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took the time to offer their thoughts on this research. 
 
This is a summary report about banning the sale and use of glue traps for rodent 
control, a potential intervention for improving animal welfare. Since this 
intervention does not look promising when comparing expected suffering averted 
by preventing a glue trap death to expected suffering averted by the co-founders 
working for or donating to existing high impact animal charities, we do not 
recommend this intervention.  
 
For questions about the content of this research please contact Vicky Cox at 
vicky@charityscience.com. For questions about the research process, charity 
recommendations, and intervention comparisons please contact Karolina Sarek at 
karolina@charityscience.com. 
 
 
 
Charity Entrepreneurship is a research and training program that incubates multiple 
high-impact charities annually. Our mission is to cause more effective charities to exist in 
the world by connecting talented individuals with high-impact intervention 
opportunities. We achieve this through an extensive research process and through our 
Incubation Program. 

 

https://www.charityentrepreneurship.com/incubation-program.html
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Research Process 

Before opening the report, we think it important to introduce our research process. Knowing 
the principles of the process helps readers understand how we formed our conclusions and 
enables greater reasoning transparency. It will also clarify the structure of the report. 
 
Our research process incorporates elements that are well established in some fields but 
uncommon in others. This is partly because of the unique goals of our research (i.e. finding 
new areas for impactful charities to be launched) and partly because we incorporate lessons 
and methodologies from other fields of research, primarily global health and medical 
science. Below is a quick overview of some of the key elements. 
 
Iterative depth: We research the same ideas in multiple rounds of iterative depth. Our goal is 
to narrow down our option space from a very large number of ideas (often several hundred 
at the start) to a more workable number for deeper reports. This means we do a quick 
20-minute prioritization, a longer 2-hour prioritization, and finally an 80-hour 
prioritization. Each level of depth looks at fewer ideas than the previous round. 
 
Systematic: The goal of our research is to compare ideas for a possible charity to found. To 
keep comparisons between different ideas consistent our methodology is uniform across all 
the different ideas. This results in reports that consider similar factors and questions in a 
similar way across different interventions, allowing them to be more easily compared. This 
is commonly used in other charity evaluations and encouraged in other fields. 
 
Cluster approach: Comparing different intervention ideas is complex. We are not confident 
that a single methodology could narrow down the field, in part due to epistemic modesty. To 
increase the robustness of our conclusions, we prefer instead to look at ideas using multiple 
independent methodologies and see which ideas perform well on a number of them (more 
information here). These methodologies include a cost-effectiveness analysis, expert views, 
informed consideration, and using a weighted factor model. We explain the merits and 
disadvantages of each method, as well as how we apply it, in the linked documents. Each 
methodology is commonly used in most fields of research but they are rarely combined into 
a single conclusion.  
 
Decision relevant: Our research is highly specialized and focused. We only research topics 
that are directly related to the endline choice of what charity to found. Sometimes 
cross-cutting research is needed to allow comparison between different ideas, but all our 
research aims to be directly useful to getting new charities started. This level of focus on 
target practical outcomes is rare in the research world, but is necessary to our goal of 
generating more charity ideas with minimal time spent on non-charity idea related 
concepts. 
 

 

https://www.charityentrepreneurship.com/research.html
https://www.charityentrepreneurship.com/idea-sort-report.html
https://www.charityentrepreneurship.com/prioritizing-ideas-report.html
https://tinyurl.com/y2hcj8mw
https://tinyurl.com/y2hcj8mw
https://www.givewell.org/how-we-work/process
https://eppi.ioe.ac.uk/cms/Default.aspx?tabid=69
https://forum.effectivealtruism.org/posts/WKPd79PESRGZHQ5GY/in-defence-of-epistemic-modesty
https://blog.givewell.org/2014/06/10/sequence-thinking-vs-cluster-thinking/
https://blog.givewell.org/2014/06/10/sequence-thinking-vs-cluster-thinking/
https://www.charityentrepreneurship.com/cea.html
https://www.charityentrepreneurship.com/expert-view.html
https://www.charityentrepreneurship.com/informed-consideration.html
https://www.charityentrepreneurship.com/weighted-factor-model.html
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Description of the intervention 

The intervention explored in this report would ban the sale and use of glue traps for 
rodents.  Glue traps are boards with a sticky surface designed to trap animals. They 
are considered to be one of the cruelest methods of rodent control. Animals caught 
on them can experience significant and prolonged suffering before they die, with 
many rodents found to be still alive after 24 hours as users of the traps fail to kill the 
animals immediately after they are trapped. In the most extreme cases, animals 
succumb to blood loss after trying to chew through their own limbs to escape [1]. On 
top of this, glue traps are indiscriminate killers and may also catch “non-target” 
animals, such as birds [2].  
 
This intervention would be carried out as follows: during their first year of 
operation, a new charity would look for an opportunity to launch a governmental 
campaign in a promising country. We have assumed that an opportunity for a 
governmental campaign will arise either from legislation relevant to glue traps (e.g. 
wildlife control legislation) being reviewed, or from a charismatic non-target 
animal (or at least an animal with more charisma than rats and mice) or companion 
animal becoming caught in a glue trap, and anger towards the use of glue traps 
rising among the public as a result. Once a promising opportunity has arisen, the 
charity would launch a governmental campaign calling for a ban on the sale and use 
of glue traps for rodents (though exemptions may be allowed by application for 
those in special circumstances).  
  

Summary conclusion 

Ultimately, we do not recommend banning the sale and use of glue traps as a way 
to improve welfare.  
 
Based on our research, this intervention does not look promising when considering 
counterfactuals due to the small amount of suffering prevented by averting a glue 
trap death. This is mostly because the alternative methods of pest control that 
would be most commonly used after a ban on glue traps appear to be rodenticides 
and snap traps, and death from rodenticides seems worse than from a glue trap. 
Although when compared to a glue trap death, a snap trap death looks better than a 
rodenticide death looks worse, the average amount of suffering averted is dragged 
down by this likelihood of replacement. Based on this and on our analysis of the 
co-founder counterfactuals, we do not recommend this charity get started this year. 
However, we think that it might be worth trying to convince an existing 
organization to do this intervention themselves. Based on a conversation with 

 

https://concepts.effectivealtruism.org/concepts/counterfactual-considerations/
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Valerie Thomas of the Regulatory Institute ASBL, we think that trying to convince 
an existing Australian organization to do this intervention looks most promising. 
This is because glue traps have already been banned in three Australian 
jurisdictions, so when working in Australia we would be able to make the case for 
the harmonization of legislation at a national level rather than the more difficult 
case for the humane treatment of rodents.  
 
The table below offers a step-by-step summary of our research process for this 
intervention and the main takeaways from each stage. Color-coding reflects how 
well the intervention performed at each stage. The idea sort, idea prioritization, 
supporting reports, and related reports involve background research prior to this 
report that will not be considered in the final decision on the promise of this 
intervention. 
 

Report type  Summary results 
Deeper 
reading 

Idea sort 
report 

During the idea sort, this idea showed promise: it was in the top 22 
of 395 total ideas, scoring well in all areas. 

Full report 
Process 

Idea 
prioritization 
report 

After two hours of researching a ban on glue traps using the 
weighted factor model methodology, it was one of our highest 
priorities for more in-depth research.  

Full report 
Process 

Prior view 
(section 1.) 

This 80-hour report begins with a prior view, which summarizes 
the lead researcher’s expectations before starting in-depth 
research. At this stage, we thought that this intervention showed 
promise. The main concern was that taking a governmental 
approach could mean that this intervention would have a low 
expected probability of success (though we thought that it is more 
likely to be successful than the average farmed animal legislation). 

Process 

Informed 
consideration 
(section 2.) 

Informed consideration occurs at two stages of our research 
process: the start and the end. Two sections in the report reflect this 
chronology. At this first stage, we explore what factors are likely to 
drastically affect the intervention (crucial considerations). We 
researched: i) countries that have already banned glue traps; ii) the 
countries with particularly high rodent populations; and iii) 
whether snap traps are a humane alternative to glue traps. From 
this, we are happy to promote snap traps as a humane alternative to 
glue traps, and it seems as if the US could be a promising country for 
this intervention.  

Process 

 

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1LDfsgP7Uu1W6kBFdrG9hku6VQCfS5jzIovh_V1MpNCU/
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1z95HXhqgAP3Q5iTy269KgSf_CPpSNlB4m4NkGcKDkME/edit?usp=sharing
https://www.charityentrepreneurship.com/idea-sort-report.html
https://www.charityentrepreneurship.com/blog/top-animal-charity-ideas-were-researching-in-2020-idea-prioritization-report
https://www.charityentrepreneurship.com/prioritizing-ideas-report.html
https://www.charityentrepreneurship.com/prior-view.html
https://www.charityentrepreneurship.com/informed-consideration.html
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Expert view 
(section 3.) 

After examining crucial considerations, we discussed the 
intervention with experts including animal advocates and animal 
welfare science advisers. During these conversations, experts 
seemed positive about a new charity working in this area as it is 
currently quite neglected. One concern that arose as a result of these 
conversations is that previous successes have seemed to be highly 
situation-related. This could be either good or bad, as this could 
mean that it is easy to see success when working in this area or it 
could mean that success will be hard to replicate. We are unsure 
which possibility is more likely.  

Process 

Weighted 
factor model 
(section 4.) 

The next stage of our research involves a weighted factor model. We 
scored the intervention based on preset criteria and weightings, and 
generated a causal chain. In this case glue traps scored well, with an 
overall score of 31/50. The score can be broken down as follows, 
with the weighting of each criterion in parentheses: 6/10 for the 
strength of the idea (2), 7/10 for limiting factors (1.5), 6/10 for 
execution difficulty (1), and 5/10 for externalities (0.5). 

Process 

Cost-effective
ness analysis 
(section 5.) 

In our cost-effectiveness analysis, we quantify welfare in terms of 
dollar cost. Our findings suggest that a ban on glue traps would 
affect ~-33.1 welfare points per dollar (considering co-founder and 
funding counterfactuals). 

Supplement 
A 
Process 

Informed 
consideration 
(section 6.) 

The second part of our informed consideration closes the report. 
This internal contemplation allows researchers to reflect on the 
data and evidence gathered throughout the process. In this writeup, 
the lead researcher summarizes key conclusions and offers overall 
thoughts on banning glue traps as an intervention. We conclude that 
we do not recommend this charity get started this year, but think 
that it might be worth trying to convince an existing organization to 
do this intervention themselves.  

Process 

Supporting 
reports 

Two supporting reports are relevant for this intervention. Our 
weighted animal welfare index on wild rats (Supplement B) 
suggests that wild rodents are likely priority animals due to the 
expected level of suffering throughout their lifetimes. The “why 
focus on animals?” report details why we think animal advocacy is a 
high impact area on which to focus.  

Supplement 
B 
Why focus 
on animals? 

Related 
reports 

Charity Entrepreneurship’s 2019 report on ethical pest control 
suggested that this intervention could be promising.  

2019 report 

 

 

https://www.charityentrepreneurship.com/expert-view.html
https://www.charityentrepreneurship.com/weighted-factor-model.html
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1uebEpiMO3BQecfD8L4M4TCL9puoazd_jTAK0bd9-_U0/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1uebEpiMO3BQecfD8L4M4TCL9puoazd_jTAK0bd9-_U0/edit?usp=sharing
https://www.charityentrepreneurship.com/cea.html
https://www.charityentrepreneurship.com/informed-consideration.html
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1uebEpiMO3BQecfD8L4M4TCL9puoazd_jTAK0bd9-_U0/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1uebEpiMO3BQecfD8L4M4TCL9puoazd_jTAK0bd9-_U0/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1uebEpiMO3BQecfD8L4M4TCL9puoazd_jTAK0bd9-_U0/edit?usp=sharing
http://www.charityentrepreneurship.com/blog/why-focus-on-animals
http://www.charityentrepreneurship.com/blog/why-focus-on-animals
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1iCsoHH8krTRbB3wBKrG6tbYOXoqQt1U6/view


 

CE Research Report: Animal Welfare  - Glue Traps, 2020          Page 8 
 

 

1    Prior view 

This brief section summarizes our team’s thoughts on this intervention before 
starting in-depth research.  
 
We think that this intervention shows promise, and we expect it to be in the top 
third of interventions we are considering. 
 
The main limiting factor for its promise is likely to be the probability of success, as 
running a governmental campaign is difficult. However, it is important to 
remember that the pest control industry is unlikely to be as strong an opponent as 
the farming industry, which could make this intervention easier than expected 
given that our frame of reference from past research is farmed animal legislation.  
 
At this stage of the research, our subjective likelihood of recommendation is: 

 
This probability estimate assumes that: 
 

● Two animal advocacy ideas (from the 2020 research round) will be 
recommended at the end of the research process, so being recommended is 
equivalent to being in the top two ideas. 

● With no prior information, each idea is equally likely to be recommended. 
Because we plan to consider 7 ideas in total, this means the prior probability 
is 2/7 * 100 = 29%. 

● Because this intervention looked promising in the previous stage of the 
research, we have updated the likelihood of recommendation to 75%. 

● The 95% confidence interval represents how sure we are that there is a 75% 
chance this idea will be in the top two ideas. At this stage we had not done 
very much research in this area, though there are some strong indications 
that this is a good idea, such as last year’s research on this intervention. 

 

1.1   Informed consideration 

The promise of this intervention will mostly rely on the approach taken. Intuitively, 
it seems more promising to work at a government level rather than a business level 
as the number of rodents affected will be greater, but working with governments is 

 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1iCsoHH8krTRbB3wBKrG6tbYOXoqQt1U6/
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more difficult. We are currently unsure which country would be a priority for this 
intervention.  
 

1.2   Expert view 

This intervention will likely appeal most to those interested in reducing wild animal 
suffering. It seems like it could be one of the first targeted wild animal suffering 
interventions carried out by an effective altruist organization. It does not have the 
drawbacks that many other wild animal suffering interventions have (e.g. whether 
population reduction is good or bad), especially if we advocate for the replacement 
of glue traps with snap traps (rather than just banning glue traps) as there is an 
obvious, guaranteed improvement to animal welfare with less of an outside interest 
(e.g. commercial) to oppose it. 
 

1.3   Weighted factor model 

We expect the execution difficulty to be the main barrier to this intervention scoring 
well on the weighted factor model. This intervention would likely be most 
promising if we were to campaign at the government level, and such work is very 
difficult.  
 

1.4   Cost-effectiveness  
This intervention might be uniquely placed to effectively reduce suffering. Although 
it only affects acute suffering, at the end of an animal’s life (rather than chronic 
suffering throughout), this suffering is particularly horrific. This means it could still 
stand to avert a significant amount of suffering and be quite cost-effective (likely 
more so than the average acute suffering intervention).    
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2    Informed consideration:  
       Crucial considerations 

After the prior view, we began the research process by identifying crucial 
considerations for a ban on glue traps. In this early phase, we: 

● identified countries that have already banned glue traps, and countries with 
legislation that the use of glue traps would violate 

● identified the countries and cities of the world with particularly high rodent 
populations 

● considered whether snap traps are a humane alternative to glue traps. 
 
The following subsections summarize our findings on each of these three crucial 
considerations. 
 

2.1   Which countries have already banned glue traps? 

The following countries have bans on glue traps (though some allow limited 
exemptions): 

● Ireland [5]  
● New Zealand [6] 
● Australia (Australian Capital Territory [7], Tasmania [8], and Victoria [9]) 

 
The following countries have animal welfare legislation that would be violated by 
the use of glue traps, but no specific ban on glue traps: 

● Austria [10] [11] 
● Germany [12] [13] [14] [15] 
● Iceland [12] [16] [17] 
● India [18] 
● The Netherlands [12] [19] [20] [21] 
● Norway [12] [22] 
● South Africa [23] 

 
The following countries have legislation limiting the use of glue traps, but that does 
not prohibit their use: 

● Australia (jurisdictions other than Australian Capital Territory, Tasmania and 
Victoria) has the “Guidelines for the use of Rodent Glueboards” that must be 
followed by pest control services in the country. If these guidelines are 
followed, then the number of rodents caught on glue traps will be minimized; 
any live rodents found on glue traps will be humanely dispatched; the record 
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keeping requirement will constantly remind pest managers of the animal 
welfare concerns of using glue traps; trapping of non-target animals is 
minimized; and pest managers are aware that vegetable oil can be used to 
release any non-target animals accidentally caught on the glue traps [24]. 

● The UK has the “Code of Best Practice Humane Use of Rodent Glue Boards” 
that must be followed by pest control services in the country. They outline 
principles that must be followed when using glue traps to minimize animal 
welfare concerns. These include, but are not limited to, that glue traps are 
used as a last resort, they are only used by a trained and competent user, and 
the correct size board must be used for the target pest species [25]. 

 

2.2   Which countries have particularly high rodent 
populations? 

Google searches along the lines of “cities with highest rat population” yielded as 
the most common answers various US cities (Chicago, LA, New York, etc.), Paris, 
and London [26] [27]. 
 
In the US, Orkin pest control releases a list of the “Top 50 Rattiest Cities” in the US 
every year. In 2019, the top 10 cities with the highest rat populations were [28]: 

1. Chicago 
2. Los Angeles 
3. New York 
4. Washington DC (Hagerstown) 
5. San Francisco-Oakland-San Jose 
6. Detroit 
7. Cleveland-Akron (Canton) 
8. Minneapolis-St. Paul 
9. Philadelphia 
10. Atlanta 

 
Countries/cities with big waste problems could also be home to many rats as rats 
mainly consume garbage [29]. The following cities are some of the biggest “trash 
cities” [30] [31]: 

1. Hong Kong, China 
2. Mexico City, Mexico 
3. Delhi, India 
4. Other Chinese cities 
5. Manila, Philippines 
6. Port-au-Prince, Haiti  
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7. Jakarta, Indonesia 
8. Cairo, Egypt 
9. Bangalore, India 
10. New York, US 
11. Tokyo, Japan 
12. Los Angeles, US 
13. Mumbai, India 

 
Unfortunately it was difficult to find any information about mice, so we focused on 
rats here as a proxy for overall rodent populations.  
 

2.3   Are snap traps a humane alternative to glue traps? 

Animal protection organizations (such as the RSPCA [32]) advocate for the use of 
snap traps over live traps and glue traps, and many pest control organizations also 
recommend using snap traps over glue traps [33] [34].  
 
A study evaluating the humaneness of different methods of pest control found that 
snap traps are more humane than glue traps. “The best snap traps kill 
instantaneously, and are thus good from a welfare perspective” whereas “Sticky 
boards would thus seem to have the same major welfare costs as leghold traps: 
instant and prolonged distress and trauma, followed by dehydration, hunger and 
sometimes self-mutilation when animals are held trapped for long periods” [35]. In 
fact, in this study snap traps are listed as one of five humane methods of pest 
control, whereas glue traps are “often or always inhumane, either acting in a few 
hours but with very severe effects, killing in around a day with less acute effects, or 
causing lower levels of pain and distress but taking several days to induce 
unconsciousness.”  
 
Another study on the ethics of rodent control states that “Consumers should be 
advised that snap traps and electrocution traps do not usually require animals first 
to be captured and held (for potentially long periods of time), and thus produce a 
more acceptable level of pain or distress”, whereas “Glueboards and other 
restraining traps are considered inhumane because it takes longer than a few hours 
and sometimes days before the trapped animals die” [36].   
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3    Expert view 

This section summarizes conversations between the lead researcher and a range of 
experts, including advocates and animal welfare science advisers. 
 
Overall, experts were positive about more work being done in this area as it is 
currently quite neglected. However, talking with these experts made us concerned 
about the probability of success of a governmental campaign, and also made us 
reconsider whether a governmental campaign was the best approach for this 
intervention.  
 
All of the previous successes in this area seem very circumstantial and dependent on 
timing. Some successes have come from animal advocacy organizations making a 
submission against glue traps at a time when the government is already 
reconsidering their wildlife legislation, under which the use of glue traps falls, or 
reconsidering the use of glue traps directly. Other successful campaigns have been 
launched off the back of public outrage over glue traps. For example, the campaign 
in Scotland was launched after a blackbird became trapped in a glue trap, reaching 
national news. These situational successes can be taken in one of two ways. Either 
we can expect success to be quite hard to replicate, as there is no guarantee that 
similar situations will arise; or to be quite easy, as previous successes have been 
quite simple to achieve. 
 

Stephen Ronan 
Profile: Stephen is a member of World Animal Net’s Board of Directors and, also on 
a volunteer basis, operates the web sites banglueboards.org and 
humanepestcontrol.com. He was contacted to learn more about campaigns against 
glue traps that he has assisted with, and to get his opinion on potentially promising 
countries to work in and approaches to take when campaigning as he has a quite 
broad knowledge of this area.  
 
Summary: World Animal Net’s work is very small scale. They only work in 
Massachusetts, so a lot of work remains to be done in the US. Stephen thought that 
when choosing a country to work in, it would be useful to assess the degree to which 
glue traps are currently used in various countries contrary to existing law and work 
with governments to stop this. However, Stephen recommended not being tightly 
constrained to one particular country. He was open to the use of many different 
approaches, but thought that asking the US government for a national ban seems 
premature and that continuing campaigns against retailers seems like a pretty good 
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idea. However, he noted that since there are so many options for prospective buyers, 
including via online purchases, it would be tough to make an impact on total 
purchases this way.  
 
More information can be found in the conversation summary. 
 

Marianne Macdonald 

Profile: Marianne works for SAFE For Animals. She was contacted to learn more 
about how glue traps have been successfully banned in New Zealand.  
 
Summary: For the glue trap ban in New Zealand, there was never a formal campaign 
launched by animal advocacy groups. Instead, animal advocacy groups, including 
SAFE For Animals, made a submission against them when the National Animal 
Welfare Advisory Committee (NAWAC) was looking at these traps many years ago. 
NAWAC recommended banning glue traps, but it took almost a decade for the 
Government to act on their advice. 
 
More information can be found in the conversation summary. 
 

An anonymous animal advocate from the RSPCA 

Profile: The RSPCA was contacted to learn more about their campaign work against 
the sale and use of glue traps. We were particularly interested in their work with 
Amazon to prevent the sale of rodent glue traps on Amazon UK. Preventing the 
online sale of these traps could be a promising component of any work done in this 
area, as even if the sale of glue traps were banned in a country, people can still find 
them widely available online.  
 
Summary: The RSPCA has found success in its business-level approach whereby 
they ask members of the public to inform them if they see glue traps on sale to the 
public. The RSPCA will then write to the retailer and ask them to stop selling glue 
traps, remove all glue traps from their stock, and avoid restocking them in the 
future to prevent the problem from happening again. The RSPCA’s work with 
Amazon seems like a special case that is unlikely to be as easy to replicate in 
countries outside of the UK, as Amazon UK had a preexisting policy against the sale 
of glue traps.  
 
More information can be found in the conversation summary. 
 

 

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1lL70w7tHt3IACgu32jr3a4dFXNutMMu1bnOzgOlu_v4/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1R4YciDIEB518M3R7Z6K7KJ-iKz_kvw2m6fFqpdldXGA/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1WPsoDicK4LA735RAT40-DeNEo_6kafsJL4h9idiZtzU/edit?usp=sharing
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Andrea Goddard 

Profile: Andrea works for Mad for Wildlife (formerly ‘Let’s Get MAD for Wildlife’), 
who is currently campaigning for the Scottish government to ban the sale and use of 
glue traps. She was contacted to learn more about Mad for Wildlife’s work, and why 
they decided upon the governmental approach over working at the business level, 
e.g. asking retailers to stop selling glue traps. 
 
Summary: Mad for Wildlife’s campaign launched in 2017 after national 
condemnation following an incident in which a blackbird became trapped on a glue 
trap. They launched a Scottish Parliament petition to ban the sale and use of glue 
traps in Scotland. Mad for Wildlife decided that the government-level approach 
seemed promising as the Scottish Parliament has a very democratic system of 
considering official petitions, and because they felt that in order to remove glue 
traps from all stores, only a ban would suffice. When lobbying against glue traps, 
Andrea recommends to keep it simple and lobby for a total ban (rather than 
lobbying for the replacement of glue traps with snap traps, for example). Andrea 
also suggested that having real-life examples of how indiscriminate and inhumane 
glue traps can be, suggesting alternative means of rodent control (though without 
making the ban conditional on these alternative methods), and showing how other 
countries have approached a ban, could all be useful when campaigning.  
 
More information can be found in the conversation summary. 
 

Dr. Tamara Diesch 

Profile: Tamara is an animal welfare science adviser for the Ministry of Primary 
Industries. This is the government body that supervised the ban on glue traps in 
New Zealand and offers ministerial approval for the sale and use of glue traps in 
limited circumstances after the ban. She was contacted to learn more about what 
pest control is like in New Zealand after the ban on glue traps, ie. what method of 
pest control is being used as an alternative, and how common ministerial approval 
has been since the ban.  
 
Summary: There have been a total of sixty-four ministerial approvals for the sale 
and use of glue traps since the ban in 2015. Fifty of these approvals have been for the 
use rather than the sale of glue traps. The alternative method of pest control that is 
most commonly used after the ban on glue traps is Integrated Pest Management, 
where snap traps and baiting (where possible) are likely used widely. 
 
More information can be found in the conversation summary. 

 

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1yerjGKP0xRFwFrnvyIoCDx_Z_oivRNL6F0TuAXsFIKs/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1ar46Hr1CSSufUJOv23aGbgpW02vaOdg07x-MV4JT-zo/edit?usp=sharing
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Nicole Fenwick 

Profile: Nicole works for the BC SPCA. She was contacted to learn more about BC 
SPCA’s AnimalKind Accreditation program, which accredits pest control companies 
that follow their standards. One component of these standards is that glue traps are 
prohibited unless used as per program exemptions. We were interested to learn 
more about the accreditation approach, as it could be a novel approach to replicate.  
 
Summary: It could be difficult for a new charity to run a successful accreditation 
program. BC SPCA has likely only seen success due to brand name recognition, and 
because is positioned to be an authority on animal welfare. Accreditation works 
because companies want the affiliation with BC SPCA. This would not be the case for 
a new charity or would take a long time to build up this status. However, this new 
charity could try to persuade organizations comparable to the BC SPCA to develop a 
corresponding program instead of starting one themselves.  
 
More information can be found in the conversation summary. 
 

Jacqueline Sansonetti 
Profile: Jacqueline works for Animals Australia. She was contacted to learn more 
about Animals Australia’s work against the sale and use of glue traps, which has 
resulted in glue trap bans in Australian Capital Territory, Tasmania, and Victoria. 
 
Summary: Animals Australia's work involved lobbying governments and advisory 
committees when they were reviewing animal welfare legislation. The Australian 
Parliament frequently includes a clause in many Acts requiring a review after five 
years or at regular intervals. 
 
More information can be found in the conversation summary. 
 

Valerie Thomas 
Profile: Valerie manages and represents the Regulatory Institute, coordinates 
freelancers, writes articles at www.howtoregulate.org, and comments on draft 
regulations. She is the Executive Secretary of the Regulatory Institute ASBL in 
Brussels. 
 
Summary: There may be value in a federal approach in Australia that would seek to 
harmonize legislation in the jurisdictions that have not yet banned glue traps like 
ACT, Victoria, and Tasmania. This would save individual approaches to the 

 

https://spca.bc.ca/
https://docs.google.com/document/d/16WcoImFqLqrZZn5psdbPJ9fVljKZAL9LbrCtXpZrvKk/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1cNMY8g106KfrBAI_NbYQm0XipUU8Zoyt-tjNfMcf9JU/edit?usp=sharing
http://www.howtoregulate.org/
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remaining 5 jurisdictions (WA, NT, SA, QLD & NSW) that have not banned glue 
traps. Although animal welfare regulation is not a federal power, there is a federal 
commitment to lead on legislative harmony projects, particularly in 
non-controversial topics.  
 
More information can be found in the conversation summary. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1LDfsgP7Uu1W6kBFdrG9hku6VQCfS5jzIovh_V1MpNCU/edit
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4    Weighted factor model 

In this stage of research, we scored this intervention based on preset criteria and 
weightings. We also generated a causal chain. 
 
Overall, the weighted factor model suggests that a ban on glue traps is likely to be 
promising, placing it in the top quarter of interventions considered. 
 
The graphic below shows the intervention’s score out of ten on each criterion. Width 
of the bars reflects the weight accorded the criterion within the overall score of 
31/50: 
 

 
 

4.1   Strength of the idea 

Score: 6/10 
 
The evidence base for this intervention was higher in quality than expected. A total 
of four literature reviews were found which considered the efficacy and humaneness 
of glue traps and, in some cases, other methods of pest control. To evaluate the 
humaneness of pest control, these literature reviews used various proxies: time 
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until unconsciousness/death; physical observation of the rodents when caught on 
glue traps (e.g. what parts of their body are caught); the percentage alive after 24 
hours; and behavioral observation of the rodents when caught on glue traps (e.g. 
vocalization, escape behavior etc.). When looking at these proxies, it is almost 
unanimous that glue traps are one of the most inhumane methods of pest control.  
 
This intervention is expected to be quite cost-effective. However, this estimate is 
quite sensitive and based on a number of assumptions. This makes us less excited 
about this intervention as a whole, as we remain quite uncertain about the estimates 
of suffering averted per dollar spent on this intervention. For this reason, we cap the 
score for this factor at 6. The two main assumptions we have had to make for this 
intervention concern: 1) the opportunity for a governmental campaign presenting 
itself, and 2) the counterfactual impact of this intervention. We have modeled this 
intervention as having ten years of counterfactual impact. It is difficult to get a 
sense of whether this is realistic or not, as it is difficult from an outside perspective 
to determine the plans and trajectory of future work of animal advocacy 
organizations. However, it seems unlikely that any work in this area is going to be 
started anytime soon. Nothing has been done in this area aside from asking retailers 
to stop selling glue traps, in the time since New Zealand passed legislation banning 
glue traps in 2015. 
 

4.2   Limiting factors 

Score: 7/10 
 
In-depth research revealed no significant updates, so our thoughts here are similar 
to after the two-hour weighted factor model research. In brief, the limiting factor 
seems most likely to be funding or talent. Identifying two co-founders interested in 
starting the project would probably be the immediate bottleneck. A longer-term 
bottleneck will be acquiring large donations from funders. The size of the problem 
and replaceability are unlikely to be a concern in the long or short term. 
 

4.3   Execution difficulty 

Score: 6/10 
 
Although this intervention involves a governmental campaign, we expect this 
governmental campaign to be easier than the average campaign for farmed animal 
issues. This opinion is mostly informed by the high success rate (~62.5% [37]) of 
previous campaigns against glue traps. Moreover, for those previous campaigns 

 

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1JmmaH8urAvXbbIlTP0xvlBAVDPPIcBdLRTkxqrFra0E/edit?usp=sharing
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that were not successful, there were mostly understandable reasons for this. For 
example, the campaign in the European Parliament against the use of glue traps 
across Europe was unsuccessful as it was poorly prepared and submitted by MEPs 
from the extreme right without the necessary political support (read more about 
this here). We expect that some part of this high success rate is because glue traps 
are a non-partisan issue and because opposition by a powerful industry against the 
campaign is unlikely. There does not seem to be a sector analogous to the “big 
meat” and farming industries, which affect the probabilities of success of farmed 
animal welfare campaigns.  
 
Despite this expected high probability of success, we have capped the score for this 
factor at a 6 as we expect it to be difficult to advocate for a direct replacement for 
glue traps in legislation. Advocating for the use of snap traps or electrocution traps 
as an alternative to glue traps would be ideal as we expect these methods of pest 
control to be the most humane. However, this seems unlikely to be possible.  
 

4.4   Externalities 

Score: 5/10 
 
Mostly, pest control is disconnected from the larger animal movement, with 
minimal inspiration or flow-through effects to other animals.  
 
The main positive externality we expect to see from this intervention is that it could 
help to promote values around improving wild animal welfare as this intervention 
would be the first targeted wild animal suffering (WAS) intervention carried out by 
an effective altruist organization. Moreover,  given the relative neglectedness of this 
field, there might be some benefits to establishing the field strategically, instead of 
allowing it to be passively created as a domain within animal issues.  
 
The main negative externality we expect to see from this intervention is the 
potential lost welfare that could result from a less humane method of pest control 
being used as an alternative to glue traps. It will likely be difficult to include the 
condition that these more humane traps must be used as an alternative to glue traps 
in legislation banning glue traps, instead this legislation will likely just state that 
glue traps are a prohibited method of pest control. Fortunately, the method of pest 
control that seems worse for welfare than glue traps, anticoagulants, already has 
quite a limited use as, for example, you cannot use rodenticides around food and 
their use is banned in some places (e.g. in California, the use of second-generation 
anticoagulants is restricted in “environmentally sensitive” areas such as state and 

 

https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/B-8-2015-0731_EN.html
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national parks in response to decreasing populations of animals such as bobcats 
who were impacted by secondary poisoning  [38] [39]). Also, as Integrated Pest 
Management is becoming increasingly more common, even if these rodenticides 
were used, they are unlikely to be the only method of pest control used, which will 
reduce the number of rodents killed by this method in expectation.  
 

4.5   Causal chain 
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5    Cost-effectiveness analysis (CEA) 

This section summarizes our CEA, which weighs the likely cost of this intervention 
against the likely good accomplished. To quantify impact for animal welfare 
interventions, we use a system of welfare points (adjusted for probability of 
sentience and expected lifespan). Our cost-effectiveness analyses quantify the 
number of such welfare points we expect to affect per dollar spent. Detailed 
discussion of the CEA is laid out in Supplement A.  
 

5.1   Overview 

A ban on glue traps may affect a total of -33.1 welfare points (WP) per dollar spent 
when including co-founder and funding counterfactuals.  
 

Model  Welfare points affected 
(WP per $) 

Google Sheets  With counterfactuals  -33.1 

Without counterfactuals  90.3 

 
We took into account the following factors in our CEA: 

● Probability of success 
● Affecting factors 
● Direct effects 
● Indirect effects 
● Costs 
● Counterfactuals 
● Years operating 
● Where our CEA could go wrong 

Our considerations for these issues are laid out in the sections below. Further 
discussion can be found in Supplement A. 
 

5.2   Probability of success 

We have modeled the probability of success as 20%. Our prior on the probability of 
success of an average governmental campaign is lower than this, but our view was 
updated after modeling the success rate of previous glue trap campaigns. Looking at 
eight previous campaigns, we can see a success rate of ~62.5% [37]. We decided not 
to take this success rate at face value as it is unlikely that these campaigns have 

 

https://www.charityentrepreneurship.com/blog/is-it-better-to-be-a-wild-rat-or-a-factory-farmed-cow-a-systematic-method-for-comparing-animal-welfare
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1uebEpiMO3BQecfD8L4M4TCL9puoazd_jTAK0bd9-_U0/edit?usp=sharing
https://www.charityentrepreneurship.com/blog/is-it-better-to-be-a-wild-rat-or-a-factory-farmed-cow-a-systematic-method-for-comparing-animal-welfare
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1dtLdHbkNntb791fnqXs3gyOL2PSn4nDlfeAqmn9sk8E/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1uebEpiMO3BQecfD8L4M4TCL9puoazd_jTAK0bd9-_U0/edit?usp=sharing
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been the only glue trap campaigns ever run, and we are much more likely to have 
found evidence of successful campaigns than of unsuccessful campaigns so the 
success rate of previous campaigns is likely lower in expectation. However, the fact 
that five out of eight of the campaigns we have found have been successful is a 
positive update towards the success of this campaign, hence our updated priors.  
 

5.3   Affecting factors 

Affecting factors are the variables that could change cost-effectiveness the most. 
The table below shows the impact of affecting factors in each scenario.  
 
The r2 value used here for each factor showshow much of the variance in 
cost-effectiveness is explained by variance in that factor. Factors are color-coded to 
reflect the extent to which they alter cost-effectiveness, from red (does not change 
cost-effectiveness) to green (significantly changes cost-effectiveness). That is, 
using an example from the table below, if the co-founder counterfactual cost is 
changed, this will change the cost-effectiveness of the intervention by a significant 
amount.  
 

  Co-founder 
counterfactual cost 
(r2) 

Time taken until 
legislation comes 
into force (r2) 

Estimated number of 
mice saved annually 
from glue trap ban (r2) 

Glue trap 
ban 

0.71  0.26  0.10 

 

5.4   Direct effects 

To calculate the direct effects of banning glue traps, we took into account: 
● Welfare point gain from death from an alternative method of pest control 
● Expected number of years from the start of the governmental campaign until 

legislation comes into force 
● Estimated number of rodents spared from painful death annually from glue 

trap ban 
● Expected number of exemptions granted for glue trap use after glue trap ban 
● Number of rodents killed from exemptions 
● Expected number of years of counterfactual impact from glue trap ban 
● Time discounting of 4% as these effects will be in the future as this is a policy 

intervention 
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Putting these all together, we estimate that we could affect 50 million welfare 
points. This makes up 58% of the total welfare points affected. 

 

5.5   Indirect effects 

To calculate the indirect effects of a glue trap ban, we focused on the welfare point 
effect on non-target animals who often get caught in glue traps laid for rodents and 
the potential increase in the probability of success of future governmental 
campaigns for a ban on glue traps if this ban is successful. We took into account: 

● Probability of success of governmental campaign without success in 
California 

● Probability of success of the governmental campaign with success in 
California 

● Estimated number of animals affected by a future glue trap ban 
● Number of non-target animals caught on glue traps per year 
● Welfare point gain from non-target animals no longer being caught in traps 

laid for rodents 
● Time discounting of 4% as these effects will be in the future as this is a policy 

intervention 
Putting these all together, we estimate that these indirect effects could affect 14 
million welfare points. This makes up 42% of the total welfare points affected. 
 

5.6   Costs 

We calculated: 
● Staff costs: $240K 

○ Based on: number of founders; founders’ salaries; number of other 
staff; other staff’s salaries. 

● Logistics & administration costs: $31K  
○ Based on: travel (international & domestic); office space; subscription 

costs; and campaign support materials.  
Using these numbers, we estimate the following costs: 

● First year costs: $95K 
○ Based on: co-founder salaries; international and in-country travel; 

office costs; and subscription costs. 
● Charity costs per year: $270K 

○ Based on: staff costs and logistics and administration costs. 
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5.7   Counterfactual costs 

We calculated: 
● Co-founder counterfactuals: 49M WP 

○ Based on the value co-founders could contribute at other high-impact 
organizations or through earning to give. 

● Funding counterfactuals: 330K WP 
○ Based on: amount of funding diverted per year from high- and 

medium-impact charities; estimated impact of high- and 
medium-impact charities. 

  

5.8   Years operating 

We have assumed that this charity will operate for ~4 years. Of these 4 years, the 
first will be spent looking for an opportunity to launch a campaign against glue 
traps and 3 years will be spent working on securing this campaign.  

 

5.9   Where our CEA could go wrong 

We considered how our CEA could go wrong in each step. Some general potential 
issues include: 

● Best guesses and value judgments: certain figures are estimates by Charity 
Entrepreneurship staff. Another person could look at the same evidence and 
come to a different conclusion. 

● Incomplete knowledge: there is no information available for the number of 
mice and rats in a given country, and there is no information available for the 
number of mice and rats that get caught on glue traps per year. Therefore, 
these have had to be calculated and estimated based on the information that 
is available and on our informed judgment.  

● Other factors: with an 80-hour summary report, it is impossible to exhaust 
every angle. There are likely factors that may affect the CEA in ways we 
cannot predict. Equally, factors inherent to our modeling may influence the 
results of the CEA.  
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6    Informed consideration: 
       Internal contemplation 

In this stage, we analyzed all the data and insights gathered through previous steps 
in the research process. The most important conclusions from each are summarized 
here, as are our overall thoughts on banning glue traps as an intervention.  
 

6.1   Crucial considerations 

Summary: There were no major updates at this stage of the research process other 
than confirming that glue traps are one of the most inhumane methods of rodent 
control, and snap traps are a humane alternative. 
 
The main benefit of crucial considerations research was to confirm that we would be 
happy to advocate for snap traps as a humane alternative to glue traps. Other than 
this there were no major updates during this research phase. We were surprised by 
how many countries had animal cruelty legislation that would be violated by the use 
of glue traps, and yet no specific ban on glue traps.  
 

6.2   Expert opinions 

Summary: The main update from this stage of the research process was that a 
governmental approach appears to be most promising for this intervention. We 
expect the opportunity for a governmental campaign to arise in one of two ways: 1) 
a review of legislation relevant to glue traps (e.g. wildlife control legislation), or 2) 
an incident involving a charismatic non-target animal (or at least an animal with 
more charisma than rats and mice) or companion animal becoming caught in a glue 
trap and subsequent public outcry. 
 
The expert view was used a little differently for this intervention than it has been for 
other interventions. For this intervention we asked experts directly what approach 
they thought would work best and spoke to experts who have worked on banning 
glue traps from different approaches to try and determine the optimal approach 
based on past experiences. We felt that this strategy was necessary for this 
intervention as from the crucial considerations research and initial weighted factor 
model research we were still unsure what approach would work best. This is unusual 
as we usually use the expert view to get an opinion on an intervention as a whole 
(with an approach already in mind).  
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Based on the expert view, we thought that the governmental approach seemed most 
promising. The number of animals previously helped from this approach was found 
to be much higher than the number of animals previously helped from any other 
approach we were considering. However, based on conversations with advocates 
who had previously used the governmental approach we were unsure how 
successful this approach would be in practice. Previous successes in Australia and 
New Zealand were successful in a big part because the government was already 
reviewing relevant legislation. This meant that animal advocacy organizations could 
make a submission asking for the government to ban glue traps in the updated 
legislation, rather than having to propose a change in legislation themselves. The 
ongoing campaign in Scotland which looks to be successful was launched as a result 
of public outrage after a blackbird got caught in a glue trap. As these previous 
successes were very situational, we were unsure whether a new charity would be 
able to replicate these successes. However, we were more strongly convinced that 
these accounts just provide evidence that banning glue traps seems like a relatively 
simple ask.  
 
One approach that we were considering that we were unable to properly assess was 
a ballot initiative. Since many cities in the US were commonly cited in studies and 
articles evaluating large wild rodent populations, we thought that a ballot initiative 
in one of the states whose cities were most often mentioned could be promising. We 
were unable to get in touch with HSUS, the Fund for Animals, or the Humane 
Society Legislative Fund (as the biggest donors to previous animal welfare ballot 
initiatives in the US) to get their opinion on how promising a ballot initiative on this 
intervention could be. However, of the experts we did talk to about this they thought 
that the resources were not likely to be available for this approach to be successful 
in the next several years, though they did think that launching a ballot initiative 
could be good for raising awareness on the issue of glue traps. We were also 
concerned about what ballot initiative might be displaced if a ballot initiative asking 
for a ban on the sale and use of glue traps were launched. Although it was 
unfortunate that we could not explore this possibility further, we think it would 
have been unlikely to be the approach selected for this intervention anyway.  
 

6.3   Weighted factor model 

Summary: The main update from this stage of the research process was how much 
evidence there was for this intervention.  
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We were surprised to find four literature reviews considering the humaneness of 
glue traps and other methods of pest control, however the findings of the studies 
cited in these literature reviews were not surprising.  
 
The main update from the directed research at this stage came from learning how 
ineffective glue traps seem to be at actually trapping rodents. This slightly 
negatively updated us on the promise of this intervention as the sales figures we 
had found for glue traps would have to be discounted by this unexpectedly low 
efficacy. 
 

6.4   Cost-effectiveness analysis 

Summary: Modeling the cost-effectiveness of this intervention was difficult. This 
model updated us negatively on the promise of this intervention as it does not look 
promising given co-founder counterfactuals. 
 
This is the most difficult intervention we have had to create a cost-effectiveness 
estimate for so far. This is mostly due to incomplete knowledge. There is no 
available data on the number of wild rodents in a given country, let alone the 
number of rodents that are caught on glue traps. Because of this we had to use the 
information that was available to try and estimate the number of animals that this 
intervention would affect, so this estimate could be far from the actual number of 
animals that will be affected. As the third most significant affecting factor (the 
number of mice saved annually from glue trap ban, r2=0.10) is rooted in calculations 
such as this, the cost-effectiveness could change quite a bit if these estimates are 
far off.  
 
This cost-effectiveness analysis is the one we are most uncertain about so far due to 
the incomplete knowledge mentioned above, and because two assumptions have 
been made. These assumptions are: 1) that an opportunity for a governmental 
campaign against glue traps will arise, and 2) the length of the counterfactual 
impact of this intervention. If these assumptions turn out to be far from the truth 
then the cost-effectiveness of this intervention will be greatly changed.  
 

6.5   Overall thoughts 

This intervention does not look promising for a new charity to work on given 
co-founder counterfactuals. Given this consideration, it would still look promising 
to spend some time trying to convince an existing organization to do this 
intervention.  
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Based on a conversation with Valerie Thomas, we updated towards spending time 
trying to convince an Australian animal or wildlife organization to run this 
intervention. Australia looks like a particularly promising country for this 
intervention as glue traps have already been banned in three jurisdictions, so when 
working here we would be able to make the case for the harmonization of legislation 
at a national level rather than making the case for the humane treatment of rodents. 
We might also be able to convince the organizations that have already worked on 
previous successful glue trap ban campaigns in ACT, Victoria, or Tasmania (e.g. 
Animals Australia) to try and get glue traps banned at the national level, which 
might also increase the probability of success of this intervention.  
 
This intervention would affect more welfare points on average if we could ensure 
that rodenticides will not be used as an alternative to glue traps. Therefore looking 
into banning rodenticides (or at least banning the most inhumane rodenticides) 
alongside banning glue traps would make this intervention look even more 
promising.  
 
If one thinks that wild rats’ lives are net-negative and it is ethically good to shorten 
their lives, then glue traps being replaced by snap traps might actually look a lot 
more promising than is currently modeled* as snap traps are a more effective 
method of rodent control than glue traps. Therefore, more rats will be spared from 
living net-negative lives if snap traps are used as a replacement for glue traps. 
Based on our weighted animal welfare index model of a wild rat (Supplement B), 
sparing a life would affect ~28 welfare points. It is important to note that the size of 
these effects will depend on the population mechanisms of wild rats, that is, if there 
will be more rats born for every rat that will be killed. So if there is a replacement in 
the population, then the judgment here becomes how bad the death is vs how bad 
life is. 
 
* Note: We have not included the welfare point gain from sparing rat lives in the final CEA as some 
philosophical views hold that we cannot compare existence with non-existence. 

 
 
 
 
 

   

 

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1LDfsgP7Uu1W6kBFdrG9hku6VQCfS5jzIovh_V1MpNCU/
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1uebEpiMO3BQecfD8L4M4TCL9puoazd_jTAK0bd9-_U0/edit%23heading=h.gvj563bso7an


 

CE Research Report: Animal Welfare  - Glue Traps, 2020          Page 30 
 

 

References 

1. What to Do if You See Someone Selling or Using Glue Traps | PETA UK [Internet]. PETA UK. 
[cited 2019 Dec 4]. Available from: 
https://www.peta.org.uk/action/see-someone-selling-using-glue-traps/  

2. Exhausted owl rescued after getting stuck in glue trap [Internet]. ITV News. [cited 2019 
Dec 4]. Available from: 
https://www.itv.com/news/westcountry/2017-04-14/exhausted-owl-rescued-after-gettin
g-stuck-in-glue-trap/  

3. Urge Companies to Ban Vile Glue Traps. PETA Australia. [cited 2020 Feb 7]. Available from: 
https://www.peta.org.au/action/urge-companies-to-ban-vile-glue-traps/  

4. Petition: Ban animal glue traps [Internet]. Petitions - UK Government and Parliament. 
[cited 2019 Dec 5]. Available from: https://petition.parliament.uk/petitions/233106  

5. Administrator. Irish prohibition on glue traps [Internet]. [cited 2020 Feb 10]. Available 
from: 
http://www.humanepestcontrol.com/campaigns-vs-glue-traps/71-irish-prohibition-on-g
lue-traps.html  

6. Ministry for Primary Industries. Glueboard traps prohibited from 2015 [Internet]. [cited 
2020 Apr 19]. Available from: 
https://www.mpi.govt.nz/news-and-resources/media-releases/glueboard-traps-prohibite
d-from-2015/  

7. View legislation document [Internet]. [cited 2020 Feb 10]. Available from: 
https://www.legislation.act.gov.au/LegViewer/TextView?itemPath=%7Csl%7C2001-26%7C
&versionPath=%7Csl%7C2001-26%7Ccurrent&fileName=2001-26.docx&resultList=%2Fisy
squery%2F81E738A9-0CC3-4226-85EA-84221392ECA8%2F1-1%2Flist%2F&searchFormQ
uery=sQuery%3Dglue%2Btraps%26sCategory%3DcAct%26sCategory%3DcSub%26sCatego
ry%3DcDis%26sCategory%3DcNot%26sMinister%3D0%26sDirectorate%3D0%26sStatus
%3DCurrent%26sYearFrom%3D%26sYearTo%3D%26action%3Dsearch&url=%2Fisysquer
y%2F81e738a9-0cc3-4226-85ea-84221392eca8%2F1%2Fdoc%2F  

8. AWsummary.pdf. Available from: 
https://archive.org/includes/donate.php?as_page=1&transpiled=0&referer=https%3A//web
.archive.org/web/20110410035711/http%3A//www.dpipwe.tas.gov.au/inter.nsf/Attachments/
MCAS-7HG487/%2524FILE/AWsummary.pdf  

9. Administrator. Glueboard Ban, State of Victoria, Australia [Internet]. [cited 2020 Feb 10]. 
Available from: 
http://humanepestcontrol.com/campaigns-vs-glue-traps/70-state-of-victoria-australia-
glueboard-ban.html  

10. Unternehmensberatung A. § 5 TSchG (Tierschutzgesetz), Verbot der Tierquälerei - 
JUSLINE Österreich [Internet]. [cited 2020 Feb 10]. Available from: 
https://www.jusline.at/gesetz/tschg/paragraf/5  

11. Nomos - eLibrary | Beiträge zu aktuellen Fragen des Tierschutz- und Tierversuchsrechts 
[Internet]. [cited 2020 Feb 10]. Available from: 
http://www.nomos-elibrary.de/162644/die-unzulaessigkeit-der-verwendung-von-klebefa
llen-fuer-schadnagetiere-im-lichte-des-5-abs-3-z-3-tschg  

12. Maxwell H. OUR ALLIES AT WATERLOO. The Nineteenth Century and after: a monthly 
review. HS King & co., 1877; C. Kegan Paul & co.[etc.] 1878-91; S. Low, Marston & co …; 
1900;48:407–22. 

 

https://www.peta.org.uk/action/see-someone-selling-using-glue-traps/
https://www.itv.com/news/westcountry/2017-04-14/exhausted-owl-rescued-after-getting-stuck-in-glue-trap/
https://www.itv.com/news/westcountry/2017-04-14/exhausted-owl-rescued-after-getting-stuck-in-glue-trap/
https://www.peta.org.au/action/urge-companies-to-ban-vile-glue-traps/
https://petition.parliament.uk/petitions/233106
http://www.humanepestcontrol.com/campaigns-vs-glue-traps/71-irish-prohibition-on-glue-traps.html
http://www.humanepestcontrol.com/campaigns-vs-glue-traps/71-irish-prohibition-on-glue-traps.html
https://www.mpi.govt.nz/news-and-resources/media-releases/glueboard-traps-prohibited-from-2015/
https://www.mpi.govt.nz/news-and-resources/media-releases/glueboard-traps-prohibited-from-2015/
https://www.legislation.act.gov.au/LegViewer/TextView?itemPath=%7Csl%7C2001-26%7C&versionPath=%7Csl%7C2001-26%7Ccurrent&fileName=2001-26.docx&resultList=/isysquery/81E738A9-0CC3-4226-85EA-84221392ECA8/1-1/list/&searchFormQuery=sQuery=glue+traps&sCategory=cAct&sCategory=cSub&sCategory=cDis&sCategory=cNot&sMinister=0&sDirectorate=0&sStatus=Current&sYearFrom=&sYearTo=&action=search&url=/isysquery/81e738a9-0cc3-4226-85ea-84221392eca8/1/doc/
https://www.legislation.act.gov.au/LegViewer/TextView?itemPath=%7Csl%7C2001-26%7C&versionPath=%7Csl%7C2001-26%7Ccurrent&fileName=2001-26.docx&resultList=/isysquery/81E738A9-0CC3-4226-85EA-84221392ECA8/1-1/list/&searchFormQuery=sQuery=glue+traps&sCategory=cAct&sCategory=cSub&sCategory=cDis&sCategory=cNot&sMinister=0&sDirectorate=0&sStatus=Current&sYearFrom=&sYearTo=&action=search&url=/isysquery/81e738a9-0cc3-4226-85ea-84221392eca8/1/doc/
https://www.legislation.act.gov.au/LegViewer/TextView?itemPath=%7Csl%7C2001-26%7C&versionPath=%7Csl%7C2001-26%7Ccurrent&fileName=2001-26.docx&resultList=/isysquery/81E738A9-0CC3-4226-85EA-84221392ECA8/1-1/list/&searchFormQuery=sQuery=glue+traps&sCategory=cAct&sCategory=cSub&sCategory=cDis&sCategory=cNot&sMinister=0&sDirectorate=0&sStatus=Current&sYearFrom=&sYearTo=&action=search&url=/isysquery/81e738a9-0cc3-4226-85ea-84221392eca8/1/doc/
https://www.legislation.act.gov.au/LegViewer/TextView?itemPath=%7Csl%7C2001-26%7C&versionPath=%7Csl%7C2001-26%7Ccurrent&fileName=2001-26.docx&resultList=/isysquery/81E738A9-0CC3-4226-85EA-84221392ECA8/1-1/list/&searchFormQuery=sQuery=glue+traps&sCategory=cAct&sCategory=cSub&sCategory=cDis&sCategory=cNot&sMinister=0&sDirectorate=0&sStatus=Current&sYearFrom=&sYearTo=&action=search&url=/isysquery/81e738a9-0cc3-4226-85ea-84221392eca8/1/doc/
https://www.legislation.act.gov.au/LegViewer/TextView?itemPath=%7Csl%7C2001-26%7C&versionPath=%7Csl%7C2001-26%7Ccurrent&fileName=2001-26.docx&resultList=/isysquery/81E738A9-0CC3-4226-85EA-84221392ECA8/1-1/list/&searchFormQuery=sQuery=glue+traps&sCategory=cAct&sCategory=cSub&sCategory=cDis&sCategory=cNot&sMinister=0&sDirectorate=0&sStatus=Current&sYearFrom=&sYearTo=&action=search&url=/isysquery/81e738a9-0cc3-4226-85ea-84221392eca8/1/doc/
https://www.legislation.act.gov.au/LegViewer/TextView?itemPath=%7Csl%7C2001-26%7C&versionPath=%7Csl%7C2001-26%7Ccurrent&fileName=2001-26.docx&resultList=/isysquery/81E738A9-0CC3-4226-85EA-84221392ECA8/1-1/list/&searchFormQuery=sQuery=glue+traps&sCategory=cAct&sCategory=cSub&sCategory=cDis&sCategory=cNot&sMinister=0&sDirectorate=0&sStatus=Current&sYearFrom=&sYearTo=&action=search&url=/isysquery/81e738a9-0cc3-4226-85ea-84221392eca8/1/doc/
https://www.legislation.act.gov.au/LegViewer/TextView?itemPath=%7Csl%7C2001-26%7C&versionPath=%7Csl%7C2001-26%7Ccurrent&fileName=2001-26.docx&resultList=/isysquery/81E738A9-0CC3-4226-85EA-84221392ECA8/1-1/list/&searchFormQuery=sQuery=glue+traps&sCategory=cAct&sCategory=cSub&sCategory=cDis&sCategory=cNot&sMinister=0&sDirectorate=0&sStatus=Current&sYearFrom=&sYearTo=&action=search&url=/isysquery/81e738a9-0cc3-4226-85ea-84221392eca8/1/doc/
https://archive.org/includes/donate.php?as_page=1&transpiled=0&referer=https://web.archive.org/web/20110410035711/http://www.dpipwe.tas.gov.au/inter.nsf/Attachments/MCAS-7HG487/%2524FILE/AWsummary.pdf
https://archive.org/includes/donate.php?as_page=1&transpiled=0&referer=https://web.archive.org/web/20110410035711/http://www.dpipwe.tas.gov.au/inter.nsf/Attachments/MCAS-7HG487/%2524FILE/AWsummary.pdf
https://archive.org/includes/donate.php?as_page=1&transpiled=0&referer=https://web.archive.org/web/20110410035711/http://www.dpipwe.tas.gov.au/inter.nsf/Attachments/MCAS-7HG487/%2524FILE/AWsummary.pdf
http://humanepestcontrol.com/campaigns-vs-glue-traps/70-state-of-victoria-australia-glueboard-ban.html
http://humanepestcontrol.com/campaigns-vs-glue-traps/70-state-of-victoria-australia-glueboard-ban.html
https://www.jusline.at/gesetz/tschg/paragraf/5
http://www.nomos-elibrary.de/162644/die-unzulaessigkeit-der-verwendung-von-klebefallen-fuer-schadnagetiere-im-lichte-des-5-abs-3-z-3-tschg
http://www.nomos-elibrary.de/162644/die-unzulaessigkeit-der-verwendung-von-klebefallen-fuer-schadnagetiere-im-lichte-des-5-abs-3-z-3-tschg


 

CE Research Report: Animal Welfare  - Glue Traps, 2020          Page 31 
 

 

13. Hirt A, Maisack C, Moritz J. TierSchG Tierschutzgesetz-Kommentar 3. Auflage München: 
Verlag Franz Vahlen [Internet]. 2016; Available from: 
https://www.gesetze-im-internet.de/tierschg/BJNR012770972.html  

14. § 4 BArtSchV - Einzelnorm [Internet]. [cited 2020 Feb 10]. Available from: 
http://www.gesetze-im-internet.de/bartschv_2005/__4.html  

15. Unsachgemäßes Töten von Mäusen und Ratten | Nds. Landesamt für Verbraucherschutz 
und Lebensmittelsicherheit [Internet]. 2017 [cited 2020 Feb 10]. Available from: 
https://www.laves.niedersachsen.de/startseite/tiere/schadlingsbekampfung/ratten_und_
mause/unsachgemaees-toeten-von-maeusen-und-ratten-73560.html  

16. Is G. From Iceland — Just FYI, It’s Illegal To Drown Mice [Internet]. The Reykjavik 
Grapevine. 2014 [cited 2020 Feb 10]. Available from: 
https://grapevine.is/news/2014/11/30/just-fyi-its-illegal-to-drown-mice/  

17. Animal Laws at national level - Iceland - Database Legislation - GlobalAnimalLaw.org 
[Internet]. [cited 2020 Feb 10]. Available from: 
https://www.globalanimallaw.org/database/national/iceland/  

18. The Pioneer. Banned glue used to trap, painfully kill rodents [Internet]. The Pioneer. 
[cited 2020 Feb 10]. Available from: 
https://www.dailypioneer.com/2013/page1/banned-glue-used-to-trap-painfully-kill-rode
nts.html  

19. van Economische Zaken M. Wet van 16 december 2015, houdende regels ter bescherming 
van de natuur (Wet natuurbescherming). Staatsblad van het Koninkrijk der Nederlanden. 
2016;34:1–84.  

20. van Economische Zaken M. Besluit van 11 oktober 2016, houdende regels ter uitvoering 
van de Wet natuurbescherming (Besluit natuurbescherming). Ministerie van Justitie 
[Internet]. 2016 [cited 2020 Feb 10]; Available from: 
https://zoek.officielebekendmakingen.nl/stb-2016-383.html  

21. Natuur LP en. Het werkt beter om samen plaagdieren te bestrijden, folder winkelcentra 
[Internet]. 2014 [cited 2020 Feb 10]. Available from: 
https://www.nvwa.nl/documenten/dier/dieren-in-de-natuur/exoten/publicaties/handout-
het-werkt-beter-om-samen-plaagdieren-te-bestrijden  

22. NTB. Limfelle for å fange fugler funnet utenfor McDonalds-retsaurant [Internet]. 
Nettavisen. Mediehuset Nettavisen; [cited 2020 Feb 10]. Available from: 
https://www.nettavisen.no/nyheter/limfelle-for-a-fange-fugler-funnet-utenfor-mcdonal
ds-retsaurant/3423202017.html  

23. Empangeni SPCA - Glue boards - Glue traps [Internet]. [cited 2020 Feb 10]. Available 
from: 
https://web.archive.org/web/20180903084607/https://www.empangenispca.co.za/news/ins
pectorate/item/337-glue-boards-glue-traps  

24. CoP_Pest_Management_in_the_Food_Industry_in_ANZ_V2.0.pdf. Available from: 
https://aepma.com.au/Resources/FMFiles/Publications/CoP_Pest_Management_in_the_
Food_Industry_in_ANZ_V2.0.pdf  

25. Revised glueboard code launched [Internet]. [cited 2020 Feb 10]. Available from: 
https://bpca.org.uk/News-and-Blog/Pest-watch/Page-8/revised-glue-board-code-launch
ed/165540  

26. Staff. 10 Most Rat-Infested Cities in the Western World - MPH Online [Internet]. MPH 
Online. [cited 2020 Feb 10]. Available from: 

 

https://www.gesetze-im-internet.de/tierschg/BJNR012770972.html
http://www.gesetze-im-internet.de/bartschv_2005/__4.html
https://www.laves.niedersachsen.de/startseite/tiere/schadlingsbekampfung/ratten_und_mause/unsachgemaees-toeten-von-maeusen-und-ratten-73560.html
https://www.laves.niedersachsen.de/startseite/tiere/schadlingsbekampfung/ratten_und_mause/unsachgemaees-toeten-von-maeusen-und-ratten-73560.html
https://grapevine.is/news/2014/11/30/just-fyi-its-illegal-to-drown-mice/
https://www.globalanimallaw.org/database/national/iceland/
https://www.dailypioneer.com/2013/page1/banned-glue-used-to-trap-painfully-kill-rodents.html
https://www.dailypioneer.com/2013/page1/banned-glue-used-to-trap-painfully-kill-rodents.html
https://zoek.officielebekendmakingen.nl/stb-2016-383.html
https://www.nvwa.nl/documenten/dier/dieren-in-de-natuur/exoten/publicaties/handout-het-werkt-beter-om-samen-plaagdieren-te-bestrijden
https://www.nvwa.nl/documenten/dier/dieren-in-de-natuur/exoten/publicaties/handout-het-werkt-beter-om-samen-plaagdieren-te-bestrijden
https://www.nettavisen.no/nyheter/limfelle-for-a-fange-fugler-funnet-utenfor-mcdonalds-retsaurant/3423202017.html
https://www.nettavisen.no/nyheter/limfelle-for-a-fange-fugler-funnet-utenfor-mcdonalds-retsaurant/3423202017.html
https://web.archive.org/web/20180903084607/https://www.empangenispca.co.za/news/inspectorate/item/337-glue-boards-glue-traps
https://web.archive.org/web/20180903084607/https://www.empangenispca.co.za/news/inspectorate/item/337-glue-boards-glue-traps
https://aepma.com.au/Resources/FMFiles/Publications/CoP_Pest_Management_in_the_Food_Industry_in_ANZ_V2.0.pdf
https://aepma.com.au/Resources/FMFiles/Publications/CoP_Pest_Management_in_the_Food_Industry_in_ANZ_V2.0.pdf
https://bpca.org.uk/News-and-Blog/Pest-watch/Page-8/revised-glue-board-code-launched/165540
https://bpca.org.uk/News-and-Blog/Pest-watch/Page-8/revised-glue-board-code-launched/165540


 

CE Research Report: Animal Welfare  - Glue Traps, 2020          Page 32 
 

 

https://www.mphonline.org/most-rat-infested-cities-in-the-western-world/  

27. Top 10 Worst Rat Cities in the World [Internet]. Animal Planet. 2014 [cited 2020 Feb 10]. 
Available from: 
https://web.archive.org/web/20190731101308/http://www.animalplanet.com/wild-animals/
10-worst-rat-cites-in-the-world/  

28. Orkin. Rodents & Infestations – Top Cities | Orkin [Internet]. Orkin.com. 2019 [cited 2020 
Feb 10]. Available from: 
https://www.orkin.com/press-room/rodents-infestations-top-cities-orkin  

29. Schein MW, Orgain H. A preliminary analysis of garbage as food for the Norway rat. Am J 
Trop Med Hyg. 1953;2:1117–30. 

30. Zerkel E. Trash Cities: The World’s Worst Garbage Problems | The Weather Channel 
[Internet]. The Weather Channel. The Weather Channel; 2014 [cited 2020 Feb 11]. Available 
from: 
https://weather.com/science/environment/news/worst-cities-trash-garbage-problems-20
130926#/2  

31. Powell L. These Are the World’s Most Wasteful Cities [Internet]. Global Citizen. [cited 
2020 Feb 11]. Available from: 
https://www.globalcitizen.org/en/content/worlds-worst-cities-for-waste/  

32. What is the most humane way to kill pest rats and mice? – RSPCA Knowledgebase 
[Internet]. 2018 [cited 2020 Feb 11]. Available from: 
https://kb.rspca.org.au/knowledge-base/what-is-the-most-humane-way-to-kill-pest-ra
ts-and-mice/  

33. HumanePestControlTips.com. How Mouse Snap Traps Work [Internet]. [cited 2020 Feb 
11]. Available from: https://www.humanepestcontroltips.com/mouse-snap-traps.shtml  

34. Major wholesalers withdraw cruel rodent glue traps following HSI-UK’s Unstuck 
Campaign [Internet]. [cited 2020 Feb 11]. Available from: 
https://bpca.org.uk/News-and-Blog/Page-10/-major-wholesalers-withdraw-cruel-rodent
-glue-traps-following-hsi-uks-unstuck-campaign-/168645  

35. Mason GJ, Littin KE. The humaneness of rodent pest control. Animal Welfare; 2003; 
Available from: http://dx.doi.org/  

36. Meerburg BG, Brom FWA, Kijlstra A. The ethics of rodent control. Pest Manag Sci. 
2008;64:1205–11. 

37. Guesstimate [Internet]. [cited 2020 Mar 16]. Available from: 
https://www.getguesstimate.com/models/15282  

38. Rat & Mouse Trap Laws in the United States of America [Internet]. Automatic Trap 
Company. [cited 2020 Feb 14]. Available from: 
https://www.automatictrap.com/blogs/news/rat-mouse-trap-laws-of-the-united-states-
of-america  

39. Bloom. AB 2657 Assembly Bill - INTRODUCED [Internet]. [cited 2020 Feb 14]. Available 
from: 
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/13-14/bill/asm/ab_2651-2700/ab_2657_bill_20140221_in
troduced.html  

40. guidelines_for_the_review_of_legislation.pdf. Available from: 
https://publicsector.wa.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/guidelines_for_the_review_
of_legislation.pdf  

 

https://www.mphonline.org/most-rat-infested-cities-in-the-western-world/
https://web.archive.org/web/20190731101308/http://www.animalplanet.com/wild-animals/10-worst-rat-cites-in-the-world/
https://web.archive.org/web/20190731101308/http://www.animalplanet.com/wild-animals/10-worst-rat-cites-in-the-world/
https://www.orkin.com/press-room/rodents-infestations-top-cities-orkin
https://weather.com/science/environment/news/worst-cities-trash-garbage-problems-20130926%23/2
https://weather.com/science/environment/news/worst-cities-trash-garbage-problems-20130926%23/2
https://www.globalcitizen.org/en/content/worlds-worst-cities-for-waste/
https://kb.rspca.org.au/knowledge-base/what-is-the-most-humane-way-to-kill-pest-rats-and-mice/
https://kb.rspca.org.au/knowledge-base/what-is-the-most-humane-way-to-kill-pest-rats-and-mice/
https://www.humanepestcontroltips.com/mouse-snap-traps.shtml
https://bpca.org.uk/News-and-Blog/Page-10/-major-wholesalers-withdraw-cruel-rodent-glue-traps-following-hsi-uks-unstuck-campaign-/168645
https://bpca.org.uk/News-and-Blog/Page-10/-major-wholesalers-withdraw-cruel-rodent-glue-traps-following-hsi-uks-unstuck-campaign-/168645
http://dx.doi.org/
https://www.getguesstimate.com/models/15282
https://www.automatictrap.com/blogs/news/rat-mouse-trap-laws-of-the-united-states-of-america
https://www.automatictrap.com/blogs/news/rat-mouse-trap-laws-of-the-united-states-of-america
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/13-14/bill/asm/ab_2651-2700/ab_2657_bill_20140221_introduced.html
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/13-14/bill/asm/ab_2651-2700/ab_2657_bill_20140221_introduced.html
https://publicsector.wa.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/guidelines_for_the_review_of_legislation.pdf
https://publicsector.wa.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/guidelines_for_the_review_of_legislation.pdf


 

CE Research Report: Animal Welfare  - Glue Traps, 2020          Page 33 
 

 

41. Guesstimate [Internet]. [cited 2020 Apr 19]. Available from: 
https://www.getguesstimate.com/models/15282  

42. WP change (glue traps) [Internet]. Google Docs. [cited 2020 Apr 19]. Available from: 
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/12HrYtdgHgG5o21l2guDJMOxqQlsYczUfX39915qwr
Aw/edit?usp=sharing  

43. Infestation R. CALIFORNIA CITIES STRUGGLING WITH SEVERE. Available from: 
https://act.reformcalifornia.org/Report_Reform_RAT_03-f3a.pdf  

44. Guesstimate [Internet]. [cited 2020 Apr 19]. Available from: 
https://www.getguesstimate.com/models/15300  

45. Pritchard C. Are you never more than 6ft away from a rat? BBC [Internet]. BBC News; 
2012 Dec 17 [cited 2020 Apr 19]; Available from: 
https://www.bbc.com/news/magazine-20716625  

46. Chart_SOB2019_1.pdf. Available from: 
https://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/file/indsize/Chart_SOB2019_1.pdf  

47. Fortify_Health_04-19-19_(public).pdf. Available from: 
https://files.givewell.org/files/conversations/Fortify_Health_04-19-19_(public).pdf  

48. Conversation Summary: Dr. Tamara Diesch (24/02/20) [Internet]. Google Docs. [cited 
2020 Apr 19]. Available from: 
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1ar46Hr1CSSufUJOv23aGbgpW02vaOdg07x-MV4JT-z
o/edit?usp=sharing  

49. Morris J. Wildlife group launches drive to eliminate glue traps [Internet]. The Mercury 
News. The Mercury News; 2018 [cited 2020 Apr 19]. Available from: 
https://www.mercurynews.com/2018/03/16/wildlife-group-launches-drive-to-eliminate-
glue-traps/  

50. Guesstimate [Internet]. [cited 2020 Apr 19]. Available from: 
https://www.getguesstimate.com/models/13132?token=2IgWVuwe2HhLHq8MeDHb7bKKSG
criznVNwdo7gI6H7ntKHzq3OPe73KJijJUBrqJXFu5UJlowBbXuFlwSPLngQ  

51. Office Space in California - Serviced Offices | Regus US [Internet]. [cited 2020 Apr 19]. 
Available from: https://www.regus.com/offices/united-states/california  

52. Public CSH Budget 2017 USD [Internet]. Google Docs. [cited 2020 Apr 19]. Available from: 
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1YcMdYbpxarONoSs_PCAtiKRr2c4g9YPiXzR81owd
vBk/edit  

53. EA Survey 2019 Series: Donation Data - EA Forum [Internet]. [cited 2020 Apr 19]. 
Available from: 
https://forum.effectivealtruism.org/posts/29xPsh2MKkYGCuJhS/ea-survey-2019-series-d
onation-data  

54. Guesstimate [Internet]. [cited 2020 Apr 19]. Available from: 
https://www.getguesstimate.com/models/15362  

55. Guesstimate [Internet]. [cited 2020 Apr 19]. Available from: 
https://www.getguesstimate.com/models/15452  

56. ContraPest | Senestech [Internet]. Senestech. [cited 2020 Apr 19]. Available from: 
https://senestech.com/contrapest/  

57. Is it better to be a wild rat or a factory farmed cow? A systematic method for comparing 
animal welfare. - EA Forum [Internet]. [cited 2020 Apr 19]. Available from: 
https://forum.effectivealtruism.org/posts/cimFBQbpjntoBAKCq/is-it-better-to-be-a-wild

 

https://www.getguesstimate.com/models/15282
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/12HrYtdgHgG5o21l2guDJMOxqQlsYczUfX39915qwrAw/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/12HrYtdgHgG5o21l2guDJMOxqQlsYczUfX39915qwrAw/edit?usp=sharing
https://act.reformcalifornia.org/Report_Reform_RAT_03-f3a.pdf
https://www.getguesstimate.com/models/15300
https://www.bbc.com/news/magazine-20716625
https://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/file/indsize/Chart_SOB2019_1.pdf
https://files.givewell.org/files/conversations/Fortify_Health_04-19-19_(public).pdf
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1ar46Hr1CSSufUJOv23aGbgpW02vaOdg07x-MV4JT-zo/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1ar46Hr1CSSufUJOv23aGbgpW02vaOdg07x-MV4JT-zo/edit?usp=sharing
https://www.mercurynews.com/2018/03/16/wildlife-group-launches-drive-to-eliminate-glue-traps/
https://www.mercurynews.com/2018/03/16/wildlife-group-launches-drive-to-eliminate-glue-traps/
https://www.getguesstimate.com/models/13132?token=2IgWVuwe2HhLHq8MeDHb7bKKSGcriznVNwdo7gI6H7ntKHzq3OPe73KJijJUBrqJXFu5UJlowBbXuFlwSPLngQ
https://www.getguesstimate.com/models/13132?token=2IgWVuwe2HhLHq8MeDHb7bKKSGcriznVNwdo7gI6H7ntKHzq3OPe73KJijJUBrqJXFu5UJlowBbXuFlwSPLngQ
https://www.regus.com/offices/united-states/california
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1YcMdYbpxarONoSs_PCAtiKRr2c4g9YPiXzR81owdvBk/edit
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1YcMdYbpxarONoSs_PCAtiKRr2c4g9YPiXzR81owdvBk/edit
https://forum.effectivealtruism.org/posts/29xPsh2MKkYGCuJhS/ea-survey-2019-series-donation-data
https://forum.effectivealtruism.org/posts/29xPsh2MKkYGCuJhS/ea-survey-2019-series-donation-data
https://www.getguesstimate.com/models/15362
https://www.getguesstimate.com/models/15452
https://senestech.com/contrapest/
https://forum.effectivealtruism.org/posts/cimFBQbpjntoBAKCq/is-it-better-to-be-a-wild-rat-or-a-factory-farmed-cow-a-1


 

CE Research Report: Animal Welfare  - Glue Traps, 2020          Page 34 
 

 

-rat-or-a-factory-farmed-cow-a-1  

58. Which animals need the most help from the animal advocacy movement? - EA Forum 
[Internet]. [cited 2020 Apr 19]. Available from: 
https://forum.effectivealtruism.org/posts/yht4ffRcAY7ChKSfi/which-animals-need-the-m
ost-help-from-the-animal-advocacy  

59. 2017 Report on Consciousness and Moral Patienthood [Internet]. Open Philanthropy. 
2018 [cited 2020 Feb 17]. Available from: 
https://www.openphilanthropy.org/2017-report-consciousness-and-moral-patienthood  

60. Wild Norway Rat Behavior [Internet]. [cited 2020 Feb 17]. Available from: 
http://www.ratbehavior.org/WildRats.htm  

61. Stojcevic D, Mihaljevic Z, Marinculic A. Parasitological survey of rats in rural regions of 
Croatia. Veterinární medicína. Veterinární medicína; 2004;49:70–4.  

62. Webster JP, Macdonald DW. Parasites of wild brown rats (Rattus norvegicus) on UK 
farms. Parasitology. 1995;111 ( Pt 3):247–55. 

63. Wild Rats and Disease [Internet]. [cited 2020 Feb 17]. Available from: 
http://www.ratbehavior.org/WildRatDisease.htm  

64. Wild Norway Rat Behavior [Internet]. [cited 2020 Feb 17]. Available from: 
http://www.ratbehavior.org/WildRats.htm  

65. Effective Animal Advocacy Nonprofit Roles Spot-Check - EA Forum [Internet]. [cited 
2020 May 13]. Available from: 
https://forum.effectivealtruism.org/posts/jT2hFsYbi3mKTy3s9/effective-animal-advocacy
-nonprofit-roles-spot-check  

 

 

https://forum.effectivealtruism.org/posts/cimFBQbpjntoBAKCq/is-it-better-to-be-a-wild-rat-or-a-factory-farmed-cow-a-1
https://forum.effectivealtruism.org/posts/yht4ffRcAY7ChKSfi/which-animals-need-the-most-help-from-the-animal-advocacy
https://forum.effectivealtruism.org/posts/yht4ffRcAY7ChKSfi/which-animals-need-the-most-help-from-the-animal-advocacy
https://www.openphilanthropy.org/2017-report-consciousness-and-moral-patienthood
http://www.ratbehavior.org/WildRats.htm
http://www.ratbehavior.org/WildRatDisease.htm
http://www.ratbehavior.org/WildRats.htm
https://forum.effectivealtruism.org/posts/jT2hFsYbi3mKTy3s9/effective-animal-advocacy-nonprofit-roles-spot-check
https://forum.effectivealtruism.org/posts/jT2hFsYbi3mKTy3s9/effective-animal-advocacy-nonprofit-roles-spot-check

