
Organization: Ipas

Contribution to: Draft Guidelines on identifying and addressing intersectional discrimination against women and girls with disabilities.

Chapter 1
1. Content Recommendation: Suggest expanding or further detailing ‘service providers’ to include healthcare providers, humanitarian actors, justice actors, education systems, digital platform providers, community health workers and social protection actors (etc.). If this is not possible in the beginning paragraph, please consider including in other sections and/or in the footnotes. 

2. Content Recommendation: Add related sources in the footnotes to support claims for ‘significant progress’ and ‘recent backlash’. It could be useful for users of this guide to have references when making the case for the importance of this work and advocacy for implementing these guidelines.

3. Content Recommendations: 
a. Additional challenges have been faced by women’s rights organizations, including accessibility barriers in advocacy spaces and digital surveillance.
b. Suggest adding a stronger or more specific explanation of the implications for organizations of women with disabilities.

5. Content Recommendations: 
a. Consider including these examples as well - attention to humanitarian settings, climate displacement, statelessness, digital exclusion, and conflict-affected populations. 
b. Suggest providing clear recognition of adolescent-specific issues as well (for example: sexuality education, access to SRH, digital participation, etc.).
Question:
c. Could this section (‘II Scope and Interpretation’) also include the intention, purpose, or objectives of the guidelines? For example, is the primary focus of the guidelines on gender (women & girls) and disability? Or will other identities be clearly and consistently highlighted throughout these guidelines (ex: gender identity, sexual orientation, citizenship status, etc.)?

10. Questions: 
a. Does the mention of work and employment within General Comment No. 8 include care burdens, unpaid labor, and economic dependency, particularly affecting women with disabilities?
b. Is the following quoted sentence correct? I believe it should say ‘may not’.
 “For example, General Comment No. 1 (2014) on equal recognition before the law underscores that denial of legal capacity may be based on gender, race, or disability.”

12. Content Recommendation: Suggest explicitly highlighting some key points, such as intersectional disaggregated data systems, disability- and gender-responsive budgeting, accessible complaint and remedy mechanisms. 

14.  Content Recommendation: Suggest expanding this analysis to acknowledge structural feminization of unpaid care work and the disproportionate economic burden placed on women caregivers and also link to social protection obligations, and disability-inclusive family support systems.

17. Content Recommendation: Suggest providing a brief analysis of how CEDAW shifted from “double discrimination” toward a fuller intersectional framework through compounded and differentiated ways for strengthening the legal clarity.

20-21. 
a. Content Recommendation: Suggest providing a clear definition for multiple discrimination and specific examples (Deaf migrant women). And to provide examples to clearly differentiate intersectional from multiple discrimination.
b. Language Recommendation: Suggest capitalizing “Deaf”.
c. Question: Is this Committee acknowledging that both concepts (multiple and intersectional discrimination) exist? Or are they taking a stance to advocate for using one over the other? This is unclear to us in reading these two paragraphs. 

22. Content Recommendation: Suggest providing more tangible connections between theory and practice in this section (i.e., through concrete examples of structural inequalities or sharing more resources in the footnotes).

23. Content Recommendation: Suggest making clear connections between terms and concepts introduced here and those introduced in section 22.  This would be helpful to provide a clear picture of how these concepts relate to each other and how they impact lives in a tangible way, moving from theory to practice.

24. Content Recommendation: Suggest providing further justification for why terminology matters for implementation, data collection, legal interpretation, access to information, and building a strong evidence base (etc.). We believe this further explanation would be helpful to ensure clear understanding on the value of this proposal for standardized language – including why the terms selected here for use were chosen.

Chapter II.
General/Chapter II
a. Question: In addition to the testimony offered throughout Chapter II, could additional evidence be cited or referenced in the footnotes to bolster the other statements? This could include referencing the number of submissions that mentioned similar statements or provided related testimony.

b. Content Recommendation: Suggest providing a definition of the topic at the start of each section. For example: ‘I Freedom from violence, exploitation and abuse’ would include a definition and explanation of this topic in the first paragraph. 

c. Question: Would the Committee consider using a specific or consistent structure throughout Chapter II? A specific structure would make it easier to understand how information is organized underneath each topic and make it easier for the reader to find information. We are not sure what structure might be best, but wanted to offer a proposal. Each section could start with a definition of the topic, followed by the barriers/impact to people with disabilities, then the societal and institutional structures that keep these barriers in place. 

25. Content Recommendations: 
a. Suggest adjusting or clarifying the language in the first sentence to avoid confusing ‘multiple’ and ‘intersecting discrimination’ since they are conceptually distinct throughout the guideline.
b. The allusion to racism and colonialism is important, even though the phrase construction (such as "rooted in patriarchy, ableism, racism, and colonial legacies") may use further clarification. 

27. Question: We are unclear on how the order of topics follow a life-course approach. The topics largely seem to have individual impacts as well as institutional and/or structural trappings. Could this be further explained and/or defined in the structure? 

29. Content Recommendation: Suggest making the selection and interpretation of the testimony clear in order to guarantee representativeness. The Committee may also wish to recognize that some women and girls with disabilities, particularly those who reside in institutions, work in humanitarian settings, or struggle with communication, are nevertheless frequently excluded from consultation processes.

31. Content Recommendations: 
a. The discussion may be enhanced by making the difference between algorithmic discrimination and digital exclusion clear and distinct.
b. A more thorough recognition of the particular risks that adolescents with disabilities face, especially in relation to grooming, compulsion, and online exploitation, could be useful for this section. It may also be helpful to identify barriers to reporting abuse when the perpetrators are caregivers or intimate partners that survivors depend on.
Question: 
c. With emerging evidence related to generative AI, should there be more information included here on this topic? Would a separate or sub-topic be considered on this? This could include issues related to digital colonialism and the ethics of testing and training inaccurate systems on the Global Majority, a lapse in effective or accurate translations and captions, connections to environmental impact of data centers, etc.

34. Content Recommendation: 
a. The paragraph could move beyond listing barriers toward stronger analysis of how these barriers interact intersectional.
Questions: 
b. In addition to access to justice, legal capacity is a critical area across many of these topics. Legal capacity is mentioned in some areas, like access to health. 
Is there a way to clarify why this section specifically refers to legal capacity? 
Is there a way to clearly and consistently connect legal capacity across the topics, given its importance and inter-connectivity? 

35. Content Recommendation: Consider including citizenship status, if the person is a refugee or migrant to a country, etc. as another intersectional lens in legal capacity and access to justice. 

39. Content Recommendations: 
a. Consider expanding on this analysis by explicitly linking these violations to autonomy, informed consent, and bodily integrity under a rights-based framework. 
b. The discussion of “health inequity” is important but is broad; consider unpacking what this means in practice (e.g., inaccessible facilities, diagnostic overshadowing, provider bias, inaccessible communication).

43. Content Recommendations:
a. It could be useful to start this section with a definition of institutionalization, for the purposes and references of this guide. Are we speaking of formal institutions or does this also include confinement in personal homes? This would also be helpful to differentiate it from (or connect it to) the use and reference of institutionalization in the earlier section titled “II Legal capacity and access to justice”.
b. Consider mentioning here that people may also not have access to rights like establishing relationships, pursuit of personal interests, etc. 
c. May be relevant here to note that people with disabilities who reside in institutions continue to be underrepresented in the evidence base.
Questions:
d. Should this section include forced institutionalization? Including when institutionalized by family members, caregivers, medical providers, etc., and related issues and impacts on consent, autonomy, and human rights? Or is this inherent to the definition of the word institutionalization?
e. Could the following sentence include a specific bridge or connection to institutionalization? Just to make the connection more clear and concrete. 
“Moreover, women with disabilities experiencing domestic intimate partner violence disproportionately face economic exploitation through financial abuse and lack of accessible shelters and housing in the community.”

45. Content Recommendations: 
a. Suggest adding: “lack of accessible school transportation”.
b. Suggest defining ‘adultism and childism’.
c. Recommend including a lack of access to age-appropriate Comprehensive Sexuality Education (if offered in the school). 
Language Recommendation: 
d. Suggest to update the following from ‘sexual harassment’ to “sexual harassment, exploitation and gender-based violence”

46. Question: In some sections, there are statements like this that emphasize the Committee response. However, this is not included in all sections - for example, there is no related section in ‘III Bodily autonomy, SRHR’. 
Could this be made more consistent? For clarity, we recommend reserving all recommendations for Chapter 3 or updating the summary for Chapter II to reference that there will be a Committee response for each topic.

47. Content Recommendations:
a. Consider mentioning that some States impose restrictions on wages or allow for wages to be less than the standard minimum wage for people with disabilities. 
b. Could consider referencing that some States (like the US) require an individual to meet a specific, state-defined level of disability to qualify for social benefits like funding. The process to apply is arduous, and the provided funding is not enough to live on, yet you cannot work another job while receiving these funds.

49. Question: Can this section be separated into two (or more) sub-sections? The first sentence of this section is important, yet quite distinct from the rest of the section. 

51. Content Recommendation: Can evidence be provided (in footnotes or otherwise) for the following statement:
“For example, evidence shows that they are rarely involved in the development and implementation of laws and policies, while gaps in intersectional data and the absence of legal recognition of multiple discrimination further obscure their experiences and needs.”

52. Content Recommendation: Consider including any of the following, which we have heard as provided reasons for exclusion or lack of participation: lack of funding provided by the hosting State/organization for accessibility and accommodations; lack of funding available for a care person to travel or attend; lack of adjustment in the process – no accommodations made or facilitation adaptions to ensure that people with different needs or working styles can be meaningfully included. 

54. Questions: 
a. Could a further explanation be provided to link male relatives and caregivers to crisis setting response? Otherwise, we believe this section and these points could likely be included or linked to several different topics in this chapter.  Though sometimes there is a gender stereotype for caregivers to be women. 
b. Related, given a similar point raised in section “VI Economic Rights” on gender stereotypes that women are more likely to serve in care giver roles, are there any impacts or reflections on what this means in response to crisis?

58. Question: Are there any connections that could be made between this section and the previous “VIII Humanitarian assistance and disaster risk reduction”? Especially considering women with disabilities being left out of governance and policy decisions and response strategies across these sections. 

Chapter III
60. Content Recommendation: Suggestion to include here (or elsewhere) for states to consider and implement these recommendations in partnership with OPDs and disability advocates. 

61. Content Recommendation: 
a. Suggest including a recommendation for states to secure funding to implement these policies, including funds for healthcare, etc.
Question:
b. Are there any tangible or concrete examples of this list that could be included or referenced in the footnotes?

62. Language Recommendations: Could this introduction sentence be clarified? It is a bit confusing as-is, potentially given the use of This introduction sentence is a bit confusing, given the use of ‘preventative’ twice: 
“State Parties should adopt comprehensive preventive strategies for implementing preventive measures to address and eliminate…”

62. (a). Language Recommendation: Current sentence is incomplete: “Implement early identification and removal of, including discriminatory laws…”

62. (c). Content Recommendation: Suggest including comprehensive sexuality education. 

65. Question: Could the topic titles for this section align with the topic titles of Chapter II? In some cases, there is direct alignment, but not others. We believe that having some greater consistency between the identified issues and proposed responses could make it easier to navigate between the sections. 

66. Content Recommendation: Suggest including funding for accommodations and accessibility to ensure meaningful participation.

70. Language Recommendation: Suggest replacing “restoration of legal capacity” with “recognition of legal capacity” because the CRPD does not restoring a right, it recognizes inherent legal capacity.

81. Language Recommendation: Could the phase ”…international fora and through the issuance of visas for such purpose…” be explained? 

84. Content Recommendation: Suggest incorporating stronger legal clarity in this section so it can be more specific. 
