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GLVE-TRAP - AN EVALUATION REPORT

INTRODUCT ION

Rodents have always been with man, nostly as pests,
eversince man became am agriculturist and started having
graneries. The most important rodents are rats, gerbils,
squirrels and porcupines. They are recognised as placental
mamrmals with a pair of specialised Chiesel shaped life long
growing incisor teeth in each jaw and with a characteristic
diastema, a gap between incisors and molars due to absence
of Canine tceth. They are most destructive of the living
mamnals. Collosal losses caused by them include serious
health hazards, i.e., nore than 130 diseases are transmitted
to man and its pets, besides ravaging cereal crops, pulse
and oilseed crops to & considerable extent at all stages of
crop growth, processing and storage. Sometimes this damage

is unbelieveable and beyond imagina

Rodent m2nagerent has bzen recognised esse ntial fcr
nininising these losses. The problen is nultifaceted in
our country because of wvast geographicel arca, varied

1. Preventive measures, eg. sgnitation end clean cultlvatlon.

2. Rodent proofing :
3, Curative measures e.g., trapping and use of rodenticides.

Amongst the curative nmeasures the use of traps has an edge
cdent,cieles

: bey :
over the use of rodenticiéiQK“ose other serious threats, .
like secondzry poisoning, environmental pollutlon and undesired

kill of non-target animels.
The rodent traps are useful in two ways.

1. For estimation of rodent population in & habitat.
2. For rodent centrel where the use of rodenticides

considered undesirable.
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The use of rodent traps in the houses, stores, godowns
and fields have been 2n age old practice in our country.
There are certain tribes who catch the rodents with their
traditional traps for their consumption (Whitak'ar, 1987) .
Purther various types of inddgenous traps are ussd for
trapring live or dead rodents both in the fields as well as
in houses in different parts of the country. Some conmonly
used treps are based on two prindiples, a- xill tyre and
B o= 345 trapring type. These include : Wonder trap, Snap
trap, Bow trap, Conibear-trap, steel jaw trap, pot trap,
Sherman trap, Wooden box type trep etc. (Fitzwater and Prakash,
1978). These traps may prove quite cffective iﬁhanaging the
rodents, but their repeated use may pose sone problems. The
frequent use of some traps for several days makes then
ineffective, because of developnent of trapshyness behaviour
in rodents (Rana, 1982). Hywever the trap success largely
depends upon sever:l other factors like type and size of trap,
trep spacing, trap placement, baiting and imnediate behaviour
Jemes, 1958; Stickel, 19€5.
). Moreover, most of

of rodents towards then
owe, 1970; Gurmell,
one roden , with the result that
larze nuober of traps are to be employed for effective

nanacenent of the rodent The snall treps are offen taken
by presdatory aninmels or damaged by then making the trapping
progr-ame unecononic. But 211 these factors can not be kept

in nind by gener:l public who are the end users of the traps.

Therefore, there is & need %o ind 2 trap which is rost simple,
ecsy to hendle and pOSSEsSS high trapping success and non-—
hazardous to non-target specie

The Glue Trap : The glue traps are of dis posablke type.

The main prinedple in such trzp is the use of highly viscous
end stickly substances (Polybutanes) which can be produced
fron the by-products of petroleun and plastic industries.
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The glue is spread on & surface (Card board) and when it

is placed on the rodent runways the noving rodznts get stuck
up on these glues boarcs. The principle was adopted by

M/s Senkyo Shodoku Co. Ltd. Tokyo, Japan in the forn of one
tot h ret catcher. These were suprlied by the conpany
through M/s Gujarat Petrosynthese Ltd., Bombay to the
ccordinating unit of AICRF on Rodent Control, Central A-id

7 one Resesrch Institute, Jodhpur and Dircctorate of Flant

Protection Quarantine and Storage {(Govt of India) Farid abzd -
through the Pest Control (India) Fvt. Ltd., Bonbay for
preliminary efficacy evaluation under various rodent

habitats.

The trap is made up of folder tyre card board of

size 22 x 35.5 cnm. (Fig. ). The glue 1is unifornly
plastered (2-3 nm. thick) -~ the inner side of the board.

Tt can be stored in the original folder condition and at the

time of use it cen be unfolded. The strong adhesive strength

cen be paintained aven through low to high tenmperaturcs

the ~re-regquisite for usage of thcse glue
-~

ther cxotic material

that would reterd the efficacy of glue, these traps were
+ 4n the fiecld for visualising the trappability of

>pt in orchards, vege table
ficlds, squirrels usually avoided the

jneffective due to dust, le an
. Therefore, these trars

~vrs O

being inadvertently trarre
were evaluated under indoor conditions in two habitats :

1. Houses & stores : C.A.Z.R.I., Jodhpur & Dept. of Plant
Protecction Quarantine and Storage,

Faridabad.
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2, Poultry farms : ¢.A.Z.,R.I. Jodhpur.
(In feed godowns i’
and outside
poultry sheds)

3, Grain Godown in Xrishi Mendis : ¢.AJZWJR.I., Jodhpur

METHODQ I0GY

Rodents, bedause of their neorhobic and neorhilic
vehaviour tend to avoid traps and are often difficult
to be captured or controlled by trapring. The trapping
success depends largely on the getting of the traps at
apyropriate places, i.¢, at the rodent runways and at
sther locations where there are clear signs of rodent
sctivity. Keeping these points in view the traps were
set in the arsa of naxinun rocent sctivities. Before
setting the glue traps the péper sheet (neWSpaper) were
usually placed bencath the treps to avoid any rnoisture,
dust, rubbish etc. collected on the passage of rodents
which may stick to the rodents feet causing weakening in

the adhesive property of the glue.

The same boards were gset on the subsequent days after
~anually renoving the trapyed rodents, till rod ents were
secen in the are<é. shernen traps and Wonder traps were
-1s0 sct in the houses, stores, grain godowns and poultry

———

s-yms for conparing the relative efficacy of these traps.
the bpehaviour of rodents towerds the glue traps was also
studicd by placing these traps in large coges and

relensing the house rats.

INDINGS AND DISCUSSION

oy of glue trap vis-a-vig Sherman trep 3

(2) Bffica
The glue traps were evaluated in residential prenises,
godowns, stores and poultry farms, where the house . rat
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(Rattus rattus) and house mouse (Mus nusculus) are the

najor destructive rofent pests causing innense losses.

The Coordinating Unit of AICRP c¢n Rodent Control evaluated
these traps (2t 15 loc:tions) in Jodhpur, where as the
Directorate of Flznt Protection Juarantine and Storace
evaluatecd the traps 2t 6 locations in Faridabad, Delhi.

It is clainmed that the Shelf lifs of these traps is over

5 years, if stored ot tempercture up-to 45°C.

The observ-ticns were taken frequently to record the
rodent catch It was noted thet in lccations where rodent
porulation was high and ninimun disturbance was there, rad enss
were trapred within 10 ninutes after setting these traps.

The observations at Jodhpur indic:zted highest catch on the
first day of the trepping (76 rodents in 30 traps set

at 10 locations and 52 rodents in 15 traps set at two poultry
farms). Within 5 days the rodent population in ell the
locations reached to zero as indicated by trappings.

Te catches included both the species of rodents.
In cose of Shernan and Wonder txaps which trapyec only . _
house rats, a totzl of only 118 rodents fronm all the locations
?83}§Mpgffrarnbd. Thus the trap index of Ehe glue trhns was
=¥ podents/100traps/24 hrs. as agaeinst 7.5 and ".; with
Shern:n traps in houses, godowns, and fee d stores in poultry
carns(Table 1). As meny as 6 rodents from residential '
preniscs and 12 rodents fron poultry farms were trapped

on single glue trap in 24 hrs.

inilar finding were &lso reported from Fari&abud/
Delhi loce tions where Srinath et al (1987) observed that
bc @ caught as nany as 5 rodents 51multgneously
r »nd os pmany as 12 rodcnts were caught in one
tro; within 2 period of seven days. They also reported
teapring of both the species of conmonly occurlng conmen sal

oG Nt

gspocies.,



It beconrs all the more difficult to catch the nice
with the conronly available traps in the narket, as thay
can't either entrap them or withhold them for long. The
mice are considered to cause heavy domese to houscheld
goods, clothings, and paper naterial. The use of Wonder
traps, Sherman treps hos largoely friled to trap the nice
ecause of their light weight and small size.

o'

(v) Comparative efficascy Wondcr trap and of glue ¥rap
The wonder trap is traditional multiple cateh trep.

The comparative study with glue trep conducted at 3 locaticns
in poultry feed store(2) egg store(1) and at one grain

codown in Krishi Mandi (Mendore). In cne godown, the owner
renoved the cages immédiately after the placecment on sentinente
and religious attachments. Both types of traps in these
locations behaved equally in trapping the rodents except

that Mus musculus was trapred on glue boards only. The trep
index was 14.6 rodents/100traps/24 hrs. in poultry farn
wheress in one godown these figures remained 16.6 =nd 11.0
respectively for glue traps and wonder traps (Teble 2).

c) Behavicur of house rat (R. rattus) towards glue traps :

| - )

A4S socn as the house rats wewe released in the large
cases with glue traps inside, the animal reacted very
sharrly. They noved around the board for 10-15 ninutes
~n? then put their mcuth on one cormer of the glue trap
f-r gnawing vhich got stuck up with the glue. They
st rted producing rescue sounds and in an attempt to’

- wlia .

tosh the mouth the forelegs also got entangled and the
s~un® becime louder. Similarly, in the process of rescuirg,
their hind legs,back also got entangled on the glue, w.th
the result they were ungble to move thlough kept trying

e

r-seue. In this process their rectel exereta,

H



galiva and urine elso cane out. Within 30-45 dinutes,

the rats cot exhausted and inactive. ILater they were
removed from the glue trap and were kept in separate

cores (two rots in each). One set in wirenmesh cage and

the other in glass coge with sand on the flocr. Water

end bajra grains were placed in the bowls in both the sets.
In the former set the rots got stuck upon the floeor of the
cage ond becrme alsost nmorbid and died cn the s&re daye.
In % e.}aﬁi; s%tdﬁﬁfbﬁgﬁs_tried to nowe their tail and legs
sligh¥ly, reduced fricticn of stickiness of the glue.

After 3 hours, the animals tried to move on the sond

cnd managed to reach near the woter bowh. As their legs
were stuck with the abdoren, they could not riove properly
and fell in the bowl, but were unable to drink as both

the jaws were also glued together. 411 the aninals in this
set ultinetely died probably due to extensive exhsustion and
lack of feeding after 10 hours.

(d) Dinorphisn in trap ping beheviour in Rattus rattus :

poultry farn and
difference (t=0.24)

IO

in respect of sane

females were trerped —u equally in

47]
(
-
.
.
L4V
.
-

th~-c traps,(i.e., -12.pslas j2-glue trap ond 2 12 nales

in wonder trep whereas 19 fenales in glue treps and 17
ferales in traps). But when behaviour of sexes is analysed
in totzality it is evidently reflected that the females are
nore prone to trapping than the :.nales (i.€., 24 males
trapped versus 36 females ). Thus, about 12 per cent

—ors fimgles are trarped (55.88%) as compared to males
(11.12%). Further, the enalysis of bocy weight exhibited
that gluc traps caught light weighing rodents (nales
reneing fron 32 g to 147 g and fernales fron 23 to 144 & ¢
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and Mus rusculus 7-15 g) as conpared to wonder traps
where no Mus nusculus was ever trarped and in casc of
Rattus rettus nales weighing 48 to 154 g. and fenales with
45.5 g to 168 g. body weight.

CONCLUSICN

The glue traps exhibited higher efficescy in conparison
" to Shernan ond Wonder Traps in both typcs of habitats under

study in following respects :

1. Being very handy in shape (folder type) and sige,

it can be spread/placcd at any site, e.g., below
Sofasets, tebles, Almnrah, T.V., Radio and other places
wvhich are inaccessible for Wonder and Shermncn traps. It
is because of this characteristic it has higher trapability

index. .
2 This trap is nultirle cetch typre and thercfore nore
than one rodent is always trapped wherezss Shermen trap catche:

3

one aninal in cne setting. However, it is conp2rable to
respect but the Wonder trap is of very’

s
big size and sonetines or often trarrdd rodent nmanage to
3. After renoving the trapred animals, the sare glué
board c¢sn be used for subsequent days till the glue is there

on the board. Later it can .'be disposed off.

4. PHeeglue is not poisconous, hence it is very safe

for conmensal rodent nanagenent.

5. As in case of other l:ve treps, the trappred animals
are to be dipped in water for few nminutes (after removing -
froon glue trap) to ensure decth these dead rodents dont!d
pose ony second' ry hazard to wild life and other animals
who fleed on then. ' ‘ '

-



9

6. The glue traps were effective in trepping toth
the cornengal rodent spccies,viz., House rat Rattus nottus

i

and house nouse Mus nusculug whereos Shernan and Weonder

traps proved ineffective in troyping the house nouse.

. N¥on-burrowing type of rodonts (1ike Rettus rattus and
fue nusculus) often avoid entering & new thing like treps.
Thercfore, Wonder traps and Shernan live traps often trap

=3

v
» N

less number of cormenszl roients. Contrerily, flat traps
like glue boards do not create avoidence behaviocur in
conmensal rodients (2s they have nct to enter into a2 hole

like thingz) and if kept on runways of ten entrop thesec rodints.

-~

Thus the glue traps are quite effective in nanaging
the roden t populations in the residential prenises, godowns,
departnental storos, poultry fornms, hospitals and other such
places where use of poisons often becones undesirable.

are

Sugrestions ¢ Following suzcestions if incorpormted are

likely to enhance the efficacy ond use of these glue boards.

1s The colour of board nay bej@such type which would
~ixen with the ground.

. If possible the glue nay be colourcd dark to warq'
~ther pcople on one hand and wouldiﬁith cround in the dark.

The visual avoidence behaviour would thug be nininised.
3o I£ looks quite inhuman if rodents arc se€en strugaling

~
4

hord far rescue but simultaneously they aprear entraprecd

~~rc @eeply (with urine, fseces, and hairs etc. sprvading
). Particularly it is intolerable under house

n~1d contions. Therefore, instead of putting glue all

ne board in continuation, ik it is placed in strips

:+h slots on board on both the sides of glue and also with

= -o~lvthene tyre cover zver individual strip. It will be
c.=i:r for user to remove the polythene cover from desired
ru-her of strips while placing the glue beard and -, cand lsokk

et

teaped-££/cut off the stripes from the slots, on which rofent
is sticking for easy disposal. _

2 Arrangenents for hanging theme glue boards on walls
oy also be provided. ‘
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Table 1. Conparative efficacy of &

lue trap viswa-vis Shernan tray

Locations/habitat  Traps

Total no. Prapring

Potel Trop inde

of traps on first no. of (no. of
sct aay rodents aninals,
trapred 100trop/
in 5 CLQY)
- G N
4+, In houses/ (a)Glue 30 76 180 118.8
~odowne/stores Trap
{Total 10 {v)Shernan 30 8 20 1343
locations) Trep
2. In poultry {2) Glue 15 52 80 106 .6
farns (feed Trap
Stores) {b) Shernan30 10 25 16.5
(Two) ' Trap

mable 2. Relative efficecy of

(nultiple catch type trap)

glue trap and Wonder trep

Locaticn rype of  Total no. Tpapping Total Ixap index
trap ~f trops on Iirst no.of (No.of
sct day rotents rolents/
trapped 100 traps/
in 4 24 hrs.
e ——— oy oo
4+, Poultry feed (2) Glue 14 8 25 44 .6
;ni coz stores Trap
(3 locations) (y) wonder 14 8 25 4446
Trap
5. Grain codown (&) Glue 9 5 6 1665
{locetion) Trap
(v) Wonder 9 4 4 110
Trap

e e e et
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