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History and present status of butterfly monitoring in Europe and related development strate-
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Xi’an 710061, China). -Chin. J. Appl. Ecol. ,2013,24(9) . 2691-2698.

Abstract; Butterfly is an important bio-indicator for biodiversity monitoring and ecological environ-
ment assessment. In Europe, the species composition, population dynamics, and distribution pat-
tern of butterfly have been monitored for decades, and many long-term monitoring schemes with in-
ternational effects have been implemented. These schemes are aimed to assess the regional and na-
tional variation trends of butterfly species abundance, and to analyze the relationships of this species
abundance with habitat, climate change, and other environmental factors, providing basic data for
researching, protecting, and utilizing butterfly resources and predicting environmental changes, and
playing important roles in the division of butterfly’ s threatened level , the formulation of related pro-
tection measures, and the protection and management of ecological environment. This paper re-
viewed the history and present status of butterfly monitoring in Europe, with the focus on the well-
the UK Butterfly Monitoring Scheme and the Germany
and European Union Butterfly Monitoring Scheme. Some specific proposals for conducting butterflies

known long-term monitoring programs, e. g. ,

monitoring in China were suggested.

Key words: butterfly ; monitoring; Europe; case; proposal.
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Fig.1 UKBMS transects distribution.
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Fig.2 Recorders, distribution and trend of Hamearis lucina.
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Burgundy is one of the UK’ s most rapidly declining butterflies, 10-year
population change —46% ; 10-year distribution change —30% . In both
grassland and woodland, the butterfly relies upon a mosaic of tall grass-
land sheltered by scrub. Colonies have declined due to either too little or
too much management, which have replaced the mature grassland sward
with scrub or short turf respectively. Many colonies are now small and iso-
lated, and thus prone to extinction. Targeted, landscape-scale conserva-
tion can turn the situation around as has been demonstrated by Butterfly
Conservation” s programme of scrub management at a network of remaining
sites in the North York Moors.
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Fig. 3 Trends in butterfly populations of all-species, special-
ists, generalists and migrants from 1976-2005.
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Fig. 6 Butterfly survey transects distribution in Germany.
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