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SI-1 Detailed methodology
1.1 Land Matrix records and affected-area proxy
We processed the Land Matrix Deals and Locations tables (downloaded 4 February 2026) into a location-level dataset, where each analytical unit corresponded to a reported LSLA location. We retained locations linked to agricultural acquisitions, defined as records whose investment intention included food crops, non-food agricultural commodities, agriculture (unspecified), livestock, or fodder. Timber and other forestry plantations were not included as agriculture. We then filtered locations for administrative unit or finer spatial accuracy. The final dataset used for analysis contained 5,738 records, of which 55% were location-specific records (i.e., coordinates, exact locations, or approximate locations) and 45% were administrative-unit specific. 
We classified deal locations according to three negotiation statuses: concluded, intended, and failed acquisitions. Concluded records included oral agreements, signed contracts, changes of ownership, and expired contracts; intended records included expressions of interest, negotiations, and memoranda of understanding; and failed records included failed negotiations and cancelled contracts. These groups accounted for 90%, 3% and 7% of retained location records, respectively. For concluded and failed acquisitions, affected-area calculations used the current deal area (i.e., area under contract or in operation). For intended acquisitions, affected-area calculations used the intended deal area where available, with fallback to the current deal area if not available. Records with no usable deal area were assigned 200 ha, the minimum size for a land transaction to be considered a LSLA by the Land Matrix.
Where a reported acquisition had several locations, the relevant deal area was divided evenly across those locations before constructing affected-area footprints. This prevented the total size of subsumed deals (i.e., multi-location deals) from being counted multiple times. Each retained location was then represented by an equivalent-area circle centred on the reported location and equal in area to its allocated size (hereon: allocated deal size, global mean = 15,534 ha). We used these equivalent-area circles as spatial proxies for concession areas.
We assigned each LSLA location record an earliest recorded year by extracting dated entries from Land Matrix negotiation-status, implementation-status, and size-history fields. Records without a valid year but that had been updated since 2000 were assigned to the first population epoch (i.e., 2000). Mean acquisition onset year among retained records was 2009.
1.2 Population estimates
We estimated the population living on lands prior to LSLAs using the GHS-POP R2023A population grid from the Global Human Settlement Layer1. GHS-POP provides gridded residential population counts at 1×1 km resolution. The product is derived from GPWv4.11 census data harmonized by CIESIN and disaggregated from census or administrative units to grid cells using GHSL built-up distribution, classification, and volume layers. 
We used six GHS-POP epochs: 2000, 2005, 2010, 2015, 2020, and 2025. Each LSLA location was assigned to the most recent GHS-POP epoch at or before its earliest recorded acquisition year. For example, a location dated 2002 was assigned to the 2000 population grid, while a location dated 2014 was assigned to the 2010 grid. This onset-based assignment thus allows estimation of the residential population within the affected-area proxy at the approximate time the acquisition entered the Land Matrix record.
For estimating the population directly located on acquired lands, each LSLA location received a population value based on the GHS-POP cells whose centroids fell within its deal-size-derived footprint. These cells were summed to estimate the population within the footprint, whose area was equal to the allocated location-level deal size described in Section 1.1. Location-level population estimates were then aggregated by GHS-POP epoch, negotiation status, country, and continent. To produce upper-bound estimates for people living beyond the reported deal area but plausibly affected by nearby LSLA activity, for example, through reduced access to livelihood resources located in the concession area, we repeated the population extraction after expanding each footprint area by 10%, 20% and 30%. 
Population density was calculated for each direct footprint using the same raster extraction. We defined density as:

where denotes an LSLA location footprint. Density was therefore calculated over the raster support used for the population estimate, rather than over the exact vector area of the circular footprint. These footprint-level densities were used to summarize the distribution of population density within LSLA affected-area proxies globally and by continent.
1.3 LSLA exposure-intensity surface
We mapped LSLA exposure intensity using kernel density analysis on the retained agricultural LSLA location records. Kernel density converts point locations into a smoothed surface by assigning each point its highest influence at the point location and tapering that influence with distance until it reaches zero at the search-radius limit2. The kernel density surface was weighted by the allocated deal size, so that each LSLA location contributed in proportion to its allocated area.
Kernel density was calculated with a 500-km search radius, 25-km output cell size and geodesic distance method, restricted to global land areas. The 500-km radius was selected from a preliminary optimized hotspot analysis of LSLA frequency over the 100×100 km land grid, which led to an empirically coherent LSLA clustering signal rather than an arbitrary smoothing distance. Kernel density values were then summarized to the 100×100 km land grid by calculating the mean density value within each grid cell.
We interpreted the resulting grid-level values as a relative measure of LSLA exposure intensity. Values are highest where large or clustered reported acquisitions occur nearby, and lower where acquisitions are smaller and/or more dispersed. Grid cells with kernel density equal to zero were retained as a separate zero-exposure class (Q0). Positive kernel-density values were divided into quintiles, ordered from Q1 to Q5. High LSLA exposure was defined as the pooled upper two positive quintiles (Q4/Q5).
1.4 Customary-land overlap
We assessed overlap between LSLA exposure intensity and customary lands using mapped extents of Indigenous Peoples’ lands and local communities’ lands (IP&LC). The Indigenous Peoples’ lands dataset was developed by Garnett et al. (2018)3 and identifies areas where Indigenous tenure is officially recognized or where Indigenous Peoples retain substantial de facto influence over land management. The local community lands dataset was compiled for the 2021 global assessment of Indigenous Peoples’ and local communities’ lands and territories4.
We summarized both customary-land datasets on the same 100×100 km land grid used for the LSLA exposure classes. Within each grid cell, we calculated the share of land area covered by Indigenous Peoples’ lands and by local communities’ lands, respectively. For any aggregation unit — global, UN M49 subregion, or country — customary-land coverage within an exposure class was calculated as the total customary-land area in that class divided by the total land area in that class. For example, a value of 30% for Indigenous Peoples’ lands in Q4 means that 30% of the land area classified as Q4 within that aggregation unit overlaps mapped Indigenous Peoples’ lands. When Q4 and Q5 are reported together, the numerator and denominator were recalculated using all land in both classes.
Regional summaries were organized using the UN M49 geo-scheme. For each subregion, we first calculated how its positive-exposure land area was distributed across Q1–Q5. We then calculated, within each exposure class, the share of land overlapping Indigenous Peoples’ lands and the share overlapping local communities’ lands. The six subregions displayed in Figure 2 were selected by ranking subregions according to the absolute area of land in the pooled high-exposure class (Q4/Q5), followed by the share of subregion land in Q4/Q5 and total subregion land area.
For country-level comparisons, we used the pooled high-exposure class only. For each country, we calculated the share of national land area located in Q4/Q5. Within that same Q4/Q5 land area, we calculated the average coverage of Indigenous Peoples’ lands and local communities’ lands, respectively, weighted by the land area represented by each grid cell. The 50 countries shown in the scatter plot (Figure 2) were selected by retaining countries with non-zero customary-land coverage within Q4/Q5 and ranking them by average customary-land coverage, followed by the share and absolute area of national land in Q4/Q5.
SI-2 Assumptions and limitations
Our analysis relies on several linked assumptions about reported LSLA records, spatial proxies, population distribution, and customary-land mapping. While these assumptions allow for a global assessment, they entail several  limitations that constrain what can be concluded from the results. 
First, the analysis is conditional on the coverage and structure of the Land Matrix database. The Land Matrix is a transparency-oriented monitoring initiative that records reported large-scale land acquisitions for which minimum information is available, rather than a complete inventory of all land-based investments. Reporting varies across countries, sectors, and periods – depending on the availability of public information, research, media coverage, civil society documentation, and verification capacity. Areas with few or no retained Land Matrix records should therefore not be interpreted as areas without LSLAs. Our estimates are therefore conditional on reported agricultural LSLAs that met the spatial-accuracy and attribute requirements of this analysis. To the extent that agricultural LSLAs are unevenly reported or absent from the database, the population and exposure-intensity estimates are very likely to understate the full global extent of LSLA activity during the study period.
Second, because mapped concession boundaries are not systematically available, area footprints were represented as equivalent-area circles based on allocated deal size. This enables consistent global estimation but does not reproduce the actual boundary or internal land-use pattern of each acquisition. Moreover, for multi-location deals, dividing the relevant deal area evenly across locations avoids repeated assignment of the full deal size, but assumes equal allocation among reported locations. These proxies likely introduce local uncertainty in where affected areas are placed. Given the scale of analysis, however, the over- and under-estimations due to affected area footprint placement and shape are expected to have little influence on aggregate results.
Third, although GHS-POP represents a significant advance for global population mapping through its integration of census data with Earth-observation-derived information on built-up distribution, residential/non-residential classification, and built-up volume5, it remains a modelled redistribution of census-based counts from administrative units to grid cells. Results therefore inherit uncertainty from census inputs, administrative-unit scale, temporal matching, as well as the extent to which built-up covariates represent settlement patterns at each epoch. For these reasons, affected-population estimates should be interpreted as conservative approximations of the population present within LSLA affected-area proxies.
Fourth, the customary-land overlap analysis is constrained by the nature of the IP&LC datasets. These datasets provide globally compiled mapped extents of Indigenous Peoples’ and local communities’ lands, but their coverage, source materials, mapping scale, and boundary certainty vary both within and across countries. Both datasets map politically and socially defined relationships to land that are frequently contested and that may be incompletely documented. Areas not mapped as Indigenous Peoples’ lands or local communities’ lands should therefore not be interpreted as areas without Indigenous Peoples, local communities or, more generally, customary tenure. Mapped Indigenous territories reflect particular political and legal recognition processes and therefore vary greatly among countries. Areas not mapped may reflect absence of recognition rather than absence of Indigenous territorial relationships. Despite these limitations, the datasets used for this analysis are still considered the most comprehensive datasets available on IP&LC lands. Because mapped extents do not capture all Indigenous Peoples’ and local communities’  lands, and because, more generally, these datasets do not capture all lands marked by tenure insecurity, our estimates likely understate the global extent of areas where the consequences of concentrated LSLA activity are especially severe.
Finally, the 100×100 km land grid, equivalent-area affected-area footprints, and smoothed exposure-intensity surface make global, regional, and country-level comparisons possible, but necessarily generalize local dynamics. The results should be interpreted as aggregate estimates of where reported agricultural LSLA activity, residential population, and mapped customary lands coincide. In other words, this scale of analysis is appropriate for identifying broad patterns of potential concern; not for the assessment of local outcomes of specific land acquisitions, which requires finer-scale data and contextual evidence.
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Supplementary tables
Table 1. Global estimates (rounded) of population living within LSLA areas between 2000-2026, according to epoch, negotiation status of the land deals, and direct vs indirect estimates (+10%, +20%, +30%)
	 
	Direct Estimates
	Indirect Estimates

	Epoch
	Concluded
	Intended
	Failed
	Direct (Total)
	+10% area
(Total)
	+20% area
(Total)
	+30% area
(Total)

	2000-2004
	36,753,000
	168,000
	9,451,000
	46,372,000
	48,422,000
	50,368,000
	52,358,000

	2005-2009
	68,134,000
	5,695,000
	12,103,000
	85,931,000
	90,474,000
	95,062,000
	99,324,000

	2010-2014
	51,643,000
	1,602,000
	9,192,000
	62,437,000
	65,613,000
	68,252,000
	71,030,000

	2015-2019
	16,151,000
	1,702,000
	210,000
	18,063,000
	19,043,000
	20,099,000
	21,290,000

	2020-2026
	3,984,000
	589,000
	12,000
	4,584,000
	4,788,000
	5,000,000
	5,196,000

	Across epochs
	176,664,000
	9,756,000
	30,967,000
	217,388,000
	228,341,000
	238,780,000
	249,198,000



[bookmark: _sffb6c4zxxs4]Table 2. Countries by total population living within LSLA areas (all negotiation statuses summed, rounded)
	Country
	2000-2004
	2005-2009
	2010-2014
	2015-2019
	2020-2026
	Total across epochs

	Ukraine
	1994000
	18926000
	11177000
	2998000
	1154000
	36,250,000

	Russia
	12727000
	16381000
	3827000
	1901000
	36000
	34,872,000

	China
	7681000
	16572000
	23000
	0
	0
	24,275,000

	Democratic Republic of the Congo
	5438000
	286000
	5685000
	0
	2600
	11,412,000

	Nigeria
	981000
	3203000
	4537000
	832000
	1169000
	10,722,000

	Brazil
	25000
	6473000
	1827000
	3100
	117000
	8,445,000

	Romania
	2236000
	2119000
	1540000
	204000
	36000
	6,135,000

	Malaysia
	334000
	3900
	5354000
	0
	0
	5,692,000

	Uzbekistan
	0
	0
	0
	4478000
	644000
	5,122,000

	Sudan
	233000
	1550000
	2436000
	20000
	206000
	4,446,000

	Ethiopia
	45000
	1011000
	2366000
	925000
	94000
	4,441,000

	Ghana
	20000
	324000
	2942000
	145000
	14000
	3,446,000

	Angola
	991000
	376000
	1069000
	767000
	3100
	3,205,000

	Mozambique
	118000
	1610000
	1427000
	16000
	0
	3,171,000

	Philippines
	138000
	2360000
	618000
	5100
	15000
	3,137,000

	Republic of the Congo
	1391000
	11000
	1641000
	25000
	90
	3,068,000

	India
	2519000
	461000
	0
	0
	32000
	3,012,000

	Indonesia
	148000
	1313000
	1399000
	69000
	7900
	2,937,000

	Senegal
	277000
	1680000
	289000
	240000
	12000
	2,497,000

	Kenya
	1676000
	337000
	477000
	5300
	140
	2,495,000

	Argentina
	729000
	713000
	359000
	126000
	515000
	2,442,000

	Pakistan
	0
	345000
	1916000
	0
	0
	2,261,000

	Cambodia
	697000
	532000
	955000
	14000
	380
	2,198,000

	Peru
	43000
	1637000
	213000
	105000
	48000
	2,047,000

	South Africa
	1909000
	820
	107000
	24000
	20
	2,040,000

	Egypt
	25000
	1100
	902000
	1033000
	0
	1,961,000

	Niger
	0
	411000
	1102000
	138000
	0
	1,651,000

	Sierra Leone
	880
	60000
	1232000
	151000
	95000
	1,539,000

	Serbia
	110
	496000
	188000
	807000
	39000
	1,529,000

	Tanzania
	351000
	400000
	443000
	262000
	27000
	1,483,000

	Laos
	374000
	433000
	507000
	30000
	0
	1,344,000

	Morocco
	3400
	589000
	10
	576000
	0
	1,168,000

	South Sudan
	0
	367000
	488000
	132000
	0
	987,000

	Myanmar
	158000
	452000
	279000
	96000
	0
	986,000

	Zambia
	428000
	133000
	276000
	78000
	5400
	920,000

	Uruguay
	254000
	251000
	150000
	222000
	0
	877,000

	Kazakhstan
	21000
	355000
	450000
	11000
	0
	836,000

	Mali
	210000
	234000
	242000
	35000
	0
	721,000

	Gambia
	714000
	0
	30
	0
	0
	714,000

	Bolivia
	7000
	635000
	100
	0
	0
	642,000

	Algeria
	0
	0
	0
	531000
	109000
	640,000

	Malawi
	431000
	15000
	109000
	71000
	5900
	632,000

	Colombia
	2200
	79000
	81000
	443000
	0
	605,000

	Madagascar
	104000
	352000
	136000
	0
	2500
	594,000

	Guinea
	160
	0
	545000
	0
	0
	545,000

	Dominican Republic
	0
	0
	496000
	0
	0
	496,000

	Zimbabwe
	161000
	81000
	245000
	1600
	140
	488,000

	Cameroon
	5500
	167000
	258000
	4000
	0
	434,000

	Bulgaria
	83000
	285000
	46000
	12000
	0
	426,000

	Singapore
	0
	0
	377000
	0
	0
	377,000

	Uganda
	13000
	97000
	165000
	54000
	43000
	372,000

	Papua New Guinea
	81000
	182000
	104000
	0
	0
	367,000

	Thailand
	19000
	174000
	157000
	380
	0
	351,000

	Liberia
	50000
	172000
	100000
	0
	0
	322,000

	Turkey
	0
	316000
	0
	0
	0
	316,000

	Sri Lanka
	0
	0
	188000
	0
	120000
	308,000

	Venezuela
	0
	0
	272000
	0
	0
	272,000

	Vietnam
	700
	130000
	33000
	71000
	0
	234,000

	Nicaragua
	0
	84000
	25000
	94000
	0
	202,000

	Timor-Leste
	0
	185000
	0
	0
	0
	185,000

	Rwanda
	24000
	20000
	28000
	102000
	0
	174,000

	Moldova
	24000
	103000
	45000
	0
	0
	172,000

	Côte d'Ivoire
	94000
	4400
	65000
	0
	0
	164,000

	Costa Rica
	126000
	260
	8000
	0
	0
	135,000

	Jamaica
	0
	0
	130000
	0
	0
	130,000

	Mauritania
	44000
	55000
	2800
	18000
	0
	120,000

	Lithuania
	0
	36000
	38000
	34000
	0
	107,000

	Belarus
	0
	0
	200
	102000
	0
	102,000

	Benin
	300
	98000
	4300
	0
	0
	102,000

	Paraguay
	13000
	41000
	38000
	3400
	0
	96,000

	Guatemala
	4000
	68000
	4000
	0
	0
	76,000

	Georgia
	0
	11000
	47000
	9800
	4800
	72,000

	Iraq
	0
	62000
	0
	0
	0
	62,000

	Burkina Faso
	0
	17000
	44000
	0
	0
	61,000

	Namibia
	640
	3800
	49000
	0
	0
	53,000

	México
	0
	350
	48000
	0
	0
	48,000

	Chile
	43000
	2800
	440
	900
	0
	47,000

	Tajikistan
	29000
	0
	10
	14000
	0
	43,000

	Swaziland
	21000
	21000
	0
	560
	0
	43,000

	Nepal
	40000
	0
	0
	0
	0
	40,000

	Armenia
	0
	0
	39000
	0
	0
	39,000

	Gabon
	23000
	6300
	3800
	570
	0
	33,000

	Bosnia and Herzegovina
	8200
	0
	15000
	8600
	0
	32,000

	Cuba
	0
	0
	0
	0
	27000
	27,000

	Tunisia
	0
	11000
	0
	13000
	0
	24,000

	North Macedonia
	0
	0
	20000
	0
	0
	20,000

	Guinea-Bissau
	0
	0
	16000
	0
	0
	16,000

	Central African Republic
	6600
	0
	8600
	10
	0
	15,000

	Mongolia
	15000
	0
	120
	0
	0
	15,000

	Solomon Islands
	0
	6600
	0
	0
	0
	6,600

	Chad
	5100
	0
	0
	0
	0
	5,100

	Libya
	0
	3300
	0
	0
	0
	3,300

	Honduras
	3200
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3,200

	São Tomé and Príncipe
	0
	1600
	0
	0
	0
	1,600

	Belize
	0
	160
	1300
	0
	0
	1,500

	Azerbaijan
	0
	0
	1300
	0
	0
	1,300

	Poland
	380
	0
	0
	0
	0
	380

	Taiwan
	0
	0
	0
	370
	0
	370

	Ecuador
	190
	0
	0
	0
	0
	190

	Kyrgyzstan
	0
	0
	0
	190
	0
	190

	Togo
	0
	0
	0
	0
	100
	100

	Guyana
	0
	0
	70
	0
	0
	70

	Botswana
	0
	0
	0
	30
	0
	30

	Croatia
	0
	30
	0
	0
	0
	30



[bookmark: _coo63flvkoso]Table 3. Top 20 countries by total population (rounded) living within documented agricultural LSLA areas, by across epochs and split by negotiation status
	country
	status
	2000-2004
	2005-2009
	2010-2014
	2015-2019
	2020-2026
	Total across epochs

	Ukraine
	concluded
	1906000
	12295000
	7594000
	2985000
	1154000
	25,934,000

	
	failed
	89000
	6631000
	3583000
	13000
	230
	10,316,000

	Russia
	concluded
	9068000
	15444000
	3809000
	1898000
	36000
	30,255,000

	
	failed
	3633000
	937000
	0
	2800
	0
	4,573,000

	
	intended
	26000
	0
	17000
	0
	0
	43,000

	China
	concluded
	7681000
	16572000
	16000
	0
	0
	24,268,000

	
	failed
	0
	0
	90
	0
	0
	90

	
	intended
	0
	0
	7200
	0
	0
	7,200

	DRC
	concluded
	5438000
	285000
	5685000
	0
	460
	11,409,000

	
	failed
	0
	1000
	0
	0
	2100
	3,100

	Nigeria
	concluded
	981000
	396000
	4426000
	111000
	598000
	6,512,000

	
	failed
	0
	0
	93000
	24000
	0
	118,000

	
	intended
	0
	2807000
	18000
	696000
	571000
	4,093,000

	Brazil
	concluded
	25000
	6473000
	1772000
	3100
	117000
	8,390,000

	
	failed
	0
	0
	3700
	0
	0
	3,700

	
	intended
	0
	0
	52000
	0
	0
	52,000

	Romania
	concluded
	2236000
	1879000
	1540000
	204000
	36000
	5,895,000

	
	failed
	0
	230000
	0
	0
	0
	230,000

	
	intended
	0
	9500
	0
	0
	0
	9,500

	Malaysia
	concluded
	334000
	3900
	5354000
	0
	0
	5,692,000

	
	intended
	0
	0
	80
	0
	0
	80

	Uzbekistan
	concluded
	0
	0
	0
	4478000
	644000
	5,122,000

	Sudan
	concluded
	233000
	638000
	350000
	0
	206000
	1,427,000

	
	failed
	0
	912000
	2076000
	0
	0
	2,988,000

	
	intended
	0
	0
	10000
	20000
	0
	30,000

	Ethiopia
	concluded
	45000
	928000
	2057000
	925000
	94000
	4,049,000

	
	failed
	20
	83000
	294000
	30
	0
	377,000

	
	intended
	0
	0
	16000
	0
	0
	16,000

	Ghana
	concluded
	20000
	263000
	2835000
	74000
	14000
	3,207,000

	
	failed
	0
	61000
	0
	71000
	0
	132,000

	
	intended
	0
	0
	107000
	0
	0
	107,000

	Angola
	concluded
	991000
	4600
	906000
	767000
	3100
	2,672,000

	
	failed
	0
	371000
	163000
	0
	0
	533,000

	Mozambique
	concluded
	76000
	813000
	579000
	16000
	0
	1,485,000

	
	failed
	0
	59000
	376000
	0
	0
	435,000

	
	intended
	42000
	737000
	471000
	110
	0
	1,251,000

	Philippines
	concluded
	85000
	670000
	463000
	5100
	15000
	1,238,000

	
	failed
	53000
	45000
	0
	0
	0
	98,000

	
	intended
	0
	1646000
	155000
	0
	0
	1,801,000

	Republic of the Congo
	concluded
	1391000
	11000
	1641000
	25000
	90
	3,068,000

	
	failed
	0
	750
	0
	0
	0
	750

	India
	concluded
	0
	65000
	0
	0
	32000
	96,000

	
	failed
	2519000
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2,519,000

	
	intended
	0
	396000
	0
	0
	0
	396,000

	Indonesia
	concluded
	102000
	1278000
	1392000
	67000
	1100
	2,840,000

	
	failed
	46000
	19000
	760
	340
	6800
	73,000

	
	intended
	780
	16000
	6400
	1500
	0
	25,000

	Senegal
	concluded
	262000
	1618000
	143000
	205000
	12000
	2,239,000

	
	failed
	15000
	61000
	147000
	30000
	0
	253,000

	
	intended
	0
	0
	0
	5200
	0
	5,200

	Kenya
	concluded
	76000
	148000
	337000
	5300
	140
	567,000

	
	failed
	1599000
	189000
	125000
	0
	0
	1,912,000

	
	intended
	970
	0
	15000
	0
	0
	16,000



[bookmark: _lkmvl44niopy]Table 4. Share of high (Q4/Q5) positive LSLA exposure by UN M-49 subregion
	UN M-49 subregion
	Positive exposure area (km2)
	Q4/5 area (km2)
	Q4/5 share positive exposure

	Northern Africa
	6,007,662
	2,225,218
	0.370397

	Southern Africa
	2,669,390
	426,889
	0.15992

	Western Africa
	5,308,441
	3,196,569
	0.602167

	Middle Africa
	5,943,904
	2,557,243
	0.43023

	Eastern Africa
	6,864,934
	5,098,392
	0.742672

	South America
	16,485,784
	6,771,931
	0.410774

	Caribbean
	212,671
	660,956
	0.31079

	Northern Europe
	479,392
	102,715
	0.21426

	Southern Europe
	854,387
	182,798
	0.213952

	Western Europe
	150,186
	30
	0.000199

	Eastern Europe
	9,344,745
	4,889,130
	0.523196

	Southern Asia
	5,555,974
	859,921
	0.154774

	South-eastern Asia
	4,458,418
	3,611,118
	0.809955

	Central Asia
	3,624,803
	1,011,676
	0.279098

	Eastern Asia
	8,776,066
	714,850
	0.081455

	Western Asia
	1,718,722
	58,558
	0.034071






Table 5. Shares of exposed Indigenous Peoples’ (IP) and local communities’(LC) lands, by LSLA exposure class and main continent
	
	LSLA exposure class

	Customary land
	Continent
	Q1
	Q2
	Q3
	Q4
	Q5
	Q4/Q5 pooled

	IP
	Africa
	17.12
	14.87
	23.53169
	27.59692
	17.68761
	45.28454

	IP
	Americas
	23.28
	26.00901
	22.69499
	17.40295
	10.6167
	28.01965

	IP
	Asia
	28.71
	18.12227
	16.41738
	17.52847
	19.22443
	36.7529

	IP
	Europe
	26.16
	24.19386
	31.75359
	17.89123
	0
	17.89123

	LC
	Africa
	12.03
	8.305796
	28.52667
	43.00894
	8.126009
	51.13495

	LC
	Americas
	13.30
	27.57711
	27.96763
	15.87478
	15.2789
	31.15367

	LC
	Asia
	0.94
	0.666356
	0.160827
	0.002635
	98.23083
	98.23347



Table 6. Shares of exposed Indigenous Peoples’ (IP) and local communities’ (LC) lands, by LSLA exposure class and by UN M49 subregion
	
	
	LSLA exposure class

	Customary land type
	UN M-49 subregion
	Q1
	Q2
	Q3
	Q4
	Q5
	Q4/Q5 pooled

	IP
	Central America
	6.521136
	39.28327
	54.19559
	0
	0
	0

	IP
	Central Asia
	25.59785
	54.17008
	20.23207
	0
	0
	0

	IP
	Eastern Africa
	5.023486
	5.256212
	22.16837
	41.10561
	26.44632
	67.55193

	IP
	Eastern Asia
	44.25056
	35.6508
	14.25205
	5.209379
	0.637208
	5.846587

	IP
	Eastern Europe
	28.14264
	22.75579
	31.21034
	17.89123
	
	17.89123

	IP
	Middle Africa
	15.60169
	18.2777
	37.75126
	15.74056
	12.6288
	28.36936

	IP
	Northern Africa
	35.18257
	29.71378
	11.71344
	10.32877
	13.06144
	23.39021

	IP
	Northern America
	100
	
	0
	0
	0
	0

	IP
	South America
	27.49672
	24.3459
	17.61702
	19.27967
	11.26069
	30.54036

	IP
	South-eastern Asia
	0.062167
	2.055267
	14.45622
	30.853
	52.57334
	83.42634

	IP
	Southern Africa
	39.78441
	30.15664
	29.95867
	0.100293
	0
	0.100293

	IP
	Southern Asia
	33.25901
	24.55633
	19.38805
	22.69879
	0.09782
	22.79661

	IP
	Western Africa
	17.75097
	10.36947
	16.24703
	34.9029
	20.72962
	55.63253

	IP
	Western Asia
	99.92926
	0.070744
	0
	0
	0
	0

	LC
	Central America
	17.1086
	40.83464
	42.05675
	0
	0
	0

	LC
	Eastern Africa
	0
	2.348434
	27.0014
	56.96
	13.69016
	70.65016

	LC
	Middle Africa
	0
	0.462066
	0.683016
	24.71856
	74.13635
	98.85492

	LC
	South America
	16.17988
	22.97962
	24.94647
	18.29068
	17.60335
	35.89403

	LC
	South-eastern Asia
	0
	1.08E-07
	0
	0.002682
	99.99732
	100

	LC
	Southern Africa
	35.02251
	19.15679
	26.68832
	19.13239
	0
	19.13239

	LC
	Southern Asia
	36.53581
	53.46281
	10.00137
	0
	0
	0

	LC
	Western Africa
	0
	0
	0.000161
	0
	99.99984
	99.99984
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