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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Unhealthy diets that are associated with obesity and non-communicable diseases (NCDs) are 
increasingly prevalent in Malaysia. Such diets are partly the result of poor food environments, 
where unhealthy foods are the easy and desirable choices. The creation of supportive food 
environments is now being mooted for NCD prevention. The main objective of this Project was 
to benchmark the extent of implementation of food environment policies in Malaysia, against 
international best practice. This Project was led by the National University of Malaysia (UKM) 
with the technical support from the International Network for Food and Obesity/NCD Research, 
Monitoring and Action Support (INFORMAS) – an established global network of food policy 
researchers and institutions whose aim is to create healthy food environments and reduce obesity 
and non-communicable diseases globally. 

METHODS

The Government Food-Environment Policy Index (Food-EPI) is a tool developed by INFORMAS to 
assess the extent of implementation of food environment policy against international best practice, 
based on the World Health Organization (WHO) building blocks to strengthen health systems. 
Food-EPI comprises an assessment of policies and infrastructure support, across 13 domains 
with 47 indicators. The assessment uses 
policy details from publicly-available 
documents, supplemented with ‘personal 
communications’ with relevant policy 
makers. Data were collected in Malaysia 
between August 2016 and April 2017. 
A Panel of 26 public health experts 
with equal gender distribution and 
representatives from non-governmental 
organizations (n=15) and academia/ 
professionals (n=11) were recruited. 
Ratings were performed by the Panel 
based on local evidence validated by the 
government stakeholders and compared 
against international best practice. For 
intentions and plans of the government, 
these were treated as at the stage of 
‘agenda-setting and initiation’, which 
policies were yet to be executed, and hence a lower score could be applied when rating this 
aspect. Later, policy actions were proposed according to perceived implementation gaps and 
prioritised by the Panel as per ‘importance’ and ‘achievability’ criteria. The sum of points as per 
these criteria was reported as unweighted total score for each indicator. 

FOOD FPI Malaysia - Text Book.indb   12 3/21/18   11:47 AM



Food-EPI
Malaysia xiii

KEY FINDINGS

Overall Malaysian food environments were rated positively, but not high in any particular area. A 
majority (62%) of policy areas were rated as low implementation (26-50%), with 38% as medium 
implementation (51-75%). Under the policy component, ingredient lists and nutrient declaration, 
food-related income support for healthy foods and food regulatory systems for health and 
nutrition claims ranked as the top 3 indicators with medium implementation. Restrictions on 
unhealthy foods promotion in children’s settings and broadcast media, as well as food composition 
standards for out-of-home meals were rated as having low implementation with the lowest 
ranking. With respect to the infrastructure support component, the top 3 indicators with medium 
implementation were establishment and implementation of food-based dietary guidelines, 
monitoring of population nutritional status and intakes against targets, and monitoring of NCDs’ 
risk factors and prevalence. The funding stream for statutory health promotion agency, restriction 
on commercial influence in policy development and processes to assess health impacts during 
development of non-food policies were rated with the lowest scores and were classified as 
having low implementation. Clear gaps in policy implementation were identified, and positive 
suggestions for improvements were made. 

PRIORITY RECOMMENDATIONS

From a list of 32 proposed policy actions, the top 15 policy actions with unweighted total score 
of ≥249 were selected and framed into a policy recommendation package for the Malaysian 
government. This comprised 8 domains covering both ‘policy’ and ‘infrastructure support’ 
components. Five domains were prioritised under the ‘policy’ component, including: 

• Food promotion (n=3 policy actions): Scopes covered restricting unhealthy food promotion in 
children’s settings, and on broadcast and non-broadcast media

• Food labelling (n=2): Scopes covered introducing mandatory nutrition labelling of sodium, 
total sugar and added sugar and menu board labelling

• Food composition (n=2): Scopes covered establishing sodium targets and investigating 
standards for added sugar and saturated fats

• Food retail (n=1): It included to investigate opening hours and placement of fast food outlets
• Food prices (n=2): Scopes included the implementation of sugary drinks taxes and investigating 

the price rise in fruit and vegetables

The remaining 3 domains were related to ‘infrastructure support’ component. The actions 
included sustainable funding and resources (n=3) for research targeting reduction of obesity, 
NCDs and their inequalities, commensurate population nutrition budget and statutory health 
promotion board; optimise monitoring of anthropometry results with appropriate feedback 
mechanism (n=1) and improve governance by strengthening access to information related to 
public consultation (n=1).  
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The mapping and statements of the top 15 prioritised policy actions are shown in Figure 1. The 
top 5 policy actions recommended by the Expert Panel are listed below:

Top 1
To enact a policy to restrict unhealthy food and beverage marketing in children’s 

settings (including sponsored education).

Top 2

To support the implementation of the planned regulations on mandatory 

nutrition labelling (sodium, total sugar) and quantitative ingredient declarations, 

and also include added sugars on the nutrient label.

Top 3
To implement regulations to restrict the power and exposure of broadcast 

promotions for unhealthy food and beverages to children.

Top 4

To continue to designate the reduction in obesity and diet-related NCDs 

and their inequalities as a priority area for research and to provide funding 

commensurate with this prioritisation across different government agencies. 

Top 5

To require all fast food chain outlets (>20 outlets nationally) display calorie 

labelling on menu boards and promote their use in other food outlets (e.g. 

mamak stalls).

CONCLUSION

This Technical Report presents in detail the process of the first benchmarking of policies related to 
the food environment in Malaysia. Overall, about one-third of the indicators were rated medium 
implementation and no indicators were classified as very low implementation. However, in 
comparison with international best practice, there is room for improvement by the Malaysian 
government. Findings should be used positively to stimulate strategies to close the gaps in policy 
implementation. Policy makers and implementers could use this report as a resource for policy 
development. Key policy actions are proposed both for professional bodies and non-governmental 
organisations to focus their advocacy and for policy makers to direct their efforts for effective 
policies that address the high-risk phenomena of obesity and diet-related NCDs. Government, 
in collaboration with civil society and public health interests, can act to achieve a healthier food 
environment for Malaysia. 
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GLOSSARY

Added sugar: Sugars that are either added during food processing (excludes naturally occurring 
sugars e.g. milk – lactose). These include sugars (free, mono- and disaccharides), sugars from 
syrups and honey.

Benchmark: A standard or point of reference against which the aspects of food environments or 
policies can be assessed and compared.

Diet-related non-communicable diseases (NCDs): Diet/ nutrition related chronic diseases such 
as Type II diabetes mellitus, cardiovascular diseases, hypertension, chronic kidney diseases and 
cancers.

Extent of implementation: Refers to any intention or plan of the government and policies 
implemented by the government as well as government funding for the implementation of 
actions undertaken by non-governmental organisations. 

Food: Refers to food and non-alcoholic beverages.

Food environments: The collective physical, economic, policy and socio-cultural surroundings, 
opportunities and conditions that influence people’s food and beverage choices and nutritional 
status.

Healthy food environments: Environments in which the foods, beverages and meals that 
contribute to a population diet meeting the Malaysian Dietary Guidelines are widely available, 
affordably priced and widely promoted. 

Unhealthy foods: Processed foods or non-alcoholic beverages high in nutrients of concern.

Mandatory: A rule that imposes a legal obligation.

Nutrients of concern: Saturated fats, trans-fats, added sugars and salt.

Policy: Any decision made by the government on what to do or not to do (e.g. soft or hard policy).

Policy cycle: There are 4 main components in the ‘policy cycle’:
 - agenda-setting and initiation (e.g. conceptualise an idea/ discuss an issue)
 - policy development (e.g. drafting guidelines/ standards/ laws etc.)
 - implementation (e.g. execute the developed policy)
 - monitoring (e.g. keep track of the implementation)

Voluntary: Power of free choice without legal obligation
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1.0 Background: Malaysia

Non-communicable diseases (NCDs) are 
responsible for 73% of all mortality in Malaysia 
and this is largely attributed to diet-related 
cardiovascular diseases (CVD) and diabetes 
(WHO 2014). The recent National Health and 
Morbidity Survey (NHMS) 2015 revealed an alarming burden of Type II diabetes mellitus (17.5%), 
hypertension (30.3%) and hypercholesterolemia (47.7%) among adults aged 18 years 
and above, which increasing prevalence with age (IPH 2015). About one-third of adults 
were recorded as overweight (33.4%, BMI 23.0-27.5kgm-2) and a further one-third were 
obese (30.6%, BMI≥27.5kgm-2). Increased body adiposity is also impacting children. NHMS 2015 
reported the prevalence of obesity (using BMI-for-age >+2SD) was 11.9% among children aged 
<18 years. In addition, the Malaysia School-Based Nutrition Survey (MSNS) 2012 indicated the 
prevalence of overweight and obesity using BMI-for-age, as 14.6% and 12.4%, respectively for 
adolescents aged 10 to 17 years (IPH 2013). All evidence supports the fact that obesity and NCDs 
are becoming a public health problem in Malaysia.

Dietary risks (12.2% of attributable risk, 95% CI 11.0-13.6) constitute the largest proportion of 
total disability-adjusted life years (DALY) for all causes of disease in Malaysia, followed by high 
blood pressure (9.1%, 6.9-11.0), tobacco smoking (7.8%, 6.8-9.0), high BMI (5.8%, 4.7-7.0) 
and high fasting plasma glucose (5.3%, 3.8-6.9). Unhealthy diets, high in sodium, trans-fat and 
sugar-sweetened beverages, but low in fruits, vegetables, polyunsaturated fatty acids and whole 
grains are commonly implicated factors for the occurrence of CVD and diabetes in Malaysia 
(IHME 2013). The latest NHMS 2015 acknowledged gaps in implementation of policies to address 
rising rates of NCDs and advocated the need for a more aggressive approach by combining both 
soft and hard policies (IPH 2015). However, the debate is about – ‘How to proceed?’, ‘Which 
policies are lacking?’ and ‘Which policies are to be strengthened?’. 

1.1 The Logic Behind Modifying the Food Environment 

The food environment is a complex dimension of food issues related to availability, quality, 
promotion, costs, rules, social norms and beliefs, which influence people’s food and beverage 
choices and nutritional status (Swinburn et al. 2013a). The food industry (including food growers, 
importers, manufacturers, retailers and marketers), government and society are three major 
influences affecting the food environment. The government has the authority to use regulations 
and laws, fiscal policies, education and health promotion to shape the food environment. 
Although personal decisions influence lifestyle choices, the individual’s choice for healthy foods is 
undermined when obesogenic environments present unhealthy foods as the easy and desirable 
choice. Other considerations include increased purchasing power of the consumers, commercial 
mass-marketing campaigns and market deregulation embedded within economic policy and 
trade agreements that favour foreign investment (Moodie et al. 2013; Swinburn et al. 2011). 
Policy interventions directed at the food environment should ultimately seek to make healthy 
choices easier and more automatic, rather than compelling the individual to consciously make 
healthy choices. To facilitate food environment policy development within countries, it is useful 
to benchmark progress against other countries that are considered to be leaders in such policy 
implementation. Such comparisons provide an evaluation of how well a country is progressing 
and identifies potential areas for continued improvement in the creation of supportive food 
environments. 

“Obesity and non-
communicable diseases 
(NCDs) are becoming a 

public health problem in 
Malaysia.”
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1.2 INFORMAS Public Sector Module: Government Food-EPI

This Project adapted the Food-EPI protocol from INFORMAS, and included relevant indicators 
by taking into consideration the local context in Malaysia, as well as referring to experience 
of other countries who have conducted this public-sector module (e.g. New Zealand, United 
Kingdom, Australia and Thailand). The International Network for Food and Obesity/NCD 
Research, Monitoring and Action Support (INFORMAS) is composed of a global network of 
public-interest organisations and academic institutions supporting WHO Global Action Plan for the 
Prevention and Control of NCDs (2013-2020) and the World Cancer Research Fund International 
NOURISHING framework. It aims to monitor over time, benchmark and support actions between 
countries to create healthy food environments and reduce obesity, NCDs and their related 
inequalities (Swinburn et al. 2013a). INFORMAS is supported by the World Cancer Research Fund 
and Consumers International and functions under the auspices of the World Obesity Federation’s 
policy and prevention section (Vandevijvere et al. 2015).

The Food-EPI monitoring tool was developed based on an intensive review of policy documents 
such as peer-reviewed papers, United Nations System reports and website, government reports 
and websites as well as NGO/ academic reports and websites (Swinburn et al. 2013b).  As of 
June 2017, 16 countries have conducted or planned to conduct Food-EPI modules worldwide. 

The monitoring tool was designed to assess two components - “Policies” and “Infrastructure 
support” (Figure 2). Each component was further divided into domains, followed by indicators. 
The main changes of indicators related to the Food-EPI tool in Malaysia, compared to New Zealand 
(the first country to conduct Food-EPI in 2014) included:

i. The food composition indicator was broadened to include foods away from home and 
processed foods.

ii. The food promotion indicator for media was broadened to include broadcast (e.g. television, 
radio) and non-broadcast media (e.g.  Internet, social media, food packaging, sponsorship, 
outdoor advertising including around schools).

iii. The scope of food retail indicator was broadened for healthy foods and food service outlets 
(e.g. hawkers).

iv. The funding and resources indicator was broadened by including a good practice statement 
related to funding stream for a health promotion agency.

The “Policies” component benchmarks 7 domains: food composition (n=2 indicators); 
food labelling (n=4); food promotion (n=3); food prices (n=4); food provision (n=4); food retail 
(n=4); and food trade and investment (n=2). The “Infrastructure support” component benchmarks 
6 domains: leadership (n=5 indicators); governance (n=4); monitoring and intelligence (n=6); 
funding and resources (n=3); platforms for interaction (n=4); and health-in-all policies (n=2). 

Good practice statements or indicators (n=47) were developed by INFORMAS for each domain. 
These theoretical statements or ideal policies were designed by international experts and 
described the measures that governments could put in place to help create healthier food 
environments. It should be noted that such statements might be impractical and not found in a 
real-life setting within a specific country. As such, best practice examples are also collated, against 
which country progress is benchmarked. 
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2.0 Food-EPI Procedures

Food-EPI is a tool to benchmark the Malaysian government’s progress in implementing healthy 
food environment policies, and to assess the levels of infrastructure support provided by the 
government in implementing these policies. 

2.1 Project Approval

The Project received ethics approvals from the Research Ethics Committee, The National University 
of Malaysia (UKM PP1/111/8/JEP-2016-394), Social Science Human Research Ethics Committee of 
the University of Wollongong (HE16/297) and Medical Registry from the Medical Research and 
Ethics Committee, Ministry of Health Malaysia. The Economic Planning Unit, Prime Minister’s 
Department provided the country clearance for the International Development Research Centre 
(IDRC) grant application in 29th October 2015 (Appendix I), followed by an endorsement letter to 
seek official support from relevant Ministries/ Departments dated 25th April 2016. 

2.2 Project Process (Data Compilation)

Food-EPI is a 10-step process (Figure 3) that assesses the extent of implementation of the 
Malaysian government policies and actions, against international best practice.

There are 3 main stages, including: 

- Evidence Compilation and Food-EPI Report Preparation              
 (steps 1-6 in Figure 2)
- Assessment of performance (steps 7-9)
- Advocacy (step 10)

2.2.1 Evidence Compilation and Food-EPI Report 
  Preparation

Step 1: Local review of good practice indicators 

Good practice indicators were reviewed by the Research Team under #Step 1.
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Step 2: Engagement with stakeholders 

Collection of relevant policy documents and engagement with government stakeholders via 
official information requests began in June 2016 (#Step 2). Official letters were issued by the 
Principal Investigator (TK) and endorsed by the Vice Chancellor of UKM (YBhg. Prof. Datuk Dr. 
Noor Azlan Ghazali) to Director Generals or Secretary Generals of 11 Ministries and the Economic 
Planning Unit. In addition, information requests were extended to 6 governmental Departments, 
the PERMATA Division and the Film Censorship Board during the compilation of local evidence. 

Feedback from relevant Ministries, including the Ministry of Health Malaysia was received 
in August 2016. A formal meeting between government stakeholders, comprising 
representatives from various agencies, the Research Team and a representative from INFORMAS 
(Prof. Boyd Swinburn) was arranged by the Nutrition Division, Ministry of Health on 17th August 
2017. This meeting laid the foundation for a high level of commitment and support from the 
Ministry of Health (MOH) for the Project by contributing relevant data, as endorsed by the former 
Deputy Director General (Public Health) - YBhg. Datuk Dr. Lokman Hakim B. Sulaiman.

Steps 3-5: Policy scan and validation 

The compilation of evidence and preparation of the Food-EPI report as Workshop material was 
initiated in August 2016 and completed by March 2017, covering #Steps 3-5. Information collected 
include the “extent of implementation” of food environment policy by the Government (as local 
evidence), covering aspects such as:

1. The intentions and plans of the government
2. Government funding for implementation of actions undertaken by non-governmental 

organisations (NGOs)
3. Actions and policies currently implemented by the government

Firstly, indicators were screened by senior officials from the Nutrition Division, MOH Malaysia 
as the main focal point for information (#Step 3). Based on their recommendations and using a 
snowball sampling method, relevant government officials were identified and engaged through 
‘personal communication’ and/ or ‘email’. Considering that food environment policies cover a 
broad spectrum and include areas falling under jurisdictions outside MOH, engagement of other 
stakeholders and data collection was expanded to Ministries/ Departments outside the Ministry 
of Health. These complemented gaps in information on policy implementation and future plans. 
Figure 4 shows the engagement mapping of government stakeholders involved in Food-EPI data 
collection. In addition, Appendix II outlines information gathered from respective Ministries/ 
Departments/ Agencies for each indicator.

Face-to-face meetings with government agencies (Heads of Department/ Senior Officers) were 
also undertaken to explain, reassure and verify the overall purpose of building confidence with 
stakeholders and ensuring the recognition of the Research Team. Maximum effort was taken to 
validate the local evidence gathered through government stakeholders (#Step 4). Amendments 
were done according to the comments or suggestions provided and the finalised version was 
proof-read. The latest version of international best practice exemplars was updated as at 
15th March 2017, based on updates from the INFORMAS team (#Step 5).
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Step 6: Piloting of the Food-EPI process 

A draft report comparing the extent of implementation in Malaysia and international best 
practice benchmarks was proof read by the Research Team (TK, BK and BS). The draft was 
pilot tested (content validity) by 2 independent professionals from nutrition and non-nutrition 
backgrounds (#Step 6). Level of difficulty to rate, completeness and appropriateness of evidence 
was determined based on 4-point Likert scales (Difficult: 1; Fairly Difficult: 2; Fairly Easy: 3; and 
Easy: 4). The average score for each indicator was calculated, of which indicators with score ≤2 
(n=3 over 47 indicators) were improved based on the given comments. 

2.2.2 Assessment of Performance by FEER Panel

Step 7: Ratings performed by The Experts 

A finalised draft of Malaysian evidence - “Food-EPI Malaysia 2016/17” was included as Workshop 
reference material (hard-copy) to all participating Experts. This document was mailed out 2 weeks 
before the Food-Environment Policy Index Expert Rating (FEER) Workshop, which was scheduled 
on 11th April 2017. FEER members were required to read and perform pre-rating of each indicator 
prior to the Workshop. A video tutorial on ‘how to read the document and rate the indicators’ 
was provided as a guide for FEER members to be accessed online as per the link - https://www.
youtube.com/watch?v=ZLjfwxAmbZ4.

The Food-Environment Policy Index Expert Rating (FEER) Workshop was held on 11th April 2017 
to benchmark the extent of implementation of food environment policies by the FEER members, 
against international best practice (#Step 7). In total, 49 Experts from academia, professionals and 
representatives from non-governmental organisations (NGOs) were invited. However, 10 invitees 
declined, followed by 8 last minute withdrawals (e.g. out-of-station on the Workshop date, 
attachment overseas, on sabbatical leave etc.), while there was non-response from 4 invitees. In 
addition, an Expert who was invited as an academic became an NGO’s representative. Therefore, 
the final rater sample fraction was 53.06% (i.e. 26/49*100%).

Participation

Out of the 26 Experts from NGOs and academia/ professionals who had consented to participate 
in FEER, 24 Experts attended the Workshop, along with 21 government stakeholders from various 
Ministries/ agencies as observers. The rating was performed by the Experts (n=26, 24 in person and 
2 responding via email) for 47 indicators based on local evidence gathered, against international 
best practice benchmarks. Presentation of each indicator was via a 2-3 minutes PowerPoint 
presentation to the attendees. It began with good practice statements, followed by summarised 
international best practice benchmarks and local evidence points (Figure 5). Government 
stakeholders were invited to provide any further updates on the information presented, prior 
to the rating process commencing. Additional information on the FUND2 indicator related to 
funding and resources for research from the Ministry of Higher Education and Ministry of Health 
was obtained in early April 2017; these data were provided as supplementary materials to the 
Experts’ prior to the rating occurring. 
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Measuring Votes

The voting process was conducted using an automated audience response tool (Lite Keypad), 
which allowed interactive and anonymous responses to be recorded. A 10-point Likert scale 
(1= low implementation to 10=high implementation) as well as “Yes and No” ratings were used 
in the rating process. Along with this, FEER members also used the rating form to record the final 
score for each indicator. 

Process of rating

For each vote, local evidence was rated against international best practice benchmarks. At the 
start, FEER members were briefed that no country could achieve the whole range of best practice 
benchmarks as per good practice statements. Thus, expert judgements were required based on 
the “quality” of government policies and the extent of implementation with respect to the “policy 
cycle”. The intentions and plans of the government were treated as at the stage of ‘agenda-setting 
and initiation’, as the policies were yet to be executed, and hence a lower score could be applied 
when rating this aspect. 

The rule of thumb to initiate a discussion was predefined as a cut-off of ≥2/3 majority rating “Yes” 
to the question of whether they would make recommendations to government on each indicator. 
The scope of discussion was to identify gaps in implementation, propose policy action(s), request 
government stakeholders to comment on the feasibility of the proposal and summarise or refine 
the sentence for proposed policy action(s). 

In order to guide active and fruitful discussion sessions, a list of examples for proposed policy 
actions from Thailand and New Zealand, as well as statements on room for improvement proposed 
by the Research Team, were provided to all participants. An estimated time of up to 6-7 minutes 
was allocated for discussion (facilitated by BS, BK, TK, MNI and NSH), if any. Overall, a maximum 
of 10 minutes was allocated to complete the process for each indicator. 

Step 8: Calculation of scoring and prepare prioritisation 

Data analysis and interpretation for each indicator mainly relied on the scoring from the rating 
form (#Step 8). However, if there were any missing data, results from the interactive voting system 
were used as substitutions. The mean rating for each indicator was calculated in percentage and 
categorised into ‘Very little, if any’ (<25%), ‘Low’ (26-50%), ‘Medium’ (51-75%) and ‘High’ (>75%). 
Inter-rater reliability was performed using the Gwet AC2 statistic and rater sample fraction was 
fixed as 53.06%. The level of agreement between raters for the overall score was recorded as 
0.65 (95% CI 0.56-0.74).

A list of 42 proposed policy actions was recommended. Further refinement of the list was 
performed by the Research Team (BK, TK and NSH) to formulate concise and comprehensive 
statements. Later, the Research Team invited via emails various Ministries/ Departments (n=15) 
to provide feedback on the statements for proposed policy actions. This approach aimed to 
consolidate valuable opinions on the proposed policy actions, from the lens of inside government 
and in line with the desire to foster mutual understanding and collaboration with government 
stakeholders throughout the Food-EPI process. A total of 7 government agencies responded 
within 5 days. These included Ministry of Health (Nutrition Division, NCD Section and Institute 
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for Health Systems Research), Ministry of Urban, Well-being House and Local Government (Local 
Government Department), Ministry of International Trade and Industry (Sector Policy Division), 
Ministry of Agriculture and Agro-Based Industry (Strategic Planning and Policy Division) and 
Community Development Department. 

All valuable inputs from government agencies (e.g. refinement of wording) were considered 
by the Research Team and amended accordingly, prior to the next step. This step served to 
inform and engage government stakeholders within different portfolios and develop a “sense of 
ownership” on the proposed policy actions. In addition, should the prioritisation results be taken 
up by the relevant Ministries/ Departments, this approach served to build a strong foundation for 
this purpose.

Step 9: Prioritisation Process

A final list of 32 proposed policy actions was constructed for the prioritisation process. The 
list comprised of 4 categories including “Prioritise Policy Actions” (n=9 proposals); “Prioritise 
Infrastructure” (n=11); “Prioritise Investigation” (n=8); and “Support” (n=4). The policy 
actions were prioritised by FEER members via an Excel file sent through email, together with 
a video tutorial on “How to complete the prioritisation process?” (https://www.youtube.com/
watch?v=mUvZKxBVTBM). There were 6 spreadsheets in the Excel file. The first spreadsheet 
contained ‘Instructions’ for prioritising proposed policy actions. The second spreadsheet - 
“Complete List” provided the overview of proposed policy actions. Experts were required to 
prioritise the remaining 4 spreadsheets based on ‘Importance’ and ‘Achievability’ criteria. The 
details of the spreadsheets are described in Table 1. 

Table 1 Description for prioritisation 

Spreadsheet/ 
Category

Description Maximum 
points per 

criteria
Prioritise 
Policy Action

Summarise 9 proposed policy actions under “Policy” component 
in Food-EPI. 

45

Prioritise 
Infrastructure

Summarise 11 proposed policy actions under “Infrastructure 
support” component in Food-EPI.

55

Prioritise 
Investigation

Summarise 8 proposed policy actions that require further 
investigation as complexity of implementation and insufficient 
surveys, studies or local evidence are limitations at the moment to 
guide policy development in this area.

40

Support Summarise 4 proposed policy actions by the Experts that are 
in line with the intention and plans of the government. This 
spreadsheet aims to obtain consensus and prioritisation of the 
actions from the Experts in order to broaden the scopes/ areas of 
the plans by the government.

20

Notes: 
1. ‘Importance’ criteria include the size of the implementation gap, effective of the actions to improve food 

environments and diets, progressive or regressive effects on reducing the health inequalities, other positive and 
negative effects (e.g. protecting rights of the children/ consumers vs infringement of the personal liberties).

2. ‘Achievability’ criteria cover the feasibility of action to be implemented, level of support from key stakeholders (e.g. 
government, public, industry etc.), cost and effectiveness of the action. 

3. Each spreadsheet represents category of the proposed policy actions.
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Each proposed policy action was allocated 5 points (by default) for importance and achievability 
criteria. A maximum point for each criterion was set differently for each spreadsheet 
(e.g. 45 points and 55 points for “Prioritise Policy Action” and “Prioritise Infrastructure” 
spreadsheets, respectively). Experts were required to redistribute the points (using whole 
numbers only) in line with priority. The total points allocated for different spreadsheets had to 
equal the maximum points assigned as per the criteria columns. Points allocated to importance 
and achievability were combined into one score (unweighted score) for each proposed policy 
action. Experts were required to weigh these criteria (default as 50:50), respectively to form the 
weighting of individual scores (weighted score). Total unweighted scores and weighted scores 
were used to rank the top policy actions for government action. The duration of prioritisation 
process was from 25th April 2017 to 30th June 2017. 

2.2.3 Advocacy

Step 10: Feedback of Results

Feedback on the results was compiled into this Technical Report for use by relevant stakeholders. 
A policy package was formulated specific to the Malaysian population, with the aim to facilitate 
the creation of healthy food environments through championing food sovereignty of an individual 
to make informed choices and have accessible, affordable and available healthy foods and 
beverages. 

Note: Figure 6 outlines the steps and the major outcomes of the Food-EPI process.
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Figure 6 Timeline of Food-EPI process and major outcomes
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Only 24 Experts participated 
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The Workshop Process with Participants in Action

FEER Workshop Facilitators: Ms. Vemala Devi Balakrishnan, Ms. Sharmela Sahathevan,
Mr. Khor Ban Hock, Mr. Se Chee Hee, Mdm. Gaiyal Viliy Balasubramanian,
Ms. Iman Hafizah, Mr. Alvin Lim, Ms. Tiffany Lim, and Ms. Phelicia Ooi.

Special thanks to Dr. Nurul Huda Razalli and Assoc. Prof. Dr. Jacinta Santhanam for 
your valuable inputs and assistance into this Workshop.
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LOREM IPSUM

Chapter
III

Results and 

   Discussion  
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3.0 Benchmarking Implementation of Food Environment 
 Policies: Scorecard for Government

Overall the findings were positive, showing government efforts in all 47 ratings performed by the 
Experts for ‘policy’ and ‘infrastructure support’ components. None of the indicators were rated 
as very little, if any implementation. This implies that there are existing policies in place and/ 
or planned to be implemented by the government for each indicator as specified by Food-EPI. 
In comparison, the Food-EPI rating for Thailand yielded 12 indicators showing “nil” implementation 
by the Thai government (Phulkerd et al. 2016).

The findings also indicate that opportunities remain for improvement in ‘policy’ and ‘infrastructure 
support’ components related to creating a healthier food environment in Malaysia. None of the 
indicator was rated as high implementation, against international best practice benchmarks. 
A majority (62%) of indicators were rated as low implementation, and 38% were rated as medium 
implementation (Figure 7). The indicators rated with the highest scores (medium implementation) 
were: establishment of food-based dietary guidelines and population intake targets; monitoring 
nutrition status and intakes; monitoring NCDs risk factors; and prevalence and ingredient list and 
nutrient declaration. The indicators with the lowest scores (low implementation) were: restriction 
on unhealthy food promotion; food composition targets for out-of-home meals at food service 
outlets; unhealthy food taxes; government policies and zoning laws for unhealthy foods; and 
funding stream for health promotion agency. 
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LEAD1: Strong, visible, political support
LEAD2: Establishment of population intake targets

LEAD3: Implementation of food based dietary guidelines
LEAD4: Comprehensive implementation plan linked to state/ national needs

LEAD5: Priorities for reducing inequalities
GOVER1: Restricting commercial influence on policy development

GOVER2: Use of evidence in food policies
GOVER3: Transparency for the public in the development of food policies

GOVER4: Access to government information
MONIT1: Monitoring food environments

MONIT2: Monitoring nutrition status and intakes
MONIT3: Monitoring body mass index (BMI)

MONIT4: Monitoring non-communicable diseases risk factors and prevalence
MONIT5: Evaluation of major programmes

MONIT6: Monitoring progress on reducing health inequalities
FUND1: Population nutrition budget

FUND2: Research funding for obesity & non-communicable prevention
FUND3: Health promotion agency

PLATF1: Coordination mechanisms (National, state and local government)
PLATF2: Platforms for government and food sector interaction
PLATF3: Platforms for government and civil society interaction

PLATF4: Platforms for government and local organisations interaction
HIAP1: Assessing the health impacts of food policies

HIAP2: Assessing the health impacts of non-food policies
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Figure 7 Extent of implementation of food environment policies and infrastructure support by the
               Malaysian government
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3.1 Prominent Indicators under ‘Policy’ Component

Table 2 lists the prominent 
indicators in descending order 
based on the mean score. Under 
the ‘policy’ component, food 
labelling in Malaysia was rated as 
having the highest score by the 
Experts for ingredient list and 
nutrient declarations (LABEL1), 
and the regulatory systems 
for health and nutrition claims 
(LABEL2). Experts’ comments 
related to the medium 
implementation rankings for 
LABEL1 and LABEL2 were that 
food labelling was ‘fairly comprehensive’ and ‘almost in line with the international standards’. 
Implementation gaps were identified by some Experts who suggested a number of improvements 
to improve these areas are listed (Box 1).

Extensive policies on food-related income supports (PRICES4) such as food basket programmes 
with basic food groups, supplementary foods and school milk programmes, urban farming, etc. 
contributed to this indicator being rated as Top 2 under the ‘policy’ component. According to 
the comments given, appraisals obtained for PRICES4 were that this was a ‘good initiative by 
the government’, and that ‘local measures are strong and monitoring seems to be adequate’. 
However, several gaps were identified as outlined in Box 2.

Box 2 – Gaps identified in food-related income supports

1. Public might not be aware of listed programmes.
2. In reference to programmes listed in international best practices, a wider access to food items 

implemented through the Special Supplementary Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, 
and Children in United States improved composition of foods by providing participants with 
greater dollar allocations for purchase of fruits and vegetables, whole-grain options etc. 

3. To study both macro- and micro-nutrients needs of the beneficiary of the programmes.
4. To investigate the use of food coupons as a part of the 1Malaysia People’s Aid (BR1M) 

programme.

Box 1 – Implementation gaps

1. To include added sugar (rather than total sugar), 
sodium and saturated fat in nutrient declarations.

2. To expand the food labelling to other food types. 
3. Lack of a nutrient profiling model similar to New 

Zealand (international best practice), which relates to 
permitting food claims based on nutrients of concern.

4. Foods with “nutritious” label need to specify level of 
“nutrient of concern”. 

5. Lack of verifications on labels and enforcement/ 
monitoring on nutrition labelling. 

FOOD FPI Malaysia - Text Book.indb   20 3/21/18   11:47 AM



Food-EPI
Malaysia 21

Food provisions in schools (PROV1) and public-settings (PROV2) were rated as having medium 
implementation and ranked as the Top 4 and Top 5 policy areas, respectively. Experts’ comments 
acknowledged many opportunities to provide guidance and nutritional standards, of which 
systems were in place at various settings. However, the gaps in implementation identified by the 
Experts are listed in Box 3. Suggestions included providing uniform standards, expanding policies 
to private schools and upgrading guidelines into mandatory standards/ laws. 

On the other hand, restrictions on unhealthy food promotions in all broadcast and non-broadcast 
media (e.g. TV, radio, outdoor advertising, social media, etc.), and children’s settings (PROMO1-3) 
were rated as having low implementation, against international best practice benchmarks. 
The major gap was cited as a relatively weak self-regulatory approach in Malaysia, compared to 
strong and enforceable legal frameworks in international standards such as in Chile and South 
Korea (World Cancer Research Fund 2017a). Notably, future policy in this space was acknowledged 
by the Expert as ‘laudable but incomprehensive’ and cited recommendations are summarised in 
Box 4.  

Box 3 – Implementation gaps

1. Local policies did not measure up to international standards, which have specific standards 
on nutritional requirements (e.g. prohibits sale of foods with sugar content >10g/ 100g or 
>5g/100ml). 

2. Reservation on implementation requirements of the guidelines/ standards, and 
3. Enforcement and monitoring were still inadequate, particularly in schools. Public might not be 

aware of listed programmes. 

Box 4 – Cited recommendations                  

1. To apply mandatory regulatory approach and implement children-specific nutrient criteria to 
restrict food advertising directed to children. 

2. To explore the possibility to restrict unhealthy food promotion beyond children’s programmes 
or no advertisements during peak period (e.g. 5-7pm in South Korea).

3. To develop rules or guidelines for health promotion or sponsorship approvals in schools to 
avoid unhealthy foods being commercially promoted. 

4. To monitor children’s exposure and to investigate the effects of mandatory regulatory 
approach.
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According to the Experts, food composition standards for out-of-home meals in food service 
outlets (COMP2) was rated as having low implementation, as compared to countries such as New 
Zealand (The Chip Group 2017), New York (New York City Health 2016; World Cancer Research 
Fund 2017b) and The Netherlands (National Institute for Public Health and the Environment 
2016). The limitation to set specific targets for nutrients of concern (e.g. standards for types of 
cooking oil to be less saturated fats or specific salt and sugar targets) was recognised as the gap in 
implementation. Up to now, no standardised targets have been applied to other countries for this 
indicator (e.g. New Zealand set a target as industry standard for deep frying oil; whereas trans-fat 
and voluntary salt standards have been prioritised in New York), and hence prioritisation for this 
area was cited by the Experts. Despite continuous engagement with fast food industries in this 
area since 2014, a strong recommendation from the Experts was to expand the coverage to non-
fast food outlets, in particular to cover 24-hour food outlets or mamak stalls via engagement with 
representative associations. 

A policy related to taxes on unhealthy foods (PRICES2) was ranked as low implementation, 
compared to international best practice benchmarks such as a tax on sugary beverages in 
Mexico, United Kingdom and 
French Polynesia, as well as a 
public health tax in Hungary. In 
consideration of the government 
plans to impose taxes on 
selected unhealthy foods, the 
Experts recommended several 
key messages to the government 
and summarised in Box 5.

Robust government policies 
and zoning laws for unhealthy foods (RETAIL1) and restriction on unhealthy food promotion in 
non-broadcast media (PROMO2) were similar in ranking for low implementation category. The 
Experts’ comments highlighted that the international best practice benchmarks were relatively 
well-defined and clear, compared to current guidelines in Malaysia. Since there is an intention 
by the government to restrict operating hours for food outlets which is already in the pipeline, 
several critical points were highlighted by the Experts and summarised in Box 6.

Box 5 – Cited recommendations

1. A holistic approach to directly channel revenues 
collected from tax increments to public health 
programmes or health promotion.

2. A strong political will is warranted, together with 
active and comprehensive public health campaigns.

Box 6 – Critical points highlighted by the Experts

1. Lack of clarity and insufficient robust future plan (e.g. restrict sales up to 10pm).
2. Standardised by-laws/ regulation of local government.
3. Grey area of classifying unhealthy foods.
4. Implementation of the plan remains questionable as pre-existing barriers include insufficient 

human capacity, different management system for each local government and reduction in 
income collection from license fees etc. 

FOOD FPI Malaysia - Text Book.indb   22 3/21/18   11:47 AM



Food-EPI
Malaysia 23

Table 2 Prominent indicator as per ‘Policy’ component

Policy Component
Rank Indicators
Highest 
Ranking

1 Food labelling related to ingredient lists and nutrient declarations (LABEL1)

2 Food-related income support is for healthy foods (PRICES4) 

3 Food regulatory systems for health and nutrition claims (LABEL2)

4 Policies in schools that promote healthy food choices (PROV1)

5 Policies in public settings that promote healthy food choices (PROV2)

Medium Ranking Not specified
Lowest 
Ranking

6 Robust government policies and zoning laws for unhealthy foods (RETAIL1) 
and 
Restrict promotion of unhealthy foods in non-broadcast media (PROMO2)

7 Increase taxes on unhealthy foods (PRICES2)  

8 Food composition targets, standards or restrictions for out-of-home meals 
(COMP2)

9 Restrict promotion of unhealthy foods in broadcast media (PROMO1)

10 Restrict promotion of unhealthy foods in children’s settings (PROMO3)

Note: Numbers in ranking are from highest to lowest values.
  = ‘Low’ implementation (26-50%)  = ‘Medium’ implementation (51-75%)
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The Experts rated monitoring of population nutritional status and intakes against targets (MONIT2), 
and monitoring of NCDs’ risk factors and prevalence (MONIT4) as having medium implementation 
and ranked as Top 2 and Top 3, under the ‘infrastructure support’ component. An Expert pointed 
out the existence of a fairly robust local monitoring system for population nutritional status and 
intakes. However, a limitation was noted that monitoring was carried out only every five years 
in Malaysia, compared 
to annual monitoring 
practice in the United 
States. The suggestion for 
improvement provided by 
the Experts is listed in Box 8. 

Box 7 – Reservations and suggestions

Reservations on the policies 
1. The understanding of set targets for dietary recommendations is ‘interpreted’ in terms of 

servings of food groups in the Malaysian Dietary Guidelines unlike international best practice 
with Brazil as an example. (The national dietary guidelines of Brazil address healthy eating 
from a cultural, ethical and environmental perspective, rather than based on number of 
servings per food group. Brazil’s dietary guidelines include recommendations such as ‘make 
natural or minimally processed foods the basis of your diet’, ‘use processed foods in small 
amounts’, and ‘avoid ultra-processed foods’ within local context).

2. The challenge to translate Malaysian Dietary Guidelines into population practice with low 
adoption witnessed from past experience (as evidenced by findings from the national health 
and nutrition surveys indicating majority of Malaysians were not able to fully understand and 
translate the concept of Food Pyramid into practice). 

Suggestions to improve: 
1. To include a clear sugar target to meet World Health Organisation recommendations for 

dietary intake levels (i.e. free sugar <10% of total energy intake).
2. To further strive to achieve the targets requires outcome-based studies or evaluation of 

effectiveness and robust monitoring for an effective implementation.  
3. To strengthen the implementation with more advocacy activities.
4. To review dietary guidelines more frequently, rather than every 10 years.
5. Despite local policies being comprehensive, they are fragmented over a number of policies 

and plans. Therefore, it is essential to ensure that plans are aligned with clear surveillance and 
monitoring tools.

3.2 Prominent Indicators under ‘Infrastructure Support’ 
      Component

Overall, the Experts acknowledged good government leadership for ‘infrastructure support’, 
based on the evidence that 3 out of 5 indicators under the leadership domain were ranked as 
Top 5 (medium implementation) (Table 3). These included establishment of food-based dietary 
guidelines with visual guides such as the Malaysian Food Pyramid and Malaysian Healthy Plate 
(LEAD3); population intake targets (LEAD2); and clear and comprehensive implementation 
plans (LEAD4) such as the National Plan of Action for Nutrition of Malaysia, National Strategic 
Plan for Non-Communicable Disease, Salt Reduction Strategy, etc. The Experts expressed some 
reservations and provided suggestions to further improve this area as summarised in Box 7.

Box 8 – Suggestions to improve

Continuous improvement and regular updates with information. 
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All indicators under funding and resources domain were rated with low implementation scores, 
when compared to the international best practice benchmarks. The indicator related to statutory 
health promotion agency (FUND 3) was ranked low. Cited comments from the Experts were 
“although there is a statutory health promotion agency (MySihat), there is no secure funding” 
and “ineffective Board due to lack of funds”. This was evidenced by a significant reduction in 
the estimated allocation for dietary health promotion grants provided by the Board, which was 
reduced from RM 0.91 million in 2014 to RM 0.06 million in 2016. 

Funded research to improve food environments and reduce obesity and NCDs (FUND2) was 
ranked low. The Experts recognised that government provided many research grants in the areas 
of obesity and NCDs via various agencies, which implied wide opportunities and commitments 
to combat these burdens. However, worries and reservations were indicated by the Experts as 
summarised in Box 9.

Population nutrition budget (FUND1) was rated as insufficient and ranked as Bottom 5 by the 
Experts. The major gap in implementation as highlighted by an Expert’s comment was “no clarity 
in the breakdown of health spending (on nutrition) and clearly there were insufficient funds to 
reduce diet-related NCDs”. Overall, a list of suggestions was proposed by the Experts to improve 
the gaps in implementation of funding and resources domain. Details are as listed in Box 10.

Box 9 – Worries and reservations

1. Based on the evidence gathered, research grants provided by government have decreased 
year by year. If this pattern continues, the research area relating to obesity and NCDs, would 
in the future become less likely to be the priority of the government. 

2. There is no targeted research funding scheme provided to improve food environment, 
reducing obesity, NCDs and their related inequalities. Only guidelines for areas of research are 
available at the moment.

3. Research budgets for nutrition need to be increased, not the reverse. Ministry of Health 
should be the main player as Ministry of Higher Education has too many areas to cover.

Box 10 – Implementation gaps

1. To allocate a certain percentage of ‘sin tax’ (e.g. tobacco) for health promotion budget.
2. To allocate more funds for fundamental research and consider a centralised trust fund for 

research [e.g. to propose an establishment of Nutrition Cluster under the National Institute of 
Health or through National Coordinating Committee for Food and Nutrition (NCCFN)].

3. To provide a population nutrition budget commensurate with NCDs burden and promote 
setting up of nutrition promotion budgets by other Ministries (e.g. Ministry of Agriculture and 
Agro-Based Industry Malaysia, Ministry of Domestic Trade, Co-operatives and Consumerism 
etc.)

Malaysia was rated as having low implementation on governance procedures to restrict 
commercial influences on policy development related to food environment (GOVER1). Robust 
registration of lobbyists and conflict of interest management were identified as the major gaps in 
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implementation in Malaysia, as compared to international best practice benchmarks (e.g. United 
States, Australia and New Zealand). Experts’ comments/ perceptions towards the government for 
this indicator are listed in Box 11. 

The low score for GOVER1 could be attributed to insufficient documentation of existing policy 
and/ or lack of implementation based on the Experts’ view. Therefore, continuously strengthening 
practice on restriction of commercial influences and increasing publicity for this good practice 
might potentially shift these perceptions and improve the scoring in the future.  

The Experts rated low implementation for processes to assess health impacts during the 
development of non-food policies (HiAP2). Several suggestions were proposed by the Experts 
including Health Impact Assessment (HIA) implementation and involvement of the health 
authority at the early stage of policy development.

Box 11 – Comments or perceptions by the Experts

1. Lack of adherence to current local governance policies and lack of their stringent application, 
which does not contribute to transparent decision-making processes (when compared to 
international best practice benchmarks such as Lobbying Disclosure Act 1995 in United States). 

2. To implement a system with relevant stakeholders (more than one person) making decisions. 
3. Lack of enforcement on asset declaration.
4. To implement systems and processes in order to improve compliance.
5. To apply strict rules on lobbyists and conflict of interest management.

Table 3  Prominent indicators as per ‘Infrastructure Support’ component

Infrastructure Support Component
Rank Indicators
Highest 
Ranking

1 Food-based dietary guidelines established and implemented (LEAD3)

2 Monitoring of population nutritional status and intakes against targets 
(MONIT2) 

3 Monitoring of NCDs’ risk factors and prevalence (MONIT4)

4 Population intake targets established for nutrients of concern and 
national recommended dietary intake (LEAD2)

5 Comprehensive implementation plan linked to state and national needs 
(LEAD4)

Medium ranking Not specified
Lowest 
Ranking

6 Sufficient population nutrition budget (FUND1)

7 Funded research to improve food environment and reducing obesity and 
NCDs (FUND2)

8 Processes to assess health impacts during development of non-food 
policies (HiAP2)

9 Restriction on commercial influence in policy development (GOVER1)

10 A secure funding stream for statutory health promotion agency (FUND3)

Note: Numbers in ranking are from the highest to lowest values.
 = ‘Low’ implementation (26-50%)      = ‘Medium’ implementation (51-75%)
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3.3 Feedback on FEER Workshop 

Out of the 45 participants who had attended the FEER Workshop, about two-thirds (n=30) 
submitted their feedback through a Google Form (https://goo.gl/forms/s0M1bGklU64qhz323). 
The feedback represented 17 Experts and 13 government stakeholders. Overall, majority (≥90%) 
indicated that the Workshop was well-paced, informative with understandable content and clear 
handouts supporting presentation materials, as well as well-prepared facilitators (Figure 8). 

In general, all participants reported a better understanding of the food environment policy 
process in Malaysia. According to the feedback given, 9/10 Workshop participants were confident 
this engagement would improve Malaysian food environment policy process in the next 10 years. 
Most of the participants provided consent to facilitate, if required by the government, setting up 
proposed policy actions into agenda in the future. From a survey question regarding whether a 
2-day rating Workshop was preferable, only two-thirds of the participants felt they would be able 
to attend such future workshops.  

Figure 8 Participant feedbacks of FEER Workshop (n=30)

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Do you find this workshop informative?

Did the workshop handouts support presentation materials?

Were the workshop handouts clear and well-organized?

Was workshop content easy to understand?

Do you understand better on food environment policy in Malaysia?

Was the workshop well-paced?

Were the facilitators knowledgeable and well-prepared?

Would this process improve food environment policy in the next 10 years?

Do you agree to facilitate government to setup proposed policy actions into agenda?

Would you be able to spare your time if it is a 2-day workshop in the future?

Agreed/ Most Likely Disagreed/ Less Likely
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Table 4 indicates feedback comments from participants on the Workshop and suggestions to 
improve future Workshops.

  Table 4 Comments about the FEER Workshop from participants (n=30)

What did you like best about this 
Workshop?

What did you like least about the content 
of the Workshop?

“The content of the Workshop was very 
informative/ Information was gained 
regarding national policy and policy data/ 
Comprehensive overview of the policy/ I 
can see the whole scenario of the nutrition 
policy and implementation in Malaysia”

“Information given prior to programme/ 
well prepared document”

“Time management/ organisers kept to 
the time/ every minute was counted and 
finished in time/ content. Well organised”

“Voting system was very interactive/ 
interactive sessions”

“Involvement of an expert group”

“Engagement and update with the expert 
and other agencies/ 2-way communication 
between the expert and government 
representatives/ discussion and involvement 
of many agencies/ interaction between 
academic, NGO representatives and 
government officials/ brainstorming session 
was great/ good discussion among all 
stakeholders”

“I have not participated in a Workshop 
on food (policy) before and it was very 
interesting and refreshing to know what 
is and has been going on in Malaysia and 
the rest of the world. I appreciate all the 
information provided by the team. I can 
imagine the difficulty in getting all the 
information”

“Insufficient time for discussion/ fast pace 
and short discussion allocation/ limited time 
for better discussion/ not having time to 
discuss the important points deferred/ lack 
of time to discuss in depth”

“Very packed sessions/ seem to be rushing, 
clearly a day isn’t enough to discuss the 
key elements outlined/ the fast pace/ a bit 
rushed at times/ tightly packed agenda/ 
packed”

“Food is part of Malaysian culture life... all 
suggestions must also consider this point”

“I wish all invited government agencies 
attended”

“It should have been at least over 2 days”

“Nothing/ None/ none at all”
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How can this Workshop be improved? 

“Allocate more time for discussion. Maybe a 2-day Workshop/ make it 1.5 days/ extend more 
time to discuss/ a bit more time for debates would be good/ a 2-day Workshop might help/ 
more discussion time/ add another 2 hours/ maybe a bit of time given during the Workshop 
itself for us to re-read the information to refresh our memory before starting the discussion”

“All invited persons should turn up and participate in this Workshop/ there should be more 
participants from the government sector”

“Reduce the number of sub-indicators for deliberations”

“More solid evidence in supporting the proposal for the amendment of policy”

“Should the documents be given to the participants earlier/ provide the information about 
the workshop”- from the government point of view.

3.4 Policy Actions for Prioritisation

This section describes the framing of proposed policy actions to be prioritised by the Experts. A 
list of proposed policy actions for prioritisation by government were developed from the FEER 
Workshop. 

Based on the second cycle of voting, Experts reached consensus on shortlisting 22 indicators to 
propose policy actions. An additional 7 indicators were identified for prioritised policy actions by 
the Research Team as these were not identified in the rating process, but deemed important to 
align to international best practice. Thirteen more indicators were identified as intentions and 
plans of the government to introduce policy actions, but needed to broaden their scopes. These 
13 indicators were consolidated to formulate 4 proposed policy actions under the ‘Support’ group 
for the prioritisation process (Figure 9). 

Out of 47 indicators rated by the Experts, 42 indicators were proposed with policy actions for 
prioritisation (Figure 10). Finally, 32 proposed policy actions were shortlisted by the Research 
Team (TK, BS and NSH) and forwarded to government stakeholders for feedback. 

Appendix III summarises the list of proposed policy actions to be prioritised by the Experts.
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Experts’ 
Votes 

Second cycle of voting 
‘Would you want to make 

recommendations to the government?’ 

25 indicators 

42 indicators  
proposed with policy actions for 

prioritisation 

13 indicators 
identified by the Research Team 

showing government intention but 
require broader scope 

32 proposed policy actions  
shortlisted by the Research Team 

7 indicators 
identified by the Research Team 

as needing to align to international 
best practice 

Policy Action 
Category 

9 proposed policy 
actions 

Infrastructure 
Support 

Category 
11 proposed policy 

actions 

Support 
Category 

4 proposed policy 
actions for broader 

scope of government 
intention 

Further 
Investigation 

Category 
8 proposed policy actions 

for further investigation 
due to insufficient 

evidence to guide policy 

22 indicators 

Top 15 Prioritised 
 Policy Actions 

A total of 47 indicators  
was voted by the Experts. 

Research Team 
agreed to exclude  
5 indicators.

Yes 

No 

24 proposed policy 
actions were formed 
by the Experts.

2 proposed policy actions were 
formed under the ‘Further 
Investigation’ group, followed 
by one each, for ‘Policy’ and 
‘Infrastructure Support’ group.

4 proposed policy actions were 
formed under the ‘Support’ group.

Figure 9 Algorithm to construct the list of proposed policy actions for prioritisation process
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Note: Refer to Figure  7 for simplified statements of indicators. *Orange colour cells represent indicators with <2/3 agreed 
for a discussion, but with proposed policy options suggested by the research teams. 
Abbreviations: COMP=composition (food); FUND=funding; GOVER=governance; HIAP=health-in-all policies; 
INFFRA=infrastructure; LABEL=labelling (food); LEAD=leadership; MONIT=monitoring; PLATF=platforms; POL=policy; 
PRICES=prices (food); PROMO=promotion; PROV=provision (food); RETAIL=retail (food); SUP=support; TRADE=trade 
(food) 

Figure 10 Consensus for proposed policy actions (Second vote) 
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Proposed by research team after 
consideration of the implementation 
gap, against best practice  
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the implementation gap, against best 
practice  

Proposed by research team as 'further 
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by the government. 

To obtain consensus in supporting 
plans by the government (MONIT1-2 
and 4). 

To obtain consensus in supporting plans by 
the government. 

Proposed by research team after 
consideration of the implementation 
gap, against best practice  
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3.4.1 Prioritisation by FEER Panel 

At this stage, prioritisation excel files were sent via electronic mail to 26 Experts and within 
a 2-month duration, a 92.3% response rate (n=24) was recorded. In total, 32 proposed policy 
actions were rationalised into four categories based on the nature of policy actions and prioritised 
by the Experts. These categories were ‘policy – POL’, ‘infrastructure – INFRA’, ‘further investigation 
– INVES’ and ‘support - SUP’. A maximum of 5 points for each proposed policy action per category 
were first assigned by the Research Team. Experts redistributed the points as per the terms of 
importance and achievability criteria. Points allocated as per importance and achievability criteria 
for each proposed policy action were combined to form an aggregated and unweighted score. 
As characteristics of each group (i.e. policy, infrastructure, further investigation and support) 
were to be considered, Experts were requested to weigh the total score as per importance 
and achievability criteria (either 50:50 or differently). Figure 11 indicates the unweighted and 
weighted total scores. Of note, although the order of policy actions was similar, the weighted 
total score could be further differentially ranked between Top 2 (SUP29-LABEL1) and Top 3 
(POL5-PROMO1); and Top 7 (INVES27-RETAIL1) and Top 8 (INFRA14-MONIT3).

A total of 32 proposed policy actions prioritised by the Experts with 8 domains were ranked as 
Top 15 policy actions for the Malaysian government (Figure 12). Against relatively higher 
importance and higher achievability quadrants, 5 domains under ‘policy’ component and 3 
domains under ‘infrastructure support’ component were prioritised by the Experts to formulate 
a policy package for the Malaysian government. The details are described in the sub-sections 3.5 
and 3.6.
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Note: The unweighted or weighted ranks combine abbreviations for both category and indicator. For example, 
POL9-TRADE1 represents the 9th proposed policy action by Experts and classified under ‘policy’ category, which relates 
to indicator 1 for food trade. For full interpretation of the abbreviations and the proposed policy action, please refer to 
Appendix III. 
Abbreviations: 
Category - INFFRA=infrastructure; INVES=investigation (further); POL=policy; SUP=support.
Indicator - COMP=composition (food); FUND=funding; GOVER=governance; HIAP=health-in-all policies; LABEL=labelling 
(food); LEAD=leadership; MONIT=monitoring; PLATF=platforms; PRICES=prices (food); PROMO=promotion; 
PROV=provision (food); RETAIL=retail (food); TRADE=trade (food) 

Figure 11 Prioritisation of proposed policy actions as per weighted and unweighted scores

Order Unweighted Rank
Unweighted 
Total Score

Weighted Rank
Weighted

Total Score
Order

Top1 POL6-PROMO3 280.0 POL6-PROMO3 140.3 Top1

Top2 POL5-PROMO1 279.0 SUP29-LABEL1 139.3 Top2

Top2 SUP29-LABEL1 279.0 POL5-PROMO1 139.2 Top3

Top4 INFRA17-FUND2 274.0 INFRA17-FUND2 137.3 Top4

Top5 POL4-LABEL4 267.0 POL4-LABEL4 133.4 Top5

Top6 POL1-COMP1 266.0 POL1-COMP1 132.8 Top6

Top7 INFRA14-MONIT3 265.0 INVES27-RETAIL1 132.6 Top7

Top7 INVES27-RETAIL1 265.0 INFRA14-MONIT3 132.3 Top8

Top9 INFRA16-FUND1 263.0 INFRA16-FUND1 131.5 Top9

Top10 INVES23-PROMO2 261.0 INVES23-PROMO2 131.1 Top10

Top11 INVES21-COMP1 259.0 INVES21-COMP1 129.4 Top11

Top12 POL7-PRICES2 256.0 POL7-PRICES2 128.8 Top12

Top13 INVES24-PRICES1 253.0 INVES24-PRICES1 126.6 Top13

Top14 INFRA13-GOVER3 250.0 INFRA13-GOVER3 125.1 Top14

Top15 INFRA18-FUND3 249.0 INFRA18-FUND3 124.7 Top15

Top16 INFRA15-MONIT5 240.0 INFRA15-MONIT5 120.4 Top16

Top17 INVES26-PROV1-4 236.0 INVES26-PROV1-4 118.2 Top17

Top18 SUP31-MONIT1-2,4,6 232.0 SUP31-MONIT1-2,4,6 115.4 Top18

Top19 INFRA12-GOVER3 230.0 INFRA12-GOVER3 115.0 Top19

Top20 SUP32-PLATF1-4 229.0 SUP32-PLATF1-4 114.6 Top20

Top21 INFRA11-GOVER2 227.0 INFRA11-GOVER2 113.5 Top21

Top22 INFRA20-HIAP2 226.0 INFRA20-HIAP2 113.2 Top22

Top23 INVES22-COMP2 226.0 INVES22-COMP2 112.7 Top23

Top24 POL2-LABEL2 224.0 POL2-LABEL2 112.2 Top24

Top25 INVES25-PRICES3-4 223.0 INVES25-PRICES3-4 111.0 Top25

Top26 SUP30-LEAD1-5 220.0 SUP30-LEAD1-5 110.0 Top26

Top27 POL3-LABEL3 216.0 POL3-LABEL3 109.0 Top27

Top28 INFRA19-HIAP1 216.0 INFRA19-HIAP1 107.7 Top28

Top29 INFRA10-GOVER1 200.0 INFRA10-GOVER1 99.5 Top29

Top30 INVEST28-TRADE2 197.0 INVEST28-TRADE2 98.4 Top30

Top31 POL8-RETAIL4 190.0 POL8-RETAIL4 94.1 Top31

Top32 POL9-TRADE1 182.0 POL9-TRADE1 90.5 Top32
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3.5 Policy Component: Recommendations for Government

Five domains were considered as high importance and high achievability policy actions under 
the ‘policy’ component, which are desirable for government adoption. The recommendations 
prioritised by the Experts were focused mainly on unhealthy foods except affordability of healthy 
foods. This consensus was made after in consideration of available policies for healthy foods 
availability and accessibility through farmers’ market, fresh fruit stalls (GBSS), Kedai Rakyat 
Agrobazaar, AgroBazaar Rakyat 1Malaysia, MyFarm outlets and etc. Details are discussed in the 
following subsections.

3.5.1 Food Promotion

Food Promotion

The Experts set the most important and achievable action (TOP 1) 
for the government to enact a policy to restrict unhealthy food and 
beverage marketing, including sponsored education, sports and 
cultural activities in children’s settings. International best practice 
benchmarks indicated that at least 4 countries worldwide (Chile, 
Spain, Uruguay and Hungary) implemented mandatory laws in this 
area (World Cancer Research Fund 2017a). For example, Hungary 
required only external organisations and consultants recommended 
by the National Institute for Health Development to carry out health 
promotion and prevention activities in schools. The Experts’ comment 
was to adopt a similar approach as the Framework Convention on 
Tobacco Control for restricting unhealthy food promotion to children. 
As well, the role of Ministry of Education was emphasised as a means 
to achieve this target in schools through consumer rights. 

At this time, the creation of regulations to restrict the exposure and power of broadcast 
promotions for unhealthy food and beverages to children (TOP 3) was viewed as more critical 
by the Experts, when compared to investigating policy options (e.g. regulation) to restrict non-
broadcast marketing (TOP 10). This might be attributed to extensive international and national 
studies covering the exposure and power of unhealthy food marketing in broadcast media, 
particularly television, demonstrating the association between viewing time and preference 
for unhealthy foods (Karupaiah et al. 2008; Kelly et al. 2016; Ng et al. 2014, 2015; WHO 2012). 

Over the past decade, more countries such as Sweden (2010), South Korea (2010), 
Chile (2012), Ireland (2013), Mexico (2014) and Taiwan (2016) have implemented regulations 
to control unhealthy food marketing to children (World Cancer Research Fund 2017a). In 
order to achieve restriction on ‘power’ and ‘exposure’ of unhealthy food promotion, special 
attention should be placed on defining age of children (e.g. below the age of 12 in Sweden), 
controlled period (e.g. peak viewing time as 5-7pm in South Korea), criteria for restricted foods 
(e.g. added sugar >10%, fats >30% and saturated fat >10% of total calorie content, sodium 
>400mg/serving in Taiwan) and types of strategies (e.g. cartoons, animations and toys ban 
in Chile). In consideration of complex and unique food promotion techniques used in non-
broadcast media (e.g. internet social media marketing, outdoor advertising, etc.), further 
investigations are required to identify types of media with the most influence to children and 
formulate appropriate policy actions to control unhealthy food promotion.
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3.5.2 Food Labelling

Food Labelling

All Experts supported the implementation of the planned 
regulations on mandatory nutrition labelling for including sodium 
and total sugar, and quantitative ingredient declarations, but also 
demanded to include added sugars in the nutrient label (TOP2). 
With this consensus achieved in food labelling, this should be used 
to foster agenda-setting for the policy development as evidenced by 
good support from the representatives of NGOs and academia. 

Added sugar is defined as sugars either added during the processing 
of foods or are packaged as such, which should distinguish natural 
sugar content in the product, when compared to ‘total sugar’ 
labelling. 

The logic behind advocating this adoption was related to excessive added sugar intake (>10% 
total daily calories), which would more likely lead to difficulty in achieving dietary fibre and 
essential vitamins and minerals, within individual energy requirements. In order to make 
informed choice easier for consumers, the United States updated rules to include added sugars 
on the label (FDA 2017).

An Expert suggested to amend this policy statement to also include trans-fat and saturated 
fat as mandatory nutrition labelling. Perhaps, this suggestion should be considered from both 
public health (i.e. informed choice) and economic benefits (i.e. trade opportunities) from its 
implementation. For example, the forecasted sales of packaged food retailing in Malaysia is 
expected to reach USD 11.327 billion in 2017 (Canadean 2014). Therefore, capturing new 
markets through trade liberalisation is critical. If mandatory labelling for total sugar, sodium, 
saturated fat and trans-fat is implemented in Malaysia, this will enable nutrition labelling 
standards to be in line with other countries in Asia such as Hong Kong (Centre for Food Safety 
2017), Taiwan (FDA 2014a) and South Korea (Ministry of Food and Drug Safety 2017), which 
will further reduce barriers to trade and increase trade opportunities to these countries. 

In addition to nutrition labelling on food products, the government should require all fast 
food chain outlets (>20 outlets nationally) to display calorie labelling on menu boards and 
promote their use in other food outlets (e.g. mamak stalls) (Top 5). Evidence on the impact 
of menu labelling on influencing calorie intake of the public is not conclusive (Elbel et al. 2013; 
Krieger et al. 2013; NSW Food Authority 2013), but menu reformulation was observed as a 
modest improvement for all entrées at sit-down chains such as reduction in energy, saturated 
fat, and sodium content when menu board labelling was implemented (Bruemmer et al. 2012). 
Long-term impact of menu board labelling should be an ongoing research to establish benefits. 
Therefore, action should be implemented based on the immediate outcome of promoting 
menu reformulation and adapting establishment cut-offs to determine which fast food chains 
are to be covered. This approach is in line with other international best practice benchmarks 
in South Korea (≥100 establishments), United States (≥20 establishments) and Australia 
(≥20 establishments) (World Cancer Research Fund 2017c). In consideration of local context, 
eating-out choices might include other local chain food outlets (e.g. mamak stalls). Hence, 
broadening implementation of menu board labelling to this sector might bring advantages. 
However, some Experts expected potential obstacles to implementation of the policy action 
in these local chain food outlets. Therefore, continuation of promoting menu board labelling 
in other food outlets, especially chain outlets should be a continuous effort lead by the 
government. 
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3.5.3 Food Composition

Food Composition

An advocacy to government was related to setting up sodium 
targets for selected food groups and was ranked as a priority 
policy action (Top 6) by the Experts. This proposal is in line with 
the international best practice benchmarks implemented in 
Argentina (from 2014) and South Africa (from 2013), of which 
the common practice for the benchmarks was the adoption of 
mandatory targets via regulations (World Cancer Research Fund 
2017d). 

To be noted, a modest industry progress was observed through 
voluntary and category-specific sodium targets initiative 
such as the National Salt Reduction Initiative 2009 (NSRI) in 
United States (World Cancer Research Fund 2017d). NSRI was 
not initiated by the US federal government, but founded as a 
coalition of >100 national health organisations and 70 state and 
local health authorities.

The determinant factors of NSRI progress rely on a framework of food category targets 
combined with a robust monitoring system (Curtis et al. 2017). In addition, special 
attention was advised by the Expert to focus on “selected foods” that are well defined to 
food groups commonly consumed by populations, for which NSRI set sodium targets for 
62 packaged foods and 25 restaurant food categories.

A cost-effectiveness analysis was conducted to model potential health and economic 
impacts of salty policy in South Africa. Findings indicated a salty policy could cost USD 0.01 
per capita and exert a potential risk for reformulation costs passed on to the consumers 
with <0.2% increase in food expenditure in all income quintiles. However, in comparison 
to huge health gains such as reducing cardiovascular mortality by 11% and saving 
USD 51.25 million (i.e. USD 2.52 per capita/ year) in healthcare subsidies, this policy 
would lead overall to large government savings on health care (Watkins et al. 2016). 

Initiative in this area should not be viewed as barriers to trade for food industries. For 
example, US Food and Drug Administration (FDA) drafted voluntary federal sodium targets 
in June 2016. It covers 16 major food categories of commercially processed, packaged 
and prepared foods such as cereal, dairy, bakery products, sauces and condiments 
etc. Baselines were calculated using product nutrition information from commercially 
available databases and public websites, which later FDA specified short- and long-term 
targets with upper bound sodium content. In fact, food companies such as Nestle US 
and Mars Inc. welcomed and supported this draft for sodium reduction (Mars Inc. 2016; 
Nestle USA 2016). 

Furthermore, the Experts encouraged the government to investigate food composition 
standards for selected food groups such as added sugar and saturated fats (Top 11). 
An Expert’s comment was to include trans-fat standard for processed foods in the 
future. However, further research is warranted to determine feasibility, capacity and 
cost-effectiveness of expanding food composition standards to other nutrients of concern 
by taking into account the local context in Malaysia. 
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3.5.4 Food Retail

Food Retail

The Experts acknowledged the intention of the government to restrict 
operating hours up to 12 midnight for all food outlets. Therefore, 
the Experts recommended the government to first investigate 
the restrictions on the opening hours of fast food restaurants 
(e.g. amendment on the Licensing of Food Establishment By-
Laws) and seek opportunities to restrict the placement of new 
fast food outlets around schools and in residential areas (Top 7). 
This recommendation was rated as higher importance and higher 
achievability by the Experts, and the scope is in line with robust 
zoning laws and policies that are implemented in 15 local authorities 
in United Kingdom (World Cancer Research Fund 2017b).

Notably, national studies to support the policy development in this area is scarce, followed by 
a lack of existing infrastructure and identifying pre-existing barriers (e.g. insufficient human 
capacity, different management system for each local government and income reduction from 
licensing fees), which warrant further investigation to formulate an appropriate approach, even 
though there is a ‘Guideline on the Prohibition of Sales of Foods Outside School Perimeters’. 
From a technical viewpoint, hot food takeaways act as a double-edged sword. They contribute 
service to local communities, employment and a source of economic development, but displace 
other shops and food options to promote accessibility to healthy and fresh food, which can 
impact health of communities. Perhaps, a learning experience from the international best 
practice benchmark - “Supplementary Planning Document” or planning policy for hot food 
takeaways implemented by St. Helens Council (2011) and the Halton Borough Council (2012) 
should provide additional insights for planning a policy action in this area. 

A problem recognition that fast food takeaways are a source of cheap, energy-dense and 
nutrient-poor foods (Prentice & Jebb 2003) as well as highlighting the needs to address the rising 
numbers of fast foods (The Health Committee 2009) should form the foundation of this policy 
action. Cited justifications could be opening hours for take-away foods, impact on residential 
amenity (e.g. noise, vibrations, odour, traffic disturbance, litter, etc.), existence of schools and 
potential benefits of the proposal for the wider community, etc. Perhaps, by demonstrating 
food outlets that are in close proximity to surrounding schools form an obstacle to healthy 
eating for school children (Sinclair & Winkler 2008), might further justify the establishment of 
policy to restrict placement of fast food outlets around the school. 

In addition, crime and anti-social behaviour impact of opening fast food outlets could be 
applied to champion policy development in this area (Halton Borough Council 2012; St. Helens 
Council 2011). The rationale behind this proposal is hot food takeaways might often attract 
a gathering of people. Therefore, establishing evidence to associate these outlets with ‘hot 
spots’ for crime and disorder, especially at night time might further accelerate the importance 
to develop policy in this area. 

Overall, integrating justifications listed above will triangulate arguments presented to relevant 
stakeholders to advocate policy development and implementation. Specific aspects related to 
location of the fast food outlets such as not >5% of the units within the city centre or not >2 
being located adjacent to each other with priority to first identify an exclusion zone (St. Helen 
Council 2011) might be relevant to promote flexibility in policy development and realistic 
implementation.
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3.5.5 Food Prices

Food Prices

Taxes on sugary drinks and high caloric density foods were 
implemented in Mexico. In line with this global trend, this fiscal policy 
recommended by the Experts was to introduce taxes on sugary 
drinks with the funding raised applied to promoting healthy diets 
for children (Top 12). This policy recommendation to the government 
is not new, as previously the Academy of Sciences Malaysia had 
suggested this action in 2013 (ASM 2013) and discussed at the 
Ministerial level. Therefore, to accelerate policy development in this 
area, an Expert’s comment highlighted the urgency to rethink “how 
to implement sugar tax in Malaysia as carbonated drinks are getting 
cheaper (one ringgit per bottle) and almost matching the price of 
drinking water”. 

The straightforward thinking is, “Will taxes on sugary beverages translate into lower 
consumption in the population?” Evidence from Mexico indicates purchase of taxed beverages 
fell an additional 4.2% to 9.7% in 2015. Households at the lowest socioeconomic level showed 
the largest decreases in purchase of taxed beverages, accounting for a 14.3% decrease in 2015 
(Colchero et al. 2017).

If socioeconomic impact is a concern, a null effect of policy development as per evidence 
from the Mexican experience should be a guide. Post-implementation of sugary beverage tax 
did not reduce total employment in manufacturing sector, commercial stores and increase 
unemployment rates in Mexico (National Institute of Public Health 2017). Market adjustment 
might contribute to this phenomenon as a significant increase in sales for plain waters after 
implementation of sugary beverage tax was observed (Colchero et al. 2016). As lower income 
consumers are more responsive to price increases, this should benefit their health outcomes 
and the costs of health care for NCDs burdens (Global Food Research Programme 2016). The 
Experts emphasised on transparency in channelling revenue raised and suggested to use as 
a promotion of healthy diets for children, might provide an additional benefit and increase 
acceptability by the population.

The practice of goods service tax (GST) exemption for fruits and vegetables is in line with 
international best practice – Australia. This added value policy should continue to encourage 
healthy food choices in Malaysia. Any effort by the government to preserve this good practice 
should be encouraged as evidenced by ceasing the implementation of GST on 60 food 
items (e.g. corn, frozen vegetables and imported fruits like avocados, apricots, figs, grapes, 
nectarines, cherries, and berries), despite been gazetted on 6th June 2017 (Jabatan Kastam 
Diraja Malaysia 2017). Acknowledging possible factors influencing price increment for fresh 
fruits and vegetables, to better improve policy implementation in this area, the Experts 
prioritised a policy action to first investigate price rise for fruits and vegetables and to identify 
if there are any potential fiscal policies to address this increment (Top 13). 

The main justification for this action was related to observable increment on prices for fruits 
and vegetables in Malaysia. Similar observation and potential factors contributing to this 
increment were discussed in the recent report published by Khazanah Research Institute 
(2016). The report estimated minimum daily cost of a nutritious diet based on Malaysian 
Dietary Guidelines for a household in Kuala Lumpur. This was RM 28.43/ household/ day or 
equivalent or RM 5.69/ person/ day for home-cooked foods with just three main meals. If 
this calculation is translated to household expenditure, it would have accounted for 29.0% 
(RM 852.90/ month) of the national median household expenditure in 2014 (RM 2946/month). 
Ironically, such a nutritious diet was estimated to cost almost all the income of a family living 
below poverty line. 
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3.6 Infrastructure Support Component: Recommendations 
 for Government

On the other hand, three domains under the ‘infrastructure support’ component were prioritised 
by the Experts. The subsections below discuss on Experts’ comments related to this component. 

3.6.1 Funding and Resources 

Funding & 
Resources

To ensure sustainable development of planned policies and 
programmes, the Experts prioritised 3 policy actions from indicators 
under the funding and resources domain in the list of top 15 actions. 
For example, the government should continue to designate the 
reduction in obesity and diet-related NCDs and their inequalities as 
a priority area for research in a coordinated way across its research 
funding mechanisms of different agencies (Top 4). It will be crucial 
to optimise the role of Jawatankuasa Pelaburan Dana Awam which 
aims to consolidate government funded research from various 
agencies, those targeting to improve food environments, reducing 
obesity, NCDs and their related inequalities in order to maximise 
benefit of existing resources. 

A measure to coordinate existing research funding mechanisms is crucial as this will ensure 
sufficient funds are invested to address gaps in knowledge. However, an Expert’s comment 
highlighted that lack of political will to increase the funding for health, might hinder this action. 
Therefore, specifying the scope of funding to cover efforts to reduce obesity, diet-related 
NCDs and their inequalities via the population nutrition approach is imperative. During the 
data collection period for Food-EPI, short falls in research budget allocations for targeting 
food environments, reducing obesity, NCDs and their related inequalities were recorded for all 
agencies, including the Ministry of Health. However, during the preparation of this Technical 
Report, it is indeed an encouraging update from the Economic Planning Unit, Prime Minister’s 
Department that the government is committed to constantly allocated RM 5 million in 2017 to 
the Ministry of Health for the study and research specifically in reducing the NCDs incidence 
among Malaysians as per the Eleventh Malaysia Plan (2016-2020).

In addition, the Experts suggested the government to substantially increase funding specific 
for population nutrition promotion, so that it is commensurate with size of the population 
health burden from unhealthy diets (Top 9). Notably, existing public health expenditure also 
covers population nutrition expenditure (i.e. in combination of budgets allocated to smoking 
cessation, dengue, etc.), which prevents an estimation of the true budget allocation for 
population nutrition promotion in Malaysia. However, Experts emphasised that the budget 
should be commensurate with the disease profile or health burden from unhealthy diets. 
Perhaps, referring to Thailand as the international best practice benchmark would guide this 
area of policy development. For example, total expenditure on health related to nutrition in 
Thailand was recorded as RM 2957 million in 2011, which was equivalent to 7.57% of total 
health expenditure with dietary risk factors accounting for 10% loss to health.

The Malaysian Health Promotion Board (MySihat) is the statutory health promotion agency. 
Notably, the economic slowdown over the past three years impacted the budget allocation 
for MySihat. This was evident for the estimated reduction to RM 0.06 million in 2016 related 
to dietary health promotion grants funded by MySihat. This explains the rationale of the 
prioritisation action by the Experts on strengthening the sustainable funding and functioning 
of MySihat so that it becomes a significant force for health promotion (similar to ThaiHealth 
and VicHealth) (Top 15). 
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3.6.2 Monitoring and Intelligence

Monitoring and 
Intelligence

Routine monitoring of anthropometric measurements (twice 
annually) was conducted for children aged 10-17 years old under 
the National Physical Fitness Standard (SEGAK).  Overall, the Experts 
recognised the extensive efforts in conducting SEGAK, but they 
identified the gap in implementation as “not dispersed or utilised 
maximally” relating to the collected dataset. Therefore, the Experts 
advised to optimise usage of the existing system (e.g. collating 
and analysing SEGAK data) by ensuring appropriate feedback to 
parents and school management (Top 8). Furthermore, a referral 
mechanism for identified cases to the nearest health clinic should 
be strengthened as well as provide the follow-up of these cases. 

3.6.3 Transparency in Governance

Governance

In comparison with Australia and New Zealand, the Freedom of 
Information Act and the degree of transparency when engaging 
stakeholders in developing new standards (i.e. open to everyone 
in the community) are the limitations in Malaysia. Therefore, the 
Experts advocated to continuously strengthen access to information 
related to public consultation (Top 14).  For example, the policy 
action to advocate and improve ‘seranta awam’ website to be more 
user friendly, interactive and provide open access for submissions 
by the main affected parties (e.g. non-governmental organisations, 
academia/ professional/ public and industry) was prioritised in the 
governance domain. 

Perhaps, mechanisms of public consultation applied by the US FDA in developing the labelling 
regulations for added sugar might provide additional guidance to improve this domain. For 
instance, letters or comments submitted by industry, NGOs, etc., and the recording as well 
as transcript for FDA Nutrition Food Label Public Meeting were disseminated through open 
access to all (FDA 2014b, 2015).
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4.0 Policy Package for Government

To achieve the United Nation’s goal of reducing premature mortality from NCDs to 25% by 2025, 
actions by government and stakeholders are necessary to reduce consumption of unhealthy 
foods and promote availability as well as access to healthy foods through prioritisation of strategic 
policies. These prioritised policy actions will serve to regulate the food environment enough to 
prevent obesity and NCDs. The top 5 policy actions recommended by the Expert Panel are listed 
below:

Top 1 To enact a policy to restrict unhealthy food and beverage marketing in children’s 

settings (including sponsored education).

Top 2 To support the implementation of the planned regulations on mandatory nutrition 

labelling (sodium, total sugar) and quantitative ingredient declarations, and also 

include added sugars on the nutrient label.

Top 3 To implement regulations to restrict the power and exposure of broadcast 

promotions for unhealthy food and beverages to children.

Top 4 To continue to designate the reduction in obesity and diet-related NCDs and their 

inequalities as a priority area for research and to provide funding commensurate 

with this prioritisation across different government agencies. 

Top 5 To require all chain fast food outlets (>20 outlets nationally) display calorie labelling 

on menu boards and promote their use in other food outlets (e.g. mamak stalls).

Figure 1 maps out the overarching domains prioritised by the Experts to improve the gaps in 
implementation of food environment policies in Malaysia. This mapping is suitable to be adapted 
by various agencies (professional bodies, NGOs and policy makers) to advocate effective policies 
in order to address the burdens of obesity and NCDs. 

The Food-EPI evaluation found that the government of Malaysia is doing moderately well for 
selected policy domains. The output of the Food-EPI process will provide a baseline benchmark 
for future government progress in this area as well as for any new policies to be introduced. 
This Food-EPI process carried out for the first time in Malaysia, brought together government 
stakeholders, public health experts, scientists, health professionals and civil society together to 
deliberate on the key issues involved in fostering a healthy food environment. 
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Appendix I: Approval Letters
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Appendix II: List of Government Stakeholders Engaged

Ministry/ Departments/ Agency Corresponding Indicators 

Association of Accredited Advertising Agents Malaysia (4As) PROMO1

Community Development Department (KEMAS)  PROV1, PROV3

Department of Social Welfare (JKM) PROV1-3, MONIT1

Department of National Unity & Integration (JPNIN), 
Prime Minister’s Department

PROV1, PROV3, MONIT1,

Department of Statistics Malaysia PRICES1

Economic Planning Unit, Prime Minister’s Department Advised to obtain supports from 
relevant Ministries/ Departments

Federation of Malaysian Manufactures Malaysian Food 
Manufacturing Group (FMM MAFMAG)

PROMO1

Film Censorship Board (LPF) PROMO1

Malaysian Prison Department Rejected to participate as 
overwhelming research projects at 
the point of engagement.

Ministry of Agriculture 
and Agro-Based 
Industry

Strategic Planning and Policy Division PRICES3, TRADE1-2

Crop, Livestock and Fishery Industries 
Division

RETAIL3

Paddy and Rice Industry Division PRICES3

Unit Azam Tani PRICES4

Department of Agriculture PRICES3 - 4

Urban Farming Division PRICES4

Federal Agricultural Marketing Authority 
(FAMA)

PRICES3, RETAIL2-3

Malaysian Agricultural Research and 
Development Institute (MARDI)

PRICES3

Ministry of 
Communications and 
Multimedia Malaysia

Strategic Development Division, 
Department of Broadcasting (RTM)

PROMO1

Strategic Communication Division, 
Malaysian Communications and 
Multimedia Commission

PROMO1, PROMO2

Ministry of Education School Management Division (Preschool 
and School)

PRICES4, PROV1, PROV3, MONIT1, 
MONIT5

Fully Residential and Excellent Schools 
Management Division

PROV1, PROV3, MONIT1

Ministry of Finance Rejected to participate and required 
official letter to be issued by Ministry 
of Higher Education.

Ministry of Domestic 
Trade, Co-operatives 
and Consumerism

Policy and Strategic Planning Division PRICES1, PRICES3

Franchise Division RETAIL1

Domestic Trade Division PRICES3

National Price Council PRICES1, MONIT1
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Ministry/ Departments/ Agency Corresponding Indicators 

Ministry of Health Nutrition Division COMP1-2, LABEL1, LABEL3-4, 
PROMO1-3, PRICES1-4, PROV1-4, 
RETAIL1-2, RETAIL4, TRADE1-2, 
LEAD1-5, GOVER1-2, GOVER4, 
MONIT1-2, MONIT6, FUND1, 
PLATF1-3, HiAP1-2

Disease Control Division COMP1, PROV1-4, RETAIL1, LEAD1, 
LEAD4, MONIT1, MONIT4-5, FUND1, 
PLATF1, PLATF3, HiAP1

Health Education Division FUND1

Malaysian Health Promotion Board FUND3, PLATF3

Family Health and Development Division MONIT3,

Food Safety and Quality Division LABEL1, LABEL2, RETAIL4, TRADE1, 
GOVER2-3,

National Institute of Health FUND2

Institute for Public Health COMP1, LABEL4, PROMO1, 
MONIT2-6, FUND2

Institute for Health Systems Research MONIT5

Policy and International Relations 
Division

TRADE1-2

Account Department (Deputy Director 
General - Public Health)

FUND1

Ministry of Higher 
Education

Research Management Unit FUND2

Ministry of 
International Trade 
and Industry

Sectoral Policy Division TRADE1-2

Ministry of Plantations 
Industries and 
Commodities

Malaysian Palm Oil Board (MPOB) COMP1

Ministry of Science, 
Technology and 
Innovation

Fund Division FUND2

Ministry of Urban 
Wellbeing, Housing 
and Local Government

Local Government Department RETAIL1-2

PERMATA Division, Prime Minister’s Department (PMD) PROV1, PROV3, MONIT1,

Royal Malaysian Customs Department PRICES1, PRICES2, 
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Appendix III: Statements of Proposed Policy Actions

Group No Indicator Code Statement of Proposed Policy Action

Policy (POL) 1 COMP1 POL1-COMP1 The government should set sodium targets 
for selected food groups.

Policy (POL) 2 LABEL2 POL2-LABEL2 The government should create an additional 
nutrient profiling criterion making nutrient 
claims to ensure unhealthy foods high in fat, 
sugar and salt are not permitted to make 
nutrient claims.

Policy (POL) 3 LABEL3 POL3-LABEL3 The government should set robust criteria 
to be implemented in stages for nutrients 
of concern for interpretive front of pack 
label systems for processed foods [including 
those manufactured by small and medium 
enterprises (SMEs)].

Policy (POL) 4 LABEL4 POL4-LABEL4 The government should require all chain 
fast food outlets (>20 outlets nationally) 
to display calorie labelling on menu boards 
and promotes their use in other food outlets 
(e.g. mamak stalls).

Policy (POL) 5 PROMO1 POL5-PROMO1 The government should create regulations 
to restrict the exposure and power of 
broadcast promotions for unhealthy food 
and beverages to children.

Policy (POL) 6 PROMO3 POL6-PROMO3 The government should enact a policy 
to restrict unhealthy food and beverage 
marketing (including sponsored education, 
sports and cultural activities) in children’s 
settings.

Policy (POL) 7 PRICES2 POL7-PRICES2 The government should introduce taxes on 
sugary drinks with the funding raised applied 
to promoting healthy diets for children.

Policy (POL) 8 RETAIL4 POL8-RETAIL4 The government should strengthen the 
nutrition components of the “Bersih, 
Selamat & Sihat - BeSS” programme and 
considers providing reductions in renewal of 
license fees for active participants.
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Group No Indicator Code Statement of Proposed Policy Action

Policy (POL) 9 TRADE1 POL9-TRADE1 The government should identify 
opportunities to strengthen the health 
impact component (specifically nutrition) of 
the National Impact Assessment, improve 
domestic regulations by applying nutrition 
standards or through health certification 
control the import of non-nutritious foods 
in order to minimise the negative impact of 
trade agreements on population nutrition 
and health.

Infrastructure 
(INFRA)

10 GOVER1 INFRA10-
GOVER1

The government should continuously 
strengthen conflicts of interest management 
for food industry engagement with policy 
development (e.g. instituting a lobby 
register) and among government officials 
(e.g. enacting the Political Donations 
and Expenditure Act and enforcing asset 
declarations for all staff).

Infrastructure 
(INFRA)

11 GOVER2 INFRA11-
GOVER2

The government should continuously 
strengthen and capacity building on 
Regulatory Impact Statement (RIS) 
preparation by focusing on evidence-based 
approaches derived from public health 
perspective for policies which carry health 
implications. 

Infrastructure 
(INFRA)

12 GOVER3 INFRA12-
GOVER3

The government should continuously 
strengthen transparency of policy 
development (e.g. fully implementing 
the Guideline on Public Consultation 
Procedures).

Infrastructure 
(INFRA)

13 GOVER3 INFRA13-
GOVER3

The government should continuously 
strengthen access to information related 
to public consultation (e.g. advocate and 
improve ‘seranta awam’ website to be more 
user friendly, interactive and open access for 
submissions by the main affected parties (e.g. 
non-governmental organisations, academia/ 
professional/ public and industry).
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Group No Indicator Code Statement of Proposed Policy Action

Infrastructure 
(INFRA)

14 MONIT3 INFRA14-
MONIT3

The government should optimise usage of the 
existing system (e.g. collating and analysing 
the National Physical Fitness Standard - 
SEGAK data for children aged 10-17 years 
old) by ensuring appropriate feedback to 
parents and school management, strengthen 
referral mechanism for identified cases to 
the nearest health clinic as well as provide 
the follow-up of these cases. 

Infrastructure 
(INFRA)

15 MONIT5 INFRA15-
MONIT5

The government should ensure sufficient 
resources (at least 5-10% of programme 
funding) and capacity building on evaluation 
of major programmes and policies related to 
nutrition and health plans.

Infrastructure 
(INFRA)

16 FUND1 INFRA16-
FUND1

The government should substantially 
increase funding specific for population 
nutrition promotion so that it is 
commensurate with size of the population 
health burden that unhealthy diet creates.

Infrastructure 
(INFRA)

17 FUND2 INFRA17-
FUND2

The government should continue to 
designate the reduction in obesity and diet-
related NCDs and their inequalities as a 
priority area for research in a coordinated 
way across its research funding mechanisms 
by different agencies.

Infrastructure 
(INFRA)

18 FUND3 INFRA18-
FUND3

The government should strengthen the 
sustainable funding and functioning of 
MySihat so that it becomes a significant 
force for health promotion (similar to 
ThaiHealth and VicHealth).

Infrastructure 
(INFRA)

19 HIAP1 INFRA19-HIAP1 The government ensures that nutrition 
impacts are taken into account through 
Ministry of Agriculture and Agro-Based 
Industry (MOA) focusing on production of 
basic food supply based on population needs 
and demand, as well as relevant Ministries 
supporting the food and nutrition-related 
policies by Ministry of Health.
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Group No Indicator Code Statement of Proposed Policy Action

Infrastructure 
(INFRA)

20 HIAP2 INFRA20-HIAP2 The government ensures that health 
(broadly defined to encompass obesity 
and diet-related NCDs) impacts are taken 
into account in non-food policies using the 
existing platforms (e.g. Technical Working 
Group of Nutrition Policy), especially within 
urban planning and land zoning policies.

Further 
Investigation 
(INVES)

21 COMP1 INVES21-
COMP1

The government should investigate food 
composition standards in selected food 
groups for added sugar and saturated fats.

Further 
Investigation 
(INVES)

22 COMP2 INVES22-
COMP2

The government should conduct situational 
analyses of the Top 10 popular out-of-home 
meals (which includes mamak, hawker 
stands, fast food outlets etc.) and collect 
food samples, food composition analyses 
and recipe construction to identify key 
ingredients relating to total fat, sugar and 
salt in order to influence the composition of 
foods towards healthier profiles. 

Further 
Investigation 
(INVES)

23 PROMO2 INVES23-
PROMO2

The government should investigate policy 
options (e.g. regulation) to restrict non-
broadcast marketing of unhealthy food and 
beverages to children.

Further 
Investigation 
(INVES)

24 PRICES1 INVES24-
PRICES1

The government should investigate the price 
rises in fruits and vegetables and identify 
potential fiscal policies to address this 
increment.

Further 
Investigation 
(INVES)

25 PRICES3-4 INVES25-
PRICES3-4

The government should investigate policy 
options to provide healthy foods (e.g. food 
coupon as part of Bantuan Rakyat 1Malaysia 
(BR1M) for fresh fruits and vegetables, high 
fibre foods such as wholegrain products, low 
fat, sugar and sodium foods) to vulnerable 
groups including urban poor. 

Further 
Investigation 
(INVES)

26 PROV1-4 INVES26-
PROV1-4

The government should measure the 
degree of implementation and reach of its 
various policies and programmes to support 
the provision of healthy food in ECEs/
schools and other public and private sector 
organisations.
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Group No Indicator Code Statement of Proposed Policy Action

Further 
Investigation 
(INVES)

27 RETAIL1 INVES27-
RETAIL1

The government should investigate the 
restrictions on the opening hours of fast 
food restaurants (e.g. amendment on the 
Licensing of Food Establishment By-Laws) 
and seek for opportunities to restrict the 
placement of new fast food outlets around 
schools and in residential areas.

Further 
Investigation 
(INVES)

28 TRADE2 INVEST28-
TRADE2

The government should investigate the 
opportunities to ensure that the provisions 
are in place in trade investment analysis 
(TIAs) to protect the policy space for food 
and nutrition-related policies.

Support 
(SUP)

29 LABEL1 SUP29-LABEL1 We support the implementation of the 
planned regulations on mandatory nutrition 
labelling (sodium and total sugar) and 
quantitative ingredient declarations, but to 
include added sugars in the nutrient label.

Support 
(SUP)

30 LEAD1-5 SUP30-LEAD1-5 We support the implementation of the 
planned food policies, announced funding 
for nutrition programmes, and nutrition 
targets (in particular to the vulnerable 
groups including urban poor).

Support 
(SUP)

31 MONIT1-2, 
4, & 6

SUP31-
MONIT1-2,4,6

We support to maintain and expand 
its programme of monitoring food 
environments and population nutrition 
with particular attention to representing 
vulnerable groups including the urban poor.

Support 
(SUP)

32 PLATF1-4 SUP32-
PLATF1-4

We support to continue ensuring that there 
are robust mechanisms for collaborative 
engagements to reduce obesity and diet-
related NCDs across government sectors 
and with the commercial sector, NGOs, 
academia, and communities.
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