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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

OVERVIEW 

USAID development activities must be dynamic to match the complex challenges they are designed to 
address. Activities take into consideration the multitude of stressors and factors within any given 
cultural, political, geographic, and economic context in order to achieve an activity’s central goals. 
Increasingly, considering climate as an additional stressor on development activities has become an 
industry standard as climate variability and change threaten the initial success as well as the long-term 
viability of development projects. Through integrating climate considerations into activity planning and 
implementation, USAID activities have the potential to not only safeguard development efforts from 
climate impacts, but also to achieve co-benefits of climate change mitigation and adaptation.  

This study evaluates 85 USAID solicitations and procurement documents (referenced as solicitations 
throughout the study) from fiscal year (FY) 2017 to assess the extent to which climate change is 
integrated into mission and bureau activity planning. The study looks at presence (integration) or 
absence (no integration) of climate change language as well as the level of integration (minimal, 
moderate, or thorough). Minimal integration means there is some limited discussion of climate in 
generic terms, moderate integration indicates that the solicitation includes some specific contextual 
information about climate considerations in the activity, and thorough integration means that climate is 
substantively integrated into sections including guidance for implementers. The study also looks at each 
solicitation’s potential for integration, which is an assessment of the possibility for climate to have been 
considered based on a review of activity type, location, and objectives.   

The goals of this study are to understand the ways in which missions and bureaus are embedding the 
connections between development and climate change into their activities, to illuminate the areas where 
the connections are not occurring, and to explore why we find differentiation in integration across 
different variables including geography and sector. Given USAID’s climate risk management (CRM) 
guidance (also referred to as CRM requirement or policy), the study also reviews the inclusion of CRM 
in the solicitations to consider if, and to what extent, the CRM guidance impacts overall integration.   

METHODOLOGY 

This study is a follow-on study to Integrating Climate Change into USAID Activities: An Analysis of 
Integration at the Solicitation Level. The 2015 study, as it will be referred to in this report, reviewed 268 
solicitations from FYs 2009 (63 solicitations), 2012 (107 solicitations), and 2014 (98 solicitations). The 
2015 study set a baseline for climate integration that can be used to measure current and future 
integration changes. We compare our findings against the 2015 study throughout the report.  

This report presents integration information based on a representative random sample of 85 
solicitations stratified by USAID’s geographic region conventions (see Appendix 4). We searched each 
solicitation and accompanying attachments and annexes for a set of climate terms (See Appendix 1). 
When a climate term appeared, the paragraph around the text was read to determine if the term was 
referring to climate variability and change in the given context.  

https://www.climatelinks.org/sites/default/files/asset/document/integrating-climate-change-into-USAID.pdf
https://www.climatelinks.org/sites/default/files/asset/document/integrating-climate-change-into-USAID.pdf
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Based on the ways in which these terms appeared in the text, each solicitation received scores by 
solicitation section and an overall score (referred to as the actual score throughout this report). All 
analysis in this study is based on an integration score that did not include the solicitation attachments, 
most notably the Initial Environmental Examination (IEE). When available, we did analyze the IEE and 
noted when, if included, the IEE would have impacted the solicitation’s score. The IEE scoring was only 
used in the analysis for Finding 7. To determine the potential score of each solicitation, we reviewed 
each activity’s sector, location, objectives, and IEE, and determined the ability for climate considerations 
to be integrated into the current activity plans.   

FINDINGS 

The findings below outline the overall level of climate change integration, integration by sector and 
region, as well as other characteristics of integration identified by the study. These findings are based on 
an analysis of solicitations. It should be noted that solicitations are only one element of the activity 
design and implementation process. Click on each finding number to go directly to the finding in the 
main report. 

Finding 1: Climate change integration in solicitations increased substantially in FY 2017 compared to 
integration rates found for FYs 2009, 2012, and 2014 in the previous study. The integration rate for the 
FY 2017 solicitations is 35.3 percent (30/85 solicitations) compared to 7.9 percent, 21.5 percent and 
15.3 percent in the FY 2009, 2012 and 2014 solicitations, respectively.  

Finding 2: The majority of the integration observed in FY 2017 is at the minimal level (meaning there is 
some limited discussion of climate in generic terms). Solicitations with a minimal score also account for 
almost the entire increase in the overall integration level (an increase from 15.3 percent in FY 2014 to 
35.3 percent in FY 2017). When integration is measured as only those solicitations with a moderate or 
thorough score (excluding solicitations with a minimal score), the overall integration rate is 10.6 
percent. 

Finding 3: Solicitations have started to include references to and/or discussions of CRM. Fifteen (15) 
percent (13/85) of solicitations directly mention the CRM guidance. An additional 8 percent (7/85) of 
solicitations discuss CRM without reference to the CRM requirement.  

Finding 4: Solicitations were also reviewed for their potential for integration. If all solicitations 
integrated at their potential integration level, integration at the moderate and thorough levels would be 
84 percent and integration at just the thorough level would be 51 percent (compared to the current 
integration rate of 35.3 percent). 

Finding 5: Consistent with the previous study, agriculture and environment & biodiversity solicitations 
have the highest rates of integration at 75 percent and 80 percent respectively. These sectors also have 
the highest proportion of solicitations with moderate and thorough integration levels. Integration in 
health (37 percent integration) and governance & peace (33 percent integration) solicitations has 
increased substantially compared to the previous study, yet their integration levels remain largely 
minimal.  

Finding 6: Solicitations from each geographic region and Washington, with the exception of Europe & 
Eurasia (E&E), have integration rates above 20 percent. The previous study found no region to have 
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integration above 20 percent. In this study, Latin America and the Caribbean (LAC) and Asia have the 
highest overall integration at 67 percent and 57 percent respectively. Africa and Asia have the most 
solicitations with moderate or thorough integration levels. The remaining regions have seen basically no 
change (E&E at 6 percent integration) or a slight increase in quantity of integrated solicitations, but not 
in level of integration (Afghanistan & Pakistan (Af/Pak) at 33 percent integration, Middle East at 25 
percent integration, and Washington at 33 percent integration).  

Finding 7: Fifteen (15) solicitations (of the 32 solicitations that provided an IEE) would have received a 
higher integration score if the study included the IEEs as part of the assessment of the integration score, 
and 17 solicitations scores would have remained the same. A change in score would occur if, for 
example, the IEE included discussion of climate considerations, but the main solicitation document did 
not. Of those 15 solicitations, 9 of the scores would have shifted from a score of no integration to a 
minimal/moderate/thorough score. 

Finding 8: With regard to where climate change is integrated in the solicitation, consistent with the 
previous study, most often climate is included in the background and program description sections. This 
study shows an increase in prevalence of climate in monitoring and evaluation (M&E) to a level on par 
with the background section. While the last study found no instances of climate integration in the key 
personnel and staffing sections, this study identified two examples of integration in this section.  

Finding 9: Based on limited data, climate integration increased from the first quarter of FY 2017 to the 
final quarter of FY 2017.  

Finding 10: Of the solicitations with integration, the majority of the solicitations discuss climate in the 
context of adaptation. This is consistent with the findings of the previous study. In addition, 30 percent 
of integrated solicitations included both climate change adaptation and mitigation references. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Click on each conclusion number to go directly to the conclusion in the main report.  

Conclusion I: There is still ample room to increase the presence of climate integration as well as the 
level of integration (from minimal to moderate or thorough) in solicitations. This study has identified 
areas of current low integration that have high integration potential by region, sector, and content of 
IEE. In these areas, integration should not only be possible, but also beneficial to activity outcomes.   

Conclusion II: The level of integration can be strengthened by including more actionable language 
throughout solicitations and ensuring climate considerations are included in key sections (such as review 
criteria and M&E) of solicitations. 

Conclusion III: In its first year, the CRM guidance seems to have impacted the overall integration rate, 
but not necessarily the level of integration. The study identifies that a subset of solicitations mention 
climate risks in reference to the CRM requirement, but those same solicitations do not integrate climate 
in other ways. This suggests that it is likely these solicitations would not have referenced climate at all 
had it not been for the CRM requirement. In terms of the climate integration level, a comparison of 
integrated solicitations that reference the CRM requirement to solicitations that integrate climate 
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without referencing the requirement reveals no apparent trend in integration level. This suggests that 
the CRM policy does not necessarily boost the level of integration of a solicitation.  

Conclusion IV: Integrated solicitations in this study provide a useful inventory of innovative ways to 
integrate climate considerations into activities across geographic regions and sectors.  

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Building off the findings and conclusions, the report recommendations highlight specific areas of work 
that will help to address the climate integration gaps identified by this study. Click on each 
recommendation number to go directly to the recommendation in the main report. 

Recommendation I: This follow-on study to the 2015 study shows that trends in integration (and lack 
there of) are emerging. There is an opportunity to use this study as a starting point to identify future 
low integration-high potential activities, and target efforts to support integration in these types of 
activities. 

Recommendation II: With the CRM requirement in place, there is an opportunity to build on this 
effort with a focus on making climate integration more actionable. While it is useful for activities to 
include a description of climate impacts in the contextual explanation of the activity, actionable items 
that incorporate climate adaptation and mitigation efforts into the activity take the next step towards 
more impactful integration.        

Recommendation III: Determine why climate change content in the IEE is inconsistently represented 
in the main solicitation, and encourage integration of climate change information from IEE into main 
solicitation, if implementers are not required to act on the CRM assessment within the context of the 
IEE.  

Recommendation IV: In order to increase integration levels, there is an opportunity to build on the 
short statements on climate currently present in many solicitations by working with missions and 
bureaus to flesh out the exact ways in which a particular development activity interfaces with climate 
change adaptation and mitigation. Recognizing and highlighting the statements within the solicitation that 
include innovative climate integration for these missions and bureaus could enhance their capacity to 
integrate climate considerations into future solicitations.  
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INTRODUCTION 

CLIMATE CHANGE AND DEVELOPMENT 

USAID development activities are dynamic to match the complex challenges they are designed to 
address. Activities take into consideration the multitude of stressors and factors within any given 
cultural, political, geographic, and economic context in order to achieve an activity’s central goals. 
Increasingly, considering climate as an additional stressor on development activities has become an 
industry standard as climate variability and change threaten the initial success as well as the long-term 
viability of development projects.  

For USAID, development activities have goals ranging from providing HIV care to building government 
capacities to distribute services to their constituents. Yet, despite this diverse range of activities, each 
sector and geographic area in which USAID works will feel the effects of climate change. The frequency 
and intensity of extreme weather events might reduce an activity’s ability to access HIV patients who 
need treatments, and prolonged droughts might complicate a government’s plan for public water 
distribution. Each activity will experience climate change differently, but USAID’s capacity to respond 
comes first from this clear understanding that almost all development challenges will be compounded by 
climate risks now and in the coming decades.  

Through integrating climate considerations into activity planning and implementation, USAID activities 
have the potential to not only safeguard development efforts from climate change impacts, but also to 
achieve co-benefits of climate change mitigation and adaptation.  

CLIMATE CHANGE WORK AT USAID 

USAID has been working on climate change 
related issues since 1991. In 2010, then 
President Barack Obama established the Global 
Climate Change Initiative at USAID.  The USAID 
Climate Change and Development Strategy, 
produced in 2012, provided the first framework 
to enable countries to accelerate their transition to 
climate-resilient, low emissions sustainable economic 
development. This strategy, originally written for 
2012-2016, has been extended through 
September 2018, which means it was the 
guiding document for the duration of this study.  

Climate integration refers to the incorporation 
of climate change mitigation or adaptation considerations or actions into solicitations for USAID 
activities. In 2015, the Office of Global Climate Change commissioned a study, Integrating Climate 
Change into USAID Activities: An Analysis of Integration at the Solicitation Level, to understand the 
extent to which missions and bureaus were integrating climate change into their activities (this study is 
referred to at the 2015 study throughout this report). The study was based on an analysis of 
solicitations or procurement documents (referenced as solicitations throughout the study) from fiscal 

CLIMATE INTEGRATION & CLIMATE RISK 
MANAGEMENT IN THIS STUDY 

Climate integration refers to the incorporation 
of climate change mitigation or adaptation 
considerations or actions into solicitations for 
USAID activities. 

Climate Risk Management (CRM) is the 
process of assessing, addressing, and adaptively 
managing climate risk that may impact the ability of 
USAID programs to achieve objectives. 

https://www.climatelinks.org/sites/default/files/asset/document/integrating-climate-change-into-USAID.pdf
https://www.climatelinks.org/sites/default/files/asset/document/integrating-climate-change-into-USAID.pdf
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years (FYs) 2009, 2012 and 2014 and interviews with USAID staff. Over the study time period (2009-
2014), USAID promoted climate integration in a number of ways, including by requiring missions to 
consider climate change in their Country Development Cooperation Strategies (CDCS). Following the 
2015 study, USAID introduced climate risk management (CRM) guidance, which further encourages 
consideration of climate change in activity planning and implementation. It is in this context that we 
carried out this follow-on study to see how climate integration has continued to evolve.  

CLIMATE RISK MANAGEMENT  

CRM has emerged as a specific area of interest within the climate-development nexus. USAID defines 
CRM as the process of assessing, addressing, and adaptively managing climate risks that may impact the 
ability of USAID programs to achieve objectives—climate risks are potential negative consequences due 
to changing climatic conditions. In October 2016, USAID’s CRM guidance (also referred to as CRM 
requirement or policy) (ADS Chapter 201) entered into effect requiring that all activities conduct a 
CRM assessment, and address risks that are found to be at a moderate or high level.  

This practice is consistent with that of other prominent players in the development field. For example, 
beginning in 2014, the World Bank mandated that all new country partnership frameworks and projects 
under the International Development Association consider both short and long term climate change and 
disaster risks. The Asian Development Bank (ADB) produced its Climate Risk Management in ADB Projects 
report in 2014, which states, “ADB’s framework identifies climate change risks to project performance 
in the early stages of the project development, and incorporates adaptation measures in the design of 
the projects at risk.”  

CRM was not explicitly examined in the 2015 study; however, given the implementation of the CRM 
guidance, this study adds an analysis of how climate risks are integrated into solicitations. 

ABOUT THE 2015 STUDY 

This study is a follow-on study to Integrating Climate Change into USAID Activities: An analysis of 
Integration at the Solicitation Level (the 2015 study). The 2015 study reviewed solicitations from FYs 
2009, 2012, and 2014 and found that, overall, 16 percent of solicitations in the study had a minimal, 
moderate, or thorough level of integration. The remaining 84 percent of solicitations did not integrate 
climate change at all. This study set a baseline for climate integration that can be used to measure 
current and future integration changes. We compare our findings against the 2015 study throughout the 
report.  

The 2015 study provided four major recommendations to USAID’s Office of Global Climate Change: (1) 
improve available tools and resources, (2) intensify outreach across USAID, (3) enlist visible leadership 
and strategic support for climate change integration, and (4) cross cutting recommendations. All of the 
recommendations have been acted upon or are in progress with the exception of an explicit strategy for 
climate integration, which has been addressed through similar exercises. As a result of these 
recommendations, missions and bureaus now have access to an enhanced Climate Risk Screening and 
Management Tools, sector specific guidelines for climate risk management, Climate Risk Profiles and 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Factsheets, and examples of climate change integration in activities such as 
the Climatelinks profiles on Haiti/Dominica and Zimbabwe. For a full list of recommendations from the 
2015 study and associated actions taken by the Office of Global Climate Change see Appendix 2.  

https://www.usaid.gov/sites/default/files/documents/1870/201.pdf
https://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PA00KN7C.pdf
https://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PA00KN7C.pdf
https://www.climatelinks.org/resources/climate-risk-screening-management-tool
https://www.climatelinks.org/resources/climate-risk-screening-management-tool
https://www.climatelinks.org/resources/climate-risk-screening-management-tool
https://www.climatelinks.org/integration/climate-risk-management/resources
https://www.climatelinks.org/integration/climate-risk-management/resources
https://www.climatelinks.org/
https://www.climatelinks.org/blog/climate-resilient-infrastructure-reducing-climate-risk-haiti-and-dominica
https://www.climatelinks.org/blog/usaid%E2%80%99s-national-strategy-zimbabwe-integrating-climate-risk-management
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ABOUT THIS FOLLOW-ON STUDY 

Consistent with the 2015 study, this study is in response to the third strategic objective of USAID’s 
Climate Change and Development Strategy: strengthen development outcomes by integrating climate change 
in Agency programming, learning, policy dialogue, and operations. This study continues the work of the 2015 
study by exploring the extent to which climate change is integrated into activity solicitations in FY 2017. 
It looks at presence (integration) or absence (no integration) of climate change considerations or actions 
as well as the level of integration (minimal, moderate, or thorough) in each solicitation. The study also 
looks at each solicitation’s potential for integration, which is an assessment of the possibility for climate 
to have been considered based on a review of activity type, location, and objectives.   

The goals of the study are to understand the ways in which missions and bureaus are embedding the 
connections between development and climate change into their activities, to illuminate the areas where 
the connections are not occurring, and to explore why we find differentiation in integration across 
different variables including geography and sector. 

The central research questions for this study are: 

• How does integration of climate change in FY 2017 solicitations compare to that of FYs 2009, 2012, 
and 2014?  

o How does this compare when the term “risk” is included in the assessment? (Risk was 
not included in the 2015 study) 

• What is the state of climate change integration by region, sector, and fiscal year quarter?  

• In what ways do the solicitations discuss climate change?  

o Are solicitations focused on mitigation, adaptation, impacts, climate risk, etc.? 

o To what extent and in what ways are climate risks and the CRM requirement discussed 
in the solicitations? 

o How does the content of the solicitation compare to the content of the environmental 
compliance analysis (i.e., IEE) and vice versa? 

• What are examples of how climate is being incorporated in solicitations that would be useful for 
others? 

Since solicitations are just one component of the activity proposal and implementation process, it is not 
possible to gain a comprehensive picture of climate integration through this study and its central 
research questions. Rather, the goal is to shed light on trends and to provide the basis for further 
inquiry into highlighted areas of integration and non-integration. Analysis of activity implementation (i.e., 
after award) is outside the scope of this study, but it is an integral part of a holistic understanding of the 
state of climate integration. A study, Climate Integration into USAID Activities, carried out after the 
2015 study, does look at climate integration into activity implementation. Taking all of these studies 
together provides a more comprehensive understanding of climate integration with our study as one 
component.   

https://www.climatelinks.org/resources/climate-change-integration-usaid-activities
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METHODOLOGY OVERVIEW 
We address the central research questions by analyzing solicitations using both a quantitative and 
qualitative approach. The study uses publicly available solicitations including Requests for Applications 
(RFAs) and Requests for Proposals (RFPs) from FY 2017. We used a representative random sample of 
85 solicitations stratified by USAID’s geographic region conventions (see Appendix 4). This means that 
the number of solicitations by region is proportional to the total number of solicitations released by that 
region in FY 2017. All solicitations within those regions were selected randomly. Thus, we recognize 
that some solicitations with integration may have been randomly excluded from the sample; however, 
the goal of the study was not to provide a comprehensive review of every solicitation produced in FY 
2017, but rather a review of a sample through which we could identify overall trends in the data.  

We searched each solicitation and accompanying attachments and annexes for a set of climate terms 
(see Appendix 1). When a climate term appeared, the paragraph around the text was read to determine 
if the term was referring to climate variability and change in the given context. For example, if the term 
were referencing “a vulnerable business environment,” the term “vulnerable” would not be considered 
related to climate, but if the statement read, “vulnerable to erratic rainfall” this would be considered 
related to climate.  

Based on the ways in which these terms appeared in the text, each solicitation received scores by 
solicitation section and an overall score. We used these scores, coupled with the researcher’s notes, to 
determine levels of climate integration (actual score). All analysis in this study is based on an integration 
score that did not include the solicitation attachments, most notably the IEE. However, when available, 
we did analyze the IEE and noted when, if included, the IEE would have impacted the solicitation’s score. 
The IEE scoring was only used in the analysis for Finding 7.  

To determine the potential score of each solicitation, we reviewed each activity’s sector, location, 
objectives, and IEE, and determined the ability for climate considerations to be integrated into the 
current activity plans.   

Three solicitations (two with a score of none and one with a score of minimal) were selected after the 
scoring process to be read in their entirety to check that the key word method captured the climate 
integration in these instances. We determined that none of the solicitation scores for these three 
solicitations would change after the full read through. This suggests that, while likely not perfectly 
accurate, the key term search method does provide an adequate tool to analyze the solicitations for 
climate integration. A description of the analysis of these three solicitations can be found in Appendix 1. 

SCORING 

The scoring conventions were taken directly from the methodology of the 2015 study.  

The actual scores are based on a scale of None-Thorough: 

None- No substantive references to climate change. 
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Minimal- Some discussion of climate, but in generic terms or only as background. Not likely to be 
included in actual activity. When scoring each section of the solicitation (background, SOW, etc.), very 
minimal denotes an even more brief mention of climate.  

Moderate- Climate change is fairly well integrated; some specific contextual information is included 
relating climate change to the project. If climate-related requirement for the offeror are included, they 
are weak or leave major gaps. 

Thorough- Climate change is substantively integrated into section, with specific guidance for and/or 
requirements of offerors. 

The potential scores are based on a scale of Low- High: 

All solicitations receive a score of at least low with the idea that climate change can be a consideration 
in every project in at least a minor way. 

Low- There does not appear to be a direct entry point for incorporating climate change elements into 
the activity.  

Moderate- This score ranges from projects that may not necessarily have a direct climate change link, 
but are direct service provision programs in climate vulnerable countries that might be able to benefit 
from thinking about the ways in which climate change may impact operations to activities that may be 
more able to readily incorporate climate change adaptation or mitigation components. 

High- Activities where climate change- either adaptation or mitigation- seems directly relevant. 

LIMITATIONS 

It should be noted that this study design does have limitations. First and foremost, this study looks at 
activity solicitations, so it cannot assess level of integration during activity implementation. Rather, it can 
be seen as a way to assess climate integration during one step of the activity process. As a follow up to 
the 2015 study, USAID carried out a study, Climate Change Integration in USAID Activities, to look at 
follow through on climate considerations during implementation. This desk review and interview based 
study was able to review 32 out of the 43 solicitation with integration in the 2015 study. It found that 
47% (15/32) of activities with integration in the 2015 study followed through with integration during the 
activity. Given the results of these two previous studies, we recognize that statements made in the 
solicitations cannot necessarily be equated to integration during implementation. This study is best used 
to understand general trends and to encourage further inquiry into highlighted areas of integration and 
non-integration.  

It is possible that the key word search did not capture all instances in which a solicitation referenced 
climate change. However, when a sub-set of solicitations was read from top to bottom, the score of the 
solicitations did not change which suggests that the key word search proves to be a reasonable method 
to capture the majority of climate integration.   

As explained in the Solicitation Analysis section of the Methodology in Appendix 1, the key term had to 
actually be referring to climate variability and change to be considered an instance of climate integration. 

https://www.climatelinks.org/resources/climate-change-integration-usaid-activities
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However, a limitation of this methodology is that we cannot deduce intent behind language if the intent 
is not explicitly provided. Thus, we recognize that there may be times when work is being influenced, at 
least in part, by climate considerations (i.e., energy efficiency) even when it is not explicitly mentioned. 
Therefore, some scores may appear lower than they should be in actuality.  

For analysis that breaks down the overall sample into its components (i.e., sector, region, and quarter), 
the sample size for each of those respective components is small. For example, sectors are represented 
by a sample of between 1 solicitation and 30 solicitations with a mean sample size of 9 solicitations. 
Regions are represented proportional to the number of total eligible solicitations produced in FY 2017, 
but the sample sizes are still small. The sample size ranges from 3 solicitations to 20 solicitations with a 
mean sample size of 12 solicitations.  By quarter, quarter 1 (Q1) has only 9 solicitations, while Q2, Q3, 
and Q4 have more even representation with 26, 25, and 25 solicitations respectively. Information 
provided in these findings should be considered within the context of the small sample sizes.  

Sector designations are based on the author’s best understanding of the solicitation, so it is also possible 
that some solicitations have been assigned to one sector when they would have fit into another sector 
as well.  

Since the solicitations do not follow a defined template as laid out by the solicitation sections in this 
study, it is also important to note that the author used best judgment in the context of each solicitation 
to assign integration scores by solicitation section.  

The potential scores are based off assumptions about climate change impacts on certain sectors and 
regions. They provide a useful comparison to the actual scores, and guidelines for a path forward, but 
are not based on a deep understanding of the context of each activity. Since the potential scores are not 
rooted in the key term search, they are more subjective. Comparing potential scores between the 2015 
study and this study should be done within this context given that different authors prepared each 
report.  

The information included in the study is limited to the documents available on the public facing websites 
(grants.gov and FBO.gov) in October 2017 when all solicitations were downloaded. Thus, we only have 
a subset of the IEEs, for example, which makes for a more limited analysis.  

These limitations suggest that this study has established a lower limit of integration in FY 2017 
solicitations. If the key word search was expanded, the scope changed to include full reads of all 
solicitations, and/or we had the ability to understand the intent behind all statements in the solicitation, 
then it is possible that the integration score would increase, and it is unlikely that the score would 
decrease.  

COMPREHENSIVE METHODOLOGY 

This study follows the same methodology as the 2015 study. A full outline of the methodology can be 
found in Appendix 1.  
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FINDINGS 
The findings below are based a document review of 85 solicitations from FY 2017 and are compared 
with findings from the 2015 study. They highlight the trends, discontinuities, and gaps in climate change 
integration into USAID solicitations.  

FINDING 1 

Climate change integration in solicitations increased substantially in FY 2017 compared to 
integration rates found for FYs 2009, 2012, and 2014 in the previous study. The integration 
rate for the FY 2017 solicitations is 35.3 percent (30/85 solicitations) compared to 7.9 
percent, 21.5 percent and 15.3 percent in the FY 2009, 2012 and 2014 solicitations, 
respectively.  

The 2015 study assessed the level of 
climate integration in solicitations from 
FYs 2009, 2012, and 2014 (Figure 1). Of 
the three years, 2012 expressed the 
highest level of integration at 21.5 
percent. The average level of integration 
for the three years is 16 percent. 

This assessment of FY 2017 solicitations 
finds an integration rate of 35.3 percent 
(Figure 1). This is an increase of 13.8 
percentage points from the 2012 
integration score and an increase of 19.3 
percentage points from the previous 
study’s average integration rate (16 
percent). This finding suggests that just 
over ⅓ of FY 2017 solicitations are 
providing at least some mention of 
climate change.  

The solicitations in the FY 2017 sample 
had a total estimated cost of well over 
$3.4 billion. The solicitations that have some level of integration represent activities with funding of $1.9 
billion. The non-integrated solicitations’ combined funding is over $1.5 billion (it is well over this amount 
because 9 of the solicitations in this category did not provide estimated award funding). When activities 
integrate climate considerations, this funding can have the co-benefit of supporting development that is 
more resilient to climate change impacts. At present, about half of the funding in the sample is investing 
in activities that have at least a minimal level of climate integration.  
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Figure 1: Overall climate integration in solicitations for 
FYs 2009, 2012, 2014, and 2017. 2009, 2012, and 2014 
data is from the 2015 study, and 2017 data is from this 
study.  
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FINDING 2 

The majority of the integration observed in FY 2017 is at the minimal level (meaning there 
is some limited discussion of climate in generic terms). Solicitations with a minimal score 
also account for almost the entire increase in the overall integration level (an increase 
from 15.3 percent in FY 2014 to 35.3 percent in FY 2017). When integration is measured 
as only those solicitations with a moderate or thorough score (excluding solicitations with 
a minimal score), the overall integration rate is 10.6 percent. 

The overall climate integration score—
35.3 percent for FY 2017—captures all 
solicitations that received a non-zero 
integration score. This means that it 
includes all minimal, moderate, and 
thorough solicitations in its count. 
Figure 2 shows the percentage of 
solicitations that fall under each level of 
integration by year. The majority of the 
solicitations received a score of none in 
every year analyzed (the difference 
between the percentage displayed on 
the graph and 100 percent).  

The figure also shows trends in levels of 
integration over the years. The lowest 
number of solicitations received a 
thorough score each year with no 
solicitation receiving a score of 
thorough in 2009, 7 solicitations with a 
score of thorough in 2012, 3 in 2014, 
and 3 in 2017. The number of 
solicitations with a moderate score 
jumps from 2009 to 2012, and then stays steady from 2012-2017. The minimal score is steady from 
2009-2014, but it spikes in 2017. We can see that almost all the integration gains in 2017 come in the 
form of minimal integration solicitations.  

As described in the methodology overview scoring section, a minimal score ranges from a passing 
mention of climate change to the inclusion of some specific information on climate change, but in generic 
terms or only as background. The minimal score does suggest that the mission or bureau recognizes 
that climate change could impact the activity in some way, but no further steps are taken to elaborate 
on this interaction.  

The minimal scores also represent the majority of the funding in the integrated solicitations for FY 2017. 
Solicitations with minimal scores account for $1.6 billion of the total $1.9 billion supporting integrated 
activities.  

Figure 2: Percentage of solicitation that fall under each 
level of integration by year. The majority of solicitations 
for every year fall under none (difference between 
percentage displayed and 100 percent integration). The 
number displayed on top of each bar indicates the total 
number of integrated solicitations. 
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When the solicitations that received a minimal score are removed from the overall integration score, 
the rate drops to 10.6 percent—only 2.7 percentage points higher than the 2009 integration level (the 
lowest level found in the 2015 study). The solicitations in the 10.6 percent are those that provide a 
more in depth discussion of how the activity’s objectives are affected by and interact with climate 
change.      

FINDING 3 

Solicitations have started to include references to and/or discussions of CRM. Fifteen (15) 
percent (13/85) of solicitations directly mention the CRM guidance. An additional 8 
percent (7/85) of solicitations discuss CRM without reference to the CRM requirement.  

The previous study did not use the word “risk” as a search term, but this study introduced the term 
because of the new CRM requirement. Thus, to ensure comparable results between the two studies, the 
first step in this analysis was to identify if solicitations discuss climate risk without making reference to 
any of the other search terms. This analysis finds that while it is possible that some broad discussions of 
risk may have intended climate to be included in the definition of risk, we did not identify situations in 
the main solicitations where climate risk is specifically discussed without a reference to another search 
term. Although the 2015 study did not use risk as a search term, given this finding, we can be reasonably 
confident that any discussions of climate risk were still captured in the findings of that report.  

Solicitations from FY 2017 have started to include reference to and/or discussions of CRM. Fifteen (15) 
percent (13/85) of the sample specifically called out the CRM guidance in one of the main sections of the 
solicitation. For example, Guatemala’s biodiversity activity (SOL-520-17-000002) states the following in 
both the Statement of Work section and the Special Contract Requirements section: 

“As of October 1, 2016, all USAID-supported activities must be assessed for climate risks. 
Climate risk is the potential for negative consequences on project objectives and/or outcomes 
due to changing climatic conditions. The focus of climate risk management at USAID is on the 
risk to USAID development programs. Climate risks can be manifested through potentially 
severe adverse consequences for development programs resulting from the interaction of 
climate-related hazards with the vulnerability of societies and systems exposed to climate 
change. A climate risk may arise when a project element, target, or beneficiary is exposed to a 
climate stressor such as higher temperatures, flooding or drought.”  

This statement demonstrates that the new CRM requirement is being considered enough to include its 
description in the solicitation.  

An additional 8 percent (7/85) of solicitations discussed climate risk in a section without referencing the 
CRM guidance specifically. These solicitations demonstrate that some missions and bureaus have taken 
the next step of integrating climate risks more broadly throughout their solicitations. The Mali Electoral 
Support Activity (MESA) (RFA-688-17-000005) outlines in the “other considerations” section of the 
Program Description that, as a result of a climate impact, there are increased community conflicts and 
exclusion of women and youth from participating in the conflict resolution process:  

“Changing patterns of land use in response to cyclical climate shocks are resulting in increased 
levels and complexity of community conflict. These issues are exacerbating gender inequalities 
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and have resulted in a peace process, political, and legal system that largely excludes women, 
youth, and other groups. Now more than ever, women and youth have the most at risk from 
recurring shocks, insecurity, and peace outcomes, yet are the least involved constituencies in 
current political and peace processes.” 

In this statement, the mission demonstrates how a climate impacts has a series of associated risks, which 
might not be present without the existence of climate change, but are critical to understand in order to 
carry out the activity effectively.  

In total, about 2/3 of the integrated solicitations (there are 30 integrated solicitations in the study) 
included either a mention of climate risk or of the CRM requirement specifically. When the solicitations 
that include the CRM guidance are compared to the other integrated solicitations that do not directly 
reference the guidance, there is not a straightforward correlation between a solicitation including the 
CRM policy and a higher or lower level of integration. About half of the solicitations that included 
mention of the requirement received a score of minimal and the other half received a score of 
moderate. Of the solicitations that did not directly mention the requirement, the majority received a 
minimal score (15/19 solicitations), but the three solicitations that received a thorough score also fall 
into this category. There are two solicitations that mention the CRM guidance, but in such a minimal 
way and without connection to anything else in the solicitations that they received a non-integrated 
score.  

This suggests that there is a range of ways that the CRM requirement has been implemented from 
including the CRM language without connecting it to the project to including climate risks within 
moderately integrated projects. The fact that the three thoroughly integrated solicitations do not 
mention the CRM requirement in the solicitations also demonstrates that there are likely factors, in 
addition to the CRM guidance, influencing missions’ and bureaus’ decisions to include climate into their 
solicitations.  

FINDING 4 

Solicitations were also reviewed for their potential for integration. If all solicitations 
integrated at their potential integration level, integration at the moderate and thorough 
levels would be 84 percent and integration at just the thorough level would be 51 percent 
(compared to the current integration rate of 35.3 percent). 

Each solicitation received a score for its actual level of integration as well as a rapid assessment of the 
potential for climate integration—that is the level of integration that one would expect the solicitation 
to have based on its sector, area of work, geography, and project goals. For example, basically all 
agriculture projects across regions would receive a high potential score because agricultural outcomes 
are closely linked with climate. Conversely, an activity focused on increasing civic engagement to reduce 
government corruption would receive a score of low potential because it is not immediately clear, from 
an outside review of the project’s program description, how climate would fit into the activity. All 
activities receive at least a score of low, because it is possible for all activities to include climate 
considerations even if it is in an indirect way.  
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The potential score serves two purposes. First, it provides a maximum expected integration rate to 
which the actual integration rate can be compared. Second, it brings to the forefront regions, sectors, 
and specific solicitations that already have the initial conditions suitable for climate integration. 

In the 2015 study’s assessment of actual 
compared to potential integration, it found 
that there remains ample room for 
increased integration at the high and 
moderate potential levels. This statement 
continues to hold true based on the findings 
of this study. As seen in Figure 3, if all 
solicitations actually had their potential 
integration score, overall integration at the 
moderate and thorough level would be 84 
percent. This is an increase of 48.7 
percentage points from the actual 
integration rate of 35.3 percent. If 
integration were measured only at the 
thorough level, then the overall integration 
rate would be 51 percent, which is still a 
substantial increase over the current actual 
integration level.  

The greatest area for growth is represented 
in the solicitations that received an actual 
score of none, but a potential score of high. 
Figure 4 shows all high potential 
solicitations by their actual scores. The 
majority of the high potential solicitations 
currently have a score of none (22 
solicitations). Overall, there is substantial 
space for increased integration when the 
potential integration scores are considered.  

Solicitations that have potential integration 
scores of moderate and high represent the 
majority of the funding provided to these 
activities at $3.2 billion out of $3.4 billion. 
Solicitations that have an actual score of 
none, but a potential score of moderate or 
high represent $1.3 billion of the $3.2 
billion. This suggests that there is significant 
funding in projects that have the potential 
to incorporate climate considerations, but 
are not doing so at this time.  
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Figure 3: Potential scores of all solicitations—within 
each level of potential, the graph shows the scores that 
the solicitations actually received.  
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This study finds higher overall 
potential for solicitation to 
include climate considerations 
compared to the 2015 study. 
As displayed in Figure 5, high 
potential, in particular, has 
increased compared to past 
years; however, overall 
unmet potential is not 
drastically different (i.e., 42 
percent in 2014 and 50 
percent in 2017). It is possible 
that high potential has 
increased because the 
scientific understanding of 
climate impacts is rapidly 
evolving, and new 
understandings of how 
climate can impact 
development have been 
added to our considerations 
when assessing potential. This 
increase could also result 
from different sector 
representation in each study year. For example, education made up 10.4 percent of the 2015 sample, 
but 14.1 percent of the 2017 sample, and governance and peace made up 30.2 percent of the 2015 
sample, and only 21.2 percent of the 2017 sample. Thus, proportionally different representation of 
sectors in each study may be a factor in the increase in high potential. Additionally, since two different 
researchers assessed the potential in the two studies, we might see differentiation between potential 
scores because it is a more subjective analysis (see Methodology in Appendix 1).  

FINDING 5 

Consistent with the previous study, agriculture and environment & biodiversity 
solicitations have the highest rates of integration at 75 percent and 80 percent 
respectively. These sectors also have the highest proportion of solicitations with moderate 
and thorough integration levels. Integration in health (37 percent integration) and 
governance & peace (33 percent integration) solicitations has increased substantially 
compared to the previous study, yet their integration levels remain largely at the minimal 
rating.  

This study assigned each solicitation a sector using the specifications from the USAID Climate Risk 
Screening and Management Tool sector annexes. This classification scheme aligns closely with the sector 
specifications used in the 2015 study. It should be noted that when the total sample size is broken down 
into components for comparison (i.e., Solicitations by sector), the sample size for each component is 
small, so comparisons should be understood in this context. 

Figure 5: Actual and potential integration scores by year. Potential 
scores are shown for solicitations that have no actual integration.  
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Integration by sector ranges substantially. Consistent with the 2015 study, Figure 6 shows that 
agriculture (n=4) and biodiversity & environment (n=5) have the highest rates of integration (see page 
14-17 of 2015 study for comparison). They are also the only two sectors where moderate and thorough 
integration make up the majority of the solicitations in that sector. In addition to these sectors, 
education, social services, & marginalized populations and health are the other sectors that have at least 
one solicitation integrated at the moderate level. The remaining sectors have integration only at the 
minimal level or do not have any integration. It should be noted that this study did not review any 
solicitations in the water supply & sanitation sector, and only reviewed one solicitation under the 
disaster readiness/ disaster risk reduction sector.  

Governance & peace and health solicitations demonstrate modest progress compared to the 2015 
study. In the 2015 study, overall integration in governance & peace was at about 5 percent and health 
was well below 5 percent. While most of the solicitations in these sectors continue to receive a minimal 
integration score, the shift from non-integrated to a minimal integration score is still notable—now both 
sectors have over 30 percent integration. The education, social services, & marginalized populations 
sector remained at about the same integration rate; however, in the 2015 study all integrated 
solicitations received a minimal score and in this study all integrated solicitations received a moderate 
score.  
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Figure 6: Climate change integration by sector. Potential is graphed for non-integrated solicitations that 
received a score of moderate or high potential. Sector abbreviations stand for agriculture (Ag), disaster 
readiness/ disaster risk reduction (DRR), economic growth (EG), education, social services, & marginalized 
populations (ED), environment & biodiversity (Env), governance & peace (Gov), infrastructure, 
construction, & energy (I&E), water supply & sanitation (WSS), and cross-cutting (cross-cut).  

https://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PA00KN7C.pdf
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Figure 6 also shows the potential integration scores for all non-integrated solicitations. Economic 
growth and infrastructure, construction, & energy have the highest percentage of high potential non-
integrated solicitations signaling that these are areas of potential growth for integration (Disaster 
readiness/DRR is excluded because it has a sample size of 1). When moderate and high potential for 
integration are considered, we see that all sectors appear to have significant opportunities to increase 
inclusion of climate consideration into solicitations.  

FINDING 6 

Solicitations from each geographic region and Washington, with the exception of Europe & 
Eurasia (E&E), have integration rates above 20 percent. The previous study found no 
region to have integration above 20 percent. In this study, Latin America and the 
Caribbean (LAC) and Asia have the highest overall integration at 67 percent and 57 
percent respectively. Africa and Asia have the most solicitations with moderate or 
thorough integration levels. The remaining regions have seen basically no change (E&E at 6 
percent integration) or a slight increase in quantity of integrated solicitations, but not in 
level of integration (Afghanistan & Pakistan (Af/Pak) at 33 percent integration, Middle East 
at 25 percent integration, and Washington at 33 percent integration).  

This study, following the methodology of the 2015 study, used a stratified random sample by region, so 
the proportion of solicitations from each region in the sample is representative of all eligible solicitations 
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from FY 2017 (see Table 1). It should be noted that when the total sample size is broken down into 
components for comparison (i.e., Solicitations by region), the sample size for each component is small, 
so comparisons should be understood in this context.  

Table 1: This table shows the number of solicitation from each region by sector.  

 Af/Pak Africa Asia E&E LAC 
Middle 
East 

Wash Total 

Ag 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 4 

DRR 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 

EG 1 1 0 4 1 1 1 9 

ED 0 4 3 2 0 3 0 12 

Env 0 2 2 0 1 0 0 5 

Gov 1 2 3 6 2 1 3 18 

Health 1 9 6 3 4 1 6 30 

I&E 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 2 

WSS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Cross-cut 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 4 

Total 3 20 14 16 9 8 15 85 

 

The 2015 study found that “integration is fairly even across regions, with slightly higher integration in 
Africa, Asia, LAC—regions that USAID’s Climate and Development Strategy identifies as a priority—as 
well as in solicitations issued by Washington.” All of the regions had an actual integration rate within the 
range of 6.7 percent to 18.8 percent (see page 18-19 of 2015 Study for comparison).  

This study saw a substantial increase in integration in all regions except E&E, which remained below 20 
percent. As seen in Figure 7, all other regions have increased levels of integration. The “fairly even 
integration” across regions expressed in the previous study no longer appears to be the case with 
integration ranging from below 10 percent (E&E) to above 60 percent (LAC). LAC and Asia exhibit the 
highest levels of integration. When minimal integration is excluded, Asia and Africa have the most 
integration at the moderate and thorough levels. Consistent with the previous study, Af/Pak and E&E are 
the only two regions that do not have any solicitations at the moderate or thorough levels. It should be 
noted that the study does not consider existing capacity for addressing climate change. Thus, if regions 
do not include specific references to climate in solicitations because, for example, consideration is 
already built into existing country policy, then this would not be captured by this study.  

https://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PA00KN7C.pdf
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In terms of potential, E&E has the most unfulfilled high potential which suggests that although we find 
low integration at present, there is space for increased integration in at least a portion of E&E 
solicitations. The Middle East has the highest proportion of overall potential with all non-integrated 
solicitations receiving a score for moderate or high potential. On the opposite end of the spectrum, 
LAC has no high potential non-integrated solicitations, which suggests that they are integrating at some 
level when there are obvious areas of intersection with climate change.    

Table 1 shows the number of solicitations in each region by sector. Since the solicitations selected 
within each region were chosen randomly, some sectors have more or less representation in each given 
region. This table should aid regions in understand the inputs to the above regional integration scores.  

FINDING 7 

Fifteen (15) solicitations (of the 32 solicitations that provided an IEE) would have received 
a higher integration score if the study included the IEEs as part of the assessment of the 
integration score, and 17 solicitations scores would have remained the same. A change in 
score would occur if, for example, the IEE included discussion of climate considerations, 
but the main solicitation document did not. Of those 15 solicitations, 9 of the scores would 
have shifted from a score of no integration to a minimal/moderate/thorough score. 

All analysis in this study is based on a review of integration that did not include the solicitation 
attachments, most notably the IEE. However, the CRM requirement guides missions and bureaus to 
document their CRM assessment in the IEE. If they find that the risks reach a certain threshold, one may 
expect to see a discussion of climate change in the solicitation as well as in the IEE, but that does not 
always seem to be the case. Further, the language of the IEE becomes binding on the implementer 
making it an important element of the solicitation package to consider. By scoring each solicitation with 
and without the IEE, this study provides a rough idea of the prevalence of climate integration appearing 
only in the IEE. 

The study finds that of the 32 solicitations that provided an IEE, 47 percent (15 solicitations) would have 
received a higher score if the IEE was included in the analysis. Of those 15 solicitations, 9 of the scores 
would have moved from a score of no integration to a score of minimal/moderate/thorough integration. 
It is important to note that this assessment is conducted based on the presence or absence of climate 
change discussion. The implementers may be required to act even without climate change discussion in 
the solicitation (i.e., if climate risks are conditions of the IEE). A further examination of these 15 
solicitations indicates that, for these 15 solicitations at least, there is no uniform way that the CRM 
assessment is being acted upon. That said, the subset of IEEs where climate is discussed, but action does 
not appear to be required, represent a key area to increase integration because the missions and 
bureaus already have information and plans on how climate interfaces with their activity.  

Based on this study’s assessment of presence of climate language in the documents (not considering how 
conditions are set), if the 9 non-integrated solicitations had incorporated their IEE climate analysis in the 
main solicitation, the overall integration rate would be ~10.6 percentage points higher (35.3 to 45.9 
percent).  
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FINDING 8 

With regard to where climate change is integrated in the solicitation, consistent with the 
previous study, climate is most often included in the background and program description 
sections. This study shows an increase in prevalence of climate in monitoring and 
evaluation (M&E) to a level on par with the background section. While the last study found 
no instances of climate integration in the key personnel and staffing section, this study 
identified two examples of integration in this section.  

While each solicitation takes a slightly different form, most solicitations have the following core sections 
which discuss the substantive aspects of the activity: background; program description, statement of 
work (SOW) and/or description of goals/objectives; performance indicators; monitoring and evaluation 
(M&E) or reporting requirements; key personnel and staffing; evaluation and/or selection criteria; 
attachments (excluding the IEE); and the IEE.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

As Figure 8 shows, with the exceptions of the attachments and IEE, the background and SOW sections 
have the highest counts of integration when scores of very minimal are excluded. M&E follows closely 
behind these sections. This is consistent with the findings of the 2015 study (see page 26-28 of 2015 
study for comparison). However, it should be noted that comparing these particular findings against the 
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https://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PA00KN7C.pdf
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2015 study should be done cautiously as it can be challenging to identify some of these sections within 
certain solicitations so consistency across the studies cannot be guaranteed.  

The utility in this finding is in observing general trends of climate integration as explanatory versus 
climate integration as actionable. For example, when climate is integrated into the background section it 
is often in the form of explaining the climate changes occurring in the country. For example, solicitations 
often included language such as ‘the region is increasingly prone to droughts and flooding.’ Conversely, 
discussion of climate in the M&E or key personnel and staffing section tend to have specific expectations 
that these climate impacts will be addressed by the activity. In this case, a statement might suggest that 
‘because the region is increasingly prone to droughts and flooding, the activity will take the following X, 
Y, and Z steps to ensure that these changing climatic conditions do not impact the effectiveness of the 
activity.’  

The 2015 study found no integration in the key personnel and staffing section, and this study finds two 
examples of integration into that section. For example, the Mikaji activity in Madagascar (SOL-687-17-
000001) stated that the Chief of Party’s role would include, “primary technical responsibilities are aimed 
at providing technical assistance in support of improved biodiversity conservation and climate-resilient 
development initiatives.” The experience requirements for this position include experience developing 
public-private partnerships that lead to “climate-smart enterprises or value chains,” knowledge of 
climate finance, and a deep understanding of climate change policies and procedures. The Deputy Chief 
of Party also has expectations to understand climate resilient development.  

There are only three solicitations in the sample that include climate in the evaluation and selection 
criteria. While they make up an insignificant percentage of the sample, they represent another area in 
which climate integration is more often actionable rather than descriptive. The Guatemala Biodiversity 
Project activity (SOL-520-17-000002) states: 

“The Contractor must integrate the identified actions to address climate risks in the project 
work plans and monitoring, evaluation, and learning processes. In addition, upon award, the 
implementer will need to monitor and manage, through the Environmental Mitigation and 
Monitoring Plan (EMMP) process, any climate risks that could not be addressed through design 
as well as climate risks that USAID has accepted upon consideration of tradeoffs.” 

In reviewing the solicitations by section, it is evident that the majority of the climate integration is 
descriptive rather than actionable even in sections that are oriented towards implementation. There are 
areas such as key personnel and staffing where we are beginning to see climate integration emerge in 
clearly actionable ways. In fact, bureaus and missions have found a variety of innovative ways to 
incorporate climate change into their solicitations. Appendix 3 provides examples of these methods of 
integration. As activities look to integrate climate in actionable ways, these solicitations may provide 
useful examples.  
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FINDING 9 

Based on limited data, climate integration increased from 
the first quarter of FY 2017 to the final quarter of FY 2017.  

The 2015 study did not look at integration by quarter; however, 
because the CRM requirement entered into effect at the beginning of 
FY 2017, this finding tracks if climate integration changed as more 
activities incorporated the requirement. The analysis shows that 
integration did increase from Q1 to the Q4 of 2017.  

Figure 9 show that there is a small increase in integration between Q1 
and Q2, and a greater increase in the second half of the year. It also 
displays the integration levels by quarter—there is only minimal 
integration in Q1, and the most integration at the moderate and 
thorough level combined occurs in Q3. 

While these data show an 
increase in integration over time, 
this analysis is based on a limited 
amount of data (9 solicitations for 
Q1, 26 solicitations for Q2, 25 
solicitations for Q3, and 25 
solicitations for Q4). It is possible 
that the increase in integration 
occurred to some extent because 
of the CRM guidance. However, 
from the 2015 study we know 
that certain sectors have been 
more apt to integrate climate for 
a number of years, so the timing 
in which those sectors put out 
solicitations potentially impacts 
the strength of this assessment.  

We see that all agriculture 
solicitations came out in Q3 and 
Q4 and most of the environment 
& biodiversity solicitations came 
out in Q4 (all but one). 
Infrastructure, construction, & 
energy also produced all of their solicitations in Q3 and Q4. A number of factors need to be isolated in 
order to more fully understand if the change over time occurred as a result of the introduction of the 
CRM requirement. 
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Figure 9: Level of climate integration by FY 2017 quarter. 
Potential of non-integrated solicitations is included if it was 
scored at moderate or high potential.  
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FINDING 10 

Of the solicitations with integration, the majority of the solicitations discuss climate in the 
context of adaptation. This is consistent with the findings of the previous study. In addition, 
30 percent of integrated solicitations included both climate change adaptation and 
mitigation references. 

Of the solicitations with integration (n=30), 18 appear to discuss only adaptation, 1 solicitation discusses 
only mitigation, 9 solicitations discuss both adaptation and mitigation (cross-cutting), and 2 solicitations 
discuss climate without making reference to adaptation or mitigation related topics (non-specific) (See 
categorization of search terms in Appendix 1). As seen in Figure 10, the 2015 study also found that the 
majority of the solicitations referenced climate change adaptation. This finding also aligns with other 
observations in this study. First, the CRM requirement focuses on identifying the risks that will require 
adaptation, so most language around CRM falls into the adaptation category. Second, as seen in Finding 
8, the majority of climate integration is found in the background and program description sections. Since 
the integration in these sections most often describes the vulnerabilities of the given region and/or 
sector, these instances of integration also usually fall under the adaptation category. 

While the 2015 study placed all 
solicitations into the adaptation, 
mitigation, or non-specific 
designations, this study finds that 
30 percent of the integrated 
solicitations actually include 
mentions of both adaptation and 
mitigation related terms. Figure 
10 shows that the cross-cutting 
section has displaced almost all 
the mitigation only solicitations. 
However, there are still a 
substantial number of solicitations 
that only discuss adaptation 
related terms. This suggests that 
it is more likely for solicitations 
that discuss mitigation to also 
discuss terms related to 
adaptation, but not the reverse. 
The percentage of non-specific 
solicitations has halved compared 
to the 2015 study.  

Within the adaptation category, we looked at two major ways of referencing adaptation—general 
adaptation and climate change impacts. The general adaptation terms included “adaptation,” “resilience,” 
“vulnerability,” and “risk.” The climate change impacts terms included “drought,” “flooding,” 
“temperature,” and “disaster” (see Appendix 1 for full list of terms). We looked at the number of 
solicitations that included climate impact terms, and found that the most frequently referenced climate 
impact is “disaster” (16 solicitations) followed by “drought” (15) and “flooding” (12). No solicitation 
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included the search term “desertification.” Disasters are discussed in a host of more specific ways 
including cyclones, storm surge, landslides, forest fires, extreme weather events, and hurricanes. At least 
one solicitation discussed soil erosion, which did not fit well into any of the preexisting climate impact 
categorizations. This analysis demonstrates the diversity of ways that climate variability and change are 
discussed in the solicitations that do have integration. 

CONCLUSIONS 
The conclusions are drawn based on an analysis of 85 USAID solicitations from FY 2017 and the 
associated Findings. Noting that solicitations are only one element of the activity design and 
implementation process, these conclusions are limited to the findings of this solicitation assessment.  

CONCLUSION I 

There is still ample room to increase the presence of climate integration as well as the 
level of integration (from minimal to moderate or thorough) in solicitations. This study has 
identified areas of current low integration that have high integration potential by region, 
sector, and content of IEE. In these areas, integration should not only be possible, but also 
beneficial to activity outcomes.   

Climate change integration has substantially increased in this study compared to the 2015 study. 
However, there is still ample room to increase both the integration rate as well as the level of 
integration. This study has identified low integration- high potential areas where the current plans laid 
out in solicitations are already well positioned to include climate considerations even though they do 
not include these considerations at present. Thus, climate integration should be possible and useful for 
these activities. These areas for integration are listed below. 

Sector: Of the sectors with sufficient solicitations to evaluate, economic growth and infrastructure, 
construction, & energy are the areas with only minimal integration and the highest percentage of high 
potential solicitations (Finding 5). The fact that both of these sectors have solicitations with minimal 
integration shows that there are areas to interject climate considerations. Thus, these are the most 
significant areas of low integration-high potential by sector.  

Region: E&E have the lowest integration rate of all the geographic regions as well as the highest 
percentage of high potential solicitations (Finding 6). This is the most significant area of low integration-
high potential in the regional groupings. 

IEE: This study finds that 9 solicitations have in depth considerations of climate in their IEEs, but no 
mention of climate change in the main solicitation (Finding 7). The discussion of climate change in the IEE 
demonstrates that the mission or bureau is thinking about how climate change will impact the activity. 
While some of these activities do require implementers to act on the CRM assessments within the IEE, 
others do not—those that do not represent another set of solicitations with low integration- high 
potential.  
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CONCLUSION II 

The level of integration can be strengthened by including more actionable language 
throughout solicitations and ensuring climate considerations are included in key sections 
(such as review criteria and M&E) of solicitations. 

While this study finds that integration is substantially higher than that of the 2015 study, the majority of 
integration is still at the minimal level (Finding 2). In order to increase the climate resilience of 
development activities, there is a need to focus not only on moving solicitation from a score of zero to a 
integrated score, but also to transition solicitations from minimal integration to bolstered levels of 
climate integration.  

The above section on low potential- high integration addresses the former goal, but this study has also 
identified multiple avenues through with the latter goal can be achieved. For example, the finding on 
solicitation sections suggests that the majority of the integration in all sections, but especially in the 
background and project description, are more descriptive rather than actionable (Finding 8). Without 
actionable language, the implementers may not address the vulnerabilities highlighted in the descriptive 
language. However, if solicitations include climate considerations both while providing country context 
in the background and as a part of action-based statements in sections such as the review criteria and 
M&E, then this would allow missions and bureaus to ensure that development objectives will not be 
hindered by climate variability and change, and would further encourage implementers to act on these 
considerations while carrying out the activity.  

The USAID study, Climate Change Integration in USAID Activities, similarly concludes that if climate 
change was only mentioned in the background section of the solicitation and not in sections with 
requirements or tasks for the implementer, there was a low likelihood that the general mention of 
climate would cause climate considerations in the implementation process. These complementing 
conclusions suggest that this could be a useful area of focus for climate integration work going forward.  

Some solicitations also have unique ways of integrating climate change, but the climate considerations 
are not dispersed throughout the activity solicitation (see Appendix 3). A more in depth look at these 
identified isolated statements on climate and how they could be expanded across the activity design 
could also strengthen overall climate integration.  

CONCLUSION III 

In its first year, the CRM guidance seems to have impacted the overall integration rate, but 
not necessarily the level of integration. The study identifies that a subset of solicitations 
mention climate risks in reference to the CRM requirement, but those same solicitations 
do not integrate climate in other ways. This suggests that it is likely these solicitations 
would not have referenced climate at all had it not been for the CRM requirement. In 
terms of the climate integration level, a comparison of integrated solicitations that 
reference the CRM requirement to solicitations that integrate climate without referencing 
the requirement reveals no apparent trend in integration level. This suggests that the CRM 
policy does not necessarily boost the level of integration of a solicitation.  

https://www.climatelinks.org/resources/climate-change-integration-usaid-activities
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Since the previous study did not include the search term “risk,” one of the goals of this study was to find 
if risk is ever discussed in the solicitations without any of the other terms used to search the document 
for climate integration. We found that in the main solicitation climate risk is always discussed in 
conjunction with at least one of the other key terms. This means that basically all instances of climate 
risk were likely captured in the 2015 study, although that study did not separate out climate risk for 
analysis.  

By evaluating solicitations posted during the first year of the CRM guidance, it seems that the 
requirement does play a role in the higher integration level (Finding 3). This is indicated by the instances 
in which solicitations have a section on climate risks, but do not mention climate anywhere else in the 
document. However, solicitations that mention the CRM requirement are not more likely to have a 
higher integration score. It is possible that the CRM requirement pushes missions and bureaus that may 
not have otherwise included climate to do so (i.e., awareness-raising), but it does not appear that they 
are consistently integrating at any particular level. If this is the case, then climate integration will only be 
inconsistently bolstered by the requirement.  

Since FY 2017 was the first year of the CRM guidance, it is probable that many of the solicitations in the 
study were largely constructed prior to the roll out of the requirement. Although it was found that 
climate integration increased from the first to the fourth quarter of FY 2017 (Finding 9), the influence of 
CRM on this increase could not be isolated from other factors. Once solicitations are no longer carrying 
over from before the requirement, there will be an opportunity gain a better sense of the breadth and 
depth of the impact of the CRM guidance on climate integration.  

CONCLUSION IV 

Integrated solicitations in this study provide a useful inventory of innovative ways to 
integrate climate considerations into activities across geographic regions and sectors.  

Through this study, we have identified solicitations that have found useful ways of integrating climate 
considerations into their activities (Finding 8). These integrated solicitations display a range of types of 
climate integration. For example, some activities expect to experience direct impacts of climate change 
such as agricultural projects taking place in a region experiencing more unpredictable seasons coupled 
with increased flooding and drought. Other activities highlight the indirect impact of climate on their 
activity. One health sector project stated that adolescent girls might be engaging in more transactional 
sex and risky behaviors because they are faced with food insecurity, which came about because of a 
severe drought. Thus, drought is not directly causing an increase in instances of HIV, but it might be an 
important indirect factor to consider.  

These examples of both direct and indirect impacts of climate variability and change on activities could 
be useful for missions or bureaus to refer to as they work to identify the different ways in which 
integration can take shape. These efforts to be innovative in climate integration provide useful examples 
of how integration can take place regardless of region, sector, or project size. Examples of these 
integration efforts can be found in Appendix 3.  
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
The recommendations are drawn based on an analysis of 85 USAID solicitations from FY 2017 and the 
associated Findings and Conclusions. Noting that solicitations are only one element of the activity design 
and implementation process, these recommendations should be understood in the context of the 
solicitation assessment.  

RECOMMENDATION I 

This follow-on study to the 2015 study shows that trends in integration (and lack there of) 
are emerging. There is an opportunity to use this study as a starting point to identify 
future low integration-high potential activities, and target efforts to support integration in 
these types of activities. 

Many of the areas of low integration-high potential in this study are consistent with the findings of the 
2015 study. This suggests that a more targeted effort might be necessary to support those particular 
areas in integrating climate into their activities. The highest potential areas can be identified by looking at 
the overlap between the region, sector, and IEE solicitations that have low integration- high potential 
(see Conclusion 1). Based on the understanding of the types of solicitations with the propensity to have 
low integration, but high potential, future solicitations that might fall into this category should be 
identified early in the process in order to support inclusion of climate considerations. The Office of 
Global Climate Change and others in the Agency (i.e., CILs) should ensure that the low integrated- high 
potential areas are engaging with existing tools and resources for climate integration and CRM. 

RECOMMENDATION II 

With the CRM requirement in place, there is an opportunity to build on this effort with a 
focus on making climate integration more actionable. While it is useful for activities to 
include a description of climate impacts in the contextual explanation of the activity, 
actionable items that incorporate climate adaptation and mitigation efforts into the 
activity take the next step towards more impactful integration.        

At present, the majority of climate integration in the solicitations is descriptive, not actionable. This 
means that solicitations discuss the impacts of climate change on the region in which the activity is 
happening, but the project is not designed to incorporate climate mitigation and/or adaptation actions. 
The Office of Global Climate Change and others in the Agency (i.e., CILs) should encourage missions 
and bureaus to include climate considerations in their solicitations in actionable ways.  

Given that all activities must have a CRM assessment, there should be a number of actionable items that 
emerge from this assessment that can be integrated into the project objectives, M&E, personnel and 
staffing requirements, and selection criteria. These efforts would likely increase activities’ resilience to 
climate impacts and achieve climate co-benefits such as climate adaptation and mitigation where 
applicable. It would also emphasize to contractors the importance of climate integration into all phases 
of activity design, planning, and implementation.   
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RECOMMENDATION III 

Determine why climate change content in the IEE is inconsistently represented in the main 
solicitation, and encourage integration of climate change information from IEE into main 
solicitation, if implementers are not required to act on the CRM assessment within the 
context of the IEE.  

The Office of Global Climate Change and others in the Agency (i.e., CILs) should encourage missions 
and bureaus that include extensive discussion of climate variability and change in the IEE, to include that 
information in the main solicitation as well, especially if the CRM assessment does not become a 
condition of the IEE. Implementers will more directly see the imperative of climate integration if its 
inclusion is consistent across the different components of the solicitations. This exercise may also aid 
missions and bureaus in identifying the diverse ways that climate variability and change has the potential 
to impact an activity's effectiveness as well as opportunities to manage those impacts. This effort has the 
could increase the overall number of solicitations with climate integration and the amount of funding 
invested in projects that will have co-benefits of climate adaptation and mitigation.  

RECOMMENDATION IV 

In order to increase integration levels, there is an opportunity to build on the short 
statements on climate currently present in many solicitations by working with missions 
and bureaus to flesh out the exact ways in which a particular development activity 
interfaces with climate change adaptation and mitigation. Recognizing and highlighting the 
statements within the solicitation that include innovative climate integration for these 
missions and bureaus could enhance their capacity to integrate climate considerations into 
future solicitations.  

The Office of Global Climate Change already has a number of mechanisms to highlight activities that are 
integrating climate variability and change. However, there seems to be a contingent of solicitations that 
have innovative ways of integrating climate (see Appendix 3), but only do so in an isolated section of the 
solicitation. Identifying these streaks of integration, and engaging with the producer of the solicitation to 
flesh out the exact ways in which a particular development activity interfaces with climate adaptation 
and mitigation could strengthen the integration coming out of that mission or bureau going forward. 
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FUTURE ANALYSIS 
This study provides a snapshot in time of climate integration. Since USAID missions and bureaus are 
constantly producing new solicitations, it will be necessary to continually conduct assessments to track 
changes in integration over time.  

This study follows the methodology of the 2015 study, so it does not conduct analysis on the quality of 
climate change integration. Following from the further analysis section in the 2015 study, it would still be 
beneficial to explore the specific ways in which climate is integrated to see if it is actually reaching the 
goals of safeguarding development and leveraging the co-benefits of climate adaptation and mitigation.  

In this study, we stratified the sample by region, but it could be a useful exercise to stratify the sample 
by sector to get a more representative idea of sectoral integration.  

As the CRM requirement becomes more embedded in activity planning, it would be useful to conduct an 
analysis of mapping IEEs against the main solicitations to see where exactly the climate risks identified in 
the IEE appear in the main sections of the solicitation. Further, it might be necessary to start including 
the IEE in the overall scoring of the solicitations as the IEE will increasingly house the information that an 
activity is required to include on climate as well as the associated conditions for implementers. 

Given the proliferation of tools and resources on Climatelinks for integration and CRM, it could be 
interesting to survey missions about what tools and resources they use and compare this to integration 
rates by region and sector to assess the extent to which the tools are leading to higher levels of 
integration.  
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APPENDIX 

APPENDIX 1: METHODOLOGY  

The methodology for this report models the methodology used in the 2015 study, and all differences are 
noted within the report and in the section below. An overview of the methodology for this report can 
be found in the above section, Methodological Overview. Please see Appendix 1 of the 2015 study for 
complete methodological details of that study.  

SAMPLING METHODS 

All solicitations used in this study were publically available on the grants.gov and FBO.gov websites. 
Solicitations on the grants.gov website can be found under the tab “search grants”. Under opportunity 
status, we selected all four options (forecasted, posted, closed, and archived) and under agency, we 
selected USAID. Then, we downloaded the data using the “export detailed data” tab. This produced a 
spreadsheet from which we extracted the eligible solicitations from Oct 1, 2016-September 30, 2017.  

On the FBO.gov website, we selected “agencies” and then picked USAID. We used the advanced search 
option to select “combined synopsis/solicitation” and “award notices” under the 
Opportunity/Procurement Type section. We also input a Posted Date Range from Oct 1, 2016- 
September 30, 2017. We copied and pasted all outputs from this search into a spreadsheet. The list of 
types of ineligible solicitations from the previous study (listed below) was used to scrub both lists of 
solicitations. 

The 2015 study categorized the following document types as ineligible: RFIs or drafts for comment only; 
annual program statements; indefinite delivery and indefinite quantity contracts and task orders; 
amendments or extensions to existing contracts; procurements for personal services, technical support 
to USAID operating units, and commodity purchases, and other non-programmatic activities; 
solicitations which do not have searchable text; and solicitations funded with direct climate funding. For 
this study, we updated the eligibility criteria in the following ways. In the original study, indefinite 
delivery, indefinite quantity contracts and task orders were excluded, but we included these solicitations 
types in this round of the study. To ineligible solicitations, we added all solicitations for personnel hires 
(not just ones including the term advisor), BAA addendums, BAAs, and all IT related solicitations. 

After removing all ineligible solicitations through a close review of the title of the solicitation and the 
associated attributes, we made a working list of all eligible solicitations from both websites (163 
solicitations in total). We also assigned a region to each of these eligible solicitations using the USAID 
region conventions (listed in the Attributes section below).  

We selected a random sample of solicitations stratified by region. We drew an original sample of 115 
solicitations; however, a number of solicitations were found to be ineligible post-sampling, which 
reduced the final sample size to 85 solicitations.  

By definition, a representative random sample stratified by region means that for each region the 
number of solicitations is proportional to the total number of solicitations released by that region in FY 
2017, and all solicitations within those regions were selected randomly. This means that the number of 
solicitations by sector, and all other variables, occurred randomly. Thus, we recognize that some 
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solicitations with integration may have been randomly excluded from the sample; however, the goal of 
the study was not to provide a comprehensive review of every solicitation produced in FY 2017, but 
rather a review of a sample through which we could identify overall trends in the data.  

SOLICITATION ATTRIBUTES  

We collected a number of attributes about each solicitation in the sample. All the attributes with the 
exception of sector and region were pulled directly from the grants.gov and FBO.gov websites. The 
researcher determined each solicitation’s sector and region using USAID regional conventions and the 
climate risk screening and management tool annexes sectors respectively.  

The variables used in the analysis are listed below: 

Issuing office: The office that produced the solicitation. 

Country: The country in which the solicitation was produced. 

Region: The region in which the solicitation was produced. USAID regional conventions are 
Afghanistan and Pakistan (Af/Pak), Africa, Asia, Europe and Eurasia (E&E), Latin America and the 
Caribbean (LAC), and the Middle East. For the purposes of this report, we added Washington (Wash) 
because the Washington bureaus produce a subset of the eligible solicitations.  

Sector: We determined sector by reading the title and description of the project. The sectors, as 
determined by the climate risk screening and management tool annexes sectors, are agriculture (ag); 
disaster readiness/ disaster risk reduction (DRR); economic growth (excluding agriculture, 
infrastructure/construction, energy, and environment) (EG); education, social services, and marginalized 
populations (ED); environment and biodiversity (Env); governance and peace (Gov); health; 
infrastructure, construction, and energy (I&E); and water supply and sanitation (WSS). We added a 
sector titled cross-cutting to identify projects that deal with development more broadly.  

Estimated funding/award ceiling: This is the expected funding amount for the activity.  

Posted date: The day that the solicitation was posted to the FBO.gov or grants.gov website.   

Fiscal year quarter: Using the posted date, we determined the fiscal year quarter in which the 
solicitation was completed and posted. Fiscal year quarter for 2017 are Q1: Oct 1, 2016 - Dec 31, 2016, 
Q2: Jan 1, 2017 - Mar 31, 2017, Q3: Apr 1, 2017 - Jun 30, 2017, Q4: Jul 1, 2017 - Sep 30, 2017. 

Type of solicitation: Where the solicitation was retrieved (grants.gov or FBO.gov) as well as the type 
of solicitation (RFA, RFP, SOL, etc.) 

We also noted key terms and a brief description of each solicitation based on the initial read of the title 
and the introductory section of the solicitation. These attributes were largely used as a reference.  

SOLICITATION ANALYSIS 

We used QSR International’s NVivo 11 software to conduct the analysis of the solicitations. All 
documents associated with each solicitation were grouped into folders and uploaded into NVivo. We 
auto coded each solicitation for the key terms listed below. Then, we read each document to identify if 
the key term identified by the auto code actual referenced climate variability or change in some way. 
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When a climate term appeared, the paragraph around the text was read to determine if the term was 
referring to climate variability and change in the given context.  

This determination takes multiple factors into account. If the term were referencing “a vulnerable 
business environment,” the term “vulnerable” would not be considered related to climate. However, if 
the statement read, “vulnerable to erratic rainfall,” this would be considered related to climate. Further, 
the research makes the distinction between a reference to climate variability and change and statements 
of status quo. For example, if a solicitation states “the activity works to improve energy efficiency in 
order to lower consumers’ high energy costs,” this would not be an indication of climate integration 
because they are explicitly carrying out the action for another intended purpose. Similarly, if a 
solicitation says, “the region has a rainy season and a dry season,” this is not considered climate 
integration because it is just providing a description of the setting with no further elaboration on 
variability, change, or how the seasons play any role in the activity planning or implementation. This 
would be equated to stating that Washington DC has four seasons—this statement alone gives no 
indication that the activity is incorporating climate considerations.  

If the section of the solicitation did have instances of climate integration, then we recorded a positive 
score, a note in the solicitation scoring spreadsheet, and the term was coded to its associated node in 
NVivo. If the term was not related to climate variability or change, then no further steps were taken. 
We repeated this process for all solicitations in the sample.  

After the document analysis, we categorized the terms into general, adaptation related, and mitigation 
related terms to aid in data analysis. See Key Terms box below.  

The study identified some additional search terms that could be added in future iterations of this study. 
These terms are: water, precipitation, storm, hurricane, and degradation.  

SOLICITATION SCORES 

Based on the ways in which the above terms appeared in the text, each solicitation received scores by 
section and overall. Each section received a numerical score between 0-3 in 0.5 intervals. The overall 
scores were recorded using the language listed below. We used these scores coupled with the 
researcher’s notes to determine the level of climate integration (actual score) for each solicitation. Using 

KEY TERMS 

General: climate, climatic, warming, GCC, GCCI, ecologic, ecological, wind 

Adaptation related: resilient, resilience, resiliency, adapt, adaptive, adaptation, flood, floods, 
flooding, drought, disaster, desertify, desertification, desertifying, desertified, vulnerable, vulnerability, 
weather, rainfall, temperature, temperatures, risk, risks 

Mitigation related: mitigate, mitigative, mitigation, greenhouse, GHG, emission, emissions, 
deforest, deforestation, deforested, energy, landscape, landscapes, carbon, solar, hydropower, hydro 
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the project description and the IEE, we determined a potential score for each activity (potential score). 
The scores do not consider existing capacities for addressing climate in the regions or sectors. 

The scoring descriptions are carried over directly from the 2015 study.  

The actual scores are based on a scale of None-Thorough: 

None- No substantive references to climate change 

Minimal- Some discussion of climate, but in generic terms or only as background. Not likely to be 
included in actual activity. When scoring each section of the solicitation (background, SOW, etc.), very 
minimal denotes an even more brief mention of climate. 

Moderate- Climate change is fairly well integrated; some specific contextual information is included 
relating climate change to the project. If climate-related requirement for the offeror are included, they 
are weak or leave major gaps. 

Thorough- Climate change is substantively integrated into section, with specific guidance for and/or 
requirements of offerors. 

The potential scores are based on a scale of Low- High: 

All solicitations receive a score of at least low with the idea that climate variability and change can be a 
consideration in every project at least in a minor way. 

Low- There does not appear to be a direct entry point for incorporating climate change elements into 
the activity.  

Moderate- This score ranges from projects that may not necessarily have a direct climate change link, 
but are direct service provision programs in climate vulnerable countries that might be able to benefit 
from thinking about the ways in which climate change may impact operations to activities that may be 
more able to readily incorporate climate change adaptation or mitigation components. 

High- Activities where climate change- either adaptation or mitigation- seems directly relevant. 

METHOD CONFIRMATION 

After the scoring process, we selected three solicitations (two with a score of none and one with a 
score of minimal) to read in their entirety to check that the key word method captured the climate 
integration in these instances. The solicitations included in this review are RFA-675-17-000003 Guinea 
Malaria Bilateral from the Senegal Mission (no integration), RFA-117-17-000001 Comunitatea Mea in 
Moldova from the Ukraine mission (no integration), and SOL-294-17-000002 Building Foundations 
Program from the West Bank/Gaza mission (minimal integration). 

For RFA-675-17-000003 Guinea Malaria Bilateral from the Senegal Mission, the full read through of the 
document determined that there are no instances of climate integration in the main solicitation. We did 
identify several places where climate could have been integrated (i.e., in the discussion of malaria 
prevalence on page 9 and in the discussion of geographic regions to be targeted by the activity on pages 
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26-7). This solicitation does integrate gender considerations throughout the document, so, as suggested 
by the 2015 study, it might be useful for climate integration to continue to use gender considerations 
integration as a model.  

RFA-117-17-000001 Comunitatea Mea in Moldova from the Ukraine mission is in the governance and 
peace sector. There are clear points of entry for climate considerations, but they are not used. For 
example, the solicitation states that “types of projects to be financed may include: physical infrastructure 
projects such as potable water supply and drainage, waste water treatment and extension to existing 
services, heat and waste management, street lighting, health clinics, administrative services, social care.” 
There are a multitude of ways that climate might interface with these project ideas, but this link is not 
made. Further, the solicitation provides a prime example of stating a potential climate mitigation tactic 
explicitly not for mitigation purposes. The solicitation states, “infrastructure projects should consider 
energy efficiency technologies in order to decrease the heavy burden of energy costs on local budgets.” 
This solicitation does state on page 43 that “the MEL Plan must be developed strictly in accordance with 
the criteria stipulated in ADS 201.” Since CRM is in ADS 201, this is a very indirect reference to climate 
integration, but does not rise to the level of a score change.  

After reading, SOL-294-17-000002 Building Foundations Program from the West Bank/Gaza mission, it 
is also confirmed that this solicitation’s minimal score would not change. There are some references to 
climate throughout the document, but all consistent with the integration noted during the initial key 
word search. The read through did identify one statement which seemed to be potentially relevant to 
climate integration without including any key terms: “One of the greatest challenges facing this arid 
region is the widening gap between the dwindling water supply and increasing demand. In the West Bank 
and Gaza, where water supplies are drawing largely from over-exploited aquifers, Building Foundations 
will increase access to potable water by reducing losses from aging water systems through construction, 
expansion, and rehabilitation of transmission and distribution networks.” However, the water supply 
issues are attributed to aging infrastructure and over-exploited aquifers—it would be easy to insert 
climate considerations here, but they really do not.  

We determined that none of the solicitation scores would change after the full read through. This 
suggests that, while likely not perfectly accurate, the key term method does provide an adequate tool to 
analyze the solicitations for climate integration. 
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APPENDIX 2: UPDATE ON RECOMMENDATIONS FROM 2015 STUDY  

The below table outlines the major actions taken since 2015 to address the recommendations presented 
in the 2015 study.  

ACTIONS TAKEN BASED ON 2015 STUDY RECOMMENDATIONS 

RECOMMENDATION ACTION 

1. IMPROVE AVALIABLE TOOLS AND 
RESOURCES 

 

 

I.A. Create a comprehensive toolkit 

Suggested language to include in solicitations 

 

Provide case studies 

 

 

 

Provide sector specific guidelines 

 

 

Create a rapid assessment framework/decision tool 

 

This now exists as an internal document. 

 

Blog posts on Climatelinks provide examples of climate integration. 
Examples include Haiti/Dominica and Zimbabwe. There is also an 
internal spreadsheet that links to examples of assessment 
documents.  

 

The Climate Risk Screening and Management Tool now includes 
sector specific guidelines. 

 

The Climate Risk Screening and Management Tool has been 
developed to serve this purpose. 

I.B. Facilitate the completion of climate change 
assessments 

Climate Risk Profiles and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Factsheets 
have been generated for most USAID missions and the work is 
ongoing. As needed, additional in-depth analysis can be undertaken 
internally or commissioned. 

 

2. INTENSIFY OUTREACH ACROSS USAID 

 

 

 

2.A. Increase proactive outreach, particularly 
to missions not receiving climate funding 

Outreach has been increased through a number of initiatives 
including introducing Climate Integration Leads (CILs), presenting 
at technical meetings, and providing the Agency Capacity Building 
Plan that describes training, outreach, and knowledge management 
efforts that are targeted to different backstops and levels of 
leadership. 

2.B. Explore formally installed climate change 
focal points at the bilateral missions, regional 
missions, and/or bureau level 

Every mission and bureau now has a CIL that is responsible for 
assisting with CRM and other climate related goals. USAID has 
also initiated a multi-bureau working group that meets regularly. 

https://www.climatelinks.org/blog/climate-resilient-infrastructure-reducing-climate-risk-haiti-and-dominica
https://www.climatelinks.org/blog/usaid%E2%80%99s-national-strategy-zimbabwe-integrating-climate-risk-management
https://www.climatelinks.org/resources/climate-risk-screening-management-tool
https://www.climatelinks.org/integration/climate-risk-management/resources
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3. ENLIST VISABLE LEADERSHIP AND 
STRATEGIC SUPPORT FOR CLIMATE 
CHANGE INTEGRATION 

 

 

3.A. Develop an integration strategy While an integration strategy has not been developed, the office 
has produced other guiding documents including the CRM Agency 
Capacity Building Plan; the CRM Agency Monitoring, Evaluation, 
and Learning Plan; and the Agency guidance for CRM in the ADS. 

3.B. Integrate climate change into relevant 
sector strategies 

It is now a requirement (per the ADS) for Agency Policies and 
Strategies (which includes sector specific strategies) to consider 
and incorporate climate change as appropriate. 

3.C. Utilize GCC and E3 leadership to engage 
others in Washington 

Efforts have been made to this end to the extent that it is feasible. 

4. CROSS CUTTING RECOMENDATIONS 

 

 

4.A. Seize the opportunity created by the 
implementation of Executive Order 13677 

Climate change and the CRM requirement have been incorporated 
into USAID’s program cycle and guidance has been created for the 
ADS. 

4.B. Target Efforts in High Impact Sectors Given the CRM requirement, all sectors have been engaged. 
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APPENDIX 3: EXAMPLES OF CLIMATE INTEGRATION 

A selection of the solicitations with integration provide useful examples of the diverse ways that climate 
considerations can be integrated into solicitations that may be of interest to missions and bureaus 
exploring how best to incorporate climate change into their work.  Solicitations are listed by sector. 

Health: 

The USAID Comprehensive HIV Services for Key and Priority Population activity in Ethiopia (RFA-663-
17-000004) links the project with USAID’s Country Development Cooperation Strategy (CDCS) and 
addresses how the project supports the goal of reducing climate change vulnerability—even if indirectly.  

“The overall goal of USAID/Ethiopia’s Country Development Cooperation Strategy (CDCS) is: 
‘Ethiopia’s Transformation to a Prosperous and Resilient Country Accelerated’....The overall 
development hypothesis is that if USAID invests in the following, then USAID will contribute to 
Ethiopia’s transformation to a middle-income country with a more prosperous population (in 
terms of income, health and education) and a population that is less vulnerable to periodic 
climatic and economic shocks.” 

... 

“A healthy population is more resilient to withstand climatic, economic, and public health shocks 
such as drought and epidemics. Therefore, the Health DO2 contributes directly to achievement 
of the CDCS goal and supports and enhances the Mission’s other Development Objectives.” 

South Africa’s Ready, Resourceful, Risk Aware (Triple R): OVC, Adolescent Girls, and Young Women 
activity (RFA-674-17-000005) also draws indirect ties between climate change impacts and health in the 
background section of the report. 

“Lack of parental care and supervision combined with household poverty also leaves OVC 
vulnerable to HIV infection, as they may seek affection and material support through sexual 
relationships. OVC are disproportionately affected by malnutrition. Anecdotal reports also 
suggest that transactional sex and other risky behaviors may be increasing among vulnerable 
adolescent girls as a result of food insecurity resulting from the severe 2016 drought.” 

The Washington-based Multi-Sectoral Nutrition Activity (SOL-OAA-17-000047) outlines climate change 
considerations and provides reasons why different sectors ought to be considering climate change in the 
planning and implementation of their activities.  

“Climate change is a cross-cutting issue that can have significant impacts on regional, national, 
and local development efforts in all sectors. Nutrition, health, agriculture, and food security are 
especially vulnerable to the effects of temperature and rainfall fluctuations, drought, flooding, 
and other conditions of climate change. For example, rainfall fluctuations and flooding can 
exacerbate incidence of infectious disease and impact birth weights (i.e., low birth weight); agro-
climatic changes can lead to reduced agricultural production and contaminated food crops; and 
extreme weather events can impact water sources, transport routes, and other critical 
infrastructure for access to health services, markets, and other resources. This Activity should 
be robust in the face of potential climate change impacts.”  
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Environment and Biodiversity: 

The USAID Fish Rights Program in the Philippines (RFA-492-17-000003) draws connections between 
climate and gender in their program description: 

“Men and women also have different vulnerabilities to and capacities for dealing with climate 
change impacts due to their roles in society. The traditional role of women as keepers of the 
household and their inclination to stay at home may be factors that limit their mobility to their 
immediate environment. In the event of a disaster, such as rising flood waters, this may translate 
into resistance to leaving the house, making them vulnerable. There is a need to continue and be 
deliberate in improving women’s abilities to influence decision-making and resource allocation. 
Women must also be provided with opportunities to participate in various actions that build 
resilience to climate change impacts.” 

Education, Services, and Marginalized Populations: 

The activity, Advancing Community Empowerment in Southeastern Myanmar (RFA-482-17-000004), 
discusses the intersection of climate change and humanitarian assistance. 

“Myanmar is prone to natural disasters, a risk compounded by ongoing chronic needs that are 
linked to environmental degradation and limited access to natural resources. Humanitarian 
assistance activities should, where feasible and appropriate, integrate environmental 
considerations, such as community-based sustainable natural resource management approaches 
to address and mitigate negative environmental practices, develop good practices, and bridge the 
recovery process with longer-term development goals. This may include exploring opportunities 
that ensure activities do not contribute to environmental degradation that may in the longer-
term compromise food security. Under objective one and two, this activity encourages engaging 
communities in disaster risk reduction activities which will also help to mitigate the impact from 
natural disasters and climate change.”  

The Education for the Future activity in West Bank Gaza (RFA-294-17-000002) states in their reporting 
requirements section that the activity must consider climate change throughout the life of the project.  

“This activity must be robust in face of potential climate change impacts. Therefore, the 
Recipient shall identify expected climate change impacts over the life of the activity’s expected 
benefits and demonstrate how these risks will be reduces in order to ensure sustainability of the 
activity’s objective and benefits. The Recipient must make sure that the planners and design 
engineers are working with appropriate data sets and appropriate design criteria that consider 
climate change projections (for temperature increase, precipitation and flooding, sea level rise, 
extreme weather events including winds and other storms).” 
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APPENDIX 4: SOLICITATIONS INCLUDED IN THIS STUDY 

The table below provides a list of all solicitations included in the study organized by overall level of 
integration.  

SOLICITATION TITLE SOL NUMBER COUNTRY REGION SECTOR 

Thorough 
Kenya Feed the Future Livestock 
Market Systems Leader with 
Associates RFA-615-17-000003 Kenya Africa Ag 
Mikajy (Site-based Interventions 
for Biodiversity Conservation) 
Program SOL-687-17-000001 Madagascar Africa Env 
USAID FISH RIGHT PROGRAM RFA-492-17-000003 Philippines Asia Env 
Moderate 
FEED THE FUTURE SENEGAL 
CILTIVATING NUTRITION RFA-685-17-000007 Senegal Africa Ag 
Advancing Community 
Empowerment in Southeastern 
Myanmar RFA-482-17-000004 Burma Asia Ed 
Health System Strengthening 
(HSS) RFA-367-17-000005 Nepal Asia Health 
USAID/Guatemala Biodiversity 
Project  SOL-520-17-000002 Guatemala LAC Env 

Education for the Future RFA-294-17-000002 West Bank 
Middle 
East Ed 

Feed the Future Innovation lab for 
Peanut Research (PRIL) RFA-OAA-17-000009 US Wash Ag 
Minimal 
COMAC (Conflict Mitigation 
Assistance for Civilians) RFA-306-17-000004 Afghanistan Af/Pak Gov 

Ready, Resourceful, Risk Aware 
(Triple R): OVC, Adolescent Girls 
and Young Women RFA-674-17-000005 South Africa Africa Health 
USAID Community HIV Care and 
Treatment Activity RFA-663-17-000002 Ethiopia Africa Health 
Afya County and National Support 
Program RFA-615-17-000002 Kenya Africa Health 
USAID Comprehensive HIV 
Services for Key and Priority 
Populations RFA-663-17-000004 Ethiopia Africa Health 
Vietnam local works for 
Environmental Health RFA-440-17-000001 Vietnam Asia Env 
Patient-Centered TB Care RFA-492-17-00001 Philippines Asia Health 
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TB Innovations and Health 
Systems Strengthening RFA-492-17-00002 Philippines Asia Health 
USAID/Cambodia - Enhancing 
Quality of Healthcare RFA-442-17-000005 Cambodia Asia Health 
Hamro Samman RFA-367-17-000001 Nepal Asia Gov 
Market Liberalization & Electricity 
Trade Program (MLET) SOL-111-17-000003 Armenia E&E EG 

Harnessing Emerging Political 
Leadership for an Accountable 
Guatemala RFA-520-17-000002 Guatemala LAC Gov 
Creating Economic Opportunities  SOL-520-17-000003 Guatemala LAC EG 

Metrics Project  SOL-520-17-000009 Guatemala LAC 
Cross-
cutting 

Communities Building Peace 
Together RFA-520-17-000003 Guatemala LAC Gov 
PASCA 3.0 - Central American 
Project for Sustaining and 
Championing the Human Rights 
Response to Human 
Immunodeficiency Virus (HIV) RFA-596-17-000003 Guatemala LAC Health 

Building Foundations Program  SOL-294-17-000002 West Bank 
Middle 
East I&E 

Community Resilience in Central 
Africa Activity RFA-605-17-000003 US Wash Gov 
Multi-Sectoral Nutrition Activity  SOL-OAA-17-000047 US Wash Health 

Medicines, Technologies, and 
Pharmaceutical Services (MTaPS) 
program 

RFP-SOL-OAA-17-
000017 US Wash Health 

FY 2017 Conflict Mitigation and 
Reconciliation Programs and 
Activities (Global Reconciliation 
Fund) RFA-OAA-17-000011 US Wash Gov 
None 
Ambassadors Fund Grant Program 
(AFGP) SOL-391-17-000007 Pakistan Af/Pak EG 

Integrated Health Systems 
Strengthening and Service Delivery 
Activity (IHSS/SD Activity) RFA-391-17-000003 Pakistan Af/Pak Health 
Girls Leadership and 
Empowerment SOL-688-17-00006 Mali Africa ED 
Kenya Investment Mechanism 
(KIM)  SOL-615-17-000006 Kenya Africa EG 
Guinea Malaria Bilateral RFA-675-17-000003 Senegal Africa Health 
Combating Wildlife Crime in 
Southern Africa Activity  SOL-674-17-000016 South Africa Africa Env 
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USAID CARING FOR 
VULNERABLE CHILDREN 
(Ethiopia OVC ACTIVITY) RFA-663-16-000009 Ethiopia Africa Health 
Printing, Binding and Distribution 
of English and Chichewa Learning 
Materials for Malawi Primary 
School  SOL-612-17-000009 Malawi Africa ED 
Mali Electoral Support Activity 
(MESA) RFA-688-17-000005 Mali Africa Gov 

Counter Gender-Based Violence 
Activity (C-GBV) RFA-660-17-000002 

Democratic 
Republic of 
the Congo Africa ED 

Defeat TB RFA-617-17-000004 Uganda Africa Health 
Expanding and Strengthening 
Family Planning Service Options in 
Uganda RFA-617-17-000002 Uganda Africa Health 
Ending AIDS in West Africa 
(#EAWA) RFA-624-17-000009 West Africa Africa Health 
AGIS - Democracy & Governance  SOL-611-17-000001 Zambia Africa Gov 
READ LIBERIA, U -- Education & 
training services 

RFP-SOL-669-17-
000004 Liberia Africa ED 

USAID's Essential Health Services 
Program (USAID's EHSP) RFA-482-17-000003 Burma Asia Health 
USAID Enriching Youth for 
Tomorrow in Turkmenistan RFA-176-17-000002 Kazakhstan Asia ED 
New Youth Development Activity 
in the Kyrgyz Republic RFA-176-17-000004 Kazakhstan Asia ED 

USAID/Indonesia FLAGSHIP 
MATERNAL AND NEWBORN 
HEALTH (MNH) ACTIVITY SOL-497-16-000010 Indonesia Asia Health 
Cambodia Democratic 
Development Program RFA-442-17-000003 Cambodia Asia Gov 

Sri Lanka Increased Demand and 
Engagement for Accountability 
(IDEA) Activity RFA-383-17-000003 Sri Lanka Asia Gov 
 Workforce Partnership RFA-167-17-000003 Kosovo E&E EG 
After School Support for 
Teensâ€™ (ASSET) Program  RFA-167-17-000001 Kosovo E&E Education 
HealthLink Ukraine RFA-121-17-000001 Ukraine E&E Health 
ServingLife RFA-121-17-000002 Ukraine E&E Health 
Business Ecosystem Project 
Macedonia  SOL-165-17-000001 Kosovo E&E EG 

Construction Supervision or 
Compliance Activity of 
USAID/Armenia Funded Activities  SOL-111-17-000002 Armenia E&E I&E 
Comunitatea Mea/ My Community RFA-117-17-000001 Ukraine E&E Gov 
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USAID Media Program in BiH RFA-168-17-000001 Bosnia E&E Gov 
Youth Ethnic Integration (YEI) 
Activity RFA-165-17-000001 Macedonia E&E Gov 
Inclusive Education for Learners 
with Disabilities RFA-165-17-000003 Macedonia E&E ED 

The Strengthening Physical 
Rehabilitation in Georgia 
(SPRING) Activity in Georgia RFA-114-17-000003 Georgia E&E Health 
USAID Reconciliation Activity RFA-168-17-000005 Bosnia E&E Gov 
Support to Parliamentary Research 
(SPR) Activity in Kosovo SOL-167-17-000001 Kosovo E&E Gov 
Workforce Development 
Partnership in Serbia RFA-169-17-000001 Serbia E&E EG 
Local Effective Governance 
(LEGO) activity in Kosovo SOL-167-17-000014 Kosovo E&E Gov 
Strategic Health Information 
System (HIS) Program  RFA-521-17-000008 Haiti LAC Health 
Ranfose Abitid Nitrisyon pou FÃ¨ 
Ogmante Sante (RANFOSE)  RFA-521-17-000002 Haiti LAC Health 
Health Service Delivery (HSD) RFA-521-17-000014 Haiti LAC Health 

Tunisia Business Reform and 
Competitiveness Project II (BRCP 
II) SOL-664-17-000001 

Middle East 
Regional 
Platform 

Middle 
East EG 

USAID Local Initiatives 2017  RFA-294-17-000003 West Bank 
Middle 
East Gov 

University Centers for Career 
Development (UCCD) RFA-263-17-000001 Egypt 

Middle 
East ED 

Early Grade Reading Activity SOL-294-17-000004 West Bank 
Middle 
East ED 

Strengthening Egyptians Family 
Planning Program RFA-263-17-000004 Egypt 

Middle 
East Health 

Evaluation, Assessments, 
Monitoring and Program Support 
Services for the USAID West 
Bank and Gaza Mission SOL-294-17-000003 West Bank 

Middle 
East 

Cross-
cutting 

Breakthrough-RESEARCH RFA-OAA-17-000001 US Wash Health 
Breakthrough-ACTION RFA-OAA-17-000002 US Wash Health 
NGO Polio Eradication Project RFA-OAA-17-000003 US Wash Health 

Rapid Response Fund 
RFA-OFDA-17-
000001 US Wash DRR 

Advancing Progress in Malaria 
Service Delivery SOL-OAA-17-000043 US Wash Health 
Implementer-led Design, Evidence, 
Analysis and Learning (IDEAL) RFA-FFP-17-000005 US Wash Ag 
COUNTY MEASUREMENTS, 
LEARNING AND RFA-615-17-000005 US Wash 

Cross-
cutting 
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ACCOUNTABILITY, PROGRAM 
II 

Guinea Financial Accountability 
Support RFA-675-17-000001 US Wash EG 
GDL Center for Digital 
Development RFA-OAA-17-000037 US Wash 

Cross-
cutting 

Empowerment and Inclusion 
Solicitation and Management 
(EISM) RFA-OAA-17-000020 US Wash Gov 

 


