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CSM Written Comments on Revised Proposal on MYPOW 2018/19 discussed at the OEWG 

MYPOW meeting on 19 June 2017 

 

Comments on revised MYPOW proposal: 

Specific comments on: 

a) CFS Evaluation:  

• paragraph 6, process unclear: OEWG or not? Should be clarified, an OEWG seems the 

best option to us. 

 

b) SDGs:  

• Para 10-11-12: The paras all seem to propose that the basis of the discussions are 
these top-down global reports rather than the knowledge that springs from the CFS 
constituencies, include the direct and subjective assessment of progress that comes 
from our communities.  

• The sentences should be amended in that sense: The assessment of progress of SDG 
implementation will particularly include the views of the social groups and 
constituencies of the most affected by food insecurity and malnutrition.  
 

c) MYPOW: 

Para 21: There is no need for a “series of multi-stakeholder dialogues”. Discussions 

can take place in the OEWG itself.  

 

d) “Sharing experiences and good practices” 

• This workstream should be rather called "Promoting the use, application and 

monitoring of CFS policy outcomes” 

• It is clearly linked to the OEWG monitoring discussions, the outcomes of the meeting 

on 26 June will determine what should go into the MYPOW  

 

e) Nutrition: 

• There is an overall twisting in a direction that the OEWG has only agreed as a 

possibility, meaning the major product approach.  

• The budget includes with neither qualifications nor uncertainties the full cost of 

the regional consultations.  

• If the CFS had the budget of 600.000 USD for regional workshops, the first 

questions would be, on what topic? They could also be used to promote the use, 

application and monitoring of CFS policy outcomes. Or another workstream of 

the CFS in the biennium. The discussion of promoting regional workshops and on 

what topic cannot be limited to the nutrition workstream only. It should follow a 

logic of prioritization for the whole CFS. 

 

f) Urb & RT – 23 June 

 

g) Youth: 

- CSM supports a CFS workstream on Youth. As said in earlier occasions, the proposal 

needs to be adjusted to the priority attention of the CFS: to care about FSN and in this 

case particularly about the youth in the rural areas, especially young women, who belong 
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to the social groups that most contribute to food security and nutrition worldwide and 

who belong to the most affected by food insecurity and malnutrition.   

 

If the Youth proposal was still included into the MYPOW, our suggestions for specific 

changes in the scope would be:  

 

o To include the above mentioned priority attention into the proposal 

o Include a holistic focus on FSN in the proposal, not only agriculture  

o Instead saying “real possibilities for their careers”, we suggest “real possibilities 

for their lives and communities” 

o A sentence should be included that points out that “Special attention should be 

given to the views and voices of the rural youth, especially young women, of 

those constituencies most important to food security and nutrition, and those 

most affected by food insecurity and malnutrition.” 

o The focus on talent development would be far too narrow. What is needed is to 

focus on the:  

▪ Context and environment youth lives and work rural areas 

▪ Need for public polices to support them 

▪ Their own views and expectations to these policies 

▪ from the point of view of their organizations 

▪ For the benefit of their lives and communities 

 

Additional remark on flexibility of the MYPOW:  

The MYPOW should be flexible to possibly include a Follow-Up to the Women’s empowerment 

Forum this year, if the Forum and the Plenary believe that being necessary, to arrive at significant 

policy conclusions of this process at CFS 45. 

 

Comments on the Overview 

• CSM suggests clarifying the formats of working structures in all workstreams. In this sense, 

we suggest: 

o Evaluation: Plan of Action should be developed in an OEWG 

o Monitoring, use and application: this workstream should be developed by the OEWG 

on monitoring 

Comments on the budget: 

• Cost for translation of HLPE reports should go into the CFS core budget. 

• If there were resources for regional consultations, we should first discuss on what 

workstream they should be held.  

• Transparency in the PSM budget: what does it actually cover? (Staff /secretariat costs, travel 

and participation to meetings, interpretation and translation, etc.) 

• Information on CSM budget: the current funding gap of CSM for 2018/2019 is currently at 

100%.  

• With regards to the HLPE request for 2020: we join those voices who expressed their support 

of requesting an HLPE report also for 2020, considering the important role of the HLPE for 

the CFS in general and for informing its political deliberation processes 
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Comments on the prioritization discussion and the draft decision box: 

We’ve said many times that a donor-driven CFS agenda, o a donor-driven implementation of the CFS 

is not acceptable. The Plenary of CFS 44 should not take a decision that already indicates the way to a 

donor-driven revision of the MYPOW 2018/19.  

Therefore, we cannot support the approach proposed in the draft decision box, to re-prioritize  the 

workplan in case of missing funding.  

In our view, the approach should be the other way around: as the workplan reflects the priorities 

agreed by the CFS as a whole, all actors should make the necessary efforts to fund the 

implementation of the workplan. 

• In that sense, paragraphs c) and d) of the draft decision box should be deleted.  

Our alternative suggestion is to build on the discussions on a sustainable funding mechanism for the 

CFS. The discussions in the context of the CFS meeting in March and the CFS evaluation on this topic 

should lead to a CFS plenary agreement that explicitly encourages the RBAs and Members states to 

contribute financially, or increase their support to the CFS, including CFS Secretariat, CFS 

Workstreams and Plenary, HLPE and CSM.   

We therefore suggest to revise paragraph e) of the draft decision box in the following way:  

• Invites the Rome-Based Agencies to consider increasing their support to the CFS, and 

encourages all CFS member countries to consider supporting the CFS work program in 

2018/19. 


