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Catchment

Total size: 670 km2   / length 78 km

Size upstream lower
border of project area: 450 km2   / length 36 km

Forest: 42,8%
but +/-60% of forest consists 
of coniferous trees

Agriculture: 54,6%

Residential area: 2,3%

Water surface: 0,3%



PROJECT EXECUTING ORGANIZATION
RUNTIME: DECEMBER 2005- AUGUST 2011

BUDGET: 2.264.062 €
Contribution EU:50%

National Partners:50%

Restauration des populations de moules perlières en 

Ardennes (LIFE 05 NAT/L/000116)



Problems identified

1 Substrate quality not sufficient (Fine sediments)

2 Water quality not sufficient (Nutrients)

3 Few host fish in tributaries (Migration obstacles)

4 Little or no recruitment (No juveniles)



MAIN OBJECTIVES

Habitat restoration at tributaries

Construction of a rearing facility

Monitoring

Public awareness 



Project area

Upper Our valley in Luxembourg 

with tributaries



Problem: Erosion / Interstitial clogging 



Problem: Erosion / Interstitial clogging 





Objective Done

Removal of spruce tree 4ha 7,15 ha (178%)



Objective Done

Plantation of 
deciduous
forest

4ha 6,44 ha (161%)



Problem: Erosion / Interstitial clogging 
Removal of spruce trees

Pros Cons

No problem to achieve the 

objective of 4 ha

Clear cuts with all the 

respective problems, sediment 

release, nutriment release

Subsequent planting of 

deciduous forest possible

Use of heavy machines causing 

damage to forest soil 

Mid and long term stabilization 

of river banks 

Difficult if not impossible to 

see any effect in the main 

stream



Problem: Erosion / Interstitial clogging 





Objective Done

Fence 2.500m 2527m (101%)



Objective Done

Cattle-
bridge

4 5 (125%)

Objective Done

Watering-
places

10 7 (70%)



Problem: Erosion / Interstitial clogging 
Fence and watering places

Pros Cons

No problem to achieve the 

objectives

Farmers need to take care of 

the equipment

Subsequent growth of herb 

layer, stabilizing the river bank 

Difficult if not impossible to 

see any effect in the main 

stream



Problem: Natural transport of gravel



20 m3 of gravel added at 5 sites
every year



Problem: Natural transport of gravel
Dumping gravel 

Pros Cons

No problem to achieve the 

objective

Many gravel banks not stable

Use of local schist gravel was 

possible

Gravel banks are quickly 

covered by a fine sediment 

layer

Formation of new gravel banks 

visible

New gravel banks become 

clogged by fine sediments



Monitoring



Interstitial 2007 / 2009 



Interstitial 2011
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•No effect on the water quality was observable (Nutrients, Turbidity, 

Redox)

•No evaluation of the measures were possible

•Correlation between nutrient concentration, rainfall and discharge was 

visible



Problem: Host Fish



Transformation or removal of 12
migration obstacles



Monitoring



Problem: Host fish
Migration obstacles

Pros Cons

No problem to achieve the 

objective

Costs were higher than 

estimated at the beginning

After transformation: 9 of 12 

obstacles passable

More than 6 km of tributaries 

again connected with the main 

stream

Natural reproduction observed



Lessons learned

Try to work on the whole catchment or at least 
on the part of the catchment upstream the project area.

Try to solve the problems as close to the origin (source)
of the problem as possible.

Try to avoid large areas of clear-cut, under-plant spruce forest 
with common beech.

Optimize size of introduced gravel and try to stabilize the banks.



Monitoring

- More focused monitoring 
on a smaller scale

-More monitoring in the 
tributaries than in the main 
stream

-Take time to develop a 
strong pre- and post-restoration 
monitoring design



PROJECT EXECUTING ORGANIZATION
RUNTIME: SEPTEMBER 2012- FEBRUARY 

2018

BUDGET: 2.057.068 €
Contribution EU:50%

National Partners:50%

Restoration of Unio crassus rivers in the Luxembourgish 

Ardennes (LIFE 11 NAT/LU/857)



Ernährung

Bilder von Pr. Richard Neves

Life Cycle of Unio crassus

Hostfish: Cottus gobio, Phoxinus phoxinus

Size 200 µmSize: 200 µm

Size: up to 10 cm

Age : 20-25 years



Our 10.000
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Unio crassus Populations in the Ardennes



40 Agro-Environmental-Measures





Installation of 60 water evacuation grids 



– Monitoring the headwaters of the tributaries

– Monitoring the confluence 

Monitoring in 
the tributaries 
next to the 
measures!!!!



http://www.margaritifera.eu

http://www.unio.lu
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