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Abstract. This study aims to compare the economic and legal mechanisms for biodiversity 
protection implemented within Dutch and Ukrainian legislation frameworks. Given the importance of 
biodiversity conservation as a critical component of environmental policy, the research focuses on how 
both countries adhere to the Convention on Biological Diversity provisions. 

The methodology is based on a comparative legal analysis of the regulatory frameworks of the 
Netherlands and Ukraine. This includes examining EU biodiversity protection laws and the national 
reports of both countries on the implementation of the Convention on Biological Diversity. 

The results indicate that both countries employ similar models for biodiversity protection, 
including using permits, licences, and quotas and integrating biodiversity protection rules into laws and 
other regulatory acts. Both states comply with their international and European obligations regarding 
biodiversity protection. Standard economic instruments include funding, attracting investments, 
establishing ecological networks, insurance schemes, and various tax regimes. 

The study highlights that the Netherlands' biodiversity conservation system is more decentralised 
than Ukraine's. Noteworthy is the practice in the Netherlands of implementing codes of conduct for 
nature management, which are developed separately by each province based on a typical template. This 
research contributes to understanding how decentralised and localised approaches can enhance the 
effectiveness of biodiversity protection efforts. 

Keywords: biological diversity, national ecological network, ecosystems, economic and legal 
instruments 

 
INTRODUCTION 

In 1992, the United Nations adopted the 
Convention on Biological Diversity, which aims 
to conserve biological diversity, ensure the 
sustainable use of its components, and share 
benefits equally. The countries that signed the 
Convention agreed to bear responsibility for 
conserving their biological diversity and 
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ensuring the sustainable use of their biological 
resources. 

More than 190 countries are parties to this 
Convention , including the Netherlands and 
Ukraine, which are the focus of our study. Thus, 
the provisions of this Convention have been 
incorporated into the national legislation of the 
member states and are universally binding. This 
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feature is common to the legal frameworks for 
biodiversity conservation in both the 
Netherlands and Ukraine. Other similarities and 
differences will be discussed in detail in the 
following section of the article. 

This Convention is also of interest to our 
research because, firstly, it defines "biological 
diversity" as the variability among living 
organisms of all types, including, among other 
things, terrestrial, marine, and other aquatic 
ecosystems and the ecological complexes of 
which they are part. This concept encompasses 
diversity within species, between species, and 
diversity of ecosystems (Secretariat of the 
Convention, 2011). Secondly, the text of the 
Convention is permeated by the idea of 
sustainable use of natural diversity, which is 
integral to sustainable development, embedded 
both in the context of this Convention and in 
other international agreements. 

The Connection Between Biodiversity 
Protection and the Concept of Sustainable 
Development 

The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable 
Development includes a specific goal on 
biodiversity protection, namely Goal 15: 
“Protect, restore and promote sustainable use of 
terrestrial ecosystems, sustainably manage 
forests, combat desertification, halt and reverse 
land degradation, and halt biodiversity loss” 
(United Nations, 2015). In addition to Goal 15, 
biodiversity components are embedded within 
other Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), 
as outlined in the document "Biodiversity and 
the Sustainable Development Goals," developed 
during the Ninth Trondheim Conference on 
Biodiversity (2–5 July 2019). For instance, Goal 
2 on ending hunger encompasses the 
conservation of genetic biodiversity in seeds, 
cultivated plants, and livestock; Goal 6 on clean 
water and sanitation includes the conservation of 
biodiversity in aquatic ecosystems 
(https://trondheimconference.org/background
-documents). 

Thus, biodiversity conservation is one of 
the pillars of sustainable development, forming 
an integral part of environmental protection 
efforts and fostering ecological use of natural 
resources. While climate change remains the 
most discussed environmental issue, food 
security and biodiversity conservation 

(particularly preventing habitat degradation) are 
crucial for achieving positive outcomes (Scherer 
et al., 2020). Moreover, the actions required to 
achieve biodiversity conservation are fully 
aligned with the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable 
Development objectives and represent essential 
components of these goals (Secretariat of the 
Convention, 2020, p. 13). 

Various European scientific studies 
explore the connection between biodiversity 
conservation and sustainable development. 
Köninger et al. (2021) highlight the relationship 
between livestock manure and soil biodiversity 
in sustainable agriculture and agri-sector 
contexts. The authors assert that manure quality 
as a fertiliser affects soil biodiversity and can 
accelerate the transition to more sustainable 
food production systems. Bach et al. (2020) 
argue that the interaction of biota within the soil 
is directly linked to the development of other 
natural ecosystems on which society depends. 
The researchers analyse the direct relationship 
between soil biodiversity and the sustainable 
development of the economy, asserting that 
focusing on soil biodiversity in land management 
can help achieve multiple SDGs simultaneously. 
Visseren-Hamakers et al. (2021) emphasise the 
pathway to achieving SDGs through 
transformational biodiversity governance – 
formal and informal rules, legislative 
frameworks, and networks of stakeholders at all 
societal levels, which drive transformational 
changes towards sustainable development, 
mainly focused on biodiversity issues. 

Another study focuses on using forest 
biomass as a renewable energy source in the EU, 
emphasising the link between biodiversity 
conservation and sustainable energy 
development in Europe (Mather-Gratton et al., 
2021). Tarasewicz and Jönsson (2021) examine 
compromise models between sustainable 
development's ecological, economic, and social 
dimensions, using forest ecosystems as a case 
study. 

Review of Scientific Research on 
Biodiversity Protection 

Numerous scientific studies focused on 
various aspects of biodiversity conservation 
demonstrate the relevance of this issue. Ongoing 
research explores the territorial biodiversity 
conservation model (Bhola et al., 2021; Maxwell 
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et al., 2020), the most common mechanism for 
species protection in conservation areas. 

In academic literature, biodiversity 
protection is often studied through a sectoral 
approach. Research on biodiversity in soil 
ecosystems reveals that the regulatory 
framework of EU countries does not fully 
address all aspects of soil biodiversity 
conservation (Köninger et al., 2022). In the field 
of forest ecosystem biodiversity, significant 
research has been conducted on the impact of 
climate change, which leads to both a decrease 
and an increase in species diversity (Thom et al., 
2017). Studies on the impact of livestock on 
biodiversity are also noteworthy, analysing the 
positive effects of conservation-focused 
livestock farming and the negative impact of 
more intensive livestock farming for food 
production purposes (Kok et al., 2020a). 

Particular attention is drawn to numerous 
studies on biodiversity protection's economic 
and legal-organisational aspects, such as 
regulatory mechanisms through international 
agreements, funding strategies for biodiversity 
organisations, and the impact of anthropogenic 
activities on natural diversity. Lundberg et al. 
(2020) analysed the funding strategies of 
international NGOs through fundraising, 
highlighting biodiversity conservation as a 
flagship for donations. Evans et al. (2012) 
propose mechanisms to increase funding for 
conservation, such as directing agricultural 
subsidies towards biodiversity conservation, 
increasing the private sector's involvement in 
biodiversity preservation, expanding biodiversity 
support funds through the tax system, and 
directing charitable donations towards 
biodiversity research. Bracy Knight et al. (2019) 
developed the Biodiversity Metrics Framework, 
providing researchers with a tool to measure 
biodiversity conservation outcomes. Sapes et al. 
(2017) explored the role of species distribution 
models (SDMs) in forest ecosystems to enhance 
biodiversity. 

The COVID-19 pandemic has left its 
mark on biodiversity conservation policies in 
European countries, becoming a subject of 
scientific inquiry. For instance, Lawler et al. 
(2021) studied the connection between COVID-
19 and biodiversity loss and ecosystem health, 
concluding that human activities that cause 
disease spread and, consequently, pandemics 

affect biodiversity conservation and ecological 
policy. Smith et al. (2021) explored the impact of 
the COVID-19 pandemic and lockdowns on the 
sustainable development of protected areas, 
which are biodiversity conservation hubs 
worldwide. They found that lockdown measures 
significantly reduced the revenue of protected 
areas, affecting their management and funding. 
On the other hand, reduced human pressure on 
wildlife during lockdowns may contribute to 
more sustainable biodiversity conservation in 
the long term. 

The increasing demand for agricultural 
products is one of the main drivers of 
biodiversity loss (Fastré et al., 2021), leading 
some researchers to argue that increasing the 
proportion of protected land may pose food 
security challenges in many countries (Mehrabi 
et al., 2018). Schleicher et al. (2019) contend that 
the global goal of making 50% of land-protected 
areas would affect over one billion people. Pimm 
et al. (2018) propose focusing conservation 
efforts on areas with high biodiversity, arguing 
that granting protected status to large land areas 
may not necessarily lead to increased 
biodiversity. Agriculture, as a significant 
component of a country's economy, depends on 
and affects the biodiversity of ecosystems 
(Bartkowski et al., 2021). 

As a compromise, the EU has proposed 
the new Farm to Fork (F2F) strategy, aimed at 
better integrating a range of policy areas, 
including food production, climate change, and 
biodiversity conservation (De Boer & Aiking, 
2021). Another compromise scenario to reduce 
agriculture's environmental impact involves 
using eco-friendly methods on multifunctional 
landscapes, which can be achieved with minimal 
reduction in agricultural output (Rega et al., 
2019). Henders et al. (2018) analysed the 
regulatory framework on deforestation and its 
connection to agriculture in UN biodiversity 
documents. 

 
Research Aim and Objectives 
Although biodiversity conservation 

models have been extensively studied, 
comparative research on biodiversity protection 
in different countries is lacking. Therefore, this 
study focuses on biodiversity protection in 
countries with different landscapes and natural 
ecosystems – the Netherlands and Ukraine. This 
article examines the standard and distinct 



 61 

features of the economic and legal factors of 
biodiversity protection in these two countries 
and compares their biodiversity conservation 
models. Based on this comparative analysis, we 
aim to address the following questions: 

1. What are the differences and 
similarities in biodiversity protection's economic 
and legal regulations in the studied countries? 

2. Which indicators influence the 
outcomes, and what best practices can be 
applied in both countries? 

 
 
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 
This research is based on qualitative 

analysis methods, particularly document analysis 
and content analysis of academic works. The aim 
was to compare the economic and legal 
mechanisms for biodiversity protection in the 
Netherlands and Ukraine. These methods 
facilitated an in-depth examination of the 
existing regulatory frameworks of both 
countries. 

Databases such as Scopus, ResearchGate, 
and Web of Science were utilised to collect 
scientific publications. These scientometric 
platforms were selected due to their high 
reputation and comprehensive coverage of 
contemporary research in ecology and law. The 
keywords used for the search included 
"biodiversity protection," "economic 
mechanisms for biodiversity protection," "legal 
mechanisms for biodiversity protection," 

"Netherlands legislation," and "Ukrainian 
legislation." The search targeted publications 
from 2017 to 2023 written in English or 
Ukrainian. The screening process excluded 
works that did not align with the research topic 
lacked sufficient relevance or had not been cited 
by other authors. 

As a result of the search, 30 academic 
papers were selected, forming the study's 
theoretical foundation. The data obtained were 
systematised and analysed by comparing legal 
documents and academic works. The analysis 
considered both quantitative indicators and 
qualitative characteristics of each economic and 
legal mechanism. The results were presented as 
visual models and a comparative table, 
illustrating the differences in approaches to 
biodiversity protection in Ukraine and the 
Netherlands. 

 
RESULTS 

Model of Biodiversity Protection in the 
Netherlands 

The Netherlands adopts a comprehensive 
approach to biodiversity protection. The Dutch 
scientific community researches critical 
challenges, particularly the potential to balance 
biodiversity conservation with agricultural 
practices, especially livestock farming (Kok et al., 
2020b) and general farming (van Treuren et al., 
2020; Westerink et al., 2021). The Dutch 
government, in turn, creates and regulates the 
legal and economic mechanisms for biodiversity 
protection. 

In examining the legal mechanisms for 
biodiversity protection in the Netherlands, 
attention should be paid to the dualistic nature 
of Dutch law, which consists of national 
legislation and EU regulations. Additionally, 
international environmental law significantly 
influences Dutch legislative processes. The 
Netherlands is a signatory to the Convention on 
Biological Diversity and its protocols, and the 
provisions of the Convention have been 
incorporated into national legislation. 

The Nature Conservation Act (Dutch: 
Wet natuurbescherming, Wnb) protects natural 
areas, wildlife, and plants in the Netherlands. It 
came into force on 1 January 2017, replacing the 
Nature Protection Act, the Flora and Fauna Act, 
and the Forestry Act. This law results from the 
Dutch government’s efforts to preserve 
biodiversity (Government of the Netherlands, 
2017). 

The law imposes restrictions on 
businesses regarding acquiring permits for land 
use within protected areas and mandates 
compliance with the so-called "nature code of 
conduct." Furthermore, the law enshrines the 
principle of decentralisation of governance 
powers—local authorities independently set 
nature conservation rules in their provinces. In 
contrast, local authorities carry out the issuance 
of permits and licences. Each year, local 
authorities prepare wildlife management plans, 
specifying which species and in what numbers 
may be hunted to avoid harming the biodiversity 
of a particular ecosystem. The central 
government establishes regulations for 
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protecting major water bodies and is responsible 
for international nature conservation policies 
(Government of the Netherlands, 2017). 

Biodiversity protection measures are 
undertaken under the aegis of the Ministry of 
Agriculture, Nature, and Food Quality. In 2014, 
the government developed the programme "The 
Natural Way Forward" (Government Vision 
2014 ‘The Natural Way Forward’) to shape 
national biodiversity conservation policy until 
2025. This programme outlines vital directions 
for biodiversity protection in the Netherlands 
through cooperation between the government, 
businesses, and the public (Ministry of 
Economic Affairs, 2014). 

The 2013 Nature Pact is a document that 
defines the distribution of responsibilities for 
nature restoration and management between the 
Dutch national government and provinces from 
2011 to 2027 (Government of the Netherlands, 
2013). 

As a member of the EU, the Netherlands 
has committed to adhering to the nature 
conservation goals set out in EU biodiversity 
regulations, including the Birds and Habitats 
Directives, which are crucial for preventing 
further biodiversity loss and restoring European 
biodiversity. The EU Water Framework 
Directive is a key policy instrument for achieving 
good ecological and chemical status in aquatic 
ecosystems. The Directive aims to ensure "good 
status" for all groundwater and surface water 
(rivers, lakes, transitional and coastal waters) in 
the EU (Government of the Netherlands, 2019). 
The directives have been fully incorporated into 
Dutch law, particularly the Nature Conservation 
Act. 

The Netherlands also implements 
biodiversity conservation measures in line with 
the EU Biodiversity Strategy for 2030, a long-
term plan to protect nature and halt ecosystem 
degradation. This strategy aims to restore 
Europe's biodiversity by 2030 and includes 
specific actions and commitments (European 
Commission, 2020). 

The Dutch model for biodiversity 
protection is organisationally based on the 
National Ecological Network (NEN), which 
consists of a network of interconnected nature 
reserves, protected areas, agricultural land, 

forests, and water bodies used for species 
reproduction. The advantage of such a system is 
that biodiversity conservation and growth occur 
more effectively within an ecological network 
than in isolated areas (Brink, 2015, p. 65). 

The Netherlands' National Ecological 
Network is part of the EU-wide Natura 2000 
network, which includes over 27,000 natural 
sites across the EU (European Commission, 
2020). 

The Netherlands plans to strengthen the 
National Ecological Network by creating at least 
80,000 hectares of new protected areas between 
2011 and 2027 (Government of the Netherlands, 
2019). The Dutch government has also 
mandated the compulsory purchase of 10% of 
land within the National Ecological Network 
during land purchases by private individuals to 
support biodiversity conservation programmes. 
This requirement is a tool to encourage public 
engagement in biodiversity development in 
protected and recreational zones (van Straalen & 
Altes, 2014). 

Moreover, the government encourages 
provincial authorities to incorporate biodiversity 
restoration mechanisms into development plans 
by combining nature with other functions, such 
as climate change adaptation, water supply, 
tourist infrastructure redevelopment, urban 
development, infrastructure investment, and 
flood protection (Government of the 
Netherlands, 2019). 

Through the Ministry of Agriculture, 
Nature, and Food Quality, the Dutch 
government cooperates with the Dutch financial 
sector to accelerate the transition to a “green” 
financial system, not only by creating financial 
funds where necessary but also by combining 
knowledge and networks, creating government 
support, and providing access to international 
platforms (Kan et al., 2021, p. 5). At the same 
time, it is clear that the financial sector is only 
beginning to address the issue of biodiversity, 
and most financial institutions are still exploring 
the economic arguments for managing 
biodiversity impact (Kan et al., 2021, p. 5). 

To summarise, Figure 1 presents a visual 
model of biodiversity protection in the 
Netherlands. 
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Fig. 1. Biodiversity Protection Model in the Netherlands 
Source: Authors’ development. 

 
 

Model of Biodiversity Protection in the 
Netherlands 

Ukraine occupies less than 6% of Europe's 
area, yet it is home to approximately 35% of 
Europe's biodiversity (Law of Ukraine, 2019). In 
terms of protected areas, Ukraine lags behind 
EU countries. 

The national legal framework for 
biodiversity protection consists of laws and 
subordinate regulations. Ukraine has several laws 
related to environmental protection, which 
regulate biodiversity conservation but often 
duplicate each other. Evidently, the Netherlands 
faced a similar situation before adopting a 
unified "Nature Conservation Act," perhaps a 
comprehensive legal act for biodiversity 
conservation would also be suitable for Ukraine. 

The Law of Ukraine, "On Environmental 
Protection," identifies the preservation of the 
genetic fund of wildlife as a primary objective, 
allocates responsibilities among various 
government bodies, and defines the 
competencies of the environmental 
management authority (Law of Ukraine, 1991). 
The Law "On the Nature Reserve Fund" 
regulates the use and protection regimes of 
protected areas in Ukraine (Law of Ukraine, 

1992). The Law "On the Animal World" outlines 
the principles for the conservation, rational use, 
and reproduction of wildlife, including measures 
to increase the populations of various species 
and different usage regimes, including paid use 
and government permissions (Law of Ukraine, 
2001). Similarly, the Law "On the Plant World" 
sets forth usage regimes for natural plant 
resources, including paid usage and their use for 
livestock and beekeeping (Law of Ukraine, 
1999). These two laws address the reproduction 
and protection of plant and animal biodiversity 
in Ukraine. 

Soil biodiversity conservation is governed 
by the Law "On Land Protection," which 
regulates crucial issues such as soil conservation 
during agricultural activities, prevention of soil 
degradation, soil fertility protection, and land 
conservation procedures (Law of Ukraine, 
2003). 

The conservation of aquatic biological 
resources is based on the Law "On Fisheries, 
Industrial Fishing, and the Protection of Aquatic 
Biological Resources," which establishes a 
permit system for the use of aquatic resources 
and includes biodiversity protection measures 

1. Adoption of laws, 
implementation of international 
agreements and EU Directives

2. Development of plans and 
strategies by the government

3. Transfer of part of the powers 
to the provincial authorities, in 

accordance with the law

4. Creation and expansion of 
the National Ecological 

Network

5. Implementation of support 
measures: financing, granting 

of licenses and permits, 
insurance, investment

6. Encouraging business and 
citizens to protect 

biodiversity: codes of 
conduct with nature, tax 

benefits, lending

7. Implementation of measures 
to control compliance with the 
rules of biodiversity protection

8. Involvement of the scientific 
community, use of innovations
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for water bodies (Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine, 
2012). 

Currently relevant is the Law "On the 
Basic Principles (Strategy) of State 
Environmental Policy of Ukraine until 2030" 
(Law of Ukraine, 2019), which outlines the 
government's priorities for the preservation of 
biological and landscape diversity. Specifically, 
the law proposes increasing the area of protected 
areas by expanding existing ones and creating 
new nature reserves. Measures aimed at 
biodiversity conservation include preventing the 
spread of invasive species and controlling their 
appearance, as well as promoting the use of 
modern fertilisers with minimal negative impact 
on flora, fauna, and human health. 

In addition to national regulations, 
Ukraine is party to several international 
agreements on biodiversity protection. Ukraine 
ratified the Convention on Biological Diversity 
and, in compliance with this Convention, 
adopted the Law "On the Ecological Network 
of Ukraine," which governs the creation of an 
ecological network that integrates all protected 
areas on land and in water (Law of Ukraine, 
2004). The Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine is 
responsible for the organisation and oversight of 
this ecological network. 

Following the signing of the EU 
Association Agreement, Ukraine introduced a 
series of legislative changes to harmonise its laws 
with EU norms, supported by the EU's APENA 
project, "Supporting Ukraine in Approximation 
of the EU Environmental Acquis," which has 
been in place since 2015 (CBD, 2018, p. 21). As 
a result of this work, numerous EU biodiversity 
protection standards have been incorporated 
into Ukrainian legislation (CBD, 2018). 

Furthermore, Ukraine participates in the 
Pan-European Strategy for Biological and 
Landscape Diversity, including all European 
biodiversity conservation initiatives (Council of 

Europe, 1996). In Ukraine, the strategy is being 
implemented mainly through integrating 
biodiversity principles into agriculture—such as 
sustainable land use, withdrawing degraded 
lands from cultivation, reforesting them, and 
restoring them to a healthy ecological state 
(Girenko, 2013). 

The aforementioned legal acts define the 
economic mechanisms for biodiversity 
protection in Ukraine. These mechanisms 
include various tools and measures implemented 
by the government and local authorities to 
promote biodiversity conservation and 
compensate for damages in cases of violation of 
biodiversity preservation regulations. 

Economic instruments under these laws 
include state budget funding (subsidies, grants), 
setting limits on the use of natural resources and 
pollutant emissions, establishing an 
environmental tax, and introducing ecological 
insurance (Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine, 1992). 

Environmental modernisation of industry 
is one mechanism employed by the government 
to reduce the environmental tax or provide 
annual compensation. 

Another mechanism for biodiversity 
conservation is creating a favourable investment 
climate to attract funds from international 
donors and private capital for conservation 
activities (Resolution, 1998). 

In the scientific community, there is a 
proposal to introduce a mechanism of eco-
compensation in Ukraine—payments for the 
restoration or protection of biodiversity, which 
is a common practice in European countries. 
This mechanism creates a system of financial 
incentives for businesses to address biodiversity 
conservation (Veklych, 2019). 

Thus, the Ukrainian biodiversity 
protection model can be summarised in 
Figure 2. 

 



 65 

 
Fig. 1. Biodiversity Protection Model in Ukraine 
Source: Authors’ development. 
 
 

DISCUSSION 
Based on our analysis of international law 

and the legislation of the Netherlands and 
Ukraine in the context of biodiversity protection 
and conservation, as well as the countries’ 
reports on the implementation of the 
Convention on Biological Diversity, we propose 
a comparison of the economic and legal 
regulation of biodiversity protection in these 
countries. 

The Netherlands and Ukraine employ 
similar models of biodiversity protection. 
Standard legal instruments include permits, 
licences, and quotas, enshrining biodiversity 
protection rules in laws and other regulations 
and adhering to international and European 
obligations regarding biodiversity protection. 

The biodiversity conservation system in 
the Netherlands features a higher degree of 
decentralisation compared to Ukraine. Of 
particular interest for Ukraine is the Dutch 
practice of applying codes of conduct regarding 
nature, drafted individually by each province 
based on a common template. 

The Ukrainian legal framework for 
biodiversity protection is more fragmented, with 
many regulatory acts. In contrast, the 
Netherlands supplements its national legislation 
with EU laws on nature conservation, 
particularly the Birds and Habitats Directives. 

Standard economic instruments include 
public funding, investment attraction, the 
establishment of ecological networks, insurance 
schemes, and various taxation regimes. 

 
Table 1. Economic and Legal Measures for Biodiversity Protection in the Netherlands and Ukraine 

Criteria for comparison Netherlands Ukraine 
Legislation in the field of 
biodiversity protection 

Law "On Nature Protection" 
(2017) 
Nature Pact (2013) 
EU Directives "On Birds" and 
"On Habitat"  

Laws of Ukraine "On 
environmental protection", "On 
nature reserve fund", "On 
animal life", "On plant life", 
"On land protection" 

Participation in international 
agreements on biodiversity 
protection 

o Convention on the Protection of Biological Diversity 
o Pan-European strategy for the preservation of biological and 

landscape diversity 

1. Adoption of laws, 
implementation of international 
agreements, approximation of 

EU legislation

2. Development of plans and 
strategies by the government

3. Definition of competences of 
authorities

4. Organization and expansion 
of the eco-network, increasing 

the share of nature 
conservation lands

5. Implementation of support 
measures: financing 

(subsidies, subsidies), setting 
limits, environmental tax, 
environmental insurance

6. Ecological modernization 
of industry and agriculture, 

mechanism of eco-
compensations

7. Implementation of measures 
to control compliance with the 
rules of biodiversity protection

8. Involvement of the scientific 
community, use of innovations
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The area of nature conservation 
lands 

90,251 hectares (2012) 3,803.1 hectares (2015) 

Legal measures to preserve 
biodiversity (joint) 

o Legislative regulation 
o System of permits and licenses 
o Establishing ecological limits 
o System of legal control, financial penalties for violation of rules 

Legal measures to preserve 
biodiversity (diversity) 

o Attracting philanthropic 
funds to protect biodiversity 

o Increase in the share of 
private owners 

o Environmental Insurance 

Economic measures to preserve 
biodiversity (joint) 

o State funding 
o Investment attraction 
o Creation of a network of ecological territories 
o Preferential taxation regimes 

Economic measures to preserve 
biodiversity (diversity) 

o Attracting philanthropic 
funds to finance the 
protection of biodiversity 

o Increase in the share of 
private owners 

o Ecological modernisation of 
industry and agriculture 

Source: Author's development based on Ukraine (2018) and Government of the Netherlands (2019). 
 
Ukraine's biodiversity is "under-

researched, but includes endemic, rare, 
vulnerable, and endangered species, some of 
which are migratory" (CBD, 2018). The threats 
to biodiversity in Ukraine are primarily linked to 
the relatively small number of protected areas 
and a lower level of public and business 
engagement in biodiversity conservation 
compared to similar metrics in the Netherlands. 
The economic instruments of the Dutch 
biodiversity conservation model are based on 
the premise that natural diversity is crucial to the 
country's economy and the well-being of its 
citizens. Economic instruments also play a vital 
role in both countries, though their application 
and effectiveness differ. The Netherlands has 
successfully integrated biodiversity concerns 
into its economic policy, using subsidies, tax 
incentives, and public-private partnerships to 
promote biodiversity-friendly practices (de Vries 
& Hanley, 2016). 

Additionally, a notable shortcoming in 
Ukraine is the limited involvement of the 
scientific community in researching biodiversity 
conservation issues. Conservation efforts are 
hindered by a mismatch between conservation 
capacities and the need for research, funding, 
policy, and management (Campos-Arceiz et al., 
2018). In the long term, factors such as the 
country's well-being, language, geographical 
location, and security play a significant role in 
biodiversity protection (Amano & Sutherland, 
2013). 

Furthermore, stakeholders involved in 

biodiversity conservation initiatives are mainly 
non-governmental organisations, experts and 
universities, government authorities, and 
coalitions of companies. Their initiatives can be 
grouped into three categories of economic and 
legal measures: management practices, socio-
political actions, and research and conservation 
efforts (Boiral & Heras-Saizarbitoria, 2017). 

The international system for biodiversity 
protection is characterised by a high level of 
intergovernmental cooperation, active scientific 
research involvement, and investment and 
funding from non-governmental sources. To 
ensure adequate land-based biodiversity 
protection, more than 60% of land should be 
utilised with a focus on nature conservation 
(Fastré et al., 2021). Growing pressure to 
integrate biodiversity conservation into the 
sectoral policies of European countries has 
triggered various policy changes in the 
Netherlands (Sotirov & Storch, 2018). In the 
future, the European integration processes in 
Ukraine will also contribute to unifying efforts 
for biodiversity conservation at the international 
level. 

The scope of the materials examined limits 
this study, as the legislation of both countries will 
likely change in the future, prompting further 
research. 

This study provides a comprehensive 
comparative analysis of the economic and legal 
mechanisms for biodiversity protection in the 
Netherlands and Ukraine, offering significant 
conclusions about the effectiveness and 
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challenges of these systems. The analysis reveals 
that both countries employ a combination of 
regulatory and economic instruments. However, 
their approaches have notable differences, 
particularly regarding the degree of 
decentralisation and policy implementation. 

The Dutch approach to biodiversity 
conservation is characterised by a high degree of 
decentralisation, allowing regional governments 
substantial autonomy in developing and 
implementing biodiversity policies. This 
decentralised approach is supported by robust 
institutional frameworks and the integration of 
biodiversity conservation into broader 
environmental and economic policies (van 
Zanten et al., 2018; Van der Heijden & Ten 
Heuvelhof, 2018). A vital feature of the Dutch 
system is the use of codes of conduct developed 
at the provincial level, allowing for adaptation to 
local ecological and socio-economic conditions. 
This method has proven effective in promoting 
compliance and encouraging stakeholder 
participation in biodiversity conservation efforts 
(Van der Heijden & Ten Heuvelhof, 2018). 

In contrast, Ukraine's approach is more 
centralised, with national legislation playing a 
dominant role in shaping biodiversity policy. 
Although Ukraine has made progress in aligning 
its biodiversity protection measures with EU 
standards, implementation remains challenging 
due to institutional weaknesses and limited 
financial resources (Kovalenko & Tarasov, 
2019). Reliance on national directives can lead to 
a lack of flexibility in responding to local 
ecological conditions, a significant limitation 
compared to the Dutch model. 

Although Ukraine has adopted similar 
instruments, it faces challenges in implementing 

them due to economic constraints and the lack 
of incentives for private sector involvement 
(Melnyk & Melnyk, 2021). The effectiveness of 
economic instruments in Ukraine is further 
complicated by inconsistent enforcement of 
environmental regulations, which undermine 
efforts to integrate biodiversity conservation 
into economic development. 

Another critical difference lies in the 
monitoring and evaluation of biodiversity 
policies. The Netherlands has established robust 
mechanisms for monitoring biodiversity trends, 
which are crucial for adaptive management and 
policy improvement (Van der Heijden & Ten 
Heuvelhof, 2018). However, Ukraine faces 
challenges in systematically collecting and 
analysing biodiversity data, limiting its ability to 
assess the effectiveness of conservation 
measures and adapt to changing needs (Melnyk 
& Melnyk, 2021). 

In conclusion, both countries have made 
significant efforts to protect biodiversity 
through legal and economic mechanisms. 
However, the effectiveness of these measures 
depends on the degree of decentralisation, the 
strength of institutional frameworks, and the 
availability of financial resources. The results of 
this study highlight the importance of adaptive 
management, stakeholder participation, and the 
integration of biodiversity conservation into 
broader economic policies as crucial factors for 
successful conservation. Future research should 
focus on identifying ways to improve the 
implementation of biodiversity policies in 
Ukraine, mainly through decentralised 
management and enhanced economic incentives 
for conservation. 

 
 

CONCLUSIONS 
Thus, biodiversity conservation measures 

in Ukraine share many standard features with 
those in the Netherlands, which can be 
attributed to international regulatory 
frameworks—both countries incorporate 
international agreements and strategies into their 
national regulations. This serves as a clear 
example of globalisation processes in the field of 
environmental protection. 

The study revealed significant differences 
and commonalities in the economic and legal 
regulation of biodiversity protection in Ukraine 
and the Netherlands. Specifically, both countries 
utilise a combination of legislative and economic 

mechanisms to achieve biodiversity 
conservation goals. However, a key difference 
lies in the degree of decentralisation. In the 
Netherlands, regional governments have 
significant autonomy in developing and 
implementing environmental policies, allowing 
for adaptation to local conditions. On the other 
hand, Ukraine operates through a more 
centralised system, which ensures uniform 
national standards but reduces flexibility in 
responding to local environmental challenges. 

The key factors influencing the 
effectiveness of regulation are the availability of 
financial resources, the level of institutional 
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support, and the degree of local community 
involvement in decision-making processes. The 
Netherlands effectively engages the private 
sector through economic incentives and tax 
benefits, which could provide valuable lessons 
for Ukraine. Conversely, Ukraine’s experience 
establishing unified national standards and 
norms for biodiversity protection could benefit 
the Netherlands' regions, where decentralisation 
may lead to policy fragmentation. 

Future research prospects include a deeper 
analysis of the impact of decentralisation on the 

effectiveness of nature conservation in various 
regions of the Netherlands and an assessment of 
the integration of economic mechanisms into 
Ukraine's national policy. Furthermore, 
exploring opportunities for creating joint 
funding mechanisms and technology exchange 
between the two countries could enhance the 
effectiveness of biodiversity conservation 
measures. These aspects could form the basis for 
future scientific research aimed at developing 
more adaptive and efficient models for 
biodiversity management. 
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