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Defining the Pest Control Specification  
through Risk Assessment 

 
For many years 8 routine inspections, 4 field biologist inspections and 4 services of fly control units 

comprised the core components of the ‘standard’ pest control contract in food manufacturing sites. The past 

few years has seen a gradual shift away from blind compliance with a corporate or customer specific 

standard to a more risk-based approach. To quote a few of the major food safety standards: 

BRC Global Standard for Food Safety (Issue 7) 

4.14.2 – The frequency of inspections shall be determined by risk assessment and shall be 

documented. 

 Tesco Food Manufacturing Standard (TFMS6) 

24.1 – The pest management programme must be based on an assessment of the risk to the product. 

Waitrose Pest Control Policy (Version 3) 

4.3.1 Pest control shall be managed by an external service contract and the agreement of 
frequency and type of visits will be based on a site specific pest risk assessment.  
 

This approach is eminently sensible; every site is unique, so it is not unreasonable to assume that pest 

control contracts should be tailored to meet specific needs. Furthermore, the client should be an expert on 

their own site, and the pest control contractor an expert on pest control, so who better than these two 

parties to decide what is most appropriate for a site? 

Unfortunately, far too often we see contract specifications that are very obviously inappropriate to meet the 

needs of a site; something, somewhere, has obviously gone wrong. Is it the contractor who has wrongly 

assessed needs, site personnel who have decided that what has been recommended is not what they need, 

or a combination of both? 

If the risk assessment process is to work then it requires an honest assessment to be made, probably by the 

contractor, and acceptance by the client that this assessment is appropriate, even where it may necessitate 

increased cost. Listed below are some of the factors that need to be considered during the risk assessment 

process: 

Category Sub category Reason 

Environment Location Where is the site; is it in a rural or urban area? 

Detached or adjoining other 

properties 

Adjoining properties may ‘share’ an infestation 

through cavity walls and shared roof voids. 

Proximity to rivers, canals, railways 

etc. 

These can have a resident population of pests, 

with the potential to infest nearby premises. 

Waste handling procedures and 

facilities 

Waste will attract pests. When poorly handled it 

can bring them close to the building. How are 

waste materials handled, are waste handling areas 
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close to the building, and are food materials 

disposed of in these facilities?  

Building design 

and structure 

Old/new/converted Age of building and previous use can have a major 

impact on pest infestation risk. 

Proofing standards Poor proofing leaves a site open to pest ingress. 

Plant rooms and services External plant rooms may be rarely visited. 

Services may enter through walls/floors in to the 

main building, providing potential entry routes for 

pests. 

Building construction e.g. insulated 

wall panels/double skinned/open 

wall cavities 

Different pests exploit buildings in different ways, 

but insulated wall panels, double ‘skins’ and open 

wall cavities are all exploitable. 

High levels, false ceilings and roof 

voids 

Often difficult to reach, these areas require 

inspection as they can provide infestations with an 

easy route to other areas. 

Raw materials 

and site 

processes 

Chilled, ambient or frozen? This may impact on pests, but in far from 

predictable or clear-cut ways.  

High or low risk? Products such as cereals, nuts and dried fruits are 

attractive to many pest species and will need to 

be monitored closely. A single flying insect in a 

high-care area might be regarded as critical to 

food safety. 

Stock control and turnover Raw materials and finished product that have a 

slow turnover may be more vulnerable to pests. 

So too might retained samples, marketing samples 

or NPD ingredients. 

Conveying and process plant Complex mixing, cooking, drying and packing 

plant, and associated conveyors, may offer a 

multitude of environments for pests to thrive. 

Infestation 

history 

Mice  What has happened previously can be a useful 
pointer to what might be expected to happen 
again. How long has it been since infestation last 
occurred, how long was/has it been present, how 
frequently does it recur, how severe is/was the 
problem, what are the food safety implications? 
All these are questions that will all need to be 
considered.  

Rats  

Cockroaches 

Stored Product Insects 

Flying insects 

Birds 

Production 

schedules and 

seasonal 

The BRC Standard defines a seasonal 

product as ‘A product harvested and 

processed on a site that is opened 

Truly ‘seasonal’ production sites may require a 

less demanding specification for pest control 

outside of the production period; risk assessment 



 

© Acheta, December 2015 

variation specifically for the duration of the 

short term of that harvest (typically 

12 weeks or less) during a 12 month 

cycle’.  

Even when a site produces 52 weeks 

a year there may be a seasonal 

component to production that may 

impact on the pest control 

specification. 

will determine this. 

Sites with largely constant production, perhaps 

with some seasonal variation, would probably 

require a similar level of service all year round, but 

production variation may exert its own pressures. 

For example, peak production periods in sites 

processing cereal products, may have shorter 

periods of shut down for cleaning and 

maintenance, possibly increasing the risk of pest 

activity. 

 
The Risk Assessment will probably involve completion, typically by the contractor, of an ‘assessment matrix’, 

which often incorporates some form of scored assessment. The end result will be a decision as to the 

recommended frequency for the basic components of the pest control contract: 

 Routine inspections; typically 8 or 12, occasionally, 24, 48 or 52 

 Field biologist inspections; typically 4 

 Fly control unit service; typically 4, sometimes more frequent during the summer months 

 Moth monitor service; typically 8 or 12 
 
However, our experience is that even at this point the frequency of service decided upon may still be 
inappropriate. For example, a specific infestation problem may exist, control of which would benefit from 
some specific tailoring of the ‘standard’ contract specification. , A few real-life scenarios best highlight some 
common failings: 
 

Scenario An alternative solution? Learning 

A site previously inspected 8 

times per annum, and with a 

history of recurring mouse 

activity, moves to a ‘non-

toxic’ monitoring approach 

for rodents. It is decided 

through risk assessment that 

the frequency will be 

increased to 12 per annum.  

Is a service interval of 4-5 weeks really adequate 

when the site has a history of infestation? The 

monitoring technique will not kill anything, so 

activity shortly after an inspection may go 

undetected and uncontrolled for several weeks, 

allowing dispersal and multiplication. Inspection 

at least every two weeks, ideally weekly, would 

be more appropriate. A trapping based approach 

might be a better alternative to non-toxic feeding 

stations; there is no reason why site personnel 

could not be trained to a level sufficient for them 

to perform at least some of the routine 

inspections. 

Relying on traps or non-

toxic monitoring 

techniques for rodents 

should always result in 

an increase in inspection 

frequency, with two 

weeks being the 

maximum inspection 

interval. 

All of the fly control units in 

a site manufacturing chilled 

high-risk products are 

serviced 4 times a year.  

It can be argued strongly that some species of 

flying insect have the greatest potential of all 

pests as vectors of pathogens, so can it really be 

justified that this element of the contract has the 

The risk assessment for 

fly control units should 

be done on a unit by unit 

basis, not for all of the 

units on the site as a 
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least frequent specification of service? 

It is generally the case that all fly control units on 

a site are serviced at the same frequency, but 

why should this be so? Quarterly servicing can 

really only tell you what has happened in the 

past, whereas there may be some high-risk parts 

of a site where you need early warning of a 

developing fly problem. If the risk of flying insect 

activity in some areas is considered unacceptable 

then why not increase the frequency of service, 

perhaps even to weekly, for just the units located 

in those areas?   

whole. 

Quarterly service is 

almost certainly 

inadequate where the 

exclusion of flying insects 

is critical to food safety. 

A site with an established 

cockroach population relies 

on permanently located 

sticky traps to monitor for 

activity and direct the 

control programme.  

 

Cockroaches prefer hot, humid or wet areas, with 

organic residues on which they feed. Such areas 

are difficult to monitor permanently as sticky 

traps are quickly spoiled.  

Rather than rely on permanent monitors 

(typically checked 8 or 12 times a year) why not 

conduct short-sharp monitoring exercises, 

locating large numbers of monitors on a short-

term basis, in those difficult to monitor locations 

that cockroaches favour. This should help to 

pinpoint hot-spots of infestation. 

Cockroach monitoring 

programmes must be 

tailored to the needs of 

the site, and 

permanently located 

monitors are rarely the 

best option. 

A site handling large 

quantities of dry food 

commodities that are 

vulnerable to storage moth 

infestation regularly imports 

infestation with incoming 

raw materials. Pheromone 

traps are used for 

monitoring and are checked 

8 times a year.  

An infested pallet bought in just after an 

inspection might sit in racking for several weeks 

before a check of the monitors reveals the 

activity. Were a robust monitoring system put in 

place, and monitors checked weekly during the 

warmer months, then imported infestation is 

likely to be detected far more quickly. Inspection 

frequency could perhaps revert to 8 or 12 per 

annum during the winter.  

Stored product insect 

monitoring programmes 

should be tailored to the 

needs of the site, and the 

frequency of inspection 

should take due regard 

to any seasonality in the 

activity of the pest. 

A factory manufacturing 

products vulnerable to 

stored product insect 

infestation has a pest 

control contract 

specification that makes no 

allowance for inspection of 

plant internals during 

Although there may be evidence for infestation 

outside of the plant, the food-safety critical 

locations where infestation may be present are 

likely to be buried within the plant. If there is no 

schedule to open and inspect this, specifically for 

evidence of pests, then how can it be ascertained 

that product is not being infested as it is 

The pest control 

contractor in such sites 

MUST have some 

knowledge and 

understanding of the 

infestation potential of 

the equipment being 

used to manufacture the 
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shutdowns. manufactured? food product, and should 

work with the site to put 

in place suitable 

inspection schedules. 

 
 
To summarise 

The objectives of the risk assessment are to: 

 Focus the pest control contractor and site personnel on the detail of the site structure, infestation 
history and key risk factors and areas, with a view to producing; 

 An Integrated Pest Management (IPM) programme that is tailored to the specific requirements of 
the site. 

 
No two sites are the same and the risk assessment must take account of the unique features of each site if it 

is to produce a pest control specification appropriate to the needs of that site. This assessment must be 

reviewed regularly, certainly at least annually. Review will also be required after any major change has 

happened to the site, or to the processes within it, or when an infestation incident has occurred which 

requires an investigation of the root cause. 
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