


received several inquiry calls which have resulted in
two jobs: a large bat exclusion job in Little Rock,
Arkansas and a consultation on a deer problem on an
island off Connecticut.

CONCLUSION

Interaction between private enterprise and
government agencies will continue to develop and
mature. The development and adoption of licensing
procedures and accompanying regulations will follow
the increasing realization that wildlife damage control
by private enterprise is no longer limited to individual
part-time trappers. With this development will come
the addressing of concerns such as liability insurance,
training and continuing education. As an illustration
of such developments, our firm, upon request, had
significant input into the updating of Michigan’s
nuisance wildlife control regulations. Professional
involvement by private enterprise in such activities as
leading government sponsored workshops on wildlife
damage control and committee assignments in
professional umbrella groups (such as NPCA and The
Wildlife Society) will continue and grow.

The final subject 1 wish to comment upoa is ethical
conduct by private enterprise in wildlife damage contral.
Currently, there are problems out in the field. When
there is a buck to be made, there are always those who
will do almost anything to make it. Standards of conduct
are needed. Government, of course, has a role in the
development and implementation of appropriate
regulations. Additionally, professional organizations
usually develop standards for their memberships. Will
the existing diverse professional groups, such as The
Wildlife Society, NPCA, and National Animal damage
Control Association, be the appropriate vehicles for the
development of such standards, or will the need evolve
for a new professional organization to mect the needs of
private enterprise involved in wildlife damage control?

TABLE 2, Wildlife damage control work done by
the Rochester, NY office of Critter Control
from September 1, 1986 through September 11, 1989,

Spp # Jobs %
Squirrels 352 263
Raccoon 249 18.6
Bats 180 135
Moles 101 76
Rat/Mice 98 73
Woodchuck 95 71
Sparrow/Starling 62 4.6
Skunk 55 4.1
Chipmunk 29 22
Vole 29 22
Pigeon 28 21
Snakes 10 0.7
Other 49 3.7
TOTAL 1337 100.0
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99.8 %
74.0 %
723 %
70.6 %
55.0 %
47.2 %
45.0 %
38.0 %
31.0%
20.0 %
12.0%
7.0%
6.0 %
3.0%

Adapted from: Pest Management, August, 1989

TABLE 3. Response to National Pest Control
| Association Vertebrate Control Survey, 1989, onf
control techniques of first choice of NPCA]
member- ship. N = number of respondents which{
replied that they do control the individual
vertebrates.

KEY: L (Live trap), K (Kill Trap), E (Exclusion),
[(Pesticides), R (Repellents), F (Fumigation).

Spp. N Preferred Control Techniques (%)

Mice/Rats 439 P (53.9), K (22.4), E (17.6).
Squirrels 326 L (50.0), E (33.5).

Birds 318 E(452),R (32.5), P (18.8).
Bats 311 E(50.0), R (303), P (153).
Raccoon 242 L (615),E (252).

Skunks 208 L (61.3), E (223), R (10.8)..
Moles 198 P (50.0), K (20.1), F (17.2).
Opossum 167 L (702), E (22.5).

Snakes 136 E (379),R (242),

L (16.4),K (155)

Woodchuck 88 L (583), F (11.9).

Rabbits 53 L (66.7), E (18.7), R (12.5).

Muskrat/Nutria 31 L (50.0), K (39.3).
Armadillo 26 L (66.7), E (25.0).
Coyote/Foxes 13 L (46.0), K (30.8), E (15.5).

Adapted from: Pest Management, August, 1989






