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Abstract—For an adequate assessment and effective management of biodiversity and ecosystem services in
the vast and extremely heterogeneous territory of Russia, a multilevel approach is required that integrates the
tasks of biodiversity conservation on different hierarchical levels (diversity of ecosystems and species) and on
different levels of territorial administration. Using the example of the Central Federal District of the Russian
Federation, a preliminary methodology for prioritizing territories for biodiversity conservation at three levels
of government (federal district, subjects of the Russian Federation, and municipal districts) is considered. To
prioritize the territories, the rarity indicators of generalized ecosystem types within these territories and the
value of territories for the conservation of “red-listed” animal and plant species are used. It is shown that the
high-priority for biodiversity conservation purposes generalized types of ecosystems can be distinguished
both on different territorial levels and in different territories within the same level. There is also a contradic-
tion between the management tasks of preserving the diversity of species, requiring spacious habitats and the
conservation of rare ecosystems that have a small area. These contradictions can be resolved through the
development of environmental strategies for different levels of territorial administration.
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The UN Sustainable Development Goals sets the
goal of conserving terrestrial ecosystems and biodiver-
sity, as well as integrating their values into national and
local territorial and economic planning (Mohieldin,
Caballero, 2015). In Russia, the task has been set to
formulate the System of Environmental-Economic
Accounting–Ecosystem Accounting (SEEA EA)
(United…, 2021). Awareness of the value of ecosys-
tems for the quality of life of the population is reflected
in the documents on the implementation of the State
Program of the Russian Federation “Comprehensive
Development of Rural Territories” (Decree…, 2019),
which involves projects to improve the quality of the
natural environment within the framework of the
activities of local governments. The approval of the
Strategy for the Socioeconomic Development of the
Russian Federation with Low Greenhouse Gas Emis-
sions until 2050 (Order…, 2021) updates the work on
assessing the quality and condition of forest ecosys-
tems and the ecosystem services they provide. For-

mally, the tasks of preserving biodiversity are imple-
mented within the framework of national projects of
the Russian Federation and are taken into account at
the level of constituent entities of the Federation and
federal districts. In this regard, the task of integrating
fundamental scientific data on the dependencies
between biodiversity, ecosystem functioning (EF),
and ecosystem services (ES) into planning systems for
territorial development and biodiversity conservation
becomes urgent.

Over the vast territory of Russia, adequate
accounting of ecosystems, biodiversity, and ecosystem
services for their management can be ensured only on
the basis of a multilevel approach that takes into
account the specifics of regions and different levels of
territorial management (Ekosistemnye uslugi…, 2020).

The purpose of this article is to analyze the possi-
bilities and problems of using a multilevel approach
(taking into account both hierarchical levels of biodi-
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versity and territorial levels of management) for pri-
oritizing territories and ecosystems when making
management decisions in the field of biodiversity
conservation. The first part of the article provides a
brief overview of current understanding of the links
between biodiversity and EF/ES at different scales
and under different conditions. Then, a preliminary
methodology for the multilevel assessment of the
importance of ecosystems and territories for biodi-
versity conservation, developed as part of the TEEB-
Russia project, is presented, and the main results of
its testing using the example of the Central Federal
District of the Russian Federation are analyzed. The
final part of the article discusses the main problems
and issues that require solutions for the further devel-
opment of a methodology for the multilevel assess-
ment of territories for the purpose of preserving bio-
diversity.

1. BIODIVERSITY AS THE BASIS 
OF ECOSYSTEM FUNCTIONS
AND ECOSYSTEM SERVICES

Biodiversity is now recognized as a necessary con-
dition for human well-being and the achievement of
sustainable development goals, and, in a more narrow
scientific sense, as a key factor in ecosystem function-
ing, the weakening of which leads to the loss of vital
ecosystem services (Cardinale et al., 2012; Tilman et al.,
2014; The IPBES..., 2018; Van der Plas, 2019; Teben-
kova et al., 2019; Lukina et al., 2020).

To ensure EF and ES, all hierarchical levels of bio-
diversity are important—genetic and phenotypic
diversity in populations and species, diversity of spe-
cies within communities and ecosystems, and diversity
of ecosystems within landscapes and territories of var-
ious sizes (Bukvareva and Aleshchenko, 2013; Shin
et al., 2019; Lukina et al., 2020; Arneth et al., 2020).
The task of preserving intraspecific genetic diversity is
important, first and foremost, in relation to rare and
endangered species, as well as exploited commercial
species. The conservation of forest genetic resources is
considered as the basis for providing people with qual-
ity forest products, as well as for effectively providing
essential ecosystem services by forests (Graudal et al.,
2020). However, further in the article we consider only
the diversity of species and types of ecosystems.

Modern understanding of the relationships between
biodiversity and EF is based primarily on the results of
hundreds of experiments in which EF indicators (pro-
ductivity, biomass, carbon stocks, resource use effi-
ciency, etc.) were measured in communities artificially
composed of different numbers of species. The largest
number of such experiments were carried out with
herbaceous plants in small areas or in containers no
more than a few square meters in size; experimental
communities of aquatic, terrestrial, and soil inverte-
brates, algae, protozoa and bacteria were also used
(Eisenhauer et al., 2019; Van der Plas, 2019). A rela-
CONTEMPORAR
tively small number of experiments were carried out
with artificial tree plantings on areas of several tens of
square meters (Bruelheide et al., 2014; Verheyen et al.,
2016). Experiments showed the predominance of the
positive effect of species diversity on the volume and
stability of EF. However, the practical application of
this knowledge in real conditions requires a transition
to spatially heterogeneous territories and scales rele-
vant for management in the field of nature conserva-
tion and environmental management (Cardinale et al.,
2012; Brose and Hillebrand, 2016; Isbell et al., 2017).

Combining the classic ecology thesis about the
influence of external conditions on indicators of spe-
cies diversity and EF with a modern understanding of
how biodiversity affects EF forms the so-called “new
paradigm” in the field of ideas about the interaction of
biodiversity and EF (Loreau, 2010; Eisenhauer et al.,
2019; Van der Plas, 2019). Special methods of statisti-
cal analysis (including structural equation modeling
(SEM)) allow us to separate the impact of external
conditions on biodiversity and EF from the impact of
biodiversity on EF. Much less research has been car-
ried out on ecosystems under real conditions than
experimental work. However, it has been shown that in
real conditions the inf luence of biodiversity on EF is
comparable and sometimes exceeds the inf luence of
abiotic factors (Duffy et al., 2017; Van der Plas,
2019). The nature of the relationships between biodi-
versity and EF (linear positive or negative, unimodal,
U-shaped, etc.), as well as the degree of their statisti-
cal reliability, depend on natural conditions (climatic
indicators, soil richness, moisture availability, etc.),
the degree of anthropogenic disturbance (pollution,
habitat disturbance, intensity of economic use, etc.),
and the specifics of biocenoses and populations
(interspecific interactions, trophic structure of pop-
ulations, etc.). However, for herbaceous, forest, soil,
freshwater and marine communities, a predomi-
nance of positive relationships between biodiversity
and various EF indicators has been identified (Duffy
et al., 2017; The IPBES..., 2018; Eisenhauer et al.,
2019; Van der Plas, 2019).

For forest ecosystems, an analysis of more than
700000 plots in 13 ecoregions around the world has
shown an overwhelming predominance of positive
relationships between tree species richness and eco-
system productivity (Liang et al., 2016). However, as
was shown for the United States (Watson et al., 2015),
China (Baruffol et al., 2013; Chen et al., 2018), and
European forests (Vila et al., 2013), in different forest
types and in different conditions, the identified posi-
tive dependencies differ in detailed characteristics.
Positive relationships have also been found in tropical
forests (Cavanaugh et al., 2014; Poorter et al., 2015,
2017; Jucker et al., 2016b; Sullivan et al., 2017),
although the frequency of their detection does not
exceed the frequency of negative relationships or the
absence of any dependencies (Van der Plas, 2019).
A number of studies conducted in Canada (Paquette
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and Messier, 2011), China (Wu et al., 2015; Li et al.,
2018; Liu et al., 2018), Europe (Jucker et al., 2016a;
Ratcliffe et al., 2016), the United States (Potter and
Woodall, 2014), and Japan (Mori, 2018a), showed that
the positive effect of diversity on EF weakens and even
becomes negative with an increase in resources avail-
able to organisms (climatic and bioclimatic indicators
were used as indicators, as well as average forest pro-
ductivity). In addition, the key importance of species
diversity for ensuring the multifunctionality of forest
ecosystems has been identified (Schuldt et al., 2018).
The relationship between the number of woody plant
species and EF may differ in forest ecosystems of dif-
ferent successional statuses (Vostochnoevropeiskie…,
2004; Smirnova et al., 2006; Lasky et al., 2014; Cai et al.,
2016; Schuldt et al., 2018).

The nature and severity of the relationships
between biodiversity and EF/ES are determined by
the scale at which research is conducted. In this case,
the total area under study, the size of the surveyed for-
est stands of different types, and the size of the mini-
mum census plots are important (Chisholm et al.,
2013; McBride et al., 2014; Poorter et al., 2015; Barnes
et al., 2016).

At the level of ecosystems (communities) of one type,
existing in relatively homogeneous natural conditions,
the same cause-and-effect relationships between spe-
cies diversity and EF/ES appear as in experiments.
The predominance of positive relationships in this
case suggests that the loss of species leads to a weaken-
ing of EF/ES. Declines in the number of species in
any given ecosystem clearly indicate the need for spe-
cific biodiversity conservation measures to maintain
EF/ES in that location.

At the landscape level1 The nature of the influence
of biodiversity on EF/ES varies depending on local
conditions and characteristics of ecosystems. Various
types of forests, swamps, meadows that make up the
“landscape mosaic” of natural ecosystems are adapted
to different environmental conditions and have differ-
ent degrees of disturbance previous influences. The
hypothesis of optimal biodiversity (Bukvareva and
Aleshchenko, 2013) assumes that the maximum effi-
ciency of EF is achieved with optimal diversity indica-
tors, decreasing with any deviations from the opti-
mum. Undisturbed natural communities adapted to
favorable and relatively stable local environmental
conditions have higher optimal indicators of species
diversity and EF, while communities adapted to poor
and unstable conditions have lower indicators of both.
In such cases, lower indicators of species diversity (for
example, characteristic of raised bogs) do not indicate
a lower value of ecosystems, since it is precisely this
level of diversity that ensures their most efficient and
sustainable functioning in these conditions. However,

1 Here and below, the terms landscape and region are used as gen-
eral concepts and reflect more the level of territorial planning
rather than the hierarchy of geosystems.
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when comparing ecosystems of the same type within
the same landscape, a reduced level of biodiversity in
a particular local ecosystem (for example, in a dis-
turbed, drained raised bog or in forest areas subject to
excessive recreational impact) is a dangerous indicator
of its degradation and a likely decrease in EF/ES.
Such damaged ecosystems are less valuable as ES sup-
pliers and need to be restored.

In addition to species diversity, in each local eco-
system (α-diversity), the most important factor in the
efficiency and stability of EF/ES at the landscape level
is the diversity of ecosystems and the corresponding
species β-diversity, which reflects the change in spe-
cies composition in different local ecosystems. Differ-
ent ecosystems produce different EF and ES, provid-
ing landscape multifunctionality. The asynchronous
response of local ecosystems to disturbances and fluc-
tuations in environmental conditions ensures the sta-
bility of landscape EF as a whole (Loreau et al., 2003;
Olden, 2006). The positive influence of diversity of
ecosystem types, successional stages, configuration of
the landscape mosaic, and β-diversity on the multi-
functionality and sustainability of EFs has been shown
for experimental and real herbaceous ecosystems
(Lamy et al., 2016; Grman et al., 2018; Hautier et al.,
2018; Mori et al., 2018b) and in forest landscape mod-
els (Van der Plas et al., 2016).

At the regional level, which covers larger areas, the
causal relationships between biodiversity and EF/ES
may be different than at the level of a single ecosystem
or landscape. On a regional scale, the variability of
natural conditions and the degree of anthropogenic
transformations increases, biomes can change, and
the structural and functional type of ecosystems can
radically change. This can be illustrated by the correla-
tions between biodiversity indicators and EF/ES iden-
tified within the European territory of Russia within
the framework of the TEEB-Russia 2 project (Eko-
sistemnye uslugi…, 2020). For example, based on data
from the Atlas of Breeding Birds of European Russia
(Kalyakin and Voltsit, 2020), different relationships
between the number of bird species and the values of
some ES in 50 × 50 km squares were identified at dif-
ferent spatial scales. Another example is the ES for
ensuring the volume of runoff by terrestrial ecosystems
(hereinafter referred to as ecosystem flow). The indica-
tor of this ES is calculated as the difference between
the observed runoff and the estimated runoff from the
surface of bare solid soil (Ekosistemnye uslugi…, 2016,
2020). For the average values of the number of bird
species and this ES in ecoregions, negative and uni-
modal dependencies were revealed (Fig. 1a). For indi-
cator values in 50 km squares in European Russia, a
negative dependence is generally observed (Fig. 1b).
However, within the group of southern ecoregions
(orange dots in Fig. 1b) the dependence is positive,
and for the group of northern, forest, and mountain
ecoregions (green dots in Fig. 1b) it is negative and
more pronounced than for European Russia as a
 No. 7  2023
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Fig. 1. Correlations between the number of bird species and the amount of ecosystem flow. (a) Dependencies between the average
values of indicators per map cell in ecoregions. (b) Dependencies between the values in the map cells: gray line, dependence for
the entire sample of 50-km squares in European Russia; green dots and line, values and dependence for 50-km squares of the
group of northern, forest, and mountain ecoregions; orange dots and line, values and dependence for 50-km squares of the group
of southern ecoregions. (c) Dependencies between values in map cells in individual ecoregions. Average indicator values and rela-
tionships for each ecoregion are shown in the colors indicated in the legend.
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whole. These differences can be explained by the fact
that, in the group of northern, forest, and mountain
ecoregions, indicators of ecosystem flow and species
richness change along the gradient of climatic condi-
tions in the opposite way: the f low decreases from
north to south and species richness, on the contrary,
increases. In the group of southern ecoregions,
changes in these indicators when moving from north
to south are unidirectional: all indicators decrease
when moving from forest steppes to semideserts. For
individual ecoregions, these dependencies can be
multidirectional or absent (Fig. 1c).

Based on the results of the TEEB-Russia 2 project
(Ekosistemnye uslugi…, 2020), it was concluded that
regionally differentiated approaches to organizing
ecosystem accounting in Russia are necessary, taking
into account differences in the dependencies between
biodiversity and EF/ES at different spatial scales.

Thus, biodiversity conservation as a basis for EF/ES
requires multiscale environmental policies (Isbell et al.,
2017) based on a multidimensional research approach
that must take into account the mutual influences of
biodiversity and EF/ES and their mutual dependence
on environmental conditions (Cardinale et al., 2009;
Grace et al., 2016), as well as different hierarchical levels
CONTEMPORAR
of biodiversity (we have already discussed the diversity
of species and ecosystems above).

2. POSSIBLE APPROACHES 
TO THE MULTILEVEL ASSESSMENT

AND PRIORITIZATION OF TERRITORIES 
FOR BIODIVERSITY CONSERVATION USING 

THE EXAMPLE OF THE CENTER 
OF EUROPEAN RUSSIA

In order to prepare for the beginning of the forma-
tion of ecosystem accounting in Russia, within the
framework of the TEEB-Russia project, a preliminary
methodology was developed for the multilevel assess-
ment of the importance of2 (significance) of territories
and their prioritization for the conservation of ecosys-
tem and species diversity at different levels of territo-
rial management. To take into account natural zonal-
ity, forest areas were used, since their boundaries
approximately coincide with the boundaries of munic-
ipalities. Accounting at the level of forest areas is also
appropriate for developing measures for the conserva-

2 In this article we deliberately use the term importance instead of
the term value, emphasizing that we are not talking about a
monetary valuation of ecosystems.
Y PROBLEMS OF ECOLOGY  Vol. 16  No. 7  2023
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Table 1. Indices for the multilevel prioritization of ecosystem types and territories in order to preserve ecosystem diversity.
The names of the value indices of ecosystem types are in italics and the value indices of territories are in bold

* The coefficient for all types of ecosystems, the area of which is less than 1% of the area of the territorial unit, is taken equal to 100.

Index Levels of problem solving Formula for calculation

Regional ERi Value of each ecosystem type for the 
region

ERi = 100/SRi, where SRi is the share of 
the area of each type of ecosystem in 
the total area of the region, %.

Forest District EFi Value of each ecosystem type for a for-
ested area

EFi = 100/SFi, where SFi is the share of 
the area of each ecosystem type within 
forest district, %.

Interlevel index:
forest district–regional EFRi

Value of each ecosystem type at two 
levels simultaneously

Average value between forest district 
and regional indices for each ecosystem 
type

Total forest area index EFR Importance of the forest area for the 
region

Sum of indices of all types of ecosys-
tems of a given forest district: 

Subjective ESi Value of each type of ecosystem for an 
individual subject of the Russian Fed-
eration

ESi = 100/SSi, where SSi is the share of 
the area of each type of ecosystem in 
the total area of the constituent entity 
of the Russian Federation, %.

Cross-level indexes:
Subject–regional ESRi

Subject–forest-district ESFi

Subject–forestr-district–regional ESFRi

The value of each ecosystem type for 
two or three levels simultaneously

Calculated as average values between 
the corresponding indices for each eco-
system type

Total indices of a subject of the Russian 
Federation
ESFR

ESR

The importance of a constituent entity 
of the Russian Federation for a large 
region

The sum of the ESFRi or ESRi indices 
for all types of ecosystems present in 
the territory of the subject:

Municipal EMi The value of each ecosystem type to the 
municipality

EMi = 100/SMi where SMi is the share of 
the area of each type of ecosystem in 
the municipality, %

Cross-level indexes:
municipal subject EMSi

municipal–forest district EMFi

municipal–subject–forest-district EMSFi

municipal-subject–forest-district–
regional EMSFRi

The value of each ecosystem type for 
two, three, or four levels simultane-
ously

Calculated as average values between 
the corresponding indices for each eco-
system type

Summary indices of the municipal dis-
trict
EMS

EMF

EMSR

EMSFR

The importance of the municipality for 
the conservation of ecosystem diversity, 
taking into account different levels of 
management

Sum of indices EMSi, EMFi, EMSFi, or 
EMSFRi, depending on the selected 
management levels, for all types of eco-
systems represented on the territory of 
the municipality: 
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tion/restoration of biodiversity during forestry activi-
ties, for example, within the framework of voluntary
forest certification.

The set of proposed indices includes intra- and
interlevel indices for assessing types of ecosystems and
territories (Table 1). Intralevel indices reflect the
importance (significance) of ecosystems and territo-
ries within the corresponding territorial level (Central
Federal District, forest area, subject, municipal area),
and therefore can be used to develop measures for
environmental protection and socioeconomic devel-
opment of these territories. Interlevel indices can be
applied if it is necessary to take into account the objec-
tives of biodiversity conservation at several levels
simultaneously.

The methodology was tested using publicly avail-
able state statistics and open digital cartographic
materials using the example of the Central Federal
District of the Russian Federation (due to the specifics
of the urban environment, the territory of Moscow
within its former borders was excluded from the anal-
ysis). The boundaries of forest areas are taken from the
portal https://hcvf.ru/ru/maps/hcvf-russia. The cal-
culation of the areas of generalized types of ecosystems
was made on the basis of a specially created digital
map of land (landscape) cover types, which integrates
data from the GLAD ARD map of the University of
Maryland (Potapov et al., 2020), a vegetation map of
the Central Federal District (Ershov et al., 2015), and
maps of preserved areas of steppe ecosystems accord-
ing to the Improving the System and Mechanisms for
Managing Protected Areas in the Steppe Biome of
Russia project and the Conservation of Russian
Steppes portal (http://savesteppe.org/ru/steppe-
project). The map highlighted arable land, built-up
areas, water bodies, and eight types of terrestrial eco-
systems: dark coniferous, light coniferous, decidu-
ous, mixed, and wetland forests, as well as swamps,
steppe areas, and areas with nonsteppe herbaceous
vegetation. The last type included unplowed areas
without woody vegetation, not related to steppes. It is
obvious that the identified types are not ecosystems
in the strict scientific sense. However, more detailed
digital maps of ecosystems for the Central Federal
District are currently not publicly available, so at the
first stage of testing the methodology, we considered
it possible to consider them generalized types of ter-
restrial ecosystems.

The tasks of preserving species diversity were
solved on the basis of data from the regional Red Lists
on the number of red-listed species of birds and mam-
mals in municipal areas. The Red Lists of the regions
of the Central Federal District, published in the fol-
lowing years, were used: Belgorod (2005), Bryansk
(2015), Vladimir (2010), Voronezh (2018), Ivanovsk
(2017), Kaluga (2017), Kostroma (2009), Kursk
(2002), Lipetsk (2014), Moscow (2018), Oryol (2007),
Ryazan (2011), Smolensk (1997), Tambov (2012),
CONTEMPORAR
Tver (2016), Tula (2013), and Yaroslavl (2015) oblasts.
In addition, data on the number and conservation sta-
tus of vascular plant species in eight oblasts (Vladimir,
Voronezh, Moscow, Tula, Tambov, Ivanovo, Ryazan,
and Lipetsk) according to the TEEB-Russia 2 project
(Ekosistemnye uslugi…, 2020) were used.

2.1 Assessment and Prioritization of Ecosystem Types
To assess the importance (significance) of various

types of ecosystems for the conservation of ecosystem
diversity within a given territory, a criterion for the rar-
ity of a given type of ecosystem is proposed. Ecosys-
tems that have a smaller area within the analyzed ter-
ritory are considered rare and have priority impor-
tance for the conservation of ecosystem diversity.
This criterion is similar to the approach used when
preserving species diversity. In the future, additional
indicators of the rarity of ecosystems can also be
developed, taking into account their occurrence and
fragmentation.

Within the Central Federal District, the rounded
values of ecosystem indices vary from 2 (for the most
common types, which occupy 40–60% of the area
within the study area) to 100 (for types that occupy no
more than 1% of the area). The assessment of the
importance (significance) of different types of ecosys-
tems varies significantly at different spatial scales
(Table 2). Thus, for preserving the diversity of ecosys-
tems in the Central Federal District, steppes are the
most important. However, to preserve the diversity of
ecosystems within forest areas within the Central Fed-
eral District (assessed by the forest district index),
steppes have not received the highest priority any-
where. Within all regions, except for the southern
taiga, dark and light coniferous forests are a priority.
The relatively small areas of these communities within
the Central Federal District are explained by the long
history of forest management (Evstigneev, 2009;
Braslavskaya, 2020) and the current rate of logging
and fires, which most often lead to the replacement of
coniferous forests with deciduous ones (Uvsh et al.,
2020). In the southern taiga forest region, the priority
type of ecosystem was swamps, since the largest
swamps within the Central Federal District are located
in the area of mixed forests. It is worth emphasizing
that forest district coefficients calculated within the
Central Federal District do not fully reflect the situa-
tion in forest areas.

Within the constituent entities of the Russian Fed-
eration, the results of prioritization of ecosystem types
are also different. In most regions, as well as in for-
ested areas, coniferous forests turned out to be prior-
ity. However, in Kostroma and Kaluga oblasts,
swamps received the highest rating and, in Tver oblast,
swampy forests. In Lipetsk oblast, along with dark
coniferous forests, priority was given to mixed forests,
which did not receive the highest rating in any of the
other regions. Within municipal districts, the priority
Y PROBLEMS OF ECOLOGY  Vol. 16  No. 7  2023
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Table 2. Indices of importance (significance) of generalized types of ecosystems at different territorial levels. Indices for
forest areas are calculated within the Central Federal District. Places of ecosystem type in the ranking of assessments within
the corresponding territory are highlighted in color

Belgorod oblast  

Place  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Territory
Dark

coniferous
forests 

Light
coniferous

forests 

Deciduous
forests  

Mixed
forests  

Swampy
forests 

Swamps 
Herbaceous
vegetation 

Steppes 

Ecosystem assessment Central Federal District by regional index   

Central Federal District  51 38 11 4 32 37 4 100 

Ecosystem assessment of forest areas by forest district index  

South taiga
area

 
23 21 7 2 32 48 6 - 

Mixed forest area 37 30 10 3 26 27 3 - 

Forest-steppe
area

 
 100 100 14 25 50 66 4 93 

Area
steppes

 
 100 100 25 48 52 48 3 80 

Ecosystem assessment of forest areas according to forest-regional index  
South taiga
area

 
 37 30 9 3 32 43 5 - 

Mixed forest area  44 34 11 3 29 32 4 - 

Forest-steppe
area

 
 76 69 12 14 41 51 4 96 

Area
steppes

 
 76 69 18 26 42 43 4 90 

Ecosystem assessment of subjects of the Russian Federation by intrasubject index 

100 100 10 69 100 100 4 65 

Bryansk oblast 100 19 10 4 38 30 3 - 

Vladimir oblast  30 14 23 3 13 23 4 - 

Voronezh oblast  100 100 17 57 33 46 4 100 

Ivanovo oblast  26 31 15 3 21 25 3 - 

Kaluga oblast  60 74 7 3 61 75 3 - 

Kostroma oblast 23 16 7 2 31 55 7 - 

Kursk oblast 100 100 10 49 86 53 4 100 

Lipetsk oblast 100  69 13 100 39 80 4 - 

Moscow oblast  20  45 16 3 28 36 4 - 
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Table 2.  (Contd.)

Oryol oblast  100  100  10  28  100  100  3  –

Ryazan oblast  100  47  18  6  15  18  3  – 

Smolensk oblast 100  92  9  2 48  44  3  –  

Tambov oblast  100  63  74  11  30  48  4  –  

Tver oblast  26  24  10  2  28  22  4  –  

Tula oblast  100  100  7  27  100  100  2  –  

Yaroslavl oblast  39  88  8  3 31  32  4  –  

Ecosystem assessment of municipal districts of Ivanovo oblast by intramunicipal index  

Verkhnelandekhovo  19  30  47  2  20  36  4  –

Vichugsky 56  50  30  2  61  100  2  –

Gavrilovo-Posadsky  69  30  20  5  18  20  4  –

Zavolzhsky 23  65  5  3  100  100  4  –

Ivanovsky  27  9  78  3  35  38  4  –

Ilyinsky   44  77  12  3  17  19  2  –

Kineshemsky 17  95  4  3  88  100  4  –

Komsomol  72  57  11  3  20  20  3  –

Lezhnevsky  15  18  100  2  30  26  3  –

Lukhsky  20  28  25  2  24  30  3  –

Palekhsky  31  47  50  2  21  40  3  –

Pestyakovsky  42 21  100  3 6  8  4  –

Privolzhsky  49  100  11  4  100  47  2  –

Puchezhsky 11  85  32  4  100  100  3  –

Rodnikovsky  41  46  37  3  59  61  3  –

Savinsky  17  21  62  2  13  16  4  –

Teykovsky  27  28  15  2 26  19  4  –

Furmanovsky  66  29  9  3  59 50  3  –

Shuisky  16  24  100  3  29  27  3  –

Yuzhsky  38  18  31  3  6  8  5  –

Yurievetsky  21  100  13  4  100  100  3  -

Territory  
Dark

coniferous
forests 

Light
coniferous

forests 

Deciduous
forests  

Mixed
forests  

Swampy
forests 

Swamps 
Herbaceous
vegetation 

 
Steppes 
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Fig. 2. Ranking of territories: (a) subjects of the Russian Federation within the Central Federal District according to the subject–
forest-district–regional index; (b) municipal districts (using the example of Ivanovo oblast) according to the municipal–forest-
district–subject index.
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types of ecosystems also differ, and often they do not
coincide with those in the corresponding constituent
entities of Russia (an example for the municipal dis-
tricts of Ivanovo oblast is shown in Table 2).

Obviously, the results of this preliminary assess-
ment are largely determined by the accuracy of identi-
fying ecosystems on the digital land cover map we
used, and generalized types of ecosystems include
both common and rare ecosystems. For example,
deciduous forests, widely represented in most regions
of the Central Federal District, contain both wide-
spread derived small-leaved forests and rare broad-
leaved forests. For a more accurate assessment, digital
maps need to be updated, including using forest taxa-
tion materials.

The use of cross-level indices makes it possible to
take into account the tasks of preserving the diversity
of ecosystems simultaneously at two or more territorial
levels. For example, when using the forest-regional
index to assess the ecosystems of forest areas, the pri-
ority of steppes for the Central Federal District is bet-
ter taken into account, and they become the main ones
in the southern forest areas (Table 1). In general, when
using interregional indices, differences between terri-
tories of the same level are smoothed out.

The indices we used are calculated based on the
area of different types of ecosystems (Table 1). In the
future, it is necessary to include in the assessment
other indicators of the state of forest ecosystems that
CONTEMPORARY PROBLEMS OF ECOLOGY  Vol. 16 
are important for the conservation of biodiversity—
fragmentation and age. In addition, it is necessary to
preserve not only the typological, but also the succes-
sional diversity of ecosystems. Since periodic anthro-
pogenic disturbances, mainly fires and logging, return
ecosystems to earlier successional stages, communities
at later stages of succession should be considered
important for conservation. The diversity of succes-
sional stages, formed naturally, is best preserved
within large intact forest areas (IFL), where not only
undisturbed ecosystems can be present, but also old-
growth forests formed after disturbances of various
types (Aleynikov, 2021). Nevertheless, to preserve for-
est ecosystems, priority should be given to natural for-
ests of different ages, which in regions developed by
humans can be considered a specific type of rare eco-
systems that are on the verge of extinction.

One indicator of the importance of ecosystems for
the conservation of biodiversity is their belonging to
the categories of forests of high conservation value
(primarily IFL) and water conservation/spawning
protection forests, which often remain not only the
last refugia of regional biodiversity, but also provide
ecosystem connectivity. A special category are ecosys-
tems unique to a particular region, which are identi-
fied by experts, as was done, for example, for the
northwest of Russia (Sokhranenie…, 2011).

According to the criterion of rarity of ecosystems,
the most important for the conservation of biodiver-
 No. 7  2023
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Fig. 3. Importance of ecosystem types for preserving their diversity in forested areas (a) and the importance of municipal areas
for preserving the diversity of ecosystems simultaneously in municipalities and in forested areas (b).
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sity are the areas most strongly transformed by
humans (as shown below, for example, in Figs. 2a, 3b).
A negative correlation was revealed between the indi-
ces of the importance of municipal territories for pre-
serving the diversity of ecosystems and the share of the
area of natural ecosystems in them (Pearson’s correla-
tion coefficient for intramunicipal indices is –0.764**).
This negative correlation reflects the interrelationship
between two aspects of anthropogenic threats to natu-
ral ecosystems: the threat of area loss and the threat of
biodiversity loss. When using the criteria of low distur-
bance and age of ecosystems for assessment, the least
transformed vast natural areas, most of which are
located in the northern half of the Central Federal
District, also receive a high rating.

2.2 Prioritization of Territories

Prioritization of territories for preserving the diver-
sity of ecosystems is carried out on the basis of coeffi-
CONTEMPORAR
cients of their importance (significance), which are
the sum of importance indices ecosystems within
these territories (Table 1). Figure 2a shows the ranking
of subjects of the Russian Federation according to
their importance for preserving the diversity of ecosys-
tems in the Central Federal District, in forest areas,
and in the subjects themselves (according to the sub-
ject–forest-district–regional index; see Table 1). Fig-
ure 2b shows an example of ranking municipal districts
according to their importance for preserving the diver-
sity of ecosystems within a separate subject of the Rus-
sian Federation (Ivanovo oblast), taking into account
the tasks of preserving the diversity of ecosystems in
the forest region of mixed forests, as well as in the
municipalities themselves (according to the munici-
pal–forest-district–subject index).

Figure 3a shows an example of the spatial distribu-
tion of indices of the importance of ecosystems for the
conservation of their diversity within individual forest
areas (forest district index; see Table 1). Rare types of
Y PROBLEMS OF ECOLOGY  Vol. 16  No. 7  2023
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Table 3. Values of the Pearson correlation coefficient for the relationship between the share of the number of species listed
in the regional Red Lists that are noted in municipalities and the intramunicipal coefficient of importance of the territory
for the conservation of ecosystem diversity

n is number of administrative districts and/or urban districts; ** p < 0.01; and * p < 0.05.

Oblast Birds and mammals Vascular plants

Vladimir (n = 16) –0.504* –0.400
Voronezh (n = 33) –0.510** –0.77
Moscow (n = 39) –0.399* –0.059
Tula (n = 23) 0.013 0.411
Tambov (n = 23) –0.728** –0.394
Ivanovo (n = 21) –0.174 –0.219
Ryazan (n = 25) –0.550* –0.077
Lipetsk (n = 18) –0.622** –0.402
All municipalities of 8 oblasts (n = 196) –0.427** –0.209**
Average values for 8 areas (n = 8) –0.484 –0.420
ecosystems (with a minimum area), isolated areas of
which are concentrated in the southern regions of the
Central Federal District, are of maximum impor-
tance. In the northern part of the Central Federal Dis-
trict, significant areas are occupied by ecosystems with
a relatively large area and low indices. Figure 3b shows
the importance of the territory of municipalities for
preserving the diversity of ecosystems in forest areas
and in the municipalities themselves (municipal forest
district index, see Table 1). The assessment of the
importance of municipalities increases from north to
south, since more southern areas, as a rule, are more
strongly transformed by humans and the threat of loss
of ecosystem diversity in them is higher.

2.3 Using Species Diversity Indicators 
to Prioritize Territories

Currently in Russia there is no system for monitor-
ing species diversity for the entire territory of the
country. The best coverage of the territory (all of
European Russia) is provided by data on the species
richness of birds collected within the framework of the
Atlas of Breeding Birds of European Russia project
(Kalyakin and Voltsit, 2020). For the entire territory of
the country, there is information from the regional
Red Lists on registration points of rare species, indi-
cating municipal areas (in some regional lists, the
municipalities where the species were found are not
indicated). The approaches of the compilers of
regional Red Lists to the selection of species and the
degree of knowledge of the constituent entities of the
Russian Federation differ significantly. Therefore, it is
possible to compare municipalities within a large
region, including several constituent entities of the Rus-
sian Federation, not by the number of red-listed species
noted there, but by the share of the total number of spe-
cies in the regional Red List. Further assessments may
also take into account the rarity category of species.
CONTEMPORARY PROBLEMS OF ECOLOGY  Vol. 16 
When testing the methodology, we used an indica-
tor of the proportion of the number of Red List species
recorded in individual municipalities from the total
number of species listed in the regional Red List. Spe-
cies of different rarity categories had the same
“weight.” The number of red-listed species of birds
and mammals by municipality was determined
according to the regional Red Lists; the number of
vascular plants was determined by A.V. Shcherbakov
based on literary and herbarium data within the
framework of the Flora of the Oka Basin and Flora of
the Central Black Earth Region projects.

Between the indices of the importance of munici-
palities for the conservation of ecosystem diversity and
the total number of red-listed species of birds and
mammals, either weak negative correlations or no
dependence were identified. For vascular plants in
none of the eight selected regions of the Central Fed-
eral District, negative correlations are statistically sig-
nificant, and for Tula oblast there is a tendency
towards a positive correlation (Table 3). This indicates
that, in the eight regions of the Central Federal Dis-
trict being analyzed, the areas of rare ecosystems iden-
tified on the map are not sufficient for habitat of red-
listed species of birds and mammals, but they are suf-
ficient for vascular plants. It is also possible that more
detailed surveys of territories may change the nature of
these dependencies, especially in relation to small-
sized and sedentary species.

The tasks of preserving the diversity of species and
ecosystems are two key aspects of preserving biodiver-
sity, and they are not interchangeable, but complemen-
tary. Because the amount of habitat needed to support
the conservation of different species varies, indices for
relatively large and widely moving species may conflict
with indices that reflect the importance of ecosystem
types based on their rarity. For smaller and less active
species, this contradiction disappears, and it is precisely
 No. 7  2023



932 BUKVAREVA et al.
individual, small areas of rare types of ecosystems that
turn out to be critically necessary for the conservation of
red-listed species of plants and insects.

An additional indicator for future assessments of
the importance of territories can be the share of the
area within their boundaries of important bird territo-
ries (IBTs), which are identified according to unified
qualitative and quantitative indicators of bird species
diversity (Sviridova et al., 2016) and are of high value
for preserving the diversity and quality of ecosystems
(Ekosistemnye uslugi…, 2020).

3. OBJECTIVES AND PRIORITIES 
FOR BIODIVERSITY CONSERVATION 

AT DIFFERENT TERRITORIAL LEVELS: 
PROBLEMS AND ISSUES

The tasks and priorities for the protection of biodi-
versity objects of different hierarchical levels at differ-
ent levels of territorial management should be different
(Table 4). In some cases, apparent contradictions may
arise between the priorities for the conservation of bio-
diversity at different levels, for example, as shown
above, between the prioritization of ecosystem types
based on their rarity and the desire to preserve vast
intact tracts of natural systems (see Section 2.1) or the
task of preserving species for survival which require
large areas (see section 2.3). Similar contradictions
between the objectives of conserving biodiversity and
maintaining/enhancing ecosystem services (Sullivan
et al., 2017) and the objectives of preserving species
and ecosystem diversity (Bonn and Gaston, 2005) reg-
ularly arise in environmental practice. However, they
can be addressed by optimizing conservation priorities
and ecosystem management scenarios (Socolar et al.,
2015; Law et al., 2016), including forest management
(Trivino et al., 2016).

To apply the multilevel approach in practice, it is
necessary to resolve a number of issues:

(i) develop methods for the spatial integration of
the characteristics of natural systems and territorial
levels of management, the boundaries of which do not
coincide;

(ii) develop approaches to integrating the tasks of
preserving the diversity of ecosystems and the diversity
of species, taking into account the requirements of
species for the size of habitats and the size of surviving
rare types of ecosystems;

(iii) determine the sequence of prioritization of
biodiversity objects at different territorial levels of
management, which would make it possible to most
adequately take into account the different scales of
existing types of natural–territorial division, as well as
the territorial sizes of biodiversity objects;

(iv) include in the assessment, in addition to the
rarity indices of ecosystems determined by their area,
a number of other indicators of the environmental
value of ecosystems: age; degree of disturbance and
CONTEMPORAR
fragmentation; the importance of habitats of rare,
endangered, and key species; and the importance of
individual ecosystems for the provision of ecosystem
services.

The most important problem in Russia is still the
lack of source data required for analysis, as well as dif-
ficulties in obtaining and using them, both objectively
(different units of scale when collecting data on differ-
ent groups of organisms or EF/ES, not always amena-
ble to unification or interpolation) and subjectively
(secrecy or difficulty in obtaining information, includ-
ing the high cost of many data). In particular, to test
the considered methodology, even for significantly
generalized types of ecosystems, it was necessary to
create our own digital map based on the integration of
data from three different sources. Data from the fed-
eral Red List and from the vast majority of regional
Red Lists have not yet been translated into a freely
accessible electronic form (database); therefore, to
assess the importance of territories for the conserva-
tion of red-listed species, labor-intensive work is
required to search for data on the registration of spe-
cies in municipalities in text of the Red Lists and
entering them into electronic spreadsheets.

CONCLUSIONS
An analysis of the literature and recent reports from

international projects indicates that today a scientific
consensus has been reached in understanding biodi-
versity as a necessary structural basis for the provision
of ecosystem functions and services. Biodiversity loss
weakens and destabilizes EF/ES, which is a threat to
human well-being. The key role of biodiversity in
ensuring sustainable development should be included
in the principles of developing ecosystem accounting
and used to interpret its results when making decisions
in the field of environmental management and conser-
vation. For Russia, as a country with the world’s larg-
est arrays of natural ecosystems that provide ecosystem
services of global importance, this task is of para-
mount importance. All hierarchical levels of biodiver-
sity are important for the implementation of EF/ES—
from intrapopulation diversity to ecosystem diversity.
It is also necessary to take into account the specifics of
the “work” of biodiversity at different spatial scales.

A preliminary multilevel methodology for priori-
tizing territories and ecosystems for the conservation
of biodiversity at three levels of management (federal
district, constituent entities of the Russian Federation,
and municipal districts) developed within the frame-
work of the TEEB-Russia project was tested using the
example of the Central Federal District of the Russian
Federation. Forest areas were used to take into
account natural zonation. The prioritization of gener-
alized types of ecosystems was based on the rarity cri-
terion (an indicator of the share of the area of a given
ecosystem type in the total area of the territory). Rarer
types of ecosystems were considered priority objects
Y PROBLEMS OF ECOLOGY  Vol. 16  No. 7  2023
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Table 4. Objectives and priority objects for the conservation of biodiversity of terrestrial ecosystems at different territorial
levels. Tasks and priority objects related to ecosystem diversity are in italics

Territorial levels 
of organization of 

biodiversity/examples 
of objects

Compliance with the levels of 
state and departmental 

government, as well as local 
government

Challenges of preserving the 
diversity of species and 

ecosystems

Priority sites for biodiversity 
conservation

Local/individual eco-
system in similar local 
conditions

Departments within the 
municipality/forestry

(i) Preservation of species diver-
sity typical for a given type of eco-
system
(ii) Conservation of populations 
and habitats of species with mini-
mum requirements for habitat 
size (small and sedentary species)
(iii) Conservation of areas (parts) 
of habitats for species with 
medium and maximum require-
ments (large and migratory spe-
cies)

Rare and endangered species 
(listed in the Red Lists of the 
Russian Federation and con-
stituent entities of the Russian 
Federation, as well as locally 
endangered)

Preservation of area, prevention of 
fragmentation of this ecosystem

–

Landscape/set of indi-
vidual ecosystems

Municipality
Forestry
Subject of the Russian Feder-
ation

(i) Preservation of species diver-
sity within a landscape or area—a 
collection of species characteris-
tic of a combination of individual 
ecosystems
(ii) Conservation of populations 
and habitats of species with mod-
erate habitat size requirements
(iii) Conservation of areas (parts) 
of habitats for species with maxi-
mum requirements (large and 
migratory species)

Rare and endangered species 
(federal Red Lists, regional 
Red Lists, and locally rare and 
endangered)

(i) Preservation of ecosystem diver-
sity (“landscape mosaic”)
(ii) Maintaining connectivity (pre-
venting fragmentation) of natural 
ecosystems

(i) Rare and endangered ecosys-
tems in this landscape
(ii) Least disturbed ecosystems of 
all types with typical species 
diversity
(iii) Ecosystems in late stages of 
succession (old growth forests)

Regional/ecoregion, 
biome, natural area, 
major river basin

Group of subjects of the Rus-
sian Federation
Federal District
National level

(i) Conservation of regional and 
national species diversity
(ii) Conservation of populations 
and habitats of species with maxi-
mum habitat size requirements

Species listed in the Red List of 
the Russian Federation

Preservation of the diversity of the 
main types of zonal and intrazonal 
ecosystems

(i) Rare and endangered ecosys-
tem types (e.g., European 
steppes)
(ii) Unique ecosystems and nat-
ural complexes
(iii) Intact natural areas 
(including intact forest areas)
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for protection. The prioritization of territories at three
scale levels (Central Federal District, constituent enti-
ties of the Russian Federation, and municipalities) was
based on indices of the value of ecosystems within
these territories and the importance of the territories
for the conservation of red-listed species of animals
and plants.

The approbation of the methodology showed that
the priority types of ecosystems for the conservation of
biodiversity differ both at different territorial levels
(CFD, forest areas, constituent entities of the Russian
Federation, and municipalities) and in different terri-
tories within the same level. For example, in most
regions of the Central Federal District, as well as in
forest areas, coniferous forests turned out to be a pri-
ority. However, in Kostroma and Kaluga oblasts,
swamps received the highest rating, and, in Tver
oblast, swampy forests received the highest rating. In
Lipetsk oblast, along with dark coniferous forests,
mixed forests turned out to be a priority. In different
municipal districts, the priority types of ecosystems
are also different, and often they do not coincide with
those in the corresponding subjects of the federation.
As was previously shown by the results of the TEEB-
Russia project, the relationships between biodiversity
and EF/ES may vary at different spatial scales, which
reflects the specifics of biodiversity objects that have
different spatial sizes and live and function in different
natural and anthropogenic conditions.

The identified contradiction between the manage-
ment tasks of preserving rare ecosystems and large
undisturbed natural areas is resolved by developing
regional environmental strategies that take into
account the specifics of the southern regions of the
Central Federal District, which have been heavily
transformed by humans, and the less disturbed north-
ern regions, as well as by using the criteria of low dis-
turbance and age of ecosystems for prioritization.

A contradiction has also been identified between
the management objectives of preserving the diversity
of species that require extensive habitats and the con-
servation of rare ecosystems that have a small area.
This contradiction manifested itself in the form of a
negative correlation between the number of red-listed
species of birds and mammals in municipalities and
indices of the importance of municipalities for the
conservation of ecosystem diversity. However, no sta-
tistically significant negative correlations were found
for vascular plants. This indicates that the areas of
individual areas of rare ecosystems are not sufficient
for the habitat of red-listed species of birds and mam-
mals, but they are sufficient for vascular plants.

Thus, the organization of ecosystem accounting in
Russia within the framework of the System of Environ-
mental-Economic Accounting–Ecosystem Accounting
(SEEA EA) requires the use of a multilevel approach,
which should take into account the tasks of conserving
biodiversity at different hierarchical levels, primarily
CONTEMPORAR
the diversity of species and the diversity of ecosystems,
as well as the specifics of conservation tasks biodiver-
sity at different levels of territorial government. Thus,
the differences we identified in the prioritization of
ecosystem types at different territorial levels and
within territories of the same level emphasize that,
when making decisions, it is necessary to take into
account both inter- and intralevel differences. Contra-
dictions between management objectives for the con-
servation of different biodiversity objects (for example,
large and widely moving animal species and rare types
of ecosystems) can be resolved through the develop-
ment of environmental strategies for different levels of
territorial management by selecting priority biodiver-
sity objects taking into account the requirements of
species for habitat size and the size of surviving rare
types of ecosystems.

FUNDING

This study was carried out as part of State Contract with
the Center for Forest Ecology and Productivity, Russian
Academy of Sciences, no. 121121600118-8; State Contract
with the Department of Global Physical Geography and
Geoecology, Faculty of Geography at Moscow State Univer-
sity, no. 121040100322-8; and State Contract with Institute of
Ecology and Evolution, Russian Academy of Sciences,
nos. АААА-А18-118042490055-7 and no. 0089-2021-0010.

ETHICS APPROVAL 
AND CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE

This work does not contain any studies involving human
and animal subjects.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST

The authors of this work declare that they have no con-
flicts of interest.

REFERENCES
Aleinikov, A.A., Historical and geografic factors of intact-

ness of the primary dark coniferous forests of Northern
Ural, Lesovedenie, 2021, no. 6, pp. 593–608.

Arneth, A., Shin, Y.-J., Leadley, P., Rondinini, C., Bukva-
reva, E., Kolb, M., Midgley, G.F., Oberdorff, T., Palo-
mo, I., and Saito, O., Post-2020 biodiversity targets
need to embrace climate change, PNAS, 2020, vol. 117,
no. 49, pp. 30882–30891.

Barnes, A.D., Weigelt, P., Jochum, M., Ott, D., Hodapp, D.,
Haneda, N.F., and Brose, U., Species richness and bio-
mass explain spatial turnover in ecosystem functioning
across tropical and temperate ecosystems, Philos.
Trans. R. Soc., B, 2016, vol. 371, p. 20150279.

Barrufol, M., Schmid, B., Bruelheide, H., Chi, X., Hector, A.,
Ma, K., Michalski, S., Tang, Z., and Niklaus, P.A.,
Biodiversity promotes tree growth during succession
in subtropical forest, PLoS One, 2013, vol. 8, no. 11,
p. e81246.
Y PROBLEMS OF ECOLOGY  Vol. 16  No. 7  2023



TERRITORIAL ASSESSMENT AND PRIORITIZATION 935
Bonn, A. and Gaston, K.J., Capturing biodiversity: select-
ing priority areas for conservation using different
criteria, Biodiversity Conserv., 2005, vol. 14, pp. 1083–
1100. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10531-004-8410-6

Braslavskaya, T.Y., Forests and land-use during the
19th century in the forestry of the Zvenigorod biologi-
cal station, Russ. J. Ecosyst. Ecol., 2020, vol. 5, no. 2,
pp. 1–19.

Brose, U. and Hillebrand, H., Biodiversity and ecosystem
functioning in dynamic landscapes, Philos. Trans. R.
Soc., B, 2016, vol. 371, p. 20150267.

Bruelheide, H., Nadrowski, K., Assmann, T., Bauhus, J.,
Both, S., Buscot, F., Chen, X.-Y., Ding, B., Durka, W.,
Erfmeier, A., Gutknecht, J.L.M., Guo, D., Guo, L.-D.,
Härdtle, W., He, J.-S., Klein, A.-M., Kühn, P., Liang, Y.,
Liu, X., Michalski, S., Niklaus, P.A., Pei, K., Scherer-
Lorenzen, M., Scholten, T., Schuldt, A., Seidler, G.,
Trogisch, S., von Oheimb, G., Welk, E., Wirth, C.,
Wubet, T., Yang, X., Yu, M., Zhang, S., Zhou, H.,
Fischer, M., Ma, K., and Schmid, B., Designing forest
biodiversity experiments: general considerations illus-
trated by a new large experiment in subtropical China,
Methods Ecol. Evol., 2014, vol. 5, pp. 74–89.

Bukvareva, E.N. and Aleshchenko, G.M., Printsip opti-
mal’nogo raznoobraziya biosistem (The Principle of Op-
timal Biosystem Diversity), Moscow: KMK, 2013.

Cai, H., Di, X., Chang, S.X., and Jin, G., Stand density and
species richness affect carbon storage and net primary
productivity in early and late successional temperate
forests differently, Ecol. Res., 2016, vol. 31, no. 4,
pp. 525–533.

Cardinale, B.J., Bennett, D.M. Nelson, C.E., and Gross, K.,
Does productivity drive diversity or vice versa? A test of
the multivariate productivity-diversity hypothesis in
streams, Ecology, 2009, vol. 90, no. 5, pp. 1227–1241.

Cardinale, B.J., Duffy, J.E., Gonzalez, A., Hooper, D.U.,
Perrings, C., Venail, P., Narwani, A., Mace, G.M., Til-
man, D., Wardle, D.A., Kinzig, A.P., Daily, G.C., Lo-
reau, M., Grace, J.B., Larigauderie, A., Srivastava, D.S.,
and Naeem, S., Biodiversity loss and its impact on hu-
manity, Nature, 2012, vol. 486, no. 7401, pp. 59–67.

Cavanaugh, K.C., Gosnell, J.S., Davis, S.L., Ahumada, J.,
Boundja, P., Clark, D.B., Mugerwa, B., Jansen, P.A.,
O’Brien, T.G., Rovero, F., Sheil, D., Vasquez, R., and
Andelman, S., Carbon storage in tropical forests cor-
relates with taxonomic diversity and functional domi-
nance on a global scale, Global Ecol. Biogeogr., 2014,
vol. 23, pp. 563–573.

Chen, S., Wang, W., Xu, W., Wang, Y., Wan, H., Chen, D.,
Tang, Z., Tang, X., Zhou, G., Xie, Z., Zhou, D.,
Shangguan, Z., Huang, J., He, J.S., Wang, Y., Sheng, J.,
Tang, L., Li, X., Dong, M., Wu, Y., Wang, Q., Wang, Z.,
Wu, J., Chapin, F.S. III, and Bai, Y., Plant diversity en-
hances productivity and soil carbon storage, Proc. Natl.
Acad. Sci. U. S. A., 2018, vol. 115, no. 16, pp. 4027–
4032.

Chisholm, R.A., Muller-Landau, H.C., Rahman, A.K.,
Bebber, D.P., Bin, Y., Bohlman, S.A., Bourg, N.A.,
Brinks, J., Bunyavejchewin, S., Butt, N., Cao, H., Cao,
M., Cárdenas, D., Chang, L.-W., Chiang, J.-M.,
Chuyong, G., Condit, R., Dattaraja, H.S., Davies, S.,
Duque, A., Fletcher, C., Gunatilleke, N., Gunatilleke, S.,
CONTEMPORARY PROBLEMS OF ECOLOGY  Vol. 16 
Hao, Z., Harrison, R.D., Howe, R., Hsieh, C.-F.,
Hubbell, S.P., Itoh, A., Kenfack, D., Kiratiprayoon, S.,
Larson, A.J., Lian, J., Lin, D., Liu H., Lutz, J.A.,
Ma, K., Malhi, Y., McMahon, S., McShea, W., Mee-
gaskumbura, M., Razman, M.S., Morecroft, M.D.,
Nytch, C.J., Oliveira, A., Parker, G.G., Pulla, S., Pun-
chi-Manage, R., Romero-Saltos, H., Sang, W., Schur-
man, J., Su, S.-H., Sukumar, R., Sun, I.-F., Suresh, H.S.,
Tan, S., Thomas, D., Thomas, S., Thompson, J., Va-
lencia, R., Wolf, A., Yap, S., Ye, W., Yuan, Z., and
Zimmerman, J.K., Scale-dependent relationships be-
tween tree species richness and ecosystem function in
forests, J. Ecol., 2013, vol. 101, pp. 1214–1224.

Decree of the Government of the Russian Federation of
May 31, 2019 No. 696 “On approval of the state pro-
gram of the Russian Federation “Integrated develop-
ment of rural areas” and on amendments to certain acts
of the Government of the Russian Federation”, Sobr.
Zakonodat. Ross. Fed., 2019, no. 23, p. 2953.

Duffy, J.E., Godwin, C.M., and Cardinale, B.J., Biodiver-
sity effects in the wild are common and as strong as key
drivers of productivity, Nature, 2017, vol. 549, pp. 261–
264.

Eisenhauer, N., Schielzeth, H., Barnes, A.D., Barry, K.,
Bonn, A., Brose, U., Bruelheide, H., Buchmann, N.,
Buscot, F., Ebeling, A., Ferlian, O., Freschet, G.T.,
Giling, D.P., Hättenschwiler, S., Hillebrand, H.,
Hines, J., Isbell, F., Koller-France, E., König-Ries, B.,
de Kroon, H., Meyer, S.T., Milcu, A., Müller, J.,
Nock, C.A., Petermann, J.S., Roscher, C., Scherber, C.,
Scherer-Lorenzen, M., Schmid, B., Schnitzer, S.A.,
Schuldt, A., Tscharntke, T., Türke, M., van Dam, N.M.,
van der Plas, F., Vogel, A., Wagg, C., Wardle, D.A.,
Weigelt, A., Weisser, W.W., Wirth, C., and Jochum, M.,
A multitrophic perspective on biodiversity-ecosystem
functioning research, Adv. Ecol. Res., 2019, vol. 61,
pp. 1–54.

Ekosistemnye uslugi Rossii: Prototip natsional’nogo doklada.
T. 1. Uslugi nazemnykh ekosistem (Ecosystems Services
of Russia: Prototype of the National Report. Vol. 1.
Services of Terrestrial Ecosystems), Moscow: Tsentr
Okhr. Dikoi Prir., 2016.

Ekosistemnye uslugi Rossii: Prototip natsional’nogo doklada.
T. 2. Bioraznoobrazie i ekosistemnye uslugi: printsipy
ucheta v Rossii, (Ecosystems Services of Russia: Proto-
type of the National Report. Vol. 2. Biodiversity and
ecosystem services: accounting principles in Russia),
Moscow: Tsentr Okhr. Dikoi Prir., 2020.

Ershov, D.V., Gavrilyuk, E.A., Karpukhina, D.A., and
Kovganko, K.A., A new map of the vegetation of central
European Russia based on high-resolution satellite da-
ta, Dokl. Biol. Sci., 2015, vol. 464, no. 1, pp. 251–253.

Evstigneev, O.I., Nerusso-Desnyanskoe poles’e: istoriya
prirodopol’zovaniya (Nerussa-Desna Polesie: the His-
tory of Natural Resources Management), Bryansk:
Gos. Prir. Biosfernyi Zapov. “Bryanskii Les”, 2009.

Grace, J.B., Anderson, T.M., Seabloom, E.W., Borer, E.T.,
Adler, P.B., Harpole, W.S., Hautier, Y., Hillebrand, H.,
Lind, E.M., Pärtel, M., Bakker, J.D., Buckley, Y.M.,
Crawley, M.J., Damschen, E.I., Davies, K.F., Fay, P.A.,
Firn, J., Gruner, D.S., Hector, A., Knops, J.M., Mac-
Dougall, A.S., Melbourne, B.A., Morgan, J.W., Or-
rock, J.L., Prober, S.M., and Smith, M.D., Integrative
 No. 7  2023



936 BUKVAREVA et al.
modelling reveals mechanisms linking productivity and
plant species richness, Nature, 2016, vol. 529, pp. 390–
393.

Graudal, L., Loo, J., Fady, B., Vendramin, G., Arava-
nopoulos, F.A., Baldinelli, G., Bennadji, Z., Rama-
monjisoa, L., Changtragoon, S., and Kjær, E.D., Indi-
cators of the Genetic Diversity of Trees – State, Pressure,
Benefit and Response. State of the World’s Forest Genetic
Resources – Thematic study, Rome: FAO, 2020.

Grman, E., Zirbel, C.R., Bassett, T., and Brudvig, L.A.,
Ecosystem multifunctionality increases with beta diver-
sity in restored prairies, Oecologia, 2018, vol. 188, no. 3,
pp. 837–848.

Hautier, Y., Isbell, F., Borer, E.T., Seabloom, E.W., Har-
pole, W.S., Lind, E.M., MacDougall, A.S., Stevens, C.J.,
Adler, P.B., Alberti, J., Bakker, J.D., Brudvig, L.A.,
Buckley, Y.M., Cadotte, M., Caldeira, M.C., Chane-
ton, E.J., Chu, C., Daleo, P., Dickman, C.R.,
Dwyer, J.M., Eskelinen, A., Fay, P.A., Firn, J., Ha-
genah, N., Hillebrand, H, Iribarne, O., Kirkman, K.P.,
Knops, J.M.H., La Pierre, K.J., McCulley, R.L.,
Morgan, J.W., Pärtel, M., Pascual, J., Price, J.N.,
Prober, S.M., Risch, A.C., Sankaran, M., Schuetz, M.,
Standish, R.J., Virtanen, R., Wardle, G.M., Yahdjian, L.,
and Hector, A., Local loss and spatial homogenization
of plant diversity reduce ecosystem multifunctionality,
Nat. Ecol. Evol., 2018, vol. 2, no. 1, pp. 50–56.

Isbell, F., Gonzalez, A., Loreau, M., Cowles, J., Díaz, S.,
Hector, A., Mace, G.M., Wardle, D.A., O’Connor, M.I.,
Duffy, J.E., Turnbull, L.A., Thompson, P.L., and Lar-
igauderie, A., Linking the influence and dependence of
people on biodiversity across scales, Nature, 2017,
vol. 546, pp. 65–72.

Jucker, T., Avacaritei, D., Barnoaiea, I., Duduman, G.,
Bouriaud, O., and Coomes, D.A., Climate modulates
the effects of tree diversity on forest productivity, J.
Ecol., 2016a, vol. 104, pp. 388–398.

Jucker, T., Sanchez, A.C., Lindsell, J.A., Allen, H.D., Am-
able, G.S., and Coomes, D.A., Drivers of aboveground
wood production in a lowland tropical forest of West
Africa: teasing apart the roles of tree density, tree diver-
sity, soil phosphorous, and historical logging, Ecol.
Evol., 2016b, vol. 6, pp. 4004–4017.

Kalyakin, M.V. and Voltsit, O.V., Atlas gnezdyashchikhsya
ptits evropeiskoi chasti Rossii (Atlas of the Breeding
Birds of the European Part of Russia), Moscow: Fiton
XXI, 2020.

Lamy, T., Liss, K.N., Gonzalez, A., and Bennett, E.M.,
Landscape structure affects the provision of multiple
ecosystem services, Environ. Res. Lett., 2016, vol. 11,
p. 124017.

Lasky, J.R., Uriarte, M., Boukili, V.K., Erickson, D.L.,
Kress, W.J., and Chazdon, R.L., The relationship be-
tween tree biodiversity and biomass dynamics changes
with tropical forest succession, Ecol. Lett., 2014, vol. 17,
pp. 1158–1167.

Law, E.A., Bryan, B.A., Meijaard, E., Mallawaarachchi, T.,
Struebig, M.J., Watts, M.E., and Wilson, K.A., Mixed
policies give more options in multifunctional tropical
forest landscapes, J. Appl. Ecol., 2017, vol. 54, no. 1,
pp. 51–60.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.12666
CONTEMPORAR
Li, S., Lang, X., Liu, W., Ou, G., Xu, H., and Su, J., The
relationship between species richness and aboveground
biomass in a primary Pinus kesiya forest of Yunnan,
southwestern China, PLoS One, 2018, vol. 13, no. 1,
p. e0191140.

Liang, J., Crowther, T.W., Picard, N., Wiser, S., Zhou, M.,
Alberti, G., Schulze, E.D., McGuire, A.D., Bozzato, F.,
Pretzsch, H., de-Miguel, S., Paquette, A., Hérault, B.,
Scherer-Lorenzen, M., Barrett, C.B., Glick, H.B.,
Hengeveld, G.M., Nabuurs, G.J., Pfautsch, S., Viana, H.,
Vibrans, A.C., Ammer, C., Schall, P., Verbyla, D.,
Tchebakova, N., Fischer, M., Watson, J.V., Chen, H.Y.,
Lei, X., Schelhaas, M.J., Lu, H., Gianelle, D.,
Parfenova, E.I., Salas, C., Lee, E., Lee, B., Kim, H.S.,
Bruelheide, H., Coomes, D.A., Piotto, D., Sunder-
land, T., Schmid, B., Gourlet-Fleury, S., Sonké, B.,
Tavani, R., Zhu, J., Brandl, S., Vayreda, J., Kitahara, F.,
Searle, E.B., Neldner, V.J., Ngugi, M.R., Baraloto, C.,
Frizzera, L., Bałazy, R., Oleksyn, J., Zawiła-Nied-
źwiecki, T., Bouriaud, O., Bussotti, F., Finér, L, Jaro-
szewicz, B., Jucker, T., Valladares, F., Jagodzinski, A.M.,
Peri, P.L., Gonmadje, C., Marthy, W., O’Brien, T.,
Martin, E.H., Marshall, A.R., Rovero, F., Bitariho, R.,
Niklaus, P.A., Alvarez-Loayza, P., Chamuya, N., Va-
lencia, R., Mortier, F., Wortel, V., Engone-Obiang, N.L.,
Ferreira, L.V., Odeke, D.E., Vasquez, R.M., Lewis, S.L.,
and Reich, P.B., Positive biodiversity-productivity rela-
tionship predominant in global forests, Science, 2016,
vol. 354, no. 6309, p. aaf8957.

Liu, X., Trogisch, S., He, J.-S., Niklaus, P.A., Bruelheide, H.,
Tang, Z., Erfmeier, A., Scherer-Lorenzen, M., Pi-
etsch, K.A., Yang, B., Kühn, P., Scholten, T., Huang, Y.,
Wang, C., Staab, M., Leppert, K.N., Wirth, C.,
Schmid, B., and Ma, K., Tree species richness increases
ecosystem carbon storage in subtropical forests, Philos.
Trans. R. Soc., B, 2018, vol. 285, p. 2018124020181240.

Loreau, M., Linking biodiversity and ecosystems: towards a
unifying ecological theory, Philos. Trans. R. Soc., B,
2010, vol. 365, pp. 49–60.

Loreau, M., Mouquet, N., and Gonzalez, A., Biodiversity
as spatial insurance in heterogeneous landscapes, Proc.
Natl. Acad. Sci. U. S. A., 2003, vol. 100, no. 22,
pp. 12765–12770.

Lukina, N.V., Geras’kina, A.P., Gornov, A.V., Shevchenko,
N.E., Kuprin, A.V., Chernov, T.I., Chumachenko, S.I.,
Shanin, V.N., Kuznetsova, A.I., Teben’kova, D.N.,
and Gornova, M.V., Biodiversity and climate regulating
functions of forests: current issues and prospects for re-
search, Vopr. Lesn. Nauki, 2020, vol. 3, no. 4, pp. 1‒90.

McBride, P.D., Cusens, J., and Gillman, L.N., Revisiting
spatial scale in the productivity–species richness rela-
tionship: fundamental issues and global change impli-
cations, AoB Plants, 2014, vol. 6, p. plu057.

Mohieldin, M. and Caballero, P., Protect, restore and pro-
mote sustainable use of terrestrial ecosystems, sustain-
ably manage forests, combat desertification, and halt
and reverse land degradation and halt biodiversity loss,
UN Chronicle, 2015, vol. 51, no. 4, pp. 34–35.

Mori, A.S., Environmental controls on the causes and
functional consequences of tree species diversity, J.
Ecol., 2018a, vol. 106, pp. 113–125.
Y PROBLEMS OF ECOLOGY  Vol. 16  No. 7  2023



TERRITORIAL ASSESSMENT AND PRIORITIZATION 937
Mori, A.S., Isbell, F., and Seidl, R., β-diversity, community
assembly, and ecosystem functioning, Trends Ecol.
Evol., 2018b, vol. 33, pp. 549–564.

Olden, J.D., Biotic homogenization: a new research agenda
for conservation biogeography, J. Biogeogr., 2006,
vol. 33, pp. 2027–2039.

Order of the Government of the Russian Federation dated
October 29, 2021 No. 3052-r, Sobr. Zakonodat. Ross.
Fed., 2021, no. 45, p. 7556.

Paquette, A. and Messier, C., The effect of biodiversity on
tree productivity: from temperate to boreal forests,
Global Ecol. Biogeogr., 2011, vol. 20, pp. 170–180.

Poorter, L., van der Sande, M.T., Thompson, J.,
Arets, E.J.M.M., Alarcón, A., Álvarez-Sánchez, J.,
Ascarrunz, N., Balvanera, P., Barajas-Guzmán, G.,
Boit, A., Bongers, F., Carvalho, F.A., Casanoves, F.,
Cornejo-Tenorio, G., Costa, F.R.C., de Castilho, C.V.,
Duivenvoorden, J.F., Dutrieux, L.P., Enquist, B.J.,
Fernández-Méndez, F., Finegan, B., Gormley, L.H.L.,
Healey, J.R., Hoosbeek, M.R., Ibarra-Manríquez, G.,
Junqueira, A.B., Levis, C., Licona, J.C., Lisboa, L.S.,
Magnusson, W.E., Martínez-Ramos, M., Martínez-
Yrizar, A., Martorano, L.G., Maskell, L.C., Mazzei, L.,
Meave, J.A., Mora, F., Muñoz, R., Nytch, C., Pan-
sonato, M.P., Parr, T.W., Paz, H., Pérez-
García, E.A., Rentería, L.Y., Rodríguez-Velazquez, J.,
Rozendaal, D.M.A., Ruschel, A.R., Sakschewski, B.,
Salgado-Negret, B., Schietti, J., Simões, M., Sinclair, F.L.,
Souza, P.F., Souza, F.C., Stropp, J., ter Steege, H., Sw-
enson, N.G., Thonicke, K., Toledo, M., Uriarte, M.,
van der Hout, P., Walker, P., Zamora, N., and Peña-
Claros, M., Carbon storage in tropical forests, Global
Ecol. Biogeogr., 2015, vol. 24, pp. 1314–1328.

Poorter, L., van der Sande, M.T., Arets, E.J.M.M., Ascar-
runz, N., Enquist, B.J., Finegan, B., Licona, J.C.,
Martínez-Ramos, M., Mazzei, L., Meave, J.A.,
Muñoz, R., Nytch, C.J., de Oliveira, A.A., Pérez-
García, E.A., Prado-Junior, J., Rodríguez-Velázques, J.,
Ruschel, A.R., Salgado-Negret, B., Schiavini, I.,
Swenson, N.G., Tenorio, E.A., Thompson, J.,
Toledo, M., Uriarte, M., van der Hout, P., Zimmer-
man, J.K., and Peña-Claros, M., Biodiversity and cli-
mate determine the functioning of Neotropical forests,
Global Ecol. Biogeogr., 2017, vol. 26, pp. 1423–1434.

Potapov, P., Hansen, M.C., Kommareddy, I., Kommared-
dy, A., Turubanova, S., Pickens, A., Adusei, B., Tyu-
kavina, A., and Ying, Q., Landsat analysis ready data
for global land cover and land cover change mapping,
Remote Sens., 2020, vol. 12, no. 3, p. 426.

Potter, K.M. and Woodall, C.W., Does biodiversity make a
difference? Relationships between species richness,
evolutionary diversity, and aboveground live tree bio-
mass across U.S. forests, For. Ecol. Manage., 2014,
vol. 321, pp. 117–129.

Ratcliffe, S., Liebersgesell, M., Ruiz-Benito, P., Madrigal
Gonzalez, J., Munoz Costaneda, J.M., Kandler, G.,
Lehtonen, A., Dahlgren, J., Kattge, J., Penuelas, J.,
Zavala, M.A., and Wirth, C., Modes of functional bio-
diversity control on tree productivity across the Euro-
pean continent, Global Ecol. Biogeogr., 2016, vol. 25,
pp. 251–262.

Schuldt, A., Assmann, T., Brezzi, M., Buscot, F., Eichen-
berg, D., Gutknecht, J., Härdtle, W., He, J.-S,

Klein, A.-M, Kühn, P., Liu, X., Ma, K., Niklaus, P.A.,
Pietsch, K.A., Purahong, W., Scherer-Lorenzen, M.,
Schmid, B., Scholten, T., Staab, M., Tang, Z., Tro-
gisch, S., von Oheimb, G., Wirth, C., Wubet, T.,
Zhu, C.-D., and Bruelheide, H., Biodiversity across
trophic levels drives multifunctionality in highly diverse
forests, Nat. Commun., 2018, vol. 9, p. 2989.

Shin, Y.J., Arneth, A., Chowdhury, R., Midgley, G.F.,
Leadley, P., Agyeman Boafo, Y., Basher, Z., Bukvare-
va, E., Heinimann, A., Horcea-Milcu, A.I., Kindl-
mann, P., Kolb, M., Krenova, Z., Oberdorff, T., Osa-
no, P., Palomo, I., Pichs Madruga, R., Pliscoff, P.,
Rondinini, C., Saito, O., Sathyapalan, J., and Yue, T.,
Chapter 4: Plausible futures of nature, its contribu-
tions to people and their good quality of life, in Global
assessment report of the Intergovernmental Science-Pol-
icy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services,
Brondízio, E. S., Settele, J., Díaz, S., and Ngo, H.T.,
Eds., Bonn: IPBES, 2019.

Smirnova, O.V., Bobrovsky, M.V., Khanina, L.G., and
Smirnov, V.E., Succession status of old-growth spruce
and spruce-fir forests in European Russia, Usp. Sovrem.
Biol., 2006, vol. 126, no. 1, pp. 27–49.

Socolar, J.B., Gilroy, J.J., Kunin, W.E., and Edwards, D.P.,
How should beta-diversity inform biodiversity conserva-
tion?, Trends Ecol. Evol., 2015, vol. 31, no. 1, pp. 67–80. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2015.11.005

Sokhranenie tsennykh prirodnykh territorii Severo-Zapada
Rossii. Analiz reprezentativnosti seti OOPT Arkhan-
gel’skoi, Vologodskoi, Leningradskoi i Murmanskoi
oblastei, Respubliki Karelii, Sankt-Peterburga (Mapping
of High Conservation Value Areas in Northwestern
Russia: Gap-Analysis of the Protected Areas Network
in the Murmansk, Leningrad, Arkhangelsk, Vologda,
and Karelia Regions, and the City of Saint Petersburg),
St. Petersburg: Kol’sk. Tsentr Okhr. Dikoi Prir., 2011,
pp. 64–117.

Strategy for the socio-economic development of the Rus-
sian Federation with low greenhouse gas emissions un-
til 2050. Approved by Order of the Government of the
Russian Federation dated October 29, 2021 No. 3052-r.

Sullivan, M.J.P., Talbot, J., Lewis, S.L., Phillips, O.L.,
Qie, L., Begne, S.K., Chave, J., Cuni-Sanchez, A.,
Hubau, W., Lopez-Gonzalez, G., Miles, L., Mon-
teagudo-Mendoza, A., Sonke, B., Sunderland, T., ter
Steege, H., White, L.J.T., and Affum-Baffoe, K., Di-
versity and carbon storage across the tropical forest bi-
ome, Sci. Rep., 2017, vol. 7, p. 39102.

Sviridova, T.V., Zubakin, V.A., and Andreev, A.V., Program
“Important Bird Areas of Russia”: results of 20 years
(1994–2014)), in Inventarizatsiya, monitoring i okhrana
klyuchevykh ornitologicheskikh territorii Rossii (Invento-
ry, Monitoring and Protection of Key Bird Areas of
Russia), Moscow: Soyuz Okhrany Ptits Ross., 2016,
vol. 7, pp. 5–16.

Teben’kova, D.N., Lukina, N.V., Chumachenko, S.I.,
Danilova, M.A., Kuznetsova, A.I., Gornov, A.V., and
Gagarin, Yu.N., Multifunctionality and biodiversity of
forest ecosystems, Contemp. Probl. Ecol., 2019, vol. 13,
pp. 709–719.

The IPBES Regional Assessment Report on Biodiversity and
Ecosystem Services for Europe and Central Asia, Roun-
sevell, M., Fischer, M., Torre-Marin Rando, A., and
CONTEMPORARY PROBLEMS OF ECOLOGY  Vol. 16  No. 7  2023



938 BUKVAREVA et al.
Mader, A., Eds., Bonn: Secretariat of the Intergovern-
mental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and
Ecosystem Services, 2018.

Tilman, D., Isbell, F., and Cowles, J.M., Biodiversity and
ecosystem functioning, Annu. Rev. Ecol., Evol., Syst.,
2014, vol. 45, pp. 471–493.

Triviño, M., Pohjanmies, T., Mazziotta, A., Juutinen, A.,
Podkopaev, D., Le Tortorec, E., and Mönkkönen, M.,
Optimizing management to enhance multifunctionality
in a boreal forest landscape, J. Appl. Ecol., 2017, vol. 54,
no. 1, pp. 61–70. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.12790

United Nations. System of Environmental-Economic Ac-
counting— Ecosystem Accounting (SEEA EA), 2021.
https://seea.un.org/ecosystem-accounting.

Uvsh, D., Gehlbach, S., Potapov, P.V., Munteanu, C., Bra-
gina, E.V., and Radeloff, V.C., Correlates of forest-cov-
er change in European Russia, 1989–2012, Land Use
Policy, 2020, vol. 96, pp. 104648–104688.

Van der Plas, F., Biodiversity and ecosystem functioning in
naturally assembled communities, Biol. Rev., 2019,
vol. 94, pp. 1220–1245.

Van der Plas, F., Manning, P., Soliveres, S., Allan, E.,
Scherer-Lorenzen, M., Verheyen, K., Wirth, C., Zava-
la, M.A. Ampoorter, E., Baeten, L., Barbaro, L.,
Bauhus, J., Benavides, R., Benneter, A., Bonal, D.,
Bouriaud, O., Bruelheide, H., Bussotti, F., Carnol, M.,
Castagneyrol, B., Charbonnier, Y., Coomes, D.A.,
Coppi, A., Bastias, C.C., Dawud, S.M., De Wandeler, H.,
Domisch, T., Finér, L., Gessler, A., Granier, A., Gros-
siord, C. Guyot, V., Hättenschwiler, S., Jactel, H., Ja-
roszewicz, B., Joly, F.X., Jucker, T., Koricheva, J., Mil-
ligan, H., Müller, S., Muys, B., Nguyen, D., Pollastri-
ni, M., Ratcliffe, S., Raulund-Rasmussen, K., Selvi, F.,

Stenlid, J., Valladares, F., Vesterdal, L., Zielínski, D.,
and Fischer, M., Biotic homogenization can decrease
landscape-scale forest multifunctionality, Proc. Natl.
Acad. Sci. U. S. A., 2016, vol. 113, no. 13, pp. 3557–
3562.

Verheyen, K., Vanhellemont, M., Auge, H., Baeten, L.,
Baraloto, C., Barsoum, N., Bilodeau-Gauthier, S.,
Bruelheide, H., Castagneyrol, B., Godbold, D.,
Haase, J., Hector, A., Jactel, H., Koricheva, J., Lo-
reau, M., and Mereu, S., Contributions of a global net-
work of tree diversity experiments to sustainable forest
plantations, Ambio, 2016, vol. 45, no. 1, pp. 29–41.

Vila, M., Carrillo-Gavilan, A., Vayreda, J., Bugmann, H.,
Fridman, J., Grodzki, W., Haase, J., Kunstler, G.,
Schelhaas, M., and Trasobares, A., Disentangling bio-
diversity and climatic determinants of wood produc-
tion, PLoS One, 2013, vol. 8, no. 2, p. e53530.

Vostochnoevropeiskie lesa: istoriya v golotsene i sovremennost’
(Eastern European Forest: Holocene History and Cur-
rent State), Moscow: Nauka, 2004, vol. 1.

Watson, J.V., Liang, J., Tobin, P.C., Lei, X., Rentch, J.S.,
and Artis, C.E., Large-scale forest inventories of the
United States and China reveal positive effects of biodi-
versity on productivity, For. Ecosyst., 2015, vol. 2, p. 22.

Wu, X., Wang, X., Tang, Z., Shen, Z., Zheng, C., Xia, X.,
and Fang, J., The relationship between species richness
and biomass changes from boreal to subtropical forests
in China, Ecography, 2015, vol. 38, pp. 602–613.

Publisher’s Note. Pleiades Publishing remains
neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in
published maps and institutional affiliations.
CONTEMPORARY PROBLEMS OF ECOLOGY  Vol. 16  No. 7  2023


	1. BIODIVERSITY AS THE BASIS OF ECOSYSTEM FUNCTIONS AND ECOSYSTEM SERVICES
	2. POSSIBLE APPROACHES TO THE MULTILEVEL ASSESSMENT AND PRIORITIZATION OF TERRITORIES FOR BIODIVERSITY CONSERVATION USING THE EXAMPLE OF THE CENTER OF EUROPEAN RUSSIA
	2.1 Assessment and Prioritization of Ecosystem Types
	2.2 Prioritization of Territories
	2.3 Using Species Diversity Indicators to Prioritize Territories

	3. OBJECTIVES AND PRIORITIES FOR BIODIVERSITY CONSERVATION AT DIFFERENT TERRITORIAL LEVELS: PROBLEMS AND ISSUES
	CONCLUSIONS
	REFERENCES

