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	Context
For the first time in the Commission's seventy-year history, Member States adopted agreed conclusions through a vote rather than consensus. Eight separate amendments to the agreed conclusions on women's access to justice were presented for adoption. This briefing sets out each amendment factually — what it proposed, what it targeted, and what its real-world consequences would be for women and girls.
Note: This document does not attribute amendments to any Member State by name. All analysis is grounded in existing international law, UN expert bodies, and established human rights frameworks.



	Amendment 1: Restrict the Meaning of 'Gender'

	Paragraph Reference: Paragraph 1 — Beijing Declaration and Platform for Action reference
Proposed Change: Add a footnote to the term 'Beijing Declaration and Platform for Action' defining gender as referring only to men and women according to biological sex, citing Annex IV of the Report of the Fourth World Conference on Women.


Factual and Legal Problems with This Amendment
1. Annex IV of the Report of the Fourth World Conference on Women does not define gender as 'men and women.' It expressly states that 'the word gender had been commonly used and understood in its ordinary, generally accepted usage' — it contains no biological definition and makes no reference to 'men and women.'
1. The proposed footnote misrepresents the content of Annex IV. The contact group that produced Annex IV was informal and its conclusions were read out as a President's statement; they were not negotiated or adopted by the Commission.
1. International jurisprudence on gender equality has evolved significantly since 1995. UN human rights treaty bodies, Special Rapporteurs, and regional human rights courts have consistently interpreted gender to encompass a range of lived experiences beyond a binary biological categorization.
1. A retroactive redefinition through footnote would affect the scope of all gender equality mandates across UN agencies, subsidiary bodies, and treaty mechanisms — none of which were consulted in this process.
Real-World Consequences
1. Women and girls who face discrimination on the basis of gender expression, gender identity, or non-conformity with gender norms would lose access to protection frameworks built on the current, broader interpretation.
1. Setting this precedent would allow any Member State to use a similar mechanism to retroactively narrow or reinterpret other foundational UN outcome documents.

	Amendment 2: Qualify 'Review Conferences' Reference

	Paragraph Reference: Paragraph R — Review conferences
Proposed Change: Insert the qualifier 'adopted by the General Assembly' after the words 'review conferences' in paragraph R, to restrict which review conferences are recognized.


Factual and Legal Analysis
1. This amendment would narrow the set of intergovernmental review mechanisms whose outcomes are recognized as authoritative, potentially excluding regional and thematic review processes that have been central to monitoring implementation of women's rights commitments.
1. The stated concern — that sexual and reproductive health terminology has acquired 'controversial meanings' in UN policies including 'abortion rights, radical gender ideology and sexual autonomy for children' — reflects a policy preference, not a legal objection. These characterizations are not recognized classifications in international human rights law.
Real-World Consequences
1. Restricting recognized review processes would weaken accountability mechanisms for implementing commitments made to women and girls at all levels of governance.
1. It would create a hierarchy among intergovernmental outcomes that has no basis in existing UN procedural rules.

	Amendment 3: Condition Sexual and Reproductive Health Language on National Law

	Paragraph Reference: Paragraph Z — Sexual and reproductive health programming
Proposed Change: Insert 'and in accordance with national laws and policies' after 'sexual and reproductive health' in paragraph Z.


Factual and Legal Analysis
1. This amendment would subordinate international SRH standards to national law — effectively allowing domestic legislation to override internationally agreed human rights standards.
1. The ICPD Programme of Action (paragraph 8.25), cited in support of this amendment, was produced in 1994 and represents one element of a much larger body of international consensus. Selectively quoting it to override subsequent developments in international standards is methodologically inconsistent.
1. International human rights bodies including the Committee on the Elimination of Discrimination Against Women (CEDAW Committee) and the Human Rights Committee have affirmed that access to sexual and reproductive health services is a component of the right to health and the right to be free from discrimination.
Real-World Consequences
1. Women and girls in countries with restrictive national laws — including those criminalizing abortion even in cases of rape, incest, or life-threatening pregnancy — would be denied the protection of international standards.
1. This amendment would disproportionately affect women and girls in conflict and post-conflict settings, where national legal systems may be absent, collapsed, or themselves sources of harm.

	Amendment 4: Delete 'Multiple and Intersecting Forms of Discrimination'

	Paragraph Reference: Paragraph 6 — Non-discrimination framework
Proposed Change: Delete the phrase 'multiple and intersecting forms of discrimination' from paragraph 6.


Factual and Legal Analysis
1. 'Multiple and intersecting forms of discrimination' is an established legal concept rooted in the CEDAW Committee's General Recommendation No. 28 and the work of the Special Rapporteur on Violence Against Women. It reflects the reality that discrimination operates across overlapping axes of identity simultaneously.
1. Characterizing this as 'diversity, equity and inclusion' policy misrepresents the concept. Intersectionality is a legal and empirical framework for understanding compounded disadvantage — not a preferential treatment policy.
1. Deleting this phrase would leave a significant gap in the non-discrimination framework, removing explicit recognition of the compounding harms faced by the most marginalized women and girls.
Groups Whose Protections Would Be Eroded
0. Older women, who face simultaneous age-based and gender-based discrimination
0. Women and girls with disabilities, for whom disability and gender interact to produce distinct and compounded barriers to justice
0. Women in rural and remote areas, facing geographic, economic, and gender-based exclusion
0. Women from ethnic, racial, and religious minority communities
0. Migrant women and girls, including those without legal status
0. Women and girls living in poverty, for whom economic vulnerability amplifies all other forms of discrimination
0. Young women and adolescent girls navigating age, gender, and social status simultaneously
Real-World Consequences
1. Without this framework, legal and policy responses to violence and discrimination default to a single-axis model that systematically fails the women and girls most at risk.
1. Access to justice mechanisms — legal aid, redress, specialized courts, and support services — would no longer be designed to account for the compounded barriers these groups face.

	Amendment 5: Delete Reference to Disinformation, Misinformation, and Hate Speech

	Paragraph Reference: Paragraph WW — Digital safety and information integrity
Proposed Change: Delete the phrase 'to address disinformation, misinformation and hate speech' from paragraph WW.


Factual and Legal Analysis
1. Online disinformation, misinformation, and hate speech directed at women — including female politicians, journalists, human rights defenders, and survivors of gender-based violence — are well-documented phenomena addressed in reports of the Special Rapporteur on Violence Against Women and the Special Rapporteur on Freedom of Expression.
1. The framing of this amendment conflates the concept of censorship with targeted measures to counter gender-based online violence. These are categorically distinct: international freedom of expression standards permit restrictions narrowly tailored to protect individuals from violence, discrimination, and harassment.
1. The UN Plan of Action on Hate Speech (2019) and multiple Human Rights Council resolutions affirm that hate speech directed at women constitutes a form of gender-based discrimination.
Real-World Consequences
1. Removing this language would eliminate the agreed conclusions' recognition that online harms — including coordinated harassment, non-consensual image sharing, and incitement — require specific policy responses.
1. Women in public life, including elected officials, civil society leaders, and human rights defenders, are disproportionately targeted by online abuse campaigns. Deleting this provision signals that such abuse is beyond the scope of the Commission's concern.

	Amendment 6: Delete References to Reparations

	Paragraph Reference: Paragraphs O, A, FF — Reparations in conflict and post-conflict contexts
Proposed Change: Delete all references to 'reparations' from paragraphs O, A, and FF.


Factual and Legal Analysis
1. Reparations for conflict-related gender-based violence — including sexual violence — are firmly established in international law. UN Security Council Resolution 2467 (2019) explicitly calls for reparations for victims of sexual violence in conflict. The Rome Statute of the International Criminal Court includes reparations as a core remedy.
1. The mandate of the Special Rapporteur on the Promotion of Truth, Justice, Reparation and Guarantees of Non-Recurrence has consistently emphasized that gender-responsive reparations are essential to transitional justice frameworks. The Special Rapporteur's reports document the systematic failure of post-conflict processes to provide meaningful redress to women survivors.
1. The suggestion that reparations lack 'basis in international law' contradicts the jurisprudence of international criminal tribunals including the ICTY, ICTR, and ICC, as well as the Inter-American Court of Human Rights, all of which have ordered and implemented reparations for gender-based violence.
1. The claim that the concept of reparations has been misused to argue for changes to abortion law does not constitute a legal basis for deleting reparations from agreed conclusions. The remedy of reparation is well-defined in international law and its definition is not subject to unilateral reinterpretation.
Real-World Consequences
1. Women survivors of conflict-related sexual violence — rape, sexual slavery, forced pregnancy, and forced sterilization — would be denied acknowledgment of their right to redress within the CSW framework.
1. This amendment would contradict existing international obligations of Member States under the Rome Statute and binding Security Council resolutions.
1. Post-conflict transitional justice processes that rely on CSW agreed conclusions as normative reference would be weakened, affecting survivors' ability to access truth, justice, and non-recurrence guarantees.

	Amendment 7: Delete Paragraph on Unilateral Coercive Measures

	Paragraph Reference: Paragraph CC — Unilateral coercive measures
Proposed Change: Delete the entire paragraph CC, which addresses the impact of unilateral coercive measures on women's access to justice.


Factual and Legal Analysis
1. The United Nations General Assembly has repeatedly adopted resolutions recognizing the negative impact of unilateral coercive measures on the enjoyment of human rights, including the rights of women and girls. The Special Rapporteur on Unilateral Coercive Measures documents their effects on populations' access to health, food, justice, and services.
1. The human rights impacts of sanctions — including on women's access to healthcare, legal services, and economic resources — are empirically documented. Whether or not particular sanctions are considered lawful by the imposing State, their humanitarian consequences fall within the Commission's mandate.
Real-World Consequences
1. Deleting this paragraph would remove the agreed conclusions' recognition that economic and political coercive measures have gendered consequences, particularly affecting women's ability to access justice systems and support services.

	Amendment 8: Replace 'Balance' with 'Equality and Empowerment of All Women and Girls'

	Paragraph Reference: Paragraph H — Structural barriers and institutional mandates
Proposed Change: Replace the word 'balance' with 'equality and empowerment of all women and girls' in paragraph H.


Factual and Legal Analysis
1. While the phrase proposed is broadly positive, the stated rationale explicitly rejects the concepts of structural barriers and historical inequalities, characterizing them as forms of 'diversity, equity and inclusion' rather than empirically documented phenomena.
1. Structural barriers to women's access to justice — including discriminatory laws, lack of legal aid, evidentiary rules disadvantaging survivors, and institutional gender bias — are documented in reports of CEDAW, the Special Rapporteur on Violence Against Women, and multiple UN Women reports. These are not contested concepts; they are the foundation of international gender equality law since the Beijing Conference.
1. The stated reason for withdrawal from UN Women — opposition to programming addressing 'structural barriers and unreasonable historical inequalities' — signals an intent to narrow the mandate of the only UN agency exclusively dedicated to gender equality.
Real-World Consequences
1. If accepted with the accompanying rationale, this amendment would delegitimize the evidentiary basis upon which gender equality programming, monitoring, and accountability are built.
1. It would weaken the institutional basis for addressing the systemic causes of gender-based violence and women's exclusion from justice systems.

	Summary Observation
Taken together, these eight amendments would: narrow the legal definition of gender contrary to established international jurisprudence; subordinate international human rights standards to national law; remove protections for the most marginalized women and girls; eliminate the Commission's recognition of reparations in conflict settings; and undermine the institutional mandate of UN Women. The amendments were voted upon rather than negotiated to consensus — itself an unprecedented departure from sixty-nine years of Commission practice.
The consequences are not theoretical. They affect women survivors of conflict-related sexual violence, women living under restrictive national laws, and women belonging to groups facing compounded discrimination — the very populations the Commission was established to protect.
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