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FSMA 204’s governance logic stops at the loading dock, but the direction of 
travel for regulation is clear: 24/7 remote monitoring is the future

By Michael Moran and Tom Jackson  -  July 30, 2026

Executive Summary 
*****************************************************************************************************
In July 2028 the FDA’s Food Traceability Final Rule — Section 204(d) of the Food Safety Modernization 
Act, universally shorthanded as FSMA 204 — takes effect and completes the most significant change in 
US food safety regulation in a generation. The rule says nothing about pest control. It mentions no bait 
station, no insect light trap, no rodenticide. A facility could achieve flawless FSMA 204 compliance while 
running a pest program built on clipboards and monthly visits.

But FSMA 204 did something larger than regulate lot traceability. It established a governance principle 
that is now embedded in food industry compliance culture: any risk vector that is complex, distributed 
and consequential enough to threaten product integrity must be governed by continuous, auditable, 
system-of-record data — not periodic inspection. The rule applied that principle to the supply chain. It 
has not yet been applied to the physical facility environment.

Map a modern regulated food facility across every material risk vector and a striking pattern emerges. 
Supply chain, cold chain, water, sanitation, air quality, employee hygiene — every one of them is moving 
toward continuous monitoring and structured, contemporaneous, externally producible records. Every 
one of these factors except pest and rodent risk, which remains governed by a methodology that would 
fail FSMA 204’s evidentiary standard if it were applied to any other risk vector in the building: periodic, 
narrative, reconstructed after the fact and attested by the same party responsible for remediation.

This paper is not an argument that FSMA 204 applies to pest risk. It is an argument that FSMA 204 reveals 
the governance logic that will inevitably be applied to pest risk — through regulation, through insurance 
underwriting, through litigation discovery or through all three — and that the trajectory is visible now to 
anyone reading the regulatory environment carefully. The organizations that recognize the gap before 
that moment arrives will occupy a categorically different governance posture than those that respond 
after the fact.

1. What FSMA 204 actually established
Compliance officers do not need another summary of the rule. The Food Traceability Final Rule was pub-
lished in the Federal Register on Nov. 21, 2022 and became effective in January 2023. On Aug. 7, 2025 
the FDA extended the compliance date by 30 months to July 20, 2028, and in November 2025 Congress 
made that extension binding, directing the agency not to enforce the rule before the new date. The 
requirements themselves were untouched: every Critical Tracking Event, every Key Data Element and 
the obligation to hand the FDA an electronic sortable spreadsheet within 24 hours of a request remain 
intact. The extension was a date change, not a redesign.
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What deserves analysis is not the rule’s mechanics but the governance principles embedded in them — 
because those principles, not the compliance checklist, are what the rest of the regulated facility environ-
ment will inherit. Strip FSMA 204 to its logic and it asserts five things:

•	 Continuous, event-level capture is the only credible evidentiary basis for a governance record. Data 
must be captured where and when the event happens — at the harvest, the cooling, the packing, 
the shipping — not reconstructed afterward from memory, residual evidence or invoices.

•	 Critical event documentation must be contemporaneous, not reconstructed. A record created after 
the fact does not meet FSMA 204 data integrity standards or carry the same evidentiary 
weight as a record created by the event itself.

•	 Accountability must be attributable. Each Critical Tracking Event carries named responsibility. The 
record identifies who held the product, who transformed it and who shipped it.

•	 Records must be structured, standardized and available on demand. Key Data Elements are fields, 
not prose. A binder full of prose is not audit ready and will fails to answer a 24-hour request for 
a sortable spreadsheet.

•	 Longitudinal retention is required because pattern recognition requires depth. Snapshots do not 
reveal trends. Governance depends on the ability to interrogate history, not merely to certify 
the present.

•	 Framed this way, FSMA 204 is not primarily a traceability rule. It is the first formal articulation of 
what governance-ready means in regulated food, healthcare and pharmaceutical environments: 
capture at the event, structure over narrative, attribution over anonymity, production on demand 
and depth over snapshots. FSMA 204 is exhibit A for that definition. It will not be the last exhibit.

2. The governance map of a food facility
Consider the complete governance map of a modern food facility — every material risk vector, the instru-
ment that governs it, the cadence at which it is monitored and the character of the record it produces.

The pattern requires no elaboration. Every material risk vector in a modern regulated food facility is con-
verging on continuous monitoring and auditable system-of-record governance — except one. Pest and 
rodent risk, alone among the material risk vectors in the building, is governed by point-in-time inspection, 
documented in narrative form, reconstructed rather than captured and attested by the party responsible 
for its own remediation.

This is not an indictment of Pest Management Professionals (PMPs), whose work is competent, required 
by every major GFSI-benchmarked scheme and accepted by auditors. It is an observation about meth-
odology. The inspection model was the best available governance instrument for decades. Measured 
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against the standard FSMA 204 has now made explicit, it is the last remaining exception in the building — 
and every compliance officer who has walked a facility knows it. This party explains why the five US food 
industry giants with AAA ratings the ESG ratings firm MSCI all deploy remote monitoring technology for 
pest control, with General Mills a noted pioneer and evangelist in this regard. 

Nor is the gap an oversight by regulators. It is a sequencing. Regulatory frameworks address the most 
visible and traceable risk vectors first. The supply chain moved first because contamination events could 
be traced to lot provenance. That was the regulatory priority. Attention will now turn to physical facility 
environment — rodent activity, pest pressure, environmental risk conditions, and a standard that applies 
traceability to these factors is coming. The demand is already there in financial markets and among brand 
managers and general counsels. 

3. The inspection model cannot satisfy emerging governance standards
The periodic inspection model places it in conflict with the governance standard FSMA 204 established. 
This can’t be repaired by more frequent visits, better technicians or improved paperwork, because each is 
a property of the methodology itself.

•	 The auditor-auditee conflict
The entity responsible for pest risk remediation is, in nearly every facility, also the entity that 
generates the governance record attesting to the adequacy of its own work. The technician 
who services bait stations and traps writes the report on the devices. The provider paid to control 
activity certifies the activity as controlled. Nothing about this arrangement is dishonest — but it is 
categorically different from a record generated independently of any interested party, and it would 
not survive scrutiny if proposed for any other risk vector. No facility would accept lot traceability 
records authored solely by the shipper being traced. No underwriter would accept a fire 
suppression certification written by the company that installed the sprinklers with no independent 
verification. Yet this is precisely the structure of the conventional pest governance record, and it 
does not satisfy the evidentiary standard a plaintiff’s counsel, an FDA investigator or a sophisticated 
underwriter would apply to any other facility risk domain.

•	 The contemporaneity problem
Periodic inspection reports are by definition reconstructions of conditions at a point in time. A 
rodent entering a device on a Tuesday night is recorded on Friday morning — if the visit is Friday. 
The record’s timestamp is the inspection, not the incursion. Between visits, the facility is dark: on 
a monthly cycle, a device carries roughly four weeks of unobserved history collapsed into a single 
observation, and that observation cannot distinguish one visitor from twenty or last night from 
three weeks ago. An intrusion event that occurs between visits exists in no governance record at 
all. It is invisible to every external party who relies on that record to assess facility risk posture.

FSMA 204 established the principle that reconstructed records do not carry the weight of 
contemporaneous ones. The question that actually gets asked after a contamination event is not 
“Did you check all the traps?” but “What was the pest situation in this facility during the 
production window for the implicated lot?” With scheduled-inspection records, the honest 
answer is a report from before the window, a report from after it and an inference about the 
middle. Absence of evidence and evidence of absence are different things, and only contem=
poraneous capture produces the second.

The question that actually gets asked after a contamination event is 
not “Did you check all the traps?” but “What was the pest situation 
in this facility during the production window for the implicated lot?”  
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•	 The comparability problem
An inspection report that rates a facility as “satisfactory” has no calibrated meaning relative to 
any other facility or provider, and therefore no way to create reliable benchmarks. Much of what 
the inspection model captures is prose — notes, observations, recommendations — and prose 
does not sort, filter, correlate or trend. An underwriter pricing a portfolio of 300 food facilities 
cannot derive comparable risk signals from inspection reports any more than a mortgage lender 
could price a loan portfolio without standardized credit scores. The governance instrument that 
makes cross-facility risk comparison possible does not yet exist in pest risk. But the market need 
for it is identical to the need that standardized credit scoring addressed in consumer lending — 
and markets with that structure do not remain unscored indefinitely.

4. The regulatory and liability trajectory
None of this would matter commercially if the governance gap were stable. It is not. Three independent 
forces are converging on it, and while no one can responsibly predict the specific instrument or the specific 
date, the direction of travel is unambiguous.

Regulatory signals
The FDA’s trajectory across two decades of rulemaking runs consistently in one direction: from inspection 
toward prevention, from narrative toward structure, from periodic toward continuous. The preventive con-
trols framework at the heart of FSMA made hazard prevention, not hazard documentation, the organizing 
principle of food safety regulation. Environmental monitoring programs — once an industry best practice 
— are now an explicit FDA expectation in ready-to-eat facilities. FSMA 204 extended system-of-record 
governance to the supply chain. Each successive rulemaking has applied the same logic to the next risk 
vector in line. The specific future requirement for facility environmental risk is not yet published. The logic 
that will produce it already is.

•	 Market and insurance signals
The market is not waiting for the regulator. Walmart’s supplier traceability requirement — advance 
ship notices carrying Key Data Element data, SSCC-18 pallet labels, GS1-128 case labels — took 
effect Aug. 1, 2025, nearly three years before the federal compliance date, and chargebacks against 
non-compliant shipments are being assessed now. Retail and food service customers increasingly 
conduct their own supplier risk assessments, and those assessments increasingly ask for evidence 
of continuous control rather than evidence of periodic inspection.

Specialty food industry and healthcare insurers, meanwhile, are beginning to ask questions that 
inspection reports cannot answer. The underwriting differential between organizations holding 
continuous environmental monitoring data and those without it has not yet been formally priced. 
But the actuarial logic that will produce that differential is identical to the logic that produced risk-
based pricing in every other domain where continuous data replaced periodic audit — from 
telematics in commercial auto to connected water sensors in commercial property. Underwriters 
do not ignore measurable risk differentials for long once the data to measure them exists.

•	 Litigation trajectory
Product liability and facility contamination cases are increasingly turning on the adequacy of the 
governance record, not merely the outcome of the incident. The question courts and plaintiffs’ 
counsel are learning to ask is not whether the facility had a pest control contract. It is whether the 
facility had a governance record that would have detected and documented the risk condition be
fore the incident occurred — and if such records were available to the industry and the facility 
chose not to maintain them, what that choice implies about the standard of care. Discovery is where 
governance gaps become liability. The facility that can produce a continuous, device-generated 
record showing no detected activity in the relevant zone across the relevant window holds affir
mative exculpatory evidence. The facility that can produce a report from 11 days before the window 
holds an inference.
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5. What governance-ready looks like for physical facility pest risk
If the trajectory described above is correct, the practical question for a compliance officer, risk manager 
or general counsel is what standard to build toward before any formal requirement exists. Stated as a 
definition rather than a product specification, the governance outcome that the regulatory environment, 
the risk transfer ecosystem and the market are converging on has six elements:

•	 Continuous sensor-based monitoring generating contemporaneous event records — capture at 
the event, not reconstruction after it.

•	 Critical event documentation attributable to named responsible parties with response timestamps, 
so that detection, response and verification each carry accountability.

•	 Third party risk scoring benchmarked against a cross-facility corpus, so that a facility’s risk posture 
has calibrated meaning to an external party.

•	 Tiered disclosure architecture allowing structured access by internal operators, execution partners 
and external governance parties — each seeing what their role requires.

•	 Longitudinal record retention sufficient to demonstrate sustained risk posture management over 
time, not merely present-day condition.

•	 Methodology disclosure sufficient to allow an external party to evaluate the basis of the risk 
assessment — the property that separates evidence from testimony.

Readers will recognize this list. It is the governance standard FSMA 204 established for supply chain trace-
ability, stated in terms that apply to physical facility pest risk: capture at the event, attribution, standardiza-
tion, external producibility, retention and transparency of method. No product is described here and none 
needs to be. The standard is definable now. The gap between where the industry stands and where that 
standard sits is self-evident from the governance map in Section 2 — and closing it is an organizational 
decision before it is a procurement decision.

6. Implications for food service, healthcare and pharma enterprises
Food service and food manufacturing
For food companies, the adjacency is direct. The organizational capability FSMA 204 compliance is forc-
ing into existence — mapping events, defining data elements, structuring records, producing them on 
demand — transfers unchanged to facility environmental risk. FDA environmental monitoring expecta-
tions are expanding, multi-site brands face portfolio-level exposure in which a single facility’s governance 
failure attaches to the entire brand, and brokers and specialty insurers are beginning to differentiate 
submissions on the quality of environmental data. The facility that extends its FSMA 204 data discipline 
to pest risk is not adding a compliance burden. It is amortizing one it has already paid for.

QUESTION: Does your current pest risk governance record satisfy the standard of care that your regu-
latory environment, your insurer and your legal counsel would apply to any other material risk vector in 
your facility?

Healthcare
Healthcare enterprises already operate under governance frameworks that anticipate this standard. Joint 
Commission environment of care requirements, CMS conditions of participation and infection control 
governance all rest on the same premise: that environmental risk in a clinical setting must be managed 
through documented, auditable, continuously verified processes. Clinical quality governance made the 
transition from periodic chart audit to continuous data decades ago. Facility environmental risk — in-
cluding pest and rodent activity in food service areas, supply storage and patient environments — is the 
unfinished extension of that same transition, and surveyors, accreditors and infection preventionists are 
the external parties who will eventually ask for the record.

QUESTION: Does your current pest risk governance record satisfy the standard of care that your accred-
itor, your insurer and your legal counsel would apply to any other environment of care risk?
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Pharma
Pharmaceutical manufacturers hold the clearest analog of all. FDA cGMP facility requirements al-
ready demand documented environmental control, and 21 CFR Part 11 established a quarter cen-
tury ago what a trustworthy electronic record looks like: attributable, contemporaneous, original 
and tamper-evident. A pest governance record that is none of those things sits inside a facility 
where every other quality record is all of them. An FDA Form 483 observation citing inadequate 
environmental risk documentation carries evidentiary and commercial consequences that pharma 
quality leaders understand better than anyone — which is why the gap between the facility’s quality 
system and its pest documentation is most visible, and least defensible, in this vertical.

QUESTION: Does your current pest risk governance record satisfy the evidentiary standard — at-
tributable, contemporaneous, original, tamper-evident — that your quality system applies to every 
other record in the facility?

Conclusion
FSMA 204 does not require continuous pest monitoring, and no honest reading of the rule sug-
gests otherwise. What the rule established — and what customers, auditors, underwriters and 
courts are already carrying through the industry faster than the regulation itself — is a definition of 
what a governance record must be: captured at the event, structured rather than narrative, attrib-
utable, producible on demand and deep enough to reveal patterns. Judged against that definition, 
pest and rodent risk is the last unmonitored vector in an otherwise modernizing facility.

The gap will close. The only open questions are when, through which instrument — regulation, 
underwriting or litigation — and which organizations will have closed it before being asked to. 
The history of governance standards, FSMA 204 included, suggests a consistent answer to the last 
question: the organizations that define the standard tend to be well-positioned when the standard 
is adopted.
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