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Background and Aim of the Report

Women and girls are extremely affected by crises, including displacement, conflict, and
climate-related disasters. However, they are not merely passive recipients of aid—they
are also key agents of change and contributors to humanitarian response, as
demonstrated in the Rohingya refugee response in Cox’s Bazar, Bangladesh. The
Rohingya crisis remains fundamentally a protection crisis with deeply gendered
dimensions. Ensuring that humanitarian interventions respond effectively to the specific
needs, capacities, and vulnerabilities of all population groups—including women, girls,
gender-diverse individuals, persons with disabilities, and people of all ages—is therefore
imperative.

The Gender with Age Marker (GAM), first introduced in 2015, serves as a critical tool for
humanitarian actors. It facilitates the consistent integration of gender, age, and disability
considerations into project design and implementation. The primary purpose of GAM is to
encourage reflection and learning during the project development phase, while also
serving as a monitoring tool to assess the extent to which humanitarian programmes are
inclusive and gender responsive.

This report provides a critical review of GAM implementation in the 2025 Joint Response
Plan (JRP) project submissions for Cox’s Bazar. Drawing on experience from previous
years (2018-2024), including reviews conducted in 2022, 2023, and 2024, the analysis
offers insights into progress and persistent challenges in applying the GAM to promote
gender-transformative humanitarian action.

In the 2025 JRP process, 92% of the 135 submitted projects received the highest GAM
score (GAM 4). While this indicates a commendable level of ambition among partners to
meet gender integration benchmarks, it also raises concerns about potential over-
reporting and the risk of the GAM becoming a procedural formality rather than a
meaningful tool. To mitigate this, Cox’s Bazar Inter-Sector Coordination Group (ISCG)
has institutionalized a peer review mechanism to assess the accuracy of GAM self-
ratings. This process involves reviewing GAM reports and corresponding project
proposals within each sector and sub-sector, providing constructive feedback aimed at
strengthening the quality and depth of gender integration in humanitarian programming.

Methodology

This report draws on a mixed-methods approach, combining document review and key
informant consultations to assess the application and utility of the Gender with Age Marker
(GAM) within the 2025 Joint Response Plan (JRP) process for Cox’s Bazar.



The analysis is informed by:

e Areview of relevant background literature and previous GAM analyses.

e A systematic examination of the 2024 GAM review sheets submitted by all sectors
and sub-sectors, as prepared by members of the GIHA WG

e Semi-structured interviews and email communications with GiIHA WG members
who served as GAM reviewers during the 2025 JRP submission process.

Interviews were conducted remotely via phone, Microsoft Teams, or Google Meet during
January and February 2025. To promote openness and ensure candid feedback, all
respondents were granted anonymity. The insights gathered from these consultations
were instrumental in shaping the findings and recommendations of this report.

Background on the Use of the Gender with Age Marker (GAM) in the JRP 2025

Ahead of the Joint Response Plan (JRP) 2025 application process, targeted capacity-
building efforts were undertaken to enhance the quality and consistency of Gender with
Age Marker (GAM) integration across sectoral proposals. Staff from applicant
organizations received orientation on the application of the GAM, while members of the
Gender in Humanitarian Action Working Group (GiHA WG) and designated Gender Focal
Points (GFPs) were provided with a two-hour, in-person “Training of Trainers” (ToT) on
how to effectively review GAM submissions.

Following this, trained GIHA WG GAM reviewers conducted cascading training sessions
for Sector Working Group (SWG) members to support consistent application across
sectors. To facilitate the review process, reviewers were also provided with a standardized
Excel-based GAM review tool, featuring dropdown menus to support structured, criteria-
based evaluations.

As part of the JRP 2025 process, a total of 135 project submissions were reviewed by
GiHA WG members. Of these, 4 submissions were excluded from detailed review due to
incomplete documentation or missing GAM data.

Submissions spanned the following sectors and sub-sectors: health; water, sanitation and
hygiene (WASH); nutrition; child protection; protection (general); gender-based violence
(GBV) sub-sector; shelter, camp coordination and camp management (SCCCM); food
security; education; and livelihoods and skills development.

Among the reviewed submissions:
e 92% received an initial system-generated GAM code of 4, and

¢ 3% received an initial GAM code of 3.



These figures indicate a continued high rate of self-assessed top-tier compliance,
mirroring critical reflection on the quality and consistency of gender and age

mainstreaming within project design and reporting.
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Table 1: Total number proposals reviewed by the sectors.

GAM Scores by Sectors
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Table 2: System generated GAM scores by the sectors.



Key Findings: Use of GAM in 2025 JRP Applications

1. Discrepancy Between GAM Scores and Actual Project Content

e Aconsistent concern among GAM reviewers was the mismatch between high self-
assigned GAM codes (mainly GAM 4) and the actual gender-responsiveness of
JRP proposals.

e This discrepancy often stemmed from the GAM being submitted by gender focal
points (GFPs) or M&E staff with limited influence over project design, while
proposals were written by program leads or decision-makers.

e Motivations to “score high” appeared to outweigh genuine integration of gender,
age, and disability inclusion in programming.

2. Gaps in Gender-Responsive Budgeting

e Many JRP proposals included gender-related commitments, yet these were not
reflected in budget allocations, signaling a critical gender-responsive budgeting
gap.

e Reviewers noted that financial commitments did not align with the stated objectives
for women’s empowerment, participation, and inclusion.

3. Training and Timing Challenges

e High staff turnover led to trained personnel leaving before JRP processes began,
leaving untrained staff to complete GAM reports.

e Some gender focal points lacked technical depth on gender analysis and
transformative programming.

4. Shallow Use of GAM Tools

e Some reviewers expressed concern that organizations used GAM tool just as a
part of the pre-requirement to submit JRP proposals. So, rather giving utter
importance in the gender integration their concern was to get a better score.

e GAM online forms relying heavily on drop-down menus made it easy to achieve
GAM 4 but lacked depth in capturing meaningful strategies.



. Sector Coordination and Responsibility Gaps

Lack of clarity on who in each Implementing Partner is responsible for completing
the GAM.

The disconnection between sector coordinators and gender focal points hampered
accurate reporting and management.

. Data and Inclusivity Issues

Sex- and age-disaggregated data (SADD) were inconsistently used across
proposals, despite being a key GAM criteria.

The definition of “diverse” was often limited to persons with disabilities, excluding
LGBTQIA+ populations, older women, and other marginalized groups.

. Quality of Gender-Responsive Programming

While GAM submissions improved in completeness this year (97% submitted with
GAM reports), reviewers noted:

Limited focus on empowerment, participation, and GBV risk mitigation.

Weak or absent MEL frameworks that consider gender-specific outcomes or track
transformative change.

Recommendations

Deliver comprehensive, practice-based GAM training throughout the year—not
just during JRP season.

Ensure targeted orientation for new staff and those responsible for both proposal
development and GAM submissions.

Develop sector-specific training tools and templates, including examples of
gender-responsive budgeting, MEL tools, etc.

Require GAM reports and JRP proposals to be jointly reviewed by GFPs and
program leads, ensuring consistency.

Introduce cross-checking mechanisms during JRP technical review stages to
validate the assigned GAM codes.

Encourage sector coordinators to nominate specific personnel responsible for
GAM submissions ahead of time.



Integrate dedicated gender analysis sections within JRP templates and link them
directly to activities, indicators, and budgets.

Introduce a gender-responsiveness scoring framework during proposal review to
guide funding prioritization.

Strengthening GiHA-led spot checks and monitoring of project implementation and
accountability to affected populations (AAP).

Expand the understanding of “diversity” beyond PWD to include LGBTQA
individuals, older women, and adolescent girls.

Encourage participatory approaches in needs assessments to reflect the lived
realities of diverse groups.

Ensure gender advisors are involved early in the JRP design phase with influence
over strategic decisions.

Consider revising the GAM tool to include more qualitative, narrative elements to
complement the dropdown format.



