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1 Introduction 

Background to the Priority Area for Action 

 
Tulsk Priority Area for Action (PAA) is located in North Roscommon between the towns of Tulsk and 
Strokestown to the North and from Scramoge in the East to Four Mile House in the South and is an 
area of approximately 216 km2 (Figure 1). It is bordered to the north by the Carricknabraher PAA and 
to the south by the Clooneigh PAA. The PAA forms part of the wider 26C_Upper Shannon Catchment 
and is within the boundary of the 26C_12 Scramoge_Sc_010 subcatchment . 

 
The PAA selected for focused work during the 2nd cycle river basin management plan includes 8 water 
bodies: the river waterbodies - Scramoge_010, Scramoge_020, Scramoge_040, Doon_010, 
Strokestown_010, Lissaphobble_010, Mountain (Roscommon)_010, and the lake waterbody; Lough 
Nafulla. It has been proposed by Roscommon County Council and LAWPRO to add the following 5 
water bodies to the PAA in the 3rd cycle implementation of the River Basin Management Plan, 
therefore for completeness, the following water bodies are also included within this deskstudy, 
although fieldwork will not be undertaken until the 3rd cycle when the River Basin Management Plan 
covering 2022 to 2027 has been approved: Shad Lough Stream_010, Scramoge_030, Annaghmore 
lough, Shad lough and Fin Strokestown lake. The addition of these water bodies allows for better 
characterisation of the water bodies at subcatchment scale. 

 
The Scramoge_010 flows in an eastern direction into Nafulla Lake and flows into the Scramoge_020. 
The Doon_010 originates in the north of the PAA and flows into Annaghmore lake before it flows 
south, joins the Scramoge_020 and both rivers flow into the Scramoge_030. The Shad Lough 
Stream_010 originates in the West of the PAA and flows into Shad Lake before it joins the 
Scramoge_030. One tributary of the Scramoge_030 flows North East into Fin Strokestown lake while 
the other tributary flows east to meet the Scramoge_040. The Lissaphobble_010 flows north to join 
the Scramoge_040 which flows into the Mountain (Roscommon)_010.The Strokestown_010 originate 
south east of the town of Strokestown and flows north east where is flows into the Mountain 
(Roscommon)_010. The Mountain (Roscommon)_010 then exits the PAA to the North East. There are 
numerous smaller unmapped lakes within the PAA which are interconnected to the rivers listed above. 

 
Lissaphobble_010, Mountain (Roscommon)_010, Scramoge_010, Scramoge_040, Strokestown_010 
and Shad Lough Stream_010 are At Risk while Nafulla, Shad and Doon_010 are at Review. There is little 
data available on these three waterbodies as they are unassigned and not part WFD monitoring 
programmes (Figure 2). Fin Strokestown, Annaghmore Lough, Scramoge_020 and Scramoge_030 and 
are Not at Risk. 
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Figure 1 Tulsk PAA Location 

 
A catchment assessment workshop was held in Castlebar on 26th to 28th April 2017. It was attended 
by representatives of local authorities (Mayo, Galway, Roscommon, Leitrim, Sligo), LAWCO, Irish 
Water, IFI, Forest Service, Coillte, NPWS, Teagasc, GSI, DAFM, Marine Institute and EPA. Based on the 
draft River Basin Management Plan priorities, a set of agreed principles for the 2nd cycle of the WFD 
and the local priorities of the workshop attendees, 34 areas were recommended for action in the 
Western Region, of which Tulsk PAA was one. The Tulsk PAA was selected, for the following reasons: 

 
ω Building on Group Water Scheme work at Scramoge_010. 

 
ω Building on recent WWTP (Tulsk and Environs) improvements. 

 
ω Four deteriorated water bodies. 

 
ω Headwaters to Scramoge_030, a Good status water body. 
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PAA Summary 

 

Table 1 summaries the risk classification, environmental objectives, ecological status, significant 
pressures (and sub-category) for each water body within the PAA. Figure 2 and Figure 3 illustrate the 
ecological status classification and risk classification for the Tulsk PAA waterbodies. Four significant 
pressure types have been identified in the PAA: Agriculture, Hydromorphology, Domestic Waste Water 
and Anthropogenic pressures. 

 

 
Figure 2 Tulsk PAA Ecological Status 
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Figure 3 Tulsk PAA Risk Map 
 
 
 
 

Information Sources Consulted 

 

Several information sources were consulted during the preparation of the desk study for the Tulsk 
PAA including: 

 
¶ WFD web application ς EPA characterisation data. 

¶ EPA Storyboards ς 3rd cycle. 

¶ Google earth for time lapse aerial imagery. 

¶ 26C Shannon (Upper) Catchment Summary WFD Cycle 2. EPA Report. 

¶ www.gsi.ie ς groundwater body reports. 

¶ National Certificate of Authorisation Programme SSRS Report for Tulsk WwTP. 

¶ Tulsk Certificate of Authorisation application and enforcement documents. 

¶ N5 Ballaghaderreen to Scramoge Road Development- EIAR Documentation. 

¶ Pers. Comms from Inland Fisheries Ireland. 

¶ Pers. Comms from Roscommon County Council. 

http://www.gsi.ie/
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Table 1 Summary of Risk, Ecological Status, Pressures, Significance for the Tulsk PAA 
 

     Ecological Status       

 

WB 
Name 

 
WB Code 

Water 
Body 
Type 

3rd 

Cycle 
Risk 

High 
Statu 
s obj. 

 

2007- 
2009 

 

2010- 
2012 

 

2010- 
2015 

 

2013- 
2018 

 

2020 Q 
values 

 

Pressure 
Category 

 

Pressure 
Subcategory 

 

Significant 
Pressure 

 

Investigative 
Assessment 

Date to 
meet 
Env. 

Objective 

 

 
Scramoge_010 

 

IE_SH_26S01 
0050 

 

 
River 

 

 
At Risk 

 

 
No 

 

 
G1 

 

 
P 

 

 
M 

 

 
M 

 

 
Q3-4 

Urban Waste Water 
Agglomeration 

PE<500 No 
 

IA1 
LAWPRO 

 

 
2021 Agriculture Agriculture Yes 

Agriculture Farmyards Yes 

Hydromorphology Land Drainage No 

Nafulla 
IE_SH_26_28 

1 
Lake Review No U U U U N/A Agriculture Farmyards Yes 

IA3 
LAWPRO 

2027 

Scramoge_020 
IE_SH_26S01 

0200 
River 

Not at 
Risk 

No G G M G Q4 
Agriculture Farmyards No IA7 

LAWPRO 
2027 

Hydromorphology Channelisation No 

 
Doon_010 

IE_SH_26D10 
0810 

 
River 

 
Review 

 
No 

 
U 

 
U 

 
U 

 
U 

 
N/A 

 
No Data available 

No Data 
available 

No Data 
available 

IA3 
LAWPRO 

 
2027 

Annaghmore 
2Lough 

IE_SH_26_66 
9 

 
Lake 

Not at 
Risk 

 
No 

 
G 

 
G 

 
G 

 
G 

 
N/A 

 
No Data available 

No Data 
available 

No Data 
available 

 
N/A3 

 
N/A 

Shad Lough 
Stream_010 

IE_SH_26S13 
0250 

 
River 

 
At Risk 

 
No 

 
G 

 
G 

 
G 

 
P 

 
Q4 

Agriculture Agriculture Yes LAWPRO to 
determine 

Not 
available 

yet4 Agriculture Pasture Yes 

 
Shad 

IE_SH_26_61 
1 

 
Lake 

 
Review 

 
No 

 
U 

 
U 

 
U 

 
U 

 
N/A 

 
No Data available 

No Data 
available 

No Data 
available 

LAWPRO to 
determine 

No Data 
available 

 
Scramoge_030 

IE_SH_26S01 
0300 

 
River 

Not at 
Risk 

 
No 

 
M 

 
G 

 
G 

 
G 

 
Q4 

 
No Data available 

No Data 
available 

No Data 
available 

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

 
 

1 G=Good, M=Moderate, P=Poor, U=Unassigned 
2 Those shaded in Grey are not within the Tulsk PAA for the 2nd cycle but are within the Scramoge Subcatchment (Scramoge_SC_010) and will be included in the 3rd cycle 
3 In the WFD app (accessed on 30th April 2021), an IA1 is assigned to IFI, however this is related to Cycle 2 risk characterisation. Given the lake is achieving good status, this 
IA is not listed in the table above. 
4 For newly At Risk waterbodies the IA will be decided by LAWPRO and will be confirmed in Section 5 of this deskstudy. 

https://wfd.edenireland.ie/waterbody/IE_SH_26S010050/data
https://wfd.edenireland.ie/waterbody/IE_SH_26S010050/data
https://wfd.edenireland.ie/waterbody/IE_SH_26_281/data
https://wfd.edenireland.ie/waterbody/IE_SH_26_281/data
https://wfd.edenireland.ie/waterbody/IE_SH_26S010200/data
https://wfd.edenireland.ie/waterbody/IE_SH_26S010200/data
https://wfd.edenireland.ie/waterbody/IE_SH_26D100810/data
https://wfd.edenireland.ie/waterbody/IE_SH_26D100810/data
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     Ecological Status       

 
WB 

Name 

 

WB Code 
Water 
Body 
Type 

3rd 

Cycle 
Risk 

High 
Statu 
s obj. 

 
2007- 
2009 

 
2010- 
2012 

 
2010- 
2015 

 
2013- 
2018 

 
2020 Q 
values 

 
Pressure 
Category 

 
Pressure 

Subcategory 

 
Significant 
Pressure 

 
Investigative 
Assessment 

Date to 
meet 
Env. 

Objective 

Fin Strokestown 
IE_SH_26_48 

9 
Lake 

Not at 
Risk 

No U U U U N/A No Data available 
No Data 
available 

No Data 
available 

N/A N/A 

 

Lissaphobble_010 

 
IE_SH_26L04 

0500 

 

River 

 

At Risk 

 

No 

 

G 

 

P 

 

P 

 

P 

Q3 at US 
bridge Agriculture Agriculture Yes 

 
IA1 & IA3 
LAWPRO 

 

2027 
Q4 at DS 
bridge 

Hydromorphology Channelisation Yes 

 
 

Scramoge _040 

 
IE_SH_26S01 

0600 

 
 

River 

 
 

At Risk 

 
 

No 

 
 

M 

 
 

P 

 
 

P 

 
 

P 

 
 

Q4 

 
 

Hydromorphology 

 
 

Channelisation 

 
 

Yes 

IA1 EPA 
 
 

2027 

IA1 IFI 

 

Mountain 
(Roscommon)_01 

0 

 

 
IE_SH_26M0 

30100 

 
 

River 

 
 

At Risk 

 
 

No 

 
 

P 

 
 

P 

 
 

M 

 
 

P 

 
Q3 at US 
bridge 

Agriculture Agriculture Yes  

 
IA1 & IA3 
LAWPRO 

 
 

2027 
Domestic Waste 

Water 

Communal 
System 

Discharge 

 

Yes 

Q3-4at DS 
bridge 

Anthropogenic 
Pressures 

Unknown Yes 

 
 

 
Strokestown_010 

 
 

IE_SH_26S08 
0200 

 
 

 
River 

 
 

 
At Risk 

 
 

 
No 

 
 

 
P 

 
 

 
P 

 
 

 
P 

 
 

 
P 

Q3 at US 
bridge 

Historically Polluted 
Sites 

Contaminated 
Land 

No 
 
 

IA1 
LAWPRO 

 
 

 
2027 

Q3 at 
middle 
bridge 

 
Urban Waste Water 

Agglomeration 
PE od 1,001 to 

2,000 

 
No 

Q4 at DS 
bridge 

Hydromorphology Channelisation Yes 

https://wfd.edenireland.ie/waterbody/IE_SH_26S010600/data
https://wfd.edenireland.ie/waterbody/IE_SH_26S010600/data
https://wfd.edenireland.ie/waterbody/IE_SH_26M030100/data
https://wfd.edenireland.ie/waterbody/IE_SH_26M030100/data
https://wfd.edenireland.ie/waterbody/IE_SH_26S080200/data
https://wfd.edenireland.ie/waterbody/IE_SH_26S080200/data
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2 Receptor information and assessment 
 

Context and Setting 

 

The Tulsk PAA is one of 14 PAAs wholly or partially within Co. Roscommon (Figure 1). 

Land cover is primarily pasture with some small areas of peat in the South of the PAA; transitional 
woodland-shrub in the West, and forestry in the east. There are also some pockets of inland marshes 
along the Scramoge_010 and Scramoge_020 river channels. There are two small urban areas at 
Strokestown and Tulsk. There are also areas of extractive sites, which include two road and other 
aggregate quarries in the South West, one of which is closed. There is a historic landfill south of 
Strokestown which has been closed since 1999. 

 
The Scramoge_010, Doon_010, Scramoge_030 and Shad Lough Stream_010 are designated drinking 
water river water bodies. The designated drinking water groundwater body underlying the sub- 
catchment is Carrick on Shannon. 

 
There are two SACs in the sub-catchment, Annaghmore Lough (Roscommon)(site code 001626) and 
Mullygollan Turlough (Site code 000612). To the south, Derrycanan Bog is an NHA (site code 000605). 
There are several pNHAs including both of the SACs, Brierfield Turlough (site code 000594), Corbally 
Turlough (001627), Ardakillin Lough (site code 001617) and Shad Lough (Site code 001648) (Figure 
4).There is a large Geological Heritage Site within the sub-catchment, the Mid Roscommon Ribbed 
Moraines where crushed rock potential is very high, mostly along the eastern and western borders. 
There is a high density of wetlands within the PAA. 

 
There are 4 group water schemes and their zones of contribution which intersect the Tulsk PAA; 
Corracreigh (Clooneyquin) GWS, Mid Roscommon (Ogulla), Oran Ballintubber (Rathcarran) GWS and 
the Mid Roscommon (Carnalasson) GWS (Figure 5). Geological Survey Ireland (GSI) in collaboration 
with the National Federation of Group Water Schemes (NFGWS) prepared desk-based ZOCs for each 
of the GWSs. Due to the uncertainties on groundwater flow direction, multi-dye tracing investigations 
were carried out in 2015 and 2016 on and around the Rathcroghan Uplands in an attempt to establish 
ZOCs for all the water supplies. The tracing in 2015 and 2016 comprised dye inputs at 16 swallow holes 
and sampling of some 90 sample points, including springs and surface water courses. The groundwater 
velocities were rapid with dye appearing in the springs within days, including those that travelled 
significant distances, up to 10 km in some cases. The typical average groundwater flow rate is 100 
m/hour. The results demonstrate that each of the springs is fed by groundwater originating in the 
uplands and also that each of the main springs are fed by a specific ZOC. There are a number of source 
protection pilot projects in County Roscommon and these have included initiatives such as the 2020 
ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴǎΤ ά[Ŝǘ ƛǘ .ŜŜέ5 ŀƴŘ άLΩǾŜ ǇƭŀƴǘŜŘ ŀ ǘǊŜŜ ŀƴŘ Ƴȅ ƎŀǊŘŜƴ ƛǎ ǇŜǎǘƛŎƛŘŜ ŦǊŜŜέ 6. Ogulla spring in 
the Scramoge_010 sub basin is the source of the Mid Roscommon (Ogulla) GWS and Carnalasson 
Spring in the Lissaphobble_010 sub basin is the source of the Mid Roscommon (Carnalasson) GWS 
(Figure 6). 

 
 
 

5 'Let it Bee' campaign - National Federation of Group Water Schemes (nfgws.ie) 
6 'I've planted a tree and my garden is pesticide-free' campaign - National Federation of Group Water Schemes 
(nfgws.ie) 

https://nfgws.ie/let-it-bee-project/
https://nfgws.ie/ive-planted-a-tree-and-my-garden-is-pesticide-free-campaign/
https://nfgws.ie/ive-planted-a-tree-and-my-garden-is-pesticide-free-campaign/
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There is the National Famine Museum in Strokestown and the National Famine Way between 
Strokestown and Termonbarry in the north east, the Slieve Bawn trail to the south east of the PAA. 
Rathcroghan is known as the Ancient Capital of Connacht located at Tulsk, where the festival of 
Samhain (Halloween) is said to originate. The landscape is the oldest and largest unexcavated Royal 
Site in Europe with over 240 identified archaeological sites, spanning over 5,500 years.7 The Farming 
Rathcroghan EIP is operating in this area8. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
CƛƎǳǊŜ п {!/ǎΣ bI!ǎ ŀƴŘ ǇbI!Ωǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ¢ǳƭǎƪ t!! 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
7 https://www.rathcroghan.ie/ 
8 Farming Rathcroghan ς Farming Rathcroghan 

https://www.rathcroghan.ie/
https://farmingrathcroghan.ie/
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Figure 5 Group water schemes and their ZOCs 

 

 
Figure 6 Karst features, tracer line and sinking streams within the Scramoge_010 sub basin 
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Receptor Information tables 

 
The Scramoge_010 river water body has a good status objective but deteriorated to moderate status 
in 2014 and has remained at moderate in subsequent surveys in 2017 and 2020. Given the lack of 
hydrochemistry data, the significant issues in this water body are unknown. The conceptual model 
(Section 4) would suggest that phosphate, ammonia and sediment could be potential issues due to 
the soils and hydrogeology of the subbasin. 

 
Nafulla Lake is unassigned with no hydrochemistry data available and is the downstream receptor for 
the Scramoge_010 river waterbody. The significant issues in this waterbody are unknown. The 
conceptual model (Section 4) would suggest that phosphate, ammonia and sediment could be 
potential issues due to the soils and hydrogeology of the subbasin. 

 
The information on the Eden App identified silage effluent getting into the spring on the 
Scramoge_010 for a few years. An IA3 Determination of Water Quality (unassigned waterbody) has 
been assigned : Water quality samples required in order to assign risk status. Situated along the 
channel of Scramoge_010 which is At Risk. Lots of underground flow in the area and sinking streams. 
GSI are carrying out GW tracing in the area. Issues with silage effluent making its way to the spring. 

 
The Scramoge_020 river water body has a good status objective and is currently at good status since 
2017. This waterbody is Not at Risk of meeting its environmental objective therefore local catchment 
assessments will not take place. 

 
The Doon_010 river waterbody is unassigned with no hydrochemistry data available. The significant 
issues in this waterbody are unknown. The conceptual model (Section 4) would suggest that 
phosphate, ammonia and sediment, could be potential issues due to the soils and hydrogeology of the 
subbasin. 

 
Annaghmore Lough has a good status objective and has been at good status since 2009. This 
waterbody is Not at Risk of meeting its environmental objective therefore local catchment 
assessments will not take place. 

 
Shad Lough Stream_010 river water body has a good status objective but is At Risk of achieving this 
environmental objective. The waterbody was at good status up until 2015 and then it deteriorated to 
poor status in 2018. Given the lack of hydrochemistry data, the significant issues in this water body 
are unknown. The conceptual model (Section 4) would suggest that nitrate, phosphate, ammonia and 
sediment , could be potential issues due to the soils and hydrogeology of the subbasin. 

 
Shad Lake is unassigned with no hydrochemistry data available. The significant issues in this 
waterbody are unknown. The conceptual model (Section 4) would suggest that sediment, phosphate 
and ammonia could be potential issues due to the soils and hydrogeology of the subbasin. 

 
The Scramoge_030 river water body has a good status objective and is currently at good status since 
2010. This waterbody is Not at Risk of meeting its environmental objective therefore local catchment 
assessments will not take place. 
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The Fin Strokestown lake has a good status objective and is unassigned. This waterbody is Not at Risk 
of meeting its environmental objective therefore local catchment assessments will not take place. The 
reason the lake is Not at Risk even though it is unassigned is due to the risk of the river waterbody 
where the lake is nested, in this case it is the Scramoge_030. 

 
The Lissaphobble_010 river waterbody has a good status objective but is At Risk of achieving this 
environmental objective. The waterbody has been at poor status since 2010. Given the lack of 
hydrochemistry data, the significant issues in this water body are unknown. The conceptual model 
(Section 4) would suggest that phosphate, ammonia, nitrate, sediment, altered habitat due to 
hydrological changes and altered habitat due to morphological changes could be potential issues due 
to the soils and hydrogeology of the subbasin. 

 
The Scramoge_040 river water body has a good status objective but is At Risk of achieving this 
environmental objective. The waterbody has been at poor status since 2010. Given the lack of 
hydrochemistry data, the significant issues in this water body are unknown. The conceptual model 
(Section 4) would suggest that nitrate, phosphate, sediment and altered habitat due to morphological 
changes, could be potential issues due to the soils and hydrogeology of the subbasin. 

 
The Mountain (Roscommon)_010 river waterbody has a good status objective but is At Risk of 
achieving this environmental objective. The waterbody was at moderate status in 2015 but 
deteriorated to poor status in 2018.The significant issues in this water body are unknown. The 
conceptual model (Section 4) would suggest that phosphate, ammonia, sediment and altered habitat 
due to the morphological changes could be potential issues due to the soils and hydrogeology of the 
subbasin. 

 

The Strokestown_010 river waterbody has a good status objective but is At Risk of achieving this 
environmental objective. The waterbody was at moderate status in 2015 but deteriorated to poor 
status in 2018. The hydrochemistry data available shows exceedances in ammonia in the middle 
operational station (D/S strokestown at standing stone) in 2012,2013, 2015-2017. The significant 
issues in this waterbody are unknown. The conceptual model (Section 4) would suggest that 
phosphate, ammonia, sediment and altered habitat due to the morphological changes could be 
potential issues due to the soils and hydrogeology of the subbasin. 
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Table 2 Outline of parameters influencing water quality in the Scramoge_010, Scramoge_020 and 
Doon_010 

 
 

Waterbody 
 

Scramoge_010 
 

Scramoge_020 
 

Doon_010 

Risk Category At Risk Not at Risk Review 

Environmental Objective Good Good Good 

Included in the PAA Yes Yes Yes 

 
Monitoring station 

Bridge d/s Lough Conny 
More 

RS26S010050 

Cloonfree Bridge 
RS26S010200 

DOON_26 - Interstitial, 
Br u/s from Lea Lough 

RS26D100810 

Monitoring station type Operational Operational Investigative 

Biological Status    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No Data 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Q values 

2009   

2010   

2011 3 4 

2012   

2013   

2014 3-4 3-4 

2015   

2016   

2017 3-4 4 

2018   

2019   

2020 3-4 4 

Water chemistry   

 
Monitoring station 

Bridge d/s Lough Conny 
More 

RS26S010050 

Cloonfree Bridge 
RS26S010200 

DOON_26 - Interstitial,  
Br u/s from Lea Lough 

RS26D100810 

    

 
PO4+ 

 
No Data 

 
No Data 

 
No Data 

NH4+ 
No Data No Data 

No Data 

NO3- No Data No Data No Data 

Hydromorphology    

RHAT No Data No Data No Data 

Evidence of drainage (OPW 
Scheme, Drainage District 

or other) 

The Strokestown District 
Drainage intersects this sub 

basin 

The Strokestown District 
Drainage intersects this sub 

basin 

The Strokestown District 
Drainage intersects this 

sub basin 

 
 
 
 

Comments 

Land drainage was identified 
as contributing to Hymo 

pressure however HYMO is 
not deemed significant. 

There is evidence of land 
drainage for forestry and 

agricultural land 
improvements from aerial 
imagery. Inland marshes in 

Biologist noted heavy 
siltation in 2014.There is 

evidence of land drainage for 
forestry and agricultural land 
improvements from aerial 
imagery. Inland marshes 
with extensive drainage 

network. 

 
There is evidence of land 
drainage for agricultural 
land improvements from 

aerial imagery 
particularly surrounding 
the natural grasslands 
and inland marshes. 
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Waterbody 
 

Scramoge_010 
 

Scramoge_020 
 

Doon_010 

Risk Category At Risk Not at Risk Review 

Environmental Objective Good Good Good 

Included in the PAA Yes Yes Yes 

 
Monitoring station 

Bridge d/s Lough Conny 
More 

RS26S010050 

Cloonfree Bridge 
RS26S010200 

DOON_26 - Interstitial, 
Br u/s from Lea Lough 

RS26D100810 

 the lower reaches with 
extensive drainage network. 

  

Conceptual model required 
(Y/N) 

Y Y Y 

Ecological Status  

2010 ς 2015 Moderate Moderate Unassigned 

2013 ς 2018 Moderate Good Unassigned 

 
 
 
 
 

 
EPA Biologist comments 

(2017 and 2020) 

July & Sept 2020: The river 
was generally in satisfactory 

condition apart from 
moderate condition recorded 
at the most upper (0050) and 
last site sampled (0700- on 

Mountain Roscommon_010) 
where signs of eutrophication 

were evident. 

This is similar to the June 
2017 findings of moderate 
conditions continued to be 

observed at the upper 
Scramoge site (0050). 

 
 
 

 
June 2017: The 

macroinvertebrate fauna 
indicated an improvement to 

good ecological condition 
was recorded at Cloonfree 

Bridge (0200). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

- 

 
 

 
Significant issue: 
monitoring point9 

phosphate 

ammonia 

sediment 

 
 
 
 

- 

phosphate 

ammonia 

sediment 

 
 
 
 

Significant issue: 
Waterbody 

phosphate 

ammonia 

 
sediment 

 
 
 

 
- 

phosphate 

ammonia 

sediment 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
9 Due to the lack of hydrochemistry, both the significant issues at the monitoring station and the waterbody 
scale are potential issues having completed the Conceptual Model. 
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Table 3 Outline of parameters influencing water quality in the Shad Lough Stream_010 and 
Scramoge_030 

 

Waterbody Shad Lough Stream_010 Scramoge_030 

Risk Category At Risk Not at Risk 

Environmental Objective Good Good 

Included in the PAA Yes Yes 

Monitoring station Br NNE Ballyglas 
RS26S130250 

Bridge N.E. of Riverdale 
RS26S010300 

Monitoring station type Operational Surveillance and Operational 

Biological Status   

Q values 2009   

2010   

2011 4 4 

2012   

2013   

2014 4 4 

2015   

2016   

2017 3 4 

2018   

2019   

2020 4 4 

Water chemistry   

Monitoring station Br NNE Ballyglas 
RS26S130250 

Bridge N.E. of Riverdale 
RS26S010300 

  

PO4+ 
 
 

Ecological 
Threshold 

<0.025 (high 
status) 

<0.035 (good 
status) as an 
annual mean 

 
mg P/L 

2010  No Data 0.021 

2011  0.016 

2012  0.014 

2013  0.008 

2014  0.006 

2015  0.007 

2016  0.008 

2017  0.008 

2018  0.008 

2019  0.009 

Baseline PO4  0.008 
Upwards trend 

NH4+ 2010  No Data 0.029 

2011  0.023 

2012  0.026 
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Waterbody Shad Lough Stream_010 Scramoge_030 

Risk Category At Risk Not at Risk 

Environmental Objective Good Good 

Included in the PAA Yes Yes 

Monitoring station Br NNE Ballyglas 
RS26S130250 

Bridge N.E. of Riverdale 
RS26S010300 

Ecological 2013   0.036 
Threshold 

2014  0.042 
<0.040 (high 

status) 2015  0.030 
<0.065 (good 

2016  0.028 status) as an 

annual mean 2017  0.022 

mg N/L 2018  0.025 

 2019  0.031 

Baseline NH4  0.025 
 Downwards trend 

NO3- 2010  No Data 0.346 

 
Indicative 

2011   0.326 

2012  0.212 
Ecological  

2013  0.312 Threshold  

3.5 for good  

2014  0.460 
status as an  

2015  1.557 annual mean  

(none for high  

2016  0.187 
status at this  

2017  0.339 point)  

mg N/L 2018   0.348 

 2019   0.507 

Baseline NO3   0.459 
  Upwards trend 

Hydromorphology    

RHAT No Data No Data 

Evidence of drainage (OPW 
Scheme, Drainage District 

or other) 

The Strokestown District Drainage intersects this 
sub basin 

The Strokestown District Drainage 
intersects this sub basin 

Comments There is evidence of land drainage for 
agricultural land improvements from aerial 
imagery. 

There is evidence of land drainage for 
forestry, peat and agricultural land 
improvements from aerial imagery. 

Conceptual model required 
(Y/N) 

Y Y 

  

2010 ς 2015 Good Good 

2013 ς 2018 Poor Good 

EPA Biologist comments 
(2017 and 2020) 

July 2020: The Shad Lough Stream recovered to 
good quality following the decline seen in 2017. 
Cattle were seen, however, accessing the stream 
downstream of the sample site. 

 
September 2017: Shad Lough Stream declined 
from good condition in 2014 to  poor  condition 
in   2017.   Siltation   and   excessive   growth  of 

- 
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Waterbody Shad Lough Stream_010 Scramoge_030 

Risk Category At Risk Not at Risk 

Environmental Objective Good Good 

Included in the PAA Yes Yes 

Monitoring station Br NNE Ballyglas 
RS26S130250 

Bridge N.E. of Riverdale 
RS26S010300 

 macrophytes    was    noted.    The   lower-than- 
average temperature and oxygen saturation on 
the day of sampling suggest groundwater 
influences are important. 

 

Significant issue: 
monitoring point10 

sediment 
phosphate 
ammonia 

nitrate 

 

Significant issue: 
Waterbody 

sediment 
phosphate 
ammonia 

nitrate 

 

 
 

 
Table 4 Outline of parameters influencing water quality in the Lissaphobble_010 and Scramoge_040 

 

Waterbody Lissaphobble_010 Scramoge_040 

Risk Category At Risk At Risk 

Environmental Objective Good Good 

Included in the PAA Yes Yes 

Monitoring station LISSAPHOBBLE - Bridge 
d/s Loughannatryna 

RS26L040100 

Br NE of Lissonuffy 
RS26L040500 

Scramoge Bridge 
RS26S010600 

Monitoring station type Operational Operational Operational 

Biological Status    

Q values 2009    

2010    

2011 3 3-4 4 

2012    

2013    

2014 3 4 4 

2015    

2016    

2017 3 3-4 4 

2018    

 

10 Due to the lack of hydrochemistry, both the significant issues at the monitoring station and the waterbody 
scale are potential issues having completed the Conceptual Model. 
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Waterbody Lissaphobble_010 Scramoge_040 

Risk Category At Risk At Risk 

Environmental Objective Good Good 

Included in the PAA Yes Yes 

Monitoring station LISSAPHOBBLE - Bridge 
d/s Loughannatryna 

RS26L040100 

Br NE of Lissonuffy 
RS26L040500 

Scramoge Bridge 
RS26S010600 

 2019    

2020 3 4 4 

Water chemistry    

Monitoring station LISSAPHOBBLE - Bridge 
d/s Loughannatryna 

RS26L040100 

Br NE of Lissonuffy 
RS26L040500 

Scramoge Bridge 
RS26S010600 

    

PO4+ No Data No Data No Data 

NH4+ No Data No Data No Data 

NO3- No Data No Data No Data 

Hydromorphology   

RHAT No Data No Data No Data 

Evidence of drainage (OPW 
Scheme, Drainage District 

or other) 

The Strokestown District Drainage intersects this 
sub basin 

The Strokestown District 
Drainage intersects this sub 

basin 

Comments There is evidence of land drainage for forestry, peat 
and agricultural land improvements from aerial 
imagery. 

Lower drainage density in this 
catchment. 

Conceptual model required 
(Y/N) 

Y Y 

Ecological Status  

2010 ς 2015 Poor Poor 

2013 ς 2018 Poor Poor 

EPA Biologist comments 
(2017 and 2020) 

July 2020: The first site 
(0100) is some 400 m 
from its main source, 
Loughanatryna.  This 
small lake is located in a 
vulnerable groundwater 
zone with a number of 
nearby springs indicating 
that it is likely to be 
groundwater fed. The 
first site   on  the 
Lissaphobble   has   a 
diverse and abundant 
flora  but    the 
macroinvertebrates, 
including  Chironomus, 
indicate that they are 
stressed here 

 
September 2017: The 
upper site (0100) on the 
Lissaphobble   is   a    first 
order stream, close to the 

July 2020: The lower 
site (0500) showed an 
improvement 
compared with the 
2017 results. There is, 
however,  a cattle 
access site  just 
downstream of the 
sample point with 
cattle observed in the 
river and extensive 
dung deposited in the 
riparian zone. 

 

September 2017: The 
lower site (0500) is a 
second order stream 
and water quality was 
unsatisfactory, 
declining on the 2014 
survey ǊŜǎǳƭǘέΦ 

No Comment 
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Waterbody Lissaphobble_010 Scramoge_040 

Risk Category At Risk At Risk 

Environmental Objective Good Good 

Included in the PAA Yes Yes 

Monitoring station LISSAPHOBBLE - Bridge 
d/s Loughannatryna 

RS26L040100 

Br NE of Lissonuffy 
RS26L040500 

Scramoge Bridge 
RS26S010600 

 source    and    was  quite 
overgrown with Apium 
nodiflorum (fool's water 
cress) during 2014 and 
2017. It remains in poor 
condition. A small lake, L. 
Loughannatryna is just 
upstream      of     Station 
лмллΦέ 

  

Significant issue: 
monitoring point11 

ammonia 
Phosphate 
sediment 
nitrate 

ammonia 
Phosphate 
sediment 
nitrate 

Phosphate 
sediment 
nitrate 

 
Altered habitat due to 
Hydrological changes 

Altered habitat due to 
Hydrological changes 

Altered habitat due to 
Morphological changes 

 
Altered habitat due to 
Morphological changes 

Altered habitat due to 
Morphological 

changes 

 

Significant issue: 
Waterbody 

ammonia 
phosphate 
sediment 
nitrate 

ammonia 
phosphate 
sediment 
nitrate 

phosphate 
sediment 
nitrate 

 
Altered habitat due to 
Hydrological changes 

Altered habitat due to 
Hydrological changes 

Altered habitat due to 
Morphological changes 

 Altered habitat due to 
Morphological changes 

Altered habitat due to 
Morphological 

changes 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

11 Due to the lack of hydrochemistry, both the significant issues at the monitoring station and the waterbody 
scale are potential issues having completed the Conceptual Model. 
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Table 5 Outline of parameters influencing water quality in the Mountain (Roscommon)_010 and 
Strokestown_010 

 

Waterbody Mountain (Roscommon)_010 Strokestown_010 

Risk Category At Risk At Risk 

Environmental Objective Good Good 

Included in the PAA Yes Yes 

Monitoring station Bridge u/s 
Kilglass lough 
RS26S010700 

1 km u/s Kilglass 
Lough 

RS26M030100 

Br at S. end of 
Strokestown 
RS26S080050 

D/s strokestown 
at standing 

stone 
RS26S080100 

Br near 
Toberpatrick 

House 
RS26S080200 

Monitoring station type Operational Operational Operational Operational Operational 

Biological Status      

Q values 2009      

2010      

2011 3 3-4 2-3 3 4 

2012      

2013      

2014 4 3-4 3 3-4 4 

2015      

2016      

2017 3-4 3 3 3 4 

2018      

2019      

2020 3 3-4 3 3 4 

Water chemistry      

Monitoring station Bridge u/s 
Kilglass lough 
RS26S010700 

1 km u/s Kilglass 
Lough 

RS26M030100 

Br at S. end of 
Strokestown 
RS26S080050 

D/s strokestown 
at standing 

stone 
RS26S080100 

Br near 
Toberpatrick 

House 
RS26S080200 

      

PO4+ 2010 0.010 No Data - 0.053 - 

 
Ecological 

2011 0.006  - 0.032 - 

2012 0.015 0.015 0.029 - 
Threshold  

2013 0.019 0.011 0.016 - <0.025 (high  

status)  

2014 0.009 - 0.013 - 
<0.035 (good  

status) as an 2015 0.010  0.019 0.032 0.031 

annual mean  
2016 0.010 - 0.027 0.047 

mg P/L 2017 0.011  0.014 0.018 - 

 2018 0.008  0.013 0.018 0.032 

 2019 0.012  0.026 0.016 - 

Baseline PO4 0.010  0.014 0.021 0.040 
 Downward  No trend Upwards trend Upwards Trend 
 trend     

NH4+ 2010 0.029 No Data - 0.046 - 

2011 0.012 - 0.035 - 
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Waterbody Mountain (Roscommon)_010 Strokestown_010 

Risk Category At Risk At Risk 

Environmental Objective Good Good 

Included in the PAA Yes Yes 

Monitoring station Bridge u/s 
Kilglass lough 
RS26S010700 

1 km u/s Kilglass 
Lough 

RS26M030100 

Br at S. end of 
Strokestown 
RS26S080050 

D/s strokestown 
at standing 

stone 
RS26S080100 

Br near 
Toberpatrick 

House 
RS26S080200 

Ecological 2012 0.022  0.034 0.070 - 
Threshold 

2013 0.036 0.044 0.077 - 
<0.040 (high 

status) 2014 0.036 - 0.032 - 
<0.065 (good 

2015 0.053 0.043 0.063 0.032 
status) as an 

annual mean 2016 0.016 - 0.060 0.041 

mg N/L 2017 0.028 0.051 0.137 - 

 2018 0.017 0.051 0.025 0.059 

 2019 0.020 0.043 0.035 - 

Baseline NH4 0.026 0.051 0.074 0.050 
 Downward Upwards trend Downwards Upwards trend 
 trend  trend  

NO3- 2010 0.400 No Data - 0.631 No Data 

 
Indicative 

2011 0.407  - 0.598  

2012 0.261 0.224 0.353 
Ecological   

2013 0.347 0.253 0.370 Threshold   

3.5 for good   

2014 0.553 - 0.516 
status as an   

2015 1.105 - 1.454 annual mean   

(none for high   

2016 0.246 - 0.256 
status at this   

2017 0.302 - 0.324 point)   

mg N/L 
2018 0.222  - 0.294  

2019 0.654  - 0.688  

Baseline NO3 0.449  - 0.548  

 Downward   Downwards  

 trend   trend  

Hydromorphology      

RHAT No Data No Data 

Evidence of drainage (OPW 
Scheme, Drainage District 

or other) 

The Strokestown District Drainage 
intersects this sub basin 

The Strokestown District Drainage intersects this sub basin 

Comments There is evidence of land drainage for 
forestry, peat and agricultural land 
improvements from aerial imagery. 

There is evidence of land drainage for forestry, peat and 
agricultural land improvements from aerial imagery. 

Conceptual model required 
(Y/N) 

Y Y 

  

2010 ς 2015 Moderate Poor 

2013 ς 2018 Poor Poor 

EPA Biologist comments 
(2017 and 2020) 

July & Sept 2020: The river was 
generally in satisfactory condition apart 
from moderate condition recorded at 
(0700) where signs of eutrophication 

were evident. It is a deep slow-flowing, 

July 2020: No change was noted in the Strokestown River in 
2020. The upper and middle sites remained in poor quality 
while the lower site was in good condition. Investigative 
assessment is needed to assess the reason for the poor 
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Waterbody Mountain (Roscommon)_010 Strokestown_010 

Risk Category At Risk At Risk 

Environmental Objective Good Good 

Included in the PAA Yes Yes 

Monitoring station Bridge u/s 
Kilglass lough 
RS26S010700 

1 km u/s Kilglass 
Lough 

RS26M030100 

Br at S. end of 
Strokestown 
RS26S080050 

D/s strokestown 
at standing 

stone 
RS26S080100 

Br near 
Toberpatrick 

House 
RS26S080200 

 navigable channel at this point. Some 
damsel fly nymphs and cased caddis 

were noted in the sample among a total 
of 17 taxa. Moderate conditions were 

recorded. 

{ŜǇǘŜƳōŜǊ нлмтΥ ά¢ƘŜ aƻǳƴǘŀƛƴ wƛǾŜǊ 
surveyed upstream of Kilglass Lough in 
the deep slow-flowing section with a 

number of marinas for leisure boating. It 
continues to be enriched with signs of 
eutrophication that are in agreement 

with the upstream surveys on the 
Scramoge River at Gillstown Bridge (qv). 

Also, heavy substrate siltation noted 
with 30% silt, Cladophora present in 

abundance (2.5-5%) indicating 
enrichment . Invasive E. canadensis also 

present but low abundance. Diffuse 
nutrient and siltation loss from 
agriculture suspected in нлмтΦέ 

ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƛƴ {ǘǊƻƪŜǎǘƻǿƴ όллрлύ ŜǾŜƴ ǳǇǎǘǊŜŀƳ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǿƴΩǎ 
waste water treatment plant. 

 
June 2017: The Strokestown River continued to be poor at 
the upper station sampled (0050) in Strokestown located 
upstream of the town's waste water treatment plant. The 

stream appears highly eutrophic at this point with extensive 
plant growth, altered oxygen conditions and a poor 
invertebrate fauna. This has been attributed to the 

closed landfill upstream of this point; but a significant 
period has passed since its closure and other potential 

causes of pollution may also be at play. Conditions 
downstream of the waste water treatment plant (0100) had 
improved slightly in 2014 but have now returned to poor in 
2017. The lower station (0200) was again in satisfactory 

condition albeit a very shady reach at this ǇƻƛƴǘΦέ 

Significant issue: 
monitoring point12 

sediment 
phosphate 
ammonia 

nitrate 

sediment 
phosphate 
ammonia 

sediment 
ammonia 
phosphate 

sediment 
ammonia 
phosphate 

sediment 
ammonia 
phosphate 

 
Altered habitat 

due to 
morphological 

changes 

Altered habitat 
due to 

morphological 
changes 

Altered habitat 
due to 

morphological 
changes 

Altered habitat 
due to 

morphological 
changes 

Altered habitat 
due to 

morphological 
changes 

Significant issue: 
Waterbody 

sediment 
phosphate 
ammonia 

sediment 
phosphate 
Ammonia 

sediment 
ammonia 
phosphate 

sediment 
ammonia 
phosphate 

sediment 
ammonia 
phosphate 

 
Altered habitat 

due to 
morphological 

changes 

Altered habitat 
due to 

morphological 
changes 

Altered habitat 
due to 

morphological 
changes 

 

Altered habitat 
due to 

morphological 
changes 

 

Altered habitat 
due to 

morphological 
changes 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

12 Due to the lack of hydrochemistry, both the significant issues at the monitoring station and the waterbody 
scale are potential issues having completed the Conceptual Model. 



Tulsk PAA Desktop Assessment 

AFA0174 Tulsk PAA D01 22 

 

 

 

Table 6 Outline of parameters influencing water quality in Nafulla, Shad and Fin Strokestown 
 

Waterbody 
Nafulla 

IE_SH_26_281 
Shad 

Ie_sh_26_611 
Fin Strokestown 
IE_SH_26_489 

Risk Category Review Review Not at Risk 

Environmental 
Objective 

Good 
Good Good 

Included in the PAA Yes Yes Yes 

Environmental 
Objective Date 

2027 
- - 

Monitoring Type No Monitoring Stations No Monitoring Stations No Monitoring Stations 

Monitoring stations    

Lake type Unknown Unknown Unknown 

Biological Status No Data No Data No Data 

Other Aquatic Flora No Data No Data No Data 

Invertebrate Status No Data No Data No Data 

Fish Status No Data No Data No Data 

   

 
 

 
Hydromor 
phology 

2007- 
2009 

No Data No Data No Data 

2010- 
2012 

No Data No Data No Data 

2010- 
2015 

No Data No Data No Data 

2013- 
2018 

No Data No Data No Data 

Evidence of 
drainage 

The Strokestown District 
Drainage intersects this sub basin 

The Strokestown District Drainage 
intersects this sub basin 

The Strokestown District Drainage 
intersects this sub basin 

Comments 
   

Conceptual model 
required (Y/N) 

 

N 
N N 

Ecological Status   

2013-2018 Unassigned Unassigned Unassigned 

Observations from 
Macrophyte Report 

Not available Not available Not available 

Estimated residence 
time 

- - - 

Protected Areas Not Applicable Not Applicable Not Applicable 

Significant issue: 
monitoring points 

- - - 

Significant issue: 
Waterbody13 

sediment 
phosphate 
ammonia 

sediment 
phosphate 
ammonia 

 

 
 
 
 

 
13 Due to the lack of hydrochemistry, the significant issues at the waterbody scale are potential issues having 
completed the Conceptual Model. 

https://wfd.edenireland.ie/waterbody/IE_SH_26_489/data
https://wfd.edenireland.ie/waterbody/IE_SH_26_489/data
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Table 7 Outline of parameters influencing water quality in Annaghmore Lough 
 

Waterbody 
Annaghmore Lough 

IE_SH_26_669 
Risk Category Not at Risk 

Environmental Objective Good 

Included in the PAA Yes 

Environmental Objective Date - 

Monitoring Type Surveillance and Operational 

Monitoring stations Phytoplankton Midlake, 
 

Macrophytes 
 

M_1, M2, M3, M4 

General Chemistry Midlake, PB_0010 

Lake type Type 10: Low altitude, high alkalinity, shallow and large lakes 

Biological Status  

Phytoplankton 2007-2009 Good 

 2010-2012 Good 

 
2010-2015 

Good 

 2013-2018 High 

Other Aquatic Flora  

Macrophytes 2007-2009 High 

 2010-2012 Good 

 2010-2015 High 

 2013-2018 Good 

Phytobenthos 2007-2009 High 

 2010-2012 High 

 2010-2015 High 

 2013-2018 High 

Invertebrate Status 
 Monitored but no standard has been developed and/ or the quality element is not used for 

status assessment. 

Fish Status  

 2007-2009 Not Applicable 

 2010-2012 Not Applicable 

 2010-2015 Not Applicable 

 2013-2018 Not Applicable 

Hydromorphological Conditions 

 

 
Hydromorphology 

2007-2009 High 

2010-2012 High 

2010-2015 High 

2013-2018 High 

Evidence of drainage The Strokestown District Drainage intersects this sub basin 

Comments - 

Conceptual model required (Y/N) N 

Ecological Status 

2013-2018 Good 

Observations from Macrophyte 
Report 

Not available 

Estimated residence time - 

Protected Areas SAC, pNHA 
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Waterbody 

Annaghmore Lough 
IE_SH_26_669 

Risk Category Not at Risk 

Environmental Objective Good 

Included in the PAA Yes 

Environmental Objective Date - 

Monitoring Type Surveillance and Operational 

Significant issue: monitoring points - 

Significant issue: Waterbody  
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3 Significant Pressures 
 

Initial Characterisation 

 

3.1.1 Agriculture (Sub- Categories ς Agriculture, Pasture and Farmyards) 
 

 
Agriculture has been identified via EPA characterisation as a significant pressure on the 
Scramoge_010, Nafulla, Shad Lough Stream_010, Lissaphobble_010 and Mountain (Roscommon)_010 
waterbodies. 

 
The dominant pathway in the Scramoge_SC_010 sub catchment is overland flow for phosphate due to 
the extensive presence of wet gley soils and also peat (Figure 7). The near surface phosphate 
susceptibility is high for most of the sub-catchment ( 

 
Figure 8). Phosphate PIP tends to be higher (rank 1-3) along the immediate river waterbody channels 
and rank 4 -6 predominately in the surrounding sub basins (Figure 9).In the well-drained soils to the 
south western border there is moderate subsurface nitrate susceptibility with some very small patches 
of very high susceptibility. There is a section of cutover peat along 90% of the river channels and in 
the surrounding land drainage network. This indicates a potential for ammonia and sediment issues 
also. 

 
There are no derogation farms in the 2nd cycle river sub basins. The average farm size is 62kgs N/Ha. 
The majority of farms are farming below the 170kgs of nitrogen per hectare. There are 4 herdowners 
farming between the 170kgs-210kgs of nitrogen per hectare and 4 herdowners farming above 210kgs. 
While these 8 herdowners do not have a derogation14, they are required by law (Nitrates Directive) to 
have one. One possible explanation for this is that these herdowners may have lost rented or leased 
land while still maintaining the same livestock numbers. The reduction in land would have increased 
the nitrogen per hectare over the 170kgs of N/hectare. This information is based on the 2014 LPIS 
data. The 2019 LPIS data will be reviewed once it is available. 

 
EPA Characterisation identified nutrient pollution impacts on the Scramoge_010 . The local authority 
has worked with an intensive dairy farm in the sub basin and GSI have completed groundwater tracing, 
with sinking streams present in the west of the sub basin. Problems with silage effluent and badly 
maintained farmyards impacting Ogulla spring have also been associated with this subbasin (WFD App 
characterisation data, 2015). A Pers Comms. from Roscommon County Council has informed LAWPRO 
that this has not been an issue for a number of years. There is a NFGWS Phase 2 Source Protection 
Pilot project ongoing in the area in collaboration with the Group Water schemes and the landowners. 

 
EPA characterisation identified nutrient and organic pollution impacts on Nafulla Lake. The impact 
assessment on the Eden App identified silage effluent getting into the spring for a few years. There 
were problems with farmyards,  silage  effluent,  badly  maintained  farmyards  along  Scramoge_010. 
Nafulla lake is a downstream receptor of the Scramoge_010 river waterbody and is 

 

14 The derogation is based on all the land the herdowner is farming subject to their Basic Payment Application 
in that year of applying for the derogation. Some of this land may be outside of the PAA. 
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within its sub basin. Farmyards upstream in the Scramoge_010 have been recognised as a pressure on 
the lake. 

 
The Scramoge_010 and Nafulla lake are predominately within the peat (14%) and poorly drained (68%) 
area of the river sub basin with some well drained (18%) areas to the south. There are approximately 
245 herd numbers in the waterbody (based on 2014 LPIS data) and there are no derogation farms. 

 
EPA characterisation identified nutrient pollution and other significant impacts (sediment and 
groundwater oxygen and temperature) as impacts on Shad Lough Stream_010. There is a strong 
groundwater influence on this waterbody as noted by the EPA biologist. Roscommon County Council 
also noted significant localised land use changes in the upper reaches with the intensification of poorer 
farmland close to karst features. The sinking streams to the west of the sub basin are in a peat and 
poorly drained area characterised by the presence of rushes (Juncus species). LAWPRO have been 
informed that these lands are in receipt of herbicides and landspreading of chemical/organic manure. 
The EPA biologist noted in the 2020 survey that cattle were seen accessing the stream downstream of 
the sample site. There could be potential animal access upstream of the monitoring station which will 
be assessed in the 3rd cycle. The river is predominately within the well-drained area of the river sub 
basin with some peat and poorly drained areas in the upper reaches and at the monitoring station. 

 
EPA characterisation identified nutrient pollution impacting on Lissaphobble_010. The information on 
the Eden App identified impact to the groundwater (low DO, nutrients). Diffuse nutrient loss from 
agriculture was also noted. The stream is sluggish and is likely groundwater fed. The EPA biologist 
noted in the 2020 survey that an animal access site is located just downstream of the sample point 
with cattle observed in the river and extensive dung deposited in the riparian zone. This will be 
assessed during LCA. The Lissaphobble_010 flows through the peat (27%), poorly drained (37%) and 
the well-drained area (33%) of the river sub basin. There are approximately 209 herd numbers in the 
waterbody (based on 2014 LPIS data) and there are no derogation farms. 

 

EPA characterisation identified nutrient pollution and altered habitat due to Morphological changes 
as impacts on the Mountain (Roscommon)_010 were. Diffuse nutrient and siltation loss from 
agriculture suspected in 2017 by the EPA biologist. The Mountain (Roscommon)_010 is predominately 
in the poorly drained area (76%) with some peat soil (23%) in the river sub basin and there are no 
derogation farms. 
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Figure 7 Soils Wet and Dry Map for Tulsk PAA 

 

 
Figure 8 Near surface phosphate susceptibility for Tulsk PAA 
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Figure 9 Surface water Phosphate PIP map for Tulsk PAA 
 
 
 

3.1.2 Hydromorphology (Sub category - Channelisation) 
 
The Strokestown District Drainage Scheme is contained within the Scramoge_SC_010 subcatchment 
and includes several of the Tulsk PAA water bodies. Hydromorphology has been identified as a 
significant pressure on three water bodies in the PAA - Lissaphobble_010, Scramoge_040 and 
Strokestown_010, with channelisation as the sub pressure associated. The historic channelisation is 
associated with the peat and poorly draining sections of the subcatchment. The impacts associated 
with this pressure are altered habitat due to hydrological changes and altered habitat due to 
morphological changes. 

 
The two EPA operational monitoring stations for the Lissaphobble_010 have a moderate 
Morphological Quality Index (MQI) Class (Figure 10) . The upstream station Lissaphobble ς Bridge d/s 
Loughannatryna has a standard weighting with a high impact for: 1. the presence of two bridges, 2. 
the presence of OPW channels and 3. historic modification within cut/reclaimed peat. The 
downstream station Br NE of Lissonuffy has a standard weighting with a high impact for: 1. The 
presence of a farm bridge, a bridge and a weir and 2. the presence of OPW channels. 
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The EPA operational station for the Scramoge_040 (Scramoge Bridge) has a moderate MQI class and 
a peat weighting with high impact for: 1. The presence of a bridge, 2. The presence of OPW channels 
and 3. historic modification within cut/reclaimed peat. 

 
The three EPA operational stations for the Strokestown_010 have a moderate MQI class. The 
upstream station (Bridge at S. end of Strokestown) has a standard weighting with high impact for: 1. 
The presence of three bridge, 2. Alteration of sediment discharge in the reach and 3. The presence of 
OPW channels. The middle station (D/s strokestown at standing stone) has a peat weighting with high 
impact for: 1. The presence of a farm bridge and 2 bridges, 2. The presence of OPW channels and 
3. historic modification within cut/reclaimed peat. The downstream station (Br near Toberpatrick 
House) has a peat weighting with high impact for: 1. The presence of OPW channels and 2. historic 
modification within cut/reclaimed peat. 

 
Fish is driving the status on the Scramoge_040 due to habitat loss. A Pers. Comms from Inland Fisheries 
Ireland has confirmed that there has been no fish surveys carried out on this river since 2008. The 
district drainage scheme is having a negative impact such as the creation of deeper slower habitats 
which favour non-native coarse fish. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 10 MQI reaches within the Tulsk PAA 
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3.1.3 Domestic Waste Water (Sub category- Communal system discharge) 
Domestic Waste water has been identified as a significant pressure via EPA characterisation (3rd cycle) 
on the Mountain (Roscommon)_010 river waterbody. The associated impact is nutrient pollution. 
There is a Section 4 discharge (Kilkishin Homes WP-06-05A (Figure 11) for a housing development 
(approx. 50 houses) at Scramoge approximately 4 km upstream of the operational monitoring station 
(1km u/s Kilglass Lough (RS26M0301000)). Initially only a few houses were occupied and the 
treatment plant operated reasonably well. However, the developer went into receivership and all the 
houses were sold and occupied. The treatment of waste water ceased as maintenance ceased. In 2019 
agreement was reached with fund holders and the treatment plant is now in the control of the 
Planning section of Roscommon County Council. The plant is now operating but not satisfactorily. 

 
There have been numerous exceedances of the discharge licence limits for ammonia, BOD, COD, 
suspended solids and total p (Table 8). The Developer Provided Infrastructure (DPI) Site - Scramoge 
consisting of Scramoge Manor and The Rookery located in Scramoge. The site is located upstream of 
stations 26S010700 (Scramoge River, Bridge u/s Kilgass Lough) & 26M030100 (Mountain River, Bridge 
u/s Kilglass Lough). This DPI Site was not recommended for funding under the current multi-annual 
programme as upgrading by Irish Water of their enabling infrastructure needs to be advanced before 
they can be recommended by the Panel for funding their resolution.This is expected to provide 
detailed information and costings to guide on appropriate options to achieve the best solutions for 
capital investment, operation and maintenance in perpetuity of DPI estates of this nature for use in 
future planning of DPI programmes.15 

 
 

An assimilative capacity calculation was performed for 2019 and 2020 using the appropriate yearly 
monitoring data associated with the section 4. The 2019 calculation does not demonstrate an 
assimilative capacity issue, however there is a headroom capacity issue for ammonia using the 
notional clean (63%) and adjusted background figures (59%).The 2020 calculation does not 
demonstrate an assimilative capacity issue, however there is a headroom capacity issue for ammonia 
using notional clean figures (51%) with the adjusted background nearing the 50% boundary at 48%. 

 
Table 8 Annual average Compliance Monitoring for Kilkishin Homes 

 

Parameter Discharge License limit 2019 2020 

Ammonia N 20mg/l 29.194 23.46 

BOD 20mg/l 28.536 40 
COD 125mg/l 155 185.83 

Ortho-phosphate - 3.982 3.467 

Suspended Solids 30mg/l 51.82 90 

Nitrate - 1.331 6.340 

pH Min:6.5 Max: 8.5 7.239 7.053 

Total phosphorus 1mg/l 4.393 5.497 

 
There is another Section 4 Discharge (Fourmilehouse housing association WP-03-04) in the 
Lissaphobble_010 subbasin which discharges to groundwater (Figure 11). This was not identified as a 
significant pressure during EPA characterisation. A Pers. Comms from Roscommon County Council has 
confirmed that there have been historic issues with breaches of the discharge licence limits but since 

 
 

15 Multi-Annual Developer Provided Water Services Infrastructure Resolution Programme 2019-2021. Report 
No 1 of the Expert Panel ς Evaluation of bids received under the multi-annual programme 
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the WwTP was upgraded in 2018 it is by and large in compliant with licence conditions, and some 
recent non-compliances can be attributed to maintenance issues at the plant. 

 

 
Figure 11 Section 4 licences within the Mountain (Roscommon)_010 

 
3.1.4 Anthropogenic Pressures (Sub category- Unknown) 
EPA characterisation identified Slieve Bawn Windfarm as a significant pressure on the Mountain 
(Roscommon)_010 river waterbody with sediment identified as the significant issue. The area included 
a large area of clear fell with significant infrastructure installed, including A road network. There have 
been intense rainfall events and associated allegations on increased run off from the Slieve Bawn. The 
windfarm featured in local media in June 2016 in relation to the extensive flooding in the area. There 
was also a feature in the same month about the lack of evidence to suggest the forestry was to blame 
for the flooding. Engineers on site said, άThey observed no evidence of damage or recent repairs to the 
check dams, stilling ponds or silt fences ς there was also no evidence of soil erosion on the slopes of 
ǘƘŜ ōŀƴƪǎ ƻǊ Ƴƻǳƴǘŀƛƴ ǎƛŘŜΦέ The construction phase started in Spring 2015 to September 2016 16. 
There is an extensive drainage network from Slieve Bawn to tributaries of the Lissaphobble_010 which 
is upstream of the Mountain (Roscommon)_010 waterbody. It may be possible that the 
Lissaphobble_010 and Scramoge_040 are also impacted from this pressure, if it is a pressure. This will 
require assessment during fieldwork however given the construction phase is complete, it will not be 
possible to establish construction related impacts (Figure 12). If there are ongoing impacts from the 
site, these can be captured. 

 
 
 

16 Project Details - Sliabh Bawn Windfarm 

https://www.sliabhbawnwindfarm.ie/project-details/
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Figure 12 Slieve Bawn Windfarm Location 

Other issues and pressures in the PAA 

3.1.5 Urban Wastewater (Sub category- Agglomeration PE < 500) 
The Tulsk and Environs Agglomeration PE < 500 (Figure 13) was identified as a significant pressure in 
the second cycle but has been updated to not significant for the 3rd cycle (WFD App accessed on 
05/02/2021). 

 
Tulsk WWTP is located to the north of the village (north of Carrownageelaun townland), where the 
sewer network coming from the east flows by gravity through the N5 Primary Road into the WWTP. 
The sewer coming from the west of the village flows by gravity into a Pumping Station beside the 
Ogulla River, where it is pumped to the WWTP. This pumping station has no emergency overflow and 
there is no monitoring or sampling point data available. The agglomeration has a population 
equivalent (p.e.) of 444 (2011). The WWTP provides primary, secondary and tertiary treatment and 
has a design capacity of 820 p.e. The wastewater network is a separate system and there are no storm 
water overflows.17 

 
The Tulsk WWTP discharges into the Ogulla River (which is in the Scramoge_010 subbasin) at the 
primary discharge point SW1 (Figure 13). There is one secondary discharge point (SW2) within the 

 

17 Tulsk Wastewater Certificate of Authorisation application December 2009 
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Waste Water network agglomeration (Pumping Station) which is located at the river crossing in the 
village. The sewer network was constructed in 2006/2007. Following the network completion, the 
WWTP was constructed in 2007/2008. The WWTP was operated by Roscommon County Council up to 
2013. The plant was included in the 13no. Towns & Villages sewage scheme DBO (Design Build & 
Operate) contract and received some minor upgrades in 2013. The plant has been operated by EPS 
Ltd on behalf of RCC/IW since 2013. 

 
There is no hydrochemistry data available for the Scramoge_010 river waterbody. The upstream 
compliance monitoring for the COA is undertaken at the secondary discharge point (SW2). The 
downstream compliance monitoring location is undertaken at 950m d/s of the pre-wfd station (Ogulla- 
Br 1km NE of Tulsk). 

 
An EPA Office of Environmental Enforcement (OEE) audit in May 2018 found the plant to be well 
managed on the day of the site visit with no apparent impact on downstream water quality from a 
review of the ambient water quality data. The only compliance monitoring data available is associated 
with this audit. However, in LAWPROs opinion, this hydrochemistry is once off and is not sufficient 
evidence to deem that the WwTP is not having a negative impact on water quality. LAWPRO undertook 
an assimilative capacity calculation using upstream notional clean figures and treatment removal 
efficiency and estimated effluent concentrations18. The results of this assessment indicate that there 
ƛǎ ŀ ƘŜŀŘǊƻƻƳ ƛǎǎǳŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘƛǎ Ǉƭŀƴǘ ŦƻǊ ŀƳƳƻƴƛŀ όст҈ύΦ .ŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ [!²twhΩǎ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ ǘǊŜŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 
assessment of urban wastewater as a significant pressure, the deskstudy indicates that UWW is a 
significant pressure and the impact will be assessed through LCA using the Certificate of Authorisation 
methodology. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

18 LAWPRO Assessment of Urban Wastewater as Significant pressure (Focusing on Primary Discharge) 
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Figure 13 Tulsk and Environs agglomeration and COA Map 
 

 

Other Issues and Pressures within the PAA 

 

3.2.1 Urban Wastewater (Sub category- Agglomeration PE of 1,001-2,000) 
 

The Strokestown WWTP is located in the townland of Cloonradoon , Strokestown. The town is served 

by a foul system which is partially combined sewerage system. The various branch sewers with 

peripheral pumping station eventually discharge to the Strokestown waste water treatment plant. The 

WwTP provides tertiary treatment and has a design capacity of 3060 P.E. The Strokestown WwTP 

discharges into the Scramoge river (Strokestown_010) at the primary discharge point SW1. The 

secondary discharge point at Lisroyne pumping station, Lisroyne Townland, (SW2) is a reinforced 

concrete structure. The secondary discharge point is a manhole adjacent to the entrance of 

Strokestown house in the Lisroyne / Farnbeg townland, (SW3) is a precast concrete manhole. 

 

 
An EPA Office of Environmental Enforcement (OEE) audit in September 2018 found that on the day of 
the inspection Irish Water satisfied the requirements of the waste water discharge licence in the areas 
inspected. The sample taken on the day of the inspection was found to comply with Condition 
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3 of the licence. However, in LAWPROs opinion, this hydrochemistry is once off and is not sufficient 
evidence to deem that the WwTP is not having a negative impact on water quality. 

 
LAWPRO undertook an assimilative capacity calculation using AER data. In 2019 there was a headroom 
issue for orthophosphate using both notional clean figures (53%) and the AER data (61%). Based on 
[!²twhΩǎ ŘŜŎƛǎƛon tree for the assessment of urban wastewater as a significant pressure, the 
deskstudy indicates that UWW is a significant pressure and the impact will be assessed through LCA 
using our LCA methodology. 

 

The upstream compliance monitoring for the WwTP is undertaken at the secondary discharge point 
(SW2) (Br at S. end of Strokestown) . The downstream compliance monitoring location is undertaken 
at the EPA operational monitoring station ( D/S Strokestown at Standing Stone) (Figure 14). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 14 Strokestown agglomeration map 
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3.2.2 Peat Extraction 
There are no industrial peat extraction sites within the Tulsk PAA. There is an extensive area of 
privately owned peatland in the Lissaphobble_010 sub basin and a smaller area in the Mountain 
(Roscommon)_010 sub basin (Figure 15). The EPA monitoring station driving the status in the 
Lissaphobble_010 is Bridge d/s Loughannatryna which is upstream of the peatland in the sub basin. 
This is a potamon lake influenced station with heavy substrate siltation (2020). The downstream 
monitoring station nearest the peatland is Br NE of Lissonuffy which was at good status in 2014, 
deteriorated to moderate status in 2017 and improved to good status in 2020. This is a typical riffle 
glide habitat which had slight to moderate substrate siltation (2020). The deterioration in status in 
2017 at this station may be attributed to peat harvesting but this is difficult to ascertain due to the 
lack of hydrochemistry. 

 
In the Mountain (Roscommon)_010 sub basin the peatland crosses the PAA boundary and is located 
on the left bank of the river. There is a network of drains on the peatland and also from the peat and 
poorly drained soils which confluence with the river approximately 50m upstream of the EPA 
monitoring point 1km u/s Kilglass Lough which is currently only achieving poor status (2020 Q value). 
In 2017, at this monitoring station heavy substrate siltation was noted with 30% silt while in the 2020 
survey moderate substrate siltation was noted. 

 

 
Figure 15 Peatland Locations 
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3.2.3 Abstraction - quarry 

 
An abstraction pressure was listed as a pressure change in the EPA Storyboards for the 3rd cycle 
characterisation for the Lissaphobble_010 river waterbody. The quarry is not listed as a pressure on 
EDEN. 

 
Abstraction Impact -Quarry. Group water scheme supply -Carnalasson spring) -Spring & quarry sump. 
Draft abstraction pressure status ςModerate. Impact potentially over estimated based on desk study. 
Quarry is the largest abstraction pressure and associated quarry discharge is likely underestimated, 
also spring discharge in Rkc so likely a larger source zone area than modelled although station 26232 
('98-'99) shows stream can have some v. low flows in summer 0.04m3/s in July catchment size 46km2 
(Figure 16). A Pers Comms. from Roscommon County Council has confirmed that Carnalasson is a 
spring rather than being a borehole abstraction, so it is less likely to impact on ground waters. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 16 Quarry Abstraction Map 
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3.2.4 Anthropogenic- N5 Ballaghaderreen to Scramoge Road Development 
The project comprises the construction of 34km of new single carriageway road that will extend from 

the western end of the existing N5 Ballaghaderreen Bypass to the townland of Scramoge in County 

Roscommon, bypassing the towns and villages of Frenchpark, Bellanagare, Tulsk and Strokestown. A 

Pers. Comms form the project co-ordinator has confirmed that the construction contract has not been 

awarded yet, therefore the Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) has yet to be 

developed and an ecological clerk of works will be appointed before construction starts (May 2021). 

The principal potential impacts to the receiving waters are associated with the proposed road crossing 

points and the potential for sediment loading and associated road drainage pollutants entering such 

watercourses during both construction and operational phases, if not properly managed via the CEMP. 

There is also potential for hydrological and hydrogeological impacts to the complex karst drainage 

system which has been identified across the project area. 

Clear span bridges are proposed to avoid constructing piers in-stream at the Scramoge River crossing. 

The Strokestown River is also crossed by the proposed road development using a box culvert structure 

which provides a complete span of the channel given the relatively smaller river channel size. Figure 

17 below illustrates the route as it crosses the Strokestown_010 and Scramoge_040 river 

waterbodies.19 
 

Figure 17 Route Corridor Map 
 

 

19 Volume 2A EIAR Chapter 1 - 10 - Roscommon County Council (roscommoncoco.ie) 

http://www.roscommoncoco.ie/en/Services/Roads/Publications-and-Information/N5-Ballaghaderreen-to-Scramoge-Road-Project/Environmental-Impact-Assessment-Report/V-2A-EIAR-Chp-1-10/
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3.2.5 Strokestown Landfill 
Strokestown Landfill is approximately 2km south west of the town of Strokestown and it has been 
closed since 1999. The landfill is not identified as a significant pressure however surface water 
monitoring results from 2014-2015 provided by Roscommon County Council shows significantly 
elevated ammonia, ortho-phosphate, and BOD readings in the surface water location downstream of 
the landfill (SW3) (Figure 18 and Table 9). Monitoring of the landfill ceased after 2015 and there is no 
AER data available. At present, there is no remediation plan in place. There is a direct pathway to the 
Strokestown_010 waterbody via a drainage network. The operational station Bridge at S. end of 
Strokestown is 1.7km downstream of the landfill and upstream of the WwTP. There have been multiple 
exceedances of the mean EQS for ammonia and BOD between 2017-2020 and two exceedances in the 
ortho-phosphate on 30th July 2019 and 20th August 2020 (WFD river monitoring). The only time there 
was an exceedance in all three parameters was on the 20th of August 2020. On the 9th of December 
2020, the ammonia and BOD were both elevated (Figure 19). In order to see if the nutrients are coming 
from the same source a statistical correlation was under taken. There is a weak correlation between 
ammonia and BOD (R2 = 0.0385) and between ammonia and ortho- phosphate (R2 = 0.0644) which 
suggests they are not originating from the same source. 

 

 
Figure 18 Strokestown Landfill location 
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Table 9 Surface Water Monitoring at Strokestown Landfill between 2014-2015 
 

Date Station Ammonia (mg/L) BOD(mg/L) Ortho-phosphate 
(mg/L) 

25/06/2014 Surface Water 2 18.97 4.19 <0.006 

25/06/2014 Surface Water 3 6.69 5.1 0.32 

29/07/2015 Surface Water 1 4.2 56 0.133 

29/07/2015 Surface Water 2 0.255 2.2 0.035 

29/07/2015 Surface Water 3 0.166 2.2 0.051 
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Figure 19 Graphs of ammonia, BOD and ortho-phosphate at Bridge at S. end of Strokestown 
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