
     

  

  
  
  
   

 

   
 

 

 

 
 

  

  

 
 

 

   
 

  
 

   
 

  
   

 
 

   

 
 

 
  

 

Municipal Rodent IPM Working Group 

Project Leaders 

• Matt Frye, New York State IPM Program at Cornell University 
• Ray Delaney, Philadelphia Department of Health 
• Robert Corrigan, RMC Pest Management Consulting, Inc. 
• Jody Gangloff-Kaufmann, New York State IPM Program at Cornell University 

Cooperators 

Full list of 80+ participants and listserv members is available upon request. Cooperators represent 
municipalities, industry and technical representatives from the pest management industry, and academics 
involved in rodent management research. 

Funding Sources 

Funded by the Northeastern IPM Center through Grant #2018-70006-28882, Accession Number: 1017389 from 
the USDA National Institute of Food and Agriculture, Crop Protection and Pest Management, Regional 
Coordination Program.   

Project Location 

Cooperators represent three countries and 21 US states. Working Group is based in the Northeast Region based 
on funding source. 

Abstract 

Urban rodents, specifically rats, represent a persistent challenge for municipalities. To combat rodent problems 
and respond to resident complaints, municipalities undertake large-scale management. Interestingly, despite the 
shared challenges of developing and executing these programs, there is no formal coalition dedicated to 
advancing the science and implementation of municipal rodent management across the United States or 
worldwide. In addition, there are only a handful of technical resources intentionally designed for this important 
audience, with most rodent management information geared toward the private professional pest management 
industry. Furthermore, subject area experts that have experience and knowledge of implementing rodent 
management at any scale are similarly rare. Therefore, the Municipal Rodent IPM Working Group was 
convened to facilitate communication between municipal rodent managers and incorporate the knowledge of 
experts with practical skills and pest behavioral insights, such as industry representatives (manufacturers, 
consultants, and applicators), and academicians. Since its inception, the Working Group has been well-received 
by stakeholders. 

Background and Justification 

As creatures that “live in man's parallel universe, surviving on the effluvia of human society (Sullivan, 2004),” 
rats are a common, yet despised part of urban life. Their notoriety has made them popular media topics, from 
‘rats gone wild’ to ‘Pizza Rat.’ In most cases, urban rats are viewed as the problem, and action is taken to 
manage pest numbers with minimal attention given to their ultimate cause. Meanwhile, these pests are more 
accurately considered symptoms of sanitation problems, and are the result of human behaviors and practices 
that provide food, water and shelter to the rats.  

https://www.nytimes.com/2007/02/25/nyregion/25rats.html
https://www.cnn.com/2015/09/22/living/pizza-rat-feat/index.html


 

 
 

 

 

  

 
  

 

   
 

 
 

 

 

 

       

 

 
   

 
  

  
 

 
 

  
  

 
  
  

As long as there have been urban centers in the United States, they have struggled with rat problems, 
and organized efforts to eradicate pest populations have come and gone (Jackson 1982, Corrigan 2006). In fact, 
the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention at one time provided technical support for municipal rodent 
management programs, but involvement from federal and state agencies has faded since the 1980’s (Colvin & 
Jackson 1999). Today’s programs vary widely based on available financial resources, technical knowledge, 
involvement and influence of politics, and the extent of collaboration with municipal agencies (e.g. parks, 
sanitation), associated trades (e.g. pest professionals) and community groups (Colvin & Jackson 1999). 
Municipal programs therefore differ in their scope (what sites are covered), management methods, data 
collection, program oversight and how programs are funded (Brown & Laco 2015). It is interesting to 
distinguish here the variable support for, and organization of, rodent management programs, especially when 
compared with traditional vector control programs. For example, guidelines for municipal mosquito 
management that include monitoring and control methods are easy to find (see AMCA 2017). 

Despite the long history of rodent control, the available tools have remained relatively unchanged - until 
recently. Rodenticide baits and highly toxic tracking powders remain the standard for chemical rodent control, 
but the industry has expanded its management tools to include contraception (SenesTech), digital or remote 
monitoring, rat hunting dogs, the use of carbon dioxide for burrow treatments, and a renewed emphasis on pest 
exclusion. Unfortunately, solutions for the most important challenge facing rat IPM in cities – sanitation, 
remains unaddressed. Municipalities would greatly benefit from on-going collaborations to discuss the preferred 
techniques, how to best implement them, and which show greatest promise – and discussion about those 
lacking. These conversations become increasingly important as some management tools are removed from the 
arsenal, such as the recent groundbreaking decision to ban several uses of second generation anticoagulant 
rodenticides in California, and temporary bans like the one in British Columbia. 

Although cities differ in important ways that dramatically affect both rodent populations and their 
management, such as resident population size, refuse management system, age of infrastructure, etc., they are 
united in their attempt to conduct large-scale rodent management. With only a handful of technical resources on 
this topic (e.g. Corrigan 2001, 2006), and no professional society dedicated to urban rodent management, 
municipalities often operate in isolation, calling upon consultants and manufacturer representatives to design, 
expand and evaluate their programs in light of new and emerging challenges. Interestingly, university-level 
programs have recently undertaken projects to study urban rat biology and management (Parsons et al. 2020), 
creating new opportunities for partnerships with local or regional municipalities to offer technical expertise. 

In an effort to advance the science and practice of municipal rodent IPM, a working group comprised of 
municipal rodent managers, industry representatives (manufacturers, consultants, and applicators), and 
academicians was formed in March 2021. The current efforts of this working group are reported here. 

Objectives 

1. Assemble a diverse group of stakeholders involved in rodent management, primarily those working in 
the Northeast - but including representatives from all of North America. 

2. Create a listserv (such as, Municipal-Rodent-IPM-L) to facilitate communication amongst group 
members for the purpose of information sharing and collaboration. 

3. Set up two Zoom conferences with stakeholders to share information about programs and understand the 
challenges and opportunities in municipal rodent management. 

4. Identify the 3-5 most pressing research needs for academicians/rodent scientists to address and further 
the science of municipal rodent IPM. 

5. Compile a white paper about the current state of municipal rodent management. 
6. Submit article to Pest Control Technology Magazine defining and highlighting the role of pest 

management professionals in municipal rodent management. 
7. Produce a factsheet guide to assist municipalities based on the information from the white paper. 
8. Create a strategic plan for the Municipal Rodent Management Working Group.  

https://senestech.com/
https://www.pctonline.com/article/game-changing-technology-remote-pest-monitoring/
https://www.pctonline.com/article/game-changing-technology-remote-pest-monitoring/
https://www.pctonline.com/article/a-national-story/
https://www.marketplace.org/2019/05/23/new-york-city-turns-to-dry-ice-to-control-its-rat-population/
https://nysipm.cornell.edu/community/homes-and-other-buildings/scientific-coalition-pest-exclusion/
https://nysipm.cornell.edu/community/homes-and-other-buildings/scientific-coalition-pest-exclusion/
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=201920200AB1788
https://www2.gov.bc.ca/gov/content/environment/pesticides-pest-management/legislation-consultation/rodenticide-ban#:~:text=To%20reduce%20the%20risk%20of,starts%20on%20July%2021%2C%202021.


 

 
    

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

   
 

  
 

  
 

  
 

 
 

  
 

  
  
  
  
  
  
  

  
  

 
 

 
  

 
  

  
  

 

 
 

Procedures 

1. Assemble a diverse group of stakeholders involved in rodent management, primarily those working in 
the Northeast - but including representatives from all of North America. Participants include individuals 
involved in local or city government agencies with responsibilities for rodent management, industry and 
trade professionals, and academicians. The group will be created by email solicitation with the help of 
Co-PDs already in contact with potential members. Members will primarily represent those working in 
the Northeast region, but stakeholders from other parts of North America involved in municipal rodent 
management or academic rodent management programs will be invited.  

2. Create a listserv (such as, Municipal-Rodent-IPM-L) to facilitate communication amongst group 
members for the purpose of information sharing and collaboration. The listserv can easily be created 
and maintained using Cornell’s access to Lyris. 

3. Set up two Zoom conferences with stakeholders to share information about programs and understand 
the challenges and opportunities in municipal rodent management. 

o Meeting 1: presentations by municipal programs (Boston, New York, Philadelphia, Washington 
DC, and possibly others) about what they are doing, what is working, and what is/has not 
worked. 

o Meeting 2: discuss and define metrics of ‘success’ for municipal rodent management programs, 
identify actionable objectives and guidelines for municipal rodent management. 

o Solicit feedback and conduct interviews as needed to acquire additional information for white 
paper and strategic plan. 

4. Identify the 3-5 most pressing research needs for academicians/rodent scientists to address and further 
the science of municipal rodent IPM. This information will be obtained from presentations, and 
participants will be asked to rank each of the priorities via email. 

5. Compile a white paper about the current state of municipal rodent management, challenges, 
opportunities and needs. This will include information obtained through presentations and/or interviews 
with municipalities and a literature review. Topics of interest include: 

o Summary of management practices and how they are deployed in municipalities. 
o Document the scope of programs. 
o Determine management and oversight of program. 
o Data collection, reporting, and recordkeeping. 
o Funding. 
o Barriers to effective municipal rodent management. 
o Strategies to overcome or circumvent barriers to effective rodent management. 

6. Submit article to Pest Control Technology Magazine defining and highlighting the role of pest 
management professionals in municipal rodent management. Pest Control Technology Magazine is the 
premiere trade publication for the pest management industry. An article in this publication would gain 
the attention of owners and technical directors, facilitating essential partnerships with the rodent 
management municipalities. 

7. Produce a factsheet guide to assist municipalities based on information from the white paper (#5 
above). A factsheet that condenses information to practical recommendations, including a list of best 
management practices and the specific situations to use each technique, might better serve municipalities 
– especially smaller cities that may not have technical expertise in rodent management. 

8. Create a strategic plan for the Municipal Rodent IPM Working Group. Urban rodent management is an 
ongoing process that requires sustained involvement from stakeholders. A strategic plan will be 
developed to determine the future direction of the group and move the science of municipal rodent 
management forward. This will help to establish long-term goals and an action plan to achieve them. 
Using the listserv to gather feedback and solicit review, we will set goals for four, eight and twelve 
years.  



  

    
 

  

   
    

    
   

 
 

 
  
 

 
   

  
 

 
 

  

 
   

  
 

   
   
 

 
  

 

 
  

 
 

 
 

   
    

 
  

 
  

 
 

  

Results and Discussion 

This report is written at the half-way point for the project funding period. To date, we have completed the first 
four objectives, with details described below. 

Outcomes and Impacts 

• The Northeastern IPM Center created a website for the working group: Municipal Rodents. Content
about the Working Group was submitted and posted to the website.

• Currently, there are 80 individuals participating or interested in the working group: 57 were initially
invited (all invited individuals agreed/wanted to participate), and 23 requested to join after hearing about
the group.

o Stakeholders represent 52 organizations: 20 municipalities, 13 industry and technical experts, 18
academics, 1 federal government employee.

o Stakeholders represent three countries: Albania, Canada, USA.
o Stakeholders represent 21 US states: AZ, CA, CT, DC, FL, IL, IN, LA, MA, MD, ME, MN, MO,

NJ, NY, OH, PA, TN, TX, VA, WA.
• The listserv, Municipal-Rodent-IPM-L was created in March 2021. The listserv was used to coordinate

meeting dates, send agendas, send meeting notes, share new resources, and collect information on
special topics. For example, a question was submitted about guidelines for preventing rodent problems
at construction sites, and resources/responses were collated.

• Two planned meetings were held on 6/8/2021 and 11/19/2021. A special topic meeting was held on
12/15/2021 at the request of working group members.

• 6/8/2021 meeting: 65 attendees. 26 people actively participated: 5 people used chat and spoke, 5 spoke
only, 16 used chat only. The meeting included presentations from six municipalities (Boston, MA; NYC,
NY; Philadelphia, PA; Washington DC; New Orleans, LA; Seattle, WA). Detailed notes were posted on
the website and videos are available of five of the six presentations. The playlist is ‘unlisted,’ but
accessible with the following link. Participants were surveyed using Qualtrics for their perspective on
the meeting:

o Was this meeting worth your time? 87% Strongly Agree; 13% Somewhat Agree [n=23]
o Do you plan to attend the second meeting? 87% Strongly Agree; 13 % Somewhat Agree [n=23]
o Open feedback indicated that participants wanted more interaction and time for discussion,

which influenced the agenda and approach for the next meetings.
• 11/19/2021 meeting was split into two sections:

o The closed morning session had 19 attendees. 18 people actively participated: 8 used chat and
spoke, 4 spoke only, 8 used chat only. This session included a discussion on how to measure and
define success in municipal rodent IPM, and identification of research needs.

o The open afternoon session had 51 attendees. 26 people participated: 10 used chat and spoke, 4
spoke only, 12 used chat only. This session started with a presentation by Dr. Kaylee Byers from
the Vancouver Rat Project, followed by discussions on challenges and opportunities in municipal
rodent IPM and a brief discussion on strategic planning for the working group. Detailed notes
were posted on the website.

o Two participants requested and received a Certificate of Participation for this meeting.
o Participants in the open session were surveyed using Zoom polling for their perspective on the

working group:
• Was it worth your time to attend Municipal Rodent IPM Working Group Meetings? 97%

Yes; 3% somewhat; 0% NO [n=33]
• Did you learn anything new by participating in working group meetings? 100% Yes; 0%

Somewhat; 0% No [n=33]
• Did you develop any new relationships as a result of your participation in the working

group? 55% Yes; 45% No [n=33]
• Do you think the working group should continue? 100% Yes; 0% No [n=33]

https://www.northeastipm.org/working-groups/municipal-rodents/
https://www.northeastipm.org/working-groups/municipal-rodents/
https://youtube.com/playlist?list=PLoNb8lODb49sv2Ga8VJ7dEXZE1XBAyunv


 

  
 

  
 

  

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

  

  
 

 

  
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

  

 

 
 

   
 

 
 

 

 
 

  

            

What did you value most about working group meetings? (select all that apply)    

35 

30 

25 

20 

15 

10 

5 

0 
Making new Learning about Learning about Learning about Having a forum to Other (not None of the 
connections different rodent data acquisition different discuss challenges specified here) above/nothing 

management and use by codes/laws used and opportunities 
techniques used municipalities by municipalities in municipal 
by municipalities rodent IPM 

• It is worth noting that a higher percentage of participants responded to poll questions when Zoom
polling was used (33/51=65%) versus a Qualtrics poll (23/65=35%). This could be due to the fact that
Zoom polling occurs during meetings when participants are given time to answer questions, versus
Qualtrics polling which occurs after/outside the meeting space.

• 12/15/2021 meeting was by invitation and included 23 attendees. 12 people actively participated in the
meeting: 4 used chat and spoke, 4 spoke only, 4 used chat only. The special session was created to
address an emerging issue and included discussions on how municipalities should respond operationally
when a case of rodent-borne disease is reported, and what methods can be used to reduce risks for
residents. The session started with a presentation by Laura Krueger on Orange County California’s
Vector Control Program Response to Flea-Borne Typhus.
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