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Pollinator-friendly cities: current status and perspectives
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Abstract: Pollinators are vital components of terrestrial biodiversity resources, providing important ecological servic-

es while also relying on food and nesting resources in the ecosystem for their growth and reproduction. The diversity of

pollinating animals is declining worldwide, whereas urban ecosystems have become a refuge for pollinators due to the

abundant flower resources and the heterogeneous habitats. In this paper, we review the current status of urban pollinator

diversity and its influencing factors. We also discuss effective measures to protect urban pollinator diversity, aiming to

provide references for the construction of pollinator-friendly cities and the maintenance of ecological balance.
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Table 1 Representative studies on the world’s diversity of urban pollinators
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