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gLE-RAD - AN EVALUATION REPORT 

INTRODUCTION 

Rodents have always been with man, nostly as pests, 
eversince man became an agriculturist and started having 
graneries. The most important rodents are rats, gerbils, 
squirrels and porcupines. They are recognised as placental 
mammals 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 teeth. They are most destructive of the living 
mammals. Collosal losses caused by then include serious 
health hazards, ise·, more than 130 diseases are transmitted 
to man and its pets, besides ravaging cereal crops, pulse 
and oilsecd crops to a considerable extent at all stares of 
crop growth, processing and storage. Sonetires this danago 
is unbelieveable and beyond imagination. 

Rodent renarerent has been rcognised essential far 
ziniisirs these losses. Tre probler is multifaceted in 

our country because f vest geographicel ara, varied 
species occuring end liited use of rodenticides. Different 
anacement strategies prevalent in the country usually include: 

1. Preventive measures, et, sanitation end clean cultivation. 
2. Rodent proofing 
3. Curative measures e.e., trapping and use of rodenticides. 

Amongst the curative measures the ase of traps has an edge 
over the use of rodent±16%,5s5er serious throats, 
like secondary poisoning, environmental pollution and undesired 
kill of non-target animals, 

The rodent traps are useful in two ways, 

1. For 
2.For 

estimation of rodent population in a habitat, 
'. rodent control where the use of rodentieides 

considered undesirable, 
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The use of rodent traps in the houses, stores, godowns 
and fields have been an ee old practice in our country. 
There are certain tribes who catch the rodents with their 
traditional traps for their consumption (Whitek':ar, 1987). 
Further various types of inddgenous traps are used for 
trapping live or dead rodents both in the fields as well s 
in houses in different parts of the country. Some commonly 
used traps are based on two prindiples, a- hill type and 

v• b - li. trapping type, These include ; Wonder trap, Snap 
trap, Bow trap, Conibear-trap, steel jaw trap» pot trap, 
Sherman trap, Wooden box type trep ete, (Fitzwater and Prakash, 
1978). These traps nay prove quite effective irhanaging the 
rodents, but their repeated use may pose some problems. The 
frequent use of sone traps for severl days makes them 
ineffective, because of development of trepshyness boheviour 
in rodents (Rana, 1982). Hswever the trap success largely 
depends upon sever l other factors like type and size of trap, 
trop spacing, trap placement, baiting and immediate behaviour 
of rodents towards then (Sealander cnd Jemes, '958; Stickel, 1965; 
owe, 197; urell, 1976 and Renn 1985). Moreover, most of 
the trps tch one rodent et z tine, with the result that 
a lrrge nuzber f traps are to be employed for effective 
nereent of the rodent. The smell trps ere often taken 

or draced by then making the trapping 
progrne uneconomic. But all these factors can not be kept 
in ind by cenerl public who are the end users of the traps. 
Therefore, there is e nerd to find e trap which is most simple, 
etsy to handle and possess high trapping success and non­ 
hazardous to non-target species, 

The@luge [rap : The glue traps are of disposable type. 
The main princtple in such trap is the use of highly viscous 
and stickly substances (Polybutanes) which can be produced 
fron the by-products af petroleun and plastic industries. 
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The glue is spread on a surface (Card board) and when it 
is placed on the rodent runways the moving rodents get stuck 
up on these glue. boars, The principle was adopted by 
M/s Sankyo Shodoku Co. Ltd. Tokyo, Japan in the forn of one 

c touh rot catcher. 
through M/s Gujarat 
ocrdinating unit of AICRF on Rodent Control, Central A id 
Zone Rese.reh Institute, Jodhpur end Dirctorte of Flent 
Protection quarantine and Storce (Govt of India) Frilabrd ­ 
through the Pest Control (India) Pvt. Ltd., Bonbay for 

preliminary efficacy evaluation under various rodent 
habitats. 

The trap is made up of folder tyre card board af 
size 22 35.5 cm, (Fig. ). The clue is uniformly 
plastered (2-3 mn. thick) -. the inner side of the board. 
It can be stored in the original folder condition and at the 
tie of se it con be unfolded, The strong adhesive strength 
cen be rnintin.' aven through low to high temperaturs 
(5·C to 1500). 

These were supplied b the conpany 
Fetrosynthese Ltd., ombay to the 

Sine. the pr--rzuisite 
a . >-- • -- us r 

fr usece of th:se clue 
other crotic natcrial 

that would rt=ri the efficacy of flue, these traps were 
not ert in the fild for visualising the trappability of 
field rodents. However, when kept in orchards, vegetable 
fields, squirrels usually avoided then and the traps become 
ineffective due to dust, leaves and other non-target insects 
being inadvertntly trerred. Therefore, these traps 
wcre evaluated under indoor conditions in two habitats : 

1. Houses & stores : C.AZ.R.I., Jodhpur & Dept. of Plant 
Protection Quarantine and Storage, 
Faridabad. 
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2. Poultry farms : C.A.Z.R.I. Jodhpur. 
(In fecd godowns : 
and outside 
poultry sheds) 

3, Grain Godown in Zrishi Mandis 

ME THODO LOGY 

Rodents, bedause of their neohobic and neophil1c 
behaviour tend to avoid traps end are often difficult 
to be captured or controlled by trapping. The trapping 
success depends largely on the setting of the traps at 
appropriate places, i.e, at the rodent runways and at 
other locations where there are clear signs of rodent 
activity. Keeping these points in view the traps were 
set in the area of maximum rodent activities. Before 
setting the glue traps the paper sheet (newspaper) were 
usually placed beneath the trrps to avoid eny moisture, 
dust, rubbish etc. collected on the passage af rodents 
which nay stick to the rodents feet causing weakening in 
the adhesive property of the clue, 

The same boards were set on the subsequent days after 
zanually removing the trrpzed rodents, till rdents were 
seen in the area, Shernen traps and Wonder traps were 
zlso st in the houses, stores, grein godowns and poultry 
fras for comparing the relative efficacy of these traps. 
The behaviour of rodents towerds the glue traps was also 
stuiid by placing these traps in large cages and 
rele .sing the house rats, 

?-5:3 AND DISCUSSION 

(e Effigy pf rlye trap vis-a-vis Sherman trp 
The glue traps were evaluated in residential premises, 

codowns, stores and poultry ferms, where the house rat 

4¥ 

C.AZ.R.I., Jodhpr 
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(Rttus rgttus) and house mouse(Mus nuaculus) are the 
major destructive ro:ant pests ceusing immense losses, 
The Coordinating Unit of AICRP cn Rodent Control evaluated 
these traps (at 15 lo¢ tions) in Jodhpur, where as tho 
Directorate of Flent Protection )urantine and Star.e 
evaluated the traps et 6 loc tions in Fariabzd, Delhi. 
It is cline' thet the Shalf life 5f those trrs is cver 
5 years, if stored at tenner ture up-to 45°0. 

The observtions were token frequently to record the 
rodent catch. It was noted thet in locetions where rodent 
population was high and ninimun disturbance was there, rad ents 
were trep;red within 10 minutes fter setting these traps. 
The observations at Jodhpur indictted highest cetch on the 
first day of the trepping (76 rodents in 30 traps set 
at 10 lotions 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 indiccted by trappings. 

Te catches included both the species of rodents, 
In ccse of Shernnn and Wonder taps which trap;ed only 
house rts, a tot.l of only 118 rodents fron all the locations 
could be trorped. Thus the trap index of the glue tr_ps was 
+3. 4/06$ 123 t65 
-- rodents/totrcps/24 hrs. as against " . and . with 
Sherman traps in houses, @odowns, and feed stores in poultry 
farns(Table 1), As many as 6 rodents fron residential 
proniscs and 12 rodents fron poultry fnrns were trapped 
+ single glue trap in 24 hrs. 

Sinilr finding were also reported fron Farid0bad/ 
Delhi lce.tins where Srinath et al (1987) observed that � 
one clue board ceught as nany as 5 rodents simultaneously 
in one day rnd cs meny as 12 rodents were ceught in one 
tr; within c reriod of seven days. They also reported 
t in of both the species of commonly occuring conmen sel 

nt spcies, 
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It becons all the more difficult to catch the mice 
with the con-only available traps in the narket, s they 
can't either entrap then or withhold then for long. Tho 
ice are considered to cuse heevy domre to housncld 
goods, clothings, nd paper ncterinl. The use of Wonder 
traps, Sherman trps h's largly filed to trap the rice 
because of their light weight and snnll size. 

(b) gonprtiveeffic_g Nonder tror qnd pf glue tr; : 
The wonder trap is traditional multiple ct6h tr:p· 

The comparative study with glue trap conducted at 3 loc¢tins 
n poultry feed store(2) egg store(1) and at one grain 
godown in Krishi Mandi (Mendore). In one codown, the owner 
renoved the cages immediately after the plcccment on sentimental 
and religious ettechnents. Both types of traps in theso 
locations behaved equelly in trapping the rodents except 
that Mug zugulps was trapped on glue boards only. Te trap 
inder va.s 44.6 rodents/100traps/24 hrs. in poultry far 

where:ts in one codown these figures remained 16.6 and '1.0 
respectively fr glue traps and wonder traps (Table 2). 

c) Behaviour pf house rat (R. rettus) towards glue traps : 

As son ts the house rats weve released in the large 
cces with glue traps inside, the animal reacted very 
sharply. They moved around the board for 10-15 minutes 
ri then put their mouth on one corner of the gluo trap 
°-r newing which got stuck up with the glue. They 
st rtel producing rescue sounds and in an attempt to 
th the mouth the forelegs also got entengled and the 

bec. e louder. 
hind les,back 

the result they were 

Similarly, in the process c:' rescu!Lg, 
also zot entangled on the clue, w th 
uneble to move touch kept trying � . 

• rr sue, In this process their rectel exerota, 
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saliva and urine also cane out. Within 30-45 iinutes, 
the rots mot exhausted and inactive, Later they were 
removed fron the clue trep and wer kept in separate 
ces (two rots in ecch). One set in wiremesh core :nd 
the other in class cvce with sand on the flor. Water 
and bajre trains were placed in the bowls in both the sets. 
In the former set the rots cot stuck upion the floor of the 
care nnd becrme elrost morbid and died n the se dry. 
In the later set the rats tried to nor their tail and legs 

ck f Bresee e# 4+al st.cd . 
slightly/reduce~ friction of stickinoss of the clue. 
After 3 hours, the animals tried to move on the send 
nd managed to rench near the water bowl. As their legs 
were stuck with the abdomen, they could not nove properly 
and fell in tho bowl, but were unable to drink as both 
the jaws were also clued torether. All the aninls in this 
set ultinctely died probebly due to extensive exhcustin and 
lack of feeding after 10 hours, 

(d) Dior;his jn tr;ping beheviur jnRttsattys : 

an nelsis cf r'ts trapped in poultry fcrr and 
crin @downs revezlei no significant difference (t=0,24) 
betweon the clue trop and wonder trp in respect of° seno 
sex, i.e., males n' feales were trrred .. equally in 
tho traps,(i.e., 12 alas i clue trap and 12 males 
in wonder tr; whereas 19 females in clue trps and {7 
females in traps), But when behaviour of sexes is analysed 
in totality it is evidently reflected that the females cre 
ore prone to tropring than the : males (i.e., 24 males 
trapped versus 36 females ). Thus, bout 12 per cent 
or feles are tr;red (55.88%) as compared to meles 
(44.12). Further, the enalysis of body weir;ht exhibited 
that gluo traps ceucht light weighing rodents (nales 
rnring fro 32 £ to 147 g cnd females fron 23 to 144 & t 
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and Mus musgulus 7-15 @) as compared to wonder traps 
where no MS uSplus was ever trapped and in cnsc of 

Rattus retts nales weichin 48 to 151 £. and fenales with 
45.5 ¢ to 168 g. body weiht. 

CONCLUSICN 

The glue traps exhibited hirher efficcy in comparison 
to Sherman :nd Wonder Traps in both typos of habitats unier 
study in following respects : 

1. Being very handy in shape (folder tyre) and sine, 
it can be spread/placed at any site, e·€., below 

Sofasets, teblcs, llnnreh, T.V., Radio and other places 
which are inaccessible for Wonder and Sherman traps. It 
is because of this characteristic it has hicher trepbility 
index. 

2, This trp is ultile crtch tyre znd therzfre more 
than one rodent is always trapped wherees Sher:en trep cthes 
one animal in one settinz. However, it is compreble to 

Wonder trar in this rspet but the indcer trp is af very 
bic size znd 

escape after sonetire, 
r ften tr d rodent nanare to 

« 

3. After removing the trer;red animals, the sore glue 
board czn be used fr subsequent days till the glue is there 
on the board. Later it can be disposed off. 

4. ezlue is not poisonous, hence it is very safe 
for convensl rodent nenarenent, 

5. As in cnse of other live treps, the trapped animals 
are to be dipped in water for few minutes (after removing 
from clue trap) to ensure doth these dead rodents do't 
pose any second ry hezard to wild life and other animals 
whe feed on then, 



I 
9 

6. The clue traps were affective in trzptn both 
the oomnensnl rodent species,viz., House rat ttugs zrttus 
and house mouse Mus_musculus wheres Sheran end Wonder 
trps proved ineffective in trrpinc the house mouse. 

7. Non-burrowing type of rod.nts (like Rgttus r_ttus and 
Ms _sglus) often avoid entering a new thing like traps. 
Therefore, Wonder traps and Shernan live trps often trap 
less number of comens:l roents. Contrarily, flt traps 
like clue boards do not create avoidence behaviour in 
conmensal rodents (as they have not to enter into a hole 
like thin) and if kept on runways often entrap these rodcnts, 

Thus the clue traps ere quite effective in ncncinc 
the roden t populations in the residentinl prenises, codowns, 
departmentl stors, poultry frras, hospitals end othor sch 
places where use of poisons often becomes undesireble, 

£lgesting : Followinc questions if incorporoted are 
likely to enhance the efficvcy and use of these clue boards, 

,�J 
1. The colour of board nay be;isuch type which would 
ire with the ground, 

2. If possible the clue nay be colour:d dark to wcrn 
+her zcople on one hand and would,ith cround in the dark. 
The visual avoidance behaviour would thus be minimised. 
• If looks quite inhunan if rodents are seen struggling 
hr! far rescue but simultaneously they aprear entrapr o 
-r deeply (with urine, feces, and hairs etc, spreading 
2n bar!). Frticulerly it is intolerable under house 
-1+ -ntions. Therefore, instead of putting clue all 
-or the bard in continuation, it it is placed in strips 

with slots on board on both the sides of glue and also with 
e -lthene tyre cover or individual strip. It will be 
e±sir fr user to rove the polythene cover from desired 
+·-ber f strips while placing the clue bard and cenn lox 
iezrI-ff/ut ff the stripes fron the slots, on which rent 
is sticking for ecsy disposal, 
+. Arrangements for hanging these glue boards on wells 
.y also be provided. • 
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Table 1. Comparative efficacy of clue trap visa-vis Shernan trer 

Trep:' i& 
on first 
do.y 

Total no, 
of treps 
sot 

Tr;s 

1 1 

Tot:l Ir; ind¢ 
no. of (no. of 
rodents anin.ls 
trap;od 100tr.p 
in5 day) 

______________ Of:YS ·--·----- 

Loctins/habitat 

Tble 2. Relctive efficrcy of clue trp and Wonder trap 
(multiple catch type trap) 

', In houses/ (a)Glue 30 76 180 118.8 
_downs/stores Trap 

Total 10 (b)Sherman 30 8 20 13.3 
locations) Tr& 

2. In poultry (a) Glue 15 52 80 106.6 
farms(feed Trap 
Stores) (b) Sherman30 10 25 16.5 
(Two) Tr.p 

---- -- 

­ 
Lcc<ti0n Tyre of Total no, nrgi Total J7 14nder tr@p of traps on 1rs no.of No.of 

st day rodents roll en ts/ 
trapped 100 traps/ 
in 4 24 hrs. 
day_ .• 

Fultry feed (a) Glue 14 8 25 44.6 
and e­ stores Trap 
( 1citions) (b) Wonder 14 8 25 44.6 

Trp 

+ rir cdown () Glue 9 5 6 16.6 
·-«tin) Tr.p I - " - 

() Wonder 9 4 4 11.0 
Trap 



AC NOW LEDGE[ZITS 

We crtefully acknowledge with thanks the suport cnd 
cuidnce received fro Indian Council of Agricultural itesearch, 
New Delhi, Director, Central Arid Zone Research Institute, 
Jdhrur for the evelation study of the clue trrs. 

Cur sincere thanks are also duo to M/s Gujrzt Petrosyntheso 
Ltd., Bonb:y and M/s Pest Control India Ltd. for prvidin 
the clue traps from M/s Shodok Shenkyo Ltd. Jpn. We vre 
lso thankful to Directorate of Plant Protection urantine 
and Storage (Govt of India) Faridabad for providing data 
on experine ts onried out by then at Faridabed/Delhi. 

Dr. Ishwar Frkssh, Professor of Bninence, CZI, 
Jodhpur needs special thanks for providing scientific 
Euidance and constant encourerenent in carrying out the 
study. The help rendered by Miss Manj Mathur and Mr. B.K. 
Soni, Reserrch Associates and Mr. A.I. Ydeva, Tech. Asstt. 
in ccrryin@ out tho study is also duly acknowledred, 

Dcezbr 31, 1987. 

Ho. ' I 
Froj0ct Coordinator 

AICRP on Rodent Control 
C.4.2.R.I., Jdh:ur-342003 

' 


	image_001.pdf (p.6)
	image_002.pdf (p.7)
	image_003.pdf (p.8)
	image_004.pdf (p.9)
	image_005.pdf (p.10)
	image_006.pdf (p.11)
	image_007.pdf (p.12)
	image_008.pdf (p.13)
	image_009.pdf (p.14)
	image_010.pdf (p.15)
	image_011.pdf (p.16)
	image_012.pdf (p.17)
	image_013.pdf (p.18)
	image_014.pdf (p.19)
	image_015.pdf (p.20)

