
Intact forest landscapes in Russia: 
current condition and losses over 
the last 13 years

IFLs are important in the preservation of the natural 
level of biodiversity and ecological processes at a 
landscape level and help to ensure hydrological regime 
stability and protection against floods, mudslides, 
avalanches and soil erosion. For centuries, communities 
living in and around forests have been relying on IFLs 
for their subsistence. The shrinking of areas of IFLs 
negatively affects the overall ecological stability of the 
wider landscape.

The preservation of IFLs is the most important 
contribution which the Russian Federation makes 
to the practical implementation of the Convention 

In the European part of Russia, the key factor 
contributing to IFL loss is logging, and felling sites are 
clearly visible surrounding all of the IFLs located in the 
Middle and Northern Taiga zones. The largest loss of IFL 
area is observed in the Arkhangelsk Province, mostly 
due to logging, forest infrastructure development and 
fragmentation caused by the same factors. The key loss 

Russia is one of the few countries in the world which still 
has large swathes of land consisting of wild nature. In 
Russia, as with many other countries, most of these areas 
are located within the forest zone. From 1999 to 2001, 

Value of intact forest landscapes 
for Russia and the world

Intact forest landscapes 

Forest zone

the Global Forest Watch, a partnership of organisations 
(eg. World Resources Institute, Greenpeace, WWF, etc.) 
involved in the global monitoring of forests, developed a 
common methodology for the identification and mapping 
of intact forest landscapes (IFLs). IFLs are unbroken 
natural landscapes in a current extant forest zone which 
have been minimally influenced by economic activity. As 
a result of the application of this methodology, maps of 
IFLs were published for Russia in 2002, for Canada in 
2003 and for the world in 2006. In 2014, maps for the 
world’s IFLs were updated.

According to accepted criteria, IFLs are defined as 
unbroken areas within a current extant forest zone 
with an area of at least 50,000 hectares that has no 
permanent settlements or infrastructure currently used 
for transportation and which is not influenced by modern 
intensive human economic activities. IFLs may consist 
of a wide variety of landscape types, including non-forest 
ones, including wetland or mountain ecosystems.

IFLs are “standards” of virgin wild nature. Their 
ecosystems are developing and succeed each other under 
natural patterns that create natural habitats for species 
of flora and fauna, including large vulnerable mammal 

For these reasons, the responsibility and role of 
ecologically- and socially-responsible forest sector 
companies are increased. The Forest Stewardship 
Council (FSC) voluntary forest certification scheme 
is highly developed in Russia with approximately 40 
million hectares, or 25%, of leased forests in Russia 
currently being FSC-certified. This is since FSC 
certification became an important requirement for 
Russian timber products to enter global ‘green’ markets. 
According to the Russian National FSC Standard (FSC-
STD-RUS-V6-1-2012), IFLs are considered as high 
conservation value forests as “large forest landscapes 
minimally influenced by human economic activity 
(or forests containing such a landscape)”. According 
to recommendations in the National Standard, a 
significant proportion of IFLs should be completely 
excluded from forestry activities and, in the remaining 
IFLs which fall outside of strict conservation zones, the 
best available forestry technologies and practices with 
regard to biodiversity and forest ecosystem conservation 
should be used. Despite this, however, the area of IFLs, 
including IFLs in FSC-certified forests, continues 
to decrease as a result of logging, roads and other 
infrastructural development.

Along with logging, the biggest threat to IFLs is 
catastrophic forest fires, most of which are caused by 
human activities related to the exploitation of forest 
resources in remote areas where the capacity for 
effective forest fire management is limited. Another 
most important threat is logging and the construction 
of forestry infrastructure, mostly timber transportation 
roads. Other threats to IFLs include road construction, 
mining and prospecting and the development of 
infrastructure for the transportation of minerals, oil and 
gas and some other, less important factors.

Because of these major threats, Russia risks losing a 
large proportion of IFLs located outside of protected 
areas in the near future. This is why it is very important 
to regularly monitor IFLs and to analyse the threats to 
and the rates and factors of decrease in IFL areas.

and regional levels and provide other basic ecosystem 
services. For example, IFLs are very important in 
helping to maintain the continental water cycle for the 
whole of the Eurasian land mass.

World Intact Forest 
Landscapes (Global Forest 
Watch, 2014)

The research goal was not only to achieve understanding 
of the current condition of IFLs but also to measure their 
loss between 2000 and 2013 and to analyse the various 
factors contributing to their destruction. The analysis of 
satellite images demonstrated that there are three key 
factors contributing to the reduction in the area of IFLs, 
including loss resulting from fragmentation. These are:

1) Logging and building of roads for timber
transportation

2) Forest fires

3) Mining and prospecting, development of
infrastructure and transportation of minerals, oil
and gas.

POSITION on INTACT FOREST LANDSCAPES
of Russian non-government nature conservation organisations

2013

Intact forest landscapes (IFLs) are large unbroken areas within the current extent of the forest zone that are at least 50,000 ha 
in size, that have no permanent settlements or transportation infrastructure in active use and that have not been influenced by 
modern intensive human economic activities. A detailed definition and methodology for IFL identification has been presented 
in several publications including Yaroshenko A., Potapov P and Turubanova S., 2002. The Last Intact Forest Landscapes of 
Northern European Russia; Aksenov D., Dobrynin D., Dubinin M., Egorov A., Isaev A., Karpachevskiy M., Laestadius L., Potapov 
P., Purekhovskiy A., Turubanova S. and Yaroshenko A. 2002. Atlas of Russia’s Intact Forest Landscapes; Greenpeace. 2006. The 
World’s Last Intact Forest Landscapes (poster).

According to the Russian National Forest Stewardship Standard approved by the Forest Stewardship Council (further referred 
to as National FSC Standard), IFLs are High Conservation Value Forests (HCVFs) containing globally, regionally or nationally 
significant large landscape level forests (HCVF 2). The National FSC Standard recommends that a significant proportion of IFLs 
be completely withdrawn from commercial exploitation (ie. commercial logging, clearcutting, etc.), while remaining IFLs (outside 
of strict conservation zones) be subject to management with the best available forestry technologies and practices with regard to 
conservation of biodiversity and forest ecosystems (Annex E to the National FSC Standard).

Currently, the total area of IFLs in the world is about 1.3 billion hectares. This area, including the 279 million hectares of IFLs 
in Russia, is constantly being diminished through development. At present, less than 25% of the Russian forest zone can be 
considered IFL.

The commercial exploitation of IFLs consumes a natural resource that is not a product of human activity. Key features that cannot 
be artificially regenerated disappear when an IFL is fragmented or intensively exploited. Commercial exploitation of an IFL cannot 
be considered sustainable use and the criteria and principles of sustainable forest management can therefore not be applied. 
Exploitation of IFLs can be justified only in exceptional circumstances to meet the legitimate needs of forest settlements when 
over-exploitation of forest resources has brought them to margins of survival. Even then, the commercial exploitation of IFLs 
cannot be considered to be part of sustainable forest management.

It must be recognised, however, that the current system of forest utilisation, with few exceptions, is focused on commercial 
exploitation of IFLs. Therefore, for social and economic reasons, it is clearly not possible to immediately exclude logging entirely 
from IFLs. We believe, however, that it is possible to introduce a ‘transition period’ during which logging of certain portions of IFLs 
can continue, on condition that a mechanism which ensures that logging will be excluded from these IFLs in the future has been 
put in place. As an alternative to logging virgin forests, we propose that second growth forests be more intensively managed and 
required volumes of wood be harvested from land that has been logged previously and has an already developed infrastructure.

Based on the above, non-governmental environmental organisations which have signed this statement believe that:

1.  Prior to leasing large areas of IFLs, a logging company must thoroughly consider and take into account all environmental
risks, especially if the company is planning to proceed with FSC certification of forest management. The company must
realise that FSC certification of forest management would involve a total ban on logging within large areas of IFLs and
serious restrictions would apply within the remaining parts. When a company does not intend to obtain forest management
certification within a leased area, it has to be aware of the certification-related issues in domestic and international markets
concerning the marketing and sale of forest products that have originated from timber harvested in IFLs.

2. When a company intends to exploit an IFL or a part of it, it must consider a ‘zero option’ first, i.e. the complete abandonment
of any logging within the IFL. When due to social and economic reasons this option is unacceptable, logging must comply
with a number of major environmental limitations which are outlined below.

3.  At least 50% of the total area of an IFL must be totally withdrawn from exploitation. This requirement refers both to the entire
area of the IFL and the part that is leased by a given company.

4.  Reducing the size of any intact IFL to less than 50,000 hectares is not acceptable. The area entirely withdrawn from
exploitation must not be less than 50,000 hectares, regardless of the total size of the IFL. When the total area is close to
50,000 hectares, the IFL should be entirely excluded from exploitation.

5.  Withdrawal of all or part of an IFL from commercial exploitation (referred to in Paragraphs 3 and 4 above) also includes its
withdrawal from the lease agreement, provided, however, that there is a plan put in place to preserve this excluded part of
the IFL. This plan includes, for instance, the proclamation of a protected area or the setting aside of the area for its future
protection, the signing of a moratorium agreement with any succeeding leaseholder, etc.

6. Identification of priority areas within IFLs for conservation must be based on high conservation value zoning. The zoning
itself must be based on the results of dedicated research to identify those areas of the IFL with high importance for the
conservation of biodiversity and the protection of migration routes and forest ecosystems. The research should incorporate
all available information on protective forests and forest areas falling under a special regime of protection, Important Bird
Areas, Ramsar sites, spawning grounds of important fish species, riparian systems, established and planned protected
areas, Important Plant Areas and established or planned Territories of Traditional Natural Resource Use, as well as any
published data (including maps) on the identification of HCVF of any other type. The identification of an IFL’s priority
areas for conservation should be determined by natural and social values and conservation objectives and be based
on a sustainable watershed management approach rather than on its value for commercial logging. No commercial
exploitation should occur within an IFL before the work on zonation and the identification of priority conservation areas
has been completed.

7.  Fragmentation of an IFL into two or more disconnected parts is not allowed if the size of each of the fragmented areas is
larger than 5% of the IFL’s total initial area. In order to ensure ecological connectivity, the minimal width of the corridors
between fragments should not be less than 10 kilometres.

8.  Only the best-available technologies for ensuring the highest possible level of biodiversity conservation and protection
of forest ecosystems, as well as the imitation of natural forest dynamics, should be practised within areas allocated
for economic activities. Group-selection and group-shelterwood are the most preferred logging methods. Clearcutting
could be practised only in those areas where the environmental justification for such logging has been confirmed through
special research (e.g. soils posing a high risk of windthrow after selective logging). The described logging technologies
and practices can be introduced gradually, depending on the legal requirements and the abilities of a given company, but
the adoption of the respective logging regime should be completed within 5 years.

9.  Commercial logging within IFLs should ensure that the ecological connectivity of larger elements of the ecosystem is
preserved. Nature conservation planning should be undertaken to identify the key elements of the ecological network and
the measures needed for its protection. These measures must then be included in a forest management plan and their
subsequent implementation enforced.

10.  In all cases, prior to and after any ecologically-acceptable methods of forest exploitation have been introduced, the
following limitations on clearcutting in IFLs should be observed:

a. The maximum width of a clearcut should not exceed 200 metres

b. When a conservation area is found lying close to a felling site, the boundaries of the felling site should follow those
of the conservation area

c. A mosaic of natural forest cover should be left within clearcuts, either as strips or as patches of retained trees. The
area covered with retention trees should not be less than 10% of the total area of the felling site

d. Clearcuts of any age should not adjoin each other without strips of forest cover or other natural vegetation. The
width of these strips should not be less than 150 metres.

11.  Forest regeneration on felling sites within IFLs should be natural. Artificial regeneration is acceptable only on those sites
where natural regeneration is not possible.

12.  Any allocation of felling sites within an IFL must be accompanied by a special survey and identification of no-go areas for
the protection of key biotopes (ie. areas of high conservation value) in accordance with the national FSC standard and
regional recommendations (if they exist). Key areas of forest that have been identified by the national FSC standard or by
regional recommendations (if they exist) should be preserved when logging is carried out.

13. Stakeholders may set more strict requirements that are targeted at the preservation of an IFL depending on specific
conditions, such as the value of a particular IFL for regional biodiversity conservation, the social and cultural interests of
local communities and indigenous peoples and other factors.

The non-governmental conservation organisations listed below believe strongly that the above position should be taken into 
consideration during any forest certification process that takes the interests and opinions of all stakeholders into account. This 
position should also be taken into consideration during the process of formulating environmental policies by companies in the 
forest sector.

Information on the boundaries and conservation values of IFL is open and freely-available to the public. Companies which lease 
IFLs are required to take measures to conserve IFLs, even if local stakeholders have not expressed opinions or responded to 
when contacted.

This position paper is open for signing by any interested non-governmental organisation.

Evgeny Shvarts (Conservation Director) on behalf of WWF Russia

Alexey Yaroshenko (Head of Forest Department) on behalf of Greenpeace Russia

Dmitry Aksenov (Director General) on behalf of Transparent World Non-Profit Partnership

Yuri Pautov (Director) on behalf of the Komi Regional Non-Profit Foundation Silver Taiga

Alexander Markovsky (Board Chairperson) on behalf of the Northern Coalition for Nature Conservation SPOK

Victor Petrov (Council Chairperson) on behalf of the Kola Biodiversity Conservation Center

Intact forest landscapes of the world
The global forest zone area covers 55.9 
million square kilometres, or 37.3% of the 
total terrestrial area of the planet. The total 
area of IFLs in the world is 13.1 million square 
kilometres, or 23.5% of the forest zone.

Most IFLs are forests with a closed canopy 
(64.5%), the remaining areas consisting 
of sparse forests (20.5%) and non-forest 
ecosystems (15.0%).

Most IFLs are located in two (2) biomes, 
namely, moist tropical and boreal forests. IFLs 
are least common in temperate climate zones.

IFLs are located in just a few countries: 90% 
of the total area of IFLs is shared by only 13 
countries, with 63.8% of the total area being 
located in just three (3) countries, namely, 
Canada, Russia and Brazil.

predators. Due to the large size and complexity of their 
structure, the existence of IFLs is not limited in time, 
except during catastrophic disturbances. IFLs provide 
key inputs into climate change mitigation at global 

on Biodiversity. During the entire history of nature 
conservation in Russia, the key focus has always been 
on the preservation of large areas of wild nature within 
which protected areas of various categories, such as 
strict nature reserves (zapovednik), national parks and 
refuges (zakaznik), were established. The priority on the 
preservation of intact landscapes is stated in the Federal 
Law of the Russian Federation “On Environmental 
Protection”: “Preservation priority should be given to 
natural ecosystems and landscapes that haven’t been 
affected by human impacts”.

An extensive approach to timber resource use was 
predominant in Russia throughout the 20th century. 
This approach was based on the pioneer exploitation 
of forest areas which had never before been harvested 
in a commercial manner. Such an approach resulted 
in the depletion of timber resources, a decrease in 
the ecological integrity of forests and a neglect of the 
social needs of many forest-dependent communities. 
Nowadays, the drawbacks of the extensive use of forests 
and the need for more active forest management in 
secondary growth forests is recognised at government 
level and encapsulated in Russian Forest Policy which 
was officially approved by the Government of the 
Russian Federation in September 2013.

In the original research on Russian IFLs, namely the 
Atlas of Intact Forest Landscapes of Russia (2002), 
various sources of remote sensing data were used, 
including low resolution images and images displaying 
partial cloud coverage. This was mainly the case 
because of the poor accessibility to and availability of 
remote sensing data at that time. In 2013, the 2000 IFL 
boundaries were validated thanks to the opening up of 
access to the Landsat archives of high quality imagery. 

After validation, it became clear that the area of IFLs in 
Russia in 2000 was not 289 million hectares as it was 
believed before, but only 276 million hectares. During 
the process of validation, much of the non-forested areas 
in mountains and on the boundaries between forest and 
steppe zones were excluded from the total area of IFLs.

In 2013, new boundaries for the IFLs were then 
determined using the same methodology as for 2000. 
The total area of IFLs in 2013 was 255 million hectares. 
IFL distribution across the country is uneven, with 88% 
of IFL area being located in the Urals, Russian Far East 
and Siberia. More than half (54%) of the area is located 
in five (5) subjects of the Russian Federation, with three-
quarters (78%) of the area being found in 10 subjects of 
the Federation.

From the results of this research, it was determined 
that the area of IFLs lost in Russia between 2000 and 
2013 was about 7.5% (21 million hectares) of the total. 
The average area of IFLs lost is 1.6 million hectares 
per year, or 0.6% of the 
total original area. If 
the rate of loss of IFLs 
remains the same, IFLs 
will completely disappear 
from Russia within 166 

The current condition of Russian intact forest landscapes
and losses from 2000 to 2013

Intact forest landscapes in Russia
The total area of IFLs in Russia in 2013 was 255 
million hectares, which is 20% of the total area of 
the forest zone, or 15% of the country’s area.

There are 523 IFLs in Russia with an average area 
about 500,000 hectares.

The largest IFL, with an area of 7.3 million 
hectares, is located on the Central Siberian 
Plateau in the Krasnoyarsk Province.

Almost a half (44%) of all IFLs is located in Siberia, 
and one-third of all IFLs are located in two (2) 
regions – the Krasnoyarsk Province and the 
Republic of Sakha (Yakutia).

Forests cover 82% of IFL area, the other 18% 
being marsh, mountain, grassland, steppe, water 
and other non-forest ecosystems and sparse 
forests.

Only 5.4% of the total IFL area is protected 
through protected areas at federal level 
(zapovedniks, national parks and zakazniks).

years. However, the most rapid destruction of IFLs is 
taking place in those forest areas adjacent to forests 
which are logged commercially and which are the most 
productive in terms of timber resources. Total loss of 
‘timber rich’ IFLs, therefore, is expected to take place 
much quicker, quite possibly within the next 48 years.

Key factors
leading to losses in intact forest landscape areas

Loss of IFLs in 13 years
For 13 years from 2000 to 2013, the area of IFLs in 
Russia decreased by 21 million hectares from 276 to 
255 million hectares, or by 7.5%.

This means that the average rate of loss of IFLs 
in Russia is 1.6 million hectares per year, or 4,400 
hectares a day.

The regions with the highest IFL destruction rate 
(measured using absolute areas) are the Republic of 
Sakha (Yakutia), the Krasnoyarsk Province and the 
Irkutsk Province.

The regions with the least destruction of IFLs are: 
the Kirov Province, the Nenets Autonomous District 
and the Republic of Adygeya. In 6 regions (the Altai 
Province, the Novgorod Province, the Pskov Province, 
the Republic of Bashkortostan, the Republic of 
Northern Ossetia-Alania and the Vologda Province), 
the loss of IFLs was not determined. 

24 out of the total 491 IFLs were lost completely due 
to disturbances and fragmentation. The total number 
of IFLs increased to 523 because some larger IFLs 
were divided into two or more parts.

The key factor of IFL loss in Russia are forest fires 
(60% of the total area lost). However, more than a 
half of the burnt area is located in just two regions, 
namely, the Republic of Sakha (Yakutia) and the 
Krasnoyarsk Province, where catastrophic forest 
fires have occurred lately. In 13 regions, the key IFL 
loss factors are logging and forest infrastructure 
development.

factor in Western Siberia is fire, while another important 
factor is oil and gas mining. The highest rate of IFL loss 
in Western Siberia is happening in the Khanty-Mansi-
Yugra and Yamal-Nenets Autonomous Districts. In 
Central Siberia, IFL loss is caused mostly by fires and to 
a far less extent by logging and mining. However, in the 
Angara region to the north and east of the Angara River 
in Southern Siberia, the logging front in IFLs is clearly 
visible and moving from the south to the north, from the 
Southern Taiga to the Middle Taiga zone. Importantly, 
fires are mostly associated with logging areas and roads 
because these areas provide much greater access to 

As of December 2014, 3.3 million hectares of IFLs, 
representing 1.3% of the total area of IFLs in Russia, 
are leased by FSC-certified companies, while another 
600,000 hectares of IFLs (0.2% of the total) are in 
the process of being certified. More than a quarter of 
certified IFLs are located in the Arkhangelsk Province. 
IFLs which contain large certified areas (from 10 to 20% 
of an IFL) are located in four (4) other subjects of the 
Russian Federation.

There are currently 48 certified companies which lease 
IFLs or portions of them and the activities of almost all 
of them (45 out of 48) have resulted in a reduction in 
IFL area. In FSC-certified areas, 37% of IFLs have been 
destroyed. Logging was the cause of loss for almost a 
half of these areas. The Russian National FSC Standard 
does not require a company to cease logging in IFLs 
completely, but it does require it to preserve the high 
conservation value of IFLs. This means that large areas 
of IFLs should be excluded from commercial harvesting, 
whilst in the remaining areas logging should be 
undertaken using methods that ensure the conservation 
of biodiversity and the preservation of the forest 
environment. Not all certified companies respect these 
requirements. For example, six (6) IFLs were completely 
destroyed through logging by certified companies and 
the area of many FSC-certified IFLs has been reduced 
for the same reason. Logging in IFLs is one of the most 
serious challenges facing FSC in Russia and probably in 
the world as a whole. The credibility of FSC in Russia will 
be largely determined by the effectiveness or otherwise 
of addressing this challenge and whether or not FSC 
will be able to preserve IFLs and retain the unique high 
conservation values of certified areas.

At the same time, FSC is a crucial tool in protecting 
IFLs from commercial exploitation and development. 

IFLs and FSC
voluntary forest certification 

Hundreds of thousands of hectares of IFLs are currently 
preserved through voluntary agreements drawn up 
between logging companies and NGOs, many of which 
place moratoria on logging and the development of 
roads. The establishment of protected areas has been 
already commenced in many of these areas. These 
processes are most active in the Arkhangelsk Province, 
the Republics of Karelia and Komi and in the Primorye 
and Khabarovsk Provinces. 

Lately, FSC has been paying special attention to the 
conservation of IFLs in certified areas. Frequently, 
nonconformities relating to the management of IFLs 
result in the suspension and even termination of FSC 
certificates. Interestingly, the proportion of IFLs falling 
within leased areas of those FSC-certified companies 
currently in possession of active certificates is, on 
average, 13%, while those with suspended certificates 
stands at 22%.

An example of intact forest 
landscape loss in the Krasnoyarsk 
Province due to logging and 
forest fires. The large intact forest 
landscape in the centre of the 
map, which had a total area of 
660,000 hectares, was divided 
into two parts through various 
disturbances. Their combined 
total area now stands at 227,000 
hectares, or 34% of its initial size. 
Key factors contributing to the 
loss are logging and the building 
of roads for timber transportation. 
In this case, an additional factor 
destroying the IFL is fire, all 
instances of which were located 
close to felling sites and forest 
roads

Logging in an intact forest landscape in Siberia in the Evenk District of the 
Krasnoyarsk Province carried out by the “Rusforest Ust-Ilimsk” logging 

company in 2009-2013. This logging resulted in the IFL’s area decreasing 
below the 50,000 ha threshold, meaning that the IFL itself has lost its 

importance. In 2013, the FSC certificate for this company was suspended, 
with one of the reasons being given as uncontrolled logging in IFLs

An intact forest landscape in the Republic 
of Yakutia with an area of 90,000 ha totally 
devastated by fire in August 2014

humans. The highest reduction in IFL areas is observed 
in the Irkutsk Province and in the Krasnoyarsk Province. 
In Eastern Siberia, the biggest threat to IFLs is fire. The 
clear leader here is the Republic of Sakha (Yakutia). In 
the Russian Far East, most IFL loss is due to logging, 
while the second most important threat is fire. As in 
the European part of Russia, there is no clearly visible 
pioneer logging front and the last remaining IFLs are 
being exploited from a number of directions.

IFLs play a key role in the preservation of viable populations 
of apex predators and migration routes for ungulates
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Key measures to decrease damage to IFLs from logging, 
in addition to excluding central parts of IFLs from 

development, could be the introduction of less-destructive 
logging methods instead of clearcutting of large areas
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        60% fires
Only fires linked to logging
sites and roads (mostly caused
by humans) were considered
to be human-related
causes of IFL loss

                logging23%
Logging and road construction
and resulting fragmentation
were considered
to be human-related
causes of IFL loss

              17%
prospecting, mining,
and transportation
of minerals, oil and gas
Both on-site destruction of forests
and resulting fragmentation
contributed to human-related IFL loss

> 50 thousand hectares
An IFL's area should not be less
than 500 square kilometres

> 10 kilometres
Width of an IFL in the widest
part should not be less
than 10 kilometres

> 2 kilometres
Width of a corridor
connecting parts
of an IFL should not be less
than 2 kilometres

Not only forest
An IFL may partly consist
of non-forest ecosystems:
marshlands, mountain tundras,
steppes, lakes and rivers,
other natural ecosystems
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Area in 2013

Areas which no longer meet the criteria
of IFLs due to the following factors
and accompanying fragmentation:

Logging and forest infrastructure development

Prospecting, mining and transportation
of oil, gas and minerals

Forest fires adjacent to infrastructure

Protected areas102

A number on the map refers to a number in the table

Settlements

Capital of the Russian Federation

Capitals of regions (subjects of the Russian Federation)

Administrative district centres

Other settlements

Roads

Railway lines
Roads

Boundaries

Border of the Russian Federation
Borders of subjects of the Russian Federation

The following regions are indicated by numbers on the map:
- Republic of Abkhazia - Republic of Southern Ossetia
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DYNAMICS of INTACT FOREST LANDSCAPES AREA from 2000 to 2013

1 Azas

2 Altaysky

3 Astrakhansky

4 Baykalo-Lensky

5 Baykal'sky

6 Barguzinsky

7 Basegi

8 Bastak

9 Bashkirsky

10 Belogor'e

11 Bogdinsko-
Baskunchaksky

12 Bolon'sky

13 Bol'shaya Kokshaga

14 Bolshe-Khekhtsirsky

15 Bol'shoy Arktichesky

16 Botchinsky

17 Bryansky Les

18 Bureinsky

19 Verkhne-Tazovsky

20 Visimsky

21 Vitimsky

22 Vishersky

23 Volzhsko-Kamsky

24 Voronezhsky

25 Voroninsky

26 Galich'ya Gora

27 Gydansky

28 Dagestansky

29 Dal'nevostochny  
Morskoy

30 Darvinsky

31 Daursky

32 Denezhkin Kamen'

33 Dzherginsky

34 Dzhugdzhursky

35 Zhigulevsky

36 Zeysky

37 Il'mensky

38 Kabardino-
Balkarsky     
Vysokogorny

39 Kavkazsky

40 Kaluzhskie Zaseki

41 Kandalakshsky

42 Katunsky

43 Kedrovaya Pad'
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Federal nature refuges (zakaznik)

Total area of intact forest landscapes

254.9  million hectares were remaining in 2013 

In 2000 there were  275.6  million hectares of intact forest landscapes

20.7 million hectares or  7.53%   were lost in 13 years 

Areas of IFLs in the regions of Russia

Area of IFLs lost from 2000 to 2013

Area of IFLs in 2013

National parks

Federal strict nature reserves (zapovednik)
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