Swiggy Root Cause Analysis in Food Delivery

Overview

Swiggy is one of India’s largest on-demand delivery platforms, offering food delivery,
quick commerce (Instamart), dining-out services (Dineout), and partner logistics
through a unified app. While Swiggy is widely perceived as fast and convenient, user
research from recent years highlights a growing trust gap—particularly around
damaged food, poor packaging, and unsatisfactory refund experiences.

This case study focuses on identifying Swiggy’s highest-impact reliability failure in
food delivery and proposing a focused, operationally feasible solution that improves
user trust, reduces refunds, and strengthens retention—without compromising
delivery speed.

Business Context (2025)

Core Verticals

Food Delivery (Core): Primary revenue driver

Quick Commerce (Instamart): High-growth, speed-driven model
Dining Out (Dineout): Offline presence and data leverage
Partner Services: Ads, cloud kitchens, merchant insights

Revenue Model

Restaurant commissions (15—-25%)
Delivery & convenience fees
Subscriptions (Swiggy One)

Ads and Instamart margins

Key Insight:

With ~45-50% of revenue coming from food delivery commissions, order completion
and repeat usage are critical. Any experience that causes users to lose money or
confidence directly threatens retention and lifetime value.



Competitive Landscape (High-Level)

Player Strength Position vs Swiggy
Zomato Profitability, Blinkit Strong duopoly rival
leadership
Blinkit Fastest quick Beats Instamart on
commerce speed
Zepto Metro-focused Narrow but intense
10-min delivery competition

Competitive Insight:
Swiggy cannot win on speed alone. In a duopoly market, service reliability and trust
are the strongest long-term differentiators.

User Pain Points (Research Synthesis)

A. Food Delivery & Instamart — Quality & Refund Failures
Partial Refund Trap

e Users receive partial refunds due to promo logic, even when Swiggy is at fault.
e Creates financial loss and strong emotional backlash.

Speed Over Quality (Instamart & Food)

e Aggressive delivery SLAs lead to spills, melted items, and damaged packaging.
e Repeated complaints trigger automated refund denials.

“Delivered” but Not Received

e Orders marked delivered prematurely.
e Users must wait before raising disputes, creating anxiety and helplessness.



B. Pricing & Membership Trust Erosion

e Hidden platform/surge fees despite Swiggy One membership
e Auto-renewal dark patterns
e Menu price markups vs in-store pricing

C. Trust & Safety Exploits (Low Frequency, High Impact)

e Genie cancellation scams
e OTP misuse leading to order theft

D. Dineout Payment Failures

e Discounts refused at restaurants
e Wrong outlet payments due to unclear Ul

Pain Point Prioritization

Risk Score = Frequency x Impact

Rank Pain Point Why It Matters

1 Damaged High frequency, direct money loss, high
food + rage

refund
denial

2 Instamart Frequent but lower ticket size
quality
issues




3 Hidden Constant irritation, slow trust erosion
fees

4 Dineout Rare but socially embarrassing
payme
nt

refusal

5 Genie Very rare but catastrophic
scams

Key Insight

Damaged or spilled food followed by poor refund handling is the most frequent and
emotionally damaging issue.

To maximize impact and feasibility, the scope is intentionally narrowed to:

e Food delivery
e Single primary failure mode
e High-frequency users

Root Cause Analysis (4W1H Summary)

Where:
High-density, high-traffic urban deliveries; liquid and fragile items

What:
Spilled, melted, or damaged food

Why:

e Inconsistent restaurant packaging standards
e Speed-first handling during transit
e Refund system optimized for fraud prevention over context

How Users Experience It:
Loss of money — denial by bots — helplessness — churn intent




Core Insight

The primary failure happens before delivery, at the packing stage.
The secondary failure happens after delivery, during recovery and refunds.

Fixing packaging standards alone reduces incidents.
Fixing recovery experience restores trust when incidents still occur.

Hypothesis

| believe that introducing Swiggy Safeguard—a combination of standardized
packaging guidelines for restaurants, clear handling protocols for delivery partners,
and a visible quality-check confirmation for users—will ensure that food orders arrive
safely without compromising delivery speed.

By addressing the two root causes—poor packaging at source and rushed handling in
transit—and adding vendor accountability, rider incentives, and a lightweight
post-delivery quality review, users will regain confidence that their order will arrive
in the expected condition.

This will:
e Reduce refunds and complaints
e Improve trust and satisfaction
® Increase retention
e Strengthen Swiggy’s brand reliability

User Journey (Current State)

1. Order placed — excited, hungry
2. Packing notification — slight anxiety
3. Order dispatched — tracking closely
4. OTP shared — relief
5. Order inspection — stress if damaged



6. Refund raised — frustration if denied
Unmet Needs

Spill-proof packaging
Trustworthy handling
Proof-backed delivery

Fair, empathetic refunds

Strategic Fit

Company-Level

e Profitability: Fewer refunds = direct P&L improvement
e Market Defense: Reliability over raw speed
e |PO Readiness: Predictable unit economics

Product-Level

e Shifts from reactive “Support Wall” to proactive “Safeguard”
e Reinforces the “One App, One Standard” promise

Operations & CX

e Lower high-severity ticket volume
e Reduced bot escalations
e Better signal quality for fraud vs genuine issues

User Value

Target Users

e Primary: High-frequency, Swiggy One power users
e Secondary: Occasion-based orders (cakes, special meals)

User Problem



Speed is expected; reliability feels like a gamble.

User Success Criteria

e Functional: No spills or damage
e Emotional: Peace of mind
e Financial: Full value without fighting support

Business Value

Quantitative Impact (Targets)

e 15-20% reduction in damage-related refunds (2 quarters)
e 10% churn reduction among affected users
e Fewer human CX escalations

Qualitative Impact

e Stronger brand trust
e Improved merchant quality standards
e Reduced “race to the bottom” on speed

Explicit Non-Goals

e No delivery speed penalties
e Not a paid insurance add-on (initially)
e Not rolled out to all categories on Day 1

Gaps & Risks (Identified and Addressed)

1. Packaging Compliance Risk
Restaurants may resist additional effort.
— Mitigation: Incentives, certification badges, phased rollout.



2. Rider Behavior Risk
Protocols ignored under delivery pressure.
— Mitigation: Clear incentives + penalties tied to damage metrics.

3. Cost vs Savings Uncertainty
Packaging upgrades may add cost.
— Mitigation: Pilot in high-refund zones to validate ROI.

4, False Claims Risk
Easier refunds could invite abuse.
— Mitigation: Photo proof + anomaly detection, not blanket refunds.

Future Steps: Hypothesis Evaluation Plan

1. Pilot Rollout

O 2 metros

o High-risk categories (liquids, fragile items)
2. A/BTest

o Safeguard vs control group

o Measure refund rate, reorders, CX tickets
3. Operational Validation

o Packaging compliance rates

o Rider handling adherence
4. User Signal Tracking

o Trust perception surveys

o Post-delivery anxiety indicators
5. Scale Decision

o Expand to Instamart and Dineout after food delivery success

Final Takeaway

Swiggy Safeguard is not about delivering faster—it is about delivering right.
By fixing failures before delivery and restoring trust after delivery, Swiggy can protect
revenue, improve loyalty, and win where speed alone cannot.
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