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Abstract
A key component of both public health and socioeconomic stability is food safety, which calls for strong
legislative frameworks to shield consumersfrom contaminated and dangerous food. By combining several
food-related laws into one comprehensive statute, the Food Safety and Standards Act, 2006 (FSSA) in India
signaled a revolutionary change. The goals, composition, and application of the FSSA are critically examined
in this research study, with a focuson how it regulates the food business, improves consumer protection, and
harmonizes domestic standards with international norms.
This study's purview includes the Act's legislative structure, the institutional procedures set up by the Food
Safety and Standards Authority of India (FSSALI), the judicial interpretations of important parts, and the law's
socioeconomic effects. In order to analyze legislative provisions, case laws, government reports, and academic
literature, a doctrinal approach was used.
The results show that even while the FSSA has greatly improved India's food safety governance, issues with
infrastructure, enforcement,and awareness still exist. The efficacy ofthe Actis hampered byproblems including
poor consumer education, ineffective monitoring in the unorganized sector, and limited laboratory capacity.
The study comes to the conclusion that while the FSSA is an important turning point in Indian food legislation,
its full potential can only be achieved with improved enforcement, technological advancements, and inclusive

changes that protect the public's health.

KEYWORDS: Food Safety, Public Health, Food Safety and Standards Authority of India (FSSAI), Consumer
Protection, Food Adulteration, Legal Framework, Socio-Economic Offences.
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INTRODUCTION
Food isacrucial factor in determining productivity, health, and socioeconomic well-being; itisnotonly a source

of nourishment. Therefore, ensuring the quality and safety of food has long been a public issue and a state duty.
Food safety in India has been governed by law since the middle of the 20th century. The Prevention of Food
Adulteration Act, 1954 (PFA), which sought to safeguard consumer interests and reduce the threat of food
adulteration, was the most notable piece of legislation in this area.! The PFA was important in establishing
purity standards and punishing adulteration, but it eventually failed to meet the demands of contemporary food
production, distribution, and commerce. A disjointed legal system was produced by many laws, including the
Fruit Products Order of 1955, the Meat Food Products Order of 1973, and the Milk and Milk Products Order of
1992. This framework was frequently criticised for its repetition, inconsistency, and challenges with
enforcement.?

To address these constraints and the increasing need to align with global food standards, Parliament passed the
Food Safety and Standards Act, 2006 (FSSA).® The Act created a uniform framework for food regulation in
India by combining many previous laws into a single, comprehensive act. In order to supervise licensing,
registration, standard-setting, and enforcement, it also created the Food Safety and Standards Authority of India
(FSSAI) as the highest regulatory authority. The FSSA's focus on risk-based regulation and preventative
measures was one of its major innovations; this is in line with the international Codex Alimentarius standards
developed under the auspices of the Food and Agriculture Organisation (FAO) and the World Health
Organisation (WHO).*

The FSSA has three main goals: first, to guarantee that there is food that is safe and healthy for human
consumption; second, to regulate the food industry through registration, licensing, and quality control; andthird,
to align Indian food standards with international standards to promote global trade and consumer trust. In this
regard, the Act shifts towards a more comprehensive system of food safety governance, moving beyond the
conventional emphasis on adulteration.

The objective of this research paper is to conduct a critical analysis of the Food Safety and Standards Act, 2006,
by examining its judicial interpretation, enforcement mechanisms, and legislative framework. Along with
assessing the law's socioeconomic ramifications, the article looks at the difficulties in putting it into practice.
The research's methodology is mostly doctrinal, drawing on government papers, secondary literature, case law
analysis, and legislative interpretation. In addition, a comparative viewpoint is presented by taking into account
international standards and best practices, especially the Codex Alimentarius, which had a significant impact
on the FSSA's draughting.

1 Prevention of Food Adulteration Act, No. 37 of 1954, INDIA CODE (1954).

2 Fruit Products Order, 1955, Gazette of India, Extraordinary, Part II, sec. 3 (1955); Meat Food Products Order, 1973,
Gazette of India, Extraordinary, Part II, sec. 3 (1973); Milk and Milk Products Order, 1992, Gazette of India,
Extraordinary, Part I, sec. 3 (1992).

8 Food Safety and Standards Act, No. 34 0f2006, INDIA CODE (2006).

4 Codex Alimentarius Commission, Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations & World Health
Organization, Codex Alimentarius: Food Standards (2021).
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The main contention made is that although the FSSA represents a significant tuming point in Indian food safety
legislation, the Act's efficacy depends onits implementation. The goals of the law are still being hampered by
issues with poor infrastructure, lax oversight in the unorganised food industry, and low consumer awareness. In
order to guarantee that the FSSA's promise is completely fulfilled, the report emphasises the necessity of
changes in enforcement, capacity-building, and technology uptake.

This study intends to add to the larger conversation on food safety as a topic pertaining to public health,

socioeconomic development, and consumer rights by tackling these issues.

LEGISLATIVE FRAMEWORK OF THE FOOD SAFETY AND STANDARD’S ACT, 2006

The Food Safety and Standards Act, 2006 (FSSA) was passed in order to create a thorough framework for food
safety regulationsin India. It created a single statute in lieu of a hodgepodge of antiquated laws, guaranteeing
consistency, scientific standards, andalignmentwith global norms. An importantstep in the regulation of public
health and consumer protection was taken when the Act went into effect on August 23, 2006.

Salient Features of the Act

The Prevention of Food Adulteration Act of 1954, the Fruit Products Order of 1955, the Meat Food Products
Order of 1973, and the Milk and Milk Products Order of 1992 are among the eight food-related legislation that
are consolidated under the FSSA.® This consolidation removed regulation overlap, inconsistency, and
redundancy.

The Act introduces traceability across the supply chain, preventative measures, and scientific standards,
emphasising a risk-based approach.® From production and processing to distribution, storage, sale, and import,
it covers every phase of the food industry. In contrast to previous laws that solely addressed adulteration, the

FSSA uses a comprehensive approach to guarantee food safety and quality.

Role and Powers of the FSSAI

Section 4 establishes the Food Safety and Standards Authority of India (FSSALI), which is the main tenet of the
Act.” The Authority's responsibilities include developing rules, establishing standards for food safety,
accrediting labs, offering scientific counsel, and gathering information on food-borne ilinesses.® Additionally,
it is crucial in raising consumer awareness and liaising with global organisations.

In the case of Hindustan Coca-Cola Beverages (P) Ltd. v. Food Inspector, the Supreme Court emphasised the
duty of regulatory bodies to guarantee adherence to legal requirements, noting that stringent enforcement of
food safety regulations is necessary to safeguard consumers.® Similar to this, the Courtstressed in PepsiCo India

Holdings Pvt. Ltd. v. State of Uttar Pradesh that adjudicationunder the FSSA must strike a compromise between

5 Food Safety and Standards Act, No. 34 02006, § 97 (India).

61d. § 2(1).

"1d. § 4.

81d. § 16.

9 Hindustan Coca-Cola Beverages (P) Ltd. v. Food Inspector, (2004) 13 S.C.C. 343 (India).
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the principles of natural justice and the interests of public health.1® These decisions demonstrate how the court
has acknowledged the critical role the FSSAI plays in ensuring food safety.
Key Provisions

e Sections 31-32: Licensing and Registration: All operators of food businesses must get a licence, with
the exceptionofsellers or small producerswho are neededto register. ! Licensing guarantees adherence
to standards for quality, safety, and cleanliness.

e Food Recall (Section 28): Under the Act, operators must quickly notify customerswhen dangerousfood
is recalled from the market.*? This clause harmonises Indian legislation with global risk management
best practices.

o Offences and Penalties (Sections 48—67): A system of graduated penalties is prescribed by the Act
While minor infractions like incorrect labelling carry monetary penalties, more serious breaches
involving contaminated food might result in jail time.? If eating contaminated food causes death,
Section 59 bans life in jail and penalties up to 210 lakh.* In the Nestlé India Ltd. v. Union of India
decision, the Bombay High Court emphasised that rigorous interpretation of food safety regulations is

necessary to safeguard consumers, particularly when large-scale distribution is involved.*®

Harmonization with International Standards

The FSSA brings Indian food standards into line with international norms, especially the Codex Alimentarius
created by the World Health Organisation (WHO) and the Food and Agriculture Organisation (FAQ).*¢ This
harmonisation satisfies India's obligations under the Sanitary and Phytosanitary Agreement of the World Trade
Organisation, allowing Indian food exports to compete in international markets while maintaining food security
at home.

Integration of Previous Legislations

The FSSA's Section 97 nullifies eight previous laws and directives.*” Under the supervision of the FSSAI, this
integration allows state agencies to enforce compliance while guaranteeing uniformity, clarity, and centralised
rule-making. When it comes to dealing with socio-economic offences like adulteration, misbranding, and the
selling of contaminated food, the unified framework therefore improves efficiency.

10 PepsiCo India Holdings Pvt. Ltd. v. State of U.P., A.LR. 2011 S.C. 3515 (India).

11 Food Safety and Standards Act, No. 34 0f2006, §§ 31-32 (India).

1214, § 28.

1314, §§ 48-67.

141d. § 59.

15 Nestlé India Ltd. v. Union of India, 2015 SCC Online Bom 4567 (India).

16 Codex Alimentarius Commission, Food & Agric. Org. of the UN. & World Health Org., Codex Alimentarius: Food
Standards (2021).

17 Food Safety and Standards Act, No. 34 0f2006, § 97 (India).

(133)




YOURLAWARTICLE, VOL. 1, ISSUE 6 , AUGUST-SEPTEMBER 2025

JUDICIAL INTERPRETATION AND CASE LAWS
Judiciary interpretation and enforcement of the Food Safety and Standards Act, 2006 (FSSA) have been crucial

in forming India's food safety jurisprudence. By meansof significantrulings, the Supreme Courtand other High
Courts have elucidated the extent of regulatory authority, outlined the obligations of food industry owners, and
underscored the primary goal of safeguarding public health.

PepsiCo India Holdings Pvt. Ltd. v. State of Uttar Pradesh

In the case of PepsiCo India Holdings Pvt. Ltd. v. State of U.P., the Supreme Court looked at manufacturers
FSSA obligation.*® The Courtruledthatowners of food businesses are directly responsible for making sure their
goods meet safety regulations. It is difficult to avoid culpability under the FSSA, even if the claimed
contamination happens at a point outside the manufacturer's direct control. The decision emphasised the
importance of consumer health and the need for regulatory frameworks to put safety ahead of business

convenience.

Hindustan Coca-Cola Beverages (P) Ltd. v. Food Inspector

In Food Inspectorv. Hindustan Coca-Cola Beverages (P) Ltd., the Court stressed the need of strictly enforcing
food safety regulations.'® Reiterating thatthe rightto healthguaranteed by Article21 of the Constitution requires
authorities to uphold strict standards of food control, the Court dismissed pleas for leniency in circumstances
where contaminated or dangerous beverages were provided. The idea that all parties involved must abide by

food safety standards is reinforced by this case.

Nestlé India Ltd. v. Union of India

Known as the "Maggi noodles case,” the Nestlé India Ltd. v. Union of India case was asignificant advancement
in food safety jurisprudence.?’ The Bombay High Court looked into claims that instant noodles had too much
lead in them and the ensuing worldwide recall. The Court emphasised the value of proportionality, procedural
justice, and scientific testing in FSSA-mandated regulatory activities. Although the Court maintained the
regulatory bodies' authority to demand recalls, it emphasised that such measures must be supported by due
process and reliable scientific data.

Judicial Trends and Broader Role

There are two clear judicial patternsin these decisions. First, the FSSA's public health mission is continuously
acknowledged by the courts, who interpret its provisions in light of Article 21's constitutional right to life.
Second, the judiciary has managedto reconcile the enforcement of regulations with the fairness of food industry
owners. The courts have held companies firmly accountable for infractions while insisting that regulatory

18 PepsiCo India Holdings Pvt. Ltd. v. State of U.P., A.LR. 2011 S.C. 3515 (India).
19 Hindustan Coca-Cola Beverages (P) Ltd. v. Food Inspector, (2004) 13 S.C.C. 343 (India).
20 Nestlé India Ltd. v. Union of India, 2015 SCC Online Bom 4567 (India).
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decisions be supported by reliable evidence.
A body of jurisprudence that supports consumer protection, encourages adherence, and guarantees that India’s
food safety regulations are in line with both national constitutional principles and international norms is the
result of these interpretations taken together.

INSTITUTIONAL AND REGULATORY MECHANISMS
To guarantee that food safety regulations are effectively enforced, the Food Safety and Standards Act, 2006

(FSSA) creates a complex regulatory framework. Both at the federal and state levels, the framework is run by a

variety of officials, specialists, and authorities who work together to guarantee that the laws are followed.

Central and State Food Authorities

Established under Section 4 of the Act, the Food Safety and Standards Authority of India (FSSAL) is the highest
regulating body. 2! Establishing standards, creating regulations, and coordinating activities are the
responsibilities of the FSSAI, an independent agency within the Ministry of Health and Family Welfare.
Accrediting laboratories, providing certification norms, and counselling governments on food safety policy
issues are some of its duties.?

State Food Authorities were established under Section 30 to supplement the central authority. Their primary
responsibility is enforcement within their individual regions.?® At the local level, the state authorities, led by
Commissioners of Food Safety, make sure that licenses, inspections, and monitoring are carried out. Through
this dual arrangement, states are able to handle local issueswhile the FSSAI maintains national uniformity in
standards.

Duties of Food Business Operators

Section 26 of the Act places stringent obligations on food business operators (FBOs). 2* Every operator has a
responsibility to make sure that the food that is produced, processed, stored, delivered, or sold meets the
requirements. Section 28 requires the FBOs to promote traceability, maintain sanitary conditions, and promptly
recall contaminated food.?® These responsibilities prioritise customer safety across the supply chain and uphold
the accountability concept.

Role of Designated Officers, Food Analysts, and Adjudicating Officers
Statutory officers are crucial to the implementation of food safety regulations. Appointed under Section 36,

21 Food Safety and Standards Act, No. 34 0f2006, § 4 (India).
221d. § 16.
231d. § 30.

241d. § 26.
251d. § 28.
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designated officers oversee the district's implementation of food safety laws and serve as licensing authority. 2°
They supervise FBO adherence and work with food safety officers to cooperate.

Food analysts are authorised under Section 45 to conduct tests on samples and provide reports that serve as the
supporting documentation for legal action or decision-making.?” The Act allows Adjudicating Officers, who are
at least as high as Additional District Magistrates, to swiftly resolve violations by using Section 68 fines for

non-compliance.?® This method guarantees efficient and specialised enforcement.

Coordination with Local Bodies and Health Departments

Multiple institutions must work together to execute food safety requirements effectively. The licensing of street
sellers, market regulation, and hygienic condition monitoring are all functions of local governments and
municipalities. State health agencies help by contributing technical know-how and laboratory facilities.
Additionally, in order to raise awareness and providetraining, the FSSAl works with civil society organisations,
consumer advocacy groups, and universities.

The value of this kind of collaboration has been emphasised by judicial acknowledgement. According to the
Supreme Court's ruling in Centre for Public Interest Litigation v. Union of India, local agencies and regulatory
bodies must work together to keep dangerous food out of the market.?® This demonstrates the need for an

integrated approach to ensure food safety, which cannot be left to a single agency.

OFFENCES, PENALTIES, AND ENFORCEMENT

Establishing a comprehensive framework of crimes and sanctions, the Food Safety and Standards Act, 2006

(FSSA) aims to discourage hazardousactivities in the food industry. By classifying violations and imposing
appropriate penalties, the Act strikes a balance between the need for public health and the idea of equitable

enforcement of regulations.

Categorization of Offences

To ensure that punishment is proportionate, the Act acknowledges many kinds of infractions. Food that is
damaging to health because of contamination, faulty processing, or the use of hazardous materials is referred to
as unsafe food under Section 3(1) (zz).%° Section 52 forbids food misbranding, which includes false labelling
and presentation that might mislead customers.3! Similar to this, Section 53, which targets unfair commercial
practices that jeopardise consumer choice, penalises deceptive or fraudulentads.®? The Actcontinues to penalise

adulteration, a long-standing issue in India, with the severity of the harm determined by the penalty.3

26 1d. § 36.

271d. § 45.

281d. § 68.

29 Centre for Pub. Interest Litig. v. Union of India, (2013) 16 S.C.C. 279 (India).
30 Food Safety and Standards Act, No. 34 02006, § 3(1) (zz) (India).

311, § 52.

321d. § 53.

B1d, §§ 51-54.
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Civil and Criminal Liability

In order to differentiate between civil and criminal culpability, the FSSA uses a graded punishment system.
Civil penalties, such as fines, are typically imposed for minor violations, such as license inconsistencies or
labelling faults. However, there are criminal penalties and jail time for serious infractions involving
contaminated food. For instance, under Section 59, if eating contaminated food causes death, the operator may
be fined up to 10 lakh and imprisoned for life. ** A contemporary regulatory mindset that encourages
compliance for less serious infractions while reserving incarceration for the more serious ones is reflected in

this dual approach.

Analysis of Penalties

The Act's Sections 48 through 67 specify the consequences for certain violations. Operators of food businesses
are held responsible foradherence to the general standards of liability as defined in Section48.3% While Sections
52 and 53 deal with misbranding and deceptive advertising, Section 50 establishes sanctions for inferior food. 3
Penalties range from1 lakh for small infractions to ¥ 10 lakh for false advertising or dangerous food that causes
serious harm. Section 59, the worst clause, stipulates life in jail in cases were eating contaminated food causes
death.®’

These clauses have beenread strictly by the courts. Asthe Supreme Court reaffirmed in PepsiCo India Holdings
Pvt. Ltd. v. State of U.P., responsibility under food safety legislation is severe and cannot be evaded by simply
placing the blame on middlemen.® In a similar vein, the Bombay High Court emphasised in Nestlé India Ltd.
v. Union of India that big businesses have a greater danger to the public's health.*®

Effectiveness of Enforcement

Enforcement issues still exist in spite of the thorough structure. Deterrence is frequently undermined by a lack
of testing facilities, a lack of personnel, and lengthy procedures. According to the Supreme Court'sruling in
Centre for Public Interest Litigation v. Union of India, the FSSA's goals are undermined when inadequate
monitoring systems let contaminated food to reach consumers.°

In order to remedy these gaps, the FSSAI hasimplemented risk-based inspections, public awareness initiatives,
and third-party audits. To realise the full potential of the Act, however, infrastructural and capacity -building

improvements must be sustained.

341d. § 59.

314, § 48.

36 1d. §§ 50, 52-53.

371d. § 59.

38 PepsiCo India Holdings Pvt. Ltd. v. State of U.P.,, A.LR. 2011 S.C. 3515 (India).
39 Nestlé India Ltd. v. Union of India, 2015 SCC Online Bom 4567 (India).

40 Centre for Pub. Interest Litig. v. Union of India, (2013) 16 S.C.C. 279 (India).
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CHALLENGES IN IMPLEMENTATION
The Food Safety and Standards Act, 2006 (FSSA) offers a thorough framework for food regulation, however

there have been a number of issues with its actual application that have reduced its efficacy. Concerns about the
disparity between the ambitious legislative design and the actual enforcement at the local level keep coming up.
Small-scale food operators'and customers' lack of understanding is one of the main challenges. Many small
businesses and petty sellers are still ignorant of the Act's Sections 31 and 32 licensing requirements.** This
ignorance leads to widespread non-compliance, especially in the informal sector and in rural regions. The goals
of guaranteeing food chain safety cannot be completely achieved without sufficient sensitisation campaigns.
A second issue is the lack of adequate infrastructure, namely the scarcity of approved food testing facilities.
Under Section 43 of the Act, the Food Safety and Standards Authority of India (FSSAI) is authorised to notify
and accredit laboratories,*? There are stillnotenoughworking labs to match the size of the Indianfood industry.
Lack of contemporary testing facilities frequently causes enforcement to be delayed and prosecutions to have

gaps in the evidence.

Corruption and ineffective bureaucracy make enforcement even more vulnerable. Regulatory authorities are
sometimes accused of selectively inspecting and applying punishments inconsistently. In the Centre for Public
Interest Litigation v. Union of Indiacase, the Supreme Court noted that inadequate oversight has undermined
the statute's protective intent by permitting contaminated and dangerous food to continue to be available to
consumers.** Accountability breaches like this underscore the necessity of open processes and impartial
supervision.

The unorganised sector presents additional regulatory challenges, especially for street food sellers. Despite the
fact that the Act covers all food companies, enforcement against unofficial sellers is still uneven. Although it is
a staple of Indian cuisine, street food poses health hazardsto patrons because to poor sanitation and a lack of
permits. It's difficult to regulate these merchants without upsetting their livelihoods.

The extent of the enforcement gap in India is shown by comparative experience. To maintain compliance, the
Food and Drug Administration (FDA) in the US uses a structured recall process together with sophisticated
surveillance tools.** The General Food Law Regulation (EC No. 178/2002), whichgoverns the European Union,
also requires traceability at every level of production and places a strong emphasis on preventative measures. 4°
On the other hand, India's dependence on manual inspectionsand disjointed laboratory support highlights the
need for enforcement that is driven by technology and modernised.

In general, the FSSA's effectiveness rests on both the statutory provisions' strength and the ability of institutions
to carry them out. To close these disparities and make sure that everyone has access to healthy food, more

infrastructure spending, public awareness campaigns, and the adoption of global best practices are needed.

41 Food Safety and Standards Act, No. 34 0f2006, §§ 31-32 (India).

4214, § 43.

43 Centre for Pub. Interest Litig. v. Union of India, (2013) 16 S.C.C. 279 (India).

44 U.S. Food & Drug Admin., Food Safety Modernization Act (FSMA): An Overview (2011).

45 Regulation (EC) No. 178/2002 of the European Parliament and of the Council, 2002 O.J. (L31) 1.
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SOCIO-ECONOMIC IMPACT
India's food industry has changed as a result of the Food Safety and Standards Act, 2006 (FSSA), which has
had a significant socioeconomic impact. The Act's licensing and registration requirements have increased the

cost of compliance for suppliersand small enterprises. Due to a lack of resources and understanding, micro and
small businesses frequently struggle to satisfy regulatory standards, even if these regulations encourage
responsibility.

The Act has given customers more assurance over the safety of the food that is sold in stores. Provisions that
allow for the recall of contaminated food and impose severe responsibility on food company owners have given
the public confidence that health issues are given top priority. Additionally, this approach has improved public
health by lowering exposure to tainted or dangerous items.

Socioeconomic offences that were common under previous disjointed rules, such food adulteration and
misbranding, have decreased asa result of the Act. Legal interpretations, like the one in PepsiCo India Holdings
Pvt. Ltd. v. State of U.P., emphasise the law's emphasis on consumer protection by reiterating that producers
are directly responsible for ensuring compliance.

The FSSA has increased India's export competitiveness on a worldwide scale by bringing food regulations into
compliance with international norms like the Codex Alimentarius.*” This harmonisation has increased trade
prospects and given Indian products access to larger markets.

Overall, even if smaller operationsstill face compliance issues, the law has improved consumer confidence,

decreased harmful practices, and increased India's competitiveness in the global food market.

SUGGESTIONS AND REFORMS
A thorough framework for regulating food safety has been given to India by the Food Safety and Standards Act,

2006 (FSSA), butits effectivenessrelies on ongoing reformand efficient execution. A crucial area that need
improvement is the requirement for more severe fines and effective enforcement. The Act stipulates harsh
penalties for major infractions, but enforcement lapses make deterrence less effective. Enhancing compliance
would involve making sure regulatory personnel are held accountable and fortifying inspection procedures.*®
Public awareness efforts play a function that is equally significant. There are still many people who are not
aware of their responsibilities as food operators and their rights as consumers, particularly in the rural and
informal sectors. This disparity may be closed and voluntary compliance promoted by the Food Safety and
Standards Authority of India's (FSSAI) focused awareness campaigns.

Another urgent need is to increase the food testing labs' capacity. Due to a lack of qualified labs, enforcement

is slowed down and prosecution evidence is weakened. Training food analysers, purchasing cutting-edge

46 PepsiCo India Holdings Pvt. Ltd. v. State of U.P.,, A.LR. 2011 S.C. 3515 (India).

47 Codex Alimentarius Commission, Food & Agric. Org. of the UN. & World Health Org., Codex Alimentarius: Food
Standards (2021).

48 Food Safety and Standards Act, No. 34 0£2006, §§ 48—59 (India).
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technology, and enlarging laboratory infrastructure are all necessary for reliable and prompt testing. 4
Technological innovation may also greatly improve the governance of food safety. The application of
blockchain technology and artificial intelligence to food traceability can guarantee more accountability and
transparency across the supply chain. These technologies, which are already in use in the US and the EU, offer
real-time monitoring and prompt action in the event of a food recall.>® By using these technologies in India,
enforcement would become more contemporary and local procedures would be in line with best practices from
across the world.

For legislators, finding a balance between facilitation and regulation should be the main priority. While huge
organisations need to be held to the greatest standards of responsibility, small enterprises should be supported
by law. Making sure that state agencies, local organisations, and central authorities work together will be
essential to improving the FSSA's practicality.

CONCLUSION
The Food Safety and Standards Act, 2006 (FSSA) unifies disparate regulations under the Food Safety and
Standards Authority of India (FSSAI), marking a significant change in India's regulatory approach to food

safety. The Act has improved consumer protection, increased accountability for food industry owners, and
brought Indian practices into line with global norms, as this paper's study shows. Graded fines, food recalls, and

licensing provisions all demonstrate a contemporary regulatory approach that puts public health first.>!

In addition, the research has identified ongoing implementation issues. The Act'sgoals are hampered by a lack
of knowledge among consumers and small businesses, inadequate enforcement tools, and inadequate laboratory
infrastructure. Although judicial rulings like PepsiCo India Holdings Pvt. Ltd. v. State of U.P. reinforce the

strict responsibility concept, enforcement is nonetheless inconsistent in the absence of institutional capability.5?

The future of food safety governance in India hinges on the incorporation of technology for traceability, strong
enforcement, and investments in scientific infrastructure. Taking inspiration from international initiatives like
the Food Safety Modernisation Actofthe United States,*® India canboost recall mechanisms, increase customer
trust, and bolster monitoring.

The FSSA is ultimately a public health protection rather than just a set of regulations. Consumers, industry, and
regulators must all work together to ensure its success. The Act's commitment to guarantee all people safe and

healthful food can only be realised via increased enforcement and ongoing changes.

491d. § 43.

50 U.S. Food & Drug Admin., Food Safety Modernization Act (FSMA): An Overview (2011).
51 Food Safety and Standards Act, No. 34 02006, §§ 28,31-32,48-59 (India).

52 PepsiCo India Holdings Pvt. Ltd. v. State of U.P.,, A.LR. 2011 S.C. 3515 (India).

53 U.S. Food & Drug Admin., Food Safety Modernization Act (FSMA): An Overview (2011).
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