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Background

Pollinators receive considerable interest due to their fundamental role in ecosystem functioning and human well-being.
Consequently, there is an increasing number of studies investigating their ecology, especially the effectiveness of conservation

management actions. Most studies focus on interventions promoting pollinators in agricultural landscapes, while the focus
of studies on urban pollinators has centred on how communities differ from agricultural habitats and the adverse effects of
urbanisation. Unlike farmlands, studies of urban pollinator-promoting interventions have only started to grow recently and
have not yet been synthesised, hampering related policies.

Objective

We addressed this knowledge gap by reviewing the effectiveness of urban pollinator-promoting interventions across Europe.
We carried out a re-analytical data synthesis based on 28 primary datasets from 12 European countries with 1051 sampling sites.
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