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1.1 Introduction

Lough Egish is located in the Erne catchment, apprately eight kilometres south of Castleblaney in
Co. Monaghan. The lake is situated at an altifde60.8m above sea level. It has a surface drea o
117ha, mean depth of 3.3m and maximum depth of 1Dhe lake is categorised as typology class 10
(as designated by the EPA for the Water Framewaricive), i.e. shallow (<4m), greater than 50ha
and high alkalinity (>100mg/l CaGP The geology of the area is predominantly SilnrQuartzite.

The lake has been classed as la (i.e. at riskilofgfdo meet good status by 2015) in the WFD
Characterisation report (EPA, 2005). The lake vetmssified as strongly eutrophic by the
Environmental Protection Agency in 2002 (McGarrigteal, 2002). Lough Egish was previously
used as the main water supply for Castleblaneyelewthis supply was upgraded and is no longer
extracted from the lake. Lakeland Dairies Dryidgr® also extracted their process and cooling water
from the lake prior to 2008.

The most recent fish stock survey on Lough Egisk waried out in 2006 by the Central Fisheries
Board (CFB) and the Northern Regional Fisheriesr8qdIRFB) as part of the NS Share “Fish in
Lakes” project (Kellyet al, 2007). This survey recorded perch, roach, aetbpike. Zebra mussels

are also present in this lake. Historical recasfishar exist for Lough Egish (Went 1945; Went,

1971); however, none have been captured in re@amsy

Plate 1.1. Lough Egish looking northeast across tHake towards Lakeland Dairies Drying Plant
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Fig. 1.1. Location map ofLough Egish showing locations and depths of each in@utflow is
indicated on map)

1.2 Methods

Fishing was conducted over two nights from th8 @6the 27th of August 2008. A total of three sets
of Dutch fyke nets and 12 benthic monofilament mulksh (12 panel, 5-55mm mesh size) survey gill
nets (4 @ 0-2.9m, 4 @ 3-5.9m and 4 @ 6-11.9m) wepdoyed randomly in the lake (15 sites). The
netting effort was supplemented using three beritaided (62.5mm mesh knot to knot) survey gill
nets (3 additional sites). Survey locations wémglar to those from the 2006 survey, apart from th
three additional braided survey gill net sites.e3dwere added in the 2008 survey to ensure tiogt la

fish such as pike were captured and recorded.

All fish apart from perch were measured and weigbedite, and scales were removed from roach
and pike. Live fish were returned to the water méheer possible (i.e. when the likelihood of their
survival was considered to be good). Samples sif fiere returned to the laboratory for further

analysis.
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1.3 Results
1.3.1 $ecies richness

Four fish species were recorded in Lough Egishndutive survey, and the numbers captured in each
type of net are compiled in Table 1.1. A totab68 fish were captured during the survey. Peralewe
the most common fish species captured, followedblgh. Eel, pike and crayfish were also recorded.
In the 2006 survey the same number of species wagraured and perch was also recorded as the
dominant species (Kellgt al.,2007).

Table 1.1. List of fish species recorded (includingumbers captured) during the survey on
Lough Egish, August 2008

Scientific name Common name Number of fish captured
Benthic mono Benthic braided
; . . Fyke nets  Total
multimesh gill nets gill nets

Perca fluviatilis Perch 399 0 6 405
Rutilus rutilus Roach 181 0 0 181
Esox lucius Pike 0 6 0 6
Anguilla anguilla  Eel 0 0 1 1

1.3.2Fish abundance

Fish abundance (mean CPUE) and biomass (mean BR&kYalculated as the mean number/weight
of fish caught per metre of net. For all fish dpecexcept eel, CPUE/BPUE is based on all nets,
whereas eel CPUE/BPUE is based on fyke nets dvlygan CPUE and BPUE for all fish species are
summarised in Table 1.2. Mean CPUE is illustraited-igure 1.2. There was no statistically
significant difference in mean perch CPUE betwe&062and 2008; however roach CPUE was
significantly lower in 2008 than in 2006 (Indepentetest, {, = -2.114, p <0.05).

Table 1.2. Mean CPUE and Mean BPUE on Lough Egish

Year 2006 2008
Mean CPUE (mean no. of fish per m of net)
Perch 1.036 (0.4409) 0.788 (0.2322)
Roach 0.773 (0.178) 0.355 (0.1043)
Pike 0.002 (0.0024) 0.013 (0.0089)
Eel 0.033 (0.0254) 0.006 (0.0056)
Mean BPUE (mean weight (g) of fish/m of net)

Perch 34.440 (10.7094) 48.680 (14.3609)
Roach 84.3551(17.5004) 53.500 (13.4629)
Pike 10.238 (10.2381) 33.115 (23.0455)
Eel 22.056 (12.6071) 2.644 (2.6444)
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Fig. 1.2. Mean (¢S.E.) CPUE on Lough Egish (Eel CHtbased on fyke nets only)

1.3.3Length frequency distributions

Length frequency data for perch and roach from 2806 2008 are shown in Figures 1.3 and 1.4
respectively. Perch ranged in length from 5.0cn880cm in 2008 (mean = 12.9cm) (Fig. 1.3).

Similar ranges in lengths of perch were observeithén2006 data (Fig. 1.3). Roach ranged in length
from 6.0cm to 28.0cm in 2008 (mean = 18.5cm) (Eig). In 2006, roach lengths ranged from 4.0cm
to 29.8cm (Fig. 1.4). Pike ranged in length froB158m to 76.4cm. A single pike was captured in
2006 and it measured 82.0cm. One eel at 70.5cncaasired in the current survey. In 2006, eels
ranged in length from 57.0cm to 85.0cm.
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Fig. 1.3. Length frequency of perch captured on Logh Egish
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Fig. 1.4. Length frequency of roach captured on Logh Egish

2.3.4Fish age and growth

Perch ranged in age from 0+ to 9+ in the 2008 survEhe age range for perch was similar in 2008,
apart from the absence of the 0O+ age class. Mearh1 was 6.2cm which was similar to that
calculated for the 2006 survey of 6.4cm (Table.1.Bpach ranged in age from 1+ to 6+ during the
present survey (Table 1.4). In 2006, roach ages sienilar but an additional age class (7+) wase als
recorded. The mean roach L1 was 3.9cm, slightijdn than the 2006 value of 2.9cm (Table 1.4).
Pike ranged in age from 4+ to 6+ in the 2008 survey

Table 1.3. Mean (+SE) perch length at age for Lougkgish, August 2008

L L s L L L. L. L. L.

Mean 6.2 11.9 18.0 22.2 24.6

&SE (0.084)  (0.149)  (0.374)  (0.676) @21 305 3377 32 374
N 99 75 56 21 4 1 1 1 1

Range 4.7-7.7 7.5-14.9 12.1-26.7 16.7-27.6 18.8-29

Table 1.4. Mean (£SE) roach length at age for Lougkgish, August 2008

L, L, L, L, Ls Ls

Mean 3.9 (0.059) 8.8(0.140) 14 (0.161) 19 (0.282p.7 (0.288) 27.4 (0.416)
N 56 53 37 32 24 6

Range 3-4.8 6.5-10.8  12.1-158  16.1-22  19.9-25.3 .1-23.8
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1.4 Summary

Perch were the dominant species in Lough EgishOBB82followed by roach, pike and eels. Mean
CPUE for perch was also high in comparison witheothigh alkalinity lakes sampled (Kelbt al,
2009). The current survey has shown that the n@RIWE for roach in the lake was above average
when compared with other high alkalinity lakes syed (Kellyet al, 2009). This trend was also
observed in the 2006 survey when CPUE values wargared with other high alkalinity lakes in the
area. Lough Egish had an average CPUE for pikenvdoenpared with other high alkalinity lakes
studied. The results also revealed that eel hmddhond lowest CPUE for high alkalinity lakes (iel
et al, 2009).

Perch growth has continued to be quite fast whempewmed with other high alkalinity lakes surveyed,
e.g. Corglass Lake and Lough Nanoge. In both 20162008, roach were found to have fast growth

in comparison with other high alkalinity lakes,.eaprglass Lake and Lough Nanoge.

Historical records indicate that there was oncepufation of char present in Lough Egish; however,
this survey and a previous survey conducted in Z8@fy et al.,2007) have confirmed that they are
now extinct from this lake. The water quality obugh Egish has been poor since the 1970s
(Flanagan and Toner, 1975; Luagtyal., 1999); consequently, char were unlikely to havenbable to

survive in the lake.

Classification and assigning lakes with an ecolaigtatus is a critical part of the WFD monitoring
programme. It allows River Basin District managersdentify and prioritise lakes that currentlyl fa
short of the minimum “Good Ecological Status” thatrequired by 2015 if Ireland is not to incur
penalties. A new WFD multimetric fish classifieatitool has been developed for the island of liklan
(Ecoregion 17) using Agri-Food and Bisosciencetitlite Northern Ireland (AFBINI) and CFB data
(Kelly et al, 2008). Using this tool and expert opinion, Lbuggish has been assigned a draft
classification of bad status for fish. This hasingroved since 2006, when it was assigned theesam
classification. The EPA has assigned an overalgification of bad status to Lough Egish in an
interim draft classification. This was based oggito-chemical parameters and biotic elements, such

as macroinvertebrates, macrophytes and fish.
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