CSIPM Input on the First Draft of the CFS Policy Recommendations on Building
Resilient Food Systems

The CSIPM was glad to actively participate in the Open-Ended Working Group meeting on 19
March and welcomes the release of Draft 1 of the CFS Policy Recommendations on Building
Resilient Food Systems. We acknowledge that some dimensions from our Zero Draft
submission have been reflected and strengthened, including references to the social and
solidarity economy. At the same time, Draft 1 signals a broader shift away from the
transformative, rights-based, and systemic approach articulated in the 2025 HLPE BRFS report
and Draft 0, toward a more neutral, technocratic, and consensus-oriented framework. This shift
is symbolized most clearly by the use of “stakeholders” instead of rights-holders, but extends
across the weakening of accountability, agroecology, humanitarian contexts, and structural
analysis of power and inequality.

CSIPM’s positions are grounded in the lived realities and practices of peasants, Indigenous
Peoples, small-scale food producers, workers, women, youth, fisherfolk, pastoralists, urban
food-insecure, consumers, NGOs, and landless communities; those who are already on the
frontlines of building resilient food systems every day. Through its inclusive and democratic
platform, CSIPM brings together these diverse constituencies across 17 global regions, to
ensure that global policy processes remain rooted in real, existing solutions rather than abstract
models. Our contributions strengthen the CFS policy recommendations by centering people,
rights, and reinforce proven pathways for transformation. In this spirit, the following five priority
positions articulate the core elements that CSIPM considers essential to ensure that the final
recommendations meaningfully advance equitably transformative resilience and can be used as

a strong reference across food, climate, health, and human rights spaces going forward.

The final section will also provide a critique on the inclusion, methodology and purpose of the
selected case studies.

1. Rights-Based Foundation: Right to Food and Rights-Holders



While Draft 1 retains references to the Right to Food', it significantly weakens the rights-based
architecture advanced in the HLPE report and the CSIPM Zero Draft by reverting to
undifferentiated “stakeholder” language and distancing the text from States’ legal obligations
under international frameworks, including UNDROP and UNDRIP. Within the UN system,
“stakeholder” serves a different function than “rights-holder,” with the latter consistently used by
human rights bodies because it carries legal meaning. For the CFS, and a body that advocates
for the Right to Food, this distinction is critical. Those ‘stakeholders,’ including the private sector,
must be subject to conflict-of-interest safeguards and mechanisms that adversely impact
rights-holders access to land, water, cultural practices, territorial market and resources. This
distinction between rights-holders and stakeholders is essential to the CFS mandate and mirrors
standard governance practice across UN human rights mechanisms. CSIPM, therefore,
proposes to include references to UN declarations and instruments defining the rights of
rights-holders throughout the text, specifically to UNDROP and UNDRIP.

For Indigenous Peoples in particular, the erosion of rights-holder language has profound
consequences. Without explicit recognition of Indigenous Peoples as rights-holders, the
document cannot operationalize UNDRIP, Free, Prior and Informed Consent (FPIC), territorial
rights, seed sovereignty, data governance, or protection from criminalization and dispossession.
The choice of terminology, which has included the conflation of Indigenous Peoples, with ‘local
communities’ in other negotiation processes, is not philosophical, but determinative: it
establishes who has legal standing, whose consent is required, and whose participation is a
State obligation rather than a courtesy. Every substantive reform: corporate accountability,
accountability for land and seed enclosure, protection against the use of hunger as a weapon of
war, and the realization of agroecology as a transformative pathway, all depend on restoring a
clear rightsholder framework.

Re-anchoring Draft1 in this framework is essential to ensure that resilience strengthens

peoples’ rights and autonomy, rather than managing crisis within an inequitable status quo.

2. Conflict, Occupation, and Hunger as a Weapon of War

' The right to adequate food is enshrined in the legally binding International Covenant on Economic,
Social and Cultural Rights 1966, interpreted through General Comment No. 12 (1999), which
specifically puts forward State obligations on the right to food. The Voluntary guidelines (2004)
reinforced the protection of the right to food in International law by providing specific guidance to
States on the implementation of the right to adequate food through an inclusive approach, including
in humanitarian settings.



The first draft addresses conflict and protracted crises primarily in Section 1.2, using the
language of “conflict-sensitive” emergency response and making reference to the CFS-FFAZ.
However, as evidenced in the recent Global Report on Food Crises 2026 this is not enough in
the current global context, where wars and occupation are among the primary drivers of the
destruction of local food system resilience. The use of starvation as a method of warfare® and
the weaponization of food systems* must be explicitly recognized as systemic and deliberate
tactics. This is evident in contexts such as Palestine, particularly in Gaza, as well as in Lebanon
and Sudan, among others. Wars and occupation have entailed direct attacks on agricultural
lands, water sources, and natural resources, as well as the imposition of illegal blockades and
restrictions on access to humanitarian aid, thereby undermining local food production and food
sovereignty.

The draft does not explicitly recognize the use of hunger as a crime under international
humanitarian law, nor does it adequately address the conditions of occupation or the intentional
destruction of food-producing capacities. It also fails to acknowledge that resilient policies must
prioritize the reconstruction and restoration of local food systems, alongside ensuring
unimpeded and sustained access to humanitarian assistance. Furthermore, the draft does not
sufficiently call for accountability, respect for international law, and the fulfiiment of states’
extraterritorial obligations. Without addressing these structural drivers, efforts to build
“resilience” remain superficial, disconnected from the lived realities of affected communities, and
without a compass for achieving justice.

3. Agroecology as ‘Structural Transformation’, not an addition to ‘other
innovations’.

2 CFS-FFA: Principle 3: food should"never be used as an instrument for political or economic pressure"
¥ Rome statute: "the intentional use of starvation of civilians as a method of warfare, including the wilful
impeding of relief supplies, constitutes a war crime" Article 8(2)(b)(xxv)

International humanitarian law:

- Applicable to non-International armed conflicts: The prohibition of starvation as a method of
warfare is contained in Additional Protocol Il article 14.

- Applicable to International armed conflict: The prohibition of starvation as a method of warfare is
codified in Additional Protocol I Article 54(1).

International human rights law:

- ICESCR: Article 11: Recognize the right of everyone to an adequate standard of living for himself
and his family, including adequate food, clothing and housing, and to the continuous improvement
of living conditions.

4 Voluntary Guidelines to Support the Progressive Realization of the Right to Adequate Food in the
Context of National Food Security (2004): "food should never be used as a means of political and
economic pressure, grounding this principle in international humanitarian law"



Draft 1 partially reflects CSIPM input with references to agroecology, but does not recognize the
transformational potential of agroecology to address multiple ecological and economic crises in the
food systems. Instead, agroecology is fundamentally weakened when positioned alongside “other
innovations” as no ‘others’ have the potential to simultaneously address these crises. In contrast,
the CSIPM Zero Draft response clearly articulated agroecology as a foundational, systemic
transformation framework, rooted in Indigenous and peasant knowledge, capable of addressing
the root causes of vulnerability identified by the HLPE. Grouping agroecology with unspecified
innovations, many of which contradict agroecology, dilutes its transformative potential to a set of
technical tools, without excluding fossil fuel-dependent and corporate-driven models that undermine
resilience. CSIPM insists that the negotiation text must clearly distinguish agroecology as the
backbone of resilient food systems, consistent with the HLPE’s 13 principles of Agroecology
(2019) and the HLPE’s Equitable Transformative Resilience framing.

The first draft furthermore risks framing resilience as the management of crises within existing
corrupt systems, rather than as a process of structural transformation. Strengthening the
reference to agroecology is essential in this regard, as it anchors resilience in systemic change
rather than adaptation.

This distinction is critical, particularly in light of the draft's tendency to depoliticize “other
innovations”, including digitalization and artificial intelligence, which are presented with limited
critical assessment. Agroecological knowledge systems, and modern technological systems are
inherently political and grounded in fundamentally different ontological foundations, and thus these
cannot be placed together. The increasing emphasis on data-driven and digital innovations,
particularly when shaped by corporate control over data and infrastructure, raises concerns about
technological dependency, power asymmetries, and the deepening of existing inequalities. This
underscores the need for digital and data driven approaches to center farmers’ rights, are
farmer-managed, and align with, rather than undermine, agroecological principles. Without explicitly
addressing these dynamics, the draft risks reinforcing the very structural conditions that
undermine resilience.

4. Democratic Governance, Accountability, and Limits on Corporate Power

While governance remains an entry point in Draft1, many core CSIPM proposals were not
retained, particularly those addressing corporate accountability and binding safeguards against
corporate capture, concentration of power, and obligations of states to uphold the human right to
food, particularly in conflict settings. The recent Critical, Emerging and Enduring Issues (CEEI)
draft released by the HLPE of the CFS explicitly recognizes structural power imbalances,



persistent inequities, and corporate capture as emerging and enduring features shaping global
crises. This analysis aligns with the HLPE’s assessment that food system vulnerabilities are
systemic rather than episodic. Yet Draft 1 retreats from accountability language and structural
analysis, and instead re-centers trade liberalization and WTO-aligned frameworks. This raises a
fundamental contradiction: How can resilience be achieved if the policy recommendations
promote trade liberalization logic such as reducing tariffs and subsidies without addressing the
power asymmetries embedded in global trade systems? The strong emphasis on the current
WTO framework risks reinforcing a trade-dependent model of food security that has historically
constrained public policies essential for supporting local food production in the Global South,
including price supports for smallholder farmers, public procurement schemes (such as sourcing

from local producers for school feeding programmes), and input subsidies for vulnerable farmers.

Moreover, the draft fails to address structural inequalities between countries in terms of global
agricultural trade and in terms of persistent debt imbalances. While some countries in the Global
North continue to maintain agricultural subsidies, many countries in the Global South operate with
severely limited fiscal space and far fewer support mechanisms. Treating these contexts as
equivalent under a uniform trade framework risks deepening existing inequities and further
marginalizing small-scale producers. As the foremost inclusive, intergovernmental multilateral space
for food security and nutrition, CFS is the only space with potential to create, develop and defend
policy space for such mechanisms to support the most vulnerable, and we hope that this body

strives to realize its potential, and does not risk its role becoming redundant.

This framing on increased global trade is particularly ironic given that dependencies on
globalized value chains, have in recent years actively demonstrated the fragility of the current
food system, and the need for transformation, e.g. during COVID19, the war on Ukraine and
currently due to conflict near the Strait of Hormuz.

Re-establishing democratic, rights-holder-led governance and robust accountability mechanisms
is therefore essential to ensure that resilience is built through confronting structural drivers of
vulnerability and redistributing power, rather than managing risk within an inequitable status
quo.

5. Territorial Food Systems, Seed Sovereignty, and Social & Solidarity Economies

Draft 1 retains partial references to biodiversity, Indigenous Peoples, and small-scale producers,
but weakens the integrated vision put forward in the CSIPM Zero Draft submission linking
territorial food systems, seed sovereignty, and social and solidarity economies. In particular, it
fails to adequately recognize the central role of Indigenous seeds and Indigenous knowledge



systems as living, collective infrastructures of resilience, biodiversity conservation, and

adaptation, sustained over generations outside of formalized intellectual property regimes.

CSIPM’s submission clearly demonstrated that resilience is built locally: through secure land
and seed rights, seed sovereignty grounded in farmer managed or community seed systems,
territorial markets, public procurement, and community-controlled food reserves. The
marginalization of these elements, alongside increased emphasis on global trade, digitalization,
and intellectual property regimes, undermines food system autonomy and disproportionately
harms vulnerable populations. Re-centering territorial approaches and social and solidarity
economies is essential to reduce dependency on volatile global markets and to ground
resilience in lived, already-existing solutions.

Case Studies:

The inclusion of case studies in the Policy Recommendations can be a valuable addition,
particularly in illustrating how resilience is built in practice and in grounding policy guidance in
lived realities. It is especially important that the experiences and testimonials of small-scale food
producers and communities, as reflected through CSIPM contributions, are recognized, as they
demonstrate how resilient food systems are already being sustained and strengthened at the

territorial level.

At the same time, careful consideration should be given to how such case studies are
incorporated. There must be clear, transparent, and agreed-upon selection criteria to ensure
fairness and credibility. In this regard, it may be more effective to consider an open, evolving
online annex or repository of case studies. Such an approach would allow for a more inclusive,

organic, and continuously updated collection of experiences.

Importantly, this annex could also be designed to support and strengthen the broader functions
of CFS, particularly its Coordination function and its Use and Uptake function. By serving as a
living resource, it could facilitate knowledge-sharing across contexts and enhance the practical

application of the Policy Recommendations at national and local levels.



