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THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  FUNDERS  NETWORK (EFN)

The Environmental Funders Network (www.greenfunders.org) was set up in July 2003 to provide a networking 

mechanism for the staff and trustees of environmental grant-making organisations in the UK and other European 

countries. The Network seeks to promote discussion between grant-makers working in this field and to provide 

opportunities for collaboration. It has links to similar networks of environmental grant-makers in other parts of 

the world. More than 85 different trusts and foundations have been involved in events run by the EFN since 2003, 

most notably in the quarterly lunches hosted by members of the network.

The Network does not, collectively, have any capacity to assess applications for grants. 

PLEASE DO NOT SEND FUNDING REQUESTS TO THE EFN WEBSITE AS WE CANNOT RESPOND TO THEM. 

Funders interested in joining the EFN or finding out more about its work should contact 

Jon Cracknell: info@greenfunders.org
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57.7% only ever received one grant. Just 294 
organisations (15.4%) managed to secure five 
grants or more during the five years under study. 

environmental grants remains. 

Overseas grants are increasing, while sub-
national gaps exist in the UK

Environmental philanthropy – 
the best it can be?

1 

Environmental grant-making is 
concentrated...

...and shows significant variability from 
year to year

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Where The Green 
Grants Went

Environmental grant-making is growing...

in grants given.

...but from a low base

The US is pulling ahead

Climate change remains a blind spot 

2 3

1 Paige Brown, Climate and Energy Funders Survey 2008, prepared for the San Francisco-based Climate and Energy Funders Network. The survey 

actually estimates total foundation funding on climate change in 2008 to be $394 million. However, this includes some grants made by European-

based funders; the survey also uses a wider definition of climate-change funding than used in this report. For this reason the more conservative 

figure of $325 million has been quoted for the US. 
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I N T R O D U C T I O N

Where The 
Green Grants Went

2 

the environmental field. 

similar research.4

2 Many trusts prepare their accounts using the standard UK financial year from the beginning of April through to the end of March, e.g. April 

2006 to March 2007. Where trusts use different accounting periods, their grants have been allocated to the April-March financial year which 

fits most closely to their practice..
3 Environmental Grantmakers Association, Tracking the Field, Volume 2: A Closer Look at Environmental Grantmaking, New York, Foundation 

Center & Environmental Grantmakers Association, September 2009.
4 Saints Information Limited, Green Grants in NZ, a report for the Hikurangi Foundation and ASB Community Trust, 2008.

Box 1: Three types of environmental problem

Type One (early 1900s to today): In many industrialised 

countries, the environmental movement grew out of conservation 

and the realisation that the world’s great wildernesses and wildlife 

stocks were not inexhaustible but would require management if their 

use was to be sustainable. 

Type Two (1960s to today): Environmental concern in the 

1960s crystallised around a newer set of challenges, as the impact 

of human activity manifested itself in smogs, filthy rivers, damage 

caused by pesticides and habitat destruction. These problems tend to 

be both acute and geographically confined. Their effects (like poor 

air quality) are generally immediately felt and related to identifiable 

causes (like polluting factories). They can usually be addressed at a 

regional or national level.

Type Three (1980s to today): Climate change and the over-

consumption of natural resources (fish stocks, water, forests, soils) 

head the list of latter-day environmental challenges. These issues differ 

materially from earlier types. They tend to be chronic, with impacts often 

remote or difficult to perceive, so that they may be seen as problems 

for the future which affect others – ‘them’, ‘over there’. International 

collaboration is usually needed to address these problems.

4 5
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Report structure

suggests.

overall. 

Overview of the funding landscape

identified in Charity Market Monitor 2008.5 

Where The Green Grants 
Went

Charity Market Monitor 

listed in Charity Market Monitor

 

Where The Green Grants Went
7 

S E C T I O N  O N E 

T R U S T  F U N D I N G  F O R  E N V I R O N M E N TA L  I S S U E S

5 Cathy Pharaoh, Charity Market Monitor 2008: Volume 2, Grantmakers and Corporate Donors, London: Waterlow Professional Publishing, 

2008.
6 The funders featuring in the Charity Market Monitor include a number of corporate foundations that had been consciously omitted from 

earlier editions of Where The Green Grants Went. Other foundations not previously identified will be included in future editions. Most of 

the funding from trusts not included in the core group of 97 is directed towards agriculture projects (mainly in the developing world) or 

conservation work.
7 These 30 trusts were the only UK environmental foundations that had been identified by the authors when the first edition was compiled. 

Subsequent editions have incorporated data from more trusts.
8 As reported in Charity Market Monitor 2008, op. cit.

6 7
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The issues trusts like to fund

9

8

the 97 trusts under consideration. 

9

Table 1: Environmental grants from 30 selected trusts from 2002/03 to 2006/07 (five years) 

  2002/03 2003/04 % +/- 2004/05 % +/- 2005/06 % +/- 2006/07 % +/-

 Initial 30 

 WTGGW trusts

 Total grants (£) 18,313,159 19,608,880 7.1 20,809,367 6.1 28,557,986 37.2 36,746,804 28.7

 No. of grants 673 733 8.9 735 0.3 803 9.3 827 3.0

 Avg. grant size (£) 27,211 26,752 -1.7 28,312 5.8 35,564 25.6 44,434 24.9

 
Table 2: Environmental grants from 97 selected trusts from 2004/05 to 2006/07 (three years) 

     2004/05 % +/- 2005/06 % +/- 2006/07 % +/-

 All 97 trusts

 Total grants (£)    32,022,655 n/a 46,023,787 43.7 53,897,987 17.1

 No. of grants    1,338 n/a 1,351 1.0 1,510 11.8

 Avg. grant size (£)    23,933 n/a 34,066 42.3 35,694 4.8

 

Box 2: Annual grants budgets – a rocky ride

Individual trusts record significant rises and falls in their environmental 

grant-making from one year to the next. Between 2004/05 and 2005/06, 

48 trusts increased the amount they gave to environmental causes, while 

exactly the same number reduced their environmental grant-making. 

One trust’s grant-making remained unchanged. Between 2005/06 and 

2006/07, the proportion of funders increasing their grant-making went 

up: 63 made more environmental grants, 31 cut back, one remained the 

same, while two stopped environmental grants altogether. 

The amount of funding committed by individual trusts also varies 

over time. Between 2004/05 and 2005/06, the grant-making of 39 

trusts either rose or fell by 25% or less. A further 21 trusts recorded 

increases or decreases of between 25% and 50%. For 35 trusts, 

grant-making levels either rose or fell by more than 50% compared 

to the previous year. Two trusts were inactive.

A similar pattern is repeated between 2005/06 and 2006/07. A total 

of 35 trusts showed increases or decreases of 25% or less. A further 

20 saw their environment grants rise or fall between 25% and 50%. 

For 40 trusts, grant-making levels went up or down by more than 

50%. Two trusts were inactive. 

Part of this turbulence may be explained by multi-year grants being 

committed in a single year.

        
   2005/06 2006/07

  Grants (£) % of  No. of No. of  Grants (£) % of  No. of No. of 

 Issue   total grants trusts   total grants trusts

 Agriculture & food 9,062,071 19.7 208 55 9,849,947 18.3 204 57

 Biodiversity & species pres. 11,629,979 25.3 386 66 18,975,079 35.2 440 71

 Climate & atmosphere 1,384,604 3.0 53 21 1,251,491 2.3 59 20

 Coastal & marine 1,413,006 3.1 40 19 2,007,750 3.7 41 20

 Consumption & waste 577,593 1.3 30 16 470,512 0.9 27 17

 Energy 1,134,978 2.5 53 27 1,523,453 2.8 68 34

 Fresh water 727,846 1.6 44 28 1,475,389 2.7 45 20

 Multi-issue work 4,090,698 8.9 167 51 7,643,255 14.2 205 62

 Sustainable communities 2,780,618 6.0 78 26 2,378,394 4.4 82 24

 Terrestrial ecosystems 9,773,600 21.2 179 61 4,480,053 8.3 208 63

 Toxics & pollution 1,385,739 3.0 22 10 1,350,982 2.5 21 10

 Trade & finance 975,761 2.1 41 18 1,656,027 3.1 55 23

 Transport 1,087,295 2.4 50 19 835,654 1.6 55 20
        

 TOTALS 46,023,788 100.0 1,351 n/a 53,897,986 100.0 1,510 n/a

 

Table 3: Distribution of grants by issue, for 2005/06 and 2006/07

9 We are collaborating with colleagues in the Australian Environmental Grantmakers Network, the Canadian Environmental Grantmakers 

Network, the Environmental Grantmakers Association (US), and the European Foundation Centre, with a view to developing shared categories 

for coding environmental grants.
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analysed closely. 

money to these causes than to the others that they 

11

religious organisations.12 

small to large.

 

Environmental philanthropy – 
still a Cinderella 

Charity 
Market Monitor 2008

that Charity Market Monitor

editions. 

Where do these grants come from?

10 11

10 This figure is lower than the total giving for the sector – estimated at £69.6 million in 2006/07 – because 56 trusts from the core group of 

97 do not qualify for inclusion in the top 300 trusts identified in Charity Market Monitor 2008. Adding their grants to the £60.1 million from 

the top 300, gives the figure of £69.6 million referred to on page 3.
11 In the previous edition of this research a considerably lower figure, of just 3%, was given for the proportion of environmental group income 

provided by trusts and foundations, albeit using a much smaller sample size than that used by NCVO. It is clear that trust funding is relatively 

more important for smaller environmental groups than for larger ones.
12 National Council for Voluntary Organisations, The UK Civil Society Almanac 2009, London: NCVO, 2009, p.45.
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12 13

13 Environmental Grantmakers Association, op. cit.

trusts is directed to systemic environmental 

14

Charity 
Market Monitor 2008

15 

 leaders 

S E C T I O N  T W O 

C L I M AT E  C H A N G E  –  P H I L A N T H R O P Y ’ S  B L I N D  S P O T ?

14 Paige Brown, Climate and Energy Funders Survey 2008, prepared for the San Francisco-based Climate and Energy Funders Network. The 

survey actually estimates total foundation funding on climate change in 2008 to be $394 million. However this includes some grants made by 

European-based funders, and the survey also uses a wider definition of climate change funding than used in this report. For this reason the 

more conservative figure of $325 million has been quoted for the US. 
15 In addition to direct grants to climate change, one third of the money allocated to ‘multi-issue’ environmental work by the 114 trusts was 

included when calculating the £5.9 million figure.
16 When using the term ‘civil society’ we refer to a broader range of groups, societies and organisations than just those with charitable status, 

including both formal and informal associations.
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Box 3: Recognising the gravity of climate change

‘The warming of the planet [and] the effects of extreme weather events 

can affect some of the most fundamental determinants of health: 

air, water, food, shelter, and freedom from disease. In short, climate 

change can affect problems that are already huge, largely concentrated 

in the developing world, and difficult to combat.’ Margaret Chan, 

Director General, World Health Organisation

‘Abrupt climate change scenarios could potentially de-stabilize the 

geo-political environment, leading to skirmishes, battles, and even war 

due to resource constraints such as food shortages [and] decreased 

availability of fresh water ... Nations with the resources to do so may 

build virtual fortresses around their countries, preserving resources for 

themselves.’ Pentagon report on climate change

‘The world is rapidly approaching the point of dangerous 

anthropogenic interference with the climate system. Drastic 

emissions reductions by the rich are required to ensure that the 

legitimate development needs of the world’s poor can be met.’ 

World Council of Churches statement

‘Human rights – to security, health, and sustainable livelihoods – are 

increasingly being threatened by changes to the Earth’s climate.’ 

Mary Robinson, former UN Commissioner for Human Rights

‘Climate change is one of the most important issues challenging 

mankind. The task of protecting the environment depends not 

only on legislation, but rather on the awakening of conscience and 

serious acts of self-censorship.’ Muslim 7 Year Action Plan 

on Climate Change, endorsed by 200 Islamic scholars, 

governments, and civil society leaders

‘All across the world, in every kind of environment and region known 

to man, increasingly dangerous weather patterns and devastating 

storms are abruptly putting an end to the long-running debate over 

whether or not climate change is real. Not only is it real, it’s here, and 

its effects are giving rise to a frighteningly new global phenomenon: 

the man-made natural disaster.’ US President Barack Obama

‘As climate change destroys livelihoods, displaces people, and 

undermines entire social and economic systems, no country – 

however rich or powerful – will be immune to the consequences. 

In the long-run the problems of the poor will arrive at the doorstep 

of the wealthy, as the climate crisis gives way to despair, anger and 

collective security threats.’ Archbishop Desmond Tutu

‘Climate change is the central poverty issue of our times. Climate 

change is happening today and the world’s poorest people, who 

already face a daily struggle to survive, are being hit hardest.‘ 

Jeremy Hobbs, Executive Director, Oxfam International

‘The more we care about future generations, or more vulnerable 

people than ourselves, the more we will choose early action. And 

the more we recognize that some of our consumer behaviours 

are not immutably necessary to our happiness, but the product 

of manufactured desires and simple habits, the easier we will find 

it to change behaviour.’ Adair Turner, chair of Financial 

Services Authority and former Director-General of the 

Confederation of British Industry

‘Climate change poses global social, environmental and economic 

risks and demands a transformational change in how we manage our 

global economy.’ Poznan Communiqué on Climate Change, 

endorsed by 140 global business leaders representing 

many of the world’s largest companies

‘This of course is the deep injustice at the heart of this crisis. It 

is not just that climate change is going to hit hardest those who 

already face the biggest disadvantages and challenges. It is that this 

additional burden falls on those who have done least to cause it.’ 

Kofi Annan, former UN Secretary General

‘I am concerned about the burden that we will leave for our children 

and grandchildren, if we do not take a leadership role in addressing 

global warming. A moral burden, as species disappear from the 

planet, as people are displaced by rising seas, or impoverished by 

increased droughts in the subtropics and by increased floods and 

climate variability in other regions.’ Dr. James Hansen, NASA 

Goddard Institute of Space Studies

 

Why don’t trusts engage more with 
climate change?

Lack of mandate: 

Lack of opportunity: 

to try them. 

Lack of confidence:

can orient themselves in the sector. 
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The last five years have seen green groups of all persuasions work 

hard to accelerate the car industry into an era of cleaner cars. 

Campaigning groups like Greenpeace and the Rainforest Action 

Network made headlines with colourful publicity stunts, on one 

occasion dressing up as characters from the Flintstones cartoon to 

deliver a message to the EU parliamentarians about ‘Stone Age’ cars.

Behind the scenes, groups such as Brussels-based Transport & 

Environment and the US Natural Resources Defense Council did 

the rounds of the EU institutions and the US Senate respectively, 

presenting evidence of how low-carbon cars save money, create jobs 

and boost energy security. 

The whole effort was timed around key decision points in the policy 

process, and required coordination amongst environmental groups 

and funders. The European campaign received funding from the Oak 

Foundation, the JMG Foundation, and in its latter stages from the 

European Climate Foundation (ECF), which formed in 2007. In total, 

foundations supported the campaign with roughly 2,420,000 euros 

over five years, equivalent to £1,713,000.

Martin Rocholl, ECF policy director, says, ‘It was the foresight of the 

Oak Foundation and JMG Foundation to bring environmental groups 

together almost five years ago, which built the foundation for success. 

Equally important was the availability of medium to long-term funding. 

The amazing success is we now have binding legislation – while we 

wanted it to be stronger, it’s still by far the strongest in the world.’

More work needs to be done in order to try and shut down loopholes 

and tighten the standards further.  But after years of delay – European 

carmakers have stalled regulatory action for two decades – vehicle fuel 

economy is starting to move in the right direction.

16 17

Box 4: Three examples of high-impact climate change philanthropy 

The Big Ask

The UK’s Climate Change Bill became law in November 2008. The 

Climate Change Act commits the government to reduce emissions 

in line with five-year carbon budgets. It is the first of its kind in the 

world. The Act was a victory for Friends of the Earth and its The Big 

Ask campaign, proof of how public mobilisation and persistence can 

make change happen. The campaign has subsequently been taken 

up by Friends of the Earth offices across Europe.

When the campaign was launched in 2005, UK climate policy was in 

poor shape, with the government set to miss its own modest goals 

for cutting carbon emissions. The Big Ask called for a proper legal 

framework, capable of delivering an 80% emissions cut by 2050. 

Over the next three years, nearly 200,000 people contacted their 

MP, by email, letter and in person. The government responded with 

a draft Climate Bill, described by then-Prime Minister Tony Blair as a 

‘revolutionary step’. Hundreds of MPs voted to strengthen the Bill as 

it went through parliament; and The Big Ask was finally answered 

when government accepted the 80% target. 

Besides mobilising its own supporters, Friends of the Earth worked 

with other groups through the Stop Climate Chaos coalition. Its 

policy experts liaised with MPs and commissioned academic research. 

Celebrity endorsements and an ‘online climate march’ kept the 

campaign in the public eye, as the draft Bill became the subject of 

tens of opinion columns, both for and against. 

Behind the headlines, The Big Ask was a tightly managed campaign 

calling for considerable resources. Friends of the Earth made staff time and 

expertise available, while donors had to hold their nerve – this was never a 

campaign to be won overnight but one that advanced on multiple fronts. 

The campaign cost around £3.6 million over three years, much 

of it contributed by trusts and individual major donors, including 

members of the Environmental Funders Network. ‘These grants 

helped us deliver a much more hard-hitting and sustained campaign 

than we would otherwise have been able to,’ says Charlotte Leyburn, 

Friends of the Earth development manager. 

 

Ellerman Foundation, as well as the support of figures such as Al 

Gore and David Attenborough, who have spoken at the prestigious 

Awards ceremonies. As Heather Stevens, chair of the trustees of the 

Waterloo Foundation, puts it: 

‘Clean energy can help health and biodiversity as well as reducing 

carbon emissions. Our 2009 award supports a scheme in Kampala, 

Uganda, where local forests are often cleared for vital fuel wood. 

Our winner converts agricultural waste from coffee and peanuts into 

briquettes and installs clean-burning stoves. Lower wood demand 

keeps the local forests standing; cleaner burning stoves improve the 

health of the cooks!’

Vehicle fuel economy 
In December 2008, the European Union signed off its first legally 

binding fuel economy targets, with the aspiration of nearly halving 

carbon emissions per mile by 2020. Six months later, President 

Obama appeared in the White House Rose Garden to announce 

stronger US fuel economy standards, flanked by executives from 

Ford, General Motors and BMW.

The US rules alone should save over one million barrels of oil every day, 

hence carbon emissions equivalent to 194 coal-fired power plants. 

The peaceful scene at the White House belied a long battle between 

the auto industry and environmentalists, marking an important 

staging post in trans-Atlantic campaigns for cleaner cars.

In climate terms, road transport presents a massive challenge and a 

massive opportunity. While the sector accounts for one-fifth of total 

carbon emissions, it ought to represent ‘low-hanging fruit’ or an easy 

win through adopting cleaner technologies.

The Big Ask

The Sheepdrove Trust, founded by the Kindersley family, was one of The 

Big Ask sponsors. ‘It’s a no brainer, what else can I say?’ replies Peter 

Kindersley, asked about the Trust’s support. ‘I personally think climate 

change is the biggest threat out there, and they secured a good result.’

Ashden Awards for Sustainable Energy 
The Ashden Awards for Sustainable Energy, set up in 2001 by Sarah 

Butler-Sloss, are living proof of how action on climate change can 

yield tangible social and economic benefits for local communities.

Over 100 projects have benefited from the scheme, around one-third 

in the UK and the rest in developing countries. Applicants go through a 

rigorous assessment process, culminating in an annual Awards ceremony 

in London. Besides prize money, winners receive an ongoing package of 

support to help their organisation scale up its reach and impact. 

The international Awards programme focuses on projects that increase 

access to clean energy services. The uptake of efficient stoves or solar 

lighting – both affordable, simple technologies – can dramatically 

improve quality of life as well as reducing carbon emissions and other 

environmental impacts such as fuel wood collection. 

‘I was aware of the problems of climate change and of poverty and 

wanted to address them together through sustainable energy,’ says 

Butler-Sloss. ‘Without access to modern forms of energy it’s very 

difficult to have good health, education or livelihoods. By bringing 

clean energy to people you are transforming lives.’

A recent analysis of ten Awards winners found that between them 

they had benefited more than nine million people, saving around 

1.9 million tonnes of CO2 per year. A multiplier effect can be 

extrapolated via a range of social indicators, from improvements in 

female literacy to fewer deaths from infectious disease. 

The Ashden Awards are supported partly by the Ashden Trust, 

which Sarah and Robert Butler-Sloss founded in 1989. The Awards’ 

success has attracted sponsorship from funders including the 

Waterloo Foundation, Zennström Philanthropies and the John 
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Discourses of environmentalism

17

 

community. 
The Big Ask

raising does translate into significant changes in 

18 19

attractive. 

Common approaches

S E C T I O N  T H R E E 

U N D E R S TA N D I N G S  O F  ‘ E F F E C T I V E N E S S ’

17 Robert J. Brulle and J. Craig Jenkins, ‘Foundations and the Environmental Movement: priorities, strategies, and impact’, in Daniel Faber 

and Deborah McCarthy, Foundations for Social Change: critical perspectives on philanthropy and popular movements, Boulder: Rowman & 

Littlefield, 2005. Available at: www.pages.drexel.edu/~brullerj/Faber%20Book%20BrulleJenkins%20Chapter.pdf
18 John S. Dryzek, The Politics of the Earth: Environmental Discourses, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005; John S. Dryzek, David Downes, 

et al, Green States and Social Movements: environmentalism in the United States, United Kingdom, Germany and Norway, Oxford: Oxford 

University Press, 2003; Timothy Doyle, Doug McEachern, Environment and Politics, 3rd edition, London: Routledge, 2007.



W H E R E  T H E  G R E E N  G R A N T S  W E N T  4 W H E R E  T H E  G R E E N  G R A N T S  W E N T  4

relative to others discussed here. 

Anti-globalisation and global justice: 

relatively

Implications for funders 

Alternative discourses

‘Dark green’ sustainable development: 

Environmental justice: 

 to the other discourses set out 

One planet, fair shares: 

relative to others.

Environmental regulation: 

institutions at the national and international level. 

 to other 

‘Light green’ sustainable development: 

same time. 

Mainstream discourses 

Countryside management: 

relative to other discourses.

Conservation: 

20 21
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19 Cathy Pharoah, op. cit.

countryside management and conservation 

 the ‘dark green’ sustainable 
development one planet, fair shares, and 
global justice

conservation work
environmental regulation and 

‘light-green’ sustainable development

mainstream arenas.

Countryside management and 
conservation discourses are strongly associated 

‘dark green’ sustainable 
development

environmental regulation and 
‘light green’ sustainable development
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to 97 trusts in the most recent three years. 

analysis lists the organisations receiving the largest 
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recipients of trust funding?
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 Rank Grantee organisation Total No. of  No. of 
    grants (£) grants years

 1 Fauna & Flora International 5,631,793 54 5

 2 Kilimo Trust 4,710,382 3 2

 3 University of Cambridge 4,370,750 6 3

 4 Will Woodlands 4,000,000 1 1

 5 FARM-Africa 3,956,300 18 5

 6 Whitley Fund for Nature/Whitley Laing Foundation 2,858,806 21 5

 7 Yale School of Forestry & Environmental Studies 2,782,086 1 1

 8 Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew 2,445,900 26 5

 9 Forum for the Future 2,445,625 33 5

 10 Marine Stewardship Council 2,062,500 19 5

 11 WWF-UK 1,925,820 59 5

 12 Ashden Awards for Sustainable Energy 1,920,630 40 5

 13 Natural History Museum  1,918,348 17 5

 14 Rufford Small Grants for Nature Conservation 1,903,653 3 3

 15 Wildlife Trust for Beds, Cambs, Northants & Peterborough 1,832,412 15 4

 16 Global Witness  1,781,000 17 5

 17 Woodland Trust 1,759,376 71 5

 18 Pesticide Action Network UK 1,707,986 37 5

 19 Wildlife Conservation Research Unit, University of Oxford (WildCRU) 1,707,829 46 4

 20 British Butterfly Conservation Society  1,563,238 35 5

 21 Soil Association 1,543,279 78 5

 22 Royal Society for the Protection of Birds 1,394,783 47 5

 23 Friends of the Earth (England, Wales & Northern Ireland) 1,389,834 66 5

 24 Royal Horticultural Society 1,377,600 30 5

 25 Environmental Investigation Agency 1,298,264 24 5

 26 Federation of City Farms & Community Gardens 1,293,830 20 5

 27 Elm Farm Research Centre 1,272,559 22 5

 28 Friends of the Earth International 1,256,814 17 5

 29 Plantlife International 1,125,275 45 5

 30 Prince’s Foundation for the Built Environment 1,059,530 3 3

 31 Sustrans 1,030,475 33 5

 32 Great Fen Project 1,000,000 1 1

 33 National Botanical Institute of South Africa 1,000,000 2 2

 34 New Economics Foundation  899,892 29 5

 35 Rainforest Action Network 867,886 13 5

 36 Wildscreen Trust 848,400 24 4

 37 Rothamsted International 827,555 3 3

 38 National Trust 809,505 37 5

 39 Cowes Town Waterfront Trust 750,000 2 2

 40 Game & Wildlife Conservation Trust (formerly Game Conservancy Trust) 744,942 33 5

 41 Campaign to Protect Rural England 728,557 50 5

 42 Blacksmith Institute 725,000 6 5 

 43 Farming & Wildlife Advisory Group 715,793 8 5

 44 New World Foundation 700,000 4 4

 45 University of Bristol 685,649 7 3

 46 London Wildlife Trust 676,100 15 5

 47 Global Canopy Foundation 638,515 24 5

 48 International Centre of Insect Physiology & Ecology 635,000 2 2

 49 Dorset Wildlife Trust 633,439 21 5

 50 Buglife 632,712 8 4

Table 4: Top 100 recipients of trust funding, 2002/03 to 2006/07

 Rank Grantee organisation Total No. of  No. of 
    grants (£) grants years

 51 National Trust For Scotland 631,250 15 5

 52 Global Greengrants Fund 630,000 6 5

 53 International Institute of Tropical Agriculture 598,128 3 3

 54 Marine Conservation Society 591,500 36 5

 55 British Trust for Conservation Volunteers 590,025 45 5

 56 Herpetological Conservation Trust 588,110 5 3

 57 John Muir Trust 569,851 5 3

 58 International Rivers Network 568,289 7 5

 59 Wiltshire Wildlife Trust 561,561 16 5

 60 Zoological Society of London (London Zoo) 551,575 12 4

 61 Assynt Foundation 550,000 1 1

 62 Ponds Conservation Trust 543,036 8 5

 63 Green Alliance  537,156 14 5

 64 Lichfield & Hatherton Canals Restoration Trust 536,500 13 3

 65 TRAFFIC International 531,958 8 5

 66 Tusk Trust 528,220 30 5

 67 Ecosystems Limited (publisher of The Ecologist magazine) 525,913 12 4

 68 Practical Action (formerly Intermediate Technology Development Group) 524,198 19 5

 69 Council for Scientific & Industrial Research 505,600 3 3

 70 Wildlife Trust of South & West Wales 502,850 7 3

 71 Devon Wildlife Trust 495,014 41 5

 72 Slow Food Foundation 490,654 1 1

 73 European Environmental Bureau 480,000 3 3

 74 Kent Wildlife Trust 473,451 19 5

 75 Peace Parks Foundation 470,625 6 5

 76 Royal Parks Foundation 470,500 6 3

 77 International Institute for Environment & Development 463,003 8 4

 78 Carbon Disclosure Project 457,910 7 5

 79 People & Planet 457,131 28 5

 80 Forests and European Union Resource Network (FERN) 455,000 3 3

 81 Foundation for International Environmental Law and Development (FIELD) 445,750 13 5

 82 Campaign for Better Transport (formerly Transport 2000) 442,525 25 5

 83 International Network for Improvement of Banana and Plantain 440,000 2 2

 84 Renewable Energy Foundation 440,000 6 3

 85 National Agricultural Research Organisation 435,781 3 3

 86 Environmental Research Association  434,259 19 5

 87 Friends of the Earth Europe 428,673 14 4

 88 PLATFORM 425,577 19 5

 89 Global Action Plan 423,650 19 5

 90 Trees for Life 423,181 22 5

 91 Bioregional Development Group 419,000 22 5

 92 Royal Botanic Gardens, Edinburgh 412,855 10 5

 93 The Corner House 409,500 6 4

 94 Hampshire & Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust 400,250 4 2

 95 SeaWeb 400,000 1 1

 96 Institute for European Environmental Policy 399,090 5 4

 97 University of Aberdeen 397,963 14 4

 98 Eden Project 388,000 9 4

 99 Wildlife Trust for Lancashire, Manchester & North Merseyside 384,550 5 3

 100 Berkshire, Buckinghamshire & Oxfordshire Wildlife Trust 369,223 17 5
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 Rank Grantee organisation Total No. of  No. of 
    grants (£) grants years

 1 Soil Association 1,543,279 78 5

 2 Woodland Trust 1,759,376 71 5

 3 Friends of the Earth (England, Wales & Northern Ireland) 1,389,834 66 5

 4 WWF-UK 1,925,820 59 5

 5 Fauna & Flora International 5,631,793 54 5

 6 Campaign to Protect Rural England 728,557 50 5

 7 Royal Society for the Protection of Birds 1,394,783 47 5

 8 Wildlife Conservation Research Unit, University of Oxford (WildCRU) 1,707,829 46 4

 9 Plantlife International 1,125,275 45 5

 10 British Trust for Conservation Volunteers 590,025 45 5

 11 Devon Wildlife Trust 495,014 41 5

 12 Ashden Awards for Sustainable Energy 1,920,630 40 5

 13 Pesticide Action Network UK 1,707,986 37 5

 14 National Trust 809,505 37 5

 15 Wildfowl & Wetlands Trust  293,940 37 5

 16 Marine Conservation Society 591,500 36 5

 17 British Butterfly Conservation Society 1,563,238 35 5

 18 Forum for the Future 2,445,625 33 5

 19 Sustrans 1,030,475 33 5

 20 Game & Wildlife Conservation Trust (formerly Game Conservancy Trust) 744,942 33 5

 21 Tree Aid 197,355 33 5

 22 Royal Horticultural Society 1,377,600 30 5

 23 Tusk Trust 528,220 30 5

 24 New Economics Foundation  899,892 29 5

 25 People & Planet 457,131 28 5

 26 The Country Trust 205,707 27 4

 27 Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew 2,445,900 26 5

 28 Countryside Foundation for Education 189,000 26 4

 29 Campaign for Better Transport (formerly Transport 2000) 442,525 25 5

 30 Farms for City Children 239,590 25 4

 31 Environmental Investigation Agency 1,298,264 24 5

 32 Wildscreen Trust 848,400 24 4

 33 Global Canopy Foundation 638,515 24 5

 34 Elm Farm Research Centre 1,272,559 22 5

 35 Trees for Life 423,181 22 5

 36 Bioregional Development Group 419,000 22 5

 37 Centre for Alternative Technology 124,522 22 5

 38 Whitley Fund for Nature/Whitley Laing Foundation 2,858,806 21 5

 39 Dorset Wildlife Trust 633,439 21 5

 40 Corporate Watch 226,670 21 5

 41 Royal Holloway, University of London 199,891 21 3

 42 Federation of City Farms & Community Gardens 1,293,830 20 5

 43 Bat Conservation Trust 312,963 20 4

 44 BirdLife International 238,600 20 5

 45 Compassion in World Farming  129,750 20 5

 46 Sussex Wildlife Trust 118,500 20 5

 47 Marine Stewardship Council 2,062,500 19 5

 48 Practical Action (formerly Intermediate Technology Development Group) 524,198 19 5

 49 Kent Wildlife Trust 473,451 19 5

 50 Environmental Research Association 434,259 19 5

Table 5: Top 100 grantees by numbers of grants received, 2002/03 to 2006/07 
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the organisations in the list receiving less than 

‘Demand side’ experience

Which organisations are most regularly 
funded?

 Rank Grantee organisation Total No. of  No. of 
    grants (£) grants years

 51 PLATFORM 425,577 19 5

 52 Global Action Plan 423,650 19 5

 53 Barn Owl Trust 39,250 19 5

 54 FARM-Africa 3,956,300 18 5

 55 Rainforest Concern 313,953 18 5

 56 Natural History Museum  1,918,348 17 5

 57 Global Witness  1,781,000 17 5

 58 Friends of the Earth International 1,256,814 17 5

 59 Berkshire, Buckinghamshire & Oxfordshire Wildlife Trust 369,223 17 5

 60 Scottish Native Woods Campaign 322,950 17 5

 61 Survival International 139,000 17 4

 62 Wiltshire Wildlife Trust 561,561 16 5

 63 Durrell Wildlife Conservation Society 305,500 16 3

 64 Grasslands Trust 285,900 16 4

 65 Council for National Parks 264,209 16 5

 66 Genewatch UK 257,322 16 5

 67 Galapagos Conservation Trust 217,500 16 4

 68 Forest Stewardship Council 129,000 16 4

 69 Peter Bunyard 73,833 16 4

 70 Wildlife Trust for Beds, Cambs, Northants & Peterborough 1,832,412 15 4

 71 London Wildlife Trust 676,100 15 5

 72 National Trust For Scotland 631,250 15 5

 73 Chelsea Physic Garden 187,150 15 5

 74 Norfolk Wildlife Trust 176,480 15 5

 75 Save The Rhino International 63,500 15 5

 76 Green Alliance  537,156 14 5

 77 Friends of the Earth Europe 428,673 14 4

 78 University of Aberdeen 397,963 14 4

 79 British Trust for Ornithology 220,103 14 4

 80 Garden Organic (formerly Henry Doubleday Research Association) 207,650 14 3

 81 Green Light Trust 175,807 14 5

 82 GM Freeze (formerly Five Year Freeze Campaign) 172,000 14 5

 83 Elephant Family 95,000 14 4

 84 Rainforest Action Network 867,886 13 5

 85 Lichfield & Hatherton Canals Restoration Trust 536,500 13 3

 86 Foundation for International Environmental Law and Development (FIELD) 445,750 13 5

 87 Hawk & Owl Trust 301,360 13 4

 88 Earthwatch Institute (Europe) 262,260 13 4

 89 FARM - the independent voice of farmers 183,766 13 4

 90 World Development Movement 164,345 13 5

 91 Scottish Wildlife Trust 160,500 13 5

 92 Dian Fossey Gorilla Fund 91,947 13 3

 93 International Society for Ecology and Culture 88,500 13 5

 94 Zoological Society of London (London Zoo) 551,575 12 4

 95 Ecosystems Limited (publisher of The Ecologist magazine) 525,913 12 4

 96 SUSTAIN: The Alliance for Better Food and Farming 313,361 12 5

 97 Wild Cattle of Chillingham/Chillingham Wild Cattle Association 218,000 12 2

 98 University of Oxford - Botanic Garden (including Friends of) 141,404 12 5

 99 The Wildlife Trusts/Royal Society for Nature Conservation 105,900 12 4

 100 Alburnus Maior (Ro ia Montana)  34,948 12 5

 Rank Grantee organisation Total No. of  No. of 
    grants (£) grants years

 1 Fauna & Flora International 5,631,793 54 5

 2 FARM-Africa 3,956,300 18 5

 3 Whitley Fund for Nature/Whitley Laing Foundation 2,858,806 21 5

 4 Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew 2,445,900 26 5

 5 Forum for the Future 2,445,625 33 5

 6 Marine Stewardship Council 2,062,500 19 5

 7 WWF-UK 1,925,820 59 5

 8 Ashden Awards for Sustainable Energy 1,920,630 40 5

 9 Natural History Museum  1,918,348 17 5

 10 Global Witness  1,781,000 17 5

 11 Woodland Trust 1,759,376 71 5

 12 Pesticide Action Network UK 1,707,986 37 5

 13 British Butterfly Conservation Society  1,563,238 35 5

 14 Soil Association 1,543,279 78 5

 15 Royal Society for the Protection of Birds 1,394,783 47 5

 16 Friends of the Earth (England, Wales & Northern Ireland) 1,389,834 66 5

 17 Royal Horticultural Society 1,377,600 30 5

 18 Environmental Investigation Agency 1,298,264 24 5

 19 Federation of City Farms & Community Gardens 1,293,830 20 5

 20 Elm Farm Research Centre 1,272,559 22 5

 21 Friends of the Earth International 1,256,814 17 5

 22 Plantlife International 1,125,275 45 5

Table 6: Grantees with at least one grant in each of the five financial years 2002/03 to 2006/07 
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 Rank Grantee organisation Total No. of  No. of 
    grants (£) grants years

 23 Sustrans 1,030,475 33 5 

 24 New Economics Foundation  899,892 29 5

 25 Rainforest Action Network 867,886 13 5

 26 National Trust 809,505 37 5

 27 Game & Wildlife Conservation Trust (formerly Game Conservancy Trust) 744,942 33 5

 28 Campaign to Protect Rural England 728,557 50 5

 29 Blacksmith Institute 725,000 6 5

 30 Farming & Wildlife Advisory Group 715,793 8 5

 31 London Wildlife Trust 676,100 15 5

 32 Global Canopy Foundation 638,515 24 5

 33 Dorset Wildlife Trust 633,439 21 5

 34 National Trust For Scotland 631,250 15 5

 35 Global Greengrants Fund 630,000 6 5

 36 Marine Conservation Society 591,500 36 5

 37 British Trust for Conservation Volunteers 590,025 45 5

 38 International Rivers Network 568,289 7 5

 39 Wiltshire Wildlife Trust 561,561 16 5

 40 Ponds Conservation Trust 543,036 8 5

 41 Green Alliance  537,156 14 5

 42 TRAFFIC International 531,958 8 5

 43 Tusk Trust 528,220 30 5

 44 Practical Action (formerly Intermediate Technology Development Group) 524,198 19 5

 45 Devon Wildlife Trust 495,014 41 5

 46 Kent Wildlife Trust 473,451 19 5

 47 Peace Parks Foundation 470,625 6 5

 48 Carbon Disclosure Project 457,910 7 5

 49 People & Planet 457,131 28 5

 50 Foundation for International Environmental Law and Development (FIELD) 445,750 13 5

 51 Campaign for Better Transport (formerly Transport 2000) 442,525 25 5

 52 Environmental Research Association  434,259 19 5

 53 PLATFORM 425,577 19 5

 54 Global Action Plan 423,650 19 5

 55 Trees for Life 423,181 22 5

 56 Bioregional Development Group 419,000 22 5

 57 Royal Botanic Gardens, Edinburgh 412,855 10 5

 58 Berkshire, Buckinghamshire & Oxfordshire Wildlife Trust 369,223 17 5

 59 Earth Economics (form. Asia Pacific Environmental Exchange Project) 340,000 5 5

 60 Wildlife Protection Society of India 335,440 5 5

 61 Scottish Native Woods Campaign 322,950 17 5

 62 Rainforest Concern 313,953 18 5

 63 SUSTAIN: The Alliance for Better Food and Farming 313,361 12 5

 64 Wildfowl & Wetlands Trust  293,940 37 5

 65 Southern African Wildlife College 275,000 5 5

 66 Wildlife Trust of India 267,662 11 5

 67 Council for National Parks 264,209 16 5

 68 Genewatch UK 257,322 16 5

 69 BirdLife International 238,600 20 5

 70 Corporate Watch 226,670 21 5

 71 Sierra Madre Alliance 224,000 5 5

 72 UK Centre for Economic and Environmental Development 212,425 10 5

 Rank Grantee organisation Total No. of  No. of 
    grants (£) grants years

 73 Environmental Justice Foundation 205,300 10 5

 74 Tree Aid 197,355 33 5

 75 Rivers & Fisheries Trust for Scotland/Assoc. West Coast Fisheries Trusts 197,000 8 5

 76 Chelsea Physic Garden 187,150 15 5

 77 Conservation Foundation 178,699 11 5

 78 Norfolk Wildlife Trust 176,480 15 5

 79 Green Light Trust 175,807 14 5

 80 GM Freeze (formerly Five Year Freeze Campaign) 172,000 14 5

 81 World Development Movement 164,345 13 5

 82 Scottish Wildlife Trust 160,500 13 5

 83 Gaia Foundation 159,967 11 5

 84 Corporate Europe Observatory 155,000 8 5

 85 University of Oxford - Botanic Garden (including Friends Of) 141,404 12 5

 86 Global Commons Institute 138,000 5 5

 87 Royal Highland Education Trust 136,480 7 5

 88 Compassion in World Farming  129,750 20 5

 89 Centre for Alternative Technology 124,522 22 5

 90 Institut pour la relocalisation de l’économie 122,321 11 5

 91 Sussex Wildlife Trust 118,500 20 5

 92 Reforesting Scotland 115,500 10 5

 93 French edition of The Ecologist magazine 105,867 9 5

 94 Tree Council 102,250 8 5

 95 Feasta - The Foundation for the Economics of Sustainability 95,400 7 5

 96 Wild Things - Ecological Education Collective Limited 91,704 7 5

 97 International Society for Ecology and Culture 88,500 13 5

 98 Stroud Valley Project 81,792 6 5

 99 Vauxhall City Farm 78,500 7 5

 100 Mouvement pour le Droit et le Respect des Générations Futures 63,733 5 5

 101 Save The Rhino International 63,500 15 5

 102 Colin Hines/Finance for the Future 63,000 7 5

 103 Rainforest Foundation UK 60,812 9 5

 104 Sponge for Sustainability 54,000 7 5

 105 Cornwall Wildlife Trust 53,326 8 5

 106 Aviation Environment Federation 50,500 5 5

 107 Rare Breeds Survival Trust 47,050 9 5

 108 Arabic edition of The Ecologist magazine 44,762 7 5

 109 Barn Owl Trust 39,250 19 5

 110 Treesponsibility 38,790 5 5

 111 Econexus 37,931 10 5

 112 Alburnus Maior (Rosia Montana) 34,948 12 5

 113 Scottish Seabird Centre 31,350 8 5

 114 Marine Connection 30,000 11 5

 115 Spanish edition of The Ecologist magazine 26,314 7 5

 116 Whale & Dolphin Conservation Society 25,520 9 5

 117 Born Free Foundation 24,500 5 5

 118 Ecology Project International 23,107 5 5

 119 International Otter Survival Fund 22,850 11 5

 120 Lochaber & District Fisheries Trust 11,700 8 5

 121 Coventry City Farm 11,000 6 5

 122 Agroforestry Research Trust 5,750 11 5
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have received only one grant at any time during the 

to secure five or more grants during the five years 
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financial years. 
 

Where The Green Grants Went 3

20 Jon Cracknell and Heather Godwin, Where The Green Grants Went 3, May 2007, p.17, available at www.greenfunders.org. This section of 

the report contains many other observations about grant-making practice from a group of experienced environmental fundraisers..
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the best ways of capturing the complexity of civil society structures. 

There may also be merit in specialist environmental funders pooling their 

knowledge of ‘hot opportunities’ on a regular basis, and then providing 

this to more generalist trusts. 

In future, there is a need to map the distribution of philanthropic 

grants more systematically, relative to the grants made by larger 

funding agencies such as central government, the Big Lottery Fund 

and the Heritage Lottery Fund. Trusts have a comparative advantage 

in funding work that challenges business-as-usual, since this is rarely 

supported by government and corporate funders, but at present 

there is little understanding of how philanthropic funding relates to 

funding provided by these other types of donors.

Reducing project churn and recognising the 

vulnerability of smaller organisations

As noted above, grantee organisations find the stop-start nature of trust 

funding and the demands of donors for new approaches problematic. 

Providing more secure ongoing funding with a long-term mindset may 

help trusts to get a better return on their investments.

Finally, it is important to bear in mind that smaller organisations tend 

to be much more dependent on trusts and foundations for income 

than the larger, ‘household name’ groups. Smaller groups have less 

ability to secure public funding, legacies, or trading and earned income, 

although they may be performing a vital specialist role within the overall 

ecosystem of environmental organisations. 

Box 5: Who is funded – some reflections 

Innovation versus fragmentation

What are the consequences of trust funding being heavily concentrated 

on a relatively small number of grantees? Does this represent an 

effective allocation of resources? Would it be beneficial if funders 

supported a wider range of organisations, some of them smaller? 

One line of thinking suggests that this would be beneficial – 

that strength comes through diversity and that we should ‘let a 

thousand flowers bloom’. An alternative view is that it makes sense 

to concentrate resources on larger grantees or those with high 

profiles, assuming that they are more likely to effect change, and 

that it is more efficient to concentrate resources on small numbers 

of lead organisations, so as to avoid duplication. There is a clear 

tension here, between on the one hand exploiting the potential that 

philanthropy has for funding innovation, and on the other hand 

avoiding further fragmentation of the sector.

Mapping of capacity gaps

One way of squaring the circle is for funders to develop a good 

knowledge of civil-society capacity in relation to specific environmental 

issues, as well as a good understanding of the levers – political, 

economic, and social – likely to bring about change. Funders including 

the Tubney Charitable Trust, Esmée Fairbairn Foundation, European 

Climate Foundation and Children’s Investment Fund Foundation are 

increasingly investing in such research. This development is welcome. 

Within the Environmental Funders Network, a sub-group of trusts are 

mapping NGO capacity around tropical deforestation, in order to explore 
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largest environmental organisations (measured 

The European Union

the Financial Times

21 Tobias Buck, ‘Standard bearer’, Financial Times, 10th July 2007
22 Yale University & Columbia University, Environmental Performance Index 2008, available on-line at http://epi.yale.edu/Home. The UK ranks 

14th in this index, behind Costa Rica, Colombia, and Latvia, amongst other countries.
23 The Green 10 is an informal network that brings together staff from the following environment groups working on EU policy: Birdlife 

International, CEE Bankwatch, Climate Action Network Europe, European Environmental Bureau, Friends of the Earth Europe, Greenpeace EU 

Unit, Health & Environment Alliance, International Friends of Nature, Transport & Environment, and the WWF European Policy Office.
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include international conservation organisations 

this research. 

S E C T I O N  F I V E 

G E O G R A P H I C A L  F O C U S

      

 

  2004/05 2005/06 2006/07

 Region Grants (£) % of total Grants (£) % of total Grants (£) % of total 
  

 United Kingdom 20,062,540 62.5 24,550,336 53.3 24,562,881 45.6

 General international 6,098,564 19.0 12,757,747 27.7 19,903,640 36.9

 Africa 4,287,859 13.4 5,815,160 12.6 5,946,265 11.0

 Other Europe 625,245 1.9 1,577,804 3.4 1,651,248 3.1

 Asia 479,019 1.5 673,226 1.5 777,057 1.4

 Central & Latin America 361,473 1.1 363,684 0.8 497,464 0.9

 North America 155,690 0.5 265,526 0.6 553,093 1.0

 Australasia 21,318 0.1 20,307 0.0 6,339 0.0 
 

 TOTALS 32,091,708 100.0 46,023,788 100.0 53,897,987 100.0

   

Table 7: Geographical distribution of grants for 2004/05 through to 2006/07
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Where 
The Green Grants Went

local environmental initiatives. 

Where are grantees located?
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  2005/06 2006/07 % total 

 Region Grants (£) % of total Grants (£) % of total population 
 

 East Midlands 395,445 2.9 84,856 0.8 7.1

 East of England 1,317,715 9.6 1,275,651 12.5 9.1

 London 2,110,432 15.4 1,726,262 16.9 12.4

 North East 543,952 4.0 373,934 3.7 4.3

 North West 489,332 3.6 864,150 8.4 11.5

 Northern Ireland 0 0.0 217,571 2.1 2.9

 Scotland 1,830,202 13.4 2,472,385 24.1 8.6

 South East 782,512 5.7 573,254 5.6 13.6

 South West 5,351,940 39.0 1,516,599 14.8 8.4

 Wales 407,022 3.0 271,830 2.7 4.9

 West Midlands 164,432 1.2 618,400 6.0 8.9

 Yorkshire & The Humber 312,871 2.3 249,696 2.4 8.4
  

 TOTALS 13,705,855 100.0 10,244,588 100.0 100.0

   

Table 8: Sub-national grants to UK grantees, broken down by Government region

Within the UK

Where The Green Grants 
Went
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24 Had the Yorkshire Dales Millennium Trust been included in the group of 97 trusts then this would have raised the share of grants going to 

work in Yorkshire & The Humber. It will be included in future editions of this research.
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  2005/06 2006/07  

 Region Envt. group  % of total Envt. group  % of total % total

  offices  offices  population 
  

 East Midlands 20 3.5 17 2.9 7.1

 East of England 41 7.2 38 6.6 9.1

 London 166 29.1 167 28.8 12.4

 North East 13 2.3 14 2.4 4.3

 North West 28 4.9 30 5.2 11.5

 Northern Ireland 0 0.0 5 0.9 2.9

 Scotland 68 11.9 67 11.6 8.6

 South East 83 14.5 94 16.2 13.6

 South West 87 15.2 90 15.5 8.4

 Wales 21 3.7 13 2.2 4.9

 West Midlands 26 4.6 23 4.0 8.9

 Yorkshire & The Humber 18 3.2 22 3.8 8.4
 

 TOTALS 571 100.0 580 100.0 100.0

   

Table 9: Distribution of head offices of UK environment groups, by Government region

this point, while a similar dynamic could be seen in opposition to 

genetically modified food in the late 1990s. Yet for this dynamic to 

become more widespread, environmental organisations in countries 

with smaller philanthropic sectors will need more resources. There is 

a role for UK trusts here.

The fact that English is widely spoken internationally also creates a 

particular set of opportunities, as does the concentration of financial 

resources in the City of London. Trusts may be able to increase the 

impact of their grants by taking these kinds of factors more actively 

into account.

Within the UK, it appears that there are regions to which few 

environmental grants flow, and where the number of environmental 

organisations is disproportionately low. Funders could help to change 

this and so broaden public engagement across the country, over time.

Box 6: Where trusts fund – some reflections 

Given the strength of the UK philanthropic sector compared to that in 

many other countries, it is encouraging that UK funders are prepared 

to provide so much support to international environmental initiatives. 

The Type Three environmental problems referred to throughout the 

report are all global in nature and cannot be addressed without inter-

national action. Decisions taken by the governments of the United 

States, China, India, Brazil and Indonesia (to name just a few) are of 

vital importance for the environment here in the UK. The atmosphere 

does not distinguish each tonne of carbon by its country of origin. 

There is a need for more funding at the pan-European level, for 

reasons outlined above. The fact that UK environmental groups are 

relatively well-resourced means that they have on occasion been able 

to play a prime-mover role, with other countries copying strategies 

and tactics developed in the UK and applying them in their own 

political context. The case study of The Big Ask campaign makes 
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A P P E N D I X  A

Where The Green Grants Went

1 Agriculture and food

soil conservation. 

2 Biodiversity and species preservation – again a 

3 Climate and atmosphere

4 Coastal and marine ecosystems – this category 

5 Consumption and waste

6 Energy

7 Fresh water

8 Multi-issue work

9 Sustainable communities – grants included in 

10 Terrestrial ecosystems and land use

11 Toxics and pollution – this category covers all the 
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12 Trade and finance – the trade and finance category 13 Transport
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W E B S I T E S  O F  E N V I R O N M E N TA L  O R G A N I S AT I O N S 
L I S T E D  I N  S E C T I O N  F O U R  O F  T H E  R E P O R T

www.agroforestry.co.uk

www.rosiamontana.org

www.andrewleestrust.org.uk 

www.ashdenawards.org

www.assyntfoundation.org

www.atlanticsalmontrust.org 

www.aef.org.uk

www.barnowltrust.org.uk

www.bats.org.uk

www.bbowt.org.uk 

www.bioregional.com

www.birdlife.org 

www.ben-network.org.uk

www.blacksmithinstitute.org

www.bornfree.org.uk

www.butterfly-conservation.org 

www.btcv.org 

www.bto.org 

www.buglife.org.uk

www.cpre.org.uk

www.bettertransport.org.uk

www.cdproject.net

www.cat.org.uk

www.chelseaphysicgarden.co.uk

www.commonground.org.uk

www.crn.org.uk 

www.ciwf.org.uk 

www.conservationfoundation.co.uk

www.cornwallwildlifetrust.org.uk

www.corporateeurope.org

www.corporatewatch.org.uk

www.cnp.org.uk

www.csir.org.gh

www.countrytrust.org.uk 

www.countrysidefoundation.org.uk 

www.cowes.co.uk

www.devonwildlifetrust.org

www.gorillafund.org

www.dorsetwildlifetrust.org.uk

www.durrell.org

www.eartheconomics.org

www.earthwatch.org

www.ecologyproject.org

www.econexus.info

The Ecologist

www.theecologist.org

www.edenproject.com

www.elephantfamily.org

www.efrc.com

www.eia-international.org

www.ejfoundation.org

www.elflaw.org

www.envolve.co.uk

www.eeb.org

www.farmafrica.org.uk 

www.farm.org.uk

www.fwag.org.uk 

www.farmsforcitychildren.org 

www.fauna-flora.org 

www.feasta.org

www.farmgarden.org.uk 

www.fern.org

www.fsc.org

www.forum4future.org 

www.field.org.uk 

www.foe.co.uk 

www.foei.org

www.foeeurope.org

www.gaiafoundation.org

www.gct.org 
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www.naro.go.ug

www.sanbi.org

www.nationaltrust.org.uk

www.nts.org.uk

www.nhm.ac.uk

www.neweconomics.org 

www.newwf.org

www.norfolkwildlifetrust.org.uk

www.peaceparks.org

www.pan-uk.org 

www.peopleandplanet.net 

www.platformlondon.org

www.plantlife.org.uk 

www.pondsconservation.org.uk

www.itdg.org 

www.princes-foundation.org

www.ran.org

www.rainforestconcern.org

www.rainforestfoundationuk.org 

www.rbst.org.uk

www.reforestingscotland.org

www.ref.org.uk

www.westcoastfisheries.org.uk

www.rothamsted-international.org

www.rbge.org.uk

www.kew.org

www.rhet.org.uk

www.rhs.org.uk

www.rhul.ac.uk

www.royalparks.gov.uk

www.wildlifetrusts.org 

www.rspb.org.uk 

www.rufford.org

www.savetherhino.org

www.scottishnativewoods.org.uk

www.seabird.org

www.swt.org.uk

www.gwct.org.uk

www.gardenorganic.org.uk

www.genewatch.org

www.globalactionplan.org.uk

www.globalcanopy.org

www.gci.org.uk

www.greengrants.org

www.globalwitness.org

www.gmfreeze.org

www.grasslands-trust.org

www.greatfen.org.uk

www.green-alliance.org.uk

www.greenlighttrust.org

www.greenpeace.org.uk 

www.groundwork.org.uk 

www.hwt.org.uk

www.hawkandowl.org 

www.herpconstrust.org.uk

www.ieep.eu 

www.icipe.org

www.iied.org

www.iita.org

www.inibap.org

www.otter.org

www.internationalrivers.org

www.isec.org.uk

www.jmt.org

www.ltl.org.uk 

www.lhcrt.org.uk

www.wildlondon.org.uk 

www.kentwildlifetrust.org

www.thekilimotrust.org

www.marineconnection.org

www.mcsuk.org 

www.msc.org 

www.mdrgf.org
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www.seaweb.org

www.sierramadrealliance.org

www.slowfoodfoundation.org

www.soilassociation.org 

www.wildlifecollege.org.za

www.spongenet.org

www.stroudvalleysproject.org

www.survivalinternational.org

www.sussexwt.org.uk

www.sustainweb.org 

www.sustrans.org.uk 

www.thecornerhouse.org.uk 

www.countrytrust.org.uk

www.tourismconcern.org.uk 

www.traffic.org 

www.treeaid.org.uk

www.treecouncil.org.uk

www.treesforlife.org.uk

www.treesponsibility.com

www.tusk.org 

www.ukceed.org

www.abdn.ac.uk

www.bristol.ac.uk

www.cam.ac.uk

www.botanic-garden.ox.ac.uk

www.vauxhallcityfarm.org

www.wdcs.org 

www.whitleyaward.org

www.chillinghamwildcattle.com

www.wwt.org.uk 

www.wildcru.org

www.wpsi-india.org

www.wildlifebcnp.org

www.lancswt.org.uk

www.wildlifetrustofindia.org

www.welshwildlife.org

www.wildscreenorg

www.wildthings.org.uk

www.willwoodlands.co.uk

www.wiltshirewildlife.org

www.wen.org.uk

www.woodland-trust.org.uk

www.wdm.org.uk

www.wwf.org.uk

www.environment.yale.edu

www.zsl.org
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