
 

 
Secretary Karen Ross 
California Department of Food and Agriculture 
1220 N Street 
Sacramento, California, U.S.A. 95814 
 
November 21, 2025 
 
Re: CDFA Draft Climate Resilience Strategy 
 
Dear Secretary Ross: 
 
I write to submit comments on the Draft Climate Resilience Strategy for California Agriculture 
(hereafter “RSA”) on behalf of the California Climate and Agriculture Network (CalCAN). 
CalCAN is a statewide network of farmers and ranchers, agricultural professionals, scientists, 
and allied organizations that advocates for policies that advance agricultural climate solutions. 
 
Thank you for your pioneering leadership on agricultural climate solutions and resilience. Under 
your tenure, the California Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA) has established a robust 
set of programs to support farmers and ranchers in adopting on-farm systems and practices that 
reduce costs and greenhouse gas emissions while simultaneously increasing climate resilience. 
This draft RSA is a welcome addition to that body of work. The draft RSA comprehensively 
reflects both the dynamic work already underway in the state to advance agricultural resilience 
and, importantly, a range of opportunities to expand that work to meet the growing climate 
challenges producers face. The draft RSA also includes discussion of many of the issues and 
solutions we identified in our Climate Platform for California Agriculture (2023). 
 
Below, we first provide some high-level feedback on the RSA’s goals and implementation, and 
then offer detailed comments on many of the draft strategy’s chapters, strategies, and actions. 
Thank you in advance for considering our feedback. We look forward to sharing and referencing 
the finalized document with both legislative and agency partners and collaborating with CDFA to 
realize the RSA’s objectives, strategies, and actions.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Brian Shobe​ ​ ​ Anna Larson​ ​ ​ Colton Fagundes 
Policy Director​​ ​ Associate Policy Director​ Associate Policy Director 
brian@calclimateag.org ​ anna@calclimateag.org ​ colton@calclimateag.org  
 
CC: Virginia Jameson, Deputy Director for Climate and Working Lands 
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High-Level Feedback on the RSA’s Goals and Implementation 
 
Recommendation #1: Include 2045 carbon neutrality target in the RSA framework 
 
The very helpful RSA framework in Figure 1 is missing a reference to the state’s overarching 
goal of achieving carbon neutrality by 2045. This is critical to include because climate impacts 
will continue to worsen until the world achieves carbon neutrality. California, with its 4th-largest 
economy in the world, must prove to the world it’s technologically and economically feasible to 
achieve the state’s carbon neutrality target by 2045. Until that state and global milestone is 
reached, achieving resilience in California agriculture will be like chasing a mirage in an 
ever-hotter desert. 
 
The state of California and insurance companies are already unable to pay for the increasing 
costs of climate disasters in the state as a whole, much less agriculture specifically. The 
statistics cited in the draft RSA underscore this untenable challenge for agriculture: 

●​ The 2021 drought increased pumping costs by $184 million 
●​ The total economic impact of the drought in 2022 was $2 billion 
●​ Total crop loss estimates for the 2023 floods were in the hundreds of millions of dollars 
●​ Scientists estimate that drought could result in $3 billion in economic losses annually 

 
This bleak financial situation underscores the need to prioritize solutions that both mitigate 
greenhouse gas emissions (GHGs) and build resilience. In other words, achieving carbon 
neutrality in agriculture and the state as a whole is the most important strategy for achieving 
long-term resilience. Thus, the RSA Framework should include achieving carbon neutrality 
statewide and in the agricultural sector as an explicit, overarching goal. 
 
Recommendation #2: Establish criteria for prioritizing the RSA’s many proposed actions 
 
The RSA contains an abundance of proposed strategies and actions to increase agriculture’s 
resilience, which we applaud. However, not all of the proposed strategies and actions will be 
equally impactful, feasible, or urgent. To guide CDFA, its sister agencies, and the legislature in 
implementing the RSA, we recommend CDFA establish criteria to prioritize strategies and 
actions, including the following: 

●​ Addresses the root cause of climate impacts by reducing significant GHG emissions 
●​ Addresses affordability by reducing farmers’ input costs (fertilizer, water, labor, energy, 

pesticides) on an ongoing basis 
●​ Delivers health and environmental benefits (air and water quality, biodiversity, etc.) 
●​ Is feasible to complete or initiate under the current administration 
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Detailed Comments on Specific Chapters, Strategies, and Actions 
 
Introduction, Subsection: “Emissions Reductions Efforts” 
 
We appreciate the attention to methane in this section, and feel it is important for readers to 
understand the full scope of agricultural emissions, solutions, and existing programs to advance 
those solutions. A summary table of all agricultural emissions sources, solutions, targets, 
resilience benefits, and programs would be especially helpful in educating policymakers about 
the need to fund a suite of programs to reduce agricultural emissions, reduce costs to 
producers, and increase resilience. 
 
Recommendation #3: Add the following chart of agricultural emissions in California and 
the information contained in the summary table below of emissions, solutions, and 
programs. 
 

 
Source: CARB GHG Inventory Report (2025) 
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Draft Summary Table of Ag Emissions, Solutions, State Targets, & Existing Programs 
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GHG 
Emissions 
Sources in 

Ag Solutions State Targets 
Resilience 
Benefits 

Programs 
that 

Advance 
these 

Solutions 
Enteric 
methane 
(37% of ag 
emissions) 

Feed additives and other 
strategies to reduce enteric 
methane 

None  LEMER-RP 

Manure 
methane 
(33% of ag 
emissions) 

Conversion to dry manure 
management and pasture-based 
systems to reduce manure 
methane and increase compost 
supply 
 
Installation of anaerobic digesters 
to capture methane from manure 
lagoons  

SB 1383: 40% below 2013 levels by 
2030  AMMP, 

DDRP 

Crop 
growing & 
harvesting 
(23% of ag 
emissions) 
 
Includes: 
nitrous oxide 
emissions 
from fertilizer 
use & 
irrigation; soil 
carbon loss 
from soil 
disturbance; 
carbon 
dioxide 
emissions 
from crop 
residue 
burning 
 
 

Improvement of irrigation efficiency 
and nutrient management to 
reduce nitrous oxide emissions 

Irrigated Land Regulatory Program & 
CV SALTS both aim to reduce 
excess/inefficient nitrogen/irrigation 
application, which are also the driving 
causes of nitrous oxide emissions. 

 SWEEP, 
WETA, HSP 

Transition to sustainable, organic, 
and agroecological fertility 
management and integrated pest 
management systems to reduce 
fossil fuel-based fertilizer and 
pesticide use 

AB 1757: 10% organic acreage by 
2030, 15% by 2038, 20% by 2045 
(also in Scoping Plan); 
Sustainable Pest Management (SPM) 
Roadmap: Phaseout of high-risk 
pesticides by 2050 

 
HSP, OTP, 

AMMP, 
BIFS 

Adoption of soil health practices to 
reduce soil carbon losses and 
sequester carbon 

AB 1757: additional 140,000 ac/yr 
thru 2030; additional 190,000 ac/yr 
thru 2038; additional 190,000 ac/yr by 
2045 

 HSP 

Adoption of alternatives to 
agricultural burning (e.g. whole 
orchard recycling, chipping orchard 
waste) to reduce carbon dioxide 
emissions and return carbon to soil 

CARB & SJVAPCD: Near-complete 
phase out of agricultural burning by 
2025 

 

SJVAPCD 
Ag Burning 
Alternatives 

Program 

Fuel 
combustion 
(7% of ag 
emissions) 

Decarbonization of ag energy use 
through electrification of irrigation 
and ag equipment and deployment 
of on-farm renewable energy 

Scoping Plan: Electrify 25% of 
agricultural energy demand by 2030 
and 75% by 2045; 
Clean Air Act Air Quality Standards 

 

FARMER, 
CORE, 
FPIP, 

SWEEP 

All of the 
above 

Increase technical assistance 
capacity to support farmers and 
ranchers in adopting solutions 
described above and improve 
access to climate disaster relief 
funds 

  CSA-TAP, 
CUSP 
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Chapter 1, Action 1.2.1 Simplify and streamline regulatory compliance reporting 
 
We appreciate CDFA’s leadership on the ongoing regulatory alignment study, including its 
attention to the Irrigated Land Regulatory Program (ILRP). We have been engaging in the State 
Water Board’s Expert Advisory Panel process to review ILRP, and want to highlight a few of our 
emerging recommendations about how ILRP reform could simultaneously support the objectives 
of multiple state targets and regulations and reduce producers’ regulatory burden: 
 

●​ The 2024 draft update to the Central Valley Dairy Order, if enacted, will require dairies to 
significantly reduce manure nitrogen application and leaching on their cropland. These 
goals will likely require increased production and sales of dairy manure compost to 
cost-effectively reduce the concentrated land application of manure. Dairy manure 
composting can also support the achievement of the state’s SB 1383 dairy methane 
reduction target. However, as the Draft Dairy Order acknowledges, such a significant 
increase in compost supply will necessitate market development. ILRP can help 
generate demand by incentivizing the use of compost through discount factors similar to 
those included in the 2021 Central Coast Ag Order. 

●​ To achieve the AB 1757 healthy soils target of an additional 140,000 acres of adoption 
per year through 2030 and an additional 190,000 acres per year through 2045, ILRP 
should support composting and cover cropping, given that these and other healthy soils 
practices reduce nitrogen leaching. 

●​ ILRP should not disproportionately burden organic, diversified, small to mid scale and 
non English speaking farmers who face higher barriers in reporting because they may 
manage soil fertility differently, may have many crops they are required to report 
separately for, may have difficulties completing forms in English, and often do not have 
professional staff to assist with reporting.  

 
Because the State Water Board is expected to act on the Expert Advisory Panel’s 
recommendations in 2026, CDFA has a near-term opportunity under the current administration 
to shape the next iteration of ILRP. As such, we strongly recommend prioritizing this action as it 
relates to ILRP in 2026. 
 
Recommendation #4: Add a new action or expand action 1.2.1 to highlight opportunities 
for ILRP to address multiple state targets and regulations and simplify and streamline 
ILRP reporting burdens. 
 
 
Chapter 1, Action 1.3.1 Invest in research for Precision Agriculture technology to identify 
how to optimize inputs and improve efficiency  
 
We appreciate that some technologies, like soil moisture sensing and irrigation scheduling 
systems funded by SWEEP, support farmers and ranchers of all scales in reducing water, 
energy, fertilizer, and labor costs by more precisely applying irrigation and nutrients at the time, 
rate, and location in which crops can use them. However, other current and potential “precision 
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agriculture” technologies, which involve the use of expensive artificial intelligence and satellite 
imaging subscription services, are unlikely to benefit small, mid-scale, and diversified 
operations.  
 
Public investments in “precision agriculture” is the subject of considerable debate within the 
agricultural community. Recent reports that have critiqued public investments in “precision 
agriculture” include True or False? Evaluating solutions for agriculture and climate change 
(2022) by the Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy, and Precision Agriculture: A Costly 
Distraction from Real Climate Solutions by the HEAL Food Alliance. To avoid getting drawn into 
that debate, we recommend CDFA remove the phrase “precision agriculture” and focus on the 
outcomes we expect public investments in new technologies to achieve. 
 
Public investments in research to develop new technologies should be considered on a 
case-by-case basis and should be carefully scrutinized to ensure they are likely to benefit a 
broad swath of producers, regardless of scale and diversification, and are likely to achieve 
multiple climate, environmental, and public health benefits. 
 
Recommendation #5 : Revise action 1.3.1 to remove the phrase “Precision Agriculture” 
and add language to ensure public research investments in technologies are likely to 
benefit all producers and result in multiple climate, environmental, and health benefits. 
 
 
Chapter 1, Action 1.5.2 Train technical assistance providers with protocols for 
implementation, monitoring, and verification for voluntary carbon markets. 
 
Given the research cited on pages 49 and 50 about low participation rates, significant structural 
barriers (especially for small and mid-scale farms, which are the focus of the CSA TAP 
program), and farmer perspectives on voluntary carbon markets, training technical assistance 
providers on MMRV for voluntary carbon markets at this point in time seems premature and is 
not an effective use of limited resources. 
 
However, better MMRV will be needed to meet state agency needs related to tracking progress 
towards AB 1757 and Scoping Plan targets and continuously improving the state’s Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions Inventory and Natural and Working Lands Inventory, which may be important in 
the long-term for justifying sustained public investments in agricultural climate solutions. As 
such, this action could be repurposed to focus on training technical assistance providers to 
improve MMRV for state agency needs and other public interest purposes. 
 
Recommendation #6: Remove this action or revise it to focus on MMRV that’s needed for 
state agency needs (e.g. GHG modeling, tracking progress, etc.). 
 
 
Chapter 1, Action 1.6.1 Coordinate with California higher education systems to expand 
training and career development in agriculture. 
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We support this action and think it could be strengthened by acknowledging that nonprofits and 
community development corporations are also well-suited to develop training and career 
pathways, particularly for farmworkers with limited traditional educational backgrounds. The Ag 
Hire Program managed by the Center for Land-Based Learning is a successful example of the 
latter. The Program, which was funded by a High Roads Training Partnership Grant from the 
California Workforce Development Board, equips Spanish-speaking farm employees with critical 
language skills, digital literacy, and leadership training, enabling them to advance into roles with 
more responsibility within their organizations. 
 
Recommendation #7: Expand action 1.6.1 to include nonprofits and community 
development corporations in addition to public higher education systems. 
 
 
Chapter 2, Action 2.3.3 Promote responsible nutrient management to reduce nutrient 
leaching runoff from agricultural land 
 
We appreciate the recognition in this section that the overapplication of nitrogen results in both 
water quality impacts and nitrous oxide emissions (N2O). We recommend adding the percentage 
of agricultural emissions that come from N2O, as determined by CARB’s GHG Inventory, to 
assist readers in understanding the role of N2O in California's agricultural emissions. 
 
As noted earlier, the State Water Board is actively reviewing ILRP and is likely to consider 
various reforms to ILRP in 2026. Any changes to ILRP could have far-reaching impacts on 
farmers, water quality, and N2O emissions in the state. We strongly recommend CDFA engage 
in this process, given its considerable staff expertise and access to data and research on the 
nexus of irrigation, fertilizers, healthy soils practices, and farmer equity through FREP, SWEEP,  
HSP, and the Office of Farmer Equity. 
 
Recommendation #8: Clarify the role of N20 in California agricultural emissions and 
CDFA’s role in supporting SWRCB with its current review of ILRP. 
 
 
Chapter 3, Action 3.1.4 Implement programs that build and improve infrastructure in 
rural agricultural communities to better support resilience to extreme weather events. 
 
We support this action and appreciate the mention of the Conservation Agriculture Planning 
Grant Program (CAPGP), but don’t believe CAPGP belongs in this action. CAPGP primarily 
supports planning for conservation practices, not infrastructure. We also note that the 
“Community Resilience and Planning” section is missing a reference to the Farmworker Housing 
Component of the Low-Income Weatherization Program (LIWP-FW), which funds 
energy-efficient heating, cooling, and weatherization upgrades to farmworker housing and is set 
to receive $10 million from Prop 4. 
 
Recommendation #9: Remove CAPGP from this action and add LIWP-FW to this action. 
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Chapter 5, Action 5.2.2 Improve energy efficiency and flexible electricity demand through 
technological upgrades. 
 
We support this action and would note that achieving the current Scoping Plan targets of 25% 
electrification of agricultural energy use 2030 and 75% electrification by 2045 will require 
substantially more investment in the programs listed in this section, especially CORE, which 
funds electric agricultural equipment. We provide more detailed comments on FARMER and 
CORE below. 
 
Recommendation #10: Add a reference to the 2022 Scoping Plan targets for 
electrification of agricultural energy use and associated need for investment in electric 
equipment. 
 
 
Chapter 6, Action 6.1.1 Permanently protect strategic agricultural lands 
 
We support this action and believe it could be strengthened by including a basic analysis of how 
much progress $80 million annually for the Sustainable Agricultural Lands Conservation 
Program (SALC) – as provided by SB 840 (Limón, 2025) under the umbrella of the Affordable 
Housing and Sustainable Communities Program – is expected to make towards the AB 1757 
croplands conservation target mentioned on page 132. This basic analysis would help 
policymakers understand both the vital role SALC plays in achieving that target and the gap that 
will need to be filled with other funding, programs, and strategies. 
 
Recommendation #11: Include an analysis of how much $80 M for SALC annually (under 
SB 840) will achieve towards the AB 1757 croplands conservation target 
 
 
Chapter 6, Action 6.2.2 Track existing processes that identify resource needs to support 
state climate goals. 
 
We appreciate this action’s assessment of the threats, opportunities, and necessity of solar 
development in California. Unfortunately, solar development and agricultural land uses are often 
inaccurately presented as binary, incompatible land uses. Solar grazing (i.e. grazing livestock 
underneath solar arrays) and agrivoltaics (i.e. growing crops below or between solar arrays) are 
both emerging solutions to solar and agricultural land use conflicts that may have resilience, 
financial, yield, and quality benefits for producers and broader environmental benefits for 
communities, depending on the details of the system. To assist producers and local and state 
policymakers in understanding and supporting these emergent dual land uses, it would help to 
have better data on where and to what extent these land uses are occurring in the state. 
Anecdotally, for example, we are aware of tens of thousands of acres in California that are 
already employing solar grazing. 
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Recommendation #12: Identify the need for the CPUC and/or CEC, in consultation with 
DOC’s Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program, to track where and to what extent 
dual-use solar (e.g. solar grazing) is being implemented. 
 
 
Chapter 6, Action 6.3.1 Address challenges with land access 
We appreciate this section’s discussion of challenges around land access and existing land 
ownership dynamics, and its acknowledgement that insecure land tenure is often a barrier to 
investing in climate resilient practices. In addition to the current efforts described, we would like 
to uplift two state efforts to support land access: a SALC investment target and Prop 4 funding 
to support land access. 
 
Recommendation #13: Reference the SALC Round 10 guidelines’ target to award 20% of 
funds to projects that provide secure land tenure to specified groups or provide 
meaningful benefits to a priority population; and reference Prop 4’s $30 million allocation 
to support land access and tenure for socially disadvantaged farmers or ranchers, tribal 
producers, and beginning farmers and ranchers. 
 
 
Chapter 6, Missing Action: Support research and demonstration pilots to develop and 
scale integrated dual use / agrivoltaics systems, including solar grazing 
 
Multifunctional solar systems in partnership with agricultural land can be another tool to support 
farmland conservation. We suggest adding another strategy or action to explore policies that 
encourage multifunctional solar systems (grazing, cropping, or ecovoltaics)  and discourage 
“bare dirt” solar systems managed with pesticides or fossil-fuel powered equipment. 
 
Recommendation #14: Add another action to Chapter 6 focused on exploring ways to 
support multifunctional solar systems that can support continued agricultural viability in 
concert with solar. 
 
 
Chapter 7, Action 7.1.3 Be proactive to threats against plant and animal health with 
ongoing technical assistance to facilitate widespread and equitable adoption of 
sustainable and integrated pest management 
 
We appreciate this action that highlights the need for technical assistance to support sustainable 
pest management. We suggest that this section include the Healthy Soils Program (HSP) and 
Organic Transition Program (OTP) as programs that support farmers in reducing high-risk 
pesticide use and implementing practices that support pest predators (e.g. hedgerows) and 
plant health and resilience. 
 
Recommendation #15: Include HSP and OTP and highlight their role in supporting 
farmers in sustainable pest management. 
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Chapter 9, Action 9.1.3 Increase access to equipment upgrades and changing agricultural 
operation practices that improve air quality 
 
We support investments in programs that assist farmers in upgrading their equipment to 
improve air quality, reduce emissions, and reduce farmers’ reliance on fossil fuels. However, we 
have concerns that the FARMER program is currently misaligned with the state’s long-term 
climate and electrification goals and the RSA’s proposed equity principles. 
 
Our first concern is that 63% of FARMER projects have incentivized diesel-powered equipment. 
While those projects have some air quality benefits, they also lock in fossil fuel emissions and 
associated air quality impacts well past the 2045 carbon neutrality goal, given the lifespan of 
most agricultural equipment. This is counterproductive to the Scoping Plan’s goal of electrifying 
75% of agricultural energy use by 2045 and the state’s overall carbon neutrality goal by 2045.  
 
The second concern is that the FARMER program is disproportionately benefitting large-scale 
operations. Only one-third of FARMER projects have occurred on farms of 100 acres or less and 
there is currently no priority in the program for small-scale or limited resource farmers. At the 
same time, FARMER has been heavily exploited by some of the state's wealthiest and largest 
farming operations. An investigative report by Valley Public Radio in 2022 found that JG Boswell 
alone has received over 100 grants worth $14 million, while the Resnicks have received 50 
grants worth over $2.5 million. 
 
In contrast to FARMER, CORE solely funds zero-emissions equipment, which liberates farmers 
from reliance on volatile fuel prices and produces zero air pollutants. Moreover, the size of the 
currently eligible equipment under CORE is a good fit for many smaller-scale operations. For 
these reasons, we recommend the state increase funding for CORE in future budgets and 
institute priorities for small-scale and limited resource farmers in FARMER. 
 
On a separate note, we also suggest this section mention off-ground harvester equipment and 
its potential to dramatically reduce dust and reduce challenges with cover crop residue and 
integrated grazing in orchards, which supports many of the other objectives listed in the RSA. 
 
Lastly, we suggest this section mention the new equipment-sharing program CDFA will be 
standing up in the next two years as a result of Prop 4. This new equipment-sharing program 
will be another solution for increasing availability of small chipping equipment to help farmers 
chip and mulch orchard and vineyard waste as an alternative to agricultural burning, which will 
achieve both air quality, soil health, and carbon sequestration benefits. 
 
Recommendation #16: Increase investments in CORE in future budget years and institute 
priorities for small-scale and limited-resource farmers in FARMER. 
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Recommendation #17: Mention off-ground harvester equipment for its air quality and 
other co-benefits. 
 
Recommendation #18: Mention CDFA’s forthcoming equipment-sharing program as a 
solution to increasing access to equipment and practices that improve air quality. 
 
 
Chapter 10, Action 10.1.1 Coordinate state agency efforts to improve soil health 
 
We were glad to see a priority that builds on the Healthy Soils Initiative around coordinating 
state agency efforts to improve soil health, which we see as an important need to ensure that 
various state targets and regulations are working together and not undermining each other. We 
also think this priority area could support Goal 4: Align and Simplify Policies and Regulations, in 
addition to Goal 2. 
 
In addition to coordination with the agencies currently listed in this action, we would highlight 
that the potential for alternative manure management practices to support the goals of the Dairy 
Order, Irrigated Land Regulatory Program, and AB 1757 Healthy Soils and Organic Transition 
targets has been underexplored between the agencies with jurisdiction over those regulations, 
programs, and targets. This is an area where CDFA staff can play an important role as both 
conveners and subject matter experts. We offer a specific recommendation (#27) on this in 
Chapter 12. 
 
Recommendation #19: Specify that CDFA will coordinate with the SWRCB to identify 
overlap between ILRP water quality goals and  AB 1757 healthy soils goals, while 
ensuring that the program does not disproportionately burden small, mid-scale, 
diversified and socially disadvantaged producers. 
 
 
Chapter 10, Action 10.1.2 Facilitate the adoption of climate-smart and healthy soils 
practices by farmers, ranchers, and private landowners. 
 
We appreciate the detailed discussion of the Healthy Soils Program’s goals and benefits. To 
further strengthen this section, we suggest including findings from the recent CalPoly program 
evaluation that demonstrate the efficacy of the program in expanding practice adoption beyond 
the grant recipients and their limited grant term. Specifically, we recommend highlighting that: 

○​ HSP participant respondents planned to maintain 71% of funded practices 
○​ Respondents planned to expand 64% of funded practices 
○​ Over half of the respondents felt that their project had a significant impact on the 

adoption of climate-smart practices by other growers, suggesting that the 
program has effects beyond what is directly funded 
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Recommendation #20: Include CalPoly program evaluation findings around practice 
persistence, practice expansion, and grower perception of adoption by other non-funded 
growers. 
 
 
Chapter 10, Action 10.2.1 Adopt long-term measuring and monitoring of practice 
implementation impact, including multisystem indicators, such as water data metrics. 
 
We were excited to hear that the Healthy Soils Program will work to standardize soil organic 
matter (SOM) data collection and analyses, sample long term adopters, and start measuring soil 
health changes over the grant term. We think these efforts would be complemented by 
continued program evaluation of HSP that includes follow up surveys to participants 5 and 10 
years after their grant to evaluate to what extent farmers continue to implement, expand, and 
talk to other farmers about their healthy soils practices, and why. 
 
Recommendation #21: Continue program evaluation of HSP by surveying participants 5 
and 10 years after their project to assess their practice persistence, expansion, and 
farmer to farmer impacts. 
 
 
Chapter 10, Action 10.4.1 Utilize technical assistance to help growers understand their 
soil and crop nutrition to make smart growing decisions regarding fertilizer use. 
 
We appreciate the emphasis of the importance of technical assistance to support grower 
decision-making around fertilizer use. CalPoly and CDFA’s data on technical assistance 
utilization and experience with technical assistance provide further evidence of the critical 
importance of technical assistance. We suggest including those data and noting in the report 
that many technical assistance provider organizations that provide free technical assistance, 
such as Resource Conservation Districts, lack baseline funding. 
 
Additionally, given the lifecycle GHG impacts of synthetic fertilizer (including fossil fuel 
extraction, refinement, transport, methane leaks, the energy-intensive haber-bosch process, 
and nitrous oxide emissions), technical assistance to support the use of manure and compost 
should be prioritized over synthetic, fossil fuel-based fertilizers to the fullest extent possible, with 
a view to reducing synthetic fertilizer imports into the state. One of the ways this can be done is 
by implementing and building on the recommendations for compost strategies identified in the 
Manure Recycling and Innovative Products Task Force Final Report. 
 
Recommendation #22: Include CDFA and CalPoly Program Evaluation data on HSP 
participants’ high use-rate of technical assistance and the high value participants place 
of technical assistance for the success of their projects. 
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Recommendation #23: Highlight that many technical assistance provider organizations 
that provide free technical assistance, such as Resource Conservation Districts, lack 
baseline funding. 
 
Recommendation #24: Prioritize supporting manure and compost use, building on the 
recommendations for compost strategies identified in the Manure Recycling and 
Innovative Products Task Force Final Report. 
 
 
Chapter 10, Action 10.5.3 Continue state agency coordination to clarify on-farm 
composting regulations 
 
We support this action, and believe it could benefit from a greater focus on dairy composting, 
given the following: 

1.​ to comply with Water Board’s pending update to the Dairy Order, the dairy industry will 
need increase the rate at which facilities separate and dry and/or compost their manure 
and export it off-farm (acknowledged in the 2024 Draft Dairy Order and in comments 
from dairy industry representatives) 

2.​ the large potential for dairy manure to help meet regional demands in the state for 
compost and replace synthetic fertilizer use on cropland, thus reducing cropland nitrous 
oxide emissions and nitrate leaching/runoff 

3.​ the need to address barriers to shipping compost off dairies, despite recent progress in 
regulatory updates and program support (through AMMP) for increasing dairy 
composting.  

 
Recommendation #25: Establish a coordinated, multi-agency pathway to support on-farm 
manure composting by streamlining permitting, clarifying regulatory requirements, and 
creating a centralized “clearinghouse” for dairy and livestock producers. 
 
Chapter 11, Action, 11.1.1 Facilitate grazing on public lands for ecological health and 
fuel load reduction. 
 
We appreciate the inclusion of this action, as it reflects another way in which ranchers are 
providing critical resilience benefits to the state as a whole. To further strengthen the case for 
this action and reflect ongoing state work to expand prescribed grazing, we recommend two 
additions. First, we recommend including a couple missing components of SB 675 
implementation (Limón, 2024): 

●​ SB 675 requires the State Wildfire Task Force to develop a plan to scale up prescribed 
grazing and incorporate it into its 5-year update to its comprehensive Wildfire Resilience 
Action Plan (due in 2026). The draft plan, which was prepared by a group of rangeland, 
wildfire, and prescribed grazing experts, is in this Brief on Scaling Up Rx Grazing. 

●​ SB 675 authorized the funding of watering and fencing infrastructure through the Wildfire 
Prevention Grants Program, which addresses a key barrier to prescribed grazing and 
can significantly reduce the cost of prescribed grazing services. 
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Second, we recommend highlighting that many local governments are turning to grazing as a 
safer, more cost-effective, and more publicly supported vegetation management practice than 
hand crews, herbicides, or mechanical equipment on lands they manage (e.g. city and county 
parks systems). 
 
Recommendation #26: Include missing components of SB 675 and highlight that an 
increasing number of local governments are utilizing grazing to manage their lands. 
 
Chapter 12 Increase Dairy Farming Sustainability  
 
This chapter provides a well-thought-out strategy for increasing dairy sustainability according to 
various climate and environmental goals, with an understandable large focus on methane. To 
further improve Chapter 12’s plan, each section can expand consideration of how strategies can 
simultaneously address methane reduction, climate, and environmental goals. Notably, the 
types of practices supported by the Alternative Manure Management Program (AMMP) could 
play an integral role in meeting the state’s pending Draft 2024 Dairy Order and Irrigated Land 
Regulatory Program water quality goals, as well as AB 1757 and Scoping Plan soil health and 
organic targets, particularly through increasing compost availability. These state goals and 
mandates may drive further demand for AMMP practices from the dairy industry and other 
stakeholders. For example, the dairy industry is already calling for greater support for AMMP 
practices in anticipation of the Draft Dairy Order. 
 
Recommendation #27: CDFA convene an interagency task force including CARB, the 
State Water Resources Control Board, CalRecycle, and relevant external experts to 
assess and model the potential of the Alternative Manure Management Program and 
related practices to address the state’s SB 1383 methane, Dairy Order and Irrigated Land 
Regulatory Program water quality goals, and AB 1757 and Scoping soil health targets, 
including increasing the availability of compost 
 
 
Chapter 12, Action 12.1.1 Promote on-farm manure management strategies at all dairies 
 
We appreciate the discussion of AMMP as a strategy that is available to all dairies. In light of the 
point made in the introduction to Chapter 12 – that the industry is facing rapid consolidation and 
closure of smaller operations – it is worth expanding on AMMP’s accessibility and its importance 
for ensuring that operations for which DDRDP and digesters have been less financially feasible 
have access to an incentive program for methane reduction.  
 
We also see the need to: (1) highlight the importance of CDFA and CARB to continue working 
together to ensure AMMP’s quantitative methodology reflects the best available data and 
evidence; (2) explicitly note the need to revisit AMMP’s 5-year project lifespan assumption; and 
(3) calculate interim updated AMMP emissions reduction over 10 years, given the lack of data to 
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support a 5-year life span, the CalPoly Program Evaluation showing over 93% of of AMMP 
projects have persisted so far, and need for fair comparisons with DDRPD.  
 
The discussion of this action would also benefit from highlighting that: 

●​ Roughly ⅔ of AMMP projects produce compost, which is critical to other objectives 
detailed in the report 

●​ AMMP projects reduce costs for dairies in multiple ways, per CalPoly Program 
Evaluation data, making them more economically resilient: 

○​ Reduced lagoon cleaning costs (80% of respondents) 
○​ Reduced manure hauling costs (74% of respondents 
○​ Reduced bedding costs (61% of respondents) 
○​ Reduced diesel fuel costs (52% of respondents) 

●​ The State Water Resources Control Board’spending Draft Dairy Order (October 2024) 
will necessitate AMMP practices being adopted at scale 

 
Recommendation #28 : Update AMMP’s 5-year reduction projections to 10-years in 
interim while working with CARB to update the Quantitative Methodology according to 
recent evidence and data. 
 
Recommendation #29:  Plan for how AMMP’s co-benefits and broad accessibility may 
increase adoption rates moving forward. 
 
Recommendation #30: Support stacking of AMMP practices across operations to 
maximize benefits through increasing technical assistance, including assistance to work 
with producers to stack multiple funding sources.  
 
 
Chapter 12, Action 12.2 Collaborate with sister agencies and other partners to carry out 
additional research to bring on new methane reduction methods 
 
We share the aim for cross-agency collaboration on methane research, which is especially 
important in the context of pursuing effective, equitable methane strategies that simultaneously 
address other dairy/livestock environmental challenges and broader state goals. To strengthen 
this strategy, it would be helpful to specify the need for collaborative research to analyze the 
various co-benefits of methane reduction strategies and how they fit into broader state planning 
and goals. This specification can be introduced in the 12.2 intro and expanded with specifics in 
12.2.1 through 12.2.4.  
 
The following practices have been previously rejected by CDFA as eligible AMMP practices, but 
new research warrants revisiting them and considering how to incorporate them into 
dairy/livestock methane reduction strategies (whether as AMMP “supporting practices” or other 
aligned programs): 

●​ Biochar in manure compost piles - new research shows significant methane, nitrous 
oxide, and ammonia emissions reduction from compost piles while improving nutrient 
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retention and delivering additional soil health and carbon sequestration benefits when 
the compost is applied to fields.  

●​ Prescribed grazing - In the enteric methane subsections, most research and policy 
attention to date has focused on feed additives. While this work is important, there is 
also a need to better understand how prescribed and rotational grazing systems can 
influence enteric emissions in grazing operations. Some studies suggest that grazing 
management that maintains higher quality, less mature forage (for example, by rotating 
animals before they take a “second bite”) can reduce methane per unit of energy intake, 
particularly when animals graze diverse cover crops or forage mixes. At the same time, 
results are highly context-dependent, and there are few long-term, real-world studies that 
evaluate these practices using full life-cycle assessments that include soil carbon 
sequestration, forage productivity, and other ecosystem services.  

 
Recommendation #31: Expand Strategy 12.2 and its subactions to ensure efforts support 
new methane strategies with high levels of co-benefits that meet other state goals and 
that are accessible to a wide variety of operations, not just larger confined dairies.  
 
Chapter 12, Action 12.2.3 Promote research and development for novel methane 
reduction strategies 
 
We appreciate the reference to the Manure Recycling and Innovative Products (MRIP) Task 
Force’s composting recommendations. Advancing dairy manure composting is vital for several 
state environmental and climate goals. Policy makers and stakeholders would benefit from an 
update on the status of those recommendations and clarification of how CDFA will work with 
CARB, local and regional air pollution agencies, the Water Board, and other relevant agencies 
to address any regulatory or market barriers identified by the Task Force. 
 
Recommendation #32: Expand Action 12.2.3 to include an update on the status of the 
MRIP recommendations and outline a plan for CDFA to advance remaining MRIP 
recommendations through targeted research, on-farm demonstration, and coordination 
with relevant state agencies and programs. 
 
 

16 


