
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
California Department of Food and Agriculture May 23, 2019 
1220 N Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
  
Re: AB 2377 Implementation 
  
Dear CDFA Staff, 
  
On behalf of the undersigned 18 stakeholder organizations, we submit the following comments 
on the Climate Smart Agriculture Technical Assistance Grants draft RFP. 
 
Many of the undersigned organizations have a tremendous amount of on-the-ground experience 
providing technical assistance (TA) to farmers and ranchers and implementing a variety of 
conservation incentive programs. We believe our collective experience is critical to informing 
this new technical assistance program and scaling up the impact and reach of the Climate Smart 
Agriculture (CSA) Programs. 
 
To put our collective experience in perspective, the following is a snapshot of the undersigned 
organizations’ experience providing TA over the lifetime of the CSA programs (i.e. not counting 
NRCS or other conservation programs): 

● 14 have provided TA for at least one of the CSA programs 
● 10 have provided TA for two or more of the CSA programs 
● 12 have provided TA for two or more rounds of the CSA programs  
● 450: the approximate number of farmers and ranchers collectively assisted for the CSA 

programs 
 
Many of our comments echo and build on the letter (attached at the end) that 25 stakeholder 
organizations submitted to CDFA on March 7th, seven weeks before the current draft RFP was 
released. 
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Comments on the Draft RFP 
 
1) Allow the full range of TA activities identified by TA providers and envisioned in AB 

2377 
 
In the letter submitted by 25 stakeholder organizations on March 7th, a list of 19 TA activities 
was recommended to be eligible in the program. Some of these were incorporated into the draft 
RFP, but other critical ones were not. Below, we list those practices that were not included in the 
draft RFP:  
 

1. Traveling to farms and agricultural community meetings. Conducting farm visits and 
site surveys with interested producers is necessary to develop trust with a producer and 
site-informed project proposals. Additionally, attending events, including field days and 
agricultural community meetings, to educate farmers about Climate Smart Agriculture 
practices and programs should be included. 

 
2. Developing conservation plans (including carbon farm plans) that incorporate Climate 

Smart Agriculture practices. These plans are often producers’ first step towards applying 
for incentive programs, ensure applications are part of longer-term, whole-farm 
management strategy, and position producers to leverage multiple funding sources to 
scale up Climate Smart Ag practices.  

 
3. Assisting in obtaining CEQA and other relevant permits. This is especially critical for 

project-readiness for AMMP applications. 
 

4. Designing and engineering AMMP, SWEEP, and HSP projects directly or 
sub-contracting the design and engineering to technical experts. Although project design 
is listed in the Program Framework, project design and engineering were not included in 
Phase 1 activities. 

  
5. Paying the upfront cost of pump testing for SWEEP. This has been identified as a 

barrier, particularly for small and socially-disadvantaged farmers and ranchers, in 
applying to the program. In the absence of the SWEEP program funding this, TA 
providers should be allowed to purchase tests upfront for producers applying to SWEEP 
and be reimbursed quarterly. 

 
6. Arranging rented or shared equipment (e.g. compost spreaders, no-till drills) and/or 

volunteer labor for project implementation. This is a role that TA providers often play to 
support implementation.  

 
7. Sub-contracting translation services for materials and meetings with producers. Most 

TA providers do not have bilingual staff, so must sub-contract these services in order to 
provide outreach and assistance to non-English-speaking producers. 
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2) Replace the two-phase, reimbursement-based structure with a standard grant structure 
that: 
a) Gives TA providers the flexibility to be responsive to the needs of unique 

farmers/ranchers, especially socially disadvantaged farmers and ranchers (SDFRs).  
b) Respects TA providers as trusted, accountable partners with on-the-ground expertise. 
c) Allows TA providers to create an accurate and consistent budget, retain staff or contract 

partners, and build their capacity over the course of the 3-year grant.  
d) Eases TA provider administrative burdens to maximize the time TA providers are 

providing direct services to farmers/ranchers. 
 
The Science Advisory Panel discussion and subsequent public comments on April 18 revealed a 
number of critiques of the controversial two-phase, reimbursement-based structure laid out in the 
draft RFP. More than a dozen TA providers, as well as a few Panel members, noted the 
following: 
 

1. The overall system is unnecessarily complicated, confusing, and restrictive.  The 
overall goal of the Program’s TA grants should be to build steady, growing, 
long-term demand from producers for the CSA programs to enable the State to meet 
its GHG goals for the agricultural sector.  Both TA providers and producers need 
user-friendly programs that enable them to easily participate in a manner that best 
suits their unique circumstances and context. As designed, the TA Program does not 
acknowledge nor build upon the expertise and experience in the field. 

 
2. The “Phase 1” structure is too narrowly focused on application assistance, failing to 

recognize the full breadth, time, cost, and value of assistance leading up to a producer 
deciding to apply. Ironically, the structure also fails to recognize the role that TA 
providers can play in preparing producers to apply in subsequent years. In our 
experience, producers often learn about a program from a TA provider in one cycle, 
then take time to develop a project proposal and work with a TA provider to apply in 
the following cycle. Under the proposed system, a TA provider would have to apply 
and be awarded TA grants in back-to-back years in order to provide that support. 

 
3. The proposed base payment and reimbursement rates for TA services are insufficient, 

are not based on actual TA provider data, and fail to recognize the highly variable 
costs of TA depending on the producer(s) and a number of other factors. This 
especially limits TA providers’ ability to provide TA to socially disadvantaged 
farmers and ranchers. Multiple TA providers have noted the current reimbursement 
system has forced them to provide their services at a loss, which they cannot sustain 
going forward. 

 
4. The Phase 1 reimbursement structure is unrealistic. To put this in perspective, we can 

look at two hypothetical scenarios, which generously assume half of producers 
assisted successfully apply for the program. For Healthy Soils and SWEEP, a TA 
provider would need to assist 50 producers, 25 of which successfully submit 
applications, in order to be reimbursed the full $20,000 in Phase 1. For AMMP, a TA 
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provider would have to assist 22 producers, 11 of which successfully submit 
applications, in order to be reimbursed the full $20,000 in Phase 1. We are unaware of 
any TA providers who have had that level of success in a single round to-date. 

 
5. The two-phase and reimbursement-based system prevents TA providers from being 

able to create an accurate budget, which in turn makes it risky to hire staff or contract 
partners. This creates financial uncertainty and administrative and accounting 
complexity for TA providers. 

 
All of these concerns can be addressed by replacing the proposed structure with a simpler, 
standard technical assistance grant structure that is the norm across other climate investment 
programs. We appreciate the intent behind the SAP’s suggestion to allow 25% of the funds from 
either phase to be re-allocated to the other. While this would be an improvement, it also adds 
another layer of complexity to an already complicated funding scheme and does not address the 
root causes of many of our concerns above. 
 
The reality is TA providers, who work with producers every day and are accountable to 
producers on their boards (for RCDs, County Farm Bureaus, and most NGOs), are best 
positioned to respond to producers’ diverse needs and determine when and how to provide TA.  
To be successful, this program must give TA providers -- who will have submitted detailed work 
plans and staff qualifications to demonstrate they can get the work done --  the flexibility to be 
responsive to producers’ needs.  
 
We strongly recommend replacing the proposed structure with a 3-year, standard grant, similar 
to what the Strategic Growth Council offers for its TA grant program for the Transformative 
Climate Communities program, another GGRF-funded program.  
  
3) Allow federally-approved indirect rates for organizations that have them and a 20% 

indirect rate for those that do not 
 
Indirect costs are real costs. They include items associated with keeping an organization running, 
like rent, utilities, administrative staff compensation, and in the case of TA providers, vehicles 
and other field equipment. Sufficient indirect rates are essential to making these grants feasible 
for RCDs, UCCE, and NGOs, which often have very little general operating funds. Rather than 
base the eligible indirect rate on an arbitrary discussion of what other state agencies use, the rates 
should be based on actual needs and data from TA providers. Nearly all of the undersigned 
organizations have indirect rates between 20-35%, many of which have been thoroughly vetted 
and approved with federal agencies. The proposed 15% indirect rate will discourage some of the 
most effective TA providers in the state from continuing to partner with CDFA, as operating at a 
loss is not a sustainable option for them. SGC offers 20% for the TA program; CDFA should 
offer this as a baseline measure if a TA provider does not have a federally-approved indirect rate.  
 
4) Include people with relevant TA experience and expertise as part of an external review 

committee with an appropriate recusal policy to avoid conflicts of interest 
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The technical review and scoring process is critical to maximizing the impact of this new TA 
program, including for priority populations. In order to ensure the most impactful proposals are 
awarded, reviewers must have enough knowledge of the landscape of TA providers and how TA 
works for agricultural conservation incentive programs to shrewdly evaluate work plans, 
budgets, and qualifications. As such, experienced TA providers are likely to be the most 
effective application reviewers, whether they are from NRCS, UCCE, RCDs, or NGOs.  
 
The draft RFP states “third party reviewers from different state agencies will be selected to 
review the applications.” We recommend revising this to read “third party reviewers with 
technical assistance experience and expertise will be selected to review the applications.” Those 
could be from state agencies, NRCS, UCCE, RCDs, or relevant NGOs. To avoid conflicts of 
interest, we recommend adopting a recusal policy similar to what CDFA uses for the Specialty 
Crop Block Grant Program. 
 
5) Clarify that the requirement that “at least 25 percent of the grant program funds are 

used to provide technical assistance to socially disadvantaged farmers or ranchers” 
applies to the TA Grant Program as a whole, not every individual TA provider. 

 
We appreciate the draft RFP places a clear priority on socially-disadvantaged farmers and 
ranchers (SDFRs), as well as farms and ranches of 500 acres or less, through its administrative 
review priority and workplan, statement of qualifications, and reporting requirements. We also 
appreciate the draft RFP sets an implicit expectation all TA providers will consider how to reach 
out to and assist SDFRs in the area they are serving.  
 
To avoid confusion, we wish to see the draft RFP clarify that the 25% requirement applies to the 
TA Grant Program as a whole, not every individual TA provider. This means CDFA could meet 
this requirement in a number of ways. For example, if a few TA providers specializing in TA to 
SDFRs are selected and serve 75% or even 100% SDFRs, other TA providers could serve less 
than 25%. As long as the balance of funds being used to provide TA to SDFRs meets or exceeds 
25%, the requirement will be met. 
 
The authors and sponsors of AB 2377 intended for CDFA to have this flexibility, acknowledging 
that SDFRs are not evenly distributed across the state and that some TA providers have more of 
a focus and history working with SDFRs than others. We think this is worth clarifying in the 
administrative review and the scoring criteria sections, as well as in the preview of applicant 
information and questions. 
 
6) Remove requirement that TA providers must provide services to multiple counties 
 
After robust feedback from both RCD and UCCE TA providers on the exclusionary effect, legal 
limitations, and unintended consequences of requiring TA providers (including RCDs, UCCE, 
and County Farm Bureaus) to serve producers outside their defined service area, the SAP voted 
to recommend removing the rule under “Eligibility and Exclusions” that “Technical assistance 
providers cannot have a defined service area such as a region or a county.” However, the draft 
RFP still effectively maintains this requirement by requiring on page 6, under “Program 
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Requirements and Deliverables,” that “A technical assistance provider cannot limit services to a 
specific county and/or region” and that “An awardee must be able to serve farmers and ranchers 
seeking technical assistance from multiple counties.” Those two bullets should be eliminated as 
well in alignment with the clear direction and intent from the SAP. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Adria Arko 
Program Specialist 
San Mateo RCD 
 
Brian Shobe 
Associate Policy Director 
California Climate & Agriculture Network 
 
Cooper Freeman 
Program Manager & Policy Advocate 
Occidental Arts & Ecology Center 
 
Curtis Ihle 
Interim Executive Director 
Humboldt RCD 
 
Dave Runsten 
Policy Director 
Community Alliance with Family Farmers 
 
Devin Best 
Executive Director 
Upper Salinas - Las Tablas RCD 
 
Dr. Chandra Richards 
Conservation Ecologist 
RCD of Greater San Diego County 
 
Elizabeth Harper 
Executive Director 
Colusa County RCD 
 
Jan Derecho 
Executive Director 
Ecological Farming Association 
 

Jane Sooby 
Senior Outreach & Policy Specialist 
California Certified Organic Farmers 
 
Jean Okuye 
Executive Director 
East Merced RCD 
 
Jo Ann Baumgartner 
Executive Director 
Wild Farm Alliance 
 
Lance Andersen 
Agricultural Program Director 
Mission RCD 
 
Rebecca Burgess 
Executive Director 
Fibershed 
 
Rex Dufour 
Western Regional Office Director 
National Center for Appropriate Technology 
 
Sacha Lozano 
Ag Program Manager 
RCD of Santa Cruz County 
 
Valerie Quinto 
Executive Director 
Sonoma RCD 
 
William J. Hart 
Project Manager 
Gold Ridge RCD 
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Addendum  
Letter Submitted by 25 Stakeholder Organizations on March 7th, 2019 

 

 
 
California Department of Food and Agriculture March 7th, 2019 
1220 N Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
  
Re: AB 2377 Implementation 
  
Dear CDFA Staff, 
  
On behalf of the undersigned 25 stakeholder organizations, we write to share our recommendations on the 
AB 2377 technical assistance (TA) grant program draft RFP.  
  
Comprehensive and quality TA is critical to the success of CDFA’s Climate Smart Agriculture programs. 
Farmers and ranchers are extraordinarily busy people, managing complex businesses in a risky, 
low-margin, highly regulated, and ever-changing environment. This reality makes taking time to learn 
about new management practices and experimenting a very slow and time-consuming process. With 
greater weather extremes already taking a heavy toll on the agricultural industry, we must accelerate the 
industry’s transition to Climate Smart Agriculture through greater investment in technical assistance. 
  
Without technical assistance, many farmers do not have the resources, time, or energy to effectively plan, 
apply for, implement, and monitor Climate Smart Agriculture projects on their own. This is especially 
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true for small and mid-scale producers and historically disenfranchised farmers and ranchers who do not 
have ready access to technical service providers or paid consultants.  
  
Comprehensive and culturally-responsive TA acts as the necessary bridge for farmers and ranchers to 
learn about and successfully participate in the Climate Smart Agriculture programs. When we look at the 
counties with the highest concentrations of Healthy Soils, AMMP, and SWEEP grants, we can often point 
to specific TA providers within those regions who played a significant role in those counties’ success. 
There are very effective TA partnerships, albeit under-resourced, working with farmers and ranchers 
across the state to plan and implement high-impact projects.  
  
Beyond increasing the success of CDFA programs, TA providers also act as catalysts for the broader 
transition to Climate Smart Agriculture. As trusted members of their local communities, they facilitate the 
transfer of knowledge between producers; host field days and educational events to demonstrate 
innovative practices, research, and technologies; and problem-solve the unique challenges of individual 
farms. They also help producers utilize and piece together various funding sources, from farm bill 
programs to private conservation initiatives, which are necessary to sustain and scale climate-smart 
agriculture. 
  
The state’s investments have jump-started and continued to advance the transition to Climate Smart 
Agriculture. But state funding for the Climate Smart Agriculture programs will never be enough to 
transition all 77,000 farms within the state. If effectively supported, TA providers can leverage the state’s 
investment by getting farmers in the pipeline to receive federal and private funding and catalyzing those 
with means to adopt Climate Smart Agricultural practices without any incentive funding at all. In fact, TA 
providers are already doing just that -- generating millions of dollars of investments that should be 
leveraged with the state’s Climate Smart Agriculture programs. 
  
By recognizing the breadth of what effective TA consists of, the implementation of AB 2377 can seek to 
support TA providers in playing creative and collaborative roles in accelerating Climate Smart 
Agriculture beyond the scope of the state’s modestly funded programs. 
  
Our more detailed recommendations follow. 

  
Recommendations for the AB 2377 Draft RFP 

  
1. Implement the comprehensive definition of TA included in AB 2377 
  
AB 2377 defines TA as: outreach, education, project design, application assistance, and project 
implementation. Under that definition, we recommend the following should be eligible activities under 
AB 2377 grants: 
  

1. Hosting or attending events, including field days and agricultural community meetings, to educate 
and learn from farmers about Climate Smart Agriculture practices and programs 
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2. Developing educational, culturally-relevant, and multi-lingual materials about Climate Smart 
Agriculture practices, such as videos, illustrated guides, and trainings 

 
3. Sub-contracting translation services for materials and meetings with producers 

  
4.  Traveling to and conducting farm visits and site surveys with farmers and ranchers interested in 

Climate Smart Agriculture 
  

5.  Developing conservation plans (including carbon farm plans) that incorporate Climate Smart 
Agriculture practices 

 
6. Assisting farmers and ranchers in applying for CDFA’s Climate Smart Agriculture programs and 

recommending other funding opportunities, including USDA-NRCS farm bill conservation 
programs 

  
7. Assisting in obtaining CEQA and relevant permits for AMMP and HSP projects 

  
8. Designing and engineering AMMP, SWEEP, and HSP projects directly or sub-contracting the 

design and engineering to technical experts 
 

9. Assisting farmers and ranchers in obtaining bids from contractors 
  

10.  Paying the upfront cost of pump testing for SWEEP 
 

11. Assisting farmers and ranchers in obtaining necessary documentation (e.g. maps, bills, farm 
records) for the application 

 
12. Arranging rented or shared equipment and/or volunteer labor for project implementation 

 
13. Assisting HSP grant recipients in sourcing cover crop seeds, compost, mulch, plant materials, and 

other materials for eligible conservation planting projects 
 

14. Preparing sites and installing HSP, SWEEP, and AMMP projects, including the systems and 
materials to ensure their success (e.g. watering systems, gopher and deer protection for 
hedgerows).  

 
15. Assisting grant recipients in filing paperwork for grant contracts, budget changes, 

reimbursements, and reporting 
 

16. Conducting baseline and years 2-3 soil sampling for HSP projects 
 

17. Providing training and in-field assistance with the implementation and maintenance of HSP, 
SWEEP, AMMP projects 

 
18. Monitoring HSP, SWEEP, and AMMP projects to assess impacts and optimize performance of 

projects 
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19. Attending trainings, conferences, or workshops on skills relevant to TA for the programs, 
including conservation or carbon farm planning, practice implementation, communication 
strategies, cultural-competency trainings for working with Socially Disadvantaged 
Farmers/Ranchers (SDFRs), and new science. 

  
2. End the "per-application-submitted reimbursement" process for TA. Opt for a traditional grant 
system that achieves accountability and flexibility instead, similar to other TA programs for 
Climate Change Investment Programs. 
  
CDFA’s recent adoption of a per-application reimbursement process discourages TA providers from 
prioritizing hard-to-reach farmers (including SDFRs), disincentivizes providers from assisting with 
project implementation, and effectively puts a price tag on every farmer, turning TA into a 
commission-based service. While we understand and appreciate CDFA’s intent to ensure impact and 
accountability, we are unaware of any evidence that such an approach yields heightened accountability or 
impact. Other TA programs for Climate Change Investments do not take this approach.  
 
Accountability can be achieved with a traditional grant program, including through grant application 
requirements, a well-qualified review committee with a thorough review process, and strategic program 
metrics and associated reporting and evaluation requirements, including the number of applications 
assisted. Traditional grant programs, when well-designed and administered, can engender both 
accountability and creativity to achieve impacts in multiple ways. Furthermore, AB 2377 requires CDFA 
to fund TA beyond application assistance. A per-application reimbursement approach is not appropriate 
for the assistance required under AB 2377 definitions. 
  
3. Allow adequate indirect/overhead costs to be part of the grant 
  
Sufficient overhead is essential to making these grants feasible for RCDs, UCCE, and NGOs, who often 
have very little general operating funds. We recommend allowing organizations to use their federally 
approved indirect rate, if they have one, or use a 20% indirect rate if they do not. For comparison, the 
Transformative Climate Communities grants at the Strategic Growth Council allow up to 20% indirect or 
overhead costs. In addition, we recommend allowing TA providers to request $5,000-$10,000 of their 
grants upfront in order to prevent cash flow challenges for the organizations. Insufficient 
indirect/overhead costs will discourage effective TA providers from partnering with CDFA to help scale 
the Climate Smart Agriculture programs.  
  
4. Maintain the $100,000 per year maximum grant award for all 3 years, regardless of gap years in 
any individual program’s funding 
  
Effective TA depends on gaining the trust of a producer and significant knowledge of an operation, which 
take time and consistent communication. When a TA provider approaches a producer about trying out a 
new practice, developing a Climate Smart Agriculture plan, or applying for a government program, the 
producer wants to know that the TA provider is committed to seeing the practice or project through. 
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Additionally, in order to hire someone to implement an AB 2377 grant, TA providers need a commitment 
to three years of funding. 
  
For all of those reasons, CDFA should commit to funding a TA provider in the full 3-year period, 
regardless of the possibility of a gap year in the Climate Smart Agriculture program funding. In the 
unfortunate event that there is a gap year in funding for one the Climate Smart Agriculture programs, TA 
providers will still play a vital role in implementing, maintaining, and monitoring previously-awarded 
grants. That work will include continuing to educate producers about Climate Smart Agriculture practices, 
working with producers to develop plans involving Climate Smart Agriculture practices, and getting 
producers in the pipeline to apply for federal funding or state funding when it becomes available again. 
Relationship-based, consistent TA over three years is necessary for producer confidence, effective 
implementation, and continuing to build interest in Climate Smart Agriculture practices. 
  
5. To ensure at least 25 percent of the grant program funds are used to provide TA to Socially 
Disadvantaged Farmers and Ranchers (SDFRs) (as required by AB 2377): 

1. Establish clear expectations and outreach metrics 
2. Require detailed outreach plans and staff/partner qualifications 
3. Prioritize and provide additional support to TA providers working with a majority of SDFRs 
4. Plan for the Farmer Equity Advisor to attend key gatherings of SDFRs in the state 

  
First, set clear expectations that all TA providers are expected to reach out to SDFRs in their region, and 
require applicants to estimate how many SDFRs they plan to work with.  Second, require applicants to 
demonstrate that they have staff and/or community partners with experience working in their target 
communities (including those that have proficiency speaking the native language of the producers in that 
community) and that they have developed an effective outreach plan to reach these producers. If TA 
providers do not have staff and/or community partners with such experience and want help in developing 
an effective outreach plan, encourage them to consult with the Farmer Equity Advisor. Third, prioritize 
applicants who demonstrate on their application that the majority of producers they provide effective TA 
to are SDFRs and allow them to request additional grant program funding for translation services, the 
production of outreach materials (such as videos, which may be used by other TA providers in the 
program), and additional outreach-related expenses. Finally, plan for the Farmer Equity Advisor to attend 
key gatherings of SDFRs in the state (e.g. Latino Farmers Conference, annual meetings of tribes that have 
agricultural operations) to raise awareness about Climate Smart Agriculture programs and the TA 
available. 
  
6. Support and facilitate the sharing of best management practices and outreach materials amongst 
TA providers through TA-provider led trainings 
  
AB 2377 requires CDFA to “Support annual information sharing among TA providers, the department, 
and other relevant stakeholders for the continuous improvement of programmatic guidelines, application 
processes, and relevant climate change and agricultural research.”[1] We recommend CDFA leverage the 
annual information sharing part of this requirement as an opportunity to fund experienced and highly 
effective TA providers to lead trainings for fellow TA providers on topics such as “how to run a 
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successful field day at demonstration projects” and “strategies for effective outreach and TA with 
SDFRs.” This could also be an opportunity to bring together UCANR’s new Climate Smart Agriculture 
Team, the California Association of Resource Conservation Districts, the Carbon Farming Network, and 
groups specializing in TA for SDFRs like the California Farmer Justice Collaborative, NCAT/ATTRA, 
and some Cooperative Extension and RCD staff. We also recommend that CDFA share outreach and 
education materials such as flyers, Powerpoint presentations, guidebooks, and videos created by TA 
providers on its website to make them easily accessible for other TA providers to use. 
  
7. Allow joint applications from multiple TA providers for sharing TA staff and resources 
  
In some cases, it may make sense for multiple TA providers in a region to collaborate on a joint AB 2377 
grant, allowing them to share staff with particular expertise and skills (e.g. irrigation, soil conservation, 
manure management, or bilingual skills) and achieve a larger regional impact than they could 
individually. We recommend that CDFA encourage this type of collaboration to maximize efficiency and 
impact. 
  
8. Coordinate grant program guideline development and outreach with NRCS and other agencies 
funding Climate Smart Agriculture technical assistance and implementation 
  
AB 2377 states: “The department shall coordinate grant program guideline development and outreach 
with the Natural Resources Conservation Service of the United States Department of Agriculture.”[2] To 
fulfill that requirement, we ask that CDFA convene a meeting with NRCS’s leadership team in the state to 
discuss the opportunities AB 2377 presents for further coordinating Climate Smart Agriculture outreach 
and education for producers and conservation planning training TA providers.  
 
In addition to NRCS, we recommend CDFA convene a meeting between the leadership and program staff 
from the Wildlife Conservation Board’s Climate Adaptation and Resiliency Program and the Coastal 
Conservancy’s Climate Ready Program, both of which have funded Climate Smart Agriculture projects 
and technical assistance, to explore opportunities for synergy between the programs’ investments.  
  
We sincerely appreciate CDFA’s recognition of the value of TA to its Climate Smart Agriculture 
programs and look forward to reviewing and commenting on the draft RFP in April. 
  
Sincerely, 
 
Brian Shobe 
Associate Policy Director 
CalCAN 
 
Jo Ann Baumgartner 
Executive Director 
Wild Farm Alliance 
 

Devin Best 
Executive Director 
Upper Salinas - Las Tablas Resource 
Conservation District 
 
Jeff Borum 
Soil Health Conservationist 
East Stanislaus Resource Conservation District 
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Rebecca Burgess 
Executive Director 
Fibershed 
 
Dr. Cynthia Daley 
Director  
CSU Regenerative Ag Initiative  
 
Jill Demers 
Executive Director 
Humboldt County Resource Conservation 
District 
 
Jan Derecho 
Executive Director 
Ecological Farming Association 
 
Rex Dufour 
Western Regional Office Director 
National Center for Appropriate Technology  
 
Torri Estrada 
Executive Director 
Carbon Cycle Institute 
 
Miguel Garcia 
Sustainable Agriculture Project Manager 
Napa County Resource Conservation District 
 
Steve Haze 
District Manager 
Sierra Resource Conservation District 
 
Kara Heckert 
California State Director 
American Farmland Trust 
 
Sheryl Landrum 
Executive Director 
Resource Conservation District of Greater San 
Diego County 
 
 

Dr. Chandra Richards 
Conservation Ecologist 
Resource Conservation District of Greater San 
Diego County 
 
Lisa Lurie 
Executive Director 
Santa Cruz Resource Conservation District 
 
Brandie Mack  
National Director & CEO 
The Butterfly Movement 
 
Michael Meehan  
Policy Advisor 
Kitchen Table Advisors 
 
Valerie Minton Quinto 
Executive Director 
Sonoma Resource Conservation District 
 
Anna Olsen 
Executive Director 
Cachuma Resource Conservation District 
 
Courtney Provo 
District Manager 
Mission Resource Conservation District 
 
Margaret Reeves 
Senior Scientist 
Pesticide Action Network of North America 
 
Paul Robins 
Executive Director 
Resource Conservation District of Monterey 
County 
 
Dave Runsten 
Policy Director 
Community Alliance with Family Farmers 
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Nancy Scolari 
Executive Director 
Marin Resource Conservation District 
 
 
 
 

Sigrid Wright 
Executive Director 
Community Environmental Council 
 
 
 
 

 
 

[1] FAC Div. 1, Ch. 3, Article 8.5, Section 570(b)(2) 
[2] FAC Div. 1, Ch. 3, Article 8.5, Section 570(c)(1)(b) 
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