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The CSIPM thanks the HLPE-FSN for its work and is pleased to submit the following responses to
the consultation questions:

A. Regarding the overall orientation of the note:

Are the issues identified by the HLPE-FSN the most important issues related to artificial
intelligence, digitalisation and data governance affecting food security and nutrition,
globally and in specific contexts?

The note identifies very important issues related to artificial intelligence, digitalisation and data
governance affecting food security and nutrition. The CSIPM appreciates how the note attempts to
bring evidence to check unsubstantiated claims regarding the potential of Al and other digital
technologies to address challenges to the realization of the human right to food and nutrition.
Overall, the examples described in the note (chapter 2) show that evidence for benefits is still
scarce and patchy, calling for a much more nuanced approach when discussing the benefits of Al
and other digital technologies, as opposed to dominant techno-optimistic or techno-deterministic
discourses. The note could make this finding more explicit and should avoid statements like “Al
has considerable potential to improve the efficiency of food systems” (p. 20), which contradict the
findings of the previous chapter. Moreover, these findings should lead the HLPE-FSN to call for the
application of a precautionary approach to the use of Al and other digital technologies in the
context of food systems.

Although the note refers in several places to the political economy of digitalization and Al—in
particular, to the fact that most digital and Al tools are developed by a small number of technology
companies, which are concentrated in a few countries—the draft note does not fully address the
implications this has for the risks and potential benefits of these technologies when it comes to
addressing food security and nutrition challenges. For example, the extremely high resource needs
and data extractivism are at the very foundation of many current digital and Al tools, rather than
byproducts. In addition. the fact that a significant portion of digital technologies and infrastructure is
developed, owned, and controlled by corporations is intrinsically linked to the fact that these
technologies tend to consolidate and deepen existing inequalities within food systems and beyond
(as recognized by the draft note). Similarly, the way in which many digital and Al systems are
biased toward specific objectives and corporate actors is a direct consequence of the business
model through which they are developed and deployed, and not merely a consequence of the bias
in the data available or used. The CSIPM considers that acknowledging this reality is a
precondition for any realistic discussion about the risks and potential benefits of Al and other digital
technologies. The CSIPM recommends that the HLPE-FSN be more explicit about these in its
note.

Regarding data governance, FSN datasets often contain a mix of anonymized, aggregate
personal data (such as farmer profiles, record of rights of landholdings, farm household data etc.)
with non-personal data of non-human origin (e.g. geospatial data, crop patterns, climate and soil
information etc.). The experience of agricultural data exchanges in multiple countries has revealed
challenges for effective stewardship of such mixed datasets and of instituting effective public
licensing conditionalities for re-use. The note needs to contain a discussion of these issues from
experiences thus far.

Are there any other key issues that should be added and elaborated? If so, please provide a
justification of why they are important, together with relevant literature and data.

In addition to the issues identified in the draft note, the CSIPM recommends the inclusion of the
following key issues



1)

3)

4)

o)

Risk of Biopiracy: Tangible risk of biopiracy with the advent of ‘digital sequence
information’ (DSI) and the still nascent governance framework around it. This weakens
protection for the traditional knowledge and non-personal data of Indigenous Peoples,
peasants and other small-scale food producers, women, and workers, and the access and
benefit-sharing regime under the Convention on Biological Diversity. Refer to Jim Thomas’
case study on the generative biology stack and its data justice and ESCR implications for
more information on this issue.

Assetisation and financialisation: Agricultural data is commodified and transformed into
financial products such as carbon credits, ESG derivatives, and risk profiling without
farmers consent or control. Value is captured upstream by corporations, while producers
remain data suppliers without benefits. Data extraction becomes the new route for value
extraction from the natural resources commons. This dynamic is compounded by the
integration of machinery platforms with insurance and financial service providers: farmer-
generated machine data is used to price parametric insurance products, yield-linked credit,
and commodity hedging instruments, while the farmers themselves bear the costs of data
generation and have no legal entitlement to the derived financial value. The EU Data Act
(2025) provides partial redress by granting farmers the right to access and transfer
machine-generated data, but stops short of addressing the proprietary status of aggregated
and derived datasets claimed by manufacturers.

The risks of privatisation of Digital Public Infrastructures (DPls): Many examples of
DPI models in agriculture prioritise efficiency and scale over equity, reinforcing power
imbalance, and lacking transparency and accountability. As Research ICT Africa notes, the
growing role of private actors in building and operating DPI raises the concern that the
capture of public value by private infrastructure operators could replicate the asymmetries
of data extractivism that DP| was designed to correct. The questions of who controls DPI
data, for whose benefit, and under what accountability frameworks, are Al governance
questions as much as infrastructure questions. Further, these DPI models also tend to
sidestep the question of preserving agricultural data as a societal commons and of how
free-riding may be prevented. This is evident from case studies of FAO’s DPG and DP| and
India’s AgriStack.

Corporate integration across agricultural input chains: The draft note does not address
the structural consolidation occurring across machinery, seeds, fertilisers, and insurance
industries mediated by digital platforms. Major agricultural machinery manufacturers are
building or co-investing in digital farm management platforms (e.g. John Deere Operations
Center, CLAAS connect, CNH FieldOps) that integrate data flows across previously distinct
sectors. This integration enables machinery corporations to serve as gatekeepers of the
agri-food data value chain, conditioning access to insurance products, agronomic recom-
mendations, and financial services on the use of proprietary platforms. The precautionary
principle should be applied to this vertical and horizontal integration, and the note should
call for antitrust and data governance frameworks that prevent platform lock-in and ensure
farmers’ freedom to choose service providers independently of their machinery brand.

Public capabilities: Public policies and infrastructures need to urgently be supported and
strengthened. For Al and digitalization to benefit local contexts and FSN, national / local
public-owned infrastructures and policies are essential. Public capabilities and funding to
assess Al and digitalization impacts on the marginalization of women, of digital unliterate
populations, and local and indigenous knowledge on deepening existing inequalities, on
resilience / new dependencies creation, on food price volatility. Public capabilities are the
conditions for adequate digitalization and Al tools, guaranteeing they will benefit FSN. (The
World Bank 4C’s framework does not provide sufficient conditions for implementing Al and
other digital technologies. There is a need for an overarching systemic capability framework
within which the 4Cs should be interpreted. Systemic capability refers to the actual capacity
for individuals in a society to secure a livelihood, adapt to economic shifts, and consistently
improve their wellbeing. The system must be able to go beyond skills and employment, to
be able to offer the bridging capital for social transformation through appropriate policies
and infrastructures. Appropriate global and regional policies are necessary for countries in
the South to find their strategic pathway to use digitalisation and data-based intelligence for
protecting and promoting their knowledge sovereignty and adopting locally-owned
innovation.


https://itforchange.net/sites/default/files/2645/AI%25E2%2580%2599s%2520Large%2520Looting%2520Models_The%2520Emerging%2520Generative%2520Biology%2520Stack%2520as%2520the%2520Next%2520Frontier%2520of%2520Biopiracy.pdf
https://researchictafrica.net/2025/08/29/rethinking-data-governance-for-truly-public-dpi/
https://itforchange.net/sites/default/files/2645/Seeing%2520Everything%2520from%2520Nowhere_A%2520Human%2520Rights%2520Assessment%2520of%2520the%2520United%2520Nations%2520Food%2520and%2520Agriculture%2520Organization%25E2%2580%2599s%2520Data%2520Governance_2.pdf
https://itforchange.net/sites/default/files/2700/Recovering_the_%25E2%2580%2598public%25E2%2580%2599_in_India%25E2%2580%2599s_Digital_Public_Infrastructure.pdf

6) Governance: The note should emphasize more strongly that the governance of Al,
digitalization and data must acknowledge and address power asymmetries between
different actors and put in place specific safeguards for the rights of Indigenous Peoples as
well as the rights of peasants and other people living in rural areas, the rights of women
and the rights of other marginalized people and groups. The draft note identifies data as a
strategic lever for governance of Al and other digital technologies, but fails to provide RtFN-
based elements for such governance. In addition, while emphasizing the potential of open
public data, the draft note fails to address the issue that corporate actors extract, store,
process and use huge amounts of data extracted from different sources — including big
amounts of public data — while using it exclusively and privatizing the benefits deriving from
the use of such data. The note should also provide elements on how international
institutions and UN agencies should address risks in their data governance frameworks. At
the same time, the note should not give the impression that data is the only lever for
governance in the context of digitalization and Al. Indeed, data is an important, but not
sufficient area of intervention. Other key areas for regulation and governance are the
control of digital infrastructure, intellectual property, and effective framework to address
corporate concentration/oligopolies and ensure corporate accountability. This is especially
relevant given the emerging integration of machinery corporations with seed, fertiliser, and
insurance industries through proprietary data platforms, which creates new monopolistic
structures requiring specific regulatory attention. For instance, intellectual property has
played a big role in building agricultural data monopolies. The note should therefore
underline the need to address the same through various public and social licensing
approaches that recognises community claims in FSN data and the importance of
regulatory space to institute mandatory data sharing obligations on transnational digital and
agricultural corporations holding pivotal publicly important FSN datasets. This will be a
useful addition to the existing draft.

B. Is there any aspect of direct or indirect FSN outcomes that should be further
elaborated?

The CSIPM suggests the HLPE-FSN to highlight the risks posed by dominant data and Al
innovation in terms of the violation of the human right to food and nutrition and related Economic,
Social and Cultural Rights (ESCR). For instance,

(1) The connection between food security and livelihood security for small-scale food
producers (right to livelihoods in Articles 6-7 of ICECSR): Automation, algorithmic
management, and surveillance can displace agricultural workers, undermine traditional farming
expertise, and reshape labor around precarious digital regimes, eroding dignified forms of rural
employment. There are inadequate safeguards against the restructuring of agricultural labour
markets. In addition, the integration of precision machinery with algorithmic input management
(automated seed/fertiliser prescriptions, data-driven insurance requirements) further reduces
small-scale producers’ decision-making autonomy and creates new dependencies on corporate
platforms for basic farming operations.

(2) Protection of Knowledge Systems and Cultural Practices: Data-driven agricultural models
often prioritise standardised, quantifiable approaches to farming, marginalising Indigenous
knowledge, local farming traditions, and culturally embedded relationships with land and
ecosystems. As the CFS recommendations (2023) on food security and data governance
acknowledge: “Indigenous Peoples, peasants and other small-scale food producers have a variety
of methods to generate, collect, store, and use data that are often not considered in standard data
collection systems and in FSN decision-making. It is important to recognise the significance of
these data for FSN and FSN decision-making at local and national level, and to support the
effective, inclusive and meaningful participation of those who generate and manage these data,
information, and knowledge, while respecting their human rights and protecting their traditional
knowledge, innovations and practices”. The note should provide elements on how the CFS can
contribute to transforming this recognition into public policies at all levels, with an emphasis on the
respect, protection and promotion of the distinct data, information and knowledge systems of rural
communities and Indigenous Peoples.



https://www.ohchr.org/en/documents/thematic-reports/a80213-corporate-power-and-human-rights-food-systems-report-special
https://openknowledge.fao.org/server/api/core/bitstreams/cc56383c-19cc-4b1d-8cb2-5b4b4177ac07/content

(3) Equitable Access to and Governance of Al Innovation in Agriculture: While small-scale
food producers generate valuable data that underpins Al and digital innovation in agriculture, they
are often excluded from decision-making processes and the benefits derived from these
technologies. This raises concerns about equitable access to scientific and technological advances
(Art 15.1b, ICESCR).

(4) Loss of the commons: It is important to draw attention to how digitalization in the context of
tenure of land, fisheries and forests undermines tenure rights, particularly customary and collective
rights as well as usage rights and the rights of women, youth and Indigenous Peoples.

(5) Impacts on agricultural and food workers: While the draft note focuses on productivity,
distribution, and consumption, it fails to address the impacts of digital technologies on the more
than one billion people employed in agriculture worldwide. Automation technologies, such as
drones and robots, may increase efficiency but can also displace rural, agricultural and food
workers, particularly in contexts where alternative employment is scarce. Indeed, automation often
coincides with worsening labor conditions, including increased precarity for migrant workers,
women, and other vulnerable groups. Therefore, impact assessments of digital agricultural
technologies must include indicators on employment, wages, working conditions, and social
protection. In addition, the growing use of algorithmic surveillance in farms, food processing
facilities, and logistics, where digital monitoring systems can intensify work, risks undermining
workers’ rights, and weaken collective bargaining.


https://www.fian.org/files/files/FIAN_Research_Paper_Digitalization_and_Land_Governance_final.pdf
https://www.fian.org/files/files/FIAN_Research_Paper_Digitalization_and_Land_Governance_final.pdf
https://documents1.worldbank.org/curated/en/099956005182212623/pdf/IDU0e2ddc6d00ac6904a0e0af2b0e6ea2b1f7317.pdf

