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Primary author: Vicky Cox 
Review: Karolina Sarek & Erik Hausen 
Date of publication: October 2020 
Research period: 2020  
 
This is a summary report about the conditional liberalization of trade based on 
animal welfare standards, a potential intervention for improving animal welfare. 
Due to its low cost-effectiveness and limited probability of success, we do not 
recommend this intervention.  
 
Thanks to Karolina Sarek, Erik Hausen, and Ali Ladak for reviewing the research, 
and to Antonia Shann, Fin Moorhouse, and Urszula Zarosa for their contributions to 
this report. We are also grateful to the experts who took the time to offer their 
thoughts on this research. 
 
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


 

CE Research Report: Animal Welfare  - Animal Welfare and Trade, 2020    Page 3 
 

 

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 impose differential tariffs on imports 
based on animal welfare standards. This is known as conditional liberalization, and 
would mean that only animal products with high animal welfare standards will 
benefit from zero tariffs.  
  

Summary conclusion 
Ultimately, we are unlikely to recommend the conditional liberalization of trade as a 
way to improve animal welfare. We think it unlikely that we will be able to convince 
the UK government to include provisions for fish welfare into their trade 
agreements, and this intervention only looks cost-effective when including these 
provisions in addition to provisions for other animal products. 
 
This low expected probability of success and the counterfactual replaceability of a 
charity working to include general animal welfare provisions in future trade 
agreements are the main limiting factors to recommending that a new charity be 
started in this area. In fact, since the bulk of the research for this intervention was 
completed (in June 2020) there has already been some clear progress to this 
intervention’s success, without the inception of a new charity. The UK’s House of 
Lords recently voted to require food imported under future trade deals to meet UK 
animal welfare laws. Now it seems most important for advocates to push the UK 
House of Commons to agree to the Lords’ amendment. 
 
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   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 

After two hours of researching the conditional liberalization of 
trade using the weighted factor model methodology, it was one of 

Full report 
Process 

 

https://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/politics/brexit-food-standards-house-lords-government-deal-b537450.html
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
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our highest priorities for more in-depth research as it was among 
the top eight ideas.  

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 the low expected probability of 
success as the intervention requires working on a government level, 
and because backlash is expected from the countries facing tariffs 
due to their lower animal welfare standards (referred to in this 
report as lower welfare countries). 

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) whether this intervention is compliant with World 
Trade Organization rules; ii) which countries have the highest 
welfare standards; iii) the import market of animal products in 
these countries. In this way we narrowed down to a priority 
country: the UK. With the UK selected, we looked at whether Brexit 
is a positive or negative when considering trade policy.  

Process 

Expert view 
(section 3.) 

After examining crucial considerations, we discussed the 
intervention with experts including animal advocates and 
academics. Expert opinions were mixed. Opinions towards working 
in the UK or EU were mostly negative (as there are already 
organizations working here and this would risk duplicating work). 
Experts thought that working in New Zealand or Switzerland could 
be promising.  

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, trade policy scored poorly 
with an overall score of 15.5/50. The score can be broken down as 
follows: 4/10 for strength of the idea, 2/10 for limiting factors, 2/10 
for execution difficulty, and 5/10 for externalities. These criteria are 
weighted as follows: strength of the idea: 2, limiting factor: 1.5, 
execution difficulty: 1, and 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 the conditional liberalization 
of trade based on animal welfare standards would affect 26 welfare 

Supplement 
A 
Process 

 

https://www.charityentrepreneurship.com/prior-view.html
https://www.charityentrepreneurship.com/informed-consideration.html
https://www.charityentrepreneurship.com/expert-view.html
https://www.charityentrepreneurship.com/weighted-factor-model.html
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1shMenTCytIoTYs4t4jgeZJXvsW6dXocbHdnMhhNN8yU/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1shMenTCytIoTYs4t4jgeZJXvsW6dXocbHdnMhhNN8yU/edit?usp=sharing
https://www.charityentrepreneurship.com/cea.html
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points per dollar. However, when we include counterfactual costs, 
this intervention looks net negative, at -113.1 welfare points per 
dollar.  

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 this intervention. 

Process 

Supporting 
reports 

The “Why focus on animals?” report details why we think animal 
advocacy is a high impact area on which to focus.  

Why focus 
on animals? 

 
 

 

   

 

https://www.charityentrepreneurship.com/informed-consideration.html
http://www.charityentrepreneurship.com/blog/why-focus-on-animals
http://www.charityentrepreneurship.com/blog/why-focus-on-animals
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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 factor limiting its promise is likely to be the probability of success. This is 
because a trade policy intervention will require working on a government level, and 
because backlash is expected from the lower welfare countries that tariffs are 
imposed on. 
 
At this stage of the research, our subjective likelihood of recommendation is 70% 
(95% confidence interval: 50%-75%): 

 
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 showed promise in the previous stage of the 
research, we have updated the likelihood of recommendation to 70%. 

● The 95% confidence interval represents how sure we are that there is a 70% 
chance this idea will be in the top two ideas. At this stage we had not done 
very much research in this area but we thought that it had the potential to be 
very promising given the unique approach to improving animal lives. 

 

1.1   Informed consideration 

The impact of this intervention will mostly be determined by the country of 
implementation: which animal product is most imported in this country, and from 
which countries these imports originate.  
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1.2   Expert view 

We are unsure what experts will think of this intervention, but we expect the main 
critique will be that it will be too difficult to do. 
 

1.3   Weighted factor model 

Although this intervention is quite well evidenced, with the EU successfully doing 
something similar in the new EU-Mercosur trade agreement [1], the theory of 
change is quite weak. If we assume that this intervention will be successful, two 
further assumptions are required before we can expect to see impact: 1) that the 
import tariffs on these lower welfare products will increase the price of these 
products by a significant enough amount to reduce consumption, and 2) that these 
import tariffs will encourage the lower welfare countries to improve their welfare 
standards, rather than merely encouraging these countries to do more trade with 
countries that have not imposed differential tariffs for their imports and not 
improve their welfare standards. We think the first assumption is more likely. 
Although broad economic evidence [2] [3] supports the second assumption, we 
expect this outcome to be quite unlikely in practice.  
 

1.4   Cost-effectiveness 

We expect this intervention to perform poorly in a cost-effectiveness analysis. 
Although the number of animals affected is high in expectation, the probability of 
success will greatly limit this intervention. The import tariffs will likely be met with 
resistance and possibly retaliation from countries facing the tariffs. The 
cost-effectiveness will also depend on which animal product is most important to 
the country of implementation: there is a risk of consumers substituting beef for 
chicken if beef makes up a significant percentage of meat imports. If this happened, 
the net effect of the intervention on animal welfare could be negative due to the 
small animal replacement problem. 

   

 

https://www.charityentrepreneurship.com/blog/small-animal-replacement-problem
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2    Informed consideration: 
       Crucial considerations 

After the prior view, we began the research process by identifying crucial 
considerations for the conditional liberalization of trade. In this early phase, we: 

● considered whether this intervention is compliant with World Trade (WTO) 
rules 

● identified a priority country based on the amount of farmed animal suffering 
we could potentially avert  

● considered the effect that Brexit would have on this intervention in the UK, 
the plausible priority country. 

The following subsections summarize our findings on each of these crucial 
considerations. 
 

2.1   Is this intervention compliant with World Trade 
Organization rules? 

Although there is a common assumption that the WTO rules do not permit trade 
restrictions on animal welfare grounds, this underplays the significance of recent 
WTO case law.  
 
WTO case law tentatively indicates that countries can require imports to meet 
welfare standards equivalent to their own, provided that there is no element of 
discrimination in favor of domestic producers, and no discrimination between 
different would-be exporting countries. WTO Article XX, which sets out General 
Exceptions to the WTO’s prohibition on trade restrictions [4], is key here. One of 
these General Exceptions relates to public morals, and another to the conservation 
of natural resources; both of these exemptions have implications for animal welfare. 
 
In the US-Shrimp case (2001), the US was challenged for its trade policy prohibiting 
the importation of shrimp from countries whose regulations did not sufficiently 
protect sea turtles from trawlers. The WTO Appellate Body concluded that Article 
XX(g), which makes an exemption for trade restrictions “relating to the 
conservation of natural resources”, supports a nation’s right to restrict imports 
from countries whose regulations are not “comparable in effectiveness” to its own.   
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A more recent example is the EC-Seal Products case (2014). The Appellate Body 
ruled that in the EU, animal welfare is a concern that comes within the field of 
public morals [5].  
 
WTO dispute panels and the Appellate Body have stated on several occasions that 
member countries have the right to determine the level of protection that they 
consider appropriate to achieve a given policy aim, for example as regards public 
health, conservation, prevention of deceptive practices, or public morals [6] [7] [8]. 
The EU requires imported meat to be derived from animals slaughtered to welfare 
standards at least equivalent to its own [9], and this has not been challenged under 
the WTO rules. 
 
In sum, a WTO member country can plausibly require imports to meet animal 
welfare standards equivalent to its own provided that there is no element of 
discrimination. If challenged, it can seek to defend its requirement under the WTO’s 
public morals exception. 
 

2.2   Which country should we prioritize? 
A three-step process identified the United Kingdom as the priority country for this 
intervention:  

● We found the seven countries with the highest animal welfare standards: 
Austria, Denmark, the Netherlands, Sweden, Switzerland, the UK, and New 
Zealand. 

● For each of the seven countries, we looked at imports of six animal products: 
fish, pork, poultry, beef, milk, and eggs. Key parameters included the size of 
the import market and the discrepancy between animal welfare standards in 
the importing and exporting countries.  

● With this data, we calculated the total amount of suffering this intervention 
could avert in each of the seven countries with high animal welfare 
standards. This calculation found the United Kingdom to be the country with 
the lowest total score (and therefore the greatest amount of suffering to 
avert).  

The following three subsections describe this process in more depth. Further 
information and figures can be found in Supplement A.  
 
 

 

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1shMenTCytIoTYs4t4jgeZJXvsW6dXocbHdnMhhNN8yU/edit%23heading=h.3km2zs8wvrr3
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Identifying countries with high welfare standards 

This intervention would be more likely to succeed in a country with a reputation for 
high standards of animal welfare. These countries would be better able to withstand 
a challenge to trade restrictions grounded in animal welfare concerns, defending 
such a policy using the WTO’s public morals exception as discussed in 2.1. 
 
We used World Animal Protection’s Animal Protection Index (API) [10] to identify 
the countries with the highest standards of animal welfare. The API ranks the 
following six countries B : Austria, Denmark, the Netherlands, Sweden, 1

Switzerland, and the UK.  A conversation with Stephanie Ghislain led us to add New 
Zealand to this list of countries with high animal welfare standards, leaving us with 
seven potential priority countries at this stage.  

Imports of animal products: market size 

Determining the size of imports of animal products in each of the seven countries 
allows us to calculate the number of animals this intervention could plausibly affect. 
The greater the import market, the greater the amount of suffering a 
welfare-focused trade policy could avert.   

 

Note that although the sum of imports of all animal products is greater in the 
Netherlands than in the United Kingdom, the sum of imports of fish, poultry, and 
eggs is greater in the United Kingdom than in the Netherlands. As fish and chickens 
are priority animals for welfare improvements , the United Kingdom looks to be a 2

promising candidate for this intervention. 

1 No countries achieve the highest rank, A. 
2 Based on factors including population size, weighted animal welfare score, and how 
neglected their welfare is. Further information on priority animals can be found in this blog 
post. 

 

https://docs.google.com/document/d/177axoI4OJpcb4DtvTY2cUCw-XMe0m-5xLqkJZNS600g/edit?usp=sharing
https://www.charityentrepreneurship.com/blog/from-humans-in-canada-to-battery-caged-chickens-in-the-united-states-which-animals-have-the-hardest-lives-results
https://www.charityentrepreneurship.com/blog/from-humans-in-canada-to-battery-caged-chickens-in-the-united-states-which-animals-have-the-hardest-lives-results
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Detailed figures on the size of imports for each of the seven high-welfare countries 
can be found in Supplement A.  

Imports of animal products in the United Kingdom  
The two tables below show the top five countries of origin for animal products 
imported to the United Kingdom, as a proportion of the UK’s imports of each animal 
product. Animal welfare standards in the country of origin according to the API [10] 
are also given. Country-specific data on imports in all of the top seven countries can 
be found in Supplement A. 
 
It is important to note that the below information is from 2017. These trading 
partners could change massively after the UK signs its post-Brexit trade deals. 
Therefore, this might not be an accurate representation of the countries that the UK 
could be trading with in the future. It is plausible that the difference between the 
welfare standards of the UK and its trading partners will only get wider post-Brexit 
as, for example, a trade deal with the US is one of the UK’s highest priorities, and 
the US receives a ranking of D on the API [10]. This means that the conditional 
liberalization of trade could stand to impact more welfare points than is currently 
modeled. 
 

Poultry [48]  Eggs [52]  Fish [47] 

Country of 
origin 

% of 
total 
poultry 
imports 

API 
ranking 
[10] 

Country of 
origin 

% of 
total  
egg 
imports 

API 
ranking 
[10] 

Country of 
origin 

% of 
total  
fish 
imports 

API 
ranking 
[10] 

Netherlands  43%  B  Netherlands  26%  B  Iceland  15%  N/A 

Poland  20%  C  Spain  16%  C  China  12.6%  E 

Ireland  9.9%  N/A  Germany  13%  C  Denmark  12%  B 

Germany  7.4%  C  Ireland  13%  N/A  Sweden  6.7%  B 

Belgium- 
Luxembourg 

5.1%  N/A  France  11%  C  Germany  5.2%  C 

 

 

Pork [49]  Beef [59]  Milk [51] 

Country of 
origin 

% of 
total 
pork 

API 
ranking 
[10] 

Country of 
origin 

% of 
total 
beef 

API 
ranking 
[10] 

Country of 
origin 

% of 
total 
milk 

API 
ranking 
[10] 

 

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1shMenTCytIoTYs4t4jgeZJXvsW6dXocbHdnMhhNN8yU/edit%23heading=h.3km2zs8wvrr3
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1shMenTCytIoTYs4t4jgeZJXvsW6dXocbHdnMhhNN8yU/edit%23heading=h.3km2zs8wvrr3
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/uk-usa-mutual-recognition-agreement
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imports  imports  imports 

Denmark  32%  B  Ireland  69%  N/A  Ireland  67%  N/A 

Germany  20%  C  Netherlands  8.5%  B  France  7.8%  C 

Netherlands  11%  B  Poland  7.5%  C  Denmark  5.8%  B 

Spain  9.9%  C  South Africa  2.7%  E  Netherlands  5.1%  B 

Ireland  8.8%  N/A  Australia  2.6%  D  Germany  4.4%  C 

 

Calculating the priority country 
Our priority country for a new charity to work in is the one in which a trade policy 
intervention has the potential to avert the most suffering. This spreadsheet contains 
the calculations for all seven countries considered. The final score for each country 
is based on the value of the import market and the trading partners of each country, 
and is weighted according to priority animals on Charity Entrepreneurship’s animal 
welfare index. The animal welfare index allows us to quantify and thus compare the 
welfare of different farmed animals. 
 
The total score for each country is a sum of the scores for all six animal products, 
which we calculate from data on imports and from the welfare point score of a 
farmed animal. To calculate a score for fish imported to the United Kingdom, for 
example, we multiply together: 

● total value of UK imports of fish 
● animal welfare index score of a farmed fish (welfare points) 
● percentage of imports coming from a given exporting country 
● ranking of that exporting country on the Animal Protection Index (where A = 

1, B = 2, etc.) 
We repeat this calculation for the five top exporting countries, and sum these 
figures to arrive at a score for each animal product. These figures are then summed 
into a total amount of suffering that can be averted in each of the seven 
high-welfare countries: 
 
 
 

 

https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1qM9o8n-2EhGqn_SMFQdcW1aGKuFEoVyZ3UbvDzL7km8/edit%23gid=137686054
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://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://www.charityentrepreneurship.com/blog/is-it-better-to-be-a-wild-rat-or-a-factory-farmed-cow-a-systematic-method-for-comparing-animal-welfare
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Based on these calculations, the priority country ranking seems as follows [54]: 
 

 
 

2.3   Country-specific considerations: Brexit  
The UK is plausibly the priority country for this intervention due to the size of its 
import market for animal products and low animal welfare standards in exporting 
countries. Leaving the European Union will bring seismic change to British trade 
policy. As such, Brexit seems an important crucial consideration for this 
intervention.  
 
Overall Brexit seems to be a positive for this intervention. The UK are going to start 
making their own trade deals after their recent departure from the EU, so this 
intervention could be very well timed if we were to work in the UK. It also seems 
important to work with the UK while negotiations are underway. The UK 
government currently seems to have two conflicting objectives for trade deals, one 
of which seems bad for animal welfare and another which seems good for animal 
welfare.  
 
The former objective is to sign trade deals that would make the UK a leading 
free-trade nation, with low tariff barriers to all countries [55]. This objective is 
directly at odds with animal welfare as allowing cheap imports into the UK will 
mean that UK products are uncompetitive, even in their own country. As there is not 
significant evidence to suggest that consumers will be willing to pay more for 
higher welfare products, this could undermine the sustainability of the UK farming 
industry or incentivize a race to the bottom for welfare standards. Therefore, if 
trade deals are signed to try and maximize this objective, welfare standards could be 
diminished in the UK.  
 
The latter objective is to commit to high quality and welfare standards in the UK 
farming sector. The UK would seek to maintain or improve the high welfare animal 
welfare legislation that it was committed to within the EU. The conditional 
liberalization of trade based on animal welfare standards would complement this 
objective well [56]. 
 
The main negative is that other organizations have also seen Brexit as an 
opportunity to improve animal welfare. This means that counterfactual 
replaceability could be an issue as many organizations (such as Eurogroup for 
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Animals’ twelve member organizations in the UK) are already asking the 
government to include animal welfare standards in any free trade deals they make 
post-Brexit. However, this campaign is one of many campaigns that these 
organizations are working on, whereas a new charity could be entirely focused on 
this one issue which could be advantageous. Moreover, this organization might be 
the only organization striving to include fish welfare in these trade deals, where 
most organizations are likely only focusing on chickens, cows, and pigs.    

 

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1_aE7NDzQdIuSQrA2HpfjjQuvIAPtVVBIRFU-r3j9UW8/edit?usp=sharing
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3    Expert view 
This section summarizes conversations between the lead researcher and a range of 
experts, including advocates and academics. 
 
Overall expert opinions were quite mixed. A number of organizations work in the UK 
and EU, so further work on animal welfare and trade may be less promising. This 
said, these organizations are focusing on multiple different topics, whereas this 
new charity would be entirely focused on animal welfare and trade. Even still, 
experts thought that this work would only be useful if this new charity could bring 
something new to the table (e.g. a trade specialist who is concerned with animal 
welfare). Experts were more positive on doing this work in New Zealand or 
Switzerland.  
 

Stephanie Ghislain 
Profile: Stephanie works for Eurogroup for Animals. She was contacted to learn 
more about Eurogroup for Animals’ similar work at the EU level. As Eurogroup for 
Animals is also doing work in this area in the UK, we also wanted to learn more 
about their work in the UK to judge whether counterfactual replaceability might be 
an issue for this intervention.  
 
Summary: Eurogroup for Animals’ priorities when working on animal welfare and 
trade in the UK and the EU are as follows (ranked in terms of priority): 1) pushing 
for UK or EU legislation to also be applied to imports; 2) the conditional 
liberalization of trade; 3) regulatory cooperation on animal welfare such that the UK 
or EU can assist third countries to improve their animal welfare standards; and 4) 
linking animal welfare to sustainable development in the trade and sustainable 
development chapter in trade agreements. As Eurogroup for Animals are already 
working, and have member organizations already working, in the UK and EU, 
Stephanie suggested working in New Zealand or Switzerland.  
 
More information can be found in the conversation summary. 
 

David Bowles 
Profile: David works for the Royal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals 
(RSPCA). He was contacted on recommendation from Stephanie Ghislain as 
someone who would be good to talk to about animal welfare and trade in the UK as 
the RSPCA has done work in this area. Their active campaign “Brexit and Animal 
Welfare” lists “free trade agreements that prohibit products being imported with 

 

https://docs.google.com/document/d/177axoI4OJpcb4DtvTY2cUCw-XMe0m-5xLqkJZNS600g/edit?usp=sharing
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lower welfare standards” as something they want to see for animal welfare post 
Brexit. We wanted to get David’s opinion on the various approaches for this 
intervention and learn more about the RSPCA’s work in this area to judge whether 
counterfactual replaceability might be an issue for this intervention. 
 
Summary: The most important trade agreements that the UK will sign post-Brexit - 
its trade agreements with the EU and the US - will both have to be signed in July 
2020 (the EU trade agreement will have a hard deadline of July, and the US trade 
agreement should be finalized around this time due to the upcoming presidential 
elections)*. This is unfortunate timing as if this charity were to be started through 
the 2020 Incubation Program, then the co-founder pairings will have only just been 
decided by this time and so this charity couldn’t have any input on these two 
significant trade deals. However, the UK will continue to negotiate trade deals 
following this and so there will still be a lot of work for this charity to do.  
 
More information can be found in the conversation summary. 
 
* Note: The deadlines for most trade deals have now been extended due to the ongoing COVID-19 pandemic. 
For example, the UK government is now hoping that a UK-EU trade deal will be signed in September.  

 

Dr. Charlotte Blattner 
Profile: Dr. Blattner did her PhD on how we can ensure that animal welfare is 
protected during a time of globalization. She found a promising approach to be 
expanding extraterritorial jurisdiction, i.e. the legal ability of a government to 
exercise authority beyond its normal boundaries. She was contacted to learn more 
about extraterritorial jurisdiction as an intervention and to get her opinion on 
conditional liberalization. 
 
Summary: Dr. Blattner believes Brexit does offer a unique opportunity to spearhead 
this intervention. However, she also thinks that the UK isn’t the only country where 
this intervention would work well. Any country that has sincere public attitudes to 
protect animals and strong efforts in place to protect animals within their territory, 
is plausibly safe to survive WTO scrutiny due to the public morals exemption. 
Switzerland is another country that would be well-suited for this, as the Swiss 
people pride themselves on having the best animal laws in the world, and 
parliamentarians are increasingly asking for trade bans when it comes to 
“cruelly-produced” animal products.  
 
More information can be found in the conversation summary.   

 

https://www.charityentrepreneurship.com/incubation-program.html
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1YNZDjzRFPPZBk0PGaDdR2SYqDmxaaF0ZqnK5rJMWLjQ/edit?usp=sharing
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-politics-53812015
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1zEdKm6gZpxvbQ6TzKODc-WDUODOeuERkeYucdIl6TtI/edit?usp=sharing
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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 conditional liberalization of trade 
based on animal welfare standards is unlikely to be promising. 
 
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 
15.5/50: 
 

 
 

 

4.1   Strength of the idea 

Score: 4/10 
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The evidence base for this intervention is quite poor as it mostly relies on historical 
evidence. Although there is also broad economic evidence that tariffs alter 
incentives and production behaviour [2] [3], this evidence is never specific to animal 
welfare and trade. The most analogous historical evidence is quite recent – the 
EU-Mercosur trade deal, whose terms were concluded in June 2019 after two 
decades of negotiations [1]. This trade deal is the first to conditionally liberalize 
trade based on animal welfare standards: eggs imported from Brazil, Argentina, 
Paraguay, and Uruguay will only benefit from a zero tariff if the hens are kept in 
production systems that meet EU animal welfare standards. However, this 
conditional liberalization is only imposed for shell eggs, not liquid eggs or other egg 
products, or any other animal product. The other most analogous trade deal is the 
2002 EU-Chile trade agreement. This successfully improved slaughterhouses in 
Chile, leading to better animal welfare and increased trade in higher welfare 
products into the EU [58]. This again highlights how animal welfare can be 
improved through trade. 
 
This intervention is not expected to be cost-effective. When modeling the 
cost-effectiveness of this intervention, we modeled the import tariffs that would be 
required such that this intervention is cost-effective when considering co-founder 
and funding counterfactuals (where we define cost-effective as affecting greater 
than or equal to 4.5 welfare points per dollar). We found that the import tariff on 
fish was the most significant affecting factor on the cost-effectiveness of this 
intervention, therefore our CEA only models the WP change due to reduced demand 
of fish. Given that the highest tariff level on fish at the EU level currently is 23% and 
that the average tariff level for fish products in the UK currently is ~11.9% it seems 
like the best case scenario would be that we can increase fish prices by ~11.1%. This 
intervention shows little promise even in this best case scenario when considering 
counterfactuals. This is mostly because we have estimated this intervention to have 
a ~5% probability of success as we expect that the UK government will be reluctant 
to put tariffs on fish imports: they would be most likely to impose tariffs on beef and 
chicken (source: personal communication with a contact within DEFRA, who did not 
want to be included in the expert view section).  
 

4.2   Limiting factors 

Score: 2/10 
 
Counterfactual replaceability is expected to be the biggest limiting factor for this 
intervention, particularly in the UK where this intervention looks to be most 
promising. In the UK, Eurogroup for Animals has twelve member organizations 

 

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
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working on animal welfare and trade who are also asking for the conditional 
liberalization of trade based on animal welfare standards. Although these 
organizations also work on issues other than animal welfare and trade, we expect 
that ~90% of the successes would be achieved without a new charity. When looking 
at working in the EU, we also face a similar counterfactual replaceability issue as 
Eurogroup for Animals are working here. They have been working on this issue for a 
while now, and therefore will likely be more trusted, their opinions asked for more 
regularly, and those opinions taken more seriously than any new charity working in 
this area. As a result, we expect that ~75% of the successes would be achieved 
without a new charity.  
 
Two high welfare countries where counterfactual replaceability does not appear to 
be a problem are Switzerland and New Zealand. However, these two countries seem 
to be the least promising [54] of the seven high welfare countries we have 
considered in terms of the number of welfare points we can expect to directly affect. 
For this reason, we would not be particularly excited about recommending this 
intervention be implemented here despite the limiting factor being removed.  
 

4.3   Execution difficulty 

Score: 2/10 
 
This intervention is expected to be difficult. Although we expect working in the UK 
to have the highest probability of success due to Brexit trade negotiations, we think 
it very unlikely that we could convince the UK government to place tariffs on fish 
imports. It would be easier to convince them to place tariffs on beef and chicken, but 
the WP effect from this is minute compared to the WP effect from increasing the 
price of fish products, suggesting that we could not avert a significant burden of 
suffering.  
 
Moreover, Brexit presents its own challenges. This charity would be working with 
the government at a high pressure time (where the most important trade deals need 
to be negotiated by January 2021). The UK government also seems to have 
conflicting post-Brexit aspirations that could make this intervention more difficult: 
to make the UK a leading free-trade nation, and to commit to high welfare 
standards in the UK farming sector (see discussion in section 2.3). A new charity 
working on this intervention will have to successfully navigate these incompatible 
aspirations to ensure that animal welfare is not compromised.  
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4.4   Externalities 

Score: 5/10 
 
We do not expect there to be many significant externalities for this intervention. We 
mostly expect the main benefit of this intervention to be a reduction in demand for 
lower welfare imports. However, one potential indirect effect could be that import 
tariffs are significant enough to the lower welfare exporting country that they are 
incentivized to improve their welfare standards to benefit from zero tariffs. We 
think that this incentive effect is quite unlikely. 
 
If this intervention were successful in the UK then we might expect the EU, or other 
high welfare countries, to follow suit and include the provision of conditional 
liberalization in their future trade agreements, though we are unsure how likely this 
is. Additionally, even if other nations were to follow, it could be that the 
ground-breaking EU-Mercosur trade deal created the momentum that this charity 
will build on, as the first trade deal to incorporate conditional liberalization, rather 
than this new organization counterfactually generating such momentum.  
 

 

http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2019/oct/02/eu-imposes-hen-welfare-standards-on-egg-imports-for-first-time
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4.5   Causal chain 

 
 
Note:  The welfare points affected here indicate the welfare point gain from welfare 
standards improving by one rank on the Animal Protection Index. For example, a fish 
would gain 11.03 welfare points from production improving from rank D to rank C.   

 

https://api.worldanimalprotection.org/
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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.  
 
Our CEA for the conditional liberalization of trade models the impact of an 11.1% 
increase in price imposed on fish imported from countries whose animal welfare 
standards rank D or below on the API [10]. Detailed discussion of the CEA is laid out 
in Supplement A.  
 

5.1   Overview 

The conditional liberalization of trade of fish products may affect a total of 
~-113.1 welfare points (WP) per dollar (considering co-founder and funding 
counterfactuals).  
 
This is mostly due to the low expected probability of success, and the low 
percentage of success that can be claimed by a new charity given that there are 
already organizations working on this issue in the UK. 
 

Google Sheets CEA  Welfare points per dollar (WP per $) 

With counterfactuals  -113.1 

Without counterfactuals  26.0 

 
We took into account the following factors in our CEA: 

● Probability of success 
● Percentage of successes achieved without a new charity 
● Affecting factors 
● Direct effects 
● Indirect effects 
● Costs 
● Counterfactuals 
● Years operating 
● Where our CEA could go wrong 

 

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://tinyurl.com/y5p9xbn7
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1shMenTCytIoTYs4t4jgeZJXvsW6dXocbHdnMhhNN8yU/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/1kN3qYsxZv45PJ96E3trw-205cPiNscZ_u5GgMKD1di8/edit?usp=sharing
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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 

These percentages are an average of the probabilities of success given by our team.  
 
We expect working in the UK to see the greatest level of success when compared 
with working in other high welfare countries. Brexit presents a unique opportunity 
when working on trade as the government negotiates new trade deals. Even so, we 
think it highly unlikely that import tariffs will be placed on fish products, with the 
UK government likely favoring introducing tariffs to beef or chicken. Therefore, we 
have modeled the probability of success as between 0% and 10%.  
 

5.3   Percentage of successes achieved without a new 
charity 

These percentages are an average of the percentages given by our team.  
 
When working in the UK, as modeled in the CEA, we have assumed that 85% to 95% 
of successes would be achieved without a new charity as there are many prominent 
organizations already working on this issue in the UK. For example, twelve 
organizations in the UK have written a position statement calling for the UK 
government to appropriately consider animal welfare in their trade deal with the 
US.  
 

5.4   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 shows how much of the variance in 
cost-effectiveness is explained by variance in that factor. That is, using an example 
from the table below, if the overall impact on demand for fish is changed, this will 
moderately change the cost-effectiveness of the intervention. 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). 
 

 

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1shMenTCytIoTYs4t4jgeZJXvsW6dXocbHdnMhhNN8yU/edit?usp=sharing
http://politicalanimal.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/UKrecsUSFTA.docx.pdf
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  Overall impact on 
demand (fish) (r2) 

Percentage of 
successes achieved 

without a new 
charity (r2) 

Staff costs (r2) 

Conditional 
liberalization 

0.41  0.20  0.09 

 

5.5   Direct effects 

To calculate the direct effects of conditional liberalization of trade, we took into 
account: 

● The price increase of fish, chicken, eggs, pork, dairy, and beef caused by the 
import tariff 

● The price elasticity of demand for fish, chicken, eggs, pork, dairy, and beef 
● The number of fish, chickens, pigs, and beef cows killed for imports and 

egg-laying hens and dairy cows used for imports per year 
● The welfare point score of fish, chickens, egg-laying hens, pigs, dairy cows, 

and beef cows from countries ranked D, E, F, and G by World Animal 
Protection 

● The percentage of imports to the UK originating from a country ranked D, E, 
F, or G by World Animal Protection 

Putting these all together, we estimate that we could affect 21 million welfare points 
per year. 

 

5.6   Indirect effects 

To calculate the indirect effects of conditional liberalization of trade, we explore the 
possibility that the import tariff imposed on the low welfare exporting country 
could act as an incentive to improve welfare.  
 
This incentive effect likely would not exist when working in the UK, as the UK does 
not make up a significant proportion of exports in any of the low welfare countries 
that it imports from. Therefore, the import tariff will only affect a small percentage 
of the low welfare exporting country’s total exports and therefore will likely not be 
significant enough to provide an incentive.  
 

5.7   Costs 

We calculated: 
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● Staff costs: $140K 
○ Based on: number of founders; founders’ salaries; number of other 

staff; other staff’s salaries. 
● Logistics & administration costs: $8.8K 

○ Based on: travel costs; office space; and subscription costs. 
Using these numbers, we estimate the following costs: 

● First year costs: $73K 
○ Based on: co-founder salaries; travel costs; office costs; and 

subscription costs. 
● Charity costs per year: $150K 

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

5.8   Counterfactual costs 

We calculated: 
● Co-founder counterfactuals: 85M WP 

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

● Funding counterfactuals: 340K WP 
○ Based on: amount of funding diverted per year from high- and 

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

  

5.9   Years operating 

We have assumed that this charity will operate for ~10 years.  

 

5.10   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. 

● 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 modelling 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 the conditional liberalization of trade based on 
animal welfare standards as an intervention.  
 

6.1   Crucial considerations 

Summary: We positively updated toward this intervention at this stage, realizing 
that a negative flow-through effect we were worried about, the small animal 
replacement problem, would not be an issue. Our research identified the United 
Kingdom as a priority country for this intervention, and explored the possible 
impact of Brexit. 
 
The main update from the crucial considerations research was that we were 
mistaken in the 2 hour weighted factor model research when we thought that beef 
made up more than half of all meat imports to the UK. The source we found only 
considered beef, pork, and lamb as “meat”. In fact, the volume of fish and poultry 
imported in the UK is much greater than that of these other animal products. This 
updated us towards the promise of this intervention as the small animal 
replacement problem would no longer be an issue (where an increase in the price of 
imported beef might cause consumers to switch to British chicken).  
 
At this stage, we also examined World Trade Organization case law to ascertain 
whether a conditional liberalization of trade based on animal welfare standards 
would be defensible under WTO rules. The rulings of the Appellate Body in 
US-Shrimp (2001) and in EC-Seal Products (2004) showed encouraging signs. 
Under Article XX of the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, a nation may 
restrict trade to protect among others public morals. Countries like the United 
Kingdom with a reputation for high animal welfare standards may thus be able to 
withstand WTO scrutiny of a welfare-focused conditional liberalization of trade.  
 

6.2   Expert opinions 

Summary: The biggest update from these expert conversations is just how 
significant counterfactual replaceability is for this intervention. 
 

 

https://www.charityentrepreneurship.com/blog/small-animal-replacement-problem
https://www.charityentrepreneurship.com/blog/small-animal-replacement-problem
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During the two hour weighted factor model research, we were only aware of a 
similar campaign in the UK from the National Farmers Union, but there are actually 
many organizations already working on this intervention under Eurogroup for 
Animals. This makes us unexcited to recommend a new charity to work on this 
intervention. Moreover, David Bowles and Stephanie Ghislain stated that they 
thought that a new charity would be unnecessary unless it brought something new 
to the table, e.g. an animal advocate with a wealth of trade knowledge.  
 
The addition of New Zealand as a high welfare country came from a conversation 
with Stephanie Ghislain. During the crucial considerations research for this 
intervention, the source that we were using to determine high welfare countries, the 
World Animal Protection index, was updated. Initially they listed four high welfare 
countries: Austria, New Zealand, Switzerland, and the UK which all received a rank 
of A. However, after the update there were now six high welfare countries: Austria, 
Denmark, the Netherlands, Sweden, Switzerland, and the UK which all received a 
rank of B. Post-update New Zealand had lost its position as a high welfare country 
and its ranking fell from A to C. As a result we stopped considering New Zealand as a 
potential country of implementation. However, when this was mentioned to 
Stephanie she noted that New Zealand’s rank had fallen due to poor enforcement of 
animal welfare, not because their standards were worse. She stated that, in fact, 
New Zealand has some animal welfare laws that are better on paper than those in 
the EU. Conditional liberalization of trade in New Zealand could thus be promising 
as it would be based on the written legislation, not enforcement. New Zealand could 
be especially promising as currently no one in New Zealand is working on this.  
 

6.3   Weighted factor model 

Summary: We updated away from this intervention at this stage, as we realized that 
the conditional liberalization of trade is unlikely to provide an incentive effect in 
lower welfare countries to improve their welfare standards. 
 
It seems that high welfare countries do not make up a significant proportion of 
exports in any of the low welfare countries. An import tariff that would only affect a 
small percentage of the exporting country’s total exports and would likely not be 
significant enough to provide an incentive. For example, the Netherlands imports 
36% of its beef from Uruguay (ranked D by World Animal Protection [10]), but these 
beef exports only make up ~1.58% of Uruguay’s total export value [57]. This seems 
too small of a percentage to have the desired incentive effect, and so we expect that 
Uruguay would simply accept whatever tariff were placed on its beef exports to the 
Netherlands.  

 

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1YNZDjzRFPPZBk0PGaDdR2SYqDmxaaF0ZqnK5rJMWLjQ/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/document/d/177axoI4OJpcb4DtvTY2cUCw-XMe0m-5xLqkJZNS600g/edit?usp=sharing


 

CE Research Report: Animal Welfare  - Animal Welfare and Trade, 2020    Page 30 
 

 

 
This updated us negatively towards the promise of this intervention as the welfare 
point affected will now only be coming from the reduction in demand of lower 
welfare imports, rather than from reduced demand and improved welfare 
conditions in the lower welfare exporting country.  
 

6.4   Cost-effectiveness analysis 

Summary: The main update from this stage of the research process was that all of 
the effect of this intervention came from fish. This was a negative update as we 
thought it was very unlikely that the UK government would include welfare 
provisions for fish in their trade agreements, plausibly favoring beef or chicken.  
 
This intervention was modeled slightly differently from previous interventions, as 
we sought a threshold of cost-effectiveness rather than the expected 
cost-effectiveness. This was necessary to determine the appropriate level of tariffs 
to impose on these lower welfare products: instead of guessing, we tried to model 
what tariffs would have to be for this intervention to be cost-effective. We found 
that the impact from a reduction in demand for fish dominated all of the welfare 
points affected and so ended up modeling the effect of a tariff on fish only. From our 
model it seems that tariffs imposed on lower welfare imports into the UK would 
have to increase the price of fish by 6.5% in order for this intervention to be 
cost-effective.  
 

6.5   Overall thoughts 

We do not recommend that a new charity work on this intervention at this point, 
though Switzerland and New Zealand could be worth considering further as 
countries to implement this intervention in. The counterfactual replaceability in the 
UK or in the EU is too high to justify another organization working on this 
intervention. (Note: Switzerland and New Zealand do not suffer from this limiting 
factor, but they seemed the least promising countries to work in based on our 
country prioritization in the informed considerations research, due to the limited 
scale of their import markets.) However, if you were trying to maximize a different 
set of priorities when recommending a new charity (we are interested in expected 
cost-effectiveness, where it can be difficult to model these potential black swans), 
then a new charity doing this work in the UK or in the EU could look promising given 
the potential precedent a successful campaign could set.  
 

 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Black_swan_theory


 

CE Research Report: Animal Welfare  - Animal Welfare and Trade, 2020    Page 31 
 

 

References 

1. Busby M. EU imposes hen welfare standards on egg imports for first time. The Guardian 
[Internet]. 2019 Oct 2 [cited 2020 Feb 18]; Available from: 
http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2019/oct/02/eu-imposes-hen-welfare-standar
ds-on-egg-imports-for-first-time  

2. Mankiw G, Profile V my C. Greg Mankiw’s Blog: News Flash: Economists Agree [Internet]. 
[cited 2019 Dec 5]. Available from: 
http://gregmankiw.blogspot.com/2009/02/news-flash-economists-agree.html  

3. microeconomics-2nd-krugman-wells.pdf. Available from: 
https://studyroombd.files.wordpress.com/2014/08/microeconomics-2nd-krugman-wells.p
df  

4. WTO | dispute settlement - the disputes - DS58 [Internet]. [cited 2020 Mar 25]. Available 
from: https://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/dispu_e/cases_e/ds58_e.htm  

5. WTO | dispute settlement - the disputes - DS400 [Internet]. [cited 2020 Mar 25]. Available 
from: https://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/dispu_e/cases_e/ds400_e.htm  

6. WTO | dispute settlement - the disputes - DS135 [Internet]. [cited 2020 Mar 25]. Available 
from: https://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/dispu_e/cases_e/ds135_e.htm  

7. WTO | dispute settlement - DS381: United States: Measures Concerning the Importation, 
Marketing and Sale of Tuna and Tuna Products [Internet]. [cited 2020 Mar 25]. Available 
from: https://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/dispu_e/cases_e/ds381_e.htm  

8. WTO | dispute settlement - the disputes - DS285 [Internet]. [cited 2020 Mar 25]. Available 
from: https://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/dispu_e/cases_e/ds285_e.htm  

9. EUR-Lex - 32009R1099 - EN - EUR-Lex [Internet]. [cited 2020 Mar 25]. Available from: 
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX%3A32009R1099  

10. World Animal Protection | Animal Protection Index [Internet]. [cited 2020 Mar 11]. 
Available from: https://api.worldanimalprotection.org/  

11. Austria fish imports [Internet]. Google Docs. [cited 2020 Mar 11]. Available from: 
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/162BiRuL8jAODna4peCXjSQgI8j-WOQPGaloQ54H
ZErw/edit?usp=sharing  

12. Import origins of Pig Meat to Austria (2017) [Internet]. The Observatory of Economic 
Complexity. [cited 2020 Mar 11]. Available from: 
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/aut/show/0203/2017/  

13. Import origins of Poultry Meat to Austria (2017) [Internet]. The Observatory of Economic 
Complexity. [cited 2020 Mar 11]. Available from: 

 

http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2019/oct/02/eu-imposes-hen-welfare-standards-on-egg-imports-for-first-time
http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2019/oct/02/eu-imposes-hen-welfare-standards-on-egg-imports-for-first-time
http://gregmankiw.blogspot.com/2009/02/news-flash-economists-agree.html
https://studyroombd.files.wordpress.com/2014/08/microeconomics-2nd-krugman-wells.pdf
https://studyroombd.files.wordpress.com/2014/08/microeconomics-2nd-krugman-wells.pdf
https://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/dispu_e/cases_e/ds58_e.htm
https://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/dispu_e/cases_e/ds400_e.htm
https://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/dispu_e/cases_e/ds135_e.htm
https://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/dispu_e/cases_e/ds381_e.htm
https://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/dispu_e/cases_e/ds285_e.htm
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX:32009R1099
https://api.worldanimalprotection.org/
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/162BiRuL8jAODna4peCXjSQgI8j-WOQPGaloQ54HZErw/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/162BiRuL8jAODna4peCXjSQgI8j-WOQPGaloQ54HZErw/edit?usp=sharing
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/aut/show/0203/2017/


 

CE Research Report: Animal Welfare  - Animal Welfare and Trade, 2020    Page 32 
 

 

https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/aut/show/0207/2017/  

14. Import origins of Bovine Meat to Austria (2017) [Internet]. The Observatory of Economic 
Complexity. [cited 2020 Mar 11]. Available from: 
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/aut/show/0201/2017/  

15. Import origins of Milk to Austria (2017) [Internet]. The Observatory of Economic 
Complexity. [cited 2020 Mar 11]. Available from: 
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/aut/show/0401/2017/  

16. Import origins of Eggs to Austria (2017) [Internet]. The Observatory of Economic 
Complexity. [cited 2020 Mar 11]. Available from: 
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/aut/show/0407/2017/  

17. Denmark fish imports [Internet]. Google Docs. [cited 2020 Mar 11]. Available from: 
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1xluYSTzi4sIgfZKv4V4J7GULKaPW6BYay3lucTLM
sWA/edit?usp=sharing  

18. Import origins of Bovine Meat to Denmark (2017) [Internet]. The Observatory of 
Economic Complexity. [cited 2020 Mar 11]. Available from: 
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/dnk/show/0201/2017/  

19. Import origins of Poultry Meat to Denmark (2017) [Internet]. The Observatory of 
Economic Complexity. [cited 2020 Mar 11]. Available from: 
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/dnk/show/0207/2017/  

20. Import origins of Pig Meat to Denmark (2017) [Internet]. The Observatory of Economic 
Complexity. [cited 2020 Mar 11]. Available from: 
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/dnk/show/0203/2017/  

21. Import origins of Milk to Denmark (2017) [Internet]. The Observatory of Economic 
Complexity. [cited 2020 Mar 11]. Available from: 
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/dnk/show/0401/2017/  

22. Import origins of Eggs to Denmark (2017) [Internet]. The Observatory of Economic 
Complexity. [cited 2020 Mar 11]. Available from: 
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/dnk/show/0407/2017/  

23. Netherlands fish imports [Internet]. Google Docs. [cited 2020 Mar 11]. Available from: 
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1aqLJh-2vtqNlnlJzbzZ3fvl5Nf8j_9_rThl0Koq72SA
/edit?usp=sharing  

24. Import origins of Bovine Meat to the Netherlands (2017) [Internet]. The Observatory of 
Economic Complexity. [cited 2020 Mar 11]. Available from: 
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/nld/show/0201/2017/  

25. Import origins of Poultry Meat to the Netherlands (2017) [Internet]. The Observatory of 
Economic Complexity. [cited 2020 Mar 11]. Available from: 

 

https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/aut/show/0207/2017/
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/aut/show/0201/2017/
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/aut/show/0401/2017/
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/aut/show/0407/2017/
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1xluYSTzi4sIgfZKv4V4J7GULKaPW6BYay3lucTLMsWA/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1xluYSTzi4sIgfZKv4V4J7GULKaPW6BYay3lucTLMsWA/edit?usp=sharing
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/dnk/show/0201/2017/
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/dnk/show/0207/2017/
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/dnk/show/0203/2017/
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/dnk/show/0401/2017/
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/dnk/show/0407/2017/
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1aqLJh-2vtqNlnlJzbzZ3fvl5Nf8j_9_rThl0Koq72SA/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1aqLJh-2vtqNlnlJzbzZ3fvl5Nf8j_9_rThl0Koq72SA/edit?usp=sharing
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/nld/show/0201/2017/


 

CE Research Report: Animal Welfare  - Animal Welfare and Trade, 2020    Page 33 
 

 

https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/nld/show/0207/2017/  

26. Import origins of Pig Meat to the Netherlands (2017) [Internet]. The Observatory of 
Economic Complexity. [cited 2020 Mar 11]. Available from: 
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/nld/show/0203/2017/  

27. Import origins of Milk to the Netherlands (2017) [Internet]. The Observatory of Economic 
Complexity. [cited 2020 Mar 11]. Available from: 
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/nld/show/0401/2017/   

28. Import origins of Eggs to the Netherlands (2017) [Internet]. The Observatory of 
Economic Complexity. [cited 2020 Mar 11]. Available from: 
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/nld/show/0407/2017/  

29. Import origins of Pig Meat to New Zealand (2017) [Internet]. The Observatory of 
Economic Complexity. [cited 2020 Mar 24]. Available from: 
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/nzl/show/0203/2017/  

30. New Zealand fish imports [Internet]. Google Docs. [cited 2020 Mar 24]. Available from: 
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/16Xb6fJ_oNmU2638ZukVqLkgVrhc7ps84T6MCOc
6n308/edit?usp=sharing  

31. Import origins of Bovine Meat to New Zealand (2017) [Internet]. The Observatory of 
Economic Complexity. [cited 2020 Mar 24]. Available from: 
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/nzl/show/0201/2017/  

32. Import origins of Milk to New Zealand (2017) [Internet]. The Observatory of Economic 
Complexity. [cited 2020 Mar 24]. Available from: 
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/nzl/show/0401/2017/  

33. Import origins of Eggs to New Zealand (2017) [Internet]. The Observatory of Economic 
Complexity. [cited 2020 Mar 24]. Available from: 
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/nzl/show/0407/2017/  

34. Import origins of Poultry Meat to New Zealand (2017) [Internet]. The Observatory of 
Economic Complexity. [cited 2020 Mar 24]. Available from: 
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/nzl/show/0207/2017/  

35. Sweden fish imports [Internet]. Google Docs. [cited 2020 Mar 11]. Available from: 
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1mBxfGfizDmo4PUwNmIGSkhAFOpWFgg4tpX3Nu
VsgI_4/edit?usp=sharing  

36. Import origins of Bovine Meat to Sweden (2017) [Internet]. The Observatory of Economic 
Complexity. [cited 2020 Mar 11]. Available from: 
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/swe/show/0201/2017/  

37. Import origins of Pig Meat to Sweden (2017) [Internet]. The Observatory of Economic 
Complexity. [cited 2020 Mar 11]. Available from: 

 

https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/nld/show/0207/2017/
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/nld/show/0203/2017/
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/nld/show/0401/2017/
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/nld/show/0407/2017/
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/nzl/show/0203/2017/
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/16Xb6fJ_oNmU2638ZukVqLkgVrhc7ps84T6MCOc6n308/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/16Xb6fJ_oNmU2638ZukVqLkgVrhc7ps84T6MCOc6n308/edit?usp=sharing
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/nzl/show/0201/2017/
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/nzl/show/0401/2017/
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/nzl/show/0407/2017/
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/nzl/show/0207/2017/
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1mBxfGfizDmo4PUwNmIGSkhAFOpWFgg4tpX3NuVsgI_4/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1mBxfGfizDmo4PUwNmIGSkhAFOpWFgg4tpX3NuVsgI_4/edit?usp=sharing
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/swe/show/0201/2017/


 

CE Research Report: Animal Welfare  - Animal Welfare and Trade, 2020    Page 34 
 

 

https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/swe/show/0203/2017/  

38. Import origins of Poultry Meat to Sweden (2017) [Internet]. The Observatory of Economic 
Complexity. [cited 2020 Mar 11]. Available from: 
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/swe/show/0207/2017/  

39. Import origins of Milk to Sweden (2017) [Internet]. The Observatory of Economic 
Complexity. [cited 2020 Mar 11]. Available from: 
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/swe/show/0401/2017/  

40. Import origins of Eggs to Sweden (2017) [Internet]. The Observatory of Economic 
Complexity. [cited 2020 Mar 11]. Available from: 
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/swe/show/0407/2017/  

41. Switzerland fish imports [Internet]. Google Docs. [cited 2020 Feb 20]. Available from: 
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1HjaD_qSHHZGTjZ9_9dKDE92g0ghAJu4ijNMR84
XT_3g/edit?usp=sharing  

42. Import origins of Bovine Meat to Switzerland (2017) [Internet]. The Observatory of 
Economic Complexity. [cited 2020 Feb 20]. Available from: 
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/che/show/0201/2017/  

43. Import origins of Poultry Meat to Switzerland (2017) [Internet]. The Observatory of 
Economic Complexity. [cited 2020 Feb 20]. Available from: 
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/che/show/0207/2017/  

44. Import origins of Eggs to Switzerland (2017) [Internet]. The Observatory of Economic 
Complexity. [cited 2020 Feb 20]. Available from: 
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/che/show/0407/2017/  

45. Import origins of Milk to Switzerland (2017) [Internet]. The Observatory of Economic 
Complexity. [cited 2020 Feb 20]. Available from: 
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/che/show/0401/2017/  

46. Import origins of Pig Meat to Switzerland (2017) [Internet]. The Observatory of 
Economic Complexity. [cited 2020 Feb 20]. Available from: 
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/che/show/0203/2017/  

47. UK fish imports [Internet]. Google Docs. [cited 2020 Feb 20]. Available from: 
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1xmiGEfP6qwj6LqS1lSE5VQOSG4el-M2eAjEzkAWu
aeI/edit?usp=sharing  

48. Import origins of Poultry Meat to the United Kingdom (2017) [Internet]. The Observatory 
of Economic Complexity. [cited 2020 Feb 20]. Available from: 
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/gbr/show/0207/2017/  

49. Import origins of Pig Meat to the United Kingdom (2017) [Internet]. The Observatory of 
Economic Complexity. [cited 2020 Feb 20]. Available from: 

 

https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/swe/show/0203/2017/
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/swe/show/0207/2017/
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/swe/show/0401/2017/
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/swe/show/0407/2017/
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1HjaD_qSHHZGTjZ9_9dKDE92g0ghAJu4ijNMR84XT_3g/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1HjaD_qSHHZGTjZ9_9dKDE92g0ghAJu4ijNMR84XT_3g/edit?usp=sharing
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/che/show/0201/2017/
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/che/show/0207/2017/
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/che/show/0407/2017/
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/che/show/0401/2017/
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/che/show/0203/2017/
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1xmiGEfP6qwj6LqS1lSE5VQOSG4el-M2eAjEzkAWuaeI/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1xmiGEfP6qwj6LqS1lSE5VQOSG4el-M2eAjEzkAWuaeI/edit?usp=sharing
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/gbr/show/0207/2017/


 

CE Research Report: Animal Welfare  - Animal Welfare and Trade, 2020    Page 35 
 

 

https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/gbr/show/0203/2017/  

50. Import origins of Bovine Meat to the United Kingdom (2017) [Internet]. The Observatory 
of Economic Complexity. [cited 2020 Feb 20]. Available from: 
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/gbr/show/0201/2017/  

51. Import origins of Milk to the United Kingdom (2017) [Internet]. The Observatory of 
Economic Complexity. [cited 2020 Feb 20]. Available from: 
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/gbr/show/0401/2017/  

52. Import origins of Eggs to the United Kingdom (2017) [Internet]. The Observatory of 
Economic Complexity. [cited 2020 Feb 20]. Available from: 
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/gbr/show/0407/2017/  

53. From humans in Canada to battery caged chickens in the United States, which animals 
have the hardest lives: results [Internet]. CHARITY ENTREPRENEURSHIP. [cited 2020 Feb 
25]. Available from: 
https://www.charityentrepreneurship.com/blog/from-humans-in-canada-to-battery-cag
ed-chickens-in-the-united-states-which-animals-have-the-hardest-lives-results  

54. Welfare certification priority country [Internet]. Google Docs. [cited 2020 Feb 25]. 
Available from: 
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1qM9o8n-2EhGqn_SMFQdcW1aGKuFEoVyZ3UbvD
zL7km8/edit?usp=sharing  

55. Brexit: agriculture. Available from: 
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld201617/ldselect/ldeucom/169/169.pdf  

56. Brexit: farm animal welfare. Available from: 
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld201719/ldselect/ldeucom/15/15.pdf  

57. Welfare certification priority country (exports) [Internet]. Google Docs. [cited 2020 Mar 
24]. Available from: 
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1cihxICoCOj9mc5Gm80qPjCkR39bE_OKFQefPt8Sk
EfU/edit?usp=sharing  

58. Written evidence - RSPCA [Internet]. [cited 2020 Mar 25]. Available from: 
http://data.parliament.uk/writtenevidence/committeeevidence.svc/evidencedocument/eu-e
nergy-and-environment-subcommittee/brexit-farm-animal-welfare/written/49559.html  

59. World Animal Protection | Animal Protection Index [Internet]. [cited 2020 Apr 22]. 
Available from: https://api.worldanimalprotection.org/  

60. UK imports [Internet]. Google Docs. [cited 2020 Apr 22]. Available from: 
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/19PrXKEO_uu8gTYkkkeY10XKXoigPoSng22B9kfo
mV4c/edit?usp=sharing  

61. Import origins of Poultry Meat to the United Kingdom (2017) [Internet]. The Observatory 

 

https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/gbr/show/0203/2017/
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/gbr/show/0201/2017/
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/gbr/show/0401/2017/
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/gbr/show/0407/2017/
https://www.charityentrepreneurship.com/blog/from-humans-in-canada-to-battery-caged-chickens-in-the-united-states-which-animals-have-the-hardest-lives-results
https://www.charityentrepreneurship.com/blog/from-humans-in-canada-to-battery-caged-chickens-in-the-united-states-which-animals-have-the-hardest-lives-results
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1qM9o8n-2EhGqn_SMFQdcW1aGKuFEoVyZ3UbvDzL7km8/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1qM9o8n-2EhGqn_SMFQdcW1aGKuFEoVyZ3UbvDzL7km8/edit?usp=sharing
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld201617/ldselect/ldeucom/169/169.pdf
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld201719/ldselect/ldeucom/15/15.pdf
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1cihxICoCOj9mc5Gm80qPjCkR39bE_OKFQefPt8SkEfU/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1cihxICoCOj9mc5Gm80qPjCkR39bE_OKFQefPt8SkEfU/edit?usp=sharing
http://data.parliament.uk/writtenevidence/committeeevidence.svc/evidencedocument/eu-energy-and-environment-subcommittee/brexit-farm-animal-welfare/written/49559.html
http://data.parliament.uk/writtenevidence/committeeevidence.svc/evidencedocument/eu-energy-and-environment-subcommittee/brexit-farm-animal-welfare/written/49559.html
https://api.worldanimalprotection.org/
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/19PrXKEO_uu8gTYkkkeY10XKXoigPoSng22B9kfomV4c/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/19PrXKEO_uu8gTYkkkeY10XKXoigPoSng22B9kfomV4c/edit?usp=sharing


 

CE Research Report: Animal Welfare  - Animal Welfare and Trade, 2020    Page 36 
 

 

of Economic Complexity. [cited 2020 Apr 23]. Available from: 
https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/gbr/show/0207/2017/  

62. From humans in Canada to battery caged chickens in the United States, which animals 
have the hardest lives: results [Internet]. CHARITY ENTREPRENEURSHIP. [cited 2020 Apr 
22]. Available from: 
https://www.charityentrepreneurship.com/blog/from-humans-in-canada-to-battery-cag
ed-chickens-in-the-united-states-which-animals-have-the-hardest-lives-results  

63. USA | World Animal Protection [Internet]. [cited 2020 Apr 22]. Available from: 
https://api.worldanimalprotection.org/country/usa  

64. Laying Hens - Enriched Cages Report [Internet]. Google Docs. [cited 2020 Apr 22]. 
Available from: 
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1s8eUHbniLuQfJERkVKUVp9g5fRvdkzyipa--gl3bhFA/
edit  

65. Welfare certification priority country (exports) [Internet]. Google Docs. [cited 2020 Apr 
22]. Available from: 
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1cihxICoCOj9mc5Gm80qPjCkR39bE_OKFQefPt8Sk
EfU/edit?usp=sharing  

66. Guesstimate [Internet]. [cited 2020 Apr 19]. Available from: 
https://www.getguesstimate.com/models/13985 

67. Single CTL, Single T. Annex Table A2: Zones 1 to 6: TfL and TOC Through adult rail cash 
single fares. Available from: 
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/md2537_appendices_a-d.pdf   

68. Rightmove.co.uk [Internet]. Rightmove.co.uk. [cited 2020 Apr 22]. Available from: 
https://www.rightmove.co.uk/commercial-property-to-let/find.html?locationIdentifier=R
EGION%5E61224&propertyTypes=&mustHave=&dontShow=&furnishTypes=&minSize=250
&maxSize=250&areaSizeUnit=sqft&priceType=pcm&keywords=  

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

70. 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  

71. Philippines | World Animal Protection [Internet]. [cited 2020 Apr 23]. Available from: 
https://api.worldanimalprotection.org/country/philippines  

72. Is it better to be a wild rat or a factory farmed cow? A systematic method for comparing 

 

https://oec.world/en/visualize/tree_map/hs92/import/gbr/show/0207/2017/
https://www.charityentrepreneurship.com/blog/from-humans-in-canada-to-battery-caged-chickens-in-the-united-states-which-animals-have-the-hardest-lives-results
https://www.charityentrepreneurship.com/blog/from-humans-in-canada-to-battery-caged-chickens-in-the-united-states-which-animals-have-the-hardest-lives-results
https://api.worldanimalprotection.org/country/usa
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1s8eUHbniLuQfJERkVKUVp9g5fRvdkzyipa--gl3bhFA/edit
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1s8eUHbniLuQfJERkVKUVp9g5fRvdkzyipa--gl3bhFA/edit
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1cihxICoCOj9mc5Gm80qPjCkR39bE_OKFQefPt8SkEfU/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1cihxICoCOj9mc5Gm80qPjCkR39bE_OKFQefPt8SkEfU/edit?usp=sharing
https://www.getguesstimate.com/models/13985
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/md2537_appendices_a-d.pdf
https://www.rightmove.co.uk/commercial-property-to-let/find.html?locationIdentifier=REGION%5E61224&propertyTypes=&mustHave=&dontShow=&furnishTypes=&minSize=250&maxSize=250&areaSizeUnit=sqft&priceType=pcm&keywords=
https://www.rightmove.co.uk/commercial-property-to-let/find.html?locationIdentifier=REGION%5E61224&propertyTypes=&mustHave=&dontShow=&furnishTypes=&minSize=250&maxSize=250&areaSizeUnit=sqft&priceType=pcm&keywords=
https://www.rightmove.co.uk/commercial-property-to-let/find.html?locationIdentifier=REGION%5E61224&propertyTypes=&mustHave=&dontShow=&furnishTypes=&minSize=250&maxSize=250&areaSizeUnit=sqft&priceType=pcm&keywords=
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://api.worldanimalprotection.org/country/philippines


 

CE Research Report: Animal Welfare  - Animal Welfare and Trade, 2020    Page 37 
 

 

animal welfare. - EA Forum [Internet]. [cited 2020 Apr 19]. Available from: 
https://forum.effectivealtruism.org/posts/cimFBQbpjntoBAKCq/is-it-better-to-be-a-wild
-rat-or-a-factory-farmed-cow-a-1  

73. 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  

74. 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/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://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

