EU Pollinator Initiative
– What will success look like?
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The above organisations have agreed the following response regarding the EU Pollinators Initiative.

Background
Invertebrates are the very heart of our ecosystems and their precipitous decline presents a crisis for
agriculture and the health of the environment across the EU. A successful programme of
environmental regulation, sustainable management of remaining high-value pollinator habitats and
habitat restoration, targeted at reversing the declines of pollinators is an essential step towards
securing sustainable ecosystem function and will, along the way, address many of the factors causing
biodiversity decline.

Declines in European flying bees, moths and other pollinators, such as the 76% decline in insect
biomass in 27 years on German nature reserves1, bee and hoverfly declines2, the decline of
butterflies and moths in the Netherlands3 and UK4 5 and the 30% decline in the abundance in EU
grassland butterflies in 25 years6 are amongst the most severe of modern biodiversity declines so far
documented.
For many species the situation is now critical, the European Red Listing process found that 9% of
bees and butterflies and 11% of beetles are already threatened with extinction7 8 9. Even the 56
pollinator species (butterflies, and some of the moths and beetles) listed on the Habitats Directive
are doing badly, 67% of the assessments are unfavourable and 55% of their trends are negative (only
8% positive).
The main drivers of pollinator decline are the loss and degradation of habitats, linked particularly to
the agricultural intensification, especially the use of pesticides and fertilisers, and abandonment,
which leads to scrubbing up of semi-natural grassland. The reversal of habitat fragmentation and
degradation is an essential step. However, there are other drivers that must also be addressed if we
are to save our pollinators. In particular, society must address the paucity of pollinator monitoring;
increase scientific knowledge; address disease and invasive species risks; reduce light pollution and
peat use; reduce ozone and NOx pollution levels; and improve the management of urban areas for
pollinators.
It is estimated that 84% of EU crop species10 and 78% of wildflower species11 rely on insect
pollination. The ecosystem service provided to the EU by pollinators is valued at €22 billion per
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year12. Pollinators provide an excellent indicator of the health of our environment and underpin
essential 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 the growing population requires. Impacts on agricultural
production are already being observed, for instance on apples in the UK13 and oilseed yields in
Finland14, and are set to worsen unless the biodiversity decline is addressed15. Pollinators are also
essential in pollinating Europe’s wildflowers, which constitute the flower-rich semi-natural
grasslands and other habitats on which Europe’s wildlife depend – the decline of wild pollinators and
wildflowers goes hand-in-hand. It is likely that downward spirals will worsen declines as fewer
pollinators result in fewer flowers and larval food plants, creating a vicious circle with the potential
for tipping points.
Without new and resolute action the decline of pollinators and pollination services is expected to
continue, affecting negatively the EU's efforts in halting the loss of biodiversity, securing recovery
and implementing the Sustainable Development Goals.
Wildlife, including pollinators, transgress borders and understanding and fixing pollinator declines
will require collaboration between scientists across the European Continent. EU regulation, in this
case particularly around pesticides, will continue to be influential, and increasingly binding, beyond
the borders of the EU27.
Saving pollinators will require EU funding streams, amended acquis and improved implementation of
existing regulation. A full EU Pollinator Strategy would set out the outcomes, mechanisms, financial
costs and societal benefits and would be a vehicle to gain full support of Member States.
Recommended actions
1. Develop a full EU Pollinator Strategy in collaboration with Member States and the
Parliament.
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Halting and reversing pollinator declines - outcomes and required policy
changes
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. Over the last century, more than
90% of semi-natural grasslands have been lost in most European countries owing to intensification
or abandonment, and populations of a large number of grassland species have declined or become
extinct16. 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 habitats and in
the poorest conservation status. Almost half (49%) of the grassland habitats assessed under the
Habitats Directive are in ‘unfavourable-bad’ condition17.
Increasing the availability and sustainable management of plants which provide egg-laying sites and
food for larvae is also essential. Not only do flower rich meadows and similar habitats provide the
diversity of nectar, pollen, food-plants and nesting sites needed by different pollinators through the
seasons, a diversity of flowers enables pollinators to self medicate and maintain health 18 19. Hedges
and scrub can also be important habitats for pollinators, their management, should be
commensurate with maintaining high levels of blossom.
Inappropriate management regimes, such as hedge flailing or mowing at unsuitable times (often too
early), kill the larval life stages of some pollinators, preventing their reproduction.
Abandonment of semi-natural grasslands, allowing them to be dominated by rank vegetation, rather
than becoming herb rich, is another important driver of pollinator declines.
Conversion of uncultivated or semi-natural grassland, which are often the most flower-rich, into
arable or intensive grassland theoretically requires an Environmental Impact Assessment.
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Unfortunately this is not always applied, and, even when it is, loopholes often allow the destruction
of small meadows and/or meadows that are not absolutely pristinely natural20.
Conversely the encouragement and facilitation of extensive grazing by wild herbivores, particularly
when numbers are kept in check by their predators, could bring back the ecological processes that
create flower-rich grasslands, managing abandonment and mitigating loss.
The creation and restoration of high-quality, sustainable and diverse habitats, using natural seeding
techniques, helps to optimise the conservation of both native wild plants and their pollinators.
Natural regeneration from the seed bank, the use of local green hay or colonisation from plants in
adjacent areas, are the most effective and ecologically robust methods for improving plant genetic
diversity and resilience, bringing long-term benefits to pollinators and the whole ecosystem.
Agri-environmental measures have not been implemented at a sufficient scale across Europe to
compensate for the losses of good pollinator habitats and declines in habitat quality. A much
greater area of semi-natural/high nature value grassland in good condition is needed to start
reversing these declines. Agri-environment measures, landscape scale approaches and initiatives to
establish connectivity (structural and functional) and improve the conservation status of N2K sites
and species are needed. Much of the action that has been taken so far has been small scale,
diffused across the countryside and not targeted in a structured or cost effective manner. Often
there is a lack of independent, professional ecological advice available to land managers to assist
with the delivery of biodiversity results. Incentives to farmers for sustainable management of
grasslands are inadequate and not competitive with support for alternative practices that can be
damaging to biodiversity.
Moreover, greening of CAP payments has not been effective: the level of requirement is too weak
(they match business-as-usual practices) and too many derogations have been granted - 76% of the
farmers in 201521.
Climate change has been implicated as a main driver for bumblebee22 23, butterfly 24 25and moth
declines26 and is probably driving similar declines in other pollinator groups. Many areas of
wildflower-rich habitat now exist as small patches isolated from each other by large expanses of less
wildlife-friendly land. This fragmentation leaves populations of insect pollinators marooned and
unable to move in response to land-use or environmental change. Creating a more connected
20
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mosaic of wildflower-rich habitat, with nodes, throughout the countryside through which pollinators
can effectively disperse, enabling populations to spread north, is the only feasible climate change
adaptation strategy to address associated pollinator declines.
A network of corridors can 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,
achieving the same benefit to dispersal without a targeted network approach would be five times as
expensive27. ‘BeeLines’ were recently announced as a key component of the Dutch Pollinator Action
Plan28, while ‘B-Lines’ have already been mapped for much of the United Kingdom.
Article 10 of the Habitats Directive states that:
“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 of 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.”
A network of managed and restored wildflower habitat would, for a large proportion of European
species, 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.”29
Outcomes
1. Remaining areas of wild flowers, semi -natural meadows and existing High Nature Value
agriculture maintained, supported and promoted.
2. B-Lines/BeeLines enabling pollinators and other wildlife to disperse effectively and providing
the conditions for populations to recover.
3. Agri-environment schemes successfully deliver habitat for priority pollinator species.
4. Pollinator species and habitats listed in the Habitats Directive in FCS.
5. Transport infrastructure provides net benefit to pollinators.
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Recommended actions
1. Allocate at least 30% of CAP Pillar 1 monies to targeted measures to deliver biodiversity
outcomes , including:
a. Securing safeguarding and positive management of remaining HNV grassland and
restoration of sufficient areas of wildflower grassland to reconnect them;
b. Designate more areas of permanent grassland as Environmentally Sensitive (both
inside and outside the N2K network) as envisaged in current architecture of the CAP;
c. EU wide BeeLine/B-Line network mapped in association with Member States and
targeted for habitat restoration activity;
d. Increase ecological focus area threshold from 5% to 8% of arable land;
e. Ensure measures support organic agriculture;
f. Introduce independent, ecologically knowledgeable Farm Advisory Services and
make them widely accessible;
g. Monitoring of the quality of results and availability of advice to land managers
undertaken by MS and reported to EC;
h. Establish fora to help farmers to share and communicate knowledge about reducing
pesticide and fertiliser inputs and pollinator friendly farming;
i. Create legally and financially enabling conditions to encourage the restoration of
extensive grazing and associated ecological processes to large areas of land.
2. Implement the EIA Directive more effectively in relation to protecting unimproved grassland,
including lowering area thresholds to encompass small meadows.
3. Review of grassland component of Natura 2000 network to establish sufficiency for
pollinator conservation, new site designations required where deficiencies identified at MS
level, with key pollinators treated as ‘typical species’.
4. Focussed effort, with targets and milestones, on ensuring that pollinator species and
habitats listed in the Habitats Directive are in FCS, supported by LIFE funding.
5. Road and rail verges managed for pollinators and wildlife bridges routinely incorporated into
networks.
6. The EU Grassland Butterfly Indicator to be used as an evaluator at EU, national and regional
levels for biodiversity friendly agriculture.
7. Integrate pollinator ecosystems management in education and training programs, especially
for farmers, agriculture engineers, landscapers and city planners.

Reduced harm to pollinators from pesticides and other pollutants
While loss of wildflower grassland has historically been the majour factor driving pollinator declines,
in the last 20 years the use of broad spectrum insecticides has become the biggest driver. The
widespread use of neonicotinoid insecticides has seriously harmed populations of wild bees30 and
probably butterflies and other pollinators as well. There are concerns that pyrethroids may also be
30
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harming populations of wild pollinators, and even organochlorides such as DDT are still present in
the environment31 32 33and honey34.
While insecticides are the most obvious pesticide directly affecting pollinators, herbicides reduce the
landscape availability of pollen and nectar, fungicides have recently been implicated in bumblebee
declines35 and synergistic effects that magnify insecticide toxicity are also well documented36 37.
Currently there are over four hundred active substances approved for use as pesticides 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
neonicotinoid ban (which was also itself inadequate to prevent harm as confirmed by the
Commission’s proposal to extend the ban to all outdoor crops, a move which is supported by the
evidence review recently published by EFSA)38.
There are numerous issues surrounding the testing procedure:
• the EFSA bee guidance39 is not being routinely applied to EU pesticide approval decisions,
resulting in the unacceptable situation where high risk chemicals, such as the neonicotinoids
sulfoxaflor and flupyradifurone, are being approved at an EU level without bee safety data;

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), indeed the OECD has now produced additional test methods for bumblebees
and chronic risk to honeybees that have not been incorporated into the EU processes;
• acute toxicity tests only take place on around seven sentinel species (one pollinator);
• tests are aimed at detecting direct fatalities, current and future plant protection products
are likely to have ecosystem level and/or long-term reproductive effects that will not be
assessed with the current tests;
31
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the ‘cocktail effect’ of pesticides in combination with each other is not taken into account;
independent studies that show detrimental effects are not addressed 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, this offends both the precautionary and polluter pays principles;
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.

Even in the case where restrictions are finally adopted at EU level, Member States grant unjustified
“emergency” derogations, which means that in practice bees are still exposed to harmful
pesticides40.
The patent system currently encourages the development of broad spectrum pesticides which
maximise sales over a short period of time. Short-termism acts against good environmental and
resistance stewardship and encourages secrecy of environmental and efficacy data.
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
link41.
In addition to a more robust regulatory system there is an urgent need to address the overuse of
pesticides42. The Sustainable Use Directive (SUD) sets out an ambition to reduce pesticide use and
increase take up of Integrated Pest Management (IPM) but many member states (MS) are failing to
do this and the Commission needs to take action to ensure compliance with the SUD. The
Commission must make it clear to MS that measures to promote IPM need to be line with Article 14
of the SUD which states that:
“Member States shall take all necessary measures to promote low pesticide-input pest
management, giving wherever possible priority to non-chemical methods, so that
professional users of pesticides switch to practices and products with the lowest risk to
human health and the environment among those available for the same pest problem.”
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Good practice can be shared among MS, for instance France and Denmark both have ambitious
pesticide reduction targets and Italy has pioneered approaches to soil insecticide use and IPM 43 44 45.
In Italy, the adoption of Mutual Funds insurance (covering risk from IPM implementation) was
effective in reducing the use of pesticides without negative impact on average yields46. This allowed
not only to avoid negative environmental impacts, but also to increase farmer profits47. The
approach developed in Italy could easily be replicated in many other European regions.
Transparency on the actual use of pesticides in the EU is also needed. The Pesticides Regulation48
imposes precise record-keeping obligations on professional users for the pesticides they use,
including the name of the products, the time and the dose of application as well as the area and the
crop where the pesticides are used. These records need to be published so that citizens, including
beekeepers, can track where, when and in what quantity each pesticide is used.
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”.
The sale of banned pesticides by Western companies to 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 control49.
Pollinators rely on small quantities of volatile chemicals released by flowers to find flowers and
forage effectively. Combustion engine fumes, particularly NOx and resulting ozone, quickly destroy a
number of the chemicals released by flowers50, disrupting both plant-insect and plant-plant
communication51 52, and reducing pollinator foraging efficiency53. For ozone this impact has been
shown to occur at levels of 80 and 60 ppb53, well below the EU permitted level of 120 ppb.
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Nitrogen fertilisers and atmospheric nitrogen deposition are increasing nutrient levels in many
wildlife habitats, encouraging the dominance of grasses and common nutrient loving plants at the
expense of flower rich diverse habitats54 and the bare ground on which many pollinators depend for
nesting or thermoregulation55.
Antihelminthic medicines (biocides) used for de-worming livestock are often persistent and are
known to impact larvae of dung feeding beetles and flies56, and can reduce the decomposition rates
of dung, affecting grassland ecology and productivity57. Their effects on other pollinators that
frequently collect water and mineral salts from dung, on soil fauna, and on wildflower abundance
should be fully evaluated and impacts addressed.
Outcomes
1. EU pesticide approval process and subsequent risk management ensures pollinator safety.
2. Significantly reduced pesticide use on farmland.
3. Advice to farmers less heavily biased towards pesticide solutions.
4. Pesticide-free Local Authorities.
5. Pollinator populations not diminished by biocides in livestock dung.
6. A Global Convention on Pesticides that brings uniformity to transparency, approval and
pollinator safety.
7. Plant atmospheric semiochemical communication functioning unhindered by air pollution
and pollinators able to find flowers easily.
8. Eutrophication of pollinator habitats significantly reduced.
Recommended actions
1. EFSA Guidance on bee risk assessment adopted immediately and applied routinely at EU
level.
2. EFSA must ensure that the risk assessments for pesticides authorised since 2013 are
promptly concluded by 2020, and, where in relation to the Bee Guidance Tests the pesticides
fail or there is insufficient information provided, EU authorisations must be rescinded.
3. EU pesticide approval ‘test method’ for pollinators reviewed, confirmed and applied as
routine, including toxicity and risk assessment for a wider range of pollinator species and
assessment of long-term chronic toxicity effects for different life stages.
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4. Current partial ban on three neonicotinoids extended to all crops and greenhouse use.
5. Consideration given to EU approval process for pesticides being adapted to only approve
very limited total volumes of insecticide in any year.
6. Transparency on the actual use of pesticides in the EU in place and on-line.
7. The Sustainable Use Directive further developed, and implemented effectively making sure
that all Member States set serious quantitative dependency reduction targets, time tables
and measures.
8. Integrated Pest Management must now be implemented effectively with IPM principles
being made mandatory.
9. The potential for establishing an EU Mutual Fund insurance scheme to underpin IPM risks
considered, or MS to develop appropriate regulatory framework to facilitate their
establishment.
10. Pass new regulation to break link between farm advice and income from pesticide sales.
11. Local Authorities supported in becoming completely pesticide free.
12. The EU provides leadership in sponsoring and supporting the development of a Global
Convention on Pesticides.
13. Protection of plant atmospheric semiochemical communication incorporated into
permittable levels for air pollutants, including reducing the current limit for ozone to a safe
level, and in any case below 60 ppb.
14. Reductions achieved in nitrate use on farmland, using extensions to Nitrate Vulnerable
Zones to incorporate pollinator habitat if necessary.
15. Nitrate emissions to the atmosphere reduced by the rapid reduction of fossil fuel burning.

Declines in rare and threatened pollinator species reversed
Resilient ecosystems are rich in species and the future value of a pollinator species may be much
greater than we can predict now. It makes sense to halt declines now so that extinctions are
prevented.
Despite there being hundreds of pollinator species threatened with extinction in the EU there are, at
most, only 56 pollinator species provided with protection by the Habitats Directive, most are
butterflies with some moths and beetles, but not a single bee, wasp or fly. Most listed pollinators
are unfavourable and declining.
The IUCN claims that many rare and scarce bee species are only found within Natura 2000 sites and
at least 40% of threatened species of bee are found on at least one Natura 2000 site7. Many species
have been lost from the wider landscapes, so protected areas provide an essential tool in
conservation even if these sites were not designated based on the presence of particular pollinator
species.
While the Natura 2000 network (see above) contributes to the conservation of many species, there
are many pollinators outside these areas that require conservation action.

Outcomes
1. Rare and threatened pollinator species, particularly those on the EU red lists, recovering and
no longer going extinct.
2. Clarity for all sectors on the measures needed to tackle extinction risk to pollinators.
3. EU Red-listing exercise completed for pollinators.
4. Conservation of rare and threatened pollinator species adequately funded.
Recommended actions
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 threatened and endangered pollinator
species.
3. Natura 2000 site management plans amended incorporate the needs of threatened
pollinators, and species treated as ‘typical species’ in monitoring and reporting habitat
conservation status.
4. EU Red-listing exercises completed for as yet unassessed groups of pollinators.
5. New funding made available to conserve rare and threatened pollinator species.

Valued pollinator services
The economic value of pollinators needs to be recognised by decision makers and their
incorporation into natural capital accounting may help to protect services. However it is essential to
recognise that the monetary value that pollinators bring to agriculture is not even the only economic
reason to value them. Pollinators play a vital role supporting biodiversity and contributing to our
own wellbeing by pollinating the wildflowers and garden plants that we enjoy – time spent in natural
spaces and gardens is known to be good for our mental health. Even in terms of food security alone
we need to be careful about taking a short term approach based on current monetary value alone.
Research by the University of Reading in the UK shows that we have the ability to identify a handful
of bee species that currently contribute the highest economic returns in terms of providing
pollination services to crops; but in a changing climate we may need completely different bee
species to pollinate our crops in the future58. There is also a need to improve methods to evaluate
the economic impact of changes in pollination services 59.
While valuation of services is an important step, taken alone it is not a robust solution to wild
pollinator conservation60. The importance of conserving a full, healthy and resilient pollinator
ecosystem must be tantamount and must not be undermined.
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Authorities rarely consider pollinators and pollination services in EIAs and SEAs, yet this can be the
only process available for considering cumulative effects on pollinators and pollination 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.
Outcomes
1. All member states implementing pollinator action plans.
2. Valuation of pollination services incorporated into agricultural strategies and impact
assessment.
3. Corporate reporting includes pollinator risks and threats, stimulating positive action from
companies and shareholders.
Recommended actions
1. National governments encouraged and supported in developing and implementing pollinator
action plans.
2. Valuation of pollination services undertaken and incorporated into agricultural strategies,
using a long term view and recognising the importance of pollinator diversity.
3. Pollinators and pollination services incorporated into EIA and SEA processes.
4. Corporate reporting guidance reviewed with risks and threats to pollinators and risks of
pollinator decline to business model included where appropriate – standardised format and
audited.
5. Annual EU Pollinator Awards for industry sectors, governments and public.

More 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 wildflower-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 rapidly61 and has been shown to reduce pollinator health and pollination
rates62.
Pot plants present several risks to pollinators, firstly they can contain peat which is sourced from
flower rich wildlife habitats, secondly they usually contain insecticides harmful to bees63 and thirdly
they can be imported with little biosecurity, introducing disease and species such as the Asian
hornet that feeds on bees.
Outcomes
1. Local authorities implementing pollinator action plans and delivering pollinator friendly
habitats, particularly by managing public open space to provide more nectar, pollen, shelter
and nesting areas for pollinators.
2. New developments incorporate pollinator friendly green infrastructure.
3. Sites of high environmental quality for pollinators identified in the local plans, protected
from development and managed to ensure that they continue to provide suitable pollinator
habitat.
4. Mineral extraction planning and restoration playing a positive role in restoring pollinator
populations and biodiversity in general.
5. Individuals, families and businesses doing their bit for pollinators.
6. Light pollution levels reduced.
7. Potted plants and soil no-longer providing an open pathway for invasive species.
8. People able to purchase pot-plants that do not have a heavy footprint on pollinators.
Recommended actions
1. Local authorities develop pollinator action plans.
2. Local and national planning authorities encouraged to expect new developments to
incorporate pollinator friendly green infrastructure – industry standards developed.
3. Local and national planning authorities encouraged to ensure that sites of high
environmental quality for pollinators are identified in the local plan, protected from
development and managed to ensure that they continue to provide suitable pollinator
habitat.
4. 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.
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5. Local and national planning authorities encouraged to manage public open space to provide
more nectar, pollen, shelter and nesting areas for pollinators.
6. Individuals, families and businesses supported and encouraged to act for pollinators.
7. Light pollution monitored and targets set for future levels, with EC reporting.
8. Effective biosecurity measures introduced for potted plants and soil before they can be
moved significant distances.
9. Public bodies managing green areas encouraged to use local plants, maximising benefits for
local pollinators and minimising spread of invasive species.
10. Ecolabel for pot-plants introduced – addressing growing medium, pesticide status, origin and
(optionally) suitability for pollinators.
11. Annual EU pollinator day to celebrate all pollinators and provide a focus for activity.

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
bumblebees64 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 incorrect65. Using locally bred, indigenous bees would reduce this problem, as a
first step much higher standards of biosecurity on bee imports would ameliorate the risk66.
Outcomes
1. Human facilitated spread of pollinator diseases minimised.
Recommended actions
1. The cross border transportation or 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.

Improved 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
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how pollinators are faring, and/or determining what we can do to protect and enhance their
populations. The FAO has provided guidance on the development and implementation of national
pollinator monitoring schemes67. They should have good geographical coverage, utilise standardised
and quantifiable collection techniques and have a broad taxonomic coverage of pollinators, including
flies, wasps and beetles as well and moths and bees. Volunteer schemes, particularly transects, add
valuable data for easily identified groups of pollinators with a small number of species.
Field data on pollinators collected using public money or in compliance with regulations is rarely
submitted to public databases.
Pollinator science has been developing in many universities and institutes, but remains underresourced. A better understanding of pollinator ecology and the causes of decline will enable the
early identification of issues and the design and implementation of cost effective remediation
measures. This is important for preventing the extinction of individual rare and endangered species
as well as achieving sustainable populations of commoner pollinators.
Emerging issues such as the impacts of electromagnetic radiation on pollinators68 and road
mortality69 are currently not being addressed with funded research.
Some sections of the European Council’s “European Strategy for the Conservation of Invertebrates”
are particularly relevant to maintaining sufficient knowledge and fostering expertise70.
Outcomes
1. Pollinator monitoring programmes in place across the EU with data shared and reported.
2. Increased research efforts targeted at understanding pollinator ecology and declines and
findings translated into policy messages and practical action on the ground.
3. Insect taxonomy expertise supported and developed.
Recommended actions
1. National and Regional Governments supported in establishing standardised pollinator
monitoring programmes – following FAO guidance.
2. Centralised EU pollinator data platform.
3. Requirement that pollinator distribution and abundance data gathered using public money,
or gathered in compliance with the Environmental Impact Assessment directive, is
submitted to public database.
4. EC support for the coordination of pollinator monitoring data from systematic and volunteer
based schemes.
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5. Horizon 2020 funding call targeted at understanding pollinator ecology, declines and
solutions.
6. Support and funding for insect taxonomy boosted – EC grants available to establish
taxonomy posts with a focus on taxonomic groups and biogeographic regions where the
biggest current gaps exist – e.g. Mediterranean flies.
7. EC grants available to create online pollinator identification tools – keys and image
identification.
8. EU pollinator DNA barcoding project to produce database of DNA profiles of all pollinators.
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