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Peasant woman and seed guardian — member of MAELA (Agroecological Movement in Latin
America and the Caribbean) and representative of the Andean region within the Civil
Society and Indigenous Peoples’ Mechanism.

Madam Chair, distinguished delegates,

Civil society takes the floor at this crucial moment in our negotiations to share a perspective that
we believe must underpin the entire framework before us. We do so with conviction, but also with a
profound sense of shared responsibility because the stakes of what we decide here could not be
higher.

More than one billion food producers around the world face, every single day, the combined effects
of climate change, conflict, inequality and economic instability. And yet they continue to feed their
communities. They do so not because of the policies we adopt in rooms like this one, but often in
spite of the systems that surround them. Our task here is to finally build a framework that supports
their efforts, rather than obstructs them.

We begin with a structural observation.

The current document opens with emergency response and humanitarian crises. We understand
the urgency that motivates this choice. But resilience does not begin with emergencies. It begins
with people's right to access and manage natural resources, and to define the food systems of their
own communities. We therefore propose that the structure of these recommendations be
reconsidered beginning with knowledge systems, environment and natural resources, followed by
production, markets and trade, and then emergency preparedness. This is not a technical detail. It
reflects a fundamentally different understanding of where resilience comes from.

Our first core message is this: a rights-based approach must be the non-negotiable foundation of
this entire framework.

We welcome the references to the right to food. We call for them to be strengthened and made
consistent throughout the text. A rights-based approach means recognizing the indivisibility of
human rights including access to seeds, land and natural resources as enshrined in UNDROP and
UNDRIP. It means recognizing communities' right to control, maintain and shape their own food
systems, including the right to food sovereignty under Article 15.5 of UNDROP. And it means
ensuring the active, free, effective, meaningful and informed participation of individuals and groups
in all associated decision-making processes.

Rights-holders are not passive beneficiaries. They are active agents of resilience. This text must
reflect that reality in every one of its recommendations.

Our second message concerns agroecology.



We will say it clearly: agroecology is not one production system among others. It is a
transformative framework that empowers communities, strengthens food sovereignty and builds
food systems that are sustainable, equitable and resilient. Governments must invest in agroecology
and scale it up not as a pilot project or a niche approach, but as a central pillar of national food,
climate and development strategies. The 13 principles of agroecology endorsed by the CFS
provide a solid foundation. We call on this framework to build upon them explicitly and ambitiously.

Our third message is about knowledge systems and indigenous peoples.

Those who protect resilient food systems and preserve the natural resources on which they
depend must be honoured and protected. States must recognize and protect the sovereignty, land
rights and customary governance systems of indigenous peoples as fundamental elements of
resilient and sustainable food systems. Free, prior and informed consent must be required for all
actions affecting indigenous territories. Development-related forms of aggression mining, land
grabbing, water privatization must be prevented, not accommodated.

Traditional and indigenous knowledge systems are not a complement to formal science. They are
co-equal sources of understanding, built over centuries of relationship with the land. This
framework must integrate them fully into decision-making processes at every level.

Our fourth message concerns conflict, occupation and the use of hunger as a weapon.
Resilience cannot mean adapting to conditions imposed by war and occupation. We call on this
framework to explicitly recognize the use of hunger as a weapon of war as a serious war crime
under the Geneva Conventions, international humanitarian law and the Rome Statute of the
International Criminal Court.

The deliberate destruction of food production capacities, agricultural infrastructure, food stocks and
people's livelihoods is a well-documented reality in conflict zones. Policies must respond to this
reality with full force by enforcing international law, guaranteeing humanitarian access and
prosecuting famine as a war crime. Humanitarian priorities must address immediate needs while
simultaneously supporting the long-term reconstruction of local food systems and the restoration of
food sovereignty.

Our fifth and final message concerns the structural causes of vulnerability.

This framework must go beyond managing symptoms. The root causes of food insecurity land
grabbing, seed privatization, free trade agreements that undermine small-scale farmers, sovereign
debt conditionalities, colonial legacies must be named and addressed as obstacles to food system
resilience.

We support the concept of Equitable and Transformative Resilience ETR precisely because it
demands that food systems do not simply bounce back to a status quo that has failed hundreds of
millions of people. Bouncing back means returning to the polycrisis. Bouncing forward means
structural and systemic change policies that are long-term, multisectoral, multilevel and anchored
in human rights.

We therefore call on the CFS to assert the primacy of the right to food and its human rights
instruments over the policies of the WTO, the IMF and the World Bank. Policy coherence
mechanisms must be established to ensure that trade agreements, structural adjustment



programmes and loan conditionalities do not undermine the realization of the right to food and food
sovereignty. States must align their national legislation with UNDROP and UNDRIP, enshrine the
right to food in their constitutions, and repeal laws that criminalize seed exchange and land rights
struggles.

Madam Chair,

The 380 million small-scale farmers, indigenous peoples and food producers who are already
demonstrating resilience in their daily practices cannot afford for us to get this wrong. They feed
the majority of the world's population often without recognition, often without protection, often
against all odds.

This framework has the opportunity to change that. To build something genuinely transformative.
We remain fully committed to this process and available to work together toward formulations that
are equal to this historic moment.

Thank you.
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Thank you Chair. Appreciate the opportunity to share a CSIPM perspective, this will cover the
rationale and also three points for sections 1 and 2

My name is Robert Arcidiacono, CSIPM Coordination Committee member for the Australasian
region. Our colleague from Jordan was due to deliver this intervention but is unable to join due
to the ongoing aggression in her region. Her absence is a stark reminder of the urgency of this
discussion.

I would like to highlight three points in this section of the Zero Draft. We acknowledge the
highlighting of the CFS Framework for Action in Protracted Crises, while stressing that the use
of hunger as a weapon of war is a grave violation of international humanitarian law.

We must emphasise the need to respect humanitarian principles, particularly in the context of
environmental crises and armed conflicts: markets, water points, and socio-educational, cultural
and religious infrastructure should never be military targets.Resilience cannot mean adapting to
conflict and occupation, it must address root causes, support the reconstruction of local food
systems, restore food sovereignty, and ensure unimpeded, dignified humanitarian assistance
that does not create dependency.

CSIPM supports strengthening forecasting, anticipatory action, and contingency planning;
however, these must place communities, at their core. Preparedness is only effective when co-
constructed with those most affected. This requires anticipatory planning approaches to be
inclusive, participatory, and socially and culturally appropriate. We emphasise agroecology as a
transformative approach that builds on local knowledge, food sovereignty, and community-led
innovation.

Finally, we welcome the emphasis on strengthening social protection systems in large-scale
emergency assistance, but stress the need to better link emergency assistance with long-term
resilience. This calls for improved coordination between humanitarian actors, governments and
local communities; for the establishment of buffer stocks of staple foods, and for emergency
food assistance to be culturally appropriate, grounded in local procurement and accompanied
by accountability mechanisms.

Ultimately, resilience is a collective responsibility, but it cannot be achieved without communities
at the centre. These rights-holders are the foundation of resilient food systems, and we look
forward to rights-holders playing a central role in the further evolution of this text.

Thank you.



Message delivered by Moise Mbimbe (Young Friends of the Treaty/
CSIPM Coordination Committee member ) during the CFS Open-
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Civil Society Intervention CSIPM: II: Environment, Climate and Natural Resources (SHORTER VERSION)

Civil society wishes to intervene on a chapter that goes to the very heart of food system resilience: our
relationship with natural resources, the climate, and the living world: without healthy soils and animals,
accessible water, free seeds, and preserved ecosystems, there can be no sustainable food system—
regardless of the policies adopted elsewhere.

My name is Moise Mbimbe, the CSIPM Coordination Committee member representing the Youth
Working Group. As CSIPM, we wish to highlight four fundamental priorities from Section 2 of the Zero
Draft Report.

First, agroecology must be recognised as a central framework, not one option among ‘others’. While we
welcome its inclusion, it should be fully acknowledged as a holistic approach to climate adaptation and
mitigation, encompassing agroforestry, agropastoralism, integrated crop-livestock-forest systems, and
small-scale fisheries. The collective land rights of pastoralists, the protection of migration corridors, and
communal grazing areas must be explicitly recognised. Livestock mobility, including across borders, is a
proven sustainable strategy and must not be criminalised. With this, the foreseen policy
recommendations will give us a unique opportunity to positively mark the double commemoration of
the IYRP and the IYWF this year.

This leads to our second point, the protection of peasant seed systems is a pillar of food sovereignty.
Farmer-managed seed systems ensure that communities retain control over the selection, storage, and
exchange of seeds. We call for explicit recognition of the rights of farmers and Indigenous Peoples to
save, use, exchange, and sell seeds, in line with UNDROP and UNDRIP. These rights must take precedence
over restrictive trade regimes. We further call for a prohibition on the private enclosure of seeds through
patents and similar mechanisms, and for the repeal of laws that penalise seed exchange. This also
applies to indigenous animal breeds, whose diversity underpins resilience and disease adaptation.

Third, secure and equitable land rights are essential, particularly in contexts of crisis and displacement.
As crises drive migration, equitable access to land must be ensured for both host and displaced
communities to sustain livelihoods and prevent conflict. Locally negotiated arrangements, like land-use
agreements successfully implemented in Sahel countries like Burkina Faso, offer important models for
inclusive governance. Another implication of secure land rights for host communities will be that they
can effectively contribute to the humanitarian aid as provided in Section 1 of the Zero Draft.

Fourth, resilience depends on preserving ecological foundations. This includes restoring degraded soils,
protecting biodiversity, and ensuring equitable access to water, including by preventing the privatisation
of essential water sources. It also requires investing in local infrastructure to support agroecological

production, seed conservation, animal health, and the development of biofertilisers and bioprotectants.



Madam Chair, caring for natural resources is not a constraint: it is the foundation of resilient food
systems. Peasant, pastoral and indigenous communities have long been their guardians and have always
been championing resilience before the crises that they did not often cause, and afterwards, once these
crises—triggered by the dominant economic model—have occurred.

This text must fully recognise that reality and reflect it in its policy priorities. We remain fully committed
and available to contribute to formulations that are equal to this challenge.

Thank you.



Message delivered by Christa Suter (Fastenaktion/CSIPM) during
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IV: Governance and Policy Coherence
Madam Chair, Distinguished Delegates,

My name is Christa Suter, representing the Swiss organisation Fastenaktion as a member of the
CSIPM.

Civil society takes the floor again, this time on governance, an issue that conditions all others.
We may adopt the best recommendations in the world, but if the structures responsible for
implementing them are not truly inclusive, transparent, and accountable, these
recommendations will remain ineffective.

We therefore mention the following priorities we consider essential for this text to live up to its
ambitions.

1) On the participation of rights-holders, we welcome the references to inclusion in the
current text. However, meaningful participation cannot be limited to consultation; it must
translate into concrete mechanisms for joint decision-making, through multi-stakeholder
committees

who define, design, and evaluate resilience
policies. This is in line with Article 10 of UNDROP, which we call to be fully integrated into this
framework.

2) We also call for the text to explicitly guarantee the protection of those who defend the right
to food and food sovereignty

3) On territorial governance, we see a significant opportunity in the legal recognition of local
authorities and local food councils as key actors in food systems governance.

Granting them authority, resources, and capacity to act would represent a concrete
and transformative step forward.

4) Regarding the alignment of financing, we acknowledge the efforts made in the text to
mobilize investments for resilience. However, we would like to highlight a risk observed on the
ground: that the concept of resilience may be used to justify investments which further
concentrate control over land, water, seeds, and markets, to the detriment of local
communities. We therefore call for binding accountability mechanisms.



We therefore call for clear and binding accountability mechanisms for all public-private
partnerships and that they include human rights impact assessments.

5) On policy coherence, we encourage this process to strengthen linkages between the CFS
and other global bodies—WHO, ILO, UNFCCC, CBD—so that right-to-food-based instruments
genuinely guide decisions taken in these fora. Policy fragmentation in itself is a source of
vulnerability.

Madam Chair, we believe that governance can be the driving force of this transformation,
provided that it places rights holders at the center, ensures investor accountability, and
equips local communities with real means to act.

We are committed to contribute to this process and to move forward together.
Thank you.
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V. KNOWLEDGE SYSTEMS, DATA, EDUCATION AND INNOVATION
Madam Chair, Distinguished Delegates,

She:kon. My name is Celeste Smih. | am the Focal Point for North America in the Civil Society
and Indigenous Peoples’ Mechanism, representing the National Farmers Union of Canada and
La Via Campesina. | am an Indigenous farmer and seedkeeper from the Oneida Nation in so-
called Canada.

Madam Chair,

CSIPM welcomes the recognition in this section of the importance of inclusive knowledge
systems, the reference to Indigenous knowledge, and the need for transparency and
accountability in research and innovation.

However, we are concerned that, if not properly governed, the growing emphasis on
digitalization and technological innovation risks creating new forms of dependency and
deepening existing inequalities. In this context, we would like to remind states that the digital
economy is highly concentrated: digital technologies, platforms, and infrastructure are controlled
by a small number of corporations based in only a few countries - primarily the USA and China.
Moreover, digital technologies, including so-called artificial intelligence, are extremely resource-
intensive and based on extractive models and supply chains. Recent developments, such as the
current war against Iran, have also demonstrated that digital infrastructure has become a
primary military target in armed conflicts. From a resilience perspective, we therefore believe
that CFS members and participants should carefully consider these factors before making their
food systems dependent on digital technologies.

For small-scale food producers and Indigenous Peoples, innovation must not come at the cost
of autonomy.

We stress that innovation processes must fully respect human rights and must not lead to:

e increased corporate control over food systems,
e extraction or commaodification of Indigenous knowledge,

e violations of data privacy, or



e the displacement of local and Indigenous practices.

In line with an equitably transformative resilience approach, knowledge systems must be
governed by the communities that generate them.

This requires:

e full implementation of free, prior and informed consent for any use of Indigenous
knowledge, data, seeds, or genetic resources,

e recognition of Indigenous data sovereignty, ensuring communities retain control over
how their knowledge and data are collected, used, stored, and shared,

e strong safeguards against the commercial exploitation and digital appropriation of
traditional knowledge, practices and innovations.

We further emphasize that resilience cannot be built through systems that enclose or privatize
life.

We therefore call for protections against patents and other forms of exclusive intellectual
property rights over seeds, plant varieties, animal breeds genetic traits, and digital sequence
information, particularly where these originate from Indigenous Peoples’ knowledge and
territories.

In addition, mechanisms such as traceability and disclosure of origin should be strengthened
to prevent digital biopiracy and ensure accountability.

Finally, we stress that Indigenous Peoples are not simply knowledge holders to be included—we
are rights holders, with inherent authority over our lands, seeds, knowledge systems, and food
systems.

Ensuring this governance is essential to building truly resilient and equitable food systems.

Yaw’Ko, Thank you.
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