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Environmental NGOS
The “Big Four”

TheNature ( i
Conservancy ™

Protecting nature. Preserving life.










Environmental NGOS
The “Big Four”

WILDLIFE *~
CONSERVATION
SOCIETY -,
., - R1X

o
<%




Environmental NGOS

And many, many others...
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Environmental NGOS

Maih objective - Protection wildlife

. Creation ¢ management of protected areas (NPS, reserves)

- dwareness raising (PR.Campaighs) ¢ funding



Environhmental NGOS
Objectives

Protected Areas PAS)

the very first
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Objectives

Protected Areas
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1926
(initiated 1898 as ah
assemblage of protected
areas for commercial game
hunting for the rich ¢ white)




Environhmental NGOS

Protected Areas— Pros

 direCt protection of ahimals
anhd their habitat
—> Still most effective
approach!!

e Yévenues:

ecosystem services



Environmental NGOS
Protected Areas— Cons

- planhing ¢ installation without involvement of |0Cal
communities

- eviction from their homeland

- |0SS Of basis of their livelihood

- cohdemnation of their traditional
FOrms Of resource use (e.g. hunting)




Environmental NGOS
Protected Areas— Cons

- disregard indigenous communities
living around PAS

|OCals paY the highest price
e.g. - |0SS Of Crops by raiding ahimals

Yet they receive no Or just little compensation for
their l0sses

+ receive smallest part of revenuesifahy at all

—> |eads to poverty, hunhger ¢ frustration



Environmental NGOS
Protected Areas— Cons

 inefficient (top-down) mahagement

- Ofteh overseenh by people who hever Visited the area
¢ are residing far away

- |[aCk cooperation wWith hative governmental agencies
- ineffFective resource allocation, i.e. inSufficient
FinancCial support for day-to-day operations
(e.8. equipment for anti-poaching patrols)

- inadequate inCorporation Of research resultsin
manhagement decisions



Environmental NGOS

Awareness ¢ Funhdraising — Pros

PR.Ccampaigns - Awareness

sensitize broad publiC for envirohmental
problems like biodiversity (0SS, deforestation, etC.

Fundraising Campaighs

secure money £or conservatioh operations
e.s. - Staff (administrative ¢ on-the-ground)
- equipment
- purchase lahd to Create PAS
- cohsultants



Environmental NGOS

Awareness ¢ Fundraising— Cons

PR.campaigns often based on
“grabbing” emotions instead of
providing informed discussions

particularly interest groups (donhors)
are told what they wantto hear hot
the hard truth




Environhmental NGOS
Awareness ¢ Fuhdraising — Cons

emotion/attention grabbing

leads to short-term Crisis g PO
manhagementinstead Of }‘. o ;ta*w "]
SUbS‘tan‘tia| |Ong-term  Evey '18 hours, ano}her
planning/finanCing ‘N.

|s KILLED {n Soum'Afnca

Creation Of uhrealistic and
ofteh wrong picture of a
. situation,

e g every indigenous hunteris a poacher
while safari huhting by touristis
considered ah effective conservation
t00|




Environmental NGOS
Awareness ¢ Fundraising — Cons
Funhdraising — first some £acts

raising funds for envirohment has always been
very difficute

—> 0Orgahisations concerhed with hature and animal
rights receive the smallest amount of all money
spend on Charity (e.£. 201¢: only 3%*)

—> from these 3% of the overall “Charity pie” groups

actually devoted to wildlife conservation got the
yet agaih the smallest piece

xsource: Charity NaVvigator



Environmental NGOS
Awareness ¢ Fuhdraising— Cons

Fundraising—firstsome facCts
found raising schemes Chanhged over
thelast30Years from public fuhding
(e.S. membership fees) towards receiving
money from wealthy fFoundationsand
parthering with COorporations

e.S.- Cl ¢ the GGates Foundationh (devoted to well-being humans)
& Nestié, Shell, BHP Billitoh (mining company), ...

% WWFQ’ COCB"COB, Domtora coe
- WCS ¢ Total, Chevron, ExxohMobil, ...
- TNC ¢ Shell, Goldman Sachs, BP, Cargill, ...



Environmental NGOS

Awareness ¢ Fuhdraising— Cons

receiving money from big dohors pressures NGOS
(mainly the big ones) to shift their goals and objectives

protectioh wildlife humah well-being & economic benhefits
= ecosystem services
= traditiohal Conservation = hew conhservation



Environhmental NGOS
Awareness ¢ Fuhdraisi ng- Cons

- NGOSs parthering up with Corporations with (very) bad
traCK record when it comes to the envirohment
(Nestlé, Shell, Bank of AmericCa, etC.)

—> NGQ’s involvementin Crimes against hature ¢ humans
—> DO trahsparency about hature of these collaborations

NOGS Claim that cooperating with industry serves tackling the very
reasons of environmental destruction
i.e.: - cooperatively reducing environmental impacCt
Of @ cCompanhy
- ehacting product-certification schemes

CritiCs: -diminishes NGQ’s reputatioh ahd only helps
image corporatioh (“INJe’re green”)
- tnahy certification schemes don’t wok (RSPO, FCS)



Environmental NGOS

Pros & Cons — A conclusion
even though the listofconsis longit’s hot all thatbad
NGOS have been doing and still do Vital Wwork to
protectthe envirohment/wildlife
and withouttheir work the situation would be far worse

there are still plenty of good cohservationh programs,
dediCated people ahd success stories

Yet, thereis always room for
improvement ahd Chanhge is heeded!



Environmental NGOS

gources:

- WwWw. Monhgabay.com

-The Myth of Wild Africa— Conservation without Jllusion
(ed.: J.S. Adams ¢ T.O. McShane)


http://www.mongabay.com/

