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1.

Valuing pollinator services

It is estimated that 84% of EU crops (valued at £12.6 billion per year) and 80% of wildflowers rely on
insect pollination. They provide an excellent indicator of the health of our environment and
underpin essential services.
Yet pollinators have been taken for granted and until recently it was expected that they would
always be there to carry out their free services. Collapses in pollinator populations in China and
parts of the United States have had big economic impacts and, if current trends continue, we will not
have enough EU wild pollinators (in terms of both numbers and variety) for all the crops our growing
population requires. Pollinators are also essential in pollinating Europe’s wild flowers which are
essential to sustain the flower rich semi natural grasslandsand the restored flower stripson which
Europe’s invertebrates depend for feeding.
Declines in European flying bees, moths and other pollinators, such as the 76% decline in insect
biomass in 27 years on German nature reserves, are significantly greater than those observed with
regard to plants, birds and mammals. Invertebrates are the very heart of our ecosystems.
Pollinator declines can be addressed, but this requires coordinated action at a local level. To
safeguard the economic value of pollinators they should be incorporated into natural capital
accounting and payments for ecosystem services.
Corporations whose business model is threatened by declining pollinators, or whose business model
threatens pollinators, should be required to account for these risks and effects and encouraged to
take action to address them.
Drivers addressed
Complacency and disregard
Potential activities
1. Governments and local authorities encouraged and supported in developing and
implementing pollinator action plans.
2. Valuation of pollination services undertaken and incorporated into agricultural strategies.
3. Corporate reporting reviewed and pollinator risks and threats included.

Audiences to engage – National Governments, Regional and Local authorities, farmer
representatives, DG Agri, business representatives, the public

2.

Improving pollinator monitoring and science

Many key pollinator groups are not well recorded or monitored and identification resources are
either unavailable or difficult to use. The design of monitoring schemes is critical to the type and
quality of data collected, and the right sort of monitoring will provide sound information for gauging
how pollinators are faring, and/or determining what we can do to protect and enhance their
populations.
A better understanding of pollinator ecology and the causes of decline will enable the design and
implementation of cost effective remediation measures.
There are some sections of the “European Council 2006 European Strategy for the Conservation of
Invertebrates” that are particularly relevant to maintaining knowledge and fostering
expertise.https://wcd.coe.int/com.instranet.InstraServlet?command=com.instranet.CmdBlobGet&In
stranetImage=1310560&SecMode=1&DocId=1436796&Usage=2
Potential activities
1. National and Regional Governments supported in establishing standardised pollinator
monitoring programmes, as promoted by the FAO - http://www.fao.org/3/a-i5367e.pdf
2. EU level support for and coordination of pollinator monitoring data from systematic and
volunteer based schemes.
3. Increased research efforts targeted at understanding pollinator ecology and declines and
findings translated into policy messages and practical action on the ground.
4. Support and funding for insect taxonomy and supporting the development of expertise.
Drivers addressed
Lack of knowledge
Audiences to engage – National and Regional Governments, Scientific Institutions and Academies,
EFSA (https://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/press/news/170522-0), wildlife NGOs.

3.

Reducing the risk to pollinators from pesticides

Currently there are over four hundred active substances approved for use in pesticide protection
products in the EU. Since the approval process started in 1991, over a hundred have been banned
due to their subsequent detrimental effect on the environment or human health. This indicates that
the current testing procedure for approval is inadequate, notably demonstrated by the recent partial
and temporary neonicotinoid ban.

There are numerous issues surrounding the testing procedure:
• higher level field studies are only undertaken on honeybees, that do not reflect the
sensitivity levels of other non-target organisms (e.g. wild bees, butterflies, moths and
hoverflies);
• acute toxicity tests only take place on around seven sentinel species;
• tests are aimed at detecting direct fatalities, current and future plant protection products
are likely to have ecosystem level and long-term reproductive effects that will not be
assessed with the current tests;
• the ‘cocktail effect’ of pesticides in combination with each other is not taken into account;
• independent studies that show detrimental effects are not taken into consideration quickly
enough after the chemical has been approved;
• when environmental impacts of pesticides are called into question there is too much
emphasis on proving harm, rather than the onus being on the chemical companies to prove
that they are safe;
• pre-approval studies are often wrapped up in commercial secrecy that does not allow for
independent analysis; and
• regulatory studies do not use tests of statistical significance so are not scientifically robust.
The sale of pesticides to farmers is often commission based, with the middleman getting paid by the
pesticide company on the basis of the volume of pesticide sold. Such systems of financial reward
introduce a strong bias against the interests of the customer, and in the case of agritoxins against
the environment and the public as well. Commission based selling is not allowed in other industries
where a close relationship exists between the advisor and individual (e.g. medicines and financial
products). This problem has been recognised by President Macron who has vowed to break the
linkhttp://news.agropages.com/News/NewsDetail---23962.htm.
The sale of banned pesticides by Western companies to other countries outside the EU with less
rigorous, or in 35% of countries no, pesticide regulation has been described by the UN Human Rights
Council as a clear human rights abuse. It is also a clear abuse of the planet’s pollinator services. The
UN OHCHR has proposed a global convention to bring pesticides under control http://www.ohchr.org/EN/NewsEvents/Pages/DisplayNews.aspx?NewsID=21306
Cities, boroughs and local authorities often have very significant nursery, planting and land
maintenance operations. Local authorities can use significant volumes of pesticides, but this is not
necessary, for instance Paris is now “pesticide free”.
Potential activities
1. Robustness of the EU pesticide approval ‘test method’ for pollinators reviewed and stronger
evidence base for a wider range of pollinator species considered.
2. Integrated Pest Management (IPM) and the Sustainable Use Directive further developed,
and implemented effectively.
3. Farmers able to trust agronomists to provide independent advice that has their best
interests at heart, the link between farm advice and income from pesticide sales broken.
4. Local Authorities supported in becoming completely pesticide free.

5. The EU shows leadership in the development of a Global Convention on Pesticides, that
brings uniformity to transparency, approval and safety.
Drivers addressed
Pesticides
Audiences to engage –National, Regional and local governments, farmer representatives, EFSA ,DG
SANTE, pesticide industry, UN.

4.

Wildflower rich landscapes restored and reconnected

Wildflower rich landscapes and the vibrant populations of bees and other wildlife that they support
are fantastic for people – our lives, and our descendants lives, will be richer if there are more such
places in the countryside.
Agricultural intensification in our countryside, in conjunction with loss of land to urban
development, has resulted in a decline of wildflower-rich habitats – 97% of the UK’s wildflower-rich
grasslands have gone since the 1930s. Monitoring by EU Member States in accordance with the EU
Habitats Directive has shown that grassland ecosystems, dependent on agriculture are one of the
most threatened habitatsand in the poorest conservation status.
Many areas of wildflower-rich habitat now exist as small patches often isolated from each other by
large expanses of less wildlife-friendly habitat. This fragmentation leaves populations of insect
pollinators marooned and unable to move in response to environmental change, such as climate
change. Inappropriate management regimes, such as early mowing kill the larval life stagesof some
pollinatorsand so prevent their reproduction. Abandonment of semi natural grassland , allowing
them to be dominated by rank vegetation, rather than herb rich species, is another important driver
of pollinator declines.
Agri-environmental measures have been slow at reversing these declines in habitat extent and
quality. Much of the action that has been taken has been diffused across the countryside and not
targeted in a structured or cost effective manner. Often there is a lack of professional ecological
advice available to land managers to assist with the delivery of biodiversity outcomes. Incentives to
farmers for sustainable management of grasslands are inadequate and not competitive with support
for alternative practices that can be damaging to biodiversity.
Large areas of wildflower-rich habitat mosaics must be restored and created at a landscape scale to
provide essential food and shelter for pollinators.
A network of corridorscan be mapped at a local level, joining existing and proposed wildlife rich
areas, and extending across the EU. When 10% of a line is wildflower rich it will be enabling
pollinators and other wildlife to thrive and disperse. This is the most cost effective approach to
restoring grassland biodiversity and engaging local communities in agricultural improvement.

This could be seen as a significant contribution to delivering Article 10 of the Habitats Directive:
“Member States shall endeavour, where they consider it necessary, in their land-use
planning and development policies and, in particular, with a view to improving the
ecological coherence af the Natura 2000 network, to encourage the management of
features of the landscape which are of major importance for wild fauna and flora.
Such features are those which, by virtue of their linear and continuous structure (such as
rivers with their banks or the traditional systems for marking field boundaries) or their
function as stepping stones (such as ponds or small woods), are essential for the migration,
dispersal and genetic exchange of wild species.”
This would address the finding of the ‘Evaluation Study to support the Fitness Check of
the Birds and Habitats Directives’ (March 2016) “there is little evidence that Member States are
taking additional measures to implement Articles 3 and 10 of the Habitats Directive, even though
they appear to be necessary.”
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/legislation/fitness_check/docs/study_evaluation_support
_fitness_check_nature_directives.pdf
Potential activities
1. Remaining areas of wild flowers, semi n natural meadows and existing High Nature Value
agriculture maintained, supported and promoted.
2. Habitat-linking wildflower rich corridors mapped and then integrated into existing
management schemes and policies to target cost effective habitat restoration and creation.
3. Transport infrastructure incorporates pollinator friendly habitats.
4. Agri-environment schemes with adequately funded pollinator habitat options and these
should be targeted, using high quality spatial data, to deliver habitat for priority pollinator
species – linked to CAP reform.
5. Independent expert farm advice affordable or funded to run alongside agrienvironment
expenditure.
NB Vlinderstichting have some negative experiences with wildflower rich corridors managed by farmers. There
is a national debate on this issue in the Netherlands in December 2017.

Drivers addressed
Habitat destruction and fragmentation; climate change (adaptation).
Audiences to engage –National, Regional and local governments, farmer and landowner
representatives, DG Agri, DG MOVE, NGOs.

5.

Tackling declines in rare and threatened pollinator species

Resilient ecosystems are rich in species and the future value of a pollinator species may be much
greater than we can predict now. A stitch in time saves nine so it makes sense to halt declines now
so that extinctions are prevented.
Across Europe 38% of bee and hoverfly species are in decline; only 12% are increasing. (Alarm data)
“The European Red List of Bees provides, for the first time, factual information on the status of all
bees in Europe, nearly 2,000 species. This new assessment shows us that 9% of bees are threatened
with extinction in Europe mainly due to habitat loss as a result of agriculture intensification (e.g.,
changes in agricultural practices including the use of pesticides and fertilisers), urban development,
increased frequency of fires and climate change.” Pia Bucella
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/conservation/species/redlist/downloads/European_bees.
pdf
NB The Dutch government is currently working on a national bee strategy. They ask NGO's and companies to
come up with actions, then the government integrates this in a single plan. So, Dutch government is limited to
collecting initiatives from "the market".

Of 482 species of butterfly in the EU “nearly 9% of butterflies are threatened and a further 10% are
Near Threatened almost a third (31%) of the butterflies have significantly declining populations.
Unfortunately, the drivers for these declines are mostly still in place. The loss and decline of their
habitat poses the main threat, either in relation to intensification of agriculture or abandonment of
land.” LadislavMiko
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/conservation/species/redlist/downloads/European_butter
flies.pdf
“nearly 11% of saproxylic beetles are threatened. Almost 14% of the assessed beetles (60 species)
are thought to have significantly declining populations. Unfortunately, the drivers for these declines
are mostly still in place. The loss and decline of their habitat poses the main threat, either in relation
to logging and wood harvesting in forests or due to a general decline in veteran trees throughout the
landscape.” LadislavMiko
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/conservation/species/redlist/downloads/European_sapro
xylic_beetles.pdf
Despite there being hundreds of pollinator species threatened with extinction in the EU there are, at
most,only 31 species provided with protection by the Habitats Directive, two thirds of these are
butterflies and there is not a single bee.
While the Natura 2000 network contributes to the conservation of many species, there are many
pollinators outside these areas that require conservation action.
Potential activities
1. Efforts to conserve rare and threatened pollinator species, particularly those on the EU red
lists,a clear priority for Governments at all levels.
2. EU species action plans drawn up for a range of unlisted pollinator species.
3. EU Red-listing exercises completed for as yet unassessed groups of pollinators.

4. New funding made available to conserve rare and threatened pollinator species.
NB Vlinderstichting (Dutch Butterfly Conservation) in the Netherlands initiated a Green Deal Infranature in
2016, with 23 big companies and government organisations. See www.infranatuur.net. This may be a useful
xample for other European countries.
They also started the "Idyll" project in 2013. See www.vlinderstichting.nl/idylle. And developed a
method/program to create more flowers, nectar and pollen for butterflies, bees and people in public space.

Drivers addressed
Habitat destruction, degradation, poor management and fragmentation; other factors causing the
unfavourable status of species.
Audiences to engage –National and Regional governments, nature conservation directors and
agencies, farmer and landowner representatives, NGOs, IUCN, environmental funders.

6.

Pollinators around people

Local authorities, businesses and the public can all take action that will help the recovery of
pollinator populations and bring back wildlife into towns and cities.
Urban greenspace can be retained and improved for pollinators. Suitable areas include publicly
managed green spaces such as parks, cemeteries, communal ground in residential areas, school
grounds, and road verges; privately managed green spaces such as private gardens, golf courses,
landscaped areas in business parks, hospitals and company premises; and areas of semi-natural
habitat such as brownfield sites, river banks and railway lines.
The inclusion of flower rich green infrastructure such as green (brown) roofs, living walls and rain
gardens in development proposals provide stepping stones for pollinator species, allowing them to
move and disperse to urban greenspace and the wider landscape.
Quarries and gravel workings can offer major opportunities to boost pollinator levels both in their
active phases (by allowing worked out areas to develop flower-rich conditions) and through careful
restoration. Careful planning would enable more pollinator conservation activity on and near
mineral extraction sites.
Light pollution is increasing rapidly and is a threat to pollinators.
http://advances.sciencemag.org/content/3/11/e1701528.full
https://www.nature.com/articles/nature23288
Pot plants present several risks to pollinators, firstly they can contain peat which is sourced from
flower rich wildlife habitats, secondly they can contain insecticides harmful to bees and thirdly they

can be imported with little biosecurity, introducing disease and species such as the Asian hornet that
feeds on bees.
Potential activities
1. Local and national planning authorities encouraged to expect new developments to
incorporate pollinator friendly green infrastructure – industry standards.
2. Local and national planning authorities encouraged to ensure that sites of high
environmental quality for pollinators should be identified in the local plan, protected from
development and managed to ensure that they continue to provide suitable pollinator
habitat.
3. Local and national planning authorities encouraged and supported in ensuring that mineral
extraction planning and restoration plays role in restoring pollinator populations and
biodiversity in general.
4. Local and national planning authorities encouraged to manage public open space to provide
more nectar, pollen, shelter and nesting areas for pollinators (capital grants?).
5. Individuals, families and businesses supported and encouraged to act for pollinators.
6. Light pollution monitored and reduced.
7. Improved biosecurity for potted plants and soil.
8. Ecolabel for pot-plantsintroduced – addressing growing medium, pesticide status and origin.
9. Certification of pollinator friendly management of public space
Drivers addressed
Insensitive development; lack of ecological processes creating low nutrient soil; low biodiversity
management of public space; lack of availability of advice; light pollution; biosecurity; pesticides.
Audiences to engage –Local and national planning authorities, community and consumer groups,
business representatives, DG Growth, construction industry, lighting manufacturers,investors,
horticulture bodies.

7.

Wild pollinators protected from imported parasites and diseases

Imported bees – honeybees and bumblebees - can spread disease to indigenous bees, causing in
some cases catastrophic crashes of their populations - this has happened to wild American
bumblebees and several times in domesticated honeybees. Commercial bumblebee importers claim
that their stock is disease-free, but a recent published study by the University of Sussex has shown
this to be incorrect. Using locally bred, indigenous bees would avoid this problem, as a first step
much higher standards of biosecurity on bee imports would reduce the risk.
https://www.scopus.com/record/display.uri?eid=2-s2.084890857282&origin=inward&txGid=2e01710b3e3f9fea36aa4c8170380610https://tinyurl.com/yax8
nhdw

Potential activities

1. The cross border transportationor long distance transport of bumblebees and other
pollinators for crop pollination strictly regulated, or stopped in favour of the use of locally
produced, naturally occurring pollinators.
Audiences to engage –National governments, plant health agencies, customs agencies, farmers
representatives, DG Growth

Pollinators listed on the Habitats Directive
Beetles
Goldstreifigerjewel beetle Buprestissplendens
Great capricorn beetle Cerambyxcerdo
Scarlet flat beetle Cucujuscinnaberinus (?pollinator?)
Violet click beetle Limoniscus violaceus
Funereal longhorn Morimusfunereus(?pollinator?)
Hermit beetleOsmodermaeremita(?pollinator?)
Rosalia longhorn Rosaliaalpina
Butterflies
Freyer's purple emperorApatura metis
Scarce heathCoenonympha hero
False ringletCoenonymphaoedippus
Lorkovic's brassy ringletErebiacalcaria
Raetzer's ringletErebiachristi
Sudeten ringletErebiasudetica
Marsh fritillary Euphydryasaurinia
Corsican fritillaryFabricianaelisa
Scarce fritillaryHypodryasmaturna
Woodland brownLopingaachine
Large copper Lycaenadispar
Large blue Maculineaarion
Dusky large blue Maculineanausithous
Scarce large blue Maculineateleius
Italian marbled whiteMelanargriaarge
Southern swallowtailPapilioalexanor
Corsican swallowtailPapiliohospiton
The Apollo Parnassiusapollo
Clouded ApolloParnassiusmnemosyne
Sierra Nevada bluePlebiculagolgus
Southern festoonZerynthiapolyxena
Moths
Jersey tiger Callimorphaquadripunctata
Seathornhawk-mothHyles hippophaes
Willowherbhawk-mothProserpinusproserpina

