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1.1 Introduction

Lough Gur (Plate 1.1, Fig. 1.1) is located withire tRiver Maigue catchment approximately 20km
south-east of Limerick city, north of Bruff in Chimerick. It has a surface area of 78ha, a mean
depth of 2.4m and a maximum depth of 5.0m. The lskcategorised as typology class 10 (as
designated by the EPA for the purposes of the Watamework Directive), i.e. shallow (<4m),
greater than 50ha and high alkalinity (>100mg/l O8L The lake catchment is relatively small and
limited to surface run-off from surrounding hill$t is described as a eutrophic lake with constiten
high levels of phosphorus (King and O’ Grady, 190dugh Gur EMS, 2009). Lough Gur and the
surrounding area is internationally and nationatiportant for migrant wildfowl species and has been
designated as a Natural Heritage Area and a Wild&amctuary (Lough Gur EMS, 2009).

The lake and the adjoining Red Bog possess a divargye of terrestrial and aquatic habitats foh bot
flora and fauna. The flora of the lake was surdeiye 1989 (King and O’ Grady, 1994) and was
composed mainly of Hornwort sp.Cératophylumsp.) and Fennel pondweedPofamogeton
pectinatus) indicative of nutrient enriched waters.

The lake was previously surveyed by the Inland éfigls Trust in March 1978 (IFT, unpublished
data) and by the Central Fisheries Board betweaeiber 1988 and October 1989 (King and O’
Grady, 1994). These surveys revealed that avelgtiarge stock of fast growing rudd and pike were

present in the lake.

Plate 1.1. Lough Gur
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Fig. 1.1. Location map of Lough Gur showing locatins and depths of each net

1.2 Methods

Lough Gur was surveyed over two nights betweeri#ffeand the 18 of September 2009. A total of
three sets of Dutch fyke nets and ten benthic m@moeént multi-mesh (12 panel, 5-55mm mesh size)
CEN standard survey gill nets (4 @ 0-2.9m, 4 @@Brband 2 @ 6-11.9m) were deployed randomly
in the lake (13 sites). The netting effort wasmemented using three benthic braided survey gisn
(62.5mm mesh knot to knot) at three additionaksit8urvey locations were randomly selected within
each depth zone using a grid placed over a mapeolake. A handheld GPS was used to mark the
precise location of each net. The angle of ealtingfi in relation to the shoreline was randomised.

All fish were measured and weighed on site andescakre removed from rudd and pike. Live fish
were returned to the water whenever possible (uleen the likelihood of their survival was
considered to be good). Samples of fish weremetlito the laboratory for further analysis.
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1.3 Results
1.3.1 Species Richness

A total of three fish species were recorded on lbo@ur in September 2009, with 146 fish being
captured (Table 1.1). Rudd was the most abundsimtspecies recorded. Small numbers of pike

were also recorded. Eels were captured in fyks owelly.

Table 1.1. List of fish species recorded (includingumbers captured) during the survey on
Lough Gur, September 2009

Scientific name Common name Number of fish captured
B_enth|c mono Benthic braided gill Fyke nets  Total
multimesh gill nets nets
Scardinius erythropthalmus Rudd 93 32 0 125
Esox lucius Pike 8 0 5 13
Anguilla anguilla European eel 0 0 8 8

1.3.2 Fish abundance

Fish abundance (mean CPUE) and biomass (mean BR&lE)calculated as the mean number/weight
of fish caught per metre of net. For all fish dpsaexcept 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.

The differences in the mean rudd CPUE between LdBgh and four other similar lakes were
assessed and found to be statistically signifi¢giniskal-Wallis, P<0.001) (Fig. 1.2). Independent-
Samples Mann-Whitney U tests between each lake esthoinat Lough Gur had a significantly higher
mean rudd CPUE than Inchicronan Lough (z = -4.244).001), Lough Bunny (z = -3.803, P<0.001),
Dromore Lough (z = -3.801, P<0.001) and Lough Quiléz = -4.153, P<0.001).

Table 1.2. Mean (S.E.) CPUE and BPUE for all fishpgecies captured on Lough Gur, September

2009

Scientific name Common name

Mean CPUE
Scardinius erythropthalmus Rudd 0.268 (0.045)
Esox lucius Pike 0.022 (0.007)
Anguilla anguilla European eel 0.044 (0.011)

Mean BPUE
Scardinius erythropthalmus Rudd 135.714 (25.684)
Esox lucius Pike 3.056 (1.213)
Anguilla anguilla European eel 24.756 ( 8.183)

* On the rare occasion where biomass data was dablafor an individual fish, this was determinfedm a length/weight regression for
that species. Standard error is displayed in btacke
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Fig. 1.2. Mean (£S.E.) rudd CPUE in five lakes sueyed during 2009

1.3.3 Length frequency distributions

Rudd ranged in length from 6.0cm to 37.5cm (me&7 5cm) (Fig. 1.3).Pike ranged in length from
15.2cm to 39.1cm (mean = 22.5m) (Fig.1.4). Eatged in length from 52.0cm to 75.0cm.
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Fig. 1.3. Length frequency of rudd (n=124) capturean Lough Gur, September 2009
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Fig. 1.4. Length frequency of pike (n=13) capturedn Lough Gur, September 2009

1.3.4 Fish age and growth

Fourteen age classes of rudd were present, rafigimgl+ to 16+, with a mean L1 of 3.6cm (Table

1.3). Pike ranged in age from 0+ to 1+.

Table 1.3. Mean (xSE) rudd length at age for Louglur, September 2009

L, Lo Ls Lg Ls Le L7 Ls Lo L1o L1 L1 L1z Lia Lis Lis

Mean 36 82 141 203 236 248 257 277 291 304 309 313 322 825 oo o..
(0.1) (0.2) (0.3) (0.4) (0.5) (0.7) (0.7) (0.7) (0.7) (0.7) (0.7) (0.7) (0.6) (0.2) : :
N 87 8 8 75 39 22 17 17 16 15 12 9 6 3
Range 22 52 86- 120- 165 188 214- 239- 251- 261- 272- 284- 305 321- 337 345

50 119 187 251 28.8 303 310 326 341 357 354 336 342 328 337 345

1

1.4 Summary

Rudd was the dominant species in terms of both@moe (CPUE) and biomass (BPUE).

The mean rudd CPUE in Lough Gur was significanijhbr than the mean rudd CPUE from the four
other lakes included in the comparison. Rudd rdngeage from 1+ to 16+, indicating reproductive

success in each of the previous number of years.
Classification and assigning lakes with an ecolalgstatus is a critical part of the WFD monitoring

programme. It allows River Basin District managergdentify and prioritise lakes that currentlyl fa

short of the minimum “Good Ecological Status” thatrequired by 2015 if Ireland is not to incur

penalties.

A WFD multimetric fish classification tool has bedaveloped for the island of Ireland (Ecoregion
17) using CFB and Agri-Food and Biosciences NortHegland (AFBINI) data generated during the
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NSSHARE Fish in Lakes project (Kelbt al, 2008). Using this tool, Lough Gur has been assig

an ecological status classification of Moderateedasn the fish populations present.

The EPA has assigned an overall status of Modéoat®ugh Gur in an interim draft classification.
This is based on physico-chemical parameters anticbélements such as macroinvertebrates,

macrophytes and fish.
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