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Swiss Inputs on the HLPE Report on “Data Collection and Analysis Tools for Food 
Security and Nutrition”  
 
HLPE e-consultation on the V0 of the report (Link: V0 draft of the report) 
 
 
General comments (relate to guiding question 8)  

 

a) Food security and nutrition with its six dimensions: Switzerland very much 
welcomes that the V0 of the report build on the expanded understanding of food 
security and nutrition though the dimensions of agency and sustainability. Hence, 
food security is only given when food is available, accessible and utilizable, when 
individuals and groups are their own food agents and when the food is sustainably 
sourced. We have highlighted during CFS47, adoption of HLPE 2020 report 
“Building a Global narrative towards 2030”, that it will be of utmost importance that 
the ongoing and future work of the CFS fully integrates this evolved understanding 
of food security and nutrition as this was already endorsed by CFS45. We 
therefore very much support that this report is in line with this CFS45 
recommendation.   
 

b) Food-Systems-Approach: In general, we welcome that the text as a whole 
places major emphasis on the topic of nutrition. However, the report has to take 
into account a holistic and systemic food systems approach. With the 2030 
Agenda for Sustainable Development and especially with SDGs 2 and 12, the 
global community has acknowledged that working in silos is no longer an option. 
We need to think out of silos and with a holistic food systems approach. This call 
has for instance been taken up by the Second Committee of the UN General 
Assembly in several paras in its latest resolution on “Agriculture Development, 
Food Security and Nutrition” A/RES/76/222 - E - A/RES/76/222 -Desktop 
(undocs.org): 
 
PP2 c): Promoting integrated, balanced and holistic food system approaches, through 
cross-sectoral, multi-stakeholder and intergenerational dialogue, to achieve sustainable 
and resilient food systems, taking into account different national and regional contexts and 
respecting national policies and priorities; 
 
OP 23. Recognizes that sustainable food systems have a fundamental role to play in 
promoting healthy diets and improving nutrition and preventing and controlling non-
communicable diseases, and welcomes the formulation and implementation of national 
policies aimed at eradicating malnutrition in all its forms and transforming food systems so 
as to make nutritious diets, including traditional healthy diets, available to all, while 
reaffirming that health, water and sanitation systems must be strengthened simultaneously 
to end malnutrition; 

 

Also the Second Committees’ resolution on “Agricultural technology for sustainable 

development” emphasizes the important link between ween food systems and 
nutrition A/RES/76/200 - E - A/RES/76/200 -Desktop (undocs.org):  

 

Recognizing that the COVID-19 pandemic and mitigation measures taken in response have 

exposed both strengths and vulnerabilities in agriculture and food systems, the latter of which 

have caused disruptions to both livelihoods and food supply chains, increased food prices and 

constrained access to food, and that sustainable agricultural technologies, alongside other 

https://assets.fsnforum.fao.org/public/V0_Draft_HLPE_17_data_collection_analysis.pdf
https://undocs.org/en/A/RES/76/222
https://undocs.org/en/A/RES/76/222
https://undocs.org/en/A/RES/76/200
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forms of innovation, can contribute to resilient, equitable, sustainable agriculture and food 

systems, which promote healthy diets and improved nutrition, 

 

Further, also the UN Secretary General in his Statement of Action in the context of 

the UN Food Systems Summit calls for a holistic “transformation of our food systems” 
and for “transformative pathways”: Secretary-General’s Chair Summary and 

Statement of Action on the UN Food Systems Summit | United Nations 
 

We would therefore welcome a report placing a major emphasis on a holistic food 

systems approach and therewith addressing food systems and nutrition in a more 

balanced way (…while food systems are mentioned a total of 18 times in the report 

and agriculture is mentioned a total of 53 times, nutrition numbers for 150 mentions). 

The Report does not sufficiently refer the conditions under which the food was 

produced and how to make food systems more sustainable in order to ensure a 

healthy diet. Nutrition should not only be healthy for the individual, but also produced 

sustainably (in all three dimensions) and consumed sustainably. Therefore, we 

recommend that it builds on the concept of “Healthy diets through sustainable food 

systems”, a key concept in the latest CFS major product, the Voluntary Guidelines on 

Food Systems and Nutrition. The HLPE should avoid showing a picture where the two 

topics compete with each other where in reality they are inseparably linked. 

Switzerland contributes financially to the https://foodsystemsdashboard.org/, which is 

certainly one of the concrete solutions to improve the analyses from a systemic point 

of view. We would like also to recommend to look at more « Holistic tools » such as 
Life Cycle Assessment (i.e. international life cycle inventory database 

https://quantis-intl.com/metrics/databases/wfldb-food/). The report at this stage does 

not consider the whole of the system approach, and we would recommend to include 

social and ecological data in the analysis and modelling of the food systems, negative 

externalities, such as ecosystem services, biodiversity loss, soil and water pollution, 

health problems, etc.(true costs of food). In that sense the introduction and the 

problem setting should be reviewed to better reflect the complexity of the system.   
 

c) Reference to SDG2 – omission of SDG-Indicator 2.4.1: The introduction mentions 
SDG 2 and then 2.1 and 2.2. However, this is too narrow, targets 2.3-2.5 are equally 
important. Target 2.4 refers to sustainable food production systems and establishes in 
Indicator 2.4.1 an indicator system of how to measure this. The draft report needs to  
make reference to this, especially as is considers the six dimensions of food security, 
in particular sustainability. 
 

d) Shift from productivity indicators by kg/ha to the nutritional value per hectare: 
Given the threatened state of our resource base, it is time to shift from productivity 
indicators that are primarily determined by kg / ha to the nutritional value per hectare. 
This report should lay the basis to answer the question whether we measure the right 
thing / use the right indicators. We believe, that there is a need to develop new 
methodologies and indicators to measure sustainability performance of agricultural 
and food systems, including agroecological systems, beyond the yield. This 
publication should be considered: THE POLITICS OF KNOWLEDGE - 
Understanding the Evidence for Agroecology, Regenerative Approaches, and 
Indigenous Foodways 

 

 

 

https://www.un.org/en/food-systems-summit/news/making-food-systems-work-people-planet-and-prosperity
https://www.un.org/en/food-systems-summit/news/making-food-systems-work-people-planet-and-prosperity
https://foodsystemsdashboard.org/
https://quantis-intl.com/metrics/databases/wfldb-food/
https://futureoffood.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/12/GA-Politics-of-Knowledge.pdf
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e) Definition for “Analysis tools for food security and nutrition: “Analysis tools for 
food security and nutrition” play a crucial role in the V0 of the report. While the term is 
abundantly used and filled with content, it is never defined in detail. Regarding its 
crucial role and the scientific nature of the HLPE-products, we would consider it 
useful and important to have a clear definition of what is to be understood as 
“Analysis tools for food security and nutrition”. Furthermore, it would be appreciated to 
have a clearer idea of the scope of the term. 
   

f) Data harmonization: The potential of already collected data is as of today not 
adequately used. Much of this data is collected in the private or scientific sector with a 
lack of well-functioning interfaces and common framework and taxonomies. 
Approaches to address this lack of data harmonization and resulting loss of 
information should in our view be more thoroughly addressed in the HLPE-Report 
than it is the case in the V0.  

 
g) Synergies between HLPE and OECD: Issues around data and knowledge gaps are 

also strongly discussed and analyzed at the OECD (speaking around evidence gaps 
Overcoming evidence gaps on food systems | OECD Food, Agriculture and Fisheries 
Papers | OECD iLibrary (oecd-ilibrary.org). Collaboration between different experts 
would be desirable to avoid duplication and to enhance knowledge sharing. 

 
h) Exemplary practices : We would strongly recommend inserting in the box 5, page 

17, the “Global Diet Quality Project” (DQQ) which enables the collection of consistent, 

comparable dietary data across countries for the first time. As a project it is “tackling 

existing constraints” mentioned in the document, for example : 

- Page 12: "However, many of these software that allow for modular usage of local 

food composition databases are not open access." --> the DQQ is a public good 

- Page 13: "The lack of comprehensive food composition databases with adequate 

representation of both plant, aquatic, and land-based animal foods consumed in the 

country, makes many countries rely on the databases of the neighbouring countries 

or global databases for the estimation of nutrient intakes." --> the DQQ covers 

different foods, including ultra-processed food not often captured.   

- It is a low-burden tool for collecting valid, comparable food group consumption data; 

adapted for each country; takes 5 minutes to implement; is a global public good. 

Please also insert website: https://www.globaldietquality.org (also page 4) 

  

https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/agriculture-and-food/overcoming-evidence-gaps-on-food-systems_44ba7574-en
https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/agriculture-and-food/overcoming-evidence-gaps-on-food-systems_44ba7574-en
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Inputs on guiding questions:  

 

1. The V0-draft introduces a conceptual framework that orders the components of 
the food security and nutrition ecosystem based on their proximity to people’s 
immediate decision making sphere, from the macro to the individual levels, and 
describes a four-stage data-driven decision making cycle for food security and 
nutrition (FSN), from priority setting to data utilization. Use of the two is 
illustrated through a matrix template that facilitates the concurrent 
operationalization of the conceptual framework and data driven decision-making 
cycle to address issues relevant for FSN.  

a. Do you find the proposed framework an effective conceptual device to 
highlight and discuss the key issues affecting data collection and analysis 
for FSN? 

 

Switzerland very much welcomes that the V0 of the report build on the expanded 
understanding of food security and nutrition though the dimensions of agency and 
sustainability. Hence, food security is only given when food is available, accessible 
and utilizable, when individuals and groups are their own food agents and when 
the food is sustainably sourced. We have highlighted during CFS47, adoption of 
HLPE 2020 report “Building a Global narrative towards 2030”, that it will be of 
utmost importance that the ongoing and future work of the CFS fully integrates this 
evolved understanding of food security and nutrition as this was already endorsed 
by CFS45. We therefore very much support that this report is in line with this CFS45 
recommendation. 

However, it is very complex and at first sight not easy to use. For instance, why are 
the environment, socio-cultural and economic determinants included in the macro 
level and at the same time in the term “sustainability” in the cross-cutting 
dimensions? 

 

b. Do you think that this conceptual framework can indeed contribute to 
providing practical guidance for data collection for FSN? 

 

Yes, the proposed conceptual framework and its distinction between the different 
layers and determinants can contribute to providing practical guidance for data 
collection for FSN by being specific, not only on the different determinants and 
levels, but also the “chain of cause” (from macro-to-individual). However, to ensure 
an effective and relevant data collection, it might be worthwhile putting more 
emphasis on the objective. The data collection efforts should aim at achieving a 
certain policy objective, and not purely satisfy data or evidence gaps. 

 

c. Do you think that this four-stage data driven decision-making cycle for FSN 
addresses the key steps in the data collection and analysis process for FSN? 
Where do you see the more relevant bottlenecks in the data driven decision-
making cycle for FSN? 

 



 

5 

 

Not entirely. Data collection and monitoring is important to ensure that the policies 
and measures taken are “fit for purpose” and enable to achieve the FSN objective. 
It seem neither efficient nor relevant, to start directly with the determination of 
evidence priorities without considering the usefulness for the underlying policy 
objectives. A key first should be the clear determination of the objective, and then 
the needed evidence or data. In Figure 3, the definition of evidence priorities should 
not be framed on the identification of drivers/aspects most salient for the identified 
problem, but should rather focus on the objective. 

 

In addition, the interlinkages, synergies and trade-offs (well-described in the 
conceptual framework) are not reflected anymore in  the Matrix/Figure 3 using the 
conceptual approach and the 4-step data-driven decision-making cycle to address 
issues relevant for FSN. We would like to see a link between sustainable production 
and nutritional outcomes on macro and micro levels.  

 

How does the cycle take into account that between the steps there is a change in 
actors working on the respective steps? For instance, someone on a strategic level 
could define the questions, someone on a technical level will analyse, collect etc. 
the data and again someone else will then have to translate and in the end, 
governments have to use the data for decision-making. Especially the step between 
translating the data and effectively using the data for decision-making is key and 
often a very difficult one as results can be wrongly interpreted due to for instance 
the lack of technical knowledge.  

2. The report adopts the broader definition of food security, proposed by HLPE in 
2020, which includes the two dimensions of agency and sustainability, alongside 
the traditional four of availability, access, utilization and stability.  

Switzerland very much welcomes the expanded understanding of food security and 

nutrition though the dimensions of agency and sustainability. Hence, food security is 

only given when food is available, accessible and utilizable, when individuals and 

groups are their own food agents and when the food is sustainably sourced. We have 

highlighted during CFS47, adoption of HLPE 2020 report “Building a Global narrative 

towards 2030” that it will be of utmost importance that the ongoing and future work of 

the CFS fully integrates this evolved understanding of food security and nutrition as this 

was already endorsed by CFS45 

a. Does the V0-draft cover sufficiently the implications of broadening the 
definition of food security for data collection, analysis and use? 

 

In our view, the V0-draft does not cover sufficiently the implications of broadening the 

definition of food security for data collection, analysis and use. The link between 

sustainability, nutrition and agency needs to be explained. Do we have the right data 

and data analyse to come up with information and knowledge in order to take the right 

decisions that improve both sustainability and nutrition? Do we have the data and 

analysis that ensures that agency is used in a way that it reinforces sustainability and 

adequate nutritional outcomes on a macro and micro level? 



 

6 

 

Introducing “agency” implies also more participation of relevant population groups in 

data collection exercises, including planning, data collection, dissemination and 

analysis of data. There should be more mention on civil society organizations as data 

users and data collectors. Also the word “participation” does not appear in the 

document.  

In this context, the “ethics” of data collection, dissemination, etc. is strongly related in 

the document to the chapter on “data-driven technologies” (p. 36), a general chapter 

on the ethics of data collection, dissemination, etc., would be appropriate to frame 

“agency”. 

 

b. What type of data will be most useful in measuring food security dimensions 
such as “agency” and “sustainability”? 

 

Reference to SDG-Indicator 2.4.1: The report mentions SDG 2 and then 2.1 and 2.2. 
However, this is too narrow, targets 2.3-2.5 are equally important. Target 2.4 refers to 
sustainable food production systems and establishes in Indicator 2.4.1 an indicator 
system of how to measure this. This data will be useful in measuring sustainability 
performance of agriculture and food systems. 
Page 13: “Data on the evaluation of impact of food policies or estimation of economic 
losses due to malnutrition and the cost effectiveness of nutrition-specific and nutrition 
sensitive intervention are also largely lacking.” --> We also lack data on 
implementation of food-releated policies (health, environment, etc.). Digital 
technologies could support this dimension (agency-related), by tracking for ex. 
progress on policy development and fulfilment of international obligations (see: 
https://www.pk.undp.org/content/pakistan/en/home/stories/how-a-digital-dashboard-
is-tracking-pakistans-progress-in-human-.html)  

5. The V0-draft discusses the role of new and emerging technologies in data 
collection and analysis tools for FSN.  

a. Do you think that the presentation of new and emerging technologies 
captures the main trends? What other new and emerging technologies could 
be discussed in the report? 

 

It is questionable what is considered as “the main trend” and what level of detail is 
considered. Here the report remains very vague. Presumably, most new 
technologies are covered by this “tour d'horizon”. Some of the technologies 
mentioned may not be technologies in the strict sense (e.g. crowd-sourcing) but 
developments based on a technology. It remains unclear why some of them are 
listed and what concrete connection they have to the topic of food and nutrition 
security. 

 

All technologies could be relevant, the crucial question is how they relate to the 
topic and why a technology is mentioned. It is therefore impossible to describe the 
list as incomplete or complete. There needs to be a better argumentation as to why 
which technologies are included and others are omitted. 

 

https://www.pk.undp.org/content/pakistan/en/home/stories/how-a-digital-dashboard-is-tracking-pakistans-progress-in-human-.html
https://www.pk.undp.org/content/pakistan/en/home/stories/how-a-digital-dashboard-is-tracking-pakistans-progress-in-human-.html
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c. In what other ways can new and emerging technologies be relevant to each 
of the FSN dimensions (i.e., Availability; Access; Utilization; Stability; 
Agency; Sustainability)? 

 

Question concerning table 3: Technologies under “Sustainability” only cover the 
environmental dimension of the concept. What about socio-cultural aspects? Or 
economic aspects? Need to be complemented otherwise the analysis are to one-
sided 

 

d.  What are some of the issues with respect to ethical use of data, access, 
agency and ownership linked to these new and emerging technologies that 
should be further discussed in the report? 

 

The following issues should be further discussed in the report: 

 The aspect that some technologies collide with, for example, local data 
protection laws or local social-ethical-moral ideas. A global, uniform use of 
the same "technologies" would therefore be critical. The factor of 
acceptance of such technologies also plays a role here.  

 The "right to forget" or perishability is not mentioned in this report. With 
many of these technologies, vast amounts of data are collected and 
analysed that will seemingly exist forever.  

 The issue of dependence on technologies and especially on the companies 
that develop and offer the technologies is omitted from the report. As a rule, 
it is private companies that develop the technologies until they are ready 
for the market and states or the public sector or "society" uses them and 
thus becomes highly dependent on the manufacturers. For example, the 
use of cloud computing is often based on the fact that the manufacturers 
will no longer offer other systems in the future. The manufacturing 
companies determine what the future solutions will be, not the stakeholders 
or their needs. Despite technology impact assessments, society still does 
not determine the development. 

 With respect to ethical use of data, access, agency and ownership linked 
to new and emerging technologies, we suggest to also look at the following 
codes of conduct and principles that were developed in different parts of 
the world as (voluntary) stakeholder-driven guidelines to improve 
agricultural data management practices and provide a basis for trust: 

o Australia (2020): Australian Farm Data Code 
(nff.org.au/programs/australian-farm-data-code) 

o EU (2018): Code of conduct on agricultural data sharing by 
contractual agreement (copa-cogeca.eu/ 
Archive/Download?id=3770357) 

o France (2018): Charte sur l’utilisation des données agricole 
(www.data-agri.fr) 

nff.org.au/programs/australian-farm-data-code/
nff.org.au/programs/australian-farm-data-code/
nff.org.au/programs/australian-farm-data-code/
https://copa-cogeca.eu/Archive/Download?id=3770357
https://copa-cogeca.eu/Archive/Download?id=3770357
https://copa-cogeca.eu/Archive/Download?id=3770357
https://copa-cogeca.eu/Archive/Download?id=3770357
http://www.data-agri.fr/
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o New Zealand (2014): Farm Data Code of Practice 
(www.farmdatacode.org.nz) 

o Switzerland (2018): Charter on the Digitalisation of Swiss 
Agriculture and Food Production (agridigital.ch)  

o USA (2014): Privacy and Security Principles for Farm Data 
(www.agdatatransparent.com/ principles) 

7. Drawing on HLPE reports and analysis in the wider literature, in the next draft 
the report will outline examples of potential policy pathways to address 
challenges to data collection and analysis tools for FSN.  

a. What data do the global community and international organizations need in 
order to gain an appropriate insight into the current state of world food 
security and to agree on and design international action to improve it? 

 

Reliable and transparent data and a mix of different data sources (remote sensing, 
surveys, governmental and private data etc.) would be good. 

 

b. What data do countries need for more effective decision-making for food 
security and nutrition and to inform policies for the transformation of food 
systems? 

 

Depending on the country (e.g. in Switzerland), we do not necessarily need more 
data but a better translation into what this exactly means for informed decision-
making. Solving FSN problems are often of political, governance and/or systemic 
nature despite all the involved are aware of the facts and figures. Governments 
often manage what they measure through their legal framework. However, it 
should be the other way round: Governments should measure what they manage. 
In terms of food security and nutrition, governments are not sure whether they have 
the right indicators at hand and whether they analyse the available data the way 
they would need to.  

 

d. Please provide references and examples of success: good data leading to 
good policies (context-specific), or any lessons to be learned from a failed 
data collection/utilization attempt 

 

SDG 2.4.1 monitoring  on the one hand, it is great to have a system to measure 
sustainable agriculture on a global level. On the other hand, the system is too 
complex and needs too many resources to collect the data. Therefore, hardly any 
country until now has provided data to FAO. The methodology needs a face lift to 
make it easier to report for countries and to be able to use the data, which is already 
available 

 

http://www.farmdatacode.org.nz/
https://agridigital.ch/
http://www.agdatatransparent.com/principles
http://www.agdatatransparent.com/principles
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Are we not missing many initiatives such as geoFootprint, a tool accelerating 
sustainable agriculture by harnessing the power of satellite imagery 
(https://geofootprint.com/ - geoFootprint was built collaboratively with more than 25 
public, private and academic partners aiming to accelerate sustainable agriculture 
through innovation. With its global overview of crop footprints, geoFootprint closes 
the gap between the action needed to make agriculture more sustainable, and the 
knowledge required to pursue it)  

 

e. Please also suggest any initiative and good practice aimed at addressing: 

 capacity gaps at country level to generate and use data in policy-making 
processes, monitoring and reporting related to SDG2; including with 
respect to financial resources, human resources, data management, 
legislation and the enabling environment and FSN governance.  

The CGIAR has not only the big data platform ‘’Embracing big data to provide 
information for food security and other development issues’’ to offer, but also new 
research initiatives which could help. These are: (not exhaustive list) 

- Mitigation and Transformation Initiative for GHG reductions of Agrifood 

systems RelaTed Emissions (MITIGATE+) 

will co-develop and test a “FS Climate Intervention Planning Framework” 
(FOODCLIP) and pilot its application in each target country. FOODCLIP will be a 
user-friendly integrated modeling and planning framework designed to assist 
stakeholders in analyzing the tradeoffs and synergies between mitigation and 
other dimensions of FS (i.e., healthy diets; social, economic and environmental 
sustainability), building scenarios of potential futures, and designing policies and 
programs… Increased rigor and certainty in data, knowledge, tools, and capacity 
improves food system GHG emission monitoring improving transparency, accuracy, 
comparability, and consistency of data for planning, monitoring, and reporting. 
 

- NATURE+: Nature-positive Solutions for Shifting Agrifood Systems to More 

Resilient and sustainable Pathways. 

National and subnational policymakers in five LMICs acknowledge that true cost 

accounting should and will be applied to AFS-related policy formation (2022– 2025), 

followed by realignment of economic incentive schemes and policy by policy actors to 

account for the true cost of food (2025–2030). 

 

- Harnessing Digital Technologies for Timely Decision-Making across Food, 

Water, and Land Systems. 

 
- Foresight and Metrics to Accelerate Food, Land, and Water Systems 

Transformation 

Governments in developing countries lack the foresight tools and metrics that more 
developed countries routinely use to anticipate trends, trade-offs, outcomes, and 
risks. This makes decision-making more challenging, especially in a globalized world 
facing uncertainties. The Initiative is designed to narrow this divide and respond to the 
demands of our government and development partners, and CGIAR itself, for multi-
scale, forward-looking, cross-cutting analysis of FLW systems. 

 

 

https://geofootprint.com/
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SDG Indicator 241 (see comment under d.) 

c. Please also provide any additional references with respect to: 

 minimum data requirements (baseline) for FSN at country level; 

 qualitative data 

 data representing traditional knowledge. 
We would like to encourage the authors to look more at qualitative data (the word 
appears only once in the document). Social sciences work with different sets of data 
that are useful (i.e consumer behaviors, sociology of consumption, etc).  

8. Please provide your feedback on the following:  

a. Are there any major omissions or gaps in the V0-draft?  

b. Are topics under- or over-represented in relation to their importance?  

c. Are there any redundant facts or statements that could be eliminated from 
the V0-draft? 

d. Are any facts or conclusions refuted, questionable or assertions with no 
evidence-base? 

 

 See general comments on page 1 and 2 


