
S2 Appendix. Expanded literature review of compliance cost burdens.

Henson and Heasman point out, that “since benefits are generally more difficult to
quantify than costs, there will tend to be an in-built bias towards relatively higher
perceived costs” [1]. Businesses are therefore more likely to expect that the costs of
compliance are higher than the benefits, thus making decisions on the margin not to
implement food safety measures. Mensah and Julien [2] identify the high cost of
development and implementation as one of the top five challenges (26%) hindering
compliance of enterprises to Food Safety Management Systems in the U.K. Yapp and
Fairman [3] found that small and medium food enterprises in the UK perceived money
(20%) and time (54%) to be barriers to compliance with food safety regulations in
addition to lack of knowledge, motivation, and trust in food safety authorities. The
negative aggregate impacts of the cost barrier of food safety compliance can reduce
competitiveness of the sector, and have been considered to be serious enough to
constitute a non-tariff barrier to trade [4].

More recently, Grover, Chopra and Mosher [5] analyzed Midwestern processors’
perceived significance of challenges to FSMA PC implementation and found that cost of
implementation was the second most significant challenge, due to cost of infrastructure
investments, third party consultants, and employee training. Barone, DiCaprio and
Snyder [6] similarly found that “cost” (19%) and “time” (25%) were the most frequently
identified barriers for processors in Ohio to implementing ongoing employee food safety
training for PCHF. The FDA itself acknowledges that small food processors face cost
barriers to implementing PCHF [7]. A survey of Food Safety Educators in the
Northeast found that barriers related to learning Food Safety Content consistently
ranked lower than costs-related barriers. For example, on a Likert scale from
“Extremely Challenging” to “Not Challenging at all”, the most challenging barrier is
“costs for hiring additional workers to manage a food safety program”, which 44% scored
as “Extremely Challenging” (44%) [8]. Barriers such as “lack of time for training” (25%
Extremely Challenging) and “costs of training and enforcing compliance with current
employees” (19% “Extremely Challenging”) outranked other food safety content-related
barriers. This suggests that there is a gap between what SMPs’ “perceive”, or fear, the
costs of compliance may be, and evidence-based knowledge of what the costs actually
are, indicating that the cost barrier may be about more than the actual financial barrier
of a compliant FSP.
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