRU’s decision to
remove the First Contact Referral metric from GNI’s Customer Performance Indicators
and particularly part of its supporting rationale; “site visits are often required to resolve
customer issues and as a result it is often not possible for GNI to resolve and close out
an issue within one phone call.16” IW’s resolutions require similar actions in many cases.



Benchmarking data provided to the CCA by Contact Babel in 2020 highlighted that one
of the key challenges for contact centres was the various ways that companies measure
this trend of complex query contact. These include:

For example, NIW has a single water and wastewater volumetric charge per m 3 for all customers whereas each IW nondomestic customers qualifying for transition will have an individual volumetric charge.
See talkdesk’s 16 factors influencing First Call Resolution, including 7. Complexity of the call and 9. Complexity of the
product/service, here
The UK Contact Centre HR & Operational and Benchmarking Report 9th edition 2020, Contact Babel, FCR section.
See Executive Summary in Gas Networks Ireland Customer Performance Indicators CRU Decision CER/17/096 here
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i.

ii.
iii.
iv.
v.

Agents provide opinion on whether the call was resolved completely, including
tagging the interactions with a disposition code at the end of the call (used by
67%);
Tracking of issues shows if they are re-opened (51%);
Supervisors monitor calls and score simple/complex based on their opinion
(85%);
Customers can be asked their views by the agent (73%) or through an IVR
survey (37%); or
Analytics of interaction recordings can be used to see whether the call was
actually resolved or more interactions were needed (30%).

The accurate tracking of FCR is one of the biggest challenges to the Contact Centre
industry. This needs to be taken into the account by the CRU in the setting of FCR
targets.


Benchmarking provided by Contact Babel for the CCA states that in 2019, mean
average FCR has decreased to a historical low of 72% and the median dropped slightly
again from 78% to 75%. These statistics provided for the UK illustrate that 90% is
significantly higher than industry norms and that as advisors are handling more complex
calls (with self-serve solutions providing for the simple processes), FCR is trending
downwards.

Table 2: The UK Contact Centre HR & Operational and Benchmarking Report 9th edition 2020, Contact Babel.17

17

This report is not publicly available but can be provided to the CRU upon request.
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We ask the CRU to give full consideration to the above points during the PAF decision phase,
including the proposal to set one target across all three IW lines and the proposed RC3 target
of 90%.
4. Billing of Metered Customers
This metric was reported on for the first time in the 2018 annual data (PA4) report. IW currently
reports on the billing of metered non-domestic customers only. IW views the current metric as
appropriate for the non-domestic customer classification, as it enables the CRU to sufficiently
monitor the billing of non-domestic metered customers.
PA4 provides that reporting on this metric may extend to include billing of metered excess use
customers for domestic water services in the future. IW contends that the metric may not be
appropriate at all for excess use customers, (or at least the metric as currently defined), as only
a relatively small percentage of metered domestic customers are ever likely to become liable
for excess use charges. In addition, the HWC (EUC) policy decision provides that metered
customers will often get a capped (unmetered) charge, rather than a metered bill despite meter
reads being available.18
Given that the purpose of excess use charges is to encourage water conservation and is not
for the purpose of raising revenue, IW proposes that it is not appropriate to extend this metric
to include billing of metered excess use customers for domestic water services in the future.
CRU/20/119 asks for views on what type of measurement could be used for the ‘Billing of
Metered Customers’ metric for the next PAF in RC3. At present, our preference is to continue
with the current measurement, which is the number of bills issued by IW based on a meter
reading as a percentage of bills issued to metered accounts. Even though there are issues with
the current measurement (e.g. reliance on LA partners to provide meter reads), we still believe
it’s a better approach than the Option (b) in CRU/20/119 to calculate the metric based on the
number of metered accounts that receive at least one bill based on a meter read in a year.

18



CRU/20/119 makes reference to the Non-Domestic Customer Handbook: “For metered
customers, Irish Water will endeavour to ensure at least one bill in any 12-month period
is based on a meter read”. It is important to note the Handbook refers to endeavour - it
is not a firm commitment for IW to ensure all metered accounts receive at least one bill
based on a meter read in a year, nor is it feasible, or possible, to do so.



One of the reasons why IW cannot commit to this, at present, is because we are still
reliant on our LA partners to carry out meter reads for our non-domestic base. This is
related to the level of control IW has over the outcome of the metric. Our level of control
is limited in this instance. With the implementation of the SPU expected over the RC3

Metered use over 348.1m 3 will be charged the maximum capped (unmetered) charge see page 14 of IW’s approved HWC
(EUC) proposals here.
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period, IW will be in a better position to make firm commitments on the issuance of
metered bills to our non-domestic base.


Some of our LA partners carry out meter reading activities annually. It is unrealistic to
expect a 100% success rate for these areas, especially when access rates are
considered (expanded below). Reaching specific targets, similar to ESBN and GNI, is
reliant on IW standardising meter read schedules. For example ESBN schedules four
meter reading visits per customer per year and targets obtaining one actual meter read
per year from 98% of all customers.19 Full implementation of the SPU will facilitate
standardisation of meter read schedules but, in advance of this, it is not appropriate to
compare IW to GNI, ESBN or other UK Water utilities in this metric.



Another reason why it is not feasible, or possible, to do so is that the metric would not
accommodate those metered customers who do not allow access to IW, or our LA
partners, to read the meter on their property. There are also non-domestic meters which
are inaccessible for reading, e.g. meters located inside a property during COVID-19
lockdown period. In this case, assessed bills are provided to the customers. We
estimate that lack of access is an issue for c.15,000 meters of the c.165,000 nondomestic metering base (c. 9%) every year. Meter read access rate KPI is 80% for
GNI.20 We suggest that access rate constraints are acknowledged and considered by
the CRU.

Given the above, our preference is to continue with Option (a) in CRU/20/119 – metric to be
operationalised as bills issued by IW based on a meter reading as a percentage of bills issued
to metered accounts. On the proposed CRU target of 70% across the RC3 period we believe
that the CRU should take the following into account before finalising the RC3 target; as noted
earlier in our response, SPU implementation is key to facilitating full IW control over this metric.
Until this happens, IW cannot commit to maintaining performance at 70% throughout the RC3
period 2020-2024.
This is especially the case given that this metric has been heavily affected by the COVID-19
emergency - meter reading is not considered an ‘essential service’ by the Government. We
expect outturn performance for 2020, and indeed 2021, to be considerably lower than the 2019
performance of 70%.
We believe that the billing of metered customers is an important metric for the PAF and is one
where increasing levels of performance promotes positive customer sentiment towards IW (i.e.
receiving metered bills as opposed to assessed). However, any RC3 target needs to consider
the full context of the complex and constrained environment that IW currently operates in.
5. Response to Billing Contacts

19

See page 13 Customer Service – Meter Reading in ESN Networks 2018 Annual Performance Report here.

20

See section 8.4 Meter reading access rates of GNI’s Systems Performance Report 2018 here
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This metric was first reported in our 2018 PA outturn submission to the CRU. IW allocated
significant resources to enable reporting capability on this metric; including a new system
enhancement and reporting structure roll out. IW agrees with the CRU that this metric should
continue into the next PAF, as it allows the CRU to sufficiently monitor billing contacts, including
customer billing queries issued to IW.
As noted in CRU/20/119 this metric currently applies to non-domestic customers only. The
consultation paper proposes that domestic customers billing contacts be included in the next
PAF metric calculation “as domestic billing contacts and queries, unrelated to the ‘First Fix Free’
scheme, should be closed out in a timely manner”.
We disagree with this CRU proposal. The expected implementation of the HWC (Excessive
Usage Charge or EUC) policy during RC3 will result in billing contact with some domestic
customers resuming. Given that the purpose of excess use charges is to encourage water
conservation and is not for the purpose of raising revenue, IW believes that this metric should
not be extended to include billing of excess use by domestic water services customers. It is not
an appropriate measure of HWC (EUC) policy performance.
For example, a household may not be liable for charges if excess use is as a result of a leak
which is in the process of being repaired by IW’s First Fix Scheme. IW will review these on a
case by case basis. It is expected that HWC (EUC) billing contacts requiring interaction with
the First Fix Scheme will take more than five working days to close, due to site-visit needs. But
this extended interaction with the customer will hopefully benefit water conservation and may
result in a household not being billed for excess use.
IW considers that HWC (EUC) policy performance is better monitored and measured using the
KPIs already agreed with the CRU as part of its HWC (EUC) policy decision, and not through
the PAF.
In addition to the CRU proposal to have domestic billing contacts included in the next PAF
metric calculation, we have a number of concerns with the proposed target of 99.9% by the end
of RC3.


The new NDTFR will result in non-domestic billing call volumes increasing during RC3.
Given the new non-domestic charging structures in the framework it is inevitable that
non-domestic customers will contact IW to seek clarity on billing, charging bands and
other potentially complex queries. This expected increase in call volumes has not been
included by the CRU in its proposal to gradually increase the target from 95.9% in 2020
to 99.9% in 2024.



The performance of NIW is used by the CRU to set the 99.9% target for end 2024. As
with the Call Abandonment and FCR metrics above, we would question the
appropriateness of this benchmark. The 2019 NIW Performance report (referenced in
CRU/20/119) includes the definition of how the metric is reported in NIW – “for DG6
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(metric) reporting purposes, the date of resolution of the item or date of the substantive
response/holding response is used as the closure date”.21 The reference to ‘substantive
response/holding response’ is important here as it differs from the IW metric definition
which refers to the number of billing contacts answered and closed out within five
working days. The level of work and customer interaction needed to close out a query
in five working days is significantly higher than the issuance of a substantive or holding
response within five working days. Therefore, we do not think it is appropriate to set IW
targets based on the performance of a NIW metric that differs in definition to that of IW.


Performance in this metric is reliant on information from our LA partners across metering
and field work. In the context of the COVID-19 emergency, meter reading is not
considered to be an essential service by the Government. We expect outturn
performance for 2020, and indeed 2021, to be considerably lower than the 2019
performance of 94.99%.



We also receive calls outside of what could be defined as ‘complex billing’ including
ones related to meter mix-ups, leakage, location of meters etc. In some instances, these
may require site visits, and not just IW back office work to close out the query.

We believe that the response to billing contacts is an important metric for the PAF. We expect
challenging targets from the CRU across the PAF, but any targets in a performance framework
need to be achievable by the utility. We therefore urge the CRU to reconsider the proposed
target, given the expected impact of the NDTFR, HWC (EUC) and COVID-19 restrictions.
6. Response to Complaints
IW reports data and the CRU monitors IW’s performance on complaints metrics under the PA
and Customer Handbook reporting frameworks. Key statistics are published in the CRU’s
Customer Information Note.22 IW notes that the CRU has widened its (previous) quarterly Retail
Market Report from energy to a bi-annual publication including relevant metrics on the
performance of the water sector regulated by the CRU, including customer complaints.23
IW believes that metrics currently reported on across the PA and Customer Handbook enable
the CRU to comprehensively monitor our complaints handling processes and performance. IW
agrees with the CRU to retain the complaint metrics reported on in the PAF current form.
The ‘response to complaints’ metric was first reported on in the 2018 outturn submission to the
CRU. Data on the number of complaints responded to within five working days was provided
from Q2 2018. Data on the number of complaints to which a final decision was issued within 60
days was provided for the full year 2018.

21

NIW 2019 Performance report - Section 2 Chapter 4, Page 2 of 10, please see link here
The CRU has published three ‘Irish Water Customer Information Notes’ to date – CRU/16/262, CRU/17/009 and CRU/17/356.
All are available on www.cru.ie
23
See CRU Energy and Water Monitoring Report for 2019, CRU/20/089, 14th August 2020 here.
22
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Since data reporting began in Q2 2018, performance for complaints responded to within five
working days, across both domestic and non-domestic, has been strong. IW achieved above
95% performance for both 2018 and 2019.24 In 2019, IW introduced a system change by
creating a system prompt when a complaint reaches day 4. The system issues an automatic
prompt which supports IW in adhering to the 5 day KPI, which has contributed to this strong
performance.
IW performance in the metric of ‘number of complaints to which a final decision is issued within
60 days’ presents a similarly strong picture. For domestic complaints, compliance for both years
2018 and 2019 was c.95% and above. Non-Domestic performance has averaged c.93% over
the two years.
Across both the 5 day and 60 day metrics IW will continue to work to resolve complaints
promptly and satisfactorily for our customers, keeping them informed and updated on complaint
resolution efforts.
For both the 5 day and 60 day metrics the CRU is proposing targets of 100% over the RC3
period 2020-2024. We have a number of concerns with this proposal.


CRU/20/119 states that performance should be 100% as there is a requirement under
the Customer Handbooks for IW to both respond to complaints within 5 working days,
either with a resolution or an outline plan of the proposed resolution, and a requirement
to respond to complaints within 60 days with a final decision.
The codes in the handbooks include the reference “under normal conditions”. Resolving
complex complaints, in some instances, involves IW or LA partner staff undertaking
field/site investigation work, where capacity to do so is currently limited. Therefore, it is
unreasonable for the CRU to set targets of 100% in both the 5 day and 60 day metrics.
It should also be noted that the current COVID-19 restrictions are not normal conditions,
as our Customer Service team is under immense pressure working in new remote
environments and addressing new customer needs.



24

It is expected that implementation of the NDTFR and HWC (EUC) will drive significant
increases in billing complaints over the RC3 period. The introduction of excess use
charges for some domestic customers will drive more call volumes and complaints into
the Contact Centre over RC3. For example, it may be that some complaints will require
additional meter read cycles (3 months and hence over the 60 day period) to resolve.
There may also be non-domestic complaints that result in legal issues, such as the
adjudication process allowing IW to make a determination as to whether it is legally
bound to honour an individual tariff agreement or contract.

Reporting capability for this metric is in place since Q2 2018. In PA4 data was reported for Q2 to Q4 2018.
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The CRU’s NDTFR decision provides that any disputes that may arise between the
customer and IW will be a matter for both parties to resolve.25 Furthermore, the
complexity of the non-domestic tariff transitional arrangements, including aspects
individual to each customer, will likely mean that billing complaints will take more time
to resolve as each one will be non-standard in its resolution.



Targets of 100% in this case might drive IW actions, which in the round, do not deliver
best customer service. For example, in the case where a customer does not have a
voicemail set up, the voicemail is full or they are out of the country, we could issue a
letter on day 5 just to meet the metric target. A letter may not be customer friendly or
timely (a letter might take a few days to be delivered).
Similarly, in the case of 60 days, a 100% target gives no leeway where complaints take
longer, e.g. those to do with road opening licences, consents or waivers being signed
by customers or their neighbours. As with the 5 day example above, we could send a
letter to the customer on day 60 to close it out, but this is not in the best interest of the
customer. We consider it better customer service to keep the issue open until it is
resolved, which may breach the 60 day target.

We believe that the response to complaints is an important metric for the PAF. We expect
challenging targets from the CRU across the PAF, but any targets in a performance framework
need to be achievable by the utility. Again we urge the CRU to reconsider the proposed target
of 100% compliance across RC3, given the expected impact of NDTFR, HWC (EUC) and
COVID-19 restrictions.
7. Unresolved complaints submitted to the CRU
The consultation paper proposes to introduce a new Customer Service metric for the next PAF.
The CRU’s intention is to monitor the total number of unresolved complaints submitted to the
CRU Customer Care Team (CCT) that are: a) upheld in favour of the customer; and (b) awarded
charter payments, either by the CRU or by IW.
We recognise that the PAF is not static and should accommodate changes and/or new metrics
to ensure customer interests are maintained. The work of the CCT in the CRU in maintaining
those interests is very important. We welcome the introduction of any metrics that allow us to
show our firm commitment to continual service improvement. However, there is a need to
ensure that the introduction of new metrics is appropriate from both a timing and target-setting
perspective, taking into account the operating environment and maturity of the utility.
We have concerns over the proposed target for the number of complaints lodged against IW
and upheld as being ‘better than the average’ of those upheld against other suppliers and

25

See section 4.1.2 of Irish Water’s Non-Domestic Tariff Framework, CRU Decision Paper, CRU/19/074, 3rd July here

19Uisce Éireann IW

network companies monitored by the CRU CCT when calculated to account for the customer
base or number of sites as appropriate.


Similar to the argument advanced above in the FCR metric, it is important to note that
IW acts as both the network operator and supply company in the water services sector.
Our Customer Care team responds to Non-Domestic billing queries through our NonDomestic line. The vast majority of ESBN and GNI complex queries relate to areas such
as metering, connection and quality of supply issues – not billing and account issues.
As noted in the CRU’s Customer Care Team Annual Report 2019 (CRU/20/102)
“services provided by GNI and ESBN include the operation of the gas and electricity
networks, installation, maintenance and reading of meters, and restoration of supply.
The majority of complaints against GNI and ESBN are related to metering issues. Billing
issues are not a feature of ESBN’s or GNI’s complex complaints”.
CRU/20/102 goes on to state that “while, the number of customer contacts relating to
IW decreased from 2018 to 2019, the number of complex complaints increased. In 2019
the CRU opened 34 complex complaints in relation to Irish Water; an increase of 62%
from 2018. The CRU investigated and closed 29 complex complaints relating to Irish
Water in 2019…Billing and Account problems accounted for the majority of Irish Water
complaints; primarily complaints from non-domestic customers who are receiving
regular bills”. We believe further consideration is needed before IW targets are based
on the performance of ESBN or GNI.



The CRU decision paper “Gas Networks Ireland Customer Performance Indicators”
(CER/17/096) acknowledged concerns in relation to monitoring a metric such as this.26
The metric proposed in CRU/17/096 was the ‘Number of GNI complaints escalated to
the CER/Total number of GNI complaints’. The CRU decided to remove this proposed
metric since “a fundamental function of the regulator is to act on behalf of the customer,
who have a right to refer to the CRU in the event of a complaint”.
The paper also reflected concerns that “incentivising this measure could have the
undesired effect of undermining the relationship between the CRU, Gas Networks
Ireland and consumers”. IW has similar concerns in relation to this metric being applied
to IW and undermining the same stakeholder relationship in the water services sector.



26
27

CRU/17/096 also referenced how the volume of GNI complaints referred to the CRU is
“too low to meaningfully incentive GNI to improve customer performance”. Similarly, the
volume of IW complex complaints investigated by the CRU is too low. In 2019 the CRU
received 34 IW complex complaints.27 This represented 0.002% of all complaints
received by IW in 2019. In 2019 the CRU opened 282 complex complaints in the energy

Please refer to the following link here.
Please refer to the following link here.
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market (including energy suppliers and Network Operators); IW’s complex complaints
only represent 12% of this total.
We would question the introduction of an Unresolved complaints metric given the points made
by the CRU in CRU/17/096. We would therefore welcome further engagement with the CRU
during the PAF decision phase on this proposed metric and targets.
8. Customer Satisfaction Survey
IW has reported on the ‘Ease of Telephone Contact – Call Handling Survey (CSAT)’ metric
since 2015. We believe that this is an important metric to monitor as it enables IW and the CRU
to have an independent view of IW’s performance.
Our CSAT has remained strong over the five years, 2015 to 2019, at an average of 71%, with
the score for 2019 (73%) increasing slightly from 2018 (72%). IW continue to review 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 to provide greater insights
into customers’ needs and requirements. Since 2019 we have carried out the following
initiatives:


A new ‘customer experience actions register’ has been implemented within IW; the aim
is to introduce new initiatives based on customer recommendations. For example, a
new question was introduced to surveys asking customers ‘How we can improve’.
Responses from our customers to this question, alongside others, are enabling IW to
collate better insights and to drive process improvements;



Customer journey mapping sessions were held with key IW stakeholders in 2019. This
cross-functional engagement and collaborative approach has enabled IW to identify
problem areas and to put improvement measures into place where required; and



IW also introduced a proactive engagement initiative which has resulted in customers
receiving a contact before having to call for an update.

As noted in CRU/20/119 many of IW’s contacts to date have been made through the Contact
Centre telephone lines. However, some customers favour alternative methods of contact. We
provide links on our website to social media accounts for customers to interact with us on
Facebook, Twitter, and Boards.ie. The most popular form of communication is still the
telephone with c.400,000 calls from customers in 2019.
The CRU proposes to expand this metric so that the survey is updated and expanded to include
all customers who contact IW - not just those who telephone. This would mean the survey
would be conducted through the channel in which the contact was made, e.g. email, telephone,
social media, etc.
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We suggest that the metric should remain the current CSAT format. This is because IW
previously attempted to carry out customer surveys through email and social media and found
that these channels did not work effectively or were not robust enough. Volumes for social
media were too low to provide accurate and statistically sound analysis. IW would recommend
continuing with the current CSAT methodology, as advised by our independent research
company.
Furthermore, we would have concerns about changing our current survey techniques. IW’s
research partner, who are Ireland’s leading full-service customer experience consultancy, have
developed a Voice Of the Customer programme which, we believe, is reflective of our customer
needs and also our desire to improve. We have developed surveys that incorporate both
satisfaction monitoring, but also customer sentiment measurement.
Moving away from CSAT methodology, we would have two main concerns with the proposed
CRU targets, which go from 76% in 2020 to 85% in 2024.


We welcome the acknowledgement from the CRU that other surveys for the likes of
ESBN and NIW are not directly comparable to IW due to the method in which they are
conducted and results are calculated. However, the CRU nevertheless proposes to
base IW targets on the performance of these companies, which we find disappointing.
Similar to the argument advanced above in the FCR metric, it is important to repeat that
IW acts as both the network operator and supply company in the water services sector.
The range of issues that are covered by IW CSAT are greater in scope, and complexity,
than ESBN or GNI.



Any targets for the RC3 period need to take account of the expected implementation of
the NDTFR and HWC (EUC). These are complex policy changes and cover a large
number of customers. For example, in the case of the NDTFR, we expect to receive
many contacts covering the transition faced by a customer, the three year transition,
maximum annual increase, the type of tariff transition etc. Customer contact agents may
also be asked how transition tariffs are calculated, which will be by individual monetary
increases for a customer.
IW is committed to training staff as comprehensively as possible on these complex
matters, in advance of, and during implementation to maintain customer satisfaction,
but it is accepted that CSAT figures may well fluctuate during RC3.

Our work on CSAT over the last couple of years, including establishment of the new ‘customer
experience actions register’, shows that we are committed to maintaining and improving
customer satisfaction. However, there will be significant changes to our customer operations
over RC3 and this should be acknowledged by the CRU in any PAF decision targets.
In Summary – Customer Metrics

22Uisce Éireann IW

We agree with the CRU’s proposal in maintaining the Customer metrics into the next PAF.
These metrics allow the CRU to monitor IW’s performance over time in a number of key areas
of customer service. The metrics also enable IW to continuously improve customer operations
and engagement with our customers.
The PAF customer service metrics are complemented by the IW Customer Handbooks where
the CRU provides guidelines to IW in terms of required levels of customer service and customer
protection measures to be implemented in our domestic and non-domestic operations. IW
reports quarterly and the CRU monitors customer service performance against these Customer
Handbook guidelines.
The transition to a new Contact Centre provider in 2021 (as a result of a competitive tender
process) is a major project for IW and will require the transfer of employees, systems,
processes and assets (where required) from the previous Customer Contact Centre to the new
provider. We are very concerned that this change has not been taken into account by the CRU
in CRU/20/119. IW will need to ensure that the new Contact Centre is fully established and
operational prior to the assessment of new metrics, such as the proposed ‘Unresolved
complaints submitted to the CRU’, or the setting of targets across PAF metrics to end 2024.
Allowing time for transition to the new service provider will also ensure IW is in a better position
to understand the impact of implementation of Customer Handbook new requirements, the
HWC and EUC policy (expected during RC3) and the new NDTFR policy (due to go-live on 1st
May 202128) on metric targets.

28

See the CRU’s announcement of the Non-Domestic Tariff revised implementation pathway on 2nd November 2020 here
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Security of Water Supply
Introduction
A strategic aim of IW is to provide a resilient continuous water supply to our customers while
conserving water and protecting our environment. IW has identified that the security of supply
of water services is low in many areas of the country, with insufficient volumes of water available
to satisfy demand, peaking and headroom requirements (spare capacity above normal
demand), when considering a Level of Service of 1 in 50 years.
Many of our Water Resource Zones (WRZ) 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. In order for IW to provide a resilient national water supply
and reduce leakage, multiple revenue control investment cycles will be required to rectify the
ageing infrastructure and asset base.
The ‘security of supply: absolute performance’ and ‘security of supply: performance against
target’ metrics will show IW’s progress in developing a secure and resilient supply of drinking
water to our customers. The delivery of the reporting capability for both metrics is dependent
on the publication and consultation of the first National Water Resources Plan (NWRP). The
NWRP is IW’s plan to identify how we will provide a sustainable, secure and reliable water
supply to our customers for now and into the future whilst safeguarding the environment.
IW faces many water supply challenges due to ageing assets and a legacy of underinvestment
in our water and wastewater network and assets. At present we lose about 42% (or 712MLD)
of our treated water everyday through leaks before it reaches our customers’ taps. A key
objective of IW’s RC3 Investment Plan and the Government’s Water Services Policy Statement
(WSPS) is to prioritise measures to reduce network leakage and encourage customer
conservation and behavioural change.29
To help achieve this objective IW is progressing the Leakage Reduction Programme (LRP)
comprising of several national sub-programmes targeted at identifying and repairing leaks to
reduce water loss, network rehabilitation and capital maintenance of network assets including:

29



The Find and Fix programme to reduce water loss by identifying and repairing leaks in
an efficient manner;



The Network Rehabilitation programme to replace worst performing pipes, reducing
bursts and supply interruptions, as well as contributing to leakage reduction and
pressure improvements;

See the Government’s Water Services Policy Statement 2018-25 here
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Metering of unmetered non-domestic properties to identify and reduce unaccounted for
water; and



A national integrated Leakage Management System (LMS). 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. The National Telemetry project
has delivered Ireland’s first integrated LMS. The LMS provides accurate and timely
leakage information required to target, and report on, the effectiveness of leakage
reduction activities.

COVID-19 is also having an impact on our effort to effectively measure and reduce leakage
across the country. Emergency restrictions and social distancing limits have impacted both LA
and IW contractor field staff carrying out checks, water mains rehab and replacement, which in
turn affects IW targets for leakage reduction.
We will now provide comments on the Security of Supply and Leakage metrics set out in
CRU/20/119.
1. Security of Supply
The Security of Supply metrics refer to the ability of IW to comply with commitments of
continuous water supply to our customers in the short, medium, and long term. We agree with
the CRU that a Security of Supply metric is useful in providing an indication of the degree to
which a utility can guarantee continued service to all of its customers and that it should be
included in the next PAF.
However, there is a need to ensure that any milestones, or targets, associated with the metric
take account of IW’s legacy position and the historic underinvestment in water services. The
COVID-19 emergency and the recent summer droughts have emphasised the net effect of this.
The public health advice issued on hygiene combined with the drought conditions experienced
during the early summer, lead to our existing water supplies throughout the country being
depleted at a faster rate than is normal for that time of year.30
IW carried out an extensive public information campaign on water conservation in order to raise
awareness and to reduce demand voluntarily. However, the situation remained serious and on
9 June a Water Conservation Order (hosepipe ban) was introduced on a national basis for a
period of six weeks to ensure that IW could reduce the risk of failure in the public water supply
later in the year. It was lifted two weeks early on 8 July due to increased rainfall which
replenished many of the water supplies.
Any metrics that are implemented by the CRU in the next PAF will be dependent on the
publication and consultation of the NWRP being completed. As noted above, the NWRP is a
30

For example domestic water use increased by c.20% since the start of the COVID-19 emergency (domestic water use accounts
for c.66% of total daily water demand).
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strategic review of IW’s existing water supplies and the demand requirements that will be
placed on these over the coming 25-year period.
The NWRP will set out how IW will balance the supply and demand for drinking water in each
of the 539 Water Resource Zones (WRZ) over the short, medium and long term. This will help
ensure a secure and reliable drinking water supply into the future. A key focus of the NWRP
will be to identify options to address supply/demand balance issues in each of the WRZs. In
order to do this, ‘needs identification’ work will be carried out. Examples of ‘needs identification’
work include:


completing a summary of deficits in the supply/demand balance and the time when they
occur in each WRZ (for example, during droughts or extreme weather events such as
storms and flooding),



assessing the capability of our assets to sufficiently reduce risk to contamination of our
water supplies and ensure compliance with the Drinking Water Regulations, and



identifying capital maintenance needs for the existing asset base in each WRZ.

Following completion of the NWRP, it is envisaged that the solutions to address supply side
issues will involve a combination of interventions and work programmes. These include
developing bands for SoSI reporting, the roll out of an options methodology for 539 WRZ,
developing preferred approaches for each of our water supplies, and developing models of our
raw water resources as outlined in our RC3 Investment Plan. On the demand side, solutions
will be developed to reduce leakage and promote water conservation.
CRU/20/119 asks for views on the Security of Supply metric for the next PAF. It proposes two
options and requests views on any other methods for measurement. Our views on the proposed
Security of Supply index (SoSi) CRU formula and supply zones in deficit methods are now
presented. We also provide an alternative approach that we ask the CRU to consider, which is
a variant of the SoSi approach, but one which we believe takes account of IW’s legacy position
and the historic underinvestment in water services.

a) CRU SoSi formula
In other jurisdictions a SoSi assists in assessing water resource availability and leakage issues
within a wider security of supply context, and in tracking changes in the service offered to
customers over time. A SoSi is an indicator of the extent to which a utility is able to guarantee
to provide its planned level of service. The index gives an indication of the available headroom
(and the target headroom) in each water supply zone.
Headroom is the difference between the amount of water the utility can supply and the expected
amount of water to be distributed to meet demand. Target headroom is the minimum amount
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of headroom that is needed in each water supply zone to meet demand, taking supply and
demand uncertainties into account. This spare capacity on the system is used to allow us to
appropriately plan and programme interventions to improve our water supplies over time.
Having a SoSi in place can assist in ensuring the resilience of water supplies, as it helps
indicate areas under pressure which can then be targeted in advance.
CRU/20/119 proposes a formula for calculating the SoSi in the PAF:
푊푅푍539

(ꢀ1 − ∑ ꢀ% 푑푒푓푖푐푖푡 2 푥 % ꢂꢃꢄ 푝표푝푢푙푎푡푖표푛 푥 100)ꢅ 푥 100
푊푅푍ꢁ

We have a number of concerns with this proposal. They are:


The baseline performance of our existing asset base. Our asset base does not meet
the levels of service that would be expected in other jurisdictions. Improving levels of
services will require sustained investment in our supplies over multiple investment
cycles. This must be achieved whilst ensuring continuity of existing supplies. At present,
the key focus of our investment plans is to ensure compliance with drinking water
regulations and to slow the rate of deterioration across our existing asset base. With
limited funding availability, this metric may not improve in the short to medium term.



As it may take 50 to 75 years to achieve appropriate levels of service, the use of this
metric could impede growth and economic development.



As noted in CRU/20/119 this approach has the benefit of providing a single, companywide score for Irish Water out of 100. However, there is potential for either large deficits
or large population centres to dominate the overall index. A single score out of 100, at
this point in IW’s development, would not adequately reflect IW’s legacy position and
the historic underinvestment in water services.

b) Using the supply zones in deficit method
Another approach proposed in CRU/20/119 is to report the total number of supply zones that
are in deficit and the percentage of the population served by those zones. The following
equation is outlined:
X of 539 water resource zones, serving Y% of IW’s customers, are in deficit.
As with the CRU SoSi formula we have a number of concerns with using the supply zones in
deficit method. They are:
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The baseline performance of our existing asset base. Again, based on an industry
standard Level of Service, this metric may not move considerably for many years. There
is also a need to ensure growth and economic development across Ireland is aligned
with Towards 2040 – National Planning Framework. In many cases, large numbers of
WRZs will be in deficit using this metric, and there is a concern that this could limit
sustainable development across the country, whilst we improve our supplies over time.



This approach is potentially clearer but does not provide an indication of the size of the
deficits in each of the resource zones. Therefore, it may be a poor metric to use for
prioritisation of investment.

c) IW proposal – Interim Tracker
We believe that there is an alternative approach to the two proposed by CRU that goes further
in reflecting IW’s legacy position and the historic underinvestment in water services.
An interim tracker for security of supply against baseline conditions.
Due to the historic under investment in capital maintenance the IW asset base is in poor
condition. This manifests itself in high leakage rates across our networks, in turn impacting
levels of service to our customers. These deficits require sustained long-term investment and
actions across many areas that will deliver improvements over multiple investment cycles.
Solid progress has been made on several priority programmes since 2014, for example water
supply disinfection, reservoir cleaning, installing leakage management systems and treatment
plant upgrades. While this has delivered important improvements, significant issues remain
which continue to limit current asset performance. IW is currently not in a position to put into
place either CRU’s option A or B outlined above. These options are more preferable for more
mature utilities with many cycles of investment completed with resulting higher asset
performance in comparison to Ireland’s current legacy asset infrastructure.
IW has reviewed international practices and standards, and based on Ireland’s asset
performance, water quality and quantity throughout the 31 LA areas, has developed a 10 year
capacity register. This register is based on an amended Supply Demand Balance to provide
LAs with an indication of settlements (principle settlement greater than 10,000 population) with
potential water treatment plant capacity constraints.
We believe that for the following ten years, whilst IW develops the structures to improve our
supplies and whilst we deal with legacy issues, we should use a modified version of CRU’s
option B in terms of tracking performance against Security of Supply. This modification would
involve removing some of the proposed capability standards from the NWRP Supply Demand
Balance to produce a 10-year Capacity Register.
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The 10-year capacity register would include existing headroom and limited standards for
peaking. We would then report on this in accordance with the CRU’s proposed Option B
formula, with the aim of no deterioration in the metric:
X of 539 water resource zones, serving Y% of IW’s customers, are in deficit.
We think this is the best approach for IW and the CRU to adopt now for the PAF, for the
following reasons:


The 10-year capacity register would allow us to take a baseline view of our supplies
(existing level of service (LoS)), and measure against no deterioration in LoS, whilst
facilitating growth. The metric would ensure that the limited funding availability results
in no deterioration in LoS for existing customers;



This register would allow IW to both inform the next review of Regional Planning
Strategies and the preparation of LA Development Plans, but it will also enable IW to
respond to economic growth and development needs; and



IW envisages that a significant proportion of Growth and Development needs within the
next ten years will be facilitated through leakage reduction. This will be initially targeted
at settlements that are towards the upper end in population of regional and county
settlement hierarchies. This will only be an interim measure, as it will be insufficient to
address all of the supply demand balance issues and will not address the existing level
of service issues within the current water supplies.

CRU/20/119 also proposes to set a target for the publication of the final NWRP by the end of
June 2021 and of the subsequent four Regional Water Resource Plans by the end of 2021.
The NWRP, including the four Regional Water Resource Plans, is a significant body of work for
IW with a number of critical dependencies, including publication of the SEA Environmental
Report, Natura Impact Statement.
We have a developed a strong governance approach to the publication of NWRP and
supporting documents and consultation with our stakeholders. Given the importance of the
NWRP we need to ensure all parties are given an appropriate timeframe to respond in an
effective manner. There are also external factors which IW has little control over, including the
possibility of external legal challenge to process and outcome.
IW will endeavour to meet these timelines outlined in CRU/20/119 and continue to engage
extensively with the CRU on NWRP timelines throughout the coming period, as we have done
to date.
In Summary – Security of Supply
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We agree with the CRU that the Security of Supply metric is useful in providing an indication of
the degree to which a utility can guarantee continued service to all of its customers and that it
should be included in the next PAF.
However, there is a need to ensure that any milestones, or targets, associated with the metric
take account of IW’s legacy position and the historic underinvestment in water services. The
COVID-19 emergency and the recent summer droughts have emphasised the net effect of this.
Any metrics that are implemented by the CRU in the next PAF will be dependent on the
publication and consultation of the NWRP being completed. We ask the CRU to take these
points into consideration, including our proposed approach to the Security of Supply metric.
2. Leakage
A leakage metric has been in place since the PAF was established in 2016. To date, IW has
reported on unaccounted for water (UFW) which represents the difference between “net
production” (the volume of water delivered into IW’s network) and “consumption” (the volume
of water that can be accounted for by legitimate consumption, metered or not). The difference
includes water losses due to leaks. In order to calculate UFW, IW subtracts the following factors
of consumption from net production or distribution input (DI) to IW’s water network:


Water Delivered to Customers: an estimate of the water demanded by domestic and
non-domestic customers; includes measured and unmeasured demand, water lost to
leaks on the customer’s property, under registration of water use due to treatment, old
or broken meters and water used on IW sites and treatment plants (water taken legally);



Distribution system operational use: IW’s estimate (1% of DI) of water it uses on the
distribution system, for example to clean and flush water mains; and



Water taken legally unbilled: estimate of water used by fire services, water treatment
plants, operational use and other unbilled use.

IW categorises the remainder of the water put into the distribution network as UFW, which is
an indication of the amount of water lost to leaks on IW’s public network. As highlighted above,
under the current UFW calculation, water lost to leaks on the customer’s property is included
in the ‘accounted for water’ category.
In 2019, the average daily amount of UFW was 712 million litres per day (MLD), a reduction
from 782 MLD in 2018. Full implementation of the LMS, in particular the migration of data
reporting from LA databooks to the LMS and improvements brought about by taking a national,
standardised approach, is allowing for a more accurate measurement of leakage and
contributing to this improved performance. This strong performance in reducing UFW from 2018
to 2019 can be attributed to a combination of:
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a recategorisation of water use from unaccounted-for-water to domestic and nondomestic demand;



data improvements arising from IW’s new LMS, and;



IW’s leakage reduction activities during the year.

CRU/20/119 proposes that the next PAF will separately monitor the amount of water lost to
leaks on IW’s public network and the amount of water lost on customer supply pipes. We have
a number of issues with this proposal.
a) Public side leakage
We agree with the CRU’s proposal to continue with a public side leakage metric in the next
PAF. Reducing the amount of clean drinking water lost into the ground by replacing old,
damaged pipes is better for the environment and for our customers. Reducing leakage is a key
objective of our RC3 Investment Plan and the Government’s WSPS.
With the roll out of the LMS, IW is in a position to report, with greater accuracy and clarity, water
losses resulting from leaks on our network. However, in order for the LMS to have full capacity
and to enable IW to transition from reporting on UFW to a national leakage figure, data
availability and quality is essential. As of the end of 2020, LMS development continues as
planned.
The data quality of some components is still an issue and will require continuous improvement
over the next number of years to allow for reporting of leakage, rather than UFW. The ‘Apparent
Losses’ element of UFW is a primary focus of IW data improvement projects. Major capital
works are still required at DMA level and in LA Telemetry systems to provide acceptable
bottom-up leakage calculations, in addition to continuing with the national programme of nondomestic meter replacement.
Stakeholder engagement with the LAs, to date, has been key to the successful roll-out and
implementation of the LMS processes and technology. This engagement is facilitating
continuous data improvement which is essential to achieving full LMS functionality and
accuracy, as the LA staff have the primary local knowledge to configure the LMS when there
have been network changes.
IW will continue to report on UFW until at least a full year of national leakage data is available
for review. We plan to report on 2020 national leakage in 2021. We will continue to see the
robustness of the national leakage figure improve, as data improvements and capital
investments are made over the coming years. The leakage metric in the next PAF should
acknowledge this element of change and ‘bedding-down’.
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CRU/20/119 proposes a target on the amount of water lost to leaks on the public network to be
reduced by 161 MLD by the end of 2024.
The RC3 Investment Plan 2020-2024, published as part of the CRU’s RC3 determination in
December 2019, includes a net leakage target (i.e. reduction in the treatment and production
of drinking water) of 176 MLD by the end of 2024. Since then we have updated our 2020-2024
SFP to facilitate Government budget setting, which includes a revised net leakage target of 118
MLD by the end of 2024. The change from 176 MLD to 118 MLD can be explained by the
following:


This figure of 176 MLD was based on original run rates (i.e. the cost to achieve potential
leakage savings) developed by IW in 2017 and 2018 for the IW RC3 LRP - Find & Fix,
Pressure Management and First Fix. These run rates were based on guidance from UK
experience, which did not take into account the condition of our network and therefore
had a low confidence level. We have now developed revised run rates which are based
on real data from the IW LRP and are more applicable and reliable to an Irish context.



The gross to net leakage reduction ratio has increased since 2017 and 2018.31 This
means that the assumptions around the amount of water saved by IW fixing leaks in the
public network which can be linked to a lower water production need at our Water
Treatment Plant (WTP) has increased. Our original ratio of c.4:1 (i.e. for every 4 MLD
of leak reduction in the public network you save 1 MLD at the WTP) was based on poor
and incomplete historical data.
We now have a different gross to net ratio (or range) depending on the IW specific
program, i.e. our Pressure Management Programme has a ratio of 2:1, while other
programs are closer to 8:1 (meaning that for every 8 MLD of leak reduction in the public
network you save 1 MLD at the WTP). This updated calculation is based on data
collected during 2018-2020 from the IW LRP. This more accurate representation of the
gross to net leakage reduction ratio is now being used across all IW leakage
programmes.



The LMS had not been rolled out when original leakage targets were set for RC3 over
2017 and 2018. Therefore, we had an incomplete and inconsistent picture of our
leakage levels when RC3 forecasts were being set out, which did not provide a strong
foundation on which to make accurate predictions around future leakage targets. This
is no longer the case.

31

Gross Leakage Reduction is the sum of the water savings from the individual leakage reduction activities at the end of a specified
period (Find and Fix, First Fix, Pressure Management and Watermain Rehabilitation). Gross Leakage Reduction is the gross sum
of all of these activities at District Meter Area level with the exception of First Fix which is at property level. The gross leakage
reduction metric provides an indication of the level of effort completed by the IW LRP. Gross savings does not include savings
from operational activities. Net Leakage is the national UFW figure in MLD; which is the sum of UFW for all 31 LAs at the end of
the specified reporting period. The change in the net leakage figure includes the natural rate of rise and growth.
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In addition, current COVID-19 restrictions have greatly impacted on the IW LRP, which has the
potential to affect our 118 MLD target, especially if restrictions continue on into 2021. One effect
has been reduced LA and IW contractor field staff carrying out water mains rehab and
replacement because of social distancing needs. In addition, our First Fix program has been
heavily curtailed as it involves direct customer interaction and work around private residences.
Another impact is the inability of IW to carry out non-domestic property surveys, which are a
key enabler for non-domestic meter replacement and, in turn, data improvement for our LMS.
This has a detrimental effect on our apparent water loss calculations (UFW moving to
Accounted For Water) and therefore production of a more accurate leakage figure.
Given the above we suggest that further discussions on the end 2024 targets are held during
the PAF decision phase, including the potential for any year-by-year glidepath targets. We also
need to take account of any changes to leakage targets agreed through a potential Capex
Change Control process.
b) Customer side leakage
We are very concerned about the proposed introduction of a metric on customer side leakage
(CSL). We would go further than the CRU’s statement in CRU/20/199 that IW does not have
‘complete control’ over reducing leaks on customer supply pipes. We would argue that IW has
only a limited ability to influence CSL because it relies on the action of external parties (i.e. the
customer) to undertake works on their own premise.
Our influence is limited to the ‘First-Fix’ Programme that has been in operation since 2015. It is
clear from the quarterly First Fix reports, published by IW, that there is a direct correlation
between a fall in the number of leak repairs undertaken by the customer, under this programme,
and the suspension/abolition of domestic water charges. There were 5,052 customer repairs
undertaken in Q4 2015.32 In Q2 2019 the equivalent figure was 593.33 This was directly
acknowledged by the Water Advisory Board in its Q2 2020 publication:
This performance indicator shows a continued and disappointing drop-off in the number
of leak repairs completed under the scheme since mid-2016. This coincides with the
suspension and eventual abolition of domestic water charges. The introduction of
Excess Usage Charges (expected to be introduced in 2021 – a delay due to Covid-19)
will encourage customers to avail of the Scheme and it is expected that higher numbers
of leak repairs will be achieved in the future.34
We do acknowledge the expected introduction of the HWC (EUC) during RC3 should drive an
uptake in the First Fix Programme. However, we do not believe it is appropriate to link any CSL
metric with a MLD reduction in water usage, including the CRU’s proposed target of 15 MLD
by the end of 2024.
32
33
34

Please see following link here Table 2 section 7, 11,835 – 6,783 = 5,053.
Please see following link here Table 2 section 7.
Please see following link here page 21.
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A figure of 15 MLD implies a c.10% reduction in domestic usage in the space of five years,
which would need to be driven by a sustained water conservation campaign across the country
to influence customer behaviour. While IW is committed to promoting water conservation
measures through public messaging and education, the proposed CRU target would be
extremely difficult to achieve over the next five years. This is because domestic water usage
has increased by c.20% since the start of the COVID-19 emergency, as a result of working
from home measures and other factors. This increased domestic water usage is expected to
continue on into 2021. Therefore, we would question the feasibility and reasonableness of
placing such a target on IW.
We would welcome further discussion with the CRU on this proposed CSL metric during the
PAF decision phase. It may be the case that an alternative metric is more appropriate, such as
a target for the issuance of First Fix letters to customers once the HWC (EUC) is implemented.
In Summary – Leakage
IW faces many water supply challenges due to ageing assets and a legacy of underinvestment
in our water and wastewater network and assets. Significant progress has been made since
IW establishment, but to lose c. 42% of treated water everyday through leaks before it reaches
customers taps is unacceptable for a modern economy. We are working hard, with our LA
partners, to reduce this figure to a more sustainable level. As part of the RC3 Investment Plan
we are progressing the LRP comprising of several national sub-programmes targeted at
identifying and repairing leaks to reduce water loss, network rehabilitation and capital
maintenance of network assets.
However, we are concerned about a number of the CRU’s proposals on the PAF leakage
metrics, especially the suggestion to include a metric on CSL. We ask that our points above
are taken into consideration during the PAF decision phase.
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Quality of Water Supply
Introduction
One of IW’s key responsibilities is to deliver safe and clean drinking water to homes and
businesses across the country. The PAF category ‘Water Supply – Quality of Service’ covers
the following metrics:
1. Properties subject to unplanned interruptions;
2. Drinking Water Quality; and
3. Water Supplies on Boil Water Notices (BWN) and Water Restrictions or Drinking Water
Restriction Notices (DWRN).
This introductory section discusses each in turn.
In the first PAF the CRU chose to monitor the amount of properties connected to IW’s network
that suffered a supply interruption that was not planned by IW. This required the development
of IT systems to enable IW to track, categorise and report on the number of unplanned
interruptions across the country. Reporting capability for this metric has been in place since Q2
2019. To meet reporting requirements under the PAF, IW subdivided the duration of reported
unplanned supply interruptions into 4, 12 and 24 hour categories.
The delivery of clean drinking water to homes and businesses requires the abstraction,
treatment, storage and delivery of millions of litres of water a day. The risk of contamination is
mitigated by rigorous monitoring and testing of water samples along its journey from source to
tap. IW has the responsibility of monitoring all public water supplies. The EPA produces an
annual Drinking Water Report based on these results. In the first PAF the CRU decided to
monitor five water quality metrics. They were:






Percentage microbiological compliance;
Percentage chemical compliance;
Percentage Trihalomethane (THM);
Percentage lead compliance; and
Percentage E. coli compliance.

The above parameters are included amongst the 48 parameters specified in the European
Union (Drinking Water) Regulations (S.I No. 122 of 2014), which IW is required to monitor in
public water supplies and report to the EPA.
A BWN 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. Except for
exceptional circumstances where public health is considered to be at immediate risk, IW will
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only issue a BWN after consulting with the Health Service Executive (HSE), the statutory
authority on public health matters.
A DWRN 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. For example, 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.
IW has been reporting on the number of BWN and DWRN since the PAF was established.
1. Unplanned Interruptions to Supply
Prior to the establishment of IW there was no national standardised method of outage reporting
and data collation. While significant improvement has been made on reporting outages,
adapting to new methods and standardised practices will take time for all key stakeholders.
This improved process will lead to a more customer focused approach.
In 2019, IW developed a ‘Live Service Request Mapping’ platform, whereby water network
issues such as ‘no water’ and ‘low pressure’ directly affecting customers are displayed at their
actual geolocations. IW has rolled out the platform to both LAs and contractors in 2020 and will
continue to do so in 2021. The full roll out will represent a significant forward step in monitoring
and managing all incidents.
It is important to highlight IW’s excellent performance on complaints in this area. In Q1 and Q2
2020, IW reported 622 planned water interruptions and 4,471 unplanned water interruptions.
The approximate number of households affected in total was over 1.8m. However, the total
number of complaints received in the same period for ‘no water’ in the operational area was
832, or 0.05%. This highlights IW’s commitment to prioritise our notifications to customers and
to keep them informed.
CRU/20/119 is proposing a number of changes to the PAF metric that is currently in place for
unplanned interruptions to supply. We have a number of concerns with these CRU proposals,
which are set out in turn below.
a) Definition of unplanned interruptions
The CRU is suggesting in CRU/20/119 that any planned activity where less than 48 hours’
notice is provided to customers will now be defined as an unplanned supply interruption. In
addition, any planned activity that runs over the estimated time for completion, will also be an
unplanned activity (beginning at the time the planned activity was expected to end).
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The CRU is also proposing that where supply is restored for more than 60 minutes before it is
again interrupted, this should be considered as two separate interruptions. But if the length of
time between interruptions is less than 60 minutes, the duration of the interruption will be timed
from the beginning of the first to the end of the last interruption.
It would appear that the CRU, in proposing the above extension to what is deemed to be an
unplanned interruption, is determining what is unplanned based on the timing of a notice alone.
IW would question the value of this. IW operates based on the work type dictating the status
(planned or unplanned) which ensures a consistent approach nationally. Basing the definition
of an unplanned interruption on time alone would run counter to the work practices that we
have built with our partners since establishment.
b) Replacement of current 4 hour metric
IW considers that the introduction of a new metric to replace the 4 hour unplanned supply
interruption metric is not appropriate at this time. Significant time and resources have been
invested to build and deliver reporting capability for the existing PAF metrics. We do not have
the resources and expenditure capacity (including IT system development costs) within current
budgets required to build and deliver such a reporting capability proposed in CRU/20/119.
IW has only started to report (in 2020) on the current metric, as previously agreed with the
CRU. We suggest that it would be more effective and efficient to allow IW to report on the
current metrics for the period of RC3, before considering any substantial changes. To remove
the 4 hour unplanned interruption metric, just as it has been implemented, and before IW has
had an opportunity to report on it through a number of PA annual submissions, is premature.
In order to provide an accurate picture, the CRU’s proposed new metric requires IW to know
precisely the number of properties impacted by a planned or unplanned supply interruption.
This is not possible at present. Current processes are not sophisticated enough to capture the
exact number of properties experiencing interruptions to their supply during each outage. In
addition, IW does not have the comprehensive GIS data, integrated telemetry systems or
resources to physically ‘walk’ an area impacted by an interruption in order to identify each of
properties affected.
IW’s outage reporting at present is based on the maximum estimated affected properties.
Indeed, some properties reported in an area as being affected may not be, as the outage may
only impact properties at an elevated area. Reporting on the maximum estimated properties is
undertaken because IW has a regulatory obligation to notify registered vulnerable customers
who may be affected by an outage, and so essentially we are deliberately overestimating the
number of properties affected to include properties that could potentially be affected. It is clear
that this proposed CRU new metric would not provide a reliable picture of what is actually
happening and would lead to fundamental inconsistencies.
NIW measure exact numbers of premises affected by an outage using a combination of
integrated telemetry systems, customer reporting and direct communication with staff on the
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ground. These NIW staff walk the boundary of the affected area and report directly to office
staff who use GIS systems to record the information precisely. IW is not at that stage of
development yet nor does it have the resource capacity.
Therefore, it is not appropriate to benchmark against other water utilities (such as NIW or SW)
that are fully mature and have full control of end-to-end operational processes. IW’s transition
to the SPU will facilitate reporting exact (rather than estimated) number of properties subject to
planned and unplanned interruptions. Until then, the methodology for recording and measuring
outages cannot be readily compared to utility companies in other jurisdictions.
c) Proposed Unplanned Interruptions to Supply Targets
CRU/20/119 uses performance by SW and NIW to suggest PAF targets for the RC3 period. As
stated above, we believe this to be inappropriate as these companies are at a more advanced
stage in the regulatory framework. Principally, the CRU’s proposed targets do not take into
account that NIW and SW are, and have been since the onset of economic regulation, single
entities and cannot be readily compared with IW’s current service delivery (SLA model)
comprising 31 LAs.35 This greatly impacts on our ability to deliver similar levels of performance.
Clearly, until transformation is delivered through a SPU model, IW will continue to be
constrained in our ability to streamline processes and properly implement the new methods
and practices necessary to support standardised, nationwide outage data gathering and
reporting. The targets assumed in CRU/20/119 (Figure 15) and proposed by the CRU for 2024
(i.e. less than 0.15% interruptions expressed as a percentage of the total number of connected
properties) should reflect ‘Years Since the SPU is implemented’ to properly compare to the
NIW and SW’s basic operating conditions.
IW considers that IW, SW and NIW performance should be evaluated over the same time period
to enable a proper comparison. We understand that SW and NIW’s performance was assessed
over a different period and across each of the years 2011 to 2019. The CRU’s analysis would
be more impactful if, similar to IW, SW and NIW’s performance was also taken from July 2019
to June 2020 as an annual average. This would allow for any exceptional event(s) (weather
related or otherwise) common to all utilities to be reflected in the analysis. Specifically, any
COVID-19 emergency impacts on 2020 unplanned interruptions will be reflected in IW, but not
in comparator data and may skew the analysis.
IW has outlined that 0.15% interruptions is not a reflective comparison and is, therefore, an
unrealistic target to achieve by 2024. Arguably it would be more appropriate to use NIW or SW
as a benchmark after IW has reached the equivalent stage of maturity post implementation of
the SPU.

In Summary – Unplanned Interruptions
35

For example on creation of SW in 2002, all employees of the three Scottish Water boards became employees of the new entity.
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Prior to the establishment of IW, the water services network suffered from underinvestment,
poor asset base condition and a lack of recognition of the challenges involved in service
provision. There was also no national standardised method of outage reporting and data
collation. Significant progress has been made in this area, including the development and rollout of the ‘Live Service Request Mapping’ platform, which has enabled more effective tracking
and reporting of outages. However, without full implementation of the SPU, progress in this
area will not start to match our comparators in NIW or SW.
We are very concerned about the proposed change to the current 4 hour metric; it is far too
early in the PAF to be taking such action. In addition, we believe the proposed targets are
wholly unrealistic, especially in the absence of SPU implementation. We ask the CRU to
consider the points above during the PAF decision phase.
2. Drinking Water Quality
IW has been reporting on the five Drinking Water Quality PAF metrics since 2016, including
data for years 2014 and 2015. It is clear from the annual PA reports submitted to the CRU that
IW performance in these metrics has remained consistently high. This can be attributed to
several factors, including:


implementation of the National Disinfection Strategy and the National Disinfection
Programme by IW;



the roll-out of water treatment site assessments, as part of the IW Disinfection
Programme, on a standardised basis across the country, with over 800 assessments
completed by the end of 2019; and



upgrades and the completion of commissioning works at our WTPs, a cumulative total
of c.250 by the end of 2019.

The parameters contained within the Microbiological and Chemical compliance groups are the
main indicators of public health risk from drinking water. Therefore, we agree with the CRU’s
proposal to continue monitoring these important metrics in the next PAF.
We note that the microbiological category comprises of only two parameters - E. coli and
Enterococci. One recommendation is that the CRU could consider omitting / discontinuing a
separate E. coli compliance metric, as this is already accounted for in the Microbiological
compliance metric. This is already highlighted by the CRU in its consultation paper CRU/20/119
(footnote 26).
CRU/20/119 sets out targets across the five Drinking Water Quality metrics for the RC3 period.
These targets broadly match what IW has achieved to date over the last number of years. With
our continued focus on improving and maintaining drinking water quality through capital
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investment, operational initiatives and implementation of national strategies, we aim to achieve
the CRU targets over the RC3 period. However, there are a number of points that need to be
acknowledged before finalisation of targets, especially concerning the Lead compliance metric.
a) General observations
At an overall level, we are expecting new monitoring requirements arising from the new EU
Drinking Water Directive (DWD). This will have an impact on the outputs for the Microbiological,
Chemical and Lead metrics when transposed into Irish law. If the monitoring requirements of
the new DWD are implemented in 2022/2023 it may not be appropriate to set future PAF
compliance targets based on previous PAF performance or the previous Irish legislative
monitoring requirements (i.e. S.I. No. 464 of 2017). We recommend that the CRU reconsider
its proposed targets in light of the new DWD requirements, or at least wait until the new DWD
is transposed into Irish law before setting new targets.
The RC3 Investment Plan includes programmes for Taking in Charge of assets in connection
with legacy issues such as residential estates, Group Water Schemes, Small Water Supplies
and Developer Provided Infrastructure. This is being done through co-operation with our LA
partners, as per the procedures agreed with the Department of Housing, Local Government
and Heritage (Department) and other stakeholders. This will increase the size of the public
water network. As contamination of drinking water can take place at any point from source to
tap, including the new pipework taken in charge, compliance numbers over RC3 may be
affected and may decrease from outturn figures seen to date.
The CRU should also be cognisant that the EPA have recommended to the Minister that IW
take over a relatively large number of ‘disputed supplies’. These are supplies which were
originally developed by the LA Housing section to serve small ribbon housing developments,
typically in rural areas. These supplies have basic or no treatment, and should IW be directed
/ instructed to take these in charge, it would be likely that compliance metrics (microbiological
in particular) would be significantly impacted over the course of RC3.

b) Specific compliance targets
Microbiological– we believe that microbiological failures that have been shown to be property
specific and not related to water quality across the IW public network should be discounted
from the calculation of the metric performance in the next PAF.
In addition, when the requirements of the new DWD are implemented the quantity of regulatory
Enterococci tests will increase significantly from c.1,000 tests per year to c. 8,000 tests. It is
currently unclear if the inclusion of these tests will have a positive or negative result in the
overall compliance rate. However, it can be seen that the compliance rate for the Enterococci
parameter is slightly lower than that of E. coli, when looking at individual returns years or all
regulatory data collated since the establishment of IW.
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If the number of Enterococci tests dramatically increases and its compliance rate continues to
be slightly lower than that of E. coli, there is potential for future microbiological numbers to be
affected downwards. This change in requirements coming from the DWD would need to be
taken into account by the CRU in the setting of targets.
Please see the table below which represents the cumulative Microbiological compliance
assessment for regulatory data 2014 – 2019.

Table 3: IW cumulative Microbiological compliance assessment for regulatory data 2014 – 2019

Chemical – we have been on an upward trajectory for Chemical compliance since 2014,
however it should be noted that new DWD will introduce 8 new chemical parameters. The
current compliance rates for these parameters are currently unknown in an Irish context. We
also expect the new DWD to introduce lower limits for existing chemical parameters, which will
subsequently impact chemical compliance PAF metrics.
THM – as with Chemical compliance the upward trajectory in THM compliance from IW’s
regulatory monitoring programme has been encouraging and reflects the benefits of investment
in this area. IW has produced a National THM strategy and has allocated significant capital
funding in RC3 to reducing the risk of THM in properties. It is one of our key outcome targets
in our RC3 Investment Plan. This is all with the aim of achieving 100% in THM compliance over
the coming years.
However, in order to continue this upward trajectory IW will require sustained investment in
sites affected and capital maintenance of sites previously upgraded. Any funding reductions to
our RC3 Investment Plan or operational budget may limit this.
Lead – the Lead parameter is a component parameter of the Chemical compliance metric. As
noted in the Chemical compliance paragraph above the new DWD is expected to lower limits
for existing parameters, lead being the most significant. We are expecting the compliance level
to drop from 10µg/L down to 5µg/L. This reduction will impact on our outturn compliance
percentages.
We are making every effort to improve lead compliance levels. However, given that lead in
drinking water is due to the presence of lead pipes and fittings, most of which are on the
customer side, IW cannot guarantee that compliance targets will be met. IW published our
‘Lead in Drinking Water Mitigation Plan’ in May 2017 and as part of this plan we are installing
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ortho-phosphate dosing at selected plants where lead issues are most prevalent. In addition,
by the end of 2019 we had removed c. 32,641 lead service connections and treated a further
1,607. Lead connection removal is one of the key outcome targets in our RC3 Investment Plan
which is already monitored by the CRU.
These actions, lead connection removals and ortho-phosphate dosing, are expected to reduce
lead concentrations, and therefore improve lead compliance. Realistically the only option which
would lead to full compliance in the Lead compliance metric is to replace all lead pipework and
fittings. However, this would require significant investment and need full engagement from all
those customers affected.
Annual returns for the Lead compliance metric have shown small fluctuations from year to year.
This is mostly attributed to the IW Regulatory Monitoring Programme process, with sampling
and testing of drinking water supplies at customers’ properties, including private side lead
issues. We would welcome further discussion on the PAF Lead compliance metric during the
PAF decision phase.
E.Coli - As discussed above, the microbiological category comprises only two parameters - E.
coli and Enterococci. We suggest that a separate E. coli compliance metric is omitted /
discontinued, as this is already accounted for in the Microbiological compliance metric. This is
already highlighted by the CRU in its consultation paper CRU/20/119 (footnote 26).
Summary – Drinking Water Quality
One of IW’s key responsibilities is to deliver safe and clean drinking water to homes and
businesses across the country. It is clear from the annual PA reports submitted to the CRU that
IW performance in the five compliance metrics has remained consistently high as a result of
sustained investment, operational initiatives and the implementation of national plans.
However, with the expected transposition of the new DWD into Irish law over the coming years
we recommend that the CRU reconsider its proposed RC3 targets, or at a minimum, take a
prudent ‘wait-and-see’ approach to increased targets.
3. Boil Water Notices and Drinking Water Restriction Notices
In the 2016 PAF decision paper the CRU included a metric that would monitor the number of
supplies on BWN for greater than 200 days and all supplies on a DWRN. Subsequent to this
2016 paper the CRU requested IW to submit data covering all supplies on BWN and DWRN,
regardless of the length of time imposed. The EPA distinguishes between notices as either
short-term (less than 30 days) or long-term (greater than 30 days). We closely engage with
both the CRU and EPA on all matters related to BWN and DWRN. For example, there was
regular communication between all parties during the October 2019 BWN at the Leixlip Water
Treatment Plant.
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We recognise the importance of dealing with BWNs and DWRNs in a quick and effective
manner as the issuance of these notices directly affects our customers. Our extensive media
campaign during the Leixlip outage included daily press releases, updates and numerous
interviews across all media formats. In addition, our website, through our Water Supply Updates
map, provides detailed information and updates about BWNs and DWRNs across the country.
We also use leaflet drops to keep affected customers updated on any BWN or DWRN situation.
In 2014, 23,000 people were on long-term BWNs in Ireland, including c. 16,000 customers who
remained on inherited BWNs that were in place before the establishment of IW. IW prioritised
investment in these schemes and, at the end of December 2017, the population affected by
those inherited BWNs was less than 20. Although significant progress has been made by IW
to remove all inherited BWNs, new issues continue to emerge creating both short term and
long term notices.
During 2018 a BWN was in place for almost nine months on the Lough Talt water supply in Co
Sligo. This notice affected a population of more than 12,000. To remove the risk of further
notices on this supply, a new treatment plant is required. Construction of the new plant was
subject to complex planning requirements, however in May 2019, we were successful in getting
planning permission to upgrade the affected WTP. We are now working with Sligo County
Council to upgrade the plant which we expect to be complete by Q4 2020.
We also submit the number of, and population affected by, DWRNs to the CRU as part of the
annual PAF submission. Some DWRNs are driven by lead. These lead DWRNs were classified
as a public side issue, but there may also have been a contribution from lead pipework on the
private side. Since implementation of the PAF a number of lead driven water restriction notices
have been re-classified from public side lead issues to private side issues.
CRU/20/119 proposes a target of zero homes or businesses to be impacted by a BWN or
DWRN imposed for greater than 30 days by the end of 2021. We have a number of serious
concerns with this proposed target:


We strive to ensure no public supply is subject to a BWN or DWRN, however to set a
target of a zero BWN for a water services utility less than ten years in operation is
completely unreasonable. This is especially the case given the challenges IW faces in
water supply due to ageing assets and a legacy of underinvestment. Such a target takes
no consideration of the pattern and reasons behind the occurrences of BWNs since IW
establishment (in most cases unexpected, high impact, e.g. Leixlip Treatment Plant Q4
2019).



Furthermore, the imposition of a BWN / DWRN is a necessary measure where required
to protect public health. We envisage scenarios in the future where BWNs will be
imposed proactively, on a precautionary basis, e.g. to facilitate emergency works, or
where automatic shut-down alarms need to be temporarily by-passed to ensure
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continuity of supply. A competent utility cannot guarantee a scenario where a BWN /
DWRN will not be warranted.


Where notices are imposed due to temporary operational matters, such as disinfection
failures or power outages, the issues are usually resolved within a relatively short
timeframe. However where the root cause giving rise to the BWN or DWRN requires
new or upgraded infrastructure, the proposed solution has to be planned and prioritised
accordingly. This may require purchase of land, planning permission, statutory
approvals etc. Is it entirely unrealistic in these instances to expect that a BWN/DWRN
could be lifted in 30 days.



Another consideration in lifting a BWN or DWRN is that this must be agreed with the
HSE through a consultative process. Depending on what gave rise to the notice, the
HSE may wish for a period of time to elapse (e.g. incubation period for cryptosporidiosis)
before being satisfied that the notice can be lifted. Hence, it might not be feasible, or
indeed legal, for IW to lift a notice within 30 days in order to meet PAF targets set by
the CRU.

We ask that the CRU give full consideration to the points raised above and that we engage on
the framework of the BWN/DWRN metrics during the PAF decision phase.
In Summary – BWN & DWRN
We recognise the importance of dealing with BWNs and DWRNs in a quick and effective
manner as the issuance of these notices directly affects our customers. We are working hard
to avoid any public supply being subject to a BWN or DWRN. We have seen significant progress
in this area since establishment with the removal of effectively all long-term inherited BWNs by
the end of 2017.
However we are concerned by the CRU’s proposals, including the suggested target of zero
BWN by end 2021. We believe that this target is completely unreasonable for a water services
utility less than ten years in operation. This is especially the case given the challenges IW faces
in water supply due to ageing assets and a legacy of underinvestment.
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Sewer Incidents
Introduction
The 2016 PAF put in place metrics relating to sewerage service, which focused on incidents
impacting both domestic and non-domestic customers, where wastewater enters a building.
Many areas of the wastewater network do not have the capacity to cope with either actual
effluent load or large volumes of water as the result of heavy rainfall. Ageing networks and
unsuitable infrastructure mean that wastewater in some areas is not treated to an acceptable
standard before being discharged back into the environment. We welcome the recognition from
the CRU in CRU/20/119 that IW faces significant deficits in both its understanding of its
wastewater network assets and in the condition of those assets.
We agree with the CRU that monitoring and reporting on these metrics help to bring IW
wastewater treatment plants and network up to a standard where they can be operated
correctly, safely and efficiently. Data gathered through these sewer incidents metrics also help
identify areas of the sewerage network that need maintenance and/or replacement in order to
mitigate against flooding incidents. Over time, this data will assist IW in its duties in improving
and maintaining the system so that it is capable of coping with drainage requirements and can
effectively handle sewer loads in each area.
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 reoccurrence 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.
Although there continues to be a need to roll-out effective systems and collate data, significant
progress has been made on the implementation of these metrics since 2016. Our Wastewater
Blockage and Flooding Project was completed in Q2 2017. We are now working with our LA
partners on the ‘Post Flooding Investigation App Project’ which we hope, without further
COVID-19 delay/restrictions, will go live in Q2 2021.This is all with the aim of putting in place a
National Sewer Flooding Register (NSFR) to record information on flooding events.
This register will be used to:
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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 reporting of risk categorisation due to better data; and



Identify the number of properties at risk of flooding from public wastewater
infrastructure.

The NSFR, alongside our work on Drainage Area Plans and other Network Programmes, will
allow us to effectively report on the PAF Sewer metrics during the RC3 period. We now provide
comments on the three different sewer metrics that are discussed in CRU/20/119.
a) Sewer Incidents (overload)
Being able to monitor, record and ultimately reduce the number of sewer incidents is a key
objective for IW. These incidents can directly affect our customers. As detailed above we have
taken numerous steps since establishment in 2014 to address this key IW objective. However,
given IW’s legacy position and the historic underinvestment in water services, there are
numerous competing objectives across water and wastewater. It will take time to address all
competing objectives within the constrained funding model that IW operates with.
One of those competing objectives is addressing the ECJ Infringement case against Ireland in
relation to obligations under the Urban Wastewater Treatment Directive (UWWTD).
Compliance with the requirements of the UWWTD is a very high priority for the Government
and the Department has been working closely with IW in relation to the Infringement case.
Measures to ensure compliance are set out in the River Basin Management Plan for Ireland
2018-2021, which was published by the Minister in April 2018. Significant investment has been
allocated to addressing the Infringement case in the RC3 Investment Plan. IW has started
capital upgrades at the 28 urban wastewater treatment plants (WWTPs) listed in the
Infringement case to ensure that treatment levels fully comply with the requirements of the
Directive. We expect works across the majority of the 28 locations to be complete by the end
of RC3. There are also other RC3 projects, outside of the 28 locations, that are focused on
achieving compliance with Article 3 of the UWWTD.
The RC3 Investment Plan also includes specific programmes targeted at supporting social and
economic growth in line with government policy and initiatives. Investment across various IW
projects and national programmes will build new WWTPs, and facilitate network extensions,
reinforcement and growth driven needs in the wastewater network.
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The Local Infrastructure Housing Activation Fund (LIHAF) and Major Urban Housing Delivery
Sites (MUHDS) are Government initiatives to support housing delivery. They also complement
wider public policy as set out in the National Planning Framework in relation to securing
compact urban development. IW is committed to funding water services infrastructure as
necessary to support housing delivery on LIHAF approved sites and the MUHDS sites.
Capital investment in the wastewater network during RC3 will produce a number of outcomes
and outputs, e.g. additional wastewater capacity, rehabilitated and new sewer mains etc. This
has been outlined extensively to the CRU as part of the RC3 review process. The reduction in
property flooding as a result of overloading is one of those outputs. The competing investment
needs of our network must be taken into account when discussions open on a potential baseline
of IW performance for this metric during RC3.
CRU/20/119 proposes that IW should work towards the number of incidents of internal flooding
resulting from overloaded sewers being between 0 and 1 property per 10,000 connected
properties by the end of 2024. The paper states that “this would bring Irish Water in line with
the performance of Northern Ireland Water and Scottish Water”. We have a number of concerns
with this proposed target:


Similar to unplanned interruptions to supply, the CRU is relying on data from utilities
which are a different stage in their development to IW. Figure 21 in CRU/20/119
provides a graph using years since adoption of economic regulation. We would argue
that this is not an appropriate comparison. SW and NIW are both at a more advanced
stage in the regulatory framework.
Principally, the CRU’s proposed targets do not take into account that NIW and SW are,
and have been since the onset of economic regulation, single entities and cannot be
readily compared with IW’s current service delivery (SLA model) comprising 31 LAs.
This greatly impacts on our ability to deliver similar levels of performance.



To enable effective benchmarking, once transition to the SPU is complete, we would
also need to understand SW and NIW inclusions or exceptions to their incident reporting
and whether it aligns with the IW approach. Clear definitions concerning the terminology
applied and comparator regulatory reporting requirements would be needed.

Even though CRU/20/119 states that these targets will be reviewed once a number of reporting
cycles have been completed, we would ask the CRU to consider our points during the PAF
decision phase.

b) Sewer Incidents (other causes)
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This metric monitors 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. CRU/20/119
proposes that we continue to work towards reporting on sewer incidents under the overall ‘other
causes’ heading, but to also provide the breakdown of those causes. The successful roll-out of
the NSFR (expected Q2 2021) will allow us, among other things, to identify potential flooding
risk to customers and enhance our reporting of risk categorisation due to better data coming
through from incidents across the country.
We anticipate that other causes would be reported under the PAF in the following categories;
blockages, pipe collapses and equipment failure. The Post Flooding Application that we are
currently trialling would have to become established in order to have better confidence in
categorisation of data.
In addition, IW would also have to capture other issues that may fall outside the above in terms
of reporting - what we count on the system and what we report from a PAF perspective may be
different. Other issues that fall outside could include:


Third Party Damage (builders, contractors (non-Irish water) and other utilities causing
damage);



Foreign Objects (such as car tyres, wet concrete, aggregate etc.) which are illegally
dumped into the sewer network; or



Vandalism at pumping stations leading to equipment failure.

In England & Wales (E&W), Ofwat has produced guidance on reporting metrics for sewer
flooding, as a result of multiple interpretations across the industry which led to confusion in
terms of comparing relative performance and progress.36 We would need to engage with the
CRU on a similar guidance framework during the RC3 period to ensure effective reporting.
CRU/20/119 proposes that IW should ensure that the incidence of internal flooding related to
other causes is below 2.5 properties per 10,000 connected households by the end of 2024, in
line with performance of comparable utilities. Again, we have concerns with these targets,
based on our arguments presented above for Sewer Incidents (overload); specifically, the IW
operational model (reliant on the SLA with 31 LAs) and our relatively early stage of development
in comparison to international peers.
In the UK, management of blockage numbers by water services companies would generally be
controlled through planned pro-active operational led activity, jetting, cleaning etc. There are
limitations within IW to currently undertake such work, with different work regimes across
different LAs. The transition to a SPU will facilitate a more pro-active approach to blockage
management in Ireland.

36

Please see the following link here.
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As with Sewer Incidents (overload), we would ask the CRU to consider the above points during
the PAF decision phase, especially those in relation to the SPU and the Ofwat guidance on
sewer flooding.

c) Sewer Incidents (at risk)
The 2016 PAF included a metric to monitor 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. As with the other sewer
incident metrics, reporting of this requires the completion and full roll-out of the NSFR.
We have also been working to develop our Drainage Area Plans (DAP) since 2016. A DAP
refers to an assessment of a sewer system’s performance and condition, investigating
hydraulic, operational, structural and environmental performance for current, short-term and
long-term development scenarios. These DAPs also help identify those properties that are at
frequent risk of sewer flooding.
As noted in CRU/20/119 there are several ways in which the number of properties at risk of
flooding from sewers can be expressed, including an estimate of the number of properties that
have flooded and are deemed to be at risk of flooding more than once every ten years. This is
the measurement the CRU is proposing to continue with into the next PAF.
We suggest that the metric should be amended in order to better align with the UK approach
on risk. IW proposes the removal of the reference to ‘once in 10 years’ and to include properties
banded within risk levels.37 Within the E&W utilities there are separate registers for internal and
external flooding. Each register is split showing the risk of flooding twice in ten years (2:10),
once in ten years (1:10) and once in twenty years (1:20). The 1:20 years register, generally
used to record properties flooded for the first time, has been introduced recently whereas the
2:10 years and 1:10 years registers have been in place for many years.
E&W utilities target investment to remove properties from the 2:10 years and 1:10 years
registers, if there is a cost beneficial case for doing so, or to mitigate the risk of flooding if not.
Ofwat also provides guidance on how to capture severe weather events.
IW would like to engage further with the CRU during the PAF decision phase to discuss this
‘banded risk’ approach and any proposed RC3 targets for this metric.

In Summary – Sewer Incidents
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Please refer to the following Ofwat link here.
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We recognise that flooding, or potential flooding, of properties, is a significant issue for our
customers. Currently many areas of the wastewater network do not have the capacity to cope
with either actual effluent load or large volumes of water as the result of heavy rainfall.
Prior to the establishment of IW there was no systematic method of gathering evidence relating
to the occurrence of repeat flooding incidents. Monitoring and reporting of sewer incidents
metrics help to bring IW WWTPs and network up to a standard where they can be operated
correctly, safely and efficiently. We have begun to address this urgent issue through the
Wastewater Blockage and Flooding Project, the development of the ‘Post Flooding
Investigation App Project’ and in Q2 2021, the roll-out of the NSFR. Our work on DAP
development for large areas of the wastewater network will also assist in the reporting of these
metrics.
The CRU has proposed targets based on the performance of SW and NIW. We would again
ask that consideration is given to our points, particularly in relation to the need for SPU
implementation and the importance of reviewing differences in metric definition versus UK
water companies. We are keen to work with the CRU on a more appropriate measure of
properties at risk of flooding.
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Environmental Performance
Introduction
IW faces many compliance challenges due to a legacy of underinvestment in our water and
wastewater assets. Since establishment 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.
IW currently reports to the EPA on environmental metrics concerning water and wastewater
compliance, which a number of the current PAF metrics have been aligned to.
IW 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 and coastal areas. The effective
collection and treatment of wastewater prior to discharge back to the environment is essential
to protect human health and the quality of the local environment. The capacity of wastewater
treatment infrastructure must also be adequate to provide for population and economic growth.
These environmental compliance and growth needs, across wastewater, are a key investment
driver in our RC3 Investment Plan 2020-2024.
The standards to which wastewater infrastructure must operate are set out in various national
regulations, primarily the Urban Waste Water Treatment Regulations (which implement the
UWWTD) and the Wastewater Discharge Authorisation Regulations. Under the Wastewater
Discharge Authorisation Regulations, the EPA set controls on IW discharges based on their
assessment of the requirements to meet various environmental water quality objectives.
These regulations are supported by an authorisation regime for WWTPs that is administered
by the EPA. All wastewater discharged to the environment requires a wastewater discharge
licence or certificate of authorisation from the EPA. This regime places requirements on IW to
report to the EPA on the number of incidents resulting from wastewater collection and treatment
activities. In addition, the regime monitors discharges made from our WWTPs to receiving
waters, with emissions limit values (or ELVs) set on our licensed plants.
In order to produce safe drinking water for our customers, untreated raw water must go through
a number of processes (separation and concentration of matter) such as chemical and physical
treatment processes. A residual waste known as water sludge is produced from these
processes. Similarly, the wastewater treatment process generates sludge, which requires
further treatment prior to its reuse or disposal. Wastewater sludge is made up mainly of organic
matter that has been removed during the treatment process and may contain some
contaminants. Further treatment is required to this sludge to ensure its safe and efficient re-use
or disposal.
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The management of the sludge is governed by waste legislation based on European Directives,
including the Waste Framework Directive which establishes the framework for the management
of sludge in Ireland. These Directives have been transposed into Irish law. The use and disposal
of water and wastewater sludge must conform to this legislation, and it is considered
‘satisfactory treatment’ where it complies with this legislation.
We agree with the CRU’s continued monitoring of the environmental performance metrics into
the next PAF. They are a key indicator of how IW investment and operational activities are
improving compliance with key environmental legislation and protecting the local environment
to the greatest possible extent.

1. Incidents relating to wastewater
Incidents are defined by the EPA as discharges that do not comply with the requirements of a
wastewater discharge authorisation. They can also be any occurrence at a wastewater
plant/works with the potential either for environmental contamination or requiring an emergency
response by IW and/or relevant authorities. We agree with the CRU’s proposal to continue
monitoring this metric in the next PAF.
Incidents are categorised from 1 (minor) to 5 (catastrophic) depending on the potential impact
to the receiving environment and/or human health. A recurring incident is one that is likely to
recur until the underlying cause of the incident is resolved.
In 2014 IW identified incident reporting as a key area of concern and implemented
improvements to the data collation and incident reporting practices. These included incident
training and the development of an IW incident management system. Such improvements led
to increases in the numbers of incidents reported, particularly in 2015 and 2016 (when
compared to 2014). Data improvements, IW capital investment, operational interventions and
further refinement of reporting, have all helped to deliver a downward trend in the number of
incidents, from a reported high of 1,454 in 2015 to a 2019 low of 846. Of the 846 reported
incidents in 2019, 797 were category 1 (minor) and there were no category 3 (serious), 4 (very
serious) or 5 (catastrophic) incidents. We will continue this strong focus on reducing incident
numbers, and their impact on the surrounding environment, in the RC3 period.
We agree with the CRU’s proposal to continue monitoring the number of ‘one-off’ and ‘recurring’
incidents through this metric, as it is an important indicator of IW’s environmental performance.
Monitoring and reporting on the number of recurring incidents, broken down by category,
enables us to identify where capital investment is required to address the root cause of a
recurring incident, and to close out the event. We also suggest continuing to report in the next
PAF on the number and type of new recurring incidents only, to ensure alignment with EPA
reporting.
CRU/20/119 proposes targets for the RC3 period for both one-off and recurring incidents. We
would have a number of serious concerns with the proposed targets, which are outlined below.
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CRU/20/119 outlines that IW should reach 345 one-off incidents by the end of 2024, from an
outturn end 2019 position of 745. This equates to IW roughly halving the number of one-off
incidents in the space of five years (c.54% reduction). In the case of new recurring incidents
the CRU’s expectation is for IW to reach a target of 98 by the end of 2024, from an outturn end
2019 position of 225. Again, this equates to IW roughly halving the number of new recurring
incidents in the space of five years (c.56% reduction).
IW must question the basis and evidence for the CRU’s glidepath down to these target numbers
over the RC3 period. The CRU has again, (as with other PAF metrics), drawn on targets for
peer companies in the UK.
We note the UK’s Environment Agency (EA) document “Water and sewerage companies in
England: Environmental Performance Assessment (EPA) metric guide”, published on 2
October 2020 (2020 EA document).38 Incident categorisation in E&W broadly aligns with the
Irish model, although the numbering is inverted. There are only three categories in E&W, with
category 1 and 2 classified as very serious and serious and category 3 deemed minor. Ireland
has five categories, with category 5 incidents being deemed the most serious. While the
categorisation of incidents appears similar there does appear to be a significant difference in
incidents reportable. In Ireland reported incidents include those with the potential for
environmental risk, which may or may not materialise, while in E&W it appears that a pollution
incident is one that has resulted in an environmental impact.
The 2020 EA document comments on environmental targets that align with E&W’s 5 year Asset
Management Plan 6 (AMP6) investment cycle for the nine England water companies. The EA’s
expectation for the AMP6 period (2015 to 2020) is for “water companies to minimise all pollution
incidents (category 1 to 3) ... (and) for at least a third reduction in annual numbers compared
to 2012”. Serious pollution incidents, in the view of the EA, “must trend towards zero by 2020
with at least a 50% reduction compared to 2012”.
We note that this EA publication covers the AMP6 period which is the sixth five-year investment
cycle since economic regulation began in E&W in 1989. IW was only established in 2014 and
has only just started into the full first five-year investment cycle. The company is still moving
towards full implementation of the SPU model; our E&W peers were established as utility
organisations in 1989, with 25 years advancement.
We further note that the EA’s expectation of a third reduction in annual total incident numbers
is over an eight year timeframe (2012 to 2020), whereas the CRU expects a c.54% and c.56%
decrease for one-off and recurring respectively, in a shorter five year timeframe (2020-2024).
The EA’s serious pollutions incident target of 50% is also over an eight-year timeframe, with
the EA requesting a trend towards zero. CRU/20/119, seeks a target of zero for the EPA’s
categories 3, 4 and 5 by the end of 2024.
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It is clear from Figures 1 and 2 of the 2020 EA document (sections 5.1 and 5.2) that both the
number of serious incidents and total number of incidents, across the nine English companies,
have been plateauing since 2015. IW believe it is not a reasonable position if the CRU has
based its PAF 2020-2024 targets on the EA’s expectations for the nine English water
companies.
Incident reporting in the Irish model, is used within our licence as a notification system to our
environmental regulator and other stakeholders for a broad range of potential issues. Reporting
of issues, such as breakdown of equipment, even where there is no impact on performance, is
conducted via an ‘Incident Notification’ and does not necessarily pose a risk to the environment.
Adverse weather events, shock loads, storm water overflows and any issue requiring an
emergency response or corrective action are all reportable incidentss as part of the
management of the Wastewater Discharge Authorisation, even when there is no environmental
impact and such incidents are not reflective of the performance of a WWTP. It is difficult to
forecast incident numbers, or apply targets as these incidents, by their nature, predominantly
occur due to unforeseen circumstances, e.g. weather or drought issues. In 2019, nearly 20%
of incidents were attributed to these unforeseen causes.
We ask the CRU to consider the above points on environmental incident targets during the PAF
decision phase and engage with IW before setting any targets for RC3.

2. Wastewater Agglomerations Meeting Treatment Requirements
The CRU has been monitoring this metric through two sub-metrics since 2016. They are:


agglomerations with no wastewater treatment or preliminary treatment only; and



agglomerations not compliant with the treatment and effluent quality standards of the
Urban Waste Water Treatment Directive.

The following section discusses both sub-metrics in turn.
a) Agglomerations with no Wastewater Treatment
Prior to the establishment of IW in 2014, the water services network suffered from
underinvestment, poor asset base condition and a lack of recognition of the challenges involved
in service provision. There were 44 urban areas / agglomerations across the country 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 2019
IW has removed a total of 15 plants from the list.
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These agglomerations have been a key driver in our investment plans to date and will continue
to be as part of RC3 2020-2024. An associated metric was included in the 2016 PAF and
numbers were reported to the CRU for the annual PAF submissions. They are also reported on
as part of the CRU’s annual capex monitoring.
CRU/20/119 proposes the removal of this metric from the next PAF. While we acknowledge
that the number of untreated agglomerations is reported through other workstreams, including
the CRU’s annual capex monitoring, IW suggest that, given its importance, it should continue
to be reported through the PAF. This is because of its significance as a key indicator of
environmental performance. The discharge of untreated wastewater is an environmental
concern for a wide range of stakeholders across Ireland. IW continues to dedicate significant
resources to eliminating these discharges, including the investment allocation in the RC3
Investment Plan.
Due to its importance from an environmental perspective, we ask that this metric remains in
the PAF.

b) Compliance with the treatment requirements of the UWWTD
We note that CRU/20/119 has adjusted the metric title for the next PAF to ‘Compliance with the
treatment requirements of the UWWTD’. IW welcomes this adjustment as it provides for a more
appropriate measure of performance.
We agree that this metric should continue into the next PAF but are concerned with the CRU’s
proposed target of full 100% compliance with the treatment requirements of the UWWTD by
the end of 2024.
IW continuously tracks and reports on UWWTD compliance through an internal reporting
system (EIMS) 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. This in turn enables intervention and implementation of mitigation measures by IW
to achieve compliance. The list and number of agglomerations subject to assessment varies
from year to year, due to two factors:


the amount of wastewater generated in a particular area / agglomeration; and



inconsistencies in the methodology applied to calculate an agglomeration’s PE, which
pre-date IW’s establishment and require standardisation.

Trends in compliance have fluctuated in previous years due to agglomerations that fall in and
out of UWWTD assessment (as PE is revised annually). IW strives to meet high compliance
rates, however unforeseen circumstances (such as shock loads) can result in absolute failures
in EPA samples taken, which can render a normally fully compliant plant as non-compliant.
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However, it is certain that the picture is improving as a result of IW capital investment and
operational interventions.
The number of agglomerations that failed effluent quality has reduced from 43 in 2013 to 19 by
the end of 2019. This along with the percentage of agglomerations that failed effluent quality
has improved year on year following operational and capital intervention at WWTPs previously
failing directive standards.
Compliance with the requirements of UWWTD for qualifying urban areas is a key investment
driver for the RC3 period. IW has corrective action plans for sites that are continuing to fail the
requirements of the UWWTD. As infrastructure upgrades are completed at larger
agglomerations, compliance with the UWWTD will increase significantly.
The upgrade of Ringsend WWTP is the largest of these infrastructure upgrades. The plant
provides c.40% of Ireland’s wastewater treatment capacity, is currently overloaded and is not
in compliance with the UWWTD. Investment at Ringsend will continue into the RC3 period
where the capacity of the WWTP will be increased to cater for the growing population of the
Dublin area. This will mean the construction of a new 470,000 PE capacity upgrade at the plant
and the achievement of final effluent compliance for 2.1 million PE. Although this PAF metric
measures the number of plants in compliance, with Ringsend being one plant, the upgrade will
significantly increase compliance with the UWWTD in terms of percentage PE.
We do not expect to be fully compliant with the treatment requirements of the UWWTD by the
end of 2024. Current forecasted completion dates, as reported to the EPA, indicate a
compliance rate of 96% by end 2024; however, these timelines are subject to a 12 months
validation period. Nevertheless, with IW only in operation a decade at that stage, we consider
that this will be a very strong performance. Achievement of this compliance rate is heavily
contingent on COVID-19 restrictions being lifted, funding certainty, non-contentious planning
matters and full stakeholder engagement.
It should be noted that the European average for high compliance with the UWWTD is 97%,
and this compliance rate is seen in countries which have already invested heavily in wastewater
infrastructure over the past decades (e.g. Austria, Belgium, UK etc.).39 IW would similarly need
a number of long-term investment cycles before we could reach full compliance with the
treatment requirements of the UWWTD.
Setting an overall target of 100% for this metric is unrealistic and overly optimistic. Even if IW
could achieve 100%, there is the chance of absolute fails being detected due to the nature of
sampling, and this would knock an agglomeration out of compliance for an entire year. Even
one such event at a small agglomeration could put IW at 99.5% compliance, thus failing to meet
the 100%.

39

Please refer section IV.1 in the “10th Technical assessment…” at the following link here
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The nature of sampling, overall EU picture, and the upgrades required at the Ringsend WWTP,
need to be taken into account by the CRU during the PAF decision phase when setting UWWTD
compliance targets.

3. Compliance with the ELVs for Urban Wastewater Licences
The licensing of WWTPs sets out limits on wastewater discharges that can be made to the
surrounding environment. This is in order to protect the receiving water environment, where the
discharge from the WWTP occurs.
Achieving compliance with these limits across our WWTP asset base has been a key focus for
IW since establishment and we acknowledge that it will require a long and sustained investment
path. One of the first challenges for IW was to gather information on our WWTPs to get a full
picture of licence compliance. In 2017 we put in place an ELV compliance tracking facility that
reliably calculates licence compliance.
We also started the make the required capital investment and operational interventions in our
WWTPs to enable ELV compliance. One of the key targets for our second Investment Plan was
to achieve 36% of WWTPs (serving >500 PE) compliant with their license ELVs by end 2019 –
we achieved 38%.
The CRU proposal is to monitor six metrics:


Overall compliance with the emission limit values for wastewater licences;



Compliance with BOD limit values for wastewater licences;



Compliance with COD limit values for wastewater licences;



Compliance with TSS limit values for wastewater licences;



Compliance with Ortho Phosphate limit values for wastewater licences, where
applicable; and



Compliance with Ammonia limit values for wastewater licences, where applicable.

We have a number of concerns with the CRU’s proposal to monitor compliance with ELVs
through the PAF and establish a baseline of performance for 2024.
Compliance with ELVs are reported on regularly to the EPA as part of IW licence management
and nationally in annual returns to the EPA. There is a degree of complexity in terms of interim
ELVs, on-going licence reviews, and technical amendments which could affect a PAF baseline.
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Furthermore, although IW could report to the CRU on compliance across a number of limit
values; it should be noted that these levels, mandated by the EPA, can change from year to
year. In addition, the number of wastewater licences held by IW can also change from year to
year as new licences are granted and some licences are surrendered. The ELVs themselves
change, as new ELVs come into force and/or technical amendments and licence reviews are
issued by the EPA. We believe that these factors would complicate performance comparisons
from year to year and, similarly, the establishment of baselines would be difficult.
Finally, we are unsure as to why the CRU has separated out the different parameters in the
proposed PAF metric. We have reviewed other jurisdictions and it appears that other water
utilities report to their respective environmental regulator on the overall compliance rates.40
Given that the Irish EPA already monitors the different parameters on an annual basis, we
believe the PAF should focus on the monitoring of overall compliance.
We would ask the CRU to consider the above points and engage with IW during the PAF
decision phase on the proposed ELV metrics.

4. Sludge Reuse and Disposal
In the 2016 PAF this metric monitored the percentage of drinking water and wastewater sludge
that is disposed of in an unsatisfactory manner. CRU/20/119 proposes that the metric will
monitor the percentage of sludge that is reused and/or disposed of in a satisfactory manner.
IW welcomes the CRU’s proposal as it aligns with EU waste legislation and better reflects the
waste hierarchy of reuse and recovery of sludges, rather than focusing on disposal.
We agree with the CRU’s proposal in CRU/20/119 to continue with this metric for the next PAF,
across both water and wastewater sludge. This metric is an important indicator of IW’s
environmental performance.
Since the 2016 PAF, IW has been developing the systems to enable reporting capability on this
metric, across both water and wastewater sludge. Reporting capability for water sludge was
recently delivered with data reported for the first time as part of our 2019 annual PA submission.
IW remains ‘on track’ for delivering reporting capability for wastewater sludge from Q4 2021.
In the case of water sludge IW has developed a National Water Treatment Plant Residual
Strategy and this is being incorporated into the NWRP. This strategy is based on the circular
economy model to promote the recovery and or reuse of water sludge as products in the wider
economy. IW is further developing a number of potential sustainable options for recovery and/or
re-use of water sludge, as the preferred long-term sustainable option for IW.
In 2017 and 2018 IW, supported by Industry, conducted sustainable pilots using drinking water
sludge as a raw material. In 2019 IW used the learnings from these pilots and applied them to
40

For example, please refer to SEPA’s Compliance Assessment Scheme reports which can be found here
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one of our WTPs. Water sludge produced at Leixlip WTP is now diverted from landfill capping
for use in cement manufacturing, displacing bauxite and other raw materials.
A key objective in IW’s Water Services Strategic Plan (WSSP) is the effective and safe
management of wastewater sludge, utilising its potential for energy generation and/or reuse
where feasible. Its storage and spreading on land requires careful control and management as
misuse can result in damage to the environment.
IW has developed the first National Wastewater Sludge Management Plan (NWSMP). The
NWSMP outlines IW’s 25 year strategy to ensure a nationwide standardised approach for
managing wastewater sludge. A key objective of the NWSMP is to identify cost-effective and
efficient treatment, reuse and or disposal techniques, but also to extract energy and other
resources from the wastewater sludge where economically feasible. Our NWSMP also states
that wastewater sludge is considered to be a valuable product with potential benefits in terms
of nutrients, organic content and as a source of energy, further supporting the circular economy.
The CRU is proposing as part of the next PAF to monitor the proportion of IW’s water and
wastewater sludge that is reused, while setting a target of 100% compliance with relevant waste
and environmental legislation. IW agrees with the CRU proposal to monitor the proportion of
IW’s water and wastewater sludge that is reused. While we have recently started reporting on
water sludge in 2019, we believe that it is still too early to have a fully robust national figure and
to use it as a basis for targets in the RC3 period.
Data completeness and quality is an issue. IW has implemented a number of new processes
and resources to develop a national Centralised Reporting System (CRS) in order to improve
the data collation, quality, and confidence level in sludge data reported. Validation exercises
on data collated in collaboration with water and wastewater sludge framework contractors has
also been carried out, along with the ongoing development of Standard Operation Procedures
(SOPs) for both Water and Wastewater Treatment processes. We need to complete further
validation processes across the early period of RC3.
While testing has progressed well; data availability and quality are essential for the CRS to
have full capability. IW is collating data on a phased basis, starting with our sludge framework
contractors, followed by our DBOs and then our LAs partners, in subsequent phases. In our
annual PA submissions to date we have identified data challenges across these data collection
phases. We are focused on continuous data improvements but this will take time during RC3.
A fully robust CRS, across both water and wastewater sludge, will allow IW to understand
current sludge performance and where improvements/operational practice changes can be
made. This needs to be done before any targets across water and wastewater sludge reuse
and disposal can be reasonably set.
IW is required to report annually to the EPA on the wastewater sludge quantities produced,
type of treatments, and final reuse, recovery and or disposal. The annual EPA report refers to
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re-use and or disposal routes for wastewater sludge such as agriculture, compost and landfill.
We are concerned by the CRU proposal in CRU/20/119 for a different submission format from
2022 onwards. The CRU has not provided reasoning for the proposed format change, which
may lead to confusion in sludge performance monitoring versus the annual EPA reports. We
suggest maintaining the EPA submission format up until the end of 2021, then once reporting
capability is put into place for this metric, a further review can be undertaken to ensure effective
reporting alignment for both the CRU and EPA.
We would ask the CRU to consider the above points and engage with IW during the PAF
decision phase on the proposed water and wastewater sludge metrics.
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Energy efficiency and Emissions
Introduction
IW is one of the largest energy users in the country.41 In wastewater services, energy is used
in pumping and aeration in the treatment processes. In water supply, pumping accounts for the
largest portion of energy use. The processing and transport of sludge from water and
wastewater treatment facilities also has a significant energy consumption requirement. Energy
consumption in water and wastewater services will continue to increase in line with economic
activity, population growth and the delivery of higher standards required to safeguard the
prosperity and welfare of our customers, environment and economy.
In collaboration with LAs, IW has delivered a sustainable energy efficiency improvement of
more than 30% to date since 2009, which corresponds to a saving of c.75,000 tonnes of carbon
dioxide. IW’s sustainable energy policy sets out our commitment and our objectives for
improving energy efficiency and further reducing our carbon emissions. Energy efficiency
improvement is a key mitigation measure as part of our climate change policy. IW took a
number of measures in 2018 and 2019 to achieve long term sustainable energy efficiencies,
including:


Committing to a new strategic initiative with the Sustainable Energy Authority of Ireland
(SEAI) to embed energy efficiency in our operations;



Agreeing new targets for our sustainable energy strategy across a number of strands
including energy projects, new projects, innovation and renewable energy; and



Further embedding of Energy Efficiency Design (EED) into IW plans, projects and
programmes to ensure a high level of energy performance and efficient energy use.
This is contributing to making water services more energy efficient and to reducing total
life cycle costs and emissions of carbon dioxide. Key mitigation measures as part of
IW’s climate change policy are important in ensuring that Ireland’s water and
wastewater services play a role in tackling climate change.

IW is taking a proactive approach to energy efficiency and emission reductions; we are
implementing a sustainable energy strategy, aligned with the UN Sustainable Development
Goals. The strategy includes 36 Energy Action Plans (EAPs) that cover all aspects of our
business allowing for a business wide approach to energy efficiency such as EED, energy
innovation, energy retrofit upgrades, renewable energy, lighting and heating, capital
maintenance, and process optimisation. IW’s Investment Plan includes several programmes

41

IW accounts for approximately 21% of public sector electrical energy consumption and is one of the largest public body users
in Ireland, see SEAI’s ‘Annual Report 2018 on Public Sector Energy Efficiency Performance’
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over the RC3 period targeted at implementing our sustainable energy policy and strategy to
improve energy efficiency and emission reductions.
In June 2019 the first Climate Action Plan was published. It is an all Government Strategy which
sets a new, more ambitious target of 50% improved energy efficiency to be achieved by public
sector bodies by 2030. The 2020 Programme for Government requires a new Public Sector
Decarbonisation Strategy target of at least 50% to be put into place. IW is currently consulting
with the SEAI regarding these targets and, in particular, the decarbonisation target.
We agree with the CRU proposal to include two new metrics in the PAF, which will monitor IW’s
energy consumption and CO2 emissions. We note that both metrics are already included in the
CRU’s annual capex monitoring.
1. Energy efficiency
Energy efficiency is a key mitigation measure as part of IW’s climate change policy. In the RC3
Investment Plan IW identified programmes that will target Energy Efficiency Design, the
replacement and improvement of existing large energy inefficient assets and the development
of renewable energy, generation and use.
IW is required to report annually to the SEAI on the previous year’s energy consumption and
efficiency data. The data includes energy and electricity related CO2 emissions. The SEAI’s
mandatory monitoring and reporting (M&R) system tracks, calculates and evaluates IW’s
energy efficiency performance.42
IW’s RC3 Investment Plan targets reducing energy consumption by 22 GWh over the RC3
period (2020 to 2024) as its proposed energy efficiency outcome; equivalent to 4.4 GWh per
year. This target of 4.4 GWh per year focusses on energy efficiency retrofit upgrades delivered
through capital programmes only. The energy reported to SEAI includes all energy used by
water services, both LA and DBO operations, including transport and heating.
Under the 36 EAPs there are c. 255 energy projects being carried out nationally on IW assets.
An example of an energy project is energy retrofitting, where, for example, an inefficient water
treatment plant is retrofitted with upgraded energy efficient assets. Energy consumption is
monitored pre and post upgrades and the energy savings are verified along with the total carbon
saving per year. IW carries out the verification of energy efficiency through energy audits, which
is the monitoring and verification tool used to track energy improvements on our assets.
The 22 GWh energy efficiency target was put into place from reviewing both the outputs of
Energy Audits carried out on a number of IW assets, and the capability for IW to deliver and
complete energy projects within the RC3 period subject to available funding.

42

In accordance with the European Union (Energy Efficiency) Regulations (S.I. No. 426 of 2014) see link here.
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CRU/20/119 notes that energy consumption reporting to the SEAI can be expressed in either
Total Primary Energy Requirements (TPER) or Total Final Consumption (TFC). The
consultation paper also proposes that under the PAF the CRU would monitor TFC. While TFC
can be submitted to CRU under the PAF we would make the following points:


We believe that TPER gives a more complete measure than TFC of the impact of the
individual public body and the public sector as a whole on energy use and on energy
related CO2 emissions. TPER is aligned with policy and legislation which refers to
targets in primary energy.



Furthermore, as noted above, all public bodies, including IW, are required to report
energy efficiency data to the SEAI on an annual basis. SEAI manages the energy
reporting process on behalf of the Department of Communications, Climate Action and
Environment. All Irish public bodies have an energy efficiency improvement target of
33% by 2020 and 50% by 2030. This national commitment is set in the context of
Ireland’s EU and national commitments and wider climate change goals. These national
commitments are measured and benchmarked using TPER. IW is benchmarked against
all other public bodies on annual basis using TPER. Using TPER under the PAF would
avoid confusion in benchmarking with respect to IW’s energy performance.

CRU/20/119 proposes that a target of 4.4 GWh per year be set, which aligns with our RC3
Investment Plan target for 22 GWh by end 2024. We would note the following on the proposed
annual PAF target:


The majority of our energy is used in pumping water/wastewater and aeration of
wastewater. Our energy interventions through our energy efficiency programme are
generally made up of pump replacement and diffused aeration systems. The size of
these interventions is generally linked to the size of the population served by the asset.
As such, the energy improvement gained by the intervention can vary significantly from
asset to asset and is non linear. Linear annual targets are not appropriate for such
energy efficiency interventions.



COVID-19 restrictions have led to issues such as contractor access to IW assets. We
expect that this will impact our ability to complete energy efficiency works and in turn
meet our 22 GWh target by end 2024, especially if restrictions continue on into 2021.

We do not think that the annual linear targets the CRU proposes are appropriate. IW suggests
instead that an annual update be provided to the CRU on progress towards the overall 22 GWh
target as part of the PAF.
2. Emissions
IW will work with the CRU during RC3 on setting an appropriate emission metric and target.
However, we would make the same point above regarding TPER. We need to ensure that the
calculation of the metric and its reporting under the PAF aligns with other bodies reporting to
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SEAI. This will aid in benchmarking with other public bodies and would avoid confusion in the
wider general public with respect to IW’s emissions reduction performance.
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In Summary
IW welcomes the publication of the CRU’s PAF 2020-2024 consultation paper (CRU/20/119).
It is a key element of the CRU’s Revenue Control 3 2020-2024 (RC3). RC3 is the first five
revenue control for IW and is an important step in fully establishing the water services regulatory
framework.
Our annual PA submissions to date have shown steady progress across both customer and
environmental metrics. This demonstrates that IW’s investment in Ireland’s water and
wastewater asset base is delivering substantial benefits to our customers, the environment and
to the national economy. In addition to prioritising investment in the performance of our assets,
we are also developing national data management systems to improve the accuracy of our
regulatory reporting capability.
Given the level of expected investment over the RC3 period 2020-2024, we acknowledge the
need for the CRU to set stretching targets across the PAF metrics. However, any targets set
must be realistic and achievable, particularly given the following important contextual factors:









IW is not directly comparable to other utilities due to key differences in basic operating
conditions. These include material factors relating to the operating model, value chain,
and asset condition which clearly differentiate IW;
The current stage of IW development, with key challenges remaining in relation to
data/systems and complex regulatory change requirements such as NDTFR;
The level of IW control: some areas of operational activity are outside the control of IW,
or rely significantly on the engagement of external parties e.g. the proposed Customer
Side Leakage metric;
The impact that the COVID-19 emergency is currently having, and will continue to have,
on capital and operational activities across our entire asset base; and
The constrained funding position of IW; achievement of a number of the PAF targets
would require significant opex increases, the amounts of which we are currently
examining.

Our response to CRU/20/119 illustrates that appropriate alignment of the PAF with other
reporting requirements should be a key consideration in the setting of PAF targets. Such
requirements include submissions to the EPA and OMG and the fulfilment of other CRU
reporting needs, including those relating to the Customer Handbook.
IW is greatly concerned by the CRU’s proposed targets across a range of PAF metrics. The
implementation of unachievable metrics would not be to the benefit of consumers and would
ultimately weaken confidence in the regulatory framework for IW.
We would welcome further engagement with the CRU during the PAF decision phase, including
agreement on the setting of appropriate targets.
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