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ABSTRACT. Tropical and subtropical forests and savannas support millions of forest-dependent people. These ecosystems are under
rising pressure from deforestation, primarily due to agricultural expansion. Yet, a large proportion of agriculture-driven deforestation
does not lead to productive land use afterwards, potentially because of speculative, halted, or abandoned land investment projects. Our
understanding of such apparently failed projects, their links to deforestation, and their impact on local people, however, remains limited.
Here, focusing on failed land investment projects in tropical and subtropical woodlands (i.e., forests and savannas), we aim to understand
how these projects failed, how they led to deforestation, and how access to land for local communities changed after failure. We identified
and reviewed cases of failed projects that led to deforestation sourced from a systematic literature review and global databases on land
investments and environmental conflicts. Our results show that resistance to land investment projects was the most common determinant
of failure, suggesting prevailing misalignment of investments with local needs. We identified various configurations on how failed
projects are linked to woodland loss, ranging from land clearing for an eventually abandoned project to illegal timber harvesting. Most
of the projects targeted areas used by local, forest-dependent communities. Despite failure, some of these communities lost access to
lands in the process, indicating that even failed projects can result in land grabs. Our multi-case analysis revealed the pivotal roles played
by governments, socioeconomic agendas, and investors in these complex predicaments. This emphasizes the need to learn from failed
projects to reevaluate priorities in land governance, enhance government enforcement capabilities, and adopt a more inclusive and
comprehensive approach that amplifies local voices and safeguards tropical and subtropical woodlands.
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INTRODUCTION
Tropical and subtropical forests, woodlands, and savannas
(hereafter: tropical woodlands) harbor unique biodiversity,
mitigate climate change, and sustain the livelihoods of millions
of local people (IPBES 2018, Olesen et al. 2022). Despite their
importance, many of these woodlands have been cleared for the
expansion of agriculture and forestry (Geist and Lambin 2002,
Curtis et al. 2018). This expansion seeks to increase revenue and
the provisioning of food, bioenergy or feed, and through this
generate socioeconomic development, yet at major environmental
costs (Meyfroidt 2018, Meyfroidt et al. 2022). Much of
conservation policy, planning, and action centered on tropical
deforestation thus seeks to mitigate this trade-off, for example
through area-based conservation projects that involve local
communities in alternative livelihoods projects, or through
working with land investors, producers, or other actors along
supply chains to lessen deforestation (Maxwell et al. 2020,
Pacheco et al. 2021, Lambin and Furumo 2023).  

Yet, at least one third of agriculture-driven deforestation in the
tropics does not result in actively managed agricultural land
(Pendrill et al. 2022). In Indonesia, for example, over half  of
deforested primary forest was left idle for five or more years, with
the majority of this land being cleared mechanically in large-scale
capitalized projects (Parker et al. 2024). In these cases, forest loss
is potentially attributable to multiple processes linked with

agriculture and forestry frontiers, which include speculative
clearings, or investment projects that fail (i.e., are halted or
abandoned) (Pendrill et al. 2022, Parker et al. 2024). In such failed
land investment projects, what is otherwise framed as a trade-off
becomes a lose-lose situation, where the anticipated
socioeconomic benefits do not materialize, but the negative
environmental and social impacts can remain.  

Considerable research attention has been directed toward land
investments, particularly following the surge in transnational land
deals in Latin America, sub-Saharan Africa, and Southeast Asia
during the 2000s (Cotula 2009, Borras et al. 2012). This land rush
emerged in response to both a food and economic crisis, coupled
with efforts by Global South countries to attract foreign capital
to advance development (Wolford et al. 2013). This land rush
accounts for at least 171 million ha in land deals globally (Land
Matrix 2024), with a particular focus on those tropical and
subtropical regions that are portrayed as holding the last land
reserves for agricultural expansion (Moore 2010, Silverstein 2014,
Gasparri et al. 2016). As a result, transnational and domestic land
investment projects have provoked major environmental impacts,
land conflicts, and other social impacts (Messerli et al. 2014,
IPBES 2018, Davis et al. 2020).  

Within the land rush literature, few studies have focused on failed
land investments (Nolte 2020, Borras et al. 2022). Such failed
projects encompass situations where actors engage in land
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acquisitions that either fail in the negotiation phase or that are
initiated but later halted, canceled, or abandoned. Together, such
failed projects account for around 13% of the area covered by land
deals globally (Land Matrix 2024). Failures can result from diverse
and interrelated factors, including investment factors (e.g.,
inadequately executed implementation plans), inadequate local
context (e.g., local resistance, poor environmental conditions) or
inadequate broader context (e.g., market fluctuations that trigger
corporate bankruptcy) (Nolte 2020). However, what appears as
failed can also include projects that were never intended to succeed
in terms of establishing productive agricultural use, such as where
extractive (for timber) or speculative goals prevail (Davis et al. 2020,
Borras et al. 2022, Broegaard et al. 2022). Thus, despite failure, the
result can still be deforestation, sometimes as a byproduct,
sometimes as a deliberate outcome. Yet, the land rush literature
generally overlooks the environmental outcomes of land deals
(Liao and Agrawal 2024, Wolford et al. 2024). The few studies
examining the impact of land investments on deforestation
typically used case studies (Davis et al. 2015, Moreda 2017, Chen
et al. 2019, Magliocca et al. 2020, 2022) or quantitative analyses
across large databases of land deals (Messerli et al. 2014, Davis et
al. 2020). However, analyses focusing on investment projects that
failed, and how failed projects relate to deforestation across
geographical contexts, are missing.  

Tropical woodlands are important for supporting biodiversity and
people’s lives. Whether people depend on forests for natural
resources or spiritual fulfilment or whether their lifeways are
intertwined with those woodlands, land investment can change
access and, often, lead to land being expropriated and communities
being displaced (Dell’Angelo et al. 2021). Sometimes this involves
compensation in the form of financial payments, jobs, or other
benefits, but these benefits do not always materialize, and many
land investment projects are highly contested, leading to conflict,
violence, and sometimes death (Hall et al. 2015). In the case of a
failed project, negotiated or anticipated positive outcomes of these
projects will likely fall short or remain undelivered, while the
negative social-ecological impacts can remain, including
restrictions of access and use of forests or depletion of resources.
Understanding how failed investments impact people, and
specifically access to lands, is therefore important, but no study has
investigated systematically across the tropics.  

The objective of our study thus was to explore how land investments
projects that led to deforestation have failed, how such failed
projects relate to deforestation patterns, and how these failed
projects change access to land. We ask:  

1. What are the characteristics of land investment projects that
failed and led to deforestation? 

2. At what stages of projects did failure happen, and what were
the reasons for failure? 

3. How do failed land investment projects relate to the
motivations for deforestation, its direct or indirect character,
and deforestation legality? 

4. What are the relations between failure, deforestation, and
change in access to land?

BACKGROUND

Land investment projects
The research approaches and definitions used to analyze land
investments projects, land deals, or large-scale land acquisitions
differ widely. Here, we define land investments as “the capturing
of control of relatively vast tracts of land and other natural
resources through a variety of mechanisms and forms that involve
large-scale capital” (Borras et al. 2012). Land investments involve
processes of land control and dispossession, as well as the
potential for resistance (Hall et al. 2015, Borras et al. 2022). This
involves a complex set of distant and local political actors, all
operating under varying power relations (Wolford et al. 2013, Hall
et al. 2015, Chung and Gagné 2021). Moreover, investors or land
appropriation actors might be both licit and illicit and can shift
their needs, expectations, and consent depending on an
established, expected, or materialized set of conditions. With
multiple motivations, ways to claim and control land, and forms
of resistance, land investment outcomes are highly diverse. For
example, many land investments utilize only a fraction of the land
recorded in the deal (Edelman 2013, Oya 2013, Scoones et al.
2013, Lu and Schönweger 2019). Development trajectories after
a land investment has been initiated are also diverse, with
investments being abandoned, halted, or canceled at various
stages of project development (Nolte 2020).  

Our definition of failed land investment projects aligns with the
notion of “non-operational land deals” (Borras et al. 2022). These
correspond to both land investments reported as failed because
of unsuccessful negotiations or canceled contracts, and deals that
were concluded but projects were abandoned during the
implementation or operational phase. In the context of failed land
investments, speculation and spectacle are key processes (Li 2017,
Lay and Nolte 2018, Borras et al. 2022). Following Tsing (2004),
an economy of appearances supports and motivates deal-making.
Both investors boasting about their potential profits and
endowments, and governments, offering large tracks of
supposedly “empty” land for investment, create a “necessary”
spectacle (Mollett 2016, Fraser and Mittal 2017). In this scenario,
gains are exaggerated and challenges are minimized (Scheidel
2016). Investment funds and individual investors are attracted to
land investments with potential value gained from an abnormal
rent surge, occurring from real or foreseen changes in accessibility,
productivity, costs, prices, or subsidies (le Polain de Waroux et al.
2018, le Polain de Waroux 2019). Such situations fuel land
speculation, where part of the profit expectation comes from the
commodification of land itself  (Lay and Nolte 2018, Silva and
Arima 2025). Thus, we acknowledge that failure is contextual,
although we here define the term failure in reference to formally
stated investment goals, part of these non-operational
investments can still be successful in fulfilling their speculative
goals, and impact access and control to land even after projects
are canceled (Bruna et al. 2025).

Forests, land access, and land investment projects
Conservation increasingly recognizes the importance of
customary forest uses by local and forest-dependent communities
(Article 10, CBD & UNEP 2011). When land investments target
forests, they likely impact the livelihoods of forest-dependent
communities and their role in ecosystem conservation (Davis et
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al. 2020, Levers et al. 2021, Nanhthavong et al. 2021). Despite
common assertions by governments and investors that targeted
areas are unused, idle, or wastelands (Ferguson 2014, Messerli et
al. 2016, Moreda 2017, Lu and Schönweger 2019), such labels are
often ambiguous and include fallow land or forests managed by
local people for multiple purposes, including fuelwood collection
or grazing (Baka 2013, Lambin et al. 2013). Such lands also often
fall under common property systems or are used by people lacking
secure land titles (Dell’Angelo et al. 2017, D’Odorico et al. 2017,
Moreda 2017). Consequently, land investments may contribute
to furthering the privatization and commodification of land, for
example through the establishment of long-term land concessions
(D’Odorico et al. 2017).  

Land investments can lead to major changes in access to forests
and natural resources, and while investments may fail, the changes
in who can access land are not always reversed (Broegaard et al.
2022). Different legal mechanisms are usually in place to protect
forests and the people who depend on them, for example,
consultation with local people, environment impact assessments,
management plans, and often compensation mechanisms (Cotula
2009). Disrespecting the procedure before or after approval allows
for litigation action, putting at risk the investment (Blackmore et
al. 2015). In the case of Indigenous Peoples, mechanisms to
support land rights may be leveraged, such as the principle of free,
prior informed consent, other international instruments, or
country-level laws for Indigenous People’s rights (International
Labor Organization 1989, UN 2007, Locher et al. 2012, Filer et
al. 2020).

METHODS

Data collection
To investigate the relation between failed land investment projects,
deforestation, and land access, we identified agricultural and
forestry investments in tropical forests and woodlands.
Specifically, we focused on projects that were abandoned,
canceled, or stopped, thereby failing to achieve their officially
stated goal, and that reported direct or indirect associated forest
or woodland clearings. We identified these cases from three
sources: (1) a systematic literature review, (2) the Land Matrix
data on failed land investments, and (3) the global Environmental
Justice Atlas (EJAtlas) data on environmental conflicts. Although
sources differ in their definitions and focus, much overlap exists,
and we thus use land investment projects as the common
nomenclature. We focused on agriculture and forestry plantation
projects (e.g., excluding mining) because those land uses have been
linked with most deforestation in the tropics (Curtis et al. 2018).
When forest concessions projects resulted in high deforestation,
we included them as well. Our analysis focuses on deforestation
in tropical and subtropical natural forests, woodlands, and
savannas.  

Importantly, given the high structural and spatial diversity of
natural vegetation in the dry tropics, our definition was
purposefully chosen broadly to include the expansion of land uses
to closed-canopy forests, open forests, woodlands, and savannas.
We also included cases where land use expansion led to the full
conversion (e.g., expansion of rubber plantations) or partial
conversion (e.g., expansion of logging operations) of the natural
vegetation. This may include degradation processes, such as
increased edge densities or fragmentation of ecosystems,

although we did not explicitly assess these effects. We note that
our focus here was on understanding the conditions under which
projects that expand into natural areas fail, and not necessarily
the nuanced ecological outcomes of these expansions or failures,
which would require distinguishing between natural ecosystem
types.  

For our systematic literature review, we followed the Preferred
Reporting Items for Systematic Review and Meta-analysis
approach (Shamseer et al. 2015). We selected keywords for land
investment projects, for failed, non-operational, abandoned, or
stopped projects, and for deforestation of forests and woodlands
(see Appendix 1). Our literature review was done in Scopus (June
2023). We first searched the title, abstract, and keywords, followed
by the full text. We included records that fulfilled two criteria:
those that (1) focused on failed or non-operational land
investment projects, and (2) included accounts of deforestation
linked to the former land investment project. From the initial 231
records, 15 were included; two were excluded because of language
barriers, and five because we did not have access to them. We
performed a snowball approach and gathered four additional
cases, totaling 19 cases that were reviewed in full.  

The Land Matrix database is a crowdsourced data repository
focusing on “large-scale land acquisitions” defined as any
intended, concluded, or failed attempt to acquire land through
purchase, lease, or concession for purposes such as agricultural
production, timber extraction, and others, in low- and middle-
income countries (The Land Matrix 2024). These acquisitions can
involve both transnational and domestic investors and must have
a land size greater than 200 ha. According to our definition, we
focus on land investments reported as failed in their negotiation
status as well as all investments that were reported as abandoned
during the implementation phase following the classification
provided by dataset (The Land Matrix 2024). This resulted in a
total of 540 investments identified in June 2023 in countries with
tropical and subtropical forests and woodlands. Of these, we
selected those where the investment’s documentation mentions
deforestation as defined earlier. This resulted in 28 cases retained
in our analyses.  

The EJAtlas is an online database that collects data on
environmental conflicts globally through a network of case
contributors. In the EJAtlas, a case refers to the contentious
mobilizations of civil society actors in which explicit social-
environmental claims are made against projects or economic
activities pursued by state, corporate, or, sometimes, illicit actors
(Temper et al. 2015, Scheidel et al. 2020). Cases are sourced from
secondary references such as scholarly papers, civil society
reports, lawsuits, formal complaints, news articles, and others,
reducing biases by single sources. Before a case is published all
information is checked for completeness and quality by a team of
moderators (Temper et al. 2015, Scheidel et al. 2020). For our
analysis, we searched for cases that (1) reported projects as
canceled, stopped, or temporarily suspended, and (2) reported
deforestation, as defined earlier. This resulted in 46 cases included
in our analyses. The search was conducted in September 2023, on
the basis of the dataset’s own classification.

Data analyses
For our final database, we triangulated cases across the three
sources (literature review, Land Matrix database, and EJAtlas
database), resulting in a total of 80 unique cases, where 10 are
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 Fig. 1. Conceptual diagram of potential pathways of land investment projects (light gray) that lead to non-operational projects
(blue) and identification of potential deforestation motivations (in red), situated along the land investment project implementation
stages.
 

present in multiple sources (Table S1, Fig. 1). To provide a more
complete understanding of each case, we consulted additional
online sources, such as news pages or civil society reports, when
available (Table S1). We analyzed the textual content associated
with each case using a structured approach that involved two
steps. First, we developed codes by combining both inductive
(based on themes we observed while reviewing cases’ descriptions)
and deductive approaches (based on previous research on failed
projects, deforestation, and land access). Second, we organized
these codes into three dimensions (failed land investments,
deforestation, and land use and access), and eight main categories
and respective sub-categories that directly address our research
questions (Table 1). To characterize cases (RQ1) we classified the
geographic focus (country, continent), the temporal scope, and
the land use of the investment project. To analyze the stage and
the determinants of project failure (RQ2), we elaborated on
Nolte’s (2020) conceptualization of trajectories of failed land
investments and her classification of failure types by project stage
(see Fig. 2). We coded determinants of land investment failure,
organizing them by (1) investment level determinants, (2) local
context determinants, and (3) macro-context determinants. To
address how failed projects relate to deforestation events (RQ3),
we coded any descriptions of deforestation processes, regarding
motivation for deforestation, whether deforestation resulted
directly or indirectly from investments, and the legal status of
deforestation (Table 1). Motivations for deforestation were coded
by considering the mechanisms associated with agriculture-driven
deforestation without expansion of managed agricultural land
identified by Pendrill et al. (2022). Our classification system—
based on the combination of deforestation motivation, legality,
and direct or indirectness—allowed us to encompass the full
variety of situations found in the cases reviewed. These situations
include, for example, the abandonment of projects after land

clearing due to low land suitability or resistance from local
communities, as well as deforestation for land speculation or
deforestation caused by illegal logging followed by a project
cancellation. To relate failed land investments, deforestation, and
changes in land access (RQ4), we analyzed the failure
determinants, and classified prior land claims, prior uses of the
forest/woodland, and post-project land access. Finally, we
performed a quantitative content analysis to derive the frequency
and co-occurrence of categories of our variables.

RESULTS

Failed land investment projects that lead to deforestation
We identified 80 unique cases of failed land-based investments
that led to deforestation, spanning the period 1973 to 2020. Most
cases were from Asia (38), followed by Africa (25) and South
America (17), and were distributed across 31 countries, with
Indonesia (8), Philippines (6), Ethiopia (5), Lao PDR (5), and
Papua New Guinea (5) having most reported cases (Fig. 1). For
most cases, the intended land use of investment projects was
agriculture (52 cases, 13 of which were in combination with other
intentions), followed by forestry (40, 14 with other intentions),
and mining (three cases combined with agriculture or forestry).
Disaggregating this further, silviculture-timber extraction was
most common (35), followed by food crops (15), and palm oil
(16). Most projects (68) happened between 2000 and 2019.

Pathways and reasons for land investment project failure
Land investment projects that led to deforestation failed mostly
in the later stages of project development, 37 after operational
projects and 19 after production, whereas 21 failed before
production, and only three had no contract (Fig. 3). In South
America, the majority of cases reached the operational phase (9
cases), whereas in Asia there was a more heterogeneous mix of
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 Table 1. Conceptual mapping of content analysis for deforestation mechanism and motivations and for failure mechanisms. Except for
failure type, all variables could be coded with multiple categories, and some include sub-variables.
 
Dimension Main variable Description of categories and sub-variables

Failed land investment Failure type Conceptualization of trajectories of a failed land investment, with four potential trajectories to a non-operational deal
(adapted from Nolte 2020)
No contract: there is an intention to pursue a project, but the contract or needed authorizations are never finalized
(Fig. 2a).
Before production: the contract is concluded and cleared by authorities, yet the project is abandoned or sold before
reaching the production stage (Fig. 2b).
After production: the project proceeds to the production phase but shortly after fails (when information is provided,
for a maximum of two years) (Fig. 2c).
After operational project: production initiates and sustains itself  for a period (when provided information, for more
than two years), but later the production is abandoned (Fig. 2d).

Failure determinants Typology of reported determinants of land investment project failure organized by three sub-variables:
Characteristics of the investment: determinants for project failure associated with the project, grouped by: economic
(e.g., economic difficulties, pull out of investors); intentions (e.g., the investment was never intended to be successful or
has speculative goals); political (e.g., investors do not fulfill their political and social commitments, sometimes
associated to corruption); knowledge (e.g., the investors lack knowledge for the establishment of a successful project).
Characteristics of the local context: determinants for project failure associated with the local context of where the
project is established, grouped by: environmental (e.g., environmental hazards or difficulties arising from the
environment); resistance (e.g., the project is pushed back by local communities using different mobilization forms
[sometimes with support of other actors]); social (e.g., the project targets areas where prior residents have tenure
vulnerability).
Characteristics of the macro context: the stated determinants for project failure associated with the macro context
(national or international) of where a project is established and grouped by: political (e.g., national entities do not
support the project, war) and economic (e.g., market volatility or insecurity).

Deforestation Motivation Reported and closely inferred† motivations for the deforestation event (directly or indirectly resulting from failed land
investment project).
Toward production: woodlands are cleared in preparation for the production phase of a land project.
To extract value from forest: to maximize the extracted land value, landholders might extract forest or woodland for
wood and other wood-derived products.
To increase the value of land: land rent increases when the land has been cleared from natural vegetation and is thus
prepared for production.
To claim land: woodlands are cleared to signal land occupation as a step toward gaining or claiming land rights.

Direct or indirect Describes whether the deforestation event resulted directly or indirectly from the land investment project.
Direct: deforestation event is perpetrated by actors from the investment project and for the goals of the project or
investors.
Indirect: deforestation event can be traced to investment project but is not perpetrated by the actor from the
investment project or fulfilling goals of the project or investors, e.g., local communities that are displaced and have
deforested elsewhere.

Legal status Describes whether the deforestation event was reported as illegal (directly or indirectly resulting from failed land
investment project).
Legal: illegal acts are not identified; deforestation event presumed to be authorized.
Illegal: deforestation event occurs before authorization, outside the authorized area or after authorization
cancellation, or is otherwise illegal.

Land use and access Use of forests Reported forest uses, specifically, protected areas and forest-dependent people.
Protected areas or reserves: the land investment impacts protected areas or forest reserves.
Forest-dependent people: land investment impacts forest-dependent people.

Prior claims to land Which actors are reported to have before project (de jure or de facto) access to the area.
Local communities: which include traditional communities, Indigenous People or other rural people.
State: the state has claims over the area.
Private large-scale actors: larger-scale actors that sold their land.
Unclear: no report of prior claims.
Reported actors accessing/using/ having control over land post-project failure.
Local communities: which include traditional communities, Indigenous People or other rural people.
State: in the case of concessions, the land was returned to the state.
Same actors as project: same actors although abandoned kept control over the area.
Sold: the land/project was sold to another actor.
Unclear: no report of post access, use or control.

Post-project land access

† Closed inferred referred to cases, for example, where it was clear that production followed deforestation, and thus we categorized it as toward production even though this
was not explicitly stated as a motivation for deforestation. When deforestation was reported as present but not described, we categorized it by default as toward
production, direct, and legal.

failure types (one case of no contract, 13 cases before production,
11 cases after production; 13 cases after operational project), and
Africa had the lowest percentage of projects reaching the
operational phase (5 cases). In most cases, failure resulted from
multiple determinants (78% of cases).  

The most common determinant of failure was “local context -
resistance” in 80% of all cases, followed by “macro context -

political” (54%, mostly referring to the cancellation of the project
by a government agency), and “investment level - political” (48%,
which included, for example, investors not fulfilling environmental
impact assessments or conducting local consultation). Investment-
level determinants were more common in Africa (21 cases),
whereas in Asia there was a more balanced mix with more local
context determinants (24 cases with investment level, 34 local
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 Fig. 2. Map with the distribution of reported cases per country. Pie charts of reported land use and size represent the total number of
cases (80). In cases with multiple land uses, each land use was represented by fractions equally divided (e.g., if  a case had two land
uses each it would be represented with 0.5 in the pie chart).
 

context, 24 macro context), and in South America a major emphasis
on local context followed by investment-level factors (9 cases with
investment level, 16 local context, 5 macro context; Fig. S2A).  

Four groups of typical failure determinants emerged from our data
(Fig. S1A, Fig. 4). The first group (16 cases) combined political
variables at the investment level, resistance at the local context, and
macro-political determinants. For example, in a jatropha
plantation project in Kenya (case 7), clearing began without EIA
or the involvement of local Indigenous People. The local
community filed a court case to stop the clearing. After public
pressure, the Kenyan National Environment Management
Authority announced the project would not be allowed (see also
cases 17 and 55 in Democratic Republic of the Congo and
Philippines, respectively). Resistance was also often combined with
investment-level economic determinants (16 cases). For example,
Norwegian investors withdrew support from POSCO Daewoo in
Papua, Indonesia (case 68) in reaction to the project clearing of
26,500 ha of forest and local Indigenous People’s resistance (other
examples: cases 6, 47, and 66 in Democratic Republic of the Congo,
Columbia, and Costa Rica, respectively). A smaller group,
commonly failing before or just after production, included the
determinant intention at the investment level (12 cases). For
example, the Hengfu concession projects in Cambodia (case 30)
were reported to use permits to launder high-value timber from
neighboring protected areas. Other projects aimed to capture rents
from subsidies or by re-selling land at a higher value (e.g., cases 27
and 76 in Papua New Guinea and Brazil, respectively). The last
group of cases only failed after production started or was to a lesser
extent already in the operational phase and included determinants
“investment level - knowledge” and/or “local context -
environment” (13 cases). This represented investments with a
general lack of implementation skills or bad production conditions,
as a case in Columbia where palm oil plantations were destroyed
by floods (case 48). The latter two groups were sometimes also
related to political determinants at the macro context; for example,
in the Mega Rice project (case 32) the government generally
overlooked the poor production potential in this area and kept
attracting other investors and granting more permits (see also cases
30 and 36 in Cambodia and Ethiopia, respectively).

 Fig. 3. A, Spatial distribution of types of failure per country.
B, Distribution of failure determinants, at investment level (IL),
local context (LC) and macro context (MC), along failure types
in pathways of land investment projects. The size of balloons
represents the total number of cases, color symbology
represents the share of each code (determinant) distributed
along failure types.
 

Deforestation associated with failed land investment projects
The most common motivation for deforestation was for
establishing production (51 cases), followed by extracting value
from the forest (44), claiming land (5), and increasing value (2).
Deforestation for production was more common in South
America and Africa whereas extracting value was more common
in Asia (Fig. S3A). Clearing for production was mostly associated
with agriculture projects, whereas extraction of wood resources
was associated with both forestry and agriculture. Motivations
were similar across failure types (Fig. 5), except for claiming land,
which was more common in cases that failed before production.
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 Fig. 4. Schematic representation of the main pathways through
which investment projects can cause deforestation and the links
with failure determinants. This does not represent all possible
pathways but rather intends to illustrate the most common
cases.
 

Only two cases did not report direct deforestation, whereas 11
reported indirect deforestation. Legal deforestation was common
(74 cases), yet a third of the cases (26) also reported illegal
deforestation, with the highest percentage in Asia. Indirect and
illegal deforestation events were slightly more common in projects
that failed after production.  

Within our cases, we observed three typical types of deforestation
(Fig. S1B). The first group included deforestation toward
production, which was direct and legal (47 cases). Those cases
included clearing as a step toward agriculture production (e.g.,
case 18 in Myanmar, 48 in Colombia, and 83 in Mozambique)
and to a lesser extent forestry (e.g., case 21 in Indonesia, and 63
in Sri Lanka). A second group included illegal forest clearing to
extract value from forests (22 cases), most often associated with
silviculture, rubber, and oil palm projects. Typical examples were
either illegal logging outside concession, including in protected
areas (e.g., case 12 Lao PDR, 16 in Democratic Republic of the
Congo, and 34 in Cambodia) or illegal logging that prompted
and/or ignored newly imposed moratoria or timber logging bans
(e.g., cases 53, 54, 55, and 56 in Cambodia and Philippines). The
third group of cases included forest clearing to claim land, to
increase value, and/or indirect deforestation (14 cases).
Deforestation was sometimes an indirect result of land investment
projects aimed at claiming land. For instance, in cases in Ethiopia
and Lao PDR local people would clear new areas in anticipation
of land investors’ arrival. These clearings would either signal land
occupation to exclude these lands from the deal (e.g., cases 23 and
28), or in Cambodia local people would direct investments to land
recently cleared elsewhere, working with goals of targeting idle
land (e.g., case 34). Overall, we did not see clear patterns between
deforestation types and the timing of project failure. Cases that
described deforestation as increasing the value of land were very
few; those projects did not reach the operational phase and
occurred when there was some speculation intention (e.g., cases
32 in Indonesia and 62 in Brazil).

 Fig. 5. Distribution of described deforestation motivations
(M), direct or indirect (D) and legal status (L) along failure
types in pathways of land investment projects. The size of
balloons represents the total number of cases, color symbology
represents the share of each code distributed along failure
types.
 

Our typical groups did not represent all processes relating failed
investment projects to deforestation. Some deforestation for
extracting value in forestry projects was legal but did not reach
the phase of tree planting. In other cases, timber was extracted
for revenue, but the ultimately intended agriculture project failed
(e.g., case 45 in Tanzania, case 37 in Indonesia, and case 27 in
Papua New Guinea). One case in Colombia reported land
investment for illegal crop production later sabotaged by the state
(case 40). Some deforestation resulted from infrastructure legacies
of a failed project in Zambia, that fostered land uses like tobacco
production that relied upon deforestation (case 25). Finally, the
abandoned Mega Rice project in Indonesia contributed to
wildfires that affected peatland forests (case 32).

Relations between project failure, deforestation, and change in
land access
When relating determinants of failure to the characteristics of
deforestation, in 11% of cases (9 cases) a moratorium, logging
ban, or timber export ban was a determinant of project failure,
often following reports of widespread deforestation or illegal
logging. Environmental impact assessment (irregularities,
objections, or its absence) was a determinant of project failure in
16% of cases (13). In total, 28% (22) of cases included
deforestation occurring in protected areas or forest reserves, of
which four cases reported protected area downgrading,
downsizing, and degazettement (PADDD). Of the cases we
analyzed, 48% (38) of the land investment projects impacted
forest-dependent people, whereas 16% (13) reported a lack of
consultation with local communities.  

When relating investments to land access, the vast majority of
cases targeted areas used (de jure or de facto) by local communities
or Indigenous People (69; Fig. S4). In a smaller number of cases,
the state (5) or large-scale actors (5) had a former claim. Most
cases were either reported as abandoned or there was no
information on post-project failure access (37). Yet, we found 28
cases where local communities had some form of land access after
project failure, ranging from accessing land (including illegal
occupation) to restored tenure, which was more common within
projects that failed before production (Figs. 4 and 6). As an
example, in Kenya is a commercial logging operation carried out
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 Fig. 6. Distribution of described post-project land access along
failure types in pathways of land investment projects. The size
of balloons represents the total number of cases, color
symbology represents the share of each code distributed along
failure types.
 

by Kamweru Farm started in 2000, despite a logging ban. The
project was ultimately stopped when the Chuka community won
a 2019 case, granting them legally protected community rights to
a portion of the disputed land (case 73). From the cases where
local communities had prior claims, 24 reported on post-project
users or claimers: the same actors (18), being sold (8), and solely
the state (1) (26 cases did not report on this). For example, in the
Democratic Republic of the Congo, following the bankruptcy of
Feronia and the sale of its oil palm plantations to a new private
equity firm, local communities risk losing access to their land
(case 6). In 19 cases, land access was retained by the same actors
and in 10 cases the land was sold. This pattern of land being
retained or sold was more prevalent when the project reached the
operational stage.

DISCUSSION
A high share of tropical deforestation does not translate into
productive land use, and one of the ways this phenomenon
happens is through failed land investment projects. We carried
out a pan-tropical assessment of failed land investment projects
that resulted in deforestation. Using content analyses, we
characterized how these projects failed, how they led to
deforestation and how they changed land access. This yielded four
major insights. First, although most projects failed because of
several reasons, the most common reported determinant of failure
was local resistance. This underlines the frequent misalignment
of these land investment projects with local needs and the
importance of legal safeguards and grievance mechanisms.
Second, deforestation in the context of failed projects was
common for establishing production (agriculture or tree
plantations), but deforestation was also often conducted to
extract valuable timber. Many cases also reported illegal
deforestation, showing the frequent lack of regulatory
enforcement surrounding land investment projects. Third, almost
90% of the failed land investment projects targeted areas that were
previously owned or used by local communities. Although these
projects failed, some communities still lost access to their land,
showing the contribution of failed land projects to injustices.
Fourth, although reasons for failure and links between failure and
deforestation were diverse, what was common across our cases

was the central role of governments, socioeconomic agendas, and
investors in creating lose-lose situations, pointing to a governance
opportunity to avoid such situations.

Resistance is the main but not the only determinant of investment
project failures
We found resistance to land investment projects to be the most
common contributor to failure. Different forms of resistance have
been at the forefront of preventing land investments and potential
land grabs (Hall et al. 2015, McAllister 2015, Kenney-Lazar et al.
2018, Scheidel et al. 2020). Such land investment projects have thus
likely failed at least in part because of a misalignment with local
people’s needs or expectations, sometimes leading to violent
conflicts. On one hand, this highlights the need for responsible
investments that integrate more strongly with local needs. On the
other hand, the link between resistance and government
cancellation of projects underscores that the enforcement of
mechanisms such as environmental impact assessments can
effectively support forests protection and customary land rights of
local people. Yet, in the absence of effective safeguards, protests
and resistances become a central mechanism to seek redress, halt,
and modify unsustainable and conflictive projects, and assure more
just land governance (Hanna et al. 2016, Gobby et al. 2022).  

Given our focus on failed projects, our sample corresponds to cases
where such mechanisms worked and led to the project’s
cancellation. Still, most projects that face resistance are not stopped
(e.g., the EJAtlas reports that 83% of contested cases were not
canceled or temporarily suspended). Thus, our assessment
characterizes failed projects, their mechanisms and outcomes,
particularly deforestation, but it does not explain the conditions
under which projects may fail or succeed. Moreover, because the
EJAtlas focuses on conflict and because cases might be more likely
to be recorded in the Land Matrix database if  conflict or resistance
led to its publicization, our dataset may be biased toward conflict.
Nevertheless, if  we focus only on the cases identified through the
literature review, the percentage of cases reporting resistance is
65%, compared to 58% of the cases sourced from Land Matrix,
and 79% in our combined sample. Thus, the core finding that
resistance is the main determinant of failure appears robust to
possible biases toward conflict cases in our dataset. Like previous
studies on unsuccessful land investments, we reviewed cases where
land deals became a burden (Chung and Gagné 2021, Salverda and
Nkonde 2021, Gagné 2022), as investments were made on faulty
promises of easy access to land and good conditions for production.
Yet, we also found speculative or virtual projects seemingly
designed to extract profits from forest timber or collect subsidies,
with little to no apparent intent to establish a productive land
project. Thus, although officially considered a failed project, the
project might have served the hidden objectives set by the investors
or authorities. In all of these cases, host countries, fuelled by their
socioeconomic agendas, may have underestimated the potential
impacts of their criteria for supporting private investments. Overall,
although we use the term failed as an umbrella, land acquisition
projects can be very complex, with intricated investment dynamics,
and thus a small number of projects could correspond to a partially
operational category where some part of the investment targeted
areas were unsuccessful but not in all, and some projects were
officially stopped but illegally maintained.
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Motivations were multiple, but mainly toward production, and to
extract value from the land
The most common motivation for deforestation was to make
space for the intended land use. However, we identified other
motivations along the investment process, which underscore the
diverse goals and impacts of land investment projects. For
example, we reviewed a considerable number of cases where
deforestation was a means to extracting valuable timber, part of
it illegally, in projects for silviculture, rubber, oil palm, and other
uses (e.g., in Cambodia, the Philippines, and the Democratic
Republic of the Congo). Logging bans in Cambodia and the
Philippines should have stopped such projects, but seemed to have
little impact on preventing illegal deforestation. This corroborates
prior research observing that land investment projects combine
legal, and illegal mechanisms to establish themselves (Milne 2015,
Gan et al. 2016, Kleinschmit et al. 2016, Mackenzie et al. 2022).
Many investment projects unfold within a context of institutional
fragility (Transparency International 2025), which can facilitate
the issuance of questionable permits and the bypassing of crucial
steps in land acquisition. This, in turn, can make way for timber
smuggling that feeds a profitable market of high-value wood.
Diverse forms of deforestation can also happen as an indirect
consequence of such investment projects. Although such indirect
deforestation is often the outcome of displacement, in some cases
local residents worked with the state’s goals of investing in unused
or idle lands, either to claim new land or to direct land investments
elsewhere.

Failed land investment projects mostly targeted used areas, not
empty lands
Most of the land investments we have identified have targeted
landscapes previously used or occupied by local or Indigenous
communities that depend on forests and woodlands. This overlap
underscores the potential benefits of bolstering land rights for
forest conservation and local communities (Robinson et al. 2014)
but also of potentially directing deals toward titled land that could
encourage more equitable benefit-sharing (Oberlack et al. 2021).
In 37% of the analyzed cases, we do not know how land access
and control changed, although in 35% of cases, investors kept or
sold the land to new investors or the state, showing that even when
projects fail, land grabs can endure (Bruna et al. 2025). Moreover,
if  land investment projects were intended to provide alternative
livelihoods, such as income or resources to replace the need for
using lands and forests, their failure results in a double loss.
Notably, whereas loss of access is most common in projects that
reach the operational stage, when project failed before the
production phase, local communities more often reclaimed some
access to the land, particularly through legal action. This
highlights the importance of early enforcement of legal
safeguards, although the security of these renewed claims requires
further investigation.

Understanding failed investment projects to prevent and learn
from lose-lose situations
What consistently emerged in our analyses were the structures
and narratives that enable lose-lose situations, along with the
environmental, land, and political legacies left behind. Our
research suggests that the potential benefits of agricultural and
forestry land investments may often be overstated or misguided
(Chiarella et al. 2024). Governments and development agencies
may have been too eager to welcome these investments while

downplaying the risks and understating the incentives to deforest.
Once these projects unfolded, they leave legacies, not only in terms
of changing land access, but also in terms of environmental
destruction, established infrastructure and institutional change
(Kronenburg García et al. 2022). For example, the Mega Rice
project in Indonesia (case 32) destroyed a major portion of
peatland forests, fueling major fires in the following years. In
Zambia (case 25), a failed project built infrastructure, creating
opportunities for market integration of new land uses, such as
tobacco farming, which led to further deforestation.  

Despite numerous negative impacts, certain failed projects,
because of their high level of contestation, gathered a platform
and political will to reassess conditions for further investments,
ultimately prompting political changes. Examples include the
Daewoo project in Madagascar (case 26) that led to the
government fall (Evers et al. 2011) and the implementation of a
moratorium to regulate foreign land acquisitions in Laos (case
31) (McAllister 2015). Necessarily, tackling such situations
demands system-wide transformation that centers on local
communities’ priorities embracing principles of justice (Garrett
et al. 2025). This means securing local communities land rights
(including customary and communal ones), providing fair
negotiation and prompt regulatory enforcement, and establishing
effective redress mechanisms to uphold local communities’ rights
and protect forests and woodlands. Most critically, success hinges
on prioritizing a just distribution of benefits and burdens. While
land investments must be governed and implemented responsibly,
this transformative change ultimately depends on the political will
from government and supporting agencies to reform and
capacitate land governance and rural development interventions
(Lyons-White et al. 2025).

Limitations and outlook
Although we have striven for the most comprehensive
understanding of the relationship between failed land investment
projects, deforestation, and land access, our approach has
limitations. Our study captures only those cases that have been
documented in the data sources we searched. The databases we
used, Land Matrix and EJAtlas, result from crowdsourced and
collaborative data collection processes and thus might contain
bias, such as toward regions with open data policies, higher media
and research coverage, and access to local collaborators (Scheidel
et al. 2020, Land Matrix 2024). Further, the Land Matrix database
likely underrepresents failed projects as those are more difficult
to trace (Nolte 2020, Borras et al. 2022). Moreover, the Land
Matrix primary goal is to record deals, but it provides limited
depth on their social and environmental outcomes. Our findings
therefore serve as a sample, offering insights into the variety of
processes and dynamics of failed land projects. Despite these
limitations, those databases represent the most comprehensive
and detailed source of data on land deals and environmental
conflict (Nolte et al. 2016, Scheidel et al. 2020).  

There is a critical need for a more integrated understanding of
the environmental and social dimensions of the land rush (Liao
and Agrawal 2024, Wolford et al. 2024). We opened the
investigation of the unexplored relations between failed land
investments, deforestation, and access. However, several crucial
aspects remain to be addressed. These include the extent of
deforestation caused by failed land investments and a quantitative
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assessment of the proportion of deforestation explained by failed
investments. Furthermore, future research should incorporate
assessments of forest degradation resulting from failed land
projects. Our analysis also did not include projects expanding into
natural vegetation types not dominated by woody cover, such as
natural grasslands or wetlands. Including such projects in future
analyses could add valuable insights. This would require more
comprehensive delineations of the spatial extent of investments.
Furthermore, a comparative analysis of failed land investments
versus operational investments and their social-ecological
outcomes would allow better understanding of why some projects
fail or succeed, and what this means for woodlands. Finally, a
better investigation of the social-ecological outcomes of failed
investments in customary lands is missing, including impacts on
livelihoods, lifeways, customary rights, and cultural land uses.

CONCLUSIONS
Our study explores the complex relationships between failed land
investment projects, deforestation, and changes in land access,
drawing from 80 cases of failed projects across the world’s tropical
woodlands. Resistance emerged as the predominant determinant
of failure, highlighting the misalignment of projects with local
needs and underscoring the power of resistance and the
significance of legal mechanisms that protect local people. Our
findings also uncover the diverse motivations behind
deforestation, with illegal practices prevalent in some countries,
indicating opportunities to improve limits to local government
enforcement. Importantly, our study reveals that even failed
projects can contribute to land grabs, affecting forest-dependent
communities and emphasizing the crucial role of land rights in
forest conservation, including communal land rights.
Furthermore, our work underscores the overarching influence of
governments, (hidden) socioeconomic agendas, and investors in
perpetuating the lose-lose situation in which land investments
drive deforestation without sustained production or positive
contributions (e.g., jobs, income generation).  

Our findings thus highlight the imperative for either enhancing
the enforcement capacity of existing laws and regulations or
implementing more comprehensive and integrative land
governance and rural development strategies that acknowledge
the limitations of current land governance frameworks. By
highlighting the importance of resistance in driving project
cancellations, our study also suggests that a more explicit
recognition and articulation of local voices and protests into
governance schemes might contribute to identifying projects that
are likely to fail earlier. Ultimately, addressing lose-lose situations
requires the political will and capacity of governments and
supporting agencies to enact substantive reforms in land-dealing
practices and rural development interventions.
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Supplementary Methods 1 | Literature review – keyword selection 

For our literature review, we adopted a PICO procedure to select our keywords, where the 

Population was the land investment project, our Intervention was failed, non-operational, 

abandoned or stopped projects, and our Outcome was our environmental dimension – 

deforestation of forests and woodlands. Our literature review was done in the Scopus database, 

from March to June 2023, we adapted keywords from Borras et al. (2022) and interactively 

tested new keywords. We used the following research string: "*land grab*" OR "large*scale land 

acquisition*" OR "land deal*" OR "land investment*" OR "land rush" OR "land contract*" OR 

"Agr* Proj*" OR "Forest* Proj*" OR "Mining* Proj*" OR "Plantat* Proj" AND “fail*" OR 

"block*" OR "cancel*" OR "not*realize*" OR "cancel*" OR "shut down" OR "abandon*" OR 

"speculat*" OR "not*pursue*" OR "withdraw*" OR "stall*" OR "bankrupt*" OR "stop*" OR 

"revise*" OR "roll*back" OR "reverse*" OR "virtual*" OR "Limbo" OR "*Operational*" OR 

"resist*" AND "*forest*" OR "Clearing*" OR "Savanna*" OR "Woodland*". 

 

  



Supplementary analysis 1 | Grouping deforestation and failure determinants variables 

To present our results for research questions 2 and 3, we organized variables for failure 

determinants (RQ2) and deforestation (RQ3) in groups. These groupings were based both on an 

interpretation of overall cases by the authors and further supported by a correspondence 

analysis of variable groups (Figure S1).  

 

Figure S1 – Correspondence analysis biplot of variables contribution. Biplot of 

correspondence analysis using failure determinants variables (A) and using 

deforestation variables: motivations direct or indirect and legal status. On the side 

contribution of each variable for the correspondence analysis.   



Supplementary Figures 

 

Figure S2 – Map with the distribution of reported cases per country. Pie charts of reported failure 

determinants major groups (A) and disaggregated (B) and size representing the total number of 

cases (80). In cases with multiple failure determinants, each determinant was represented by 

fractions, equally divided, e.g., if a case had two determinants each would be represented with 

0.5 in the pie chart. 

 



 

Figure S3 – Map with the distribution of reported cases per country. Pie charts of reported 

deforestation motivations (A), direct or indirect (B), and Legal status. Size represents total 

number of cases (80). In cases with multiple characteristics, each category was represented by 

fractions, equally divided, e.g., if a case had two categories each would be represented with 0.5 

in the pie chart. 

 



 

Figure S4 – Map with the distribution of reported cases per country. Pie charts of reported 

presence of Indigenous People or Local communities (IPLC) or not reported (A) and post land 

control (B). Size represents total number of cases (80). In cases with multiple characteristics, 

each category was represented by fractions, equally divided, e.g., if a case had two categories 

each would be represented with 0.5 in the pie chart. 

 



Supplementary Tables 

Table S1 - List of cases reviewed. With Case ID, country of focus, main source used (LM – Land Matrix, LR – Literature Review, 

EJA – Environmental Justice Atlas), id from the source, other sources and scope of the case if focusing on a specific deal or in a 

geographical region. 

ID Country Main source ID from source Other sources Case scope 

1 Indonesia LM 188 

 

Deal 

2 Ethiopia LM 1201 Wendimu (2016) Deal 

3 South Sudan LM 1742 EJA ID: 130 Deal 

5 Uganda LM 1978 

 

Deal 

6 Congo, Dem. Rep. LM 2006 [1] Deal 

7 Kenya LM 3362 EJA ID: 180, 27 Deal 

8 Liberia LM 3447 Wåhlin (2018); [2]  Deal 

9 Papua New Guinea LM 3594 [3]  Deal 

10 Papua New Guinea LM 3656 [4]  Deal 

11 Ethiopia LM 3832 [5]  Deal 

12 Lao PDR LM 3992 

 

Deal 

13 Tanzania LM 4506 [6]  Deal 

14 Congo, Dem. Rep. LM 4995 [7], [8]  Deal 

15 Sierra Leone LM 5189 

 

Deal 



16 Congo, Dem. Rep. LM 5214 

 

Deal 

17 Congo, Dem. Rep. LM 5225 EJA ID: 3679; [9], [10], [11]  Deal 

18 Myanmar LM 5959 

 

Deal 

19 Peru LM 6232 

 

Deal 

20 Lao PDR LM 6346 

 

Deal 

21 Indonesia LM 7964 [12], [13], [14] Deal 

22 Indonesia LM 7965 [15], [16], [17], [18] Deal 

23 Ethiopia LR Ango (2018) 

 

Deal 

25 Zambia LR Chilombo and van der Horst (2021) 

 

Deal 

26 Madagascar LR Evers et al. (2011) LM ID: 2253, 2254; EJA ID:94  Deal 

27 Papua New Guinea LR Filer (2012) 

 

Deal 

28 Lao PDR LR Kenney-Lazar (2018) 

 

Deal 

29 Lao PDR LR Kenney-Lazar et al. (2018) 

 

Deal 

30 Cambodia LR Mackenzie et al. (2022) LM ID: 3534; EJA ID: 1781; [19], [20] Deal 

31 Lao PDR LR McAllister (2015) 

 

Deal 

32 Indonesia LR McCarthy et al. (2012), Cattau et al. (2015) Goldstein (2016) Deal 

33 Lao PDR LR Messerli et al. (2016) Barney (2008) Deal 

34 Cambodia LR Oldenburg and Neef (2014) 

 

Geographical region 

35 Papua New Guinea LR Roberts (2019) LM ID: 3620 Deal 

36 Ethiopia LR Rahmato (2014) [21] Deal 



37 Indonesia LR Romijn et al. (2013) Kartodihardjo and Supriono (2000) Geographical region 

38 Senegal LR Gagné and Fent (2021)  

 

Deal 

39 Ethiopia LR Awoke (2014) 

 

Geographical region 

40 Colombia LR Rodríguez-de-Francisco et al. (2021) 

 

Geographical region 

41 Peru LR Salisbury and Fagan (2013) 

 

Geographical region 

42 Mozambique LR Zaehringer et al. (2021)  

 

Geographical region 

43 Congo, Rep. EJA 102 

 

Deal 

44 Peru EJA 122 LM ID: 920 Deal 

45 Tanzania EJA 171 LM ID: 1866; [22] Deal 

47 Colombia EJA 658 

 

Deal 

48 Colombia EJA 675 [23] Deal 

49 India EJA 1181 

 

Geographical region 

50 Thailand EJA 1215 

 

Geographical region 

51 Mexico EJA 1398 

 

Deal 

52 Brazil EJA 1473 

 

Deal 

53 Cambodia EJA 1742 

 

Deal 

54 Cambodia EJA 1768 

 

Deal 

55 Philippines EJA 1976 

 

Deal 

56 Philippines EJA 1981 

 

Deal 

57 Philippines EJA 1983 

 

Deal 



58 Guatemala EJA 2089 

 

Deal 

59 Ecuador EJA 2154 

 

Deal 

60 Mexico EJA 2319 

 

Deal 

61 Peru EJA 2363 

 

Deal 

62 Brazil EJA 2402 Allegretti (2008) Deal 

63 Sri Lanka EJA 2449 

 

Deal 

64 Peru EJA 2654 Scurrah (1998)  Deal 

65 Senegal EJA 3020 Gagné and Fent (2021), Gagné (2021), Word et 

al. (2014); [24], [25]  

Deal 

66 Costa Rica EJA 3266 [26], [27]  Deal 

67 Indonesia EJA 3349 

 

Deal 

68 Indonesia EJA 3443 [28]  Deal 

69 Myanmar EJA 3463 Oo (2021), Tarkapaw (2016); [29]  Deal 

70 Indonesia EJA 3474 [30], [31], [32]  Deal 

71 India EJA 3888 

 

Deal 

72 Mexico EJA 4380 

 

Deal 

73 Kenya EJA 4891 

 

Deal 

74 Somalia EJA 4916 

 

Geographical region 

75 Papua New Guinea EJA 5004 Mousseau and Lau (2015) Deal 

76 Brazil EJA 5055 

 

Deal 



77 Cambodia EJA 5374 

 

Deal 

78 Malaysia EJA 5535 

 

Deal 

79 Philippines EJA 5634 

 

Deal 

80 Philippines EJA 5687 

 

Deal 

81 India EJA 5866 [33] Geographical region 

82 Philippines EJA 5887 

 

Deal 

83 Mozambique EJA 119 LM ID:2275 Deal 

 

[1] https://grain.org/en/article/6674-the-untold-story-of-feronia-inc-s-failed-rice-operations-in-the-dr-congo, Accessed between July 2023 to December 2023 

[2] https://www.accountabilitycounsel.org/client-case/liberia-buchanan-renewable-energy/, Accessed between July 2023 to December 2023 

[3] https://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/https://landmatrix.org/media/uploads/apecdocorgsitepng20090703granting-of-lease-queried.pdf, Accessed between July 2023 to 

December 2023 

[4] https://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/https://landmatrix.org/media/uploads/turubu-a-ghost-plantation-post-courier.pdf, Accessed between July 2023 to December 2023 

[5] https://www.ecotextile.com/2014110521133/materials-production-news/organic-cotton-projects-linked-with-deforestation.html, Accessed between July 2023 to December 

2023 

[6] https://www.farmlandgrab.org/post/view/19498, Accessed between July 2023 to December 2023 

[7] https://www.greenpeace.org/international/story/6843/the-lengths-illegal-wood-will-travel/, Accessed between July 2023 to December 2023 

[8] https://rainforestjournalismfund.org/projects/congos-illegal-timber, Accessed between July 2023 to December 2023 

[9] https://www.globalwitness.org/en/campaigns/forests/total-systems-failure/ , Accessed between July 2023 to December 2023 

[10] https://news.mongabay.com/2022/03/revealed-timber-giant-quietly-converts-congo-logging-sites-to-carbon-schemes/ , Accessed between July 2023 to December 2023 

[11] https://www.africaintelligence.com/central-africa/2023/06/19/environment-minister-eve-bazaiba-at-loggerheads-with-congo-s-forestry-barons,109995065-ge0, Accessed 

between July 2023 to December 2023 

[12] https://www.straitstimes.com/asia/se-asia/spore-team-digs-in-to-help-riau-village-combat-haze, Accessed between July 2023 to December 2023 

[13] https://www.mongabay.co.id/2019/12/05/warga-riau-bersemangat-kelola-hutan-desa-tetapi-terkendala-dana/, Accessed between July 2023 to December 2023 



[14] https://www.eyesontheforest.or.id/reports/investigative-report-peat-swamp-forest-and-community-livelihoods-threatened-by-pt-lestari-unggul-makmur-april, Accessed 

February 2024 

[15] https://news.mongabay.com/2015/04/activists-target-roger-federer-as-brand-ambassador-for-bank-linked-to-deforestation/, Accessed between July 2023 to December 2023 

[16] https://news.mongabay.com/2020/10/pulp-paper-giant-april-rapp-riau-peatland-canal/, Accessed between July 2023 to December 2023 

[17] https://environmentalpaper.org/2012/07/april-concessions-protested-by-communities/, Accessed between July 2023 to December 2023 

[18] https://news.mongabay.com/2012/01/extreme-mouth-sewing-protest-in-indonesia-leads-to-logging-inquiry/, Accessed between July 2023 to December 2023 

[19] https://grain.org/e/6397, Accessed between July 2023 to December 2023 

[20] https://www.farmlandgrab.org/post/view/31968-indigenous-kuy-people-block-outsiders-from-clearing-farmland-in-preah-vihear, Accessed February 2024 

[21] https://www.thehindu.com/news/international/world/attack-on-indianowned-farm-in-ethiopia-turns-spotlight-on-land-policy/article5314720.ece, Accessed between July 2023 

to December 2023 

[22] https://www.iied.org/what-happens-when-landgrabbers-leave-account-kilwa-tanzania, Accessed February 2024  

[23] https://verdadabierta.com/que-pasa-alrededor-de-la-hacienda-las-pavas/, Accessed between July 2023 to December 2023 

[24] https://grain.org/article/entries/4815-who-is-behind-senhuile-senethanol,/, Accessed between July 2023 to December 2023 

[25] https://www.oaklandinstitute.org/struggle-land-senhuile-agribusinesses-senegal-ardo-sow , Accessed in: between July 2023 to December 2023 

[26] https://www.nacion.com/economia/ston-forestal-a-manos-ticas/57FTRYGGTRHPDDF4QGASTRLTDY/story/  , Accessed between July 2023 to December 2023 

[27] https://www.culturalsurvival.org/publications/cultural-survival-quarterly/stakeholder-negotiations-over-third-world-natural-resource, Accessed between July 2023 to 

December 2023 

[28] https://interactive.aljazeera.com/aje/2020/five-dollar-forests/index.html, Accessed between July 2023 to December 2023 

[29] https://www.earthsight.org.uk/news/idm/oil-plantation-south-myanmar-conflict-zone-wreaks-havoc-local-communities-forest, Accessed between July 2023 to December 2023 

[30] https://www.bbc.com/news/world-asia-57845156, Accessed between July 2023 to December 2023 

[31] https://forensic-architecture.org/investigation/intentional-fires-in-papua, Accessed between July 2023 to December 2023 

[32] https://news.mongabay.com/2020/11/palm-oil-korindo-papua-rainforest-fire-burn-greenpeace-forensic-architecture/, Accessed between July 2023 to December 2023 

[33] https://www.downtoearth.org.in/blog/governance/how-chhattisgarh-s-baiga-tribe-secured-habitat-ownership-in-the-face-of-eviction-threats-92421, Accessed between July 

2023 to December 2023 
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