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Minor annoyance 
Quality of life 

Illness 
Death 

RIP 



Residents:	  	  Limited	  to	  personal	  property	  

Regional	  programs:	  	  CommuniGes	  



Mission	  statement:	  	  “The	  Norfolk	  County	  Mosquito	  Control	  
Project	  Commission	  represents	  the	  interests	  of	  the	  member	  
communiGes	  and	  their	  residents	  by	  providing	  oversight	  of	  
Project	  acGviGes.	  	  The	  Commissioners	  each	  live	  or	  work	  within	  
a	  community	  serviced	  by	  the	  Project,	  were	  nominated	  by	  
municipal	  authoriGes,	  and	  were	  evaluated	  and	  appointed	  to	  
their	  posts	  by	  the	  State	  ReclamaGon	  and	  Mosquito	  Control	  
Board.	  	  The	  Commission	  strives	  to	  ensure	  that	  the	  member	  
communiGes	  receive	  services	  consistent	  with	  applicable	  laws	  
and	  jusGfied	  by	  tenets	  of	  public	  health,	  vector	  control,	  
environmental	  safety	  and	  fiscal	  responsibility.	  	  The	  
Commission	  invites	  input	  and	  quesGons	  from	  community	  
officials	  and	  residents.	  	  The	  Project's	  website	  announces	  the	  
Commission's	  monthly	  meeGngs	  and	  planned	  agendas,	  and	  
hosts	  minutes	  from	  past	  meeGngs.”	  



The	  NCMCP	  Commission:	  

	  -‐	  pursues	  its	  mandate	  with	  diligence	  and	  care,	  and	  is	  
the	  body	  most	  cognizant	  of	  the	  needs	  and	  desires	  of	  
the	  communiGes,	  as	  well	  as	  the	  abiliGes	  and	  limitaGons	  
of	  the	  NCMCP.	  	  	  	  

	  -‐	  takes	  seriously	  the	  benefits,	  risks	  and	  costs	  of	  all	  
decisions	  pertaining	  to	  surveillance	  and	  intervenGons	  
strategies.	  	  NCMCP	  expenditures	  and	  projected	  
spending	  plans	  are	  carefully	  veUed	  to	  ensure	  that	  
necessary	  services	  can	  be	  delivered	  despite	  challenges	  
imposed	  by	  the	  vagaries	  of	  the	  weather.	  	  



NCMCP	  
25	  towns 	  381	  square	  miles 	  37.5K	  acres	  wetlands	  	  
≥500K	  residents 	  ~50	  species	  of	  mosquitoes	  



Natural	  &	  ar2ficial	  containers	  



Impoundments	  from	  
human	  &	  animal	  

ac2vi2es	  



Seasonal	  and	  2dal	  
flooding	  events	  



Selection of biological, cultural, physical & 
chemical methods to provide the 

greatest benefit in reducing burden  
(nuisance & disease) 

while posing the 

least risk to public & environmental health 

and performed at the 

lowest effective cost 



Surveillance	  



Efficacy	  evalua2on	  &	  research	  



Public	  Outreach	  

hUp://www.massnrc.org/ncmcp/	  



Routine & intensive hand clearing 

Mechanical 
excavation 

Culvert clearing 

Source	  
reduc2on	  



Biological	  &	  
chemical	  

interven2ons	  



Drama2c	  increase	  
on	  non-‐treated	  sites	  

Extraordinary	  
efficacy	  on	  
treated	  sites	  



Surveillance	  &	  interven2on	  ac2vi2es	  are	  not	  free.	  
All	  costs	  have	  risen.	  	  	  

Labor,	  reGrement,	  fringe	  benefits	  

Rent	  

MDPH	  tesGng	  fees	  

Vehicles,	  equipment	  &	  maintenance	  

Fuel	  

InsecGcide	  

SRMCB	  assessment	  







Average per capita cost for residents in NCMCP 
service area = $3.28 

$5.19 / 6oz 

$3.59	  /	  gallon	   $3.73 

~$ 4.00 



January	  13th,	  2011:	  	  NCMCP	  &	  Commission	  held	  an	  open	  
mee2ng	  to	  present	  the	  FY2010,	  FY2011	  &	  FY2012	  Budget	  
Review	  and	  Work	  Plans	  as	  per	  requirements	  of	  the	  
MassachuseWs	  Mosquito	  Control	  Budget	  No2fica2on	  and	  
Compliance	  Cer2fica2on	  Policy.	  	  	  

Invita2ons	  were	  extended	  to	  all	  required	  par2es	  &	  
en22es	  as	  well	  as	  to	  BOH/DOH,	  DPW	  and	  other	  
representa2ves.	  	  	  

No	  concerns	  or	  complaints	  were	  received	  from	  any	  town	  
representa2ve	  before,	  during	  or	  aZer	  the	  mee2ng.	  	  In	  
contrast,	  in	  response	  to	  outreach,	  accolades	  flowed	  in	  
abundance.	  	  



Survey of all 25 DOH / BOH serviced by NCMCP 

The ‘good, the bad and the ugly’? 

Unanimous & unwavering support for project 

“Highly responsive” 
“Fantastic website” 

“Exceptional outreach to community” 
“A pleasure to work with” 

“A great public health asset” 

“Do not cut back on services” 



Thank	  you	  for	  your	  Gme.	  

QuesGons?	  


