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Executive Summary 

 

Food has been at the centre of survival for 

humankind since the existence of any living 

organisms on the planet. Over the last 

century, the universe has witnessed the 

trading of food commodities across globes. 

The quantity and variety of food that 

circumferences the globe today are 

mammoth and call for regulation to 

protect consumer health. This has also led 

to the growth of organized food retailing in 

the Indian market. Nutrition labelling is 

one of the policy tools that can partially 

rebalance unhealthful retail food 

environments and support Indian 

consumers to make informed healthier 

food choices. It is intended to increase 

people's understanding of the nutritional 

value of food and assist in interpreting the 

nutrient declaration. This type of labelling 

is commonly referred to as FOPL. The Food 

Safety and Standards Authority of India 

(FSSAI) has also proposed to institute a 

warning system of front-of-package 

labelling (FOPL). A decade since the Food 

Safety and Standards (Packaging and 

Labelling) Regulations, 2011 

recommended labelling the objectives of 

labelling to caution the customers about 

responsible consumption of nutrients of 

concern has not been fully met. With this 

backdrop, this work collates and 

synthesizes information on the 

development and the current position of 

large food processing companies in India 

on compliance to Front-of-pack labelling 

(FOPL) & barriers and facilitators for the 

FOPL. The study is based on the critical 

review of literature already available from 

various sources like Google Scholar, 

Google, Research gate, reports of various 

food industry associations, consumer 

associations and other stakeholder 

associations,  websites of major companies 

in food processing, social media pages of 

various companies, newspapers, blogs, 

articles, minutes of meetings of different 

forums on the related subjects. The 

keywords labelling,  front of pack labelling 

( FOPL), front of pack nutrition labelling ( 

FOPNL), food processing industries, 

labelling regulations, nutrition labelling, 

nutrients of concern,  etc were searched 

using boolean operators and the extracted 

literature was reviewed. Snowball search 

of references of appropriate literature 

extracted was also employed to expand 

the recruited literature.  No restriction 

related to geography, time or type of 

article/ paper/ literature was imposed. 

 

The review documents suggest, that 78 

models were proposed in the last decade 

whereas WHO has catalogued 65 prevalent 

nutrient profiling models. The models 

range from industry-led schemes to 

government-endorsed schemes and also 

include models developed for internal use 

by manufacturers. There is no recorded 

accord on the advantage or power or 

superiority of any one particular model and 

studies reported that there is ample 

opportunity for regulatory innovation. The 

evidence in the literature also points out to 

and further cement the gnawing reality 

that neither the draft  FoPL regulation 

(2018) nor the WHO SEARO NPM is 

sufficient enough to achieve the objectives 

of processed foods related to health risks 

in India. The Chile model can be a good 

benchmark to design a more contextual 
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Indian model. In India, approximately 96% 

of foods have at least one warning label 

based on the FSSAI proposed FOPL which 

include—displaying nutrients on front of 

the pack; use of terms like sodium for 

thresholds but salt on FoP; use of the term 

‘saturated fats’ and total sugars; use of 

100mg/ml for reference unit instead of 

serving size which can be ambiguous1.  

There are still quite unaddressed issues on 

the FOPL  regulations proposed by FSSAI 

and where FSSAI and consumer groups 

have divided opinions and suggestions. To 

quote a few-- considering positive 

nutrients in the FoP Label; thresholds for 

different categories of foods like solids/ 

liquids or foods/beverages and dairy; 

Design of FoP label which includes 

decisions on monochrome or warning 

labels etc.  Further FSSAI is of the strong 

view that major FoPL models have 

supportive and unsupportive studies to 

back the claims thus an India specific study 

of the national level is warranted. The 

consumer groups however differ from 

FSSAI and opine that international best 

practices which are evidence-based would 

apply to India too.   

An analysis of available literature on the 

present position was carried out in light of 

India spotlight index 2020 for fifteen 

companies that revealed that a few of the 

MNCs headquartered in India have both 

current practice and intention to adopt 

compliance in toto but several others need 

to be nudged or coerced for same. 

  As for the availability of online nutrition 

information on the company website, no 

information was found on the websites of 

6 ( 5 headquartered in India ) companies ( 

 
1 Khurana, A., & Dhingra, S. (2022). Food fudge: 
The story behind why India still does not have 
front-of-pack labelling. Downtoearth.org.in. 
Retrieved 8 January 2022, from 

Parle, Marico, Adani Wilmar, Modelez, 

Emami, Hatsun Agro ). ITC India had 

information for less than 10% of their 

products,  Mother Dairy ( headquartered in 

India)  and Nestle  ( not headquartered in 

India)  had information for 10-49% of 

products. Amul ( headquartered in India) 

had 50-90 per cent of products with online 

nutrition information on their website. 

Britannia, HUL, KM Nandini ( 

headquartered in India) and Coco cola and 

Pepsi (headquartered outside India)   had 

more than 90% of product nutrition 

information available online on their 

websites. Five industry players publicly 

disclose their claims commitment/ 

approach out of which three are 

headquartered in India ( Britannia, 

Hindustan Lever, ITC). Britannia, Hindustan 

Lever and ITC  (headquartered in India) and 

Mondelez, Nestle and Pepsi ( 

headquartered outside India ) displayed a 

commitment to providing back of pack 

nutrition information on some / all 

nutrients not covered by Indian regulation 

(in force in 2019) on saturated fat ( 

separate to total fat ), trans fat, dietary 

fibre and Sodium (salt). 

Several stakeholders (bracketed into 6 

major groups) are identified in this report 

and the facilitating factors and barriers 

related to these stakeholders are 

synthesised in detail. Based on barriers and 

facilitators strategic recommendations are 

included in the report which if 

implemented through an integrated 

approach, can serve as a road map for 

implementing FOPL in India in the right 

spirit. 

https://www.downtoearth.org.in/news/food/food
-fudge-the-story-behind-why-india-still-does-not-
have-front-of-pack-labelling-79078 
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Some of the facilitating factors concerning 

these stakeholders are the availability of 

best international practices, a small set of 

consumers who are well informed and 

positively disposed towards FOPL, 

Government approach with collaborative 

efforts, some industry players already 

doing voluntary FOPL, laudable research 

institutions and public health research and 

advocacy institutions to generate, collate 

and feed evidence to FOPL policy and 

companies having the experience to 

implement it as they are doing it for 

international markets where FoPL is 

mandatory. However review also specified 

that a few of the barriers in implementing 

FOPL  are industry reluctance due to vested 

interests, economic benefits of the food 

processing industry that gets adversely 

impacted if FOPL is mandated in the 

desired form like in other countries,  

suboptimal research in the realm of 

behaviour change communication and 

consumer preferences to enable design 

enforcing and monitoring by regulatory 

authorities such as FSSAI, the small pack 

size of packaged food, consumer 

behaviour and disconnectedness, less 

educated and less informed consumers 

towards FOPL. Further allegation on FSSAI 

for the unnecessary obligation to trade, big 

unorganized sector of street food which is 

contradictory to healthy eating thus 

serving as an argument to organized 

industry for non-compliance to FOPL are 

also acting as a barrier. 

Given the contents of this study, the 

acceptance and adoption of the FOPL 

system by all stakeholders is important 

especially from the food industry as the 

maximum resistance is from there in form 

of delay, defuse or denying. A transparent 

approach to stakeholder engagement 

should be based on evidence and fit in the 

broader realms of strong and legitimate 

public health objectives without any 

pressure or lobbying. A fair understanding 

of the local context of the regulatory 

framework is required through initiatives 

like publishing correspondence received 

on the matter from external parties and 

any meeting notes online to allow the 

public to see the full political process.   

Strong scientific data with a focus on 

helping researchers understand what 

evidence is needed (and by when) to 

support the FOPL  policy process is 

important and a prerequisite for the 

industry to become a key stakeholder. 

Locally designed independent studies 

which assess the performance of the label 

amongst consumers of different 

socioeconomic groups against a set of 

performance criteria such as 

comprehension, the accuracy of 

interpreting can also be not undermined. 

Also, to make consumers active 

stakeholders' insights into how fast 

consumers can interpret whether a 

product is healthy or not healthy are 

important to support the design and 

implementation of a policy. Civil society 

actors can also contribute by building and 

running a public campaign to gain public 

support for FOPL. Likewise, engaging 

technical teams of health authorities or 

relevant groups from academia and getting 

the support of international organisations 

viz World Health Organization, Food and 

Agriculture Organization and their national 

offices can help bring this policy into 

practice. 
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1. Context  

Dietary choices are influenced by a series of individual, societal, economic and environmental 

factors. Within the food retail setting, major drivers of food choice include taste, pack size, 

price, brand, convenience, use-by date, nutrition knowledge and cultural and family 

preferences. Current food retail environments offer wide selections of processed packaged 

foods high in saturated and trans-fatty acids, sugar and salt (HFSS). Typically, retail shelf space 

and in-store promotions favour such foods over healthier options. Further in the last few 

years news of deaths of seemingly fit, well worked out young celebrities has raised the overt 

alarm more frequently than any civilization would have liked, towards the prevalence of non-

communicable diseases in India. There is data aplenty on an increasing number of deaths from  

NCDs like obesity, diabetes, cardiovascular diseases, hypertension, ischemic heart diseases 

and strokes amongst the Indian population in almost all age groups (Figure 1)(WHO, 2018).  

Figure 1: NCDs India Profile 

 

The real numbers run in millions and the evidence converges on dietary risks including poor 

diet, increased consumption of packaged and ultra-processed food, unregimented intake of 

anti-nutrients like sugar, salt and saturated fat as a top contributor for the gradual shift in the 

country’s disease burden(Front Of-Pack (FOP) Labelling on Packaged Foods, n.d.)(Asianage, 

2018)(Network, 2021)(Hussain & Ranjan Yadav, 2016).  

The rise in NCDs in India is directly correlated to changing dietary preferences and an 

increased shift towards ultra-processed foods. India has registered a record pace in the 

growth of this industry. In the sugary beverage category, it is amongst the top five global 

markets and the pandemic has made it even worse as several multinational food companies 

exploited the consumers to promote unhealthy foods without many governmental 

restraints(Ehealth, 2021).  Worldwide packaged junk food is considered the leading cause of 

NCDs like obesity, cancer, diabetes, cardiovascular diseases, and the subsequently biggest 

cause of death than any other risk factor(Network, 2021). In this context nutrition labelling is 

one of the policy tools that can partially rebalance unhealthful retail food environments and 

support consumers to make informed healthier food choices. It is intended to increase 

people's understanding of the nutritional value of food and assist in interpreting the nutrient 
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declaration however this information is provided in addition to, not as a replacement of, 

nutrient declarations. This type of labelling is commonly referred to as FOPL. There are 

prominently two types of FOPL systems —Nutrient specific systems and summary indicator 

systems.  Figure 2 & Figure 2a depicts the types of FOPL systems (Chugh, n.d.). 

Figure 2: Types of FOPL SYSTEM 

 

Another classification of FOPL is based on whether it is interpretive or reductive  as shown  

Below(figure2a) : 

Figure 2a: Types of FOPL 
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2. Research Question and  Objectives  

This work collates and synthesizes information on the development and the current position 

of large food processing companies in India on compliance to Front-of-pack labelling (FOPL). 

The research question is  approached by investigating the following  objectives  

O1: To outline and document  the evolution of Front pack labelling concerning the 

processed food industry  

a)  World scenario  

b)  India scenario  

O2:  To investigate compliance to FOPL by the ultra food processing Industry  

a) The present position on regulatory laws on labelling 

b) Intention to commitment is expected to be in force  from December 2021 

O3: To identify the key stakeholders of FOPL  and analyse 

a) The barriers of stakeholders for adopting FOPL  

b) The facilitators of stakeholders for adopting FOPL  

O4: To suggest strategic recommendations for advocacy towards compliance of FOPL by 

the food processing Industry  

O5: To prepare a directory of contacts and coordinates of stakeholders for reaching out 

for advocacy  

 

3. Methods and Materials  

The study is based on the review of literature already available from various sources. In total; 

6 papers, 23 articles, 15 websites,  7 industry and association reports, 11 blogs and news 

articles, 4 minutes of meetings,  9 social media pages, 8 interviews,  were reviewed.  The 

literature reviewed was synthesised as per the objectives of the study. The findings described 

in the study are based on a critical analysis of the review. 

Review Sources like Google Scholar, Google, Research gate, reports of various food industry 

associations, consumer associations and other stakeholder associations,  websites of major 

companies in food processing, social media pages of various companies, newspapers, blogs, 

articles, minutes of meetings of different forums on the related subjects etc were searched 

for keywords. The keywords—labelling,  front of pack labelling ( FOPL), front of pack nutrition 

labelling ( FOPNL), food processing industries, labelling regulations, nutrition labelling, 

nutrients of concern,  etc were searched using boolean operators and the extracted literature 

was reviewed. Snowball search of references of appropriate literature extracted was also 

employed to expand the recruited literature.   

Inclusion and Exclusion criteria- No restriction related to geography, time or type of article/ 

paper/ literature was imposed. Language restriction of English and Hindi was imposed which 

means resources in another language than Hindi and English were excluded. Full-text articles 

if not available were sourced directly through authors or publishers on request but those 
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asking for paid access were excluded. Abstracts, if comprehensive enough to cover the 

desired criteria were also reviewed. No ethical permission was taken from any subject as the 

study did not include any personal information but only regarded the aggregated information 

already researched by primary authors of the literature. Consultative meetings with CUTS and 

GHAI also helped in scouting and expanding the search strategy. 

 

4.  Large Food Processing Industry in India   

A strong and dynamic food processing sector plays a vital role in diversification and 

commercialization of agriculture, enhancing shelf life, ensuring value-addition to agricultural 

produce, generation of employment, enhancing the income of farmers and creating markets 

for the export of agro foods. The food and beverage industry in India is one of the world’s 

largest with a sales volume of 34 million tons. Euro-monitor data forecast that India will be 

the third-largest market for packaged food in the world by 2021, after China and the United 

States. Studies have found that in India, in urban and rural households, 53% of children 

consume salted packaged food such as chips and instant noodles, 56% consume sweet 

packaged food such as chocolates and ice cream, and 49% of children consumed sugar-

sweetened packaged beverages at an average of over twice a week(Environment, 2017). 

 

4.1 Impetus for the growth of the food processing sector: 

• With a large agricultural resource base, abundant livestock and cost competitiveness, 
India is fast emerging as a sourcing hub of processed foods. This has also led to the 
growth of organized food retailing in the Indian market  

• The rising income level of the growing middle class, rising youth population and 
increased purchasing power is likely to increase India’s overall food 
consumptionAvailability and increase demand for Indian nutraceuticals products 

• Trading and e-commerce of food products are allowed up to 100% through the 
government approval route of FDI(Foreign direct investment). Food business giants 
such as Kelloggs, Nestle and other International organisations are expanding their 
footprint in India because of new avenues of growth in food retailing.  

• India’s geographical proximity to food-importing regions such as Europe, Singapore, 
the Middle East, Thailand, Korea and Malaysia will further boost exports in the future. 

• Opening of Mega Food Park on a cluster-based approach to ensure backwards and 
forward linkages 

 
Despite all this the challenges for the food processing sectors are diverse due to the absence 
of comprehensive national-level policy on food processing sector, difficulty to implement all 
the global food safety measures and separation of academics from applied research, 
inadequate industry linkages, low commercial orientation and lack of collaborative efforts 
with global counterparts. 
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5. Evolution of Front Pack Labelling Concerning the Processed 

Food Industry 

 FOPL has science to back it and nutrient profiling is the framework of this science meant for 

evaluating healthiness. In nutrient profiling, foods and beverages are ranked based on 

nutritional composition anchored to the prevention of diseases and promotion of healthy 

dietary consumption.   

 

5.1 The World Scenario: 
One of the latest literature review documents that 78 models were proposed in the last 

decade whereas WHO has catalogued 65 prevalent nutrient profiling models. The models 

range from industry-led schemes to government-endorsed schemes and also include models 

developed for internal use by manufacturers. In addition to FOPL, nutriment profiling is also 

used for the regulation of the marketing of foods to children and to underpin health and 

nutrition claims on product labels. Some of the seminal models are—Choices  International's 

Programme, UK's multiple traffic light labelling criteria, France's Nutri‐Score,  Australasian 

Health Star Rating (HSR) system(Cooper et al., 2020).  

There is no recorded accord on the advantage or power or superiority of any one particular 

model but the one most widely preferred model as per academic literature is the Australian 

Health Star Rating (HSR) system.  HSR was introduced in 2014 as a voluntary interpretive 

front-of-pack nutrition labelling system. The underlying nutrient profile model is based upon 

the widely used United Kingdom Ofcom model and assesses nutrients of concern (as the 

densities of energy, sodium, total sugars and saturated fat) and positive nutrients (as the 

densities of fruit and vegetable content, protein, fibre and in some cases, calcium)(Front-of-

Pack Labelling: Why FSSAI’s Move on Junk Food Is Important - BusinessToday, n.d.). The 

system scores products based on their nutritional composition per 100 g or 100 ml. These HSR 

scores are then converted to a ‘Health Star Rating’ from ½ (least healthy) to 5 (most healthy) 

stars in ½ star increments. In a longitudinal study between 2013-2018,  available datasets on 

592,635 products from 12 countries were considered, of which 394,815 (67%) were included 

in the analysis of the HSR nutrient profiling system under the category of food or beverages. 

Countries were ranked by mean HSR and median nutrient levels. Mean HSR for all products 

(n = 394,815) was 2.73 (SD 1.38) out of 5.0 (healthiest profile). The UK, USA, Australia and 

Canada ranked highest for overall nutrient profile (HSR 2.74–2.83) and India, Hong Kong, 

China and Chile ranked lowest (HSR 2.27–2.44). India ranked consistently in the least healthy 

third for all measures(Table 1, Figure 3)(Dunford et al., 2019).  
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In another study that used the framework developed by Reeve and Magnusson, a database 

of existing regulations related to Front of Pack labelling was created.  Following a rigorous and 

scientifically valid methodology of searching databases globally, with a broad operational 

definition of ‘regulation” to include both voluntary and mandatory systems, a thorough 

analysis was carried out on different components of FoPL regulations(Magnusson & Reeve, 

2015).  To refine the labelling regulations, strengths of the  31 unique identified practices 

endorsed by 32 Governments  (Australia and New Zealand shared one practice Health Star 

Rating) were highlighted to recommend improvements.  Out of 32  geographic jurisdictions 

under the study  23 had at least some sort of regulations since 2010 however study reported  

9 countries including India were exploring and contemplating the already existing best 

practices for implementation. 

 

5.2 The Codex Alimentarius 
Food has been at the centre of survival for humankind since the existence of any living 

organisms on the planet. But mostly food was produced and consumed locally.  However, 

over the last century, the universe has witnessed the trading of food commodities across 

globes. With channels of communication, transportation and technology expanding, the 

globe has shrunk in terms of availability and accessibility of almost all commodities. The 

quantity and variety of food that circumferences the globe today are mammoth and call for 

regulation to protect consumer health. The Codex Alimentarius, or "Food Code" is a collection 

of standards, guidelines and codes of practice adopted by the Codex Alimentarius 

Commission. It is established by FAO and WHO jointly for dual agenda of regulating public 

concerns about food safety and fair food trade practices is at the centre of FAO and WHO 

food standards programme.  Codex works on policies around food trading and consumer 

health protection based on scientific pieces of evidence from stakeholders including risk 

assessments by independent bodies and facilitation by FAO and WHO by way of consultations.  

As of now, there are no Codex guidelines specific to FOPNL. Also, the stakeholders are 

cognizant of the fact that Codex when working on FOPNL will only provide  “minimum 

standards”--a floor-- with flexibility and scope for countries to exceed these standards.  Codex 
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is being consistently identified as an appropriate forum for international discussions and 

guidance on FoP nutrition labelling due to its historical responsibilities for standards and 

guidance on food labelling, and its status as a standards-setting body according to the 

agreements of the WTO.  Internationally, across the globe, policymakers, food companies, 

and consumers look up to the Codex Alimentarius for the mandatory regulations regarding 

consumer health based on dietary risks. The international food trading community expects 

Codex to provide consistency in guidelines and approach to FoPL which as of 2019 is restricted 

to only nutritional labelling and optional FoPL. Another reason for pinning expectations on 

Codex to provide guidelines is its legitimacy due to its WHO/FAO association status. However, 

there are concerns around imbalance of power while representing interests of different 

stakeholders that dilutes Codex’s acceptability as THE regulatory body for FOPL.  

Also if and when Codex develops guidelines on FoPL it will not be mandatory to comply with 

them under trade law. But it is being contemplated that countries with limited regulatory 

capacity especially  LMICs are likely to adopt Codex guidance with little or no amendment to 

make it contextually appropriate adding to the impact of Codex decisions on national 

regulation.   

 

5.3  Takeaways from World Scenario for LMIC countries including India  
Based on the review of literature encompassing world scenarios, some important takeaways 

related to the regulatory framework to be considered by the countries exploring benchmark 

models  in world level studies are:  

1. There are ample opportunities for regulatory innovations 

2. WHO recommendations of FOPNL are instructive but limited in scope  

3. World trade organisation governing international trade agreements is considered a 

barrier thus needs to be treated with care. 

4. Most practices are voluntary except for 10 countries that have made it mandatory. 

Out of these too, eight have mandated only as recent as 2014.   

5. Most  (22) FOPNL has some display specifications related to size, colour, contrast, 

font etc.  

6. Some regulations, like that of Chile,  has banned marketing tools on FoPL for 

products with nutrients of concerns and mandated a stop sign on FOPL  

7. Few (Six) regulations  include endorsements from the government and very few 

(two ) provide instructions for use especially excessive consumption  

8. The Codex Alimentarius is working upon  recommending  a ‘floor level’ regulation 

for the global market after consultation with stakeholders that can be used as a  

conceptual framework by countries to develop their context-specific FOPNL  policies 

and regulations 
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 Figure 4:- FOP Nutrition Labels by regulatory form(Jones et al., 2019). 
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5.4 Comparison of Nutrient Profile Models- East Asia Regional Organization 

(SEARO) and the Chilean Warning Octagon (CWO) Phase 3  
The appropriateness of food to be categorised as healthy or harmful is based on the nutrient 

profile of food which is assessed by using Nutrient Profile Models based on systematic and 

scientific methods. Some of the indicators used for profiling nutrient contents and quantity 

and quality of nutrients, degrees of processing, food components,  and attributes such as 

discretionary or fundamental ingredients. Nutrient  Profile models are pertinent if they can 

discriminate and flag  HFSS foods and thus facilitate alerting consumers for consumption 

decisions. There can be a wide gap and dilution in nutrients of concern being displayed from 

the maker's end and its comprehension at the user’s end.  Literature is thick with two nutrient 

profile models viz; the WHO South-East Asia Region Organization (SEARO) and the Chilean 

Warning Octagon (CWO) Phase 3 Table 2(Pandav et al., 2021a). 

Basis the literature review available the two nutrient profile models  stand compared as 

follows :   

Table 2: Comparison of Nutrient Profile Models 

 Parameter  WHO South-East Asia Region 
Organization (SEARO) NPM 

Chilean Warning Octagon (CWO) Phase 3  

 Focus on nutrients 
of Concerns - 
Generic Vs Specific   

More Generic – NPM model 
prioritizing HFSS  and energy 
concentrates  
 
 
 

More Specific-- Chilean Warning 
Octagons (CWO) detects and 
distinguishes additional sugar, more  than 
approved sodium in salt, and beyond 
permitted limits saturated fats and flags it 
through  standard pictorial notations   

 

 FOPL -- Focus of 
Nutrition Profile 
Model  

 Not clearly articulated/ no specific 
recommendation-- standard food 
categories used by other WHO 
regional offices basis nutrient cutoffs  

 Clearly articulated with specific 
recommendations—Pioneer in Chile was 
the first country to establish a system of 
black octagons on front-of-package 
caution  labels in mandatory  10% primary  
front visage of the label on all packaged 
products 

 

 Backward/ forward 
integration with 
other dietary risks 
policies  

Partial information is available— 
NPM as a standalone strategy with 
the limited objective of prohibiting 
advertisement to vulnerable 
children population.   
 

Full integration including impact on 
integrated marketing communication( 
IMC) and  point of purchase sanctions--  
Beyond bans to advertising to children 
the system integrated other policies like 
prohibiting the selling of harmful food 
items in and around schools or places 
frequented by children  

 

 Post-
implementation  
impact  

No information available  Many impacts studied, evidence fed to 
furthering  and strengthening FoPL – Post 
implementation of CWO law results  
indicate  at least  1/4th reduction in  
buying and consequent  consumption  of  
high sugar items and decline in calorie 
consumption  

 

 Target of NPM The target for NPM was specifically 
children as consumers -- This NPM 
was created as a basis for  public 
health and NCD related problems of 
children and targeted foods that 

Mass Target- both customers and 
consumers – The enforcement resulted in 
both children and their parents making 
wiser and informed choices because of 
better and easy identification of 
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should be banned from advertising 
to children based on their unhealthy 
food content 

unhealthy foods. This ultimately had a 
direct negative impact on consumption.  

 Food categories  Not specified but as a corollary  can 
be interpreted as the same 
threshold for all foods  

Foods and beverages segregated The 
Chilean NPM segregated foods and 
beverages to decide standards and 
thresholds for nutrients of concern. 

 

 

Underlying NPM is imperative for FOPL as it is the decisive factor for eligibility for products to 

be covered with warning labels depending on inclusion and exclusion criteria determined as 

per NPM thresholds, especially for nutrients of concern, such as sugar, sodium, or saturated 

fat. Also, the percentage of products covered by an NPM will give the consumers the 

benchmark and opportunity to distinguish and compare the labels within managing limits. 

Thus too few or too many will either hinder or confuse the consumers.   

In a study (Pandav et al., 2021b), a database of 31,519 foods and beverages from the Mintel 

Global New Products Database was reviewed for food products available in the Indian market 

from 2015–to 2020. Since  India as of now, does not have any mandatory reporting of 

nutrients many products could not qualify to be recruited and a  sample of 10,501 products 

was subjected to NPM testing. The results were as follows(Table 3) (Pandav et al., 2021a).  

a) 68%  and 63% of the products respectively met the SEARO criteria and CWO criteria 

for at least one warning on FOPL.  

b) Six categories netted over 90% of foods for at least one SEARO nutrient threshold. 

These were  confectionery, fine bakery, processed nuts, frozen dairy desserts, curded 

dairy desserts and processed meat  

c) Seven categories achieved less than 50% criteria for at least one nutrient threshold in 

the SEARO model which was cereals, fats and oils, pasta, fresh/frozen meat, 

fresh/frozen fruits/vegetables, processed fruits/vegetables, and soybean products  

d) About 75 % or more Juices, Dairy drinks and flavoured waters met the criteria for the 

nutrient cut-off threshold of high in sugar SEARO.  

e) Comparing the NPM results, in general, products are more likely to meet the SEARO 

model criteria than Chilean warning labels thus indicating Chilean model is more 

stringent and thus better serves the objective of public health.    

f) Chilean Warning Octagon (CWO) criteria  could pass only 35% dairy beverages  

whereas 74%  of same met the  SEARO criteria  

g) A major difference between the two models is SEARO model does not compel 

information on added ingredients for each nutrient of concern where as CWO requires 

the same before evaluating the nutrient threshold. 
 

Another study in which Nutrition Alchemy collected data for the food industry (n = 1306 

products)  indicated that more than 95% of foods in India would have at least one warning 

label based on the FSSAI proposed FOPL(Pandav et al., 2021b). This near-universal coverage 

of warning labels may be inaccurate and misleading.  The evidence points out to and further 

cement the gnawing reality that neither the existing FSSAI proposed regulations on FoPL nor 
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the WHO SEARO NPM is sufficient enough to achieve the objectives of processed foods 

related to health risks in India. The Chile model can be a good benchmark to design a more 

contextual Indian model. The Food Safety and Standards Authority of India (FSSAI) is 

contemplating instituting a cautionary system of front-of-package labelling (FOPL). Research 

on actual purchases and reformulation supports that voluntary systems like the UK’s traffic 

light system and Australia’s healthy stars, have not shown significant impact on food 

purchasing and a very little impact on reformulation but a mandatory warning system is the 

most successful approach for changing food reformulation and buying at country level.  
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Source (table 2)(Pandav et al., 2021a) 

  

TABLE 3: 
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TABLE 3: Cont.. 



17 
 

5.5 India Scenario: A long journey towards an in-sight destination  

Universally, Front of Pack (FOP) labelling is considered and accepted as the best way to make 

customers aware, inform them and encourage them to make healthy food choices specifically 

when it comes to packaged food. There is evidence abound that replicating the cigarette 

packs labelled with a pictorial warning will discourage consumption of unhealthy processed 

foods topped with nutrients of concern when consumed beyond regulated limits. Both WHO 

and FAO in their jointly established international food standards under the auspices of ‘The 

Codex Alimentarius Commission’ recommend that “FoP labelling is designed to assist in 

interpreting nutrient declarations”—which emphasises ‘interpreting’ thus underlining the 

sentiment of appropriate comprehension of declaration about the nutrients by the producer 

companies. This recommendation further cascades as nutrition labels to be presented as 

simple, mostly graphic, using colour coding that has established interpretation in addition to 

detailed nutrition declaration. It also endorses this simple, easy to interpret labels to be front 

and centre, (literally) in addition to the mandatory back of pack labelling in force to date.  

Several countries like Chile, Israel and Brazil have—through laws—mandated adoption of the 

FOPL packaged food industry and are showing successful results to combat NCDs through the 

same. The regulatory laws are being subscribed by the industry too without any deviation, 

thus setting an example to all other countries of the world about the efficacy of FoPL practice 

for the greater common good.  However the same cannot be said for India,  where despite 

good intentions of the regulatory authority FSSAI, the intentions are not converting into 

actions and thus ambiguity and confusion still surrounds the regulatory adoption of FoPL by 

the food processing industry.   

A decade since the Food Safety and Standards (Packaging and Labelling) Regulations, 2011 

recommended labelling every packaged and processed food with nutritional information, four 

committees have been formed and two draft regulations have been made to further the 

objectives of labelling to caution the customers about responsible consumption of nutrients 

of concern.  The line of sight now is both near and clear.  In the case of packaged foods, the 

nutrition contents are prominently bracketed under four buckets - energy, sugar, fat and salt. 

These foods high in fats, sugar and salt are grouped under HFSS foods.   

With these identified nutrients of concern ( viz, fats, salt and sugar), an expert committee was 

set up by the Food Safety and Standards Authority of India (FSSAI) in 2013,  to propose a  

labelling system in consensus with 2011 regulations. The recommendations of the committee 

in 2014 were a positive step towards strengthening the existing regulations.   A second expert 

committee led by the then vice president of Public Health Foundation of India assessed the 

HFSS foods in the Indian market and submitted a report two years later with 

recommendations to provide nutritional information in easy to understand format and to 

mitigate ambiguities on appropriate serve sizes. The main objective of the committee was to 

propose regulatory limits and labelling and display recommendations.   

Based on this report of 2017, FoP labelling on packaged food was proposed by FSSAI through 

a draft Food Safety and Standards ( Labelling and Display) Regulations, in 2018. With honest 

intentions and evidence-based propositions, the draft mandated food companies to not only 
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put the information on the front label but also emphasise the nutrients beyond the threshold 

in red colour signalling probable hazard. There were a few concerns of the industry especially 

regarding using a red colour which was flagged and consequently another committee was set 

up with the former director of the National Institute of Nutrition. A revised draft based on the 

recommendations was released for public opinion in July 2019. The new version proposed 

deviations were in the nomenclature to be used in the three out of five nutrients of concern 

was altered. The use of sodium instead of salt, saturated fat instead of total fat and added 

sugar instead of total sugar without revising the RDA for sugar were not fully serving the 

objective of easy comprehension by the consumers.   

FSSAI  set up yet another committee ( fourth by FSSAI) constituting members from different 

stakeholder groups like nutrition, the medical community and scientific communities with an 

emphasis on revising limits and thresholds of declaration of nutrients. FSSAI also notified the 

new regulations of 2019 to the committee delinking the FoPL. Simultaneously another study, 

commissioned by FSSAI  through the Nutrition Alchemy corroborated findings of CSE through 

their survey of 1300 packaged food items where the results indicated that about 95% of the 

surveyed items contained at least one nutrient of concern beyond the recommended 

threshold. Between January to June 2021 again, FSSAI over a series of stakeholders 

consultations including industry and consumer groups contemplated upon results of TNA  and 

proposed revised limits.    

Sixth and last thus far, meeting of FSSAI was on June 30, 2021, where a few actions are 

proposed which include—displaying of nutrients on front of the pack; Use of terms like 

sodium for thresholds but salt on FOP; use of the term ‘saturated fats’ and total sugars; use 

of 100mg/ml for reference unit instead of serving size which can be ambiguous.  There are 

still issues on the FOPL  regulations with varied opinions and suggestions like —considering 

positive nutrients in the FoP Label; thresholds for different categories of foods like solids/ 

liquids or foods/beverages and dairy; design of FoP label which includes decisions on 

monochrome or warning labels.   

FSSAI is of the view that major FOPL models have supportive and unsupportive studies to back 

the claims thus an India specific study of the national level is warranted. The consumer groups 

however opine that international best practices which are evidence-based would apply to 

India too.  Another study, no doubt will help decide country-specific FOPL strategy.  The latest 

update as of September -October 2021 is that to address industry concerns like font size and 

format of pictorial representation to be used, IIM Ahmedabad has been granted a study to be 

conducted on 18000 consumers across the country. Based on the results of the study the draft 

regulations are expected to be brought out in the next 6-7 months and by July 2022 the FSSAI 

will make the norms mandatory (Figure 5).  
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Figure 5: FoPL in India  
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5.6  FOPL as a response strategy to non-communicable diseases  

Worldwide the inquiry favours FOPL warning as an important component of strategies to 

promote awareness and positive shifting towards food eating norms towards healthier 

lives(Asianage, 2018)(Network, 2021). Countries are recognising that consumers have the 

right to accurate health information regarding these products as part of their right to health. 

Having incomprehensible or misleading information about a food product puts them at a 

higher risk of making uninformed choices that lead to overweight, obesity and other diet-

related conditions”(Network, 2021). In some countries, this resulted in the implementation 

of nutrient specific mandatory warning labels. To facilitate making informed choices the 

Front-of-Pack labelling is globally accepted as the best practice to help consumers understand 

and adopt healthy food choices(Khurana, 2021). The experimentation done with labelled 

(with images)  cigarette packets is considered replicable for all packaged foods to achieve 

outcomes that consumers make informed choices(Khurana, 2021). Evidence also indicates 

that Front-of-package-labels ( FOPL), especially designs using colours, symbols, icons, that are 

clear and impactful helps the consumers identify quickly and process effectively,   the warning 

signals associated with high content of nutrients of concern like salt, sugar and saturated 

fats(Front Of-Pack (FOP) Labelling on Packaged Foods, n.d.)(Asianage, 2018)(Network, 

2021)(Downtoearth, 2021) (Figure 6). 

Although FOPL merits promise to nudge the customers for making healthy and informed 

choices, it is amongst one of the comprehensive strategies to address dietary risk factors. 

Amongst other strategies are included indirect and long term approaches like nutritional 

literacy, strengthening regulatory laws, graded tax slabs anchored to “nutrition of concern”.  

In the direct and “moment-of-purchase (truth)” strategies the most prevalent so far has been 

voluntary back-of-package (BOP)  nutrition labels specifically where health claims are made.    

The studies have pointed out that mandatory, regulatory and front of package labels that too 

warning labels most effectively supersedes the BOP label information and provide consumers 

opportunity to make informed choices by assessing the product’s overall nutrition(CUTS 

Centre for Consumer Action, 2019).  Cutting across all barriers, the brown/ red and green dots 

are already well in use and known symbols for making choices regarding vegetarian and non-

vegetarian contents in India. With its given literacy, language, demographic, cultural and 

socio-economic diversity, the experience of using an easy-to-comprehend, interpretive 

symbol/ image-based label design on tobacco products in the country,  promises replicability, 

scalability and sustainability to other product categories as ideal to warn consumers regarding 

consumption of more than permissible contents in food(Downtoearth, 2021). 
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Figure 6: -Various labelling systems for addressing the public health concern(Thow et al., 

2020). 

 

Dr Suneela Garg, President, Indian Association of Preventive and Social Medicine (IAPSM) 

said, “All of these conditions such as diabetes, obesity, heart disease or cancers are closely 

linked to excessive intake of energy-dense and nutrient-poor foods and beverages. Extensive 

review has indicated that the excessive availability and consumption of products with  

‘nutrients of concern’  are found to be significantly associated with the obesity epidemic in 

children and adults alike and the increasing NCD burden in India(Network, 2021). Not only the 

exponential rise in accessibility and affordability of these ultra-processed foods is a matter of 

worry, but the addictive properties ( akin to nicotine in tobacco) also compounds the 

apprehensions. Evidence indicates that Indians devour twice the  WHO prescribed limits of 

salt, sugar,  saturated fats(Front Of-Pack (FOP) Labelling on Packaged Foods, n.d.). The 

medical fraternity represented by doctors, associates of public health,  dieticians, policy 

advocates, and lawmakers converge on the dietary risk mitigating strategies around FOPL.  In 

the words of Dr Ravi Kant, Director, AIIMS “A strong and effective FOPL is a public health 

priority for India. The medical community of India stands in solidarity with this important 

policy measure that will protect thousands of Indian lives” said(Network, 2021).  

Pandemic and FOPL requirement 

Poor diet, as a result of packaged and ultra-processed food, is a leading cause for this gradual 

epidemiological shift in India’s disease burden. India’s deadly second wave of Covid-19 has 

also demonstrated that NCDs also compound the burden of infectious diseases on health 

systems. Since the impact of NCDs has been further aggravated by the pandemic it has just 

emphasized how vital it is for the government to ensure that its citizens eat healthily and have 

strong immunity. The pandemic, therefore, has made it even more important to accelerate 

the implementation of FOPL as a tool that merits having healthy food and can help 

policymakers address underlying and urgent societal concerns related to unbalanced diets 

and malnutrition, which will persist in our societies if strong action is not taken. Front-of-
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package warning labelling is a thorough strategy to promote healthier lives, as it is a quick, 

clear, and effective method of consumer awareness about the demerits of gulping down 

unhealthy food and positively impacting public health. 

6. Compliance with FOPL by the Food Processing Industry  

The Access to Nutrition India Spotlight Index 2020 has been developed by the Access to 

Nutrition Initiative (ATNI) to drive positive change in the food and beverage industry in India 

on diet, nutrition and health issues. It is the second iteration of the Index, 2020  of 16  food 

processing companies having business in India throws light on the present position of labelling 

practices concerning regulatory laws and future intention to commitment expected to be in 

force from December 2021 on various dimensions. The findings highlighted that (summary 

Table 4) : 

• Eight out of 16 companies for which data was collected were found to be committed 

to using claims in alignment with FSSAI/Codex Alimentarius. Out of this too only four 

(Britannia, KMF Nandini, Mother Dairy and Hindustan Lever), are headquartered in 

India.   

• Five industry players  publicly disclose their  claims commitment/ approach out of 

which three are headquartered in India ( Britannia, Hindustan Lever, ITC) 

• Amul, Britannia, HUL, KM Nandini, Britannia, HUL had online nutrition information on 

their website got the majority of their products, ( headquartered in India). Coco cola 

and Pepsi (headquartered outside India)   had more than 90% of product nutrition 

information available online on their websites. 

• Less nutrition information was found on the websites of 6 (5 headquartered in India ) 

companies (Parle, Marico, Adani Wilmar, Modelez, Emami, Hatsun Agro) which is a 

concern for public health. ITC India had information for less than 10% of their 

products,  Mother Dairy ( headquartered in India)  and Nestle  (not headquartered in 

India)  had information for 10-49% of products.  

• Britannia, Hindustan Lever and ITC  (headquartered in India) and Mondelez, Nestle 

and Pepsi (headquartered outside India ) displayed a commitment to providing back 

of pack nutrition information on some / all nutrients not covered by Indian regulation 

(in force in 2019) on saturated fat ( separate to total fat ), trans fat, dietary fibre and 

Sodium (salt). These also publicly disclose their list of nutrients included on labels as 

set out in their policies. Coco-Cola displayed a commitment to providing back of pack 

nutrition information on some nutrients not covered by Indian regulation but did not 

disclose their list of nutrients as set out in the policy. 

• The India Spotlight Index also scored labelling of 16 companies on dimensions of 

commitment,  performance and disclosure. Nine out of fifteen companies scored 

above 6 in commitment, 7 scored above 8 in commitment. All companies were 

assigned a score of 0 on performance and five had a respectable score over  6 in 

disclosure. 
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Table 4: Labelling practices by food processing industry players for regulatory laws and future intention 

Name Of 
the 
Company/ 
Group  

Products  Headqu
artered 
in  

Ove
rall 
HSR 
rank
ing 
Indi
a 
Spot
light 
inde
x 
202
0 

2020 
Index 
commi
tment 
to 
using 
claims 
in 
alignm
ent 
with 
FSSAI/
Codex 
Alimen
tarius 

Compa
ny 
publicl
y 
disclos
es its 
claims 
commi
tment/ 
approa
ch 

Availa
bility 
of 
online 
nutriti
on 
infor
matio
n on 
comp
any 
websi
te  

Commitment of providing back of pack nutrition 
information on nutrients not covered by Indian 

regulation ( in force in 2019) 

Availability of product reformulation targets 
regarding nutrients of concern 

Labelling 
Score out of 10  

              Saturat
ed fat 
(separ
ate to 
total 
fat) 

Trans 
fat 

Dietary 
Fiber 

Sodiu
m 
(salt) 

Publicl
y 
Disclos
es list 
of 
nutrien
ts 
include
d on 
labels 
as set 
out in 
policy  

salt 
Sodiu
m 
target 

trans 
fat 
target 

saturat
ed fat 
target 

Added 
sugar/
calorie 
target 

publi
c 
discl
osur
e of 
targe
ts  

Comm
itment 

Perfor
mance 

Discl
osur
e 

Adani 
Wilmar 

Edible Oils India 11 No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

No 
inform
ation/ 
No 
inform
ation 
Publis
hed  

No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

not 
releva
nt in 
relatio
n to 
compa
ny 
portfol
io 

    not 
releva
nt to 
the 
compa
ny 
portfol
io 

  0 0 0 
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Amul 
GCMMF 

Confectio
nery; 
Dairy; Ice 
Cream 
and 
Frozen 
Desserts 

India 15 No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

For 
50-
90% 
of 
Produ
cts 

No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

for 
dairy 
produc
ts salt/ 
sodium 
is only 
releva
nt for 
produc
ts with 
added 
salt 

not 
releva
nt in 
relatio
n to 
compa
ny 
portfol
io 

      0.5 0 0 

Britannia Baked 
Goods; 
Dairy; 
Savoury 
Snacks; 
Sweet 
Biscuits, 
Snack 
Bars and 
Fruit 
Snacks 

India 4 yes yes For 
90% 
or 
more 
of 
produ
cts  

New 
commi
tment 
as in 
2020 

New 
commi
tment 
as in 
2020 

New 
commi
tment 
as in 
2020 

New 
commi
tment 
as in 
2020 

yes releva
nt 
reform
ulation 
target 
is in 
place 

releva
nt 
reform
ulation 
target 
is in 
place 

  releva
nt 
reform
ulation 
target 
is in 
place 

Som
e 

8 0 7.5 

Coca cola 
India  

Bottled 
Water; 
Carbonate
s; Dairy; 
Juice; 
Sports 
Drinks 

US 5 yes No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

For 
90% 
or 
more 
of 
produ
cts  

Same 
as in 
2016 
survey 

New 
commi
tment 
as in 
2020 

No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

Same 
as in 
2016 
survey 

No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

not 
releva
nt in 
relatio
n to 
compa
ny 
portfol
io 

not 
releva
nt in 
relatio
n to 
compa
ny 
portfol
io 

not 
releva
nt in 
relatio
n to 
compa
ny 
portfol
io 

    9 0 2.5 
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Emami 
Agrotech 

Edible Oils India 16 No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

No 
inform
ation/ 
No 
inform
ation 
Publis
hed  

No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

not 
releva
nt in 
relatio
n to 
compa
ny 
portfol
io 

    not 
releva
nt in 
relatio
n to 
compa
ny 
portfol
io 

  0 0 0 

Hatsun 
Agro 
Products  

Dairy; Ice 
Cream 
and 
Frozen 
Desserts 

India 12 No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

No 
inform
ation/ 
No 
inform
ation 
Publis
hed  

No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

for 
dairy 
produc
ts salt/ 
sodium 
is only 
releva
nt for 
produc
ts with 
added 
salt 

not 
releva
nt in 
relatio
n to 
compa
ny 
portfol
io 

      0 0 0 

Hundustan 
Lever 

Concentra
tes; Ice 
Cream 
and 
Frozen 
Desserts; 
Sauces, 
Dressings 
and 
Condimen
ts; Soup; 
Sweet 
Spreads 

India 1 yes yes For 
90% 
or 
more 
of 
produ
cts  

Same 
as in 
2016 
survey 

Same 
as in 
2016 
survey 

Same 
as in 
2016 
survey 

Same 
as in 
2016 
survey 

yes releva
nt 
reform
ulation 
target 
is in 
place 

releva
nt 
reform
ulation 
target 
is in 
place 

releva
nt 
reform
ulation 
target 
is in 
place 

releva
nt 
reform
ulation 
target 
is in 
place 

All 9.5 0 8.8 
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ITC Confectio
nery; 
Ready 
Meals; 
Rice, 
Pasta and 
Noodles; 
Savoury 
Snacks; 
Sweet 
Biscuits, 
Snack 
Bars and 
Fruit 
Snacks 

India 9 No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

yes For 
less 
than 
10% 
of 
Produ
cts  

  New 
index 
compa
ny  

No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

yes   releva
nt 
reform
ulation 
target 
is in 
place 

  releva
nt 
reform
ulation 
target 
is in 
place 

Som
e 

0.9 0 6.3 

KMF 
Nandini 

Dairy; Ice 
Cream 
and 
Frozen 
Desserts 

India 10 yes No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

For 
90% 
or 
more 
of 
produ
cts  

New 
index 
compa
ny  

New 
index 
compa
ny  

No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

for 
dairy 
produc
ts salt/ 
sodium 
is only 
releva
nt for 
produc
ts with 
added 
salt 

not 
releva
nt in 
relatio
n to 
compa
ny 
portfol
io 

      7 0 0 

Marico Breakfast 
Cereals; 
Edible Oils 

India 8 No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

No 
inform
ation/ 
No 
inform
ation 
Publis
hed  

No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

releva
nt 
reform
ulation 
target 
is in 
place 

      som
e 

0 0 0 
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Mondelez  
India 

Concentra
tes; 
Confectio
nery; 
Other 
Hot 
Drinks; 
Sweet 
Biscuits, 
Snack 
Bars 
and Fruit 
Snacks 

US 6 yes yes No 
inform
ation/ 
No 
inform
ation 
Publis
hed  

Same 
as in 
2016 
survey 

No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

Same 
as in 
2016 
survey 

Same 
as in 
2016 
survey 

yes releva
nt 
reform
ulation 
target 
is in 
place 

releva
nt 
reform
ulation 
target 
is in 
place 

    som
e 

8.3 0 8.8 

Mother 
Dairy 

Dairy; 
Edible 
Oils; Ice 
Cream 
and 
Frozen 
Desserts; 
Processed 
Fruit and 
Vegetable
s 

India 7 yes No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

For 
10-
49% 
of 
produ
cts  

New 
commi
tment 
as in 
2020 

New 
commi
tment 
as in 
2020 

No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

New 
commi
tment 
as in 
2020 

No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

for 
dairy 
produc
ts salt/ 
sodium 
is only 
releva
nt for 
produc
ts with 
added 
salt 

not 
releva
nt in 
relatio
n to 
compa
ny 
portfol
io 

      6.5 0 0 

Nestle 
India 

Confectio
nery; 
Dairy; 
Rice, 
Pasta and 
Noodles; 
Sauces, 
Dressings 
and 
Condimen
ts 

Switzerl
and 

1 yes yes For 
10-
49% 
of 
produ
cts  

Same 
as in 
2016 
survey 

No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

Same 
as in 
2016 
survey 

Same 
as in 
2016 
survey 

yes releva
nt 
reform
ulation 
target 
is in 
place 

releva
nt 
reform
ulation 
target 
is in 
place 

releva
nt 
reform
ulation 
target 
is in 
place 

releva
nt 
reform
ulation 
target 
is in 
place 

all 8.5 0 8.8 
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Parle 
Products 

Confectio
nery; 
Savoury 
Snacks; 
Sweet 
Biscuits, 
Snack 
Bars and 
Fruit 
Snacks 

India 12 No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

No 
inform
ation/ 
No 
inform
ation 
Publis
hed  

No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

          0 0 0 

Pepsi Co 
India 

Bottled 
Water; 
Breakfast 
Cereals;Ca
rbonates; 
Juice; 
Savoury 
Snacks 

US|Indi
a 

3 yes No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

For 
90% 
or 
more 
of 
produ
cts  

Same 
as in 
2016 
survey 

Commi
tment 
as 
found 
in 
2016 
withdr
awn in 
2020 

No 
commi
tment/ 
No 
inform
ation  

Same 
as in 
2016 
survey 

yes releva
nt 
reform
ulation 
target 
is in 
place 

releva
nt 
reform
ulation 
target 
is in 
place 

releva
nt 
reform
ulation 
target 
is in 
place 

releva
nt 
reform
ulation 
target 
is in 
place 

all 9 0 3.8 

 

* One Company Aavin TCMPF information is not included as its presence was at the regional level and not enough information is available about their FOPL compliance in the literature 
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7 Key Stakeholders of FOPL 

The stakeholders mentioned in different literature reviewed for this study were collated 

under six broad categories and further subcategories in each of the broad categories. The 

sub categories comprise of but  are not restricted to the following :   

I  Government: Central Government,  State Governments and Health Departments 

II Policy Related Stakeholders: International NGO (like WHO and UN organisations ), 

Government Research bodies ( ICMR, NIN etc), Academia and think tanks, 

International Trade Associations, The Codex Alimentarius, Food and Agriculture 

Organisation ( FAO), 

III Industry:  Food Processing Companies, Industry Associations, Supply value chain 

IV  Civil Society: Consumers Representatives,  Local Government representatives,  

Teachers and Influencers, Nutrition and Food scientists, Health advocates and 

organizations working for child health/rights, women rights and youths, Local 

practitioners, NGOs in the realm of nutrition / Human rights Organisations,  ASHAs 

and other health workers, Media 

V Consumers: Customers and Consumers  

VI Regulatory Authorities:    FSSAI, NCPCR, NCW and NHRC, Public Health authorities 

working  in the area of NCDs 
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8. Barriers of Key Stakeholders for Adopting FOPL  

 Extensive review has indicated each stakeholder has power and ability to influence compliance of FOPL resulting in a delay and concern for 

accepting regulations on FOPL despite evidence that shows that such measure is one of the solutions for the serious health problems that afflict 

the population 

Table 5: Barriers faced by key stakeholders  

No.  Stakeholder Groups  Barriers  
 

1.  Government 
  
Central Government  
 
State Government 
 
Health Departments  

The difference of opinion in industry and public health lobbying -There are conspicuous differences in 
the targets of industry and public health lobbying at the national level, with the industry having access 
to economic policy actors who are perceived to be more influential than health actors in setting 
government decision-making. Further Industry's privileged access to government officials beyond 
democratic debate translates into an increase in their ability to delay and modify regulations making 
them more favourable to their interests.  The review also showed while advocating for FoP nutrition 
labelling at the regional level other stakeholders are advised to represent to health officials, whereas 
industry actors lobbying against public health proposals for FoP nutrition labelling are connected to trade 
and industry officials. 
 
Influence of the political process- The development and implementation of FOPL is a political process, 
influenced by many factors and actors that influence the authority and power of government officials in 
implementing FOPL in four ways: delay, divide, deflect and deny. 
 
Imbalance in the power structure -Few studies also specified a prevalent observation by stakeholders 
that it is bilateral and “backroom” industry/government negotiations that are mostly invisible. There is 
an imbalance of power and the engagement of public health actors, Ministries of Industry/Commerce or 
Agriculture, and Ministries of Health and Policy Implementation organizations on this issue.  
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Unavailability of information- Means of presentation of nutrition information “based on the needs of 
consumers” is at the discretion of “competent authorities” in absence of information on government 
digital platforms about reinforcement of existing nutrition labelling guidelines.   
 
 Consumer believe in government role – People believe that it is the government’s role to protect their 
health, and this framing often rebuts the arguments that food consumption is a matter of personal as 
well as a government responsibility. Due to this the system run without significant quality checks and 
audits by consumers.  

 
2.  

Policy Related 
Stakeholders  
 
International NGO (like 
WHO and UN 
organisations ) 
 
Government Research 
bodies ( ICMR, NIN etc) 
 
Academia and think tanks  
 
International Trade 
Associations  
 
Codex  
 
FAO 

Less unanimity on using a particular FOP system- At least 16 FOPL systems are operating in 23 countries, 
with another 14 schemes proposed. This influences the understanding of the effect of FOPL systems. It 
is important to understand that this act as a barrier in the development, design, implementation, 
defence, monitoring and evaluation of the label. Current Codex Guideline work on FOPNL proposes 
general guidance, rather than a specific FOPNL to be used. Codex processes are slow, and the outcome 
of this work and its eventual legal status is still unclear.  
 
Regime Complex-Codex Guidance- It is perceived Cedex is likely to have a high impact on FoP nutrition 
labelling globally, either positive or negative depending on the nature of the guidance ultimately 
developed. But there is a small and highly interconnected “regime complex” surrounding FoP nutrition 
labelling at the global level that influences discussions being exerted differentially by actors, 
particularly by government and industry. The potential driver for locating the mandate for setting FoP 
standards is  Codex, rather than a public health agency such as the WHO(World Health Organization) is 
also a noticeable point. 
 

 
Exiting Belief of trade associations -Industry thinking that FOPL creates unnecessary obstacles to trade 
in respective of they being independent decision-maker is also a point mentioned in review articles. 
They have avenues to influence which include lobbying and participation in formal decision-making 
forums, at the national government level as well as directly in policymaking institutions. Trade policy 
belief on standards to guide definitions of what constitutes the “necessary” and/or “least trade 
restrictive” requirements on traded goods is also different. 
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Lack of research available on the effects of FOPL - Less availability of scientific evidence on consumer 
response concerning FOPL, different types of FOPL and the effectiveness of potential outcomes for 
product categories also act as a barrier as it is a complex and challenging area for research.  

 
Less proactive approach in advocacy -Eligible International Organizations including intergovernmental 
organizations, non-government organizations (including the private sector and civil society groups) and  
UN organizations is intended to provide expert information, advice, assistance, and to enable 
representatives of professional and technical authorities to express their views and “play an appropriate 
role” in ensuring the harmonizing of intersectoral interests. In practice, a less proactive approach is 
reported in the literature. Further, different levels of financial resources-available to different actors 
influence knowledge and implementation of FOPL 

 

3.  Industry  
 
Food Processing 
Companies 
 
Industry Associations 
 
Supply value chain 

Effect on Cost and Profit structure – Review designated that Industry believes that commercial interests 
are compromised if FOPL is mandatory. They profess that labelling changes would add on cost to 
manufacturers to change their labels and designs, which will be a huge burden, especially for small-and-
medium food companies. Also, not enough evidence on estimated costs of implementation of FOPL is 
available.  
 
The demand for voluntary compliance - Strong lobbying for voluntary compliance than regulatory 
compliance, and positive nutrients rather than nutrients of concern is reported in the literature. They 
prefer advocacy to consumers for making them aware about nutrients profile instead of strong 
compliance.  
 
Pushing for labelling systems that make ultra-processed products look healthier- Products subject to 
the FOPL marketed with health or nutritional claims or contradictory messages also acts as a barrier. 
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Confusion about compliance for product categories- Review suggested manufacturer's concerns about 
the number of categories in which one should divide products for labelling. The pretext of WTO and The 
Codex Alimentarius as contradictory to FOPL regulation also creates confusion and debate. 
 
Technical issues in labelling- Noticeable problems with the font size specified by FSSAI given the back of 
the pack is not so large in pack size available in the Indian market. Secondly, it is also argued that if a 
major portion of FoP is covered with information on HFSS, the remaining information about other 
nutrients will not get the deserved space.  
 
Market-driven approach to address consumer needs -The industry wishes to encash the changing 
behaviour of consumers towards ultra-process food with confusing, voluntary labelling schemes with the 
point that their labelling method effectively informs consumers and to exploit pandemic-like 
emergencies to promote commercial interests also act as a barrier.  
 
Barriers in international trade- Industry raises legal, trade, and economic concerns arguing that FOPL 
policies must harmonize with less restrictive regional and international commercial standards. Further 
industry opined that the FOPL system chosen is not rational and there may be the possibility of policies 
or labels that could be introduced that would reach the same objective but would be the less trade-
restrictive approach. 
 
Unethical marketing practices - Leveraging legal loopholes to continue promoting ultra-processed 
products like placing children’s characters on the product itself rather than on the packages; pushing for 
labelling systems that make ultra-processed products look healthier and placing reformulated products 
with no warning labels, heavy advertising claiming “immunity” of ultra food products at the centre of 
new marketing strategies also act as barriers. 
 
Lobbying and support from Research and Common Front -The formation of "common fronts" against 
the FOPL measure led by the ultra-processed food frequently joined by other business associations such 
as advertisers, package producers, or producers of agro-industrial raw materials or, even, the whole of 
the business associations also act as a barrier as they make industry arguments weighty and strong. They 



34 
 

express criticisms about the measure, arguing that the measure would have serious impacts on the jobs 
in their sector. Further such associations do lobby in government, disseminating arguments through 
media that generate economic fear. Strong lobbying with paid research work carried out by external 
agencies for companies and products marketed also act as a barrier as that churn out (manipulate) 
industry favourable evidence. 
 
Barriers related to the unorganized food retail sector- small and medium scale ultra food processing 
stakeholders feel that they have a huge competition with large unorganized food retail sector, who are 
not under the purview of strong food regulations. Enhancing consumer awareness to exercise healthier 
choices could pose a challenge to them in terms of the market size in such situations. 
 
Barriers related to packing size- India is a market dominated by small packs priced at Rs 5 or Rs 10. 
Displaying the ingredients on that will be a challenge as front-of-pack labelling, where everything related 
to nutrients can’t be easily visible. 

4.  Civil Society  
 
Consumers 
Representatives 
 
Local Government 
representatives 
 
Teachers and Influencers 
 
Local practitioners 
 
NGOs in the realm of 
nutrition / Human rights 
Organisations 
 

Excluding civil society groups- Decision making groups of FOPL undermined the representative nature 
of public policy-making processes and act as a barrier as low involvement of society is there for such an 
important issue. 
 
Missing public health approach-A missing consumer-rights and public health approach to labelling 
focused on providing understandable information to consumers  to actively promote 
healthier choices act as a barrier. 
 
 
Poor media coverage-The poor coverage in media about FOPL and its impact on public health is a strong 
barrier as this led to low knowledge among relevant stakeholders  
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ASHAs and other health 
workers 
 
Interest and advocacy 
groups & Media  

5.  Consumers  Changing consumer behaviour-Changing food consumption behaviour is a challenge to be tackled as it 
is more prone towards taste buds and consuming packed food due to effective advertising by industry, 
incentives, shopping malls culture, online delivery models  
 
Lack of awareness and confusion - To help consumers reduce consumption of unhealthy products 
positive nutrition claims undermine warning labels and make it more challenging for already unaware 
consumers to identify unhealthy food. Lobbying to keep some products like juices, cookies, 
confectionery among others out of the front-of-pack labelling regulations citing "practical issues" is 
also an issue of concern.  
  
Barriers related to cultural and social beliefs- Nutrition-based food consumption behaviour requires 
cognizance of nutrition and the importance of a balanced diet among people. Such behavioural change 
is quite a complex and time-consuming process.  
 
Barriers related to cost of food – Costs of changes to packaging could be passed on to consumers, 
placing the greater financial burden on consumers may also act as a barrier  

6.  Regulatory Authorities  
 
FSSAI 
Regulatory authorities 
working  in the area of 
NCDs 

Lack of assertive leadership- Effective enforcement of mandatory labelling requirements and strict 
compliance will remain the major task to be accomplished. Further lack of capacity to understand the 
requirement of new policy regulation like FOPL at the state level which is the main centre of 
compliance and enforcement are also a concern. 
 
Absence of effective monitoring and grievance redressal mechanism-  
 
Unavailability of evidence-based research - Currently more reliance on context-specific studies leads 
towards no unanimity on using a particular FOPL system. 
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Absence of testing centres- The rigorous testing of front-of-package design, the colours selected, and 
the content and approach towards front-of-package warning label is also a noticeable point. 

 
Guidelines on marketing practices- For strong implementation media coverage of unfair marketing 
practices to aware consumers is also a missing link. For example, various compound ingredients are 
capable of degrading consumer health even if consumed in minimal quantities, yet such issues are not 
addressed in the media. Further unavailability of content and unidentified contact point for FOPL 
compliance officers in companies also act as a barrier. 
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9 The Facilitating Factors  for Stakeholders for Adopting FOPL 

FOPL can generate substantial health gains while entirely paying for itself through future reductions of healthcare expenditures. This strategy 

assumes that purchasing behaviour can be improved if consumers are presented with a label that is perceived, accepted, understood, and used 

during food purchases. Various facilitating factors are reported in the literature for the easy implementation of FOPL. A few of them are listed 

below regarding the relevant stakeholders  

Table 6: Facilitating Factors of stakeholders for adopting FOPL  

No.  Stakeholder groups  Facilitators  
 

1.  Government 
  
Central Government  
 
State Government 
 
 Health Departments  

Positioning as a comprehensive policy approach - Mandatory front-of-package warning labels are 
considered by governments around the globe as an effective and evidence-based way to improve 
dietary behaviour. Lessons can be drawn from such countries to defend the concern raised on FOPL 
guidelines by stakeholders  

 
Strong advocacy possibility – FOPL implementation has the potential to save healthcare costs as it 
helps reduce overweight, obesity and diet-related NCDs. Advocacy by the implementation of FOPL is 
possible as it is essential for healthy diets and a healthy nation.  
 
Availability of strategic communication options for identified challenges -Common elements that 
are important to develop and implement a robust front-of-pack food label that can withstand 
opposition, such as challenges related to domestic, international trade and investment law are already 
identified and  include: 

• Considering the local context 
• Using evidence as a foundation 
• Setting clear policy objectives 
• Carefully designing the label 
• Finding how best to engage with stakeholders  
•  Including monitoring and evaluation early on in planning. 
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2.  

Policy Related 
Stakeholders  
 
International NGO (like 
WHO and UN 
organisations ) 
 
Government Research 
bodies ( ICMR, NIN etc) 
 
Academia and think 
tanks  
 
International Trade 
Associations  
 
Codex  
 
FAO 

Evaluation of implemented FOPL systems -Reviewed articles reported the importance to build an 
evidence base to support action nationally, regionally, and globally. In India, there is no such 
evidence available to support the type of FOP labelling. Hence, research to generate scientific pieces 
of evidence for the laws/regulations for FOP labelling and its effect can act as a facilitating factor. 
Academia, think tanks and research organizations can also research to create such pieces of 
evidence.  
 
Preference towards “non-prescriptive” guideline- Codex guidance has done “well” would strengthen 
and expand FoP nutrition labelling action, because of its role in providing a reference to countries and 
protection from trade challenges but understanding the pathways of effect through which FOPL works 
is important in informing the design, development, implementation, defence and monitoring and 
evaluation of the label. There is no such evidence available to support the pathway &type of FOP 
labelling in the Indian Context. Such studies can also be useful.  
 
Advocacy - Growing evidence from countries with strong FOPL, like Chile, have found that these have 
led to a decrease in purchases of unhealthy food and a higher recognition about what foods are 
healthy. They can also use for spreading awareness amongst consumers and advocacy of FOPL. 
 
 

3.  Industry  
 
Food Processing 
Companies 
 
Industry Associations 
 
Supply value chain 

Role model compliance holding companies-Companies with strong moral and ethical values 
complying without complaints FOPL guidelines can act as a role model. Evidence suggests that some 
companies already complying in export markets in countries where it is mandatory.  
 
Enhancement of Brand Image – Greater responsibility towards public health can help subordinate 

commercial interest to the greater common good for cash and resource-rich companies. Such market 

leaders set an example for market followers and establish their brand image. Companies can change 

their packaging at will and already do so for different countries and markets for their image. 

Increased supply, demand and consumption of processed and ultra-processed foods is also a 

facilitating factor for the companies. 
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Conceptual support in the literature for FOPL options -Research shows that the traffic light label does 

not change purchase decisions and performs worse than FOPL warnings at helping consumers identify 

unhealthy foods. Further “High in” warning labels help consumers more quickly identify products with 

high contents of unhealthy nutrients compared to traffic light labels, which consumers have difficulty 

understanding. Also, GDAs are difficult to understand and have not proven effective in encouraging 

consumers to make healthier choices. Research shows they are among the least impactful FOPL types 

used globally. 

 

4.  Civil Society  
 
Consumers 
Representatives  
 
Local Government 
representatives  
 
Teachers and Influencers  
 
Local practitioners  
 
NGOs in the realm of 
nutrition / Human rights 
Organisations  
 
ASHAs and other health 
workers  
 

Present efforts of civil society organizations- They have persisted in their demand for rights with 
scientific evidence and regular discussions on public health policies. Civil society stakeholders consider 
the WHO’s work on nutrient profiling and FoP nutrition labelling as relevant. For example, PIPAL 
(People’s Initiative for Participatory Action on Food Labelling) is a national grassroots initiative to 
accelerate the adoption of strong food labels. Another such organization is also working towards this.  
 
Engagement of the public health functionaries - There is now strong engagement from the public 
health sector and consumer groups in shifting from complex and confusing to easy-to-understand 
front-of-package (FOP) labels that include images and clear messaging. Public Health Professionals 
and advocates have highlighted the divergence between industry-preferred and public health-
preferred approaches to labelling, often characterizing industry-preferred approaches as “complex” 
or “weak”. This approach has the potential to facilitate the implementation of FOPL.   
 
Engagement of legal, trade and government officials- Multisectoral consultation early in the 
development of mandatory FOPL to understand the obligations under international law, trade 
agreements are taken into consideration for negotiation and draft can be a facilitating factor for 
interest and involvement of stakeholders. 
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Interest and advocacy 
groups 
 
Media  

Media support- During pandemic articles, webinars and documentaries were produced following the 
story of the FOPL and highlighting the industry delay tactics and urgency of implementing FOPL 
considering it as a public health issue. Such activities with higher frequency and reach can help to a 
great extent if carried out through various media platforms including digital platforms. 

5. Consumers  Demand for strong regulation- Rising awareness and collective voice of Indian consumer demands 
for a strong set of regulations is a facilitating factor. Also, recent articles in newspapers like times of 
India, Danik Bhaskar, Economics Times, Business India quoting data in favour of FOPL. Studies 
indicated that symbol-based logos are easily recognizable by consumers.  

 
Improve health literacy – During the pandemic rising literacy towards health to select healthier food 
products can also help consumers to understand what is in their food products. FOPL can help to 
create healthier food environments and indirectly motivate companies to put healthier products on 
the market.  

6. Regulatory Authorities  
 
FSSAI 
 
Regulatory authorities 
working  in the area of 
NCDs 

Conducive Ecosystem- Numerous consultation meetings with stakeholders, and draft regulations 
already available with the guidelines to give room to negotiate with policymakers. Further availability 
of International Framework& benchmarking and precedence of success is a facilitating factor 
 
Interconnected policies -The possibility to connect FOPL measures to other healthy food policies to 
get strong support from influential stakeholders with Centralized Single Authority with a will to 
implement will be a facilitating factor. 
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10. Barriers and Facilitators for FOPL  in India  

The barriers and facilitators for FOPL in India for each stakeholder are summarised as 
follows:  

 

• Disconnected, 

disinterested, less 

educated and less 

informed  consumers 

towards FOPL 

•  

• FOPL awareness  as a 

standalone dietary 

strategy will not work but 

should be  incorporated 

into overall dietary 

guidelines and be 

integrated into general 

healthy diet plans  

 

• Conflicting interests of 

Food processing 

Industry  with FOPL 

 

• Big unorganized sector  

of street food  

contradictory to healthy 

eating  thus serving as 

an argument to 

organized industry for 

non compliance to FOPL 

 

• Compromised stance of 

Regulatory authorities 

due to power of 

Industry with vested 

interests 

 

• Sub Optimal enforcing 

and monitoring  by 

FSSAI  

 

 

 

• International 

experiences, 

best practices, 

benchmarks 

available  

 

• A small set of 

consumers 

though not 

critical mass , 

well aware, well 

informed and 

positively  

disposed 

towards FOPL 

 

• Whole of 

Government 

approach with 

collaborative 

efforts can take 

FOPL from  

draft regulation 

to mandatory 

regulation stage  

 

• Some industry 

players already 

doing voluntary 

FOPL or are 

doing it for 

international 

markets where 

FOPL is 

mandatory  
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• India has laudable 

research institutions 

and public health 

research and advocacy 

institutions to generate, 

collate and feed 

evidence to FOPL policy  

• 2018 draft regulations 

of FSSAI was robust and 

with little moderation 

can squeeze the 

timeline of 

implementation  

• The ecosystem of 

stakeholders   exhibits a 

readiness for 

implementation of FOPL  

•  Several India 

headquartered food 

processing companies 

have shown 

commitment to 

reformulation, 

relabelling and 

acceptance of FOPL 

regulations when in 

force 

• Evidence that 

Consumers do not find 

“high in” warning labels 

to be harsh 

• Lack of country 

specific research 

inputs on FOPL 

 

• World wide evidence 

in favour of reduced 

sale after 

implementation of 

mandatory FOPL 

 

• No clear choice of 

NPM  model or FOPL 

format  by FSSAI as 

yet  

• Industry uses four 

pronged—delay, 

divide, deflect, 

deny, techniques 

for  FOPL  

 

• Allegations  that  

FOPNL creates 

unnecessary 

obstacles to trade 

 

• In India small pack 

consumption 

restricts  FOPL 

 

• Packaged food 

companies 

lobbying to keep 

some products like 

juices, cookies, 

confectionery 

among others out 

of the front-of-

pack labelling 

regulations citing 

"practical issues" 
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11.  Directory of Contacts and Coordinates of Key Stakeholders  

11.1 Government: (FSSAI Officials)  

S. No Name Contact Point  Contact Number E-mail Id 

1.  Ms. Inoshi Sharma Executive Director (SBCD) 
Executive Director (Regulatory Compliance) 

011-23667231 directorfssai[at]gmail[dot]com 
ed-office[at]fssai[dot]gov[dot]in 

2.  Dr. N. Bhaskar Advisor (Science & Standards) 011-23217833 advisor[at]fssai[dot]gov[dot]in 

3.  Shri Sunil Bakshi Head (Regulations/Codex/International 
Cooperation) 

011-23237439 advisor-regulation[at]fssai[dot]gov[dot]in, 
sbakshi[dot]fssai[at]gmail[dot]com 

4.  Dr. Amit Sharma Director (Trade and IC) 011-23667395 dramit[dot]sharma[at]fssai[dot]gov[dot]in 

5.  Shri Anil Mehta Joint Director (Regulatory Compliance) 011-23667353 anilmehta[at]fssai[dot]gov[dot]in 

6.  Shri P. Karthikeyan Deputy Director (Regulations / Codex) 011-23231681 regulation[at]fssai[dot]gov[dot]in 

7.  Ms. Kriti Chugh Assistant Director (Regulatory Compliance) 011-23237435 kriti[dot]chugh[at]fssai[dot]gov[dot]in 

 

11.2 Policy Related Stakeholders 

S. No. Name  Contact Point  Organization Contact Number E-mail Id 

8.  Abhinav Singh 
Jt. Director 

 

FICCI NA abhinav.singh@ficci.com 

9.  Ms Nirupama Sharma Joint Director & Head The Associated 
Chambers of 
Commerce and 
Industry of India 

NA nirupama.sharma@assocham.com 

10.  Mili Bhattacharya Senior Manager- Scientific 
Nutrition and Regulatory 

Coca- Cola India 9899912250 mbhattacharya@coca-cola.com 

11.  Vijay Gaur Head – Regulatory Affairs Danone India 
 

NA vijay.gaur@danone.com 

12.       
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13.  Ms Jyoti Vij 

 

Deputy Secretary-General FICCI 
 

+91-11-
23487257, 
23487417 

jyoti.vij@ficci.com 
 

14.  Neelu Khurana Advance Manufacturing 
Trainer 

Haldiram 9999361524 neelu.khurana@haldiram.com 

15.  Krishna Kumar Joshi  ITC NA krishnakumar.joshi@itc.in 

16.  Shaminder Singh  Pepsico NA shaminder.singh@pepsico.com 

17.  Parna Das Gupta Director  
 

Regulatory and 
Government 
Affairs-South Asia 

Kelloggs parna.dasgupta@kellogg.com 

18.  Ms. Anshu Gupta,   Genmills NA anshu.gupta@genmills.com 

19.  Ms. Anindita Mehta  CERC NA erc-env@nic.in, cerc@cercindia.org 

20.  Prof. Bejon Kumar  Founder Healthy You 
Foundation 

NA support@jagograhakjago.com 

21.  Mr. Ashim Sanyal,  CEO Consumer Voice 011-3510 2336 cvoice@consumer-voice.org 

22.  Mr Amit Khurana, 
Director,CSE 

Programme Director Food 
Safety & Toxins 

CSE +91 9810813245 k_amit@cseindia.org 

23.  Sonal Dhingra  Deputy Programme 
Manager Food Safety and 
Toxins 

CSE 011-3510 2336 Sonal.Dhingra@cseindia.org 

24.  Mr Kumar Kalpam  NA Mother Dairy NA NA 

25.  Dr. Prabodh Halde NA Marico NA NA 

26.  Dr Anirudha Chhonkar Head Regulatory Advocacy Nestle India Ltd NA NA 

27.  Mr. Vikas Jain, PMV  NA Nutrients NA NA 

28.  Ms Sangeeta Chaddha NA HUL NA NA 

29.  Ms Shreya Pandey Member AIFPA NA NA 

30.  Mr. Kajal Debnath NA DFM Foods LTD NA NA 

mailto:jyoti.vij@ficci.com
mailto:support@jagograhakjago.com
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31.  Ms. Poonam Aggarwal NA Danone India NA NA 

32.  Mr. Phani Kumar NA Zydus Wellness NA NA 

33.  Mr. Ashish Dixit NA Dabur, India Ltd NA NA 

34.  Ms. Rika Ranjan NA Haldirams NA NA 

35.  Ms. Rashida Vapiwala Principal Investigator The Nutrition 
Alchemy 

NA NA 

36.  Ms. Saroja Iyer Executive Director Citizen Consumer 
and Civic Action 
Group, Chennai 

NA NA 
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11.3 Industry (Companies’ customer care information) 

S. No Company Name   Customer Care Number Consumer Services E-mail ID 

37.  Amul 18002583333 customercare@amul.coop 

38.  Nestlé India Ltd. 1800 103 1947 
 

wecare@in.nestle.com 

39.  ITC, India  +91 863 235 4001 
+91 4027801024 

contactus@itc.in 

40.  Britannia Industries  feedback@britindia.com 

41.  Mother Dairy   18001801018 consumer.services@motherdairy.com 

42.  Parle Products Private Limited  022-6713 0300 NA 

43.  Parle Agro  consumercell@parleagro.com 

44.  MTR Foods Pvt Ltd  feedback@mtrfoods.com 

45.  Ruchi Soya +91 (731) 4767109 / 4767110 corporate@ruchisoya.com 

46.  KRBL Limited +91-7827433433 customercare@krblindia.com 

47.  McCain India 
 

01146699000 customerserviceindia@mccain.com 

48.  Kohinoor Foods Limited, India 18001032005 NA 

 

11.4 Civil Society 

1.  Organization  Number E-mail ID 

2.  Down to Earth NA https://www.downtoearth.org.in/user/signup 

3.  CAG NA  

4.  Centre for Science and Environment (11) 40616000, 29955124, 29956110, 
29956394, 29956399 

 cse@cseindia.org 

 

11.5 Regulatory Authorities (National representatives of international bodies with food safety concerns) 

S. No. Contact Point Organization Contact Number E-mail Id 

mailto:wecare@in.nestle.com
mailto:contactus@itc.in
mailto:CONSUMER.SERVICES@MOTHERDAIRY
mailto:consumercell@parleagro.com
http://www.ruchisoya.com/
mailto:cse@cseindia.org
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5.  National Contact 
Point 

Food Safety 
Standards Authority 
of India (FSSAI) 

+91-11-23237439  
 

codex-india@nic.in 

6.  Emergency Contact 
Point 

Food Safety 
Standards Authority 
of India (FSSAI) 

+91-11-23237439  
 

codex-india@nic.in 

7.  Permanent 
Delegates 
 
 

Secretary  
Department of 
Animal Husbandry 
and Dairying  
Ministry of Fisheries, 
Animal Husbandry 
and Dairying 

 
+91 11-23382608 
 

 
http://www.dahd.nic.in 
 

8.  National Enquiry 
Point (NEP) Animal 
health and related 
issues 

Joint Secretary  
Department of 
Animal Husbandry 
and Dairying  
Ministry of Animal 
Husbandry, Dairying 
and Fisheries  

 
+ 91 11 23389620  
 

gn.singh13@nic.in  
http://dahd.nic.in/  

9.  Plant health or 
phytosanitary 
related issues 
 
 

Joint Secretary  
Department of 
Agriculture, 
Cooperation & 
Farmers Welfare 
 

+91 11-23384280 / 
23386849  
 
 
 

jspp-dac@gov.in; catish@ias.nic.in 

10.  Food safety related 
issues  
 

Food Safety 
Standards Authority 
of India (FSSAI)  

+ 91 11 8860528053  
 

spstbt.enqpt@fssai.gov.in 

11.   Bureau of Indian 
Standards  
 
 

+91 11 23230131 info@bis.gov.in  
www.bis.gov.in 
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12.  National Focal 
Point 
 
 

Director, National 
Centre for Disease 
Control (NCDC) 

+91 8130255553 sk.singh59@nic.in; dirnicd@nic.in 

13.   
Official Contact 
Point 
 

 
Joint Secretary  
Department of 
Agriculture, 
Cooperation & 
Farmers Welfare 

+91 11-23384280 / 
23386849 

jspp-dac@gov.in; catish@ias.nic.in 
 
 

14.  National 
Notification 
Authority (NNA) 
 

Trade Policy 
Division  
Department of 
Commerce - 
Ministry of 
Commerce 

+91 11 301 46 60/301 
36 23  
 

https://commerce.gov.in/InnerContent.aspx?Id=63 
 
 

15.  Food Safety 
Competent 
Authorities in India 
 

Food Safety and 
Standards 
Authority of India 
(FSSAI) 
(Food standards 
setting, 
compliance, and 
inspection) 

 

1800112100 https://fssai.gov.in/ 

16.   DG of Health 
Services 
(Foodborne 
diseases 
surveillance) 

 https://dghs.gov.in/index.aspx 
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12. Strategic Recommendations for Advocacy towards 

Implementation and Compliance of FOPL 

A collaborative, pragmatic, and science backing, integrated approach is essential to increase 

the likelihood of implementing the FOPL System in the broader realms of strong and 

legitimate public health objectives. Given the contents of this study, the FOPL system must 

be accepted and adopted by all stakeholders however the maximum resistance is from the 

food industry in form of delay, defuse, or denying. For stakeholder engagement, a fair 

understanding of the local context of the regulatory framework and a transparent approach 

to reducing any pressure or lobbying is also required through initiatives like publishing 

correspondence received on the matter from external parties and any meeting notes online 

to allow the public to see the full political process.  Further strong scientific data with a focus 

on helping researchers understand what evidence is needed (and by when) to support the 

FOPL policy is important. Further, locally designed independent studies which assess the 

performance of the label amongst consumers of different socioeconomic groups against a set 

of performance criteria such as comprehension, the accuracy of interpreting can also be not 

undermined. Also, to make consumers active stakeholders' insights into how fast consumers 

can interpret whether a product is healthy or not healthy are important to support the design 

and implementation of a policy. Civil society actors can also contribute by building and 

running a public campaign to gain public support for FOPL. Likewise, engaging technical teams 

of health authorities or relevant groups from academia and getting the support of 

international organizations viz World Health Organization, Food, and Agriculture Organization 

and their national offices can help.  Strategic recommendations specific to identified 

stakeholders given below will also be supportive to bringing the policy into practice (Figures 

7 to 12). 
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Figure 7: Strategic Recommendations for Government as a stakeholder 

 

 

 

  

Government 

Incentivising the Industry 
for voluntary reduction of 

nutrients of concern 
&adopting FoPL  

Address legal challenges 
and help industry 

reformulate  products and 
labels for  FOPL

Making avaiallble only 
those products which 

follow FoPL regunations in 
Government canteens/ 
hospitals/ defense  and 

other  outfits

Designing a strategy to 
achieve a critical mass of 
consumers  referring to 

FoPL for nutrient 
information using 

apprpopiate media mix

Give industry options to 
choose from  rather than 

enforcing  a particular type 
of NPM or FoPL

Indulge in  social advocacy 
with consumers so that 

consumers  ask for healthy 
products thus facilitating 
pull rather than push for 

industry 



52 
 

Figure 8: Strategic recommendations for Policy Formulation related stakeholders  
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Figure 9: Strategic recommendations for Industry as a stakeholder  
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Figure 10: Strategic recommendations for Civil Society actors as stakeholders 
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Figure 11: Strategic recommendations for Consumers 

 

 

  

Select few (innovators 
and early adopters) 

who understand and 
comprehend FOPL must 
teach peers and society

Indulge in Social 
networking sites for 

dissemination of FoPL  
information and 

nutrients 

Ask for Comprehensible 
FoPL  in their own 

health interest 

Co create with industry 
and FSSAI by suggesting 

inputs 

Adapt/ change taste 
preferences as per 
nutrient thresholds

Raise voices with help 
of institutuions like 

CUTS against unethical 
FoPL practices 



56 
 

Figure 12: Strategic recommendations for Regulatory Authorities especially  FSSAI  
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13. Concluding Remarks and Way Forward  

There is no denying the fact that we are at the decisive juncture to implement the FOPL in 

India. It is a matter of “when” and “how”.  Once the set of effective FOPL regulation 

regulations is framed and passed, only half the battle will be won. Once enforcement of FOPL 

regulation happens effective monitoring and grievance redressal mechanisms for strict 

compliance, engagement of relevant stakeholders, consumer awareness and changes 

necessary in food consumption behaviour are also challenges to be tackled in future. At 

present, a strong set of regulations is required, and a decision should be taken without further 

delay and without compromising on the health of consumers. 
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