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Species Name: Margaritifera margaritifera

within the Member state

Species Code S1029
Member State United Kingdom
Biogeographic regions concerned | ATL

1.1 Range map

No map available
for this feature

1.2 Distribution map

2.1 Biogeographic region

No map available
for this feature

ATL
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2.3 Range of speciesin the biogeographic region or marineregion

2.3.1 Surface range of the species | Unknown

(sq km)

2.3.2 Date of range determination | 05/2007

2.3.3 Quality of dataconcerning | Poor

range

2.3.4 Range trend Decreasing (-)

2.3.5 Range trend magnitude (%) | Unknown

2.3.6 Range trend period 1994-2006

2.3.7 Reasons for reported trend | 3 - Direct human influence; 4 - Indirect anthropo or zoogenic influence;

2.4 Population

2.4.1 Population size estimation Minimum 66 Maximum 66
Units Other Viable populations

2.4_.2 D_ate of population 2006

estimation

2.4.3 Method used for population | 2 - Extrapolation from surveys of part of the popul ation

estimation

2.4.4 Quality of populationdata | Moderate

2.4.5 Population trend Decreasing (-)

2.4.6 Population trend magnitude | Unknown

(%)

2.4.7 Population trend period 2002-2006

2.4.8 Reasons for reported trend | 3 - Direct human influence; 4 - Indirect anthropo or zoogenic influence; Not

applicable

2.4.9 Justification of % thresholds
for trends (optional)

2.4.10 Main pressures

161 - Planting; 240 - Taking / Removal of fauna, general; 530 - Improved
accessto site; 701 - water pollution; 830 - Canalisation; 850 - Modification
of hydrographic functioning, general; 852 - modifying structures of inland
water courses; 910 - Silting up; 952 - eutrophication; 953 - acidification;

2.4.11 Threats

161 - Planting; 240 - Taking / Removal of fauna, general; 530 - Improved
accessto site; 701 - water pollution; 830 - Canalisation; 850 - Modification
of hydrographic functioning, genera; 852 - modifying structures of inland
water courses; 910 - Silting up; 952 - eutrophication; 953 - acidification;

2.5 Habitat for the speciesin the biogeographic region or marineregion

2.5 Habitats for the species

The freshwater pearl mussel burrows into sandy substrates, often between
boulders and pebbles, in fast-flowing rivers and streams. It requires cool,
well-oxygenated soft water free of pollution or turbidity. The mussel spends




itslarval, or glochidial, stage attached to the gills of salmonid fish.

2.5.2 Areaestimation (sgq km) Unknown

2.5.3 Date of estimation 05/2007

2.5.4 Quality of data Poor

2.5.5 Trend of the habitat Stable (=)

2.5.6 Trend period 2002-2006

2.5.7 Reasons for reported trend 3 - Direct human influence; 4 - Indirect anthropo or zoogenic influence;
2.6 Future prospects

2.6 Euture prospects for the Ba(_j prospects Species likely to become extinct in the biogeographical
species region

2.7 Complementary information

2.7.1 Favourablereferencerange | 56389
(sq km)

2.7.2 Favourable reference 80
population

2.7.3 Suitable Habitat for the Unknown
species

2.7.4 Other relevant information

2.8 Conclusions

(assessment of conservation status at end of reporting period)

(2.3) Range (U1-) - Inadequate and deteriorating
(2.4) Population (U2-) - Bad and deteriorating

(2.5) Habitat for the species (U2) - Bad

(2.6) Future prospects (U2) - Bad

Overall assessment

(U2-) - Bad and deteriorating




