
     
      

 
 

 
 

 
    

 
  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
     

       
     

 
  

 
 

    
 

   
 

 
   

 
 
  

  
 

     
       

      
   

   
  

  
    

   
 

      
          

          
      

     
    

       
    

 
           

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FOOD AND AGRICULTURE (CDFA)
ENVIRONMENTAL FARMING ACT SCIENCE ADVISORY PANEL 

California Department of Food and Agriculture 
Remotely Hosted to Accommodate Covid-19 Safety Measures 

April 29, 2021
9 AM to 3 PM 

Remote Access 
https://www.cdfa.ca.gov/oefi/efasap/meetings_presentations.html 

MEETING MINUTES 

Panel Member in Attendance 

Jeff Dlott, SureHarvest (Chair and Member) 
Vicky Dawley, Tehama RCD (Vice Chair and Member) 
Michelle Buffington, PhD. CalEPA, ARB (Member) 
Scott Couch, CalEPA, State Water Board, (Member) 
Don Cameron, Terranova Ranch (Member) 
Leonard Diggs, Pie Ranch (Member) 
Keali’i Bright, DOC (Member) 
Amanda Hansen, CNRA (Member) 
Judith Redmond, Full Belly Farm (Member) 
Greg Norris, USDA NRCS (Subject Matter Expert) 

State Agency Staff 

Scott Weeks, CDFA 
Nilan Watmore, MSc., CDFA 
Kathryn Mulligan, MSc., CDFA 
Geetika Joshi, PhD, CDFA 
Carolyn Cook, MSc., CDFA 
Amrith Gunasekara, PhD, CDFA 

AGENDA ITEMS 1 and 2 – Introduction and Minutes 
The public meeting of the Environmental Farming Act Science Advisory Panel was called to order 
at 9:05 am by Chair Dlott. Chair Dlott took roll call and established a quorum of majority members 
present plus one (six members). He introduced the Science Panel members and invited 
comments/suggestions on minutes by Panel members. There was one edit to the minutes regarding 
the Vice Chair position which should have stated Member Dawley instead of Member Redmond. 
Dr. Gunasekara noted the change and let the members know the change will be made. Member 
Cameron introduced a motion to move the minutes with one change. Member Couch seconded the 
motion. The motion passed unanimously without any opposition. 

AGENDA ITEM 3 – Expert Scientific Panel on Developing a Below-ground Biodiversity Metric 
Chair Dlott introduced agenda item 3 and the invited panelists. Dr. Kate Scow, from the University of 
California, Davis, provided a presentation on indicators and metrics for soil biodiversity. The 
presentation discussed the relationship between soil biodiversity, ecosystem functioning and 
ecosystem services, as well as phylogenetic, metabolic, and functional microbial diversity. Efforts to 
quantify below ground biodiversity have been made in the past internationally. Member Cameron 
asked Dr. Scow for her thoughts on vendors that offer soil biodiversity and recommendations for 
inputs. Dr. Scow replied that this is interesting and advancing work, but recommendations still must 
be evaluated carefully before adoption since the connection between microbial diversity and its 
functions are complex and yet to be fully understood. Other questions of Dr. Scow were asked by 

https://www.cdfa.ca.gov/oefi/efasap/meetings_presentations.html


    
 

      
     

     
      

           
       

             
    

    
       

  
 

       
    

  
    

   
         

  
      

    
      

          
  

 
     

     
        

   
          

       
  

 
     

        
       

       
           

          
    

       
 

 
  

        
   

   
        

         
   

  
 

          

Member Couch and Member Hansen. 

Following the presentation by Dr. Scow, Dr. Howard Ferris from University of California, Davis, 
presented on nematodes in soil. The presentation discussed the role of nematodes in soil ecology 
and the soil food web. Morphology of specific bacterial feeding nematodes can indicate the bacterial 
enrichment of soils, which can be due to the addition of soil amendments. Dr. Ferris discussed how 
the analysis of various nematode populations can be used to determine various indices of soil health 
assessments. Member Cameron asked how the analysis information can be obtained and how a 
grower can get the information and use it. Dr. Ferris answered that labs need to be informed that this 
type of information is needed during analysis. This information can tell a lot, like frequency of adding 
organic matter to soil, or frequency of letting roots be in the soil according to Dr. Ferris. Therefore, 
keeping the soil active and “feeding it” creates an optimum environment. It can make farming more 
complex but standard procedures are available. 

Dr. Margaret Smither-Kopperl shared her experience working with cover crops at the USDA-NRCS 
Lockeford Plant Materials Center in California, using the NRCS Soil Survey tool and NRCS Soil 
Health Assessment sheet. She shared data from field studies comparing changes to soil properties 
with cover crops versus hedgerows. Additionally, Dr. Smither-Kopperl discussed how ancient and 
traditional native American land management practices contributed to soil ecology. Member Dawley 
asked if bunchgrasses at the at Lockeford Plant Materials Center are grazed. Dr. Smither-Kopperl 
indicated that they weren’t, while roots were present in soils, soil carbon gains were not too high. 
Member Diggs questioned if Whole Orchard Recycling is similar to biochar application practices if 
there have been any correlations between the studies. Dr. Smither-Kopperl indicated that biochar 
information is still not clear. Member Cameron asked if commercial soil labs test for chitin and Dr. 
Smither-Kopperl stated that there is interest in it; polymerase chain reaction tests for chitinase 
enzyme activity are available. 

AGENDA ITEM 4 – Expert Scientific Panel on Developing an Above-ground Biodiversity Metric 
Chair Dlott introduced the panelists for agenda item 4. Jesse Kay Cruz from Xerces Society 
discussed questions such as what type of insect biodiversity can tell us about overall biodiversity, 
and what it tells about ecosystem services. Xerces Society protocol looks at beneficial insects and 
provides a potential for ecosystem services, and how to determine if observational data can be used. 
Jesse Kay Cruz discussed how natural enemy monitoring is less understood/developed than 
pollinator monitoring and also described the Xerces Insect Scouting Guide. 

Elizabeth Porzig from Point Blue discussed how bird diversity is a manageable biodiversity metric 
due to the number of bird species in the State, the popularity of them with the public, the ease at 
which they can be identified by sight and sound, and that they well-represent a broader environment. 
However, bird populations are in decline, indicating biodiversity loss. California’s existing networks 
are well suited to adopt birds as biodiversity indicators. Member Diggs inquired if surveys have been 
done to understand how the quality of the habitat relates to target populations. Ms. Porzig stated that 
it depends on species of the bird as each species indicates specific habitat structure (e.g., riparian) 
through well studied relationships. Member Bright and Chair Dlott provided Ms. Porzig with additional 
questions. 

Lora Morandin from Pollinator Partnership Canada discussed pollinators as biodiversity metrics, 
most significantly bees, wasps, ants, and sawflies for agriculture. These pollinators are good metrics 
because of their significance on crop production and measurability, and presence in all life stages. 
Lora Morandin presented examples from California, specifically where hedgerows were seen to 
control pest parasitoid wasps; pollinator correlation also found. It was also found that bee abundance 
in hedgerows was much greater than weedy edges of fields. Meta analyses and modeling studies 
results were presented. She listed proposed next steps to close knowledge gaps, identify priority 
areas, build networks and monitoring. 

Chair Dlott remarked about the importance of this work, noting that scale, and taxonomic versus 



   
   

 
     

       
     

     
   

   
    

     
   

    
     

    
       

   
 

 
    

      
       

  
 

  
      

  

   
  

        
     

      
  

        
  

  
    

    
      

   
 
 

  
  

       
      

  
     

  
  

 
    

  

functional diversity are key discussions for us today. He thanked the presenters and noted that the 
discussions around below-ground and above-ground biodiversity will continue. 

AGENDA ITEM 5 – Draft Request for Proposals for the Climate Smart Agriculture Planning Program 
A draft framework of the program was presented by Nilan Watmore from CDFA’s Office of 
Environmental Farming and Innovation. Member Dawley remarked that a dollar amount for Carbon 
Farm plans had not yet been determined and questioned if this have this been developed yet. Dr. 
Gunasekara stated that the program is attempting to align with the USDA Natural Resources 
Conservation Service (NRCS) and at the time of the presentation NRCS did not have a payment 
rate for Carbon Farm plans. When public comment period opens, suggestions/comments on 
proposed costs for the Carbon Farm plans will be solicited for staff evaluation noted Dr. 
Gunasekara. He also noted that payments with current plans do not cover the full cost. During the 
last EFA-SAP meeting, the panel was in favor of funding 50% of the total cost of an organic transition 
plan cost. Cost presented today was approximately 75% of the total cost. Member Hansen 
questioned the name change from Climate Smart Agriculture to Conservation Agriculture Planning 
Grant Program. Dr. Gunasekara noted that Governor’s Executive Order focus on climate smart 
strategies for Natural and Working Lands and role of conservation agriculture is reflected in the 
revised name. 

Member Redmond asked if the grant recipients have to be exclusively a registered Technical 
Service Provider (TSP) or if they could be an employee of an University, Resource Conservation 
District, or non-profit who has knowledge on the specific activity. Dr. Gunasekara clarified that the 
listed eligible entities include these categories. NRCS TSPs are only one eligible entity. CDFA 
considered this possibility as review of qualification and credentials would be more efficient. After 
discussion with NRCS, it was made into one of the options. There are training requirements for this, 
and CDFA did not wish to burden NRCS with requests for training. Member Redmond stated that 
there might be confusion due to similar names and could result in people assuming these are plans 
by NRCS and only NRCS TSPs are eligible. Dr. Gunasekara indicated that this would be clarified 
in the draft Request for Proposals. Member Redmond additionally inquired why farmer and ranchers 
are not eligible to get the money directly to hire a service provider. Dr. Gunasekara indicated that 
CDFA’s understanding is that farmers and ranchers work with these organizations, so organizations 
can find interested farmers and ranchers to work with to complete the plans. If farmers and ranchers 
are made eligible, CDFA may need to ask them to identify which entity they are choosing in doing 
their plans and that entity would need to be reviewed to ensure they meet qualifications/credentials. 
This creates risks for CDFA to become an accrediting organization for service providers without 
adequate statutory authority. CDFA would like to avoid the situation where grower may wish to 
prepare the plan themselves to ensure there is adequate government accountability of how the 
funds are spent. He noted the original proposal for funding for organic transition plans was submitted 
by CCOF, who provide these services to growers. Therefore, CDFA considered technical service 
providers for this program. Dr. Gunasekara indicated that there would be an opportunity to accept 
comments on farmers and ranchers directly being eligible following a public comment period. 
Member Redmond remarked that the point is to implement the plan, not just make it. The farmer 
should own it from beginning to end and be there to implement it, and she recommended the 
program be implemented this way. Dr. Gunasekara acknowledged the suggestion and clarified that 
the program is only designed to fund the plan, but currently is not able to ensure implementation 
given the administrative timeframes of the funding. Also, he noted the farmer should be allowed 
flexibility on when to implement and the funding encumbrance and liquidation deadlines of CDFA 
funding is a factor which would not allow CDFA time to monitor and verify implementation of the 
plans. This program and an incentives programs won’t be linked. Member Redmond remarked that 
her understanding was that the program would reduce GHGs and implement healthy soils practices, 
rather than to make plans. Member Redmond suggested the Science Panel must be clear on the 
program’s goals. 

Member Norris remarked on the idea of implementation versus planning. Planning fees for any 
change is the fundamental foundation. He noted it is important to do this with a lot of expertise and 



      
     

     
  

          
 

        
    

  
 

      
          

    
     

  
   

   
           

   
 

 
  

  
        

 
 

       
     

      
   

      
    

    
   

 
    
    

 
 

 
        

   
    

  
     

  
  

     
   

 
  

   
      

  
   

special skills to ensure the plans are robust. The amount of specialized science and technical skills 
are high and key to the planning process. USDA NRCS emphasis is on the core plan, because the 
plan ensures practices are implemented properly. For USDA NRCS, farmers and ranchers drive the 
decision making, but the expertise to address resource concern is with the technical service 
provider. This is why farmers and ranchers are not given the funding at USDA NRCS as they may 
not have the skills to make the plan, but they make key decisions and final implementation. If the 
farmers and ranchers have the skills, they will qualify in one of the categories already proposed in 
the framework. He noted that USDA NRCS provides funding to skilled experts and then farmers 
and ranchers take it from there for implementation. 

Member Dawley remarked that one of the issues with giving funds directly to farmers and ranchers, 
especially for plans for $1,000-2,000, is that it could mean CDFA handling a lot of individual 
contracts versus an organization such as the University of California Agriculture and Natural 
Resources Cooperative Extension (UCCE). Handling larger contracts could be more efficient for 
grant program. Adding additional plans may change the way we look at this program and practices 
are expensive she noted. It takes time for a funding source to come up either through the USDA 
NRCS Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP) or the Healthy Soil Program. Practices 
may not get implemented as soon as a plan is ready. Organic transition has a clear goal of 
certification, so it goes quickly but a lot of other plans such as Nutrient Management Plans (NMPs) 
take longer time to implement. 

Chair Dlott remarked on focusing on the purpose of the program as a way of discussing theory and 
practice of change. Existing programs lacked the planning component. A plan takes down one of 
the barriers for adoption. The question is if the farmer picks the planner or the planner recruits the 
farmer. 

Member Redmond remarked that if the grant funding went directly to farmers and ranchers then 
they would have to choose a technical service provider, noting this process works for organic 
systems as farmers and ranchers do have the specialized knowledge and familiarity for the system. 
Member Redmond remarked that planning is important and fundamental, but it must lead to 
implementation. Therefore, grantees who make plans should be the ones to get incentives grants; 
it should automatically transfer to the grant for farmers and ranchers. Member Bright remarked that 
administratively it can be complicated for grant reimbursements. There is a chain of reimbursement 
responsibility to farmers and ranchers, then to the contractor, and then back to the state department, 
which can be challenging and bureaucratic. Rather than putting it on farmer to spend the money 
before reimbursement, it seems easier to give the dollars to the larger organization. Chair Dlott 
posed a question if receiving a planning grant should that get an applicant extra points when 
applying to a climate smart agriculture incentives program. Member Cameron noted that it would 
be beneficial to get planning funds to a qualified person or agency. 

Member Redmond questioned if the cost of a planning grant is noted on the presentation slides. Dr. 
Gunasekara responded that the amount on slides is the amount a grant recipient organization would 
get. For invoicing and payment, CDFA would need to know which plan was prepared by the 
organization, for whom and when the plan was completed before the recipient could be paid the 
total grant amount. Member Diggs focused on addressing the purpose of the program. He 
commented that the conservation agriculture plans eligible for funding are limited. Work needs to 
be expanded on the eligible kind of plans/activities. He noted that technical service providers make 
these plans very reasonably priced, and as a grower he expressed uncertainty if growers could do 
it for a comparably low cost. 

Dr. Gunasekara discussed the evolution of the program. He noted it started with original CCOF 
proposal, which was deliberated at an EFA-SAP meeting. CDFA reported it would not be a good fit 
into the Healthy Soils Program (HSP) because awarded projects pertain only to planning and not 
actual implementation of practices and GHG reductions, which is required under the HSP. A 
recommendation was made to the Panel to create a new program. Stakeholder requests have also 



       
     

  
  

 
     

 
       

   
 

       
   

    
    

 
      

  
 

      
  

  
 

        
 

 
     

 
 

  
      

  
       

     
   

    
     

       
 

 
    

       
 

     
    

   
        

    
 

 
   

   
  

 
   

   

included a carbon farm plan to be funded under the HSP. The Science Panel members agreed with 
staff recommendation and asked staff to prepare a new Request for Proposals to fund a variety of 
conservation agriculture plans. The Science Panel had discussed that this was one of many 
requests and there will be requests for more plans therefore establishing a single separate program 
under the Climate Smart Agriculture umbrella of program in the Office of Environmental Farming 
and Innovation at CDFA would be a good next step. Comment letters also noted additional plans 
for consideration. This led to develop the current version of the Request for Proposals. CDFA staff 
took time to investigate what kind of plans could potentially be included in the scope of conservation 
farming and climate smart agriculture. 

Member Redmond asked why this program is proposed to have a “first come first served” (FCFS) 
basis instead of a traditional submission structure. Dr. Gunasekara explained that there is a 
minimum scoring requirement to help CDFA staff with the “first come first serve” process. It helps 
discern which applications to award when there are many equal scoring applications. It allows CDFA 
staff to move projects to grant agreement execution continuously. Dr. Geetika Joshi clarified that 
this process also allows for potential resubmission of disqualified applications during the open 
submission period, after making revisions. 

Member Cameron asked if this program would include a priority for Socially Disadvantaged Farmers 
and Ranchers. Dr. Gunasekara clarified that the Department commits to spending 25% of the funds 
to support Socially Disadvantaged Farmers and Ranchers (SDFRs). 

Member Bright suggested that the Panel take public comments next and the Panel Members 
agreed. 

A comment was made by public member Kolodji that free air CO2 enrichment (FACE) technology 
should be incentivized under HSP and SWEEP. 

A comment was made by public member Shobe on the Climate Smart Agriculture Planning Program 
goals and coordination questioning how proposed plans will be required to address climate 
resilience and mitigation outcomes. Will plans include financial feasibility and project design? Mr. 
Shobe expressed concerns on payment schedule because it assumes farm scale for costs and it is 
unclear how this would this address diversified operations and SDFRs. Mr. Shobe also noted in 
some regions, qualified service providers are not available, and asked if CDFA would coordinate 
with UCCE and NRCS to assess gaps and how to fill them. If not, then Mr. Shobe advised against 
the FCFS process. Shobe noted that their organization would like to see organic systems plans 
funded since the CCOF original proposal was to fund organic system plans which are different from 
NRCS plans. 

A comment was made by public member Murphy noted that RCDs want to negotiate on indirect 
costs with CDFA similar to the University of California and California State University systems have 
been allowed. At minimum they would like to use their established indirect rates that are often higher 
than 20%. A 24 months grant term is also needed. Fixed payments rates don’t consider the variation 
in farm or land type. Traditional reimbursement system that allows RCDs to submit hours of time 
for various staff is preferred. There is a discrepancy in the RFP whether agricultural operation needs 
to be identified or not. This would make it difficult for RCDs to estimate cost and if payment rate is 
enough or inadequate. RCDs would like to ensure that there is room to pay farmer for their time in 
developing the plans. 

A comment was made by public member Black, a UCCE Dairy Advisor, to reiterate that 18-month 
timeline is insufficient. Black estimated that if each applicant requested the maximum funding 
amount, that could amount to 12-13 applications which would need more time to prepare. 

A comment was made by public member Roschen regarding issues with acreage. Five-hundred 
acres is between a small and large farm size, but acreage is not an indicator of resources needed 



   
    

 
       

 
     
      

     
   

    
    

 
      

  
 

      
      

    
 

  
   
           

  
   
       

  
 

    
     

 
 

  
  

 
        

  
 

   
    

     
      

  
 

  
 

   
  

   
 

       
  

  
 

     
 

to implement conservation activities on diversified farms. Roschen requested the consideration of 
gross or net farm income like federal programs. 

The Science Panel members had additional discussion on this topic after the public comments. 

Member Redmond asked if the organic plan in the Request for Proposals would cover organic 
systems transition. Dr. Gunasekara explained that this is the intention of the program. Member 
Diggs requested details on the organic plan. Dr. Gunasekara requested the panel to make a motion 
to accept the Request for Proposals, with changes as needed, so that CDFA staff could move to 
the public comment period. This would allow CDFA staff to be ready to release the Request for 
Proposals in a timely manner should funds be appropriated to CDFA. 

Member Dawley supported earlier public comments that the program should consider grant terms 
longer than 18 months. 

Chair Dlott remarked the opportunity to make a motion and get public comments on the Request 
for Proposals would be good. He indicated that the Science Panel members may not be able to 
resolve all the issues during this meeting. Member Cameron agreed. 

Chair Dlott summarized the items that will be considered for the Request for Proposals: 
1. Extending the grant timeline to 24 months. 
2. Clarify that this program is open to other entries other than NRCS technical service 

providers. 
3. Tie language in the document back to climate smart agriculture. 
4. Bring further clarification to organic systems planning, and that this can be done as part of 

the NRCS organic transition plan currently in draft Request for Proposals. 

Member Redmond remarked that Organic Crop Consultants should be included as eligible entities. 
Member Cameron expressed concern against allowing all crop consultants without checks in place 
for qualifications. 

Panel noted that the motion was as above and ensuring this program is not the same as NRCS 
program in the Request for Proposals language. 

Chari Dlott introduced the motion. Member Dawley seconded the motion. The motion was passed 
without opposition. 

AGENDA ITEM 6 – State Water Efficiency and Enhancement Program (SWEEP) 
Chair Dlott provided background on the agenda item. Scott Weeks from CDFA presented on the 
SWEEP’s Ad-Hoc Advisory Group. Mr. Austin McInerny, facilitator of the Ad-Hoc Advisory Group 
from the Consensus and Collaboration Program CSU, Sacramento, shared the process and format 
followed by the group. Scott Weeks presented the recommendations of the group to the Panel. 

Members of the Ad-Hoc Advisory Group provided comments to the Science Panel members. 

Ad-Hoc Advisory Group member Shobe provided comments on the group processes and 
recommendations and indicated that there was a high degree of agreement on recommendations, 
approximately 80%, indicating support for the process. 

Ad-Hoc Advisory Group member Montazar discussed regional disparities in the program, with low 
investment in desert regions due to inability to achieve energy reductions and requesting Science 
Panel members to support as many recommendations as possible. 

Ad-Hoc Advisory Group member Perez assisted 12 SWEEP historically underserved awardees and 
expressed support for recommendation #2. 
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Ad-Hoc Advisory Group member Zaccaria expressed support and appreciation for SWEEP over the 
years. Variability in climate lately means that surface irrigation systems will prove useful. Micro-
irrigation lessons learned include impact on water saving/water conservation, therefore it should be 
re-considered as the mainstay of SWEEP. More ecological assessments of irrigation improvements 
also need to be considered. 

Ad-Hoc Advisory Group member Gemperle commented to increase goals for water savings every 
year. 

Ad-Hoc Advisory Group member Leimgruber requested Science Panel members to approve the 
recommendations for implementation and help desert counties to access these funds. 

Ad-Hoc Advisory Group member Evans recognized CDFA’s neutrality on the advisory group and 
indicated that the recommendations are truly are from the stakeholder group. He requested Science 
Panel members to adopt these recommendations. 

Chair Dlott remarked that meeting was likely to go past 3 pm. Member Redmond recommended 
moving to agenda item 10. 

AGENDA ITEM 10 – Next Meeting and Location 
Dr. Gunasekara stated that the next meeting will be on July 15, 2021, using an online platform. 
Remaining agenda items were discussed. 

AGENDA ITEM 7 – Health Soils Program (HSP) Program Updates 
Update provided by Ms. Kathryn Mulligan from CDFA. 

AGENDA ITEM 8 – Technical Assistance Program Updates 
Update provided by Ms. Carolyn Cook from CDFA. 

AGENDA ITEM 9 – Public Comments 
Chair Dlott and Dr. Gunasekara facilitated public comments. 

Chair Dlott introduced the motion to adjourn the meeting. The motion was moved by Member 
Cameron and seconded by Member Redmond. Panel members unanimously voted to adjourn the 
meeting. Meeting was adjourned at 3:11 PM. 

Respectfully submitted by: 

Amrith Gunasekara, Ph.D. 
Liaison to the Environmental Farming Act Science Advisory Panel 
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	• This is not the place to vet or test new technology. Innovative Technologies Grants are being provided and technologies developed through the California Energy Commission, this includes the agricultural water and energy sector and savings focus. Additionally, PG&E provides New Energy and Water Technology development moneys through their Innovative Technologies Program. Innovative Technology Development grants offered by CDFA in addition to the aforementioned, would be a duplication of numerous corporate g
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	vetted in the technical review process. 
	vetted in the technical review process. 


	CDFA should encourage innovative approaches by updating the application and GHG/water savings output to allow for growers to insert additional "alternative technologies and practices." CDFA should allow for the Technical Reviewer (TR) to approve "alternative technologies and practices." CDFA should allow applicants to provide additional documentation to support the GHG and water saving of the project. Examples such as 
	CDFA should encourage innovative approaches by updating the application and GHG/water savings output to allow for growers to insert additional "alternative technologies and practices." CDFA should allow for the Technical Reviewer (TR) to approve "alternative technologies and practices." CDFA should allow applicants to provide additional documentation to support the GHG and water saving of the project. Examples such as 
	CDFA should encourage innovative approaches by updating the application and GHG/water savings output to allow for growers to insert additional "alternative technologies and practices." CDFA should allow for the Technical Reviewer (TR) to approve "alternative technologies and practices." CDFA should allow applicants to provide additional documentation to support the GHG and water saving of the project. Examples such as 

	0.87 
	0.87 

	• This could lead to speculation and there is no direct connection between these practices and water/energy savings.  The SWEEP program should not be paying farmers to implement routine farming practices such as proper weed control. 
	• This could lead to speculation and there is no direct connection between these practices and water/energy savings.  The SWEEP program should not be paying farmers to implement routine farming practices such as proper weed control. 
	• This could lead to speculation and there is no direct connection between these practices and water/energy savings.  The SWEEP program should not be paying farmers to implement routine farming practices such as proper weed control. 
	• This could lead to speculation and there is no direct connection between these practices and water/energy savings.  The SWEEP program should not be paying farmers to implement routine farming practices such as proper weed control. 



	Currently SWEEP allows for fertigation equipment and other supplementary technologies to be included in the budget and reviewed by the technical reviewer as part of a holistic application for irrigation improvements. 
	Currently SWEEP allows for fertigation equipment and other supplementary technologies to be included in the budget and reviewed by the technical reviewer as part of a holistic application for irrigation improvements. 
	SWEEP has an "other management practices" category in the listed water and GHG reduction strategies that are eligible for funding. 

	The CARB approved QM is limited in scope to irrigation pumping. It does not account for all the GHG reductions that may be possible through other strategies. 
	The CARB approved QM is limited in scope to irrigation pumping. It does not account for all the GHG reductions that may be possible through other strategies. 

	Edits to the GHG QM 
	Edits to the GHG QM 
	Tool redesign 
	Time constraints 
	 

	Adopt 
	Adopt 
	CDFA can continue to allow for alternative technologies and practices that technical reviewers identify as having merit as part of holistic irrigation improvement project. Additionally, CDFA is pursuing an update to the GHG QM that will consider reduction in nitrous oxide emissions which may capture the GHG emission reductions resulting from improvements to irrigation system. 
	 
	CDFA can gather information on new technologies through a Request for Proposals every two years, similar to other CDFA Climate Smart Agriculture incentive programs. This would be an opportunity for technologies to be proposed for inclusion in SWEEP. A 
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	fertigation, weed control. CDFA should exclude non-vetted technology and practices. CDFA should stick with the water and GHG calculators and give it an additional consideration point if the TR approves. CDFA should cap the amount of points attributed to the GHG/ water offset to 5% for all "alternative technologies and practices" that are approved by the Technical Reviewer. 
	fertigation, weed control. CDFA should exclude non-vetted technology and practices. CDFA should stick with the water and GHG calculators and give it an additional consideration point if the TR approves. CDFA should cap the amount of points attributed to the GHG/ water offset to 5% for all "alternative technologies and practices" that are approved by the Technical Reviewer. 

	technical advisory committee of irrigation efficiency experts could be convened to evaluate the proposals, consider their merits, and determine if water and GHG benefits could be quantified from their implementation. 
	technical advisory committee of irrigation efficiency experts could be convened to evaluate the proposals, consider their merits, and determine if water and GHG benefits could be quantified from their implementation. 


	CDFA should establish a technology committee or an innovation team that understands pump efficiency and water metering technology to benefit both groundwater sustainability agencies and farmers. 
	CDFA should establish a technology committee or an innovation team that understands pump efficiency and water metering technology to benefit both groundwater sustainability agencies and farmers. 
	CDFA should establish a technology committee or an innovation team that understands pump efficiency and water metering technology to benefit both groundwater sustainability agencies and farmers. 

	0.77 
	0.77 

	• This knowledge already exists in the Irrigation Training & Research Center at Cal Poly San Luis Obispo and the Center for Irrigation Technology at Fresno State. 
	• This knowledge already exists in the Irrigation Training & Research Center at Cal Poly San Luis Obispo and the Center for Irrigation Technology at Fresno State. 
	• This knowledge already exists in the Irrigation Training & Research Center at Cal Poly San Luis Obispo and the Center for Irrigation Technology at Fresno State. 
	• This knowledge already exists in the Irrigation Training & Research Center at Cal Poly San Luis Obispo and the Center for Irrigation Technology at Fresno State. 



	CDFA consults with irrigation specialists at California universities regarding these technical issues. 
	CDFA consults with irrigation specialists at California universities regarding these technical issues. 
	CDFA provides a list of technical resources including links to the university training centers. 

	 
	 

	Establishment of a standing committee will require staff resources 
	Establishment of a standing committee will require staff resources 

	Adopt 
	Adopt 
	CDFA is open to information from GSAs, farmers and pump efficiency and water metering experts regarding technologies that will align SWEEP with SGMA objectives and help farmers adapt to the full implementation of the regulation. 
	 
	CDFA can gather information on new technologies through a Request for Proposals every two years, similar to other CDFA Climate Smart Agriculture incentive programs. This would be an opportunity for technologies to be proposed for inclusion in SWEEP. A technical advisory committee of irrigation efficiency experts could be convened to evaluate the proposals, consider their merits, and determine if water and GHG benefits could be quantified from their implementation. 


	Technology-Specific Requirements and Restrictions 
	Technology-Specific Requirements and Restrictions 
	Technology-Specific Requirements and Restrictions 




	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 

	SWEEP Staff Considerations and Determination 
	SWEEP Staff Considerations and Determination 


	Recommendation 
	Recommendation 
	Recommendation 

	Support Score 
	Support Score 

	Summarized Opposition Statements 
	Summarized Opposition Statements 

	Current Actions that Support this Recommendation 
	Current Actions that Support this Recommendation 

	Scientific Considerations 
	Scientific Considerations 

	Concerns 
	Concerns 

	Staff Determination and Justification 
	Staff Determination and Justification 



	CDFA should identify return on investment points for solar within SWEEP, potentially leveraging fallowed lands. 
	CDFA should identify return on investment points for solar within SWEEP, potentially leveraging fallowed lands. 
	CDFA should identify return on investment points for solar within SWEEP, potentially leveraging fallowed lands. 
	CDFA should identify return on investment points for solar within SWEEP, potentially leveraging fallowed lands. 

	0.87 
	0.87 

	• None provided 
	• None provided 
	• None provided 
	• None provided 



	SWEEP funds the installation of renewable energy, including solar arrays. 
	SWEEP funds the installation of renewable energy, including solar arrays. 

	Technical reviewers evaluate costs of solar arrays in consideration of GHG benefits. This can be reflected in the score of the project. 
	Technical reviewers evaluate costs of solar arrays in consideration of GHG benefits. This can be reflected in the score of the project. 
	Solar energy to be installed on land to be fallowed would need to be combined with a project that saves water on acreage that will continue to be farmed to meet SWEEPs dual objectives. 
	 

	Staff time and resources in consulting with experts; other agencies (CEC) have this jurisdiction. 
	Staff time and resources in consulting with experts; other agencies (CEC) have this jurisdiction. 

	Adopt 
	Adopt 
	CDFA can coordinate with experts in renewable energy and other state agencies (CEC, DOC). 


	Ease Language Barriers 
	Ease Language Barriers 
	Ease Language Barriers 


	CDFA should improve resources (videos, translation) available to non-native English-language farmers and ranchers (Spanish, Hmong, Chinese, Punjabi). 
	CDFA should improve resources (videos, translation) available to non-native English-language farmers and ranchers (Spanish, Hmong, Chinese, Punjabi). 
	CDFA should improve resources (videos, translation) available to non-native English-language farmers and ranchers (Spanish, Hmong, Chinese, Punjabi). 
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	• None provided 
	• None provided 
	• None provided 
	• None provided 



	CDFA funds technical assistance providers and considers their ability to provide outreach in different languages. Some of these providers may be able to provide translated outreach materials and provide videos for non-English speakers. 
	CDFA funds technical assistance providers and considers their ability to provide outreach in different languages. Some of these providers may be able to provide translated outreach materials and provide videos for non-English speakers. 

	 
	 

	Time and funding needed to accommodate translation services 
	Time and funding needed to accommodate translation services 

	Adopt 
	Adopt 
	CDFA can expand efforts to provide outreach materials in non-English languages. OEFI can work with the Farm Equity Advisor and public affairs to identify appropriate and effective actions (examples of actions may be to translate the RGA or hire a live translator during a workshop). 


	Additional Considerations for Prioritizing Farms for Award 
	Additional Considerations for Prioritizing Farms for Award 
	Additional Considerations for Prioritizing Farms for Award 
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	CDFA should give some priority to lower income brackets. 
	CDFA should give some priority to lower income brackets. 
	CDFA should give some priority to lower income brackets. 
	CDFA should give some priority to lower income brackets. 
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	• None provided 
	• None provided 
	• None provided 
	• None provided 



	Priorities have been given depending on funding source, including priority populations (low-income). TAPs also prioritize small farmers and socially disadvantaged farmers and ranchers (SDFRs).  
	Priorities have been given depending on funding source, including priority populations (low-income). TAPs also prioritize small farmers and socially disadvantaged farmers and ranchers (SDFRs).  

	 
	 

	Collection of financial information would create a new information security concern and may reduce willingness of applicants to apply. 
	Collection of financial information would create a new information security concern and may reduce willingness of applicants to apply. 

	Adopt 
	Adopt 
	Priority applicants have been determined by legislation and by funding source, including Priority Populations which include low income communities. The collection of additional financial information would create new information security concerns. 


	Streamline Application Process 
	Streamline Application Process 
	Streamline Application Process 


	CDFA should use case studies in training materials and provide examples of successful applications. 
	CDFA should use case studies in training materials and provide examples of successful applications. 
	CDFA should use case studies in training materials and provide examples of successful applications. 
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	1.21 

	• None provided 
	• None provided 
	• None provided 
	• None provided 



	CDFA posts a list of all awarded projects on the SWEEP website with the projects’ description. 
	CDFA posts a list of all awarded projects on the SWEEP website with the projects’ description. 
	CDFA posts videos highlighting projects that received funds. 
	Technical assistance providers can use TA funding to develop case studies for distribution. 

	 
	 

	Case studies could be prescriptive and suggest a desired project type. Providing samples of application documents, especially the budget, can be misleading and not representative of costs throughout the state. 
	Case studies could be prescriptive and suggest a desired project type. Providing samples of application documents, especially the budget, can be misleading and not representative of costs throughout the state. 

	Adopt 
	Adopt 
	CDFA will provide one-page case studies and videos on projects. The Public Records Act process allows for the public to access project applications. 


	Distribution of Grant Funds 
	Distribution of Grant Funds 
	Distribution of Grant Funds 


	CDFA should allow farmers to apply for 25% advance payment more than once, so that they can request an additional payment after they have used up their first 25%. 
	CDFA should allow farmers to apply for 25% advance payment more than once, so that they can request an additional payment after they have used up their first 25%. 
	CDFA should allow farmers to apply for 25% advance payment more than once, so that they can request an additional payment after they have used up their first 25%. 

	1.44 
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	• None provided 
	• None provided 
	• None provided 
	• None provided 



	The SWEEP program currently allows for multiple advance payments on a case by case benefits. This is guided by CDFA grant administration regulations and fiscal policies. 
	The SWEEP program currently allows for multiple advance payments on a case by case benefits. This is guided by CDFA grant administration regulations and fiscal policies. 

	 
	 

	More paperwork 
	More paperwork 
	Delays with receiving funds 
	Slows project completion 
	 

	Adopt 
	Adopt 
	The SWEEP program will allow for multiple advanced payments in accordance with CDFA’s grant administration regulations and fiscal policies. 


	SWEEP’s Role in State Level Strategy 
	SWEEP’s Role in State Level Strategy 
	SWEEP’s Role in State Level Strategy 


	Through discussion with agency partners and Governor's office, CDFA should identify SWEEP's role in state-level planning around water resilience. 
	Through discussion with agency partners and Governor's office, CDFA should identify SWEEP's role in state-level planning around water resilience. 
	Through discussion with agency partners and Governor's office, CDFA should identify SWEEP's role in state-level planning around water resilience. 

	1.03 
	1.03 

	• None provided 
	• None provided 
	• None provided 
	• None provided 



	 
	 

	 
	 

	 
	 

	Adopt 
	Adopt 
	Communicating with the Governor’s Office and agency partners can highlight SWEEP’s impact on water resilience and demonstrate agriculture’s engagement. 
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	The Environmental Farming Act Science Advisory Panel should coordinate with Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSAs), irrigation and water districts, and California Air Resources Board to identify overall water conservation and GHG emissions reduction goals for SWEEP. 
	The Environmental Farming Act Science Advisory Panel should coordinate with Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSAs), irrigation and water districts, and California Air Resources Board to identify overall water conservation and GHG emissions reduction goals for SWEEP. 
	The Environmental Farming Act Science Advisory Panel should coordinate with Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSAs), irrigation and water districts, and California Air Resources Board to identify overall water conservation and GHG emissions reduction goals for SWEEP. 
	The Environmental Farming Act Science Advisory Panel should coordinate with Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSAs), irrigation and water districts, and California Air Resources Board to identify overall water conservation and GHG emissions reduction goals for SWEEP. 

	1.00 
	1.00 

	• None provided 
	• None provided 
	• None provided 
	• None provided 



	 
	 

	 
	 

	 
	 

	Adopt 
	Adopt 
	GSAs, Irrigation districts, and CARB are valued partners in the objectives of SWEEP. CDFA can work to provide opportunity for engagement with regional GSAs, irrigation, and water districts with EFA SAP. 


	Outreach Coordination 
	Outreach Coordination 
	Outreach Coordination 


	CDFA should target SWEEP outreach to certain groups of farmers with a common lack of solutions, keeping in mind that farmers may distrust the government and that there is a need to be sensitive in recruitment and respect traditional methods. 
	CDFA should target SWEEP outreach to certain groups of farmers with a common lack of solutions, keeping in mind that farmers may distrust the government and that there is a need to be sensitive in recruitment and respect traditional methods. 
	CDFA should target SWEEP outreach to certain groups of farmers with a common lack of solutions, keeping in mind that farmers may distrust the government and that there is a need to be sensitive in recruitment and respect traditional methods. 

	0.74 
	0.74 

	• None provided 
	• None provided 
	• None provided 
	• None provided 



	CDFA contracts with TAPs who provide local outreach; these organizations are often trusted in their communities 
	CDFA contracts with TAPs who provide local outreach; these organizations are often trusted in their communities 

	 
	 

	 
	 

	Adopt 
	Adopt 
	This recommendation is not clear in what CDFA should change and what groups of farmers should be targeted. 
	CDFA is currently targeting outreach to disadvantaged farmers, socially disadvantaged farmers and ranchers, and small farmers through the TAP program. 


	As an outreach strategy, CDFA should work with organizations to identify farmers who are "ready." 
	As an outreach strategy, CDFA should work with organizations to identify farmers who are "ready." 
	As an outreach strategy, CDFA should work with organizations to identify farmers who are "ready." 

	0.46 
	0.46 

	• The program is oversubscribed. Clarity is needed on what organizations are intended and what does "ready" mean. 
	• The program is oversubscribed. Clarity is needed on what organizations are intended and what does "ready" mean. 
	• The program is oversubscribed. Clarity is needed on what organizations are intended and what does "ready" mean. 
	• The program is oversubscribed. Clarity is needed on what organizations are intended and what does "ready" mean. 



	CDFA funds TAPs who provide assistance to ensure farmers are ready with a project design and prepared for an application period. 
	CDFA funds TAPs who provide assistance to ensure farmers are ready with a project design and prepared for an application period. 

	 
	 

	 
	 

	 Adopt 
	 Adopt 
	This recommendation is not clear in what CDFA should change and what organizations can identify farmers who are ready with a SWEEP project. Currently TAPs help to identify and prepare potential applicants to be ready within the application timeframe. 
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	CDFA should coordinate with the Association of California Water Agencies. 
	CDFA should coordinate with the Association of California Water Agencies. 
	CDFA should coordinate with the Association of California Water Agencies. 
	CDFA should coordinate with the Association of California Water Agencies. 

	0.39 
	0.39 

	• It is not clear what the coordination will do. It has not been their experience that water agencies do not work with agriculture, they wonder if there was some misinterpretation that this is supposed to be agriculture's Clean Water Alliance. 
	• It is not clear what the coordination will do. It has not been their experience that water agencies do not work with agriculture, they wonder if there was some misinterpretation that this is supposed to be agriculture's Clean Water Alliance. 
	• It is not clear what the coordination will do. It has not been their experience that water agencies do not work with agriculture, they wonder if there was some misinterpretation that this is supposed to be agriculture's Clean Water Alliance. 
	• It is not clear what the coordination will do. It has not been their experience that water agencies do not work with agriculture, they wonder if there was some misinterpretation that this is supposed to be agriculture's Clean Water Alliance. 



	 
	 

	 
	 

	 
	 

	 Adopt 
	 Adopt 
	CDFA will reach out to ACWA to better understand their potential partnership. 


	CDFA should prioritize strategic outreach coordination in appropriate locations with Farm Bureaus and Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (because they are involved with all sizes of farms) and at trade shows and commodity groups. 
	CDFA should prioritize strategic outreach coordination in appropriate locations with Farm Bureaus and Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (because they are involved with all sizes of farms) and at trade shows and commodity groups. 
	CDFA should prioritize strategic outreach coordination in appropriate locations with Farm Bureaus and Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (because they are involved with all sizes of farms) and at trade shows and commodity groups. 

	0.85 
	0.85 

	• Projects should be awarded and disbursed by CDFA, not a third party. 
	• Projects should be awarded and disbursed by CDFA, not a third party. 
	• Projects should be awarded and disbursed by CDFA, not a third party. 
	• Projects should be awarded and disbursed by CDFA, not a third party. 

	• Outreach by Farm Bureau and GSAs should not be prioritized. These groups do not prioritize outreach into disadvantaged communities. 
	• Outreach by Farm Bureau and GSAs should not be prioritized. These groups do not prioritize outreach into disadvantaged communities. 

	• There are other water organizations that currently provide help to farmers besides the Farm Bureau and groundwater sustainable agencies. In the Imperial Valley, IVH2O or Imperial Valley Water helps farmers and there isn’t a groundwater agency because there is no useable groundwater. 
	• There are other water organizations that currently provide help to farmers besides the Farm Bureau and groundwater sustainable agencies. In the Imperial Valley, IVH2O or Imperial Valley Water helps farmers and there isn’t a groundwater agency because there is no useable groundwater. 



	• SWEEP has been involved with trade shows and been in communication with Farm Bureaus. 
	• SWEEP has been involved with trade shows and been in communication with Farm Bureaus. 
	• SWEEP has been involved with trade shows and been in communication with Farm Bureaus. 
	• SWEEP has been involved with trade shows and been in communication with Farm Bureaus. 

	• In past funding cycles, CDFA has placed notices in Farm Bureau publications. 
	• In past funding cycles, CDFA has placed notices in Farm Bureau publications. 


	Farm Bureaus and other non-profits are eligible to receive technical assistance funding through the Climate Smart Agriculture technical assistance grant program. 

	 
	 

	Additional outreach and coordination tasks 
	Additional outreach and coordination tasks 

	Adopt  
	Adopt  
	CDFA can increase outreach efforts to local farm bureaus, GSAs, and commodity groups. Coordinating with additional local agencies and organizations should result in higher workshop turnout and have an increase in applications 


	Considerations Around the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act 
	Considerations Around the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act 
	Considerations Around the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act 


	CDFA should give some priority to critically (or approaching critically) over-drafted groundwater basins. 
	CDFA should give some priority to critically (or approaching critically) over-drafted groundwater basins. 
	CDFA should give some priority to critically (or approaching critically) over-drafted groundwater basins. 

	0.92 
	0.92 

	• In the past it seems that the SWEEP program gave priority to specific areas, and it marginalized some farmers who were not eligible or receiving SWEEP grants. 
	• In the past it seems that the SWEEP program gave priority to specific areas, and it marginalized some farmers who were not eligible or receiving SWEEP grants. 
	• In the past it seems that the SWEEP program gave priority to specific areas, and it marginalized some farmers who were not eligible or receiving SWEEP grants. 
	• In the past it seems that the SWEEP program gave priority to specific areas, and it marginalized some farmers who were not eligible or receiving SWEEP grants. 



	CDFA gives an additional consideration to project applications that will reduce groundwater pumping in critically over drafted groundwater basins 
	CDFA gives an additional consideration to project applications that will reduce groundwater pumping in critically over drafted groundwater basins 

	 
	 

	 
	 

	Adopt 
	Adopt 
	The SWEEP application review process gives additional consideration to projects that reduce groundwater pumping in critically over drafted groundwater basins. 
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	CDFA should evaluate projects on land to be fallowed due to Sustainable Groundwater Management Act. Groundwater Sustainability Agencies should evaluate projects and provide letters of support if in approval of project. Support letters would be advisable, but not mandatory to apply to SWEEP and applicable to medium and large cost projects. CDFA and the Science Panel should continue discussion with GSAs due to uncertainties in the future due to SGMA. 
	CDFA should evaluate projects on land to be fallowed due to Sustainable Groundwater Management Act. Groundwater Sustainability Agencies should evaluate projects and provide letters of support if in approval of project. Support letters would be advisable, but not mandatory to apply to SWEEP and applicable to medium and large cost projects. CDFA and the Science Panel should continue discussion with GSAs due to uncertainties in the future due to SGMA. 
	CDFA should evaluate projects on land to be fallowed due to Sustainable Groundwater Management Act. Groundwater Sustainability Agencies should evaluate projects and provide letters of support if in approval of project. Support letters would be advisable, but not mandatory to apply to SWEEP and applicable to medium and large cost projects. CDFA and the Science Panel should continue discussion with GSAs due to uncertainties in the future due to SGMA. 
	CDFA should evaluate projects on land to be fallowed due to Sustainable Groundwater Management Act. Groundwater Sustainability Agencies should evaluate projects and provide letters of support if in approval of project. Support letters would be advisable, but not mandatory to apply to SWEEP and applicable to medium and large cost projects. CDFA and the Science Panel should continue discussion with GSAs due to uncertainties in the future due to SGMA. 

	0.46 
	0.46 

	• GSAs shouldn't be involved because many have growers on the board and there could be conflicts of interest. 
	• GSAs shouldn't be involved because many have growers on the board and there could be conflicts of interest. 
	• GSAs shouldn't be involved because many have growers on the board and there could be conflicts of interest. 
	• GSAs shouldn't be involved because many have growers on the board and there could be conflicts of interest. 

	• Support CDFA and the EFA SAP having more regular communication with GSAs. However, they oppose GSAs reviewing projects and providing letters of support for three reasons: 1) the AAG member thinks that GSAs likely do not have capacity to take this on anytime in the near future; 2) the AAG member thinks that some GSAs have not done a good job representing the interests of small-scale farms, so the member would not want small-scale farms' SWEEP applications to be disadvantaged by not being able to get a lett
	• Support CDFA and the EFA SAP having more regular communication with GSAs. However, they oppose GSAs reviewing projects and providing letters of support for three reasons: 1) the AAG member thinks that GSAs likely do not have capacity to take this on anytime in the near future; 2) the AAG member thinks that some GSAs have not done a good job representing the interests of small-scale farms, so the member would not want small-scale farms' SWEEP applications to be disadvantaged by not being able to get a lett

	• In an area of multiple high-priority groundwater basins where fallowing will likely be part of our response, nobody has any idea right now where such fallowing may occur. The concept is good, but the circumstances do not exist 
	• In an area of multiple high-priority groundwater basins where fallowing will likely be part of our response, nobody has any idea right now where such fallowing may occur. The concept is good, but the circumstances do not exist 



	CDFA provides an additional point for projects that reduce groundwater pumping in critically over drafted groundwater basins. 
	CDFA provides an additional point for projects that reduce groundwater pumping in critically over drafted groundwater basins. 

	 
	 

	Adds a document to the review process 
	Adds a document to the review process 

	Adopt 
	Adopt 
	CDFA can provide opportunity for an applicant to attach a letter of support to their SWEEP application. This could improve the technical reviewers’ scoring of merit and feasibility. 




	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 

	SWEEP Staff Considerations and Determination 
	SWEEP Staff Considerations and Determination 


	Recommendation 
	Recommendation 
	Recommendation 

	Support Score 
	Support Score 

	Summarized Opposition Statements 
	Summarized Opposition Statements 

	Current Actions that Support this Recommendation 
	Current Actions that Support this Recommendation 

	Scientific Considerations 
	Scientific Considerations 

	Concerns 
	Concerns 

	Staff Determination and Justification 
	Staff Determination and Justification 



	TBody
	TR
	to allow this to happen. The best way to avoid having farmers receive funds for unexpectedly short-lived projects is to make sure they themselves have significant financial "skin in the game". 
	to allow this to happen. The best way to avoid having farmers receive funds for unexpectedly short-lived projects is to make sure they themselves have significant financial "skin in the game". 
	to allow this to happen. The best way to avoid having farmers receive funds for unexpectedly short-lived projects is to make sure they themselves have significant financial "skin in the game". 
	to allow this to happen. The best way to avoid having farmers receive funds for unexpectedly short-lived projects is to make sure they themselves have significant financial "skin in the game". 
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	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 

	SWEEP Staff Considerations and Determination 
	SWEEP Staff Considerations and Determination 


	Recommendation 
	Recommendation 
	Recommendation 

	Support Score 
	Support Score 

	Summarized Opposition Statements 
	Summarized Opposition Statements 

	Current Actions that Support this Recommendation 
	Current Actions that Support this Recommendation 

	Scientific Considerations 
	Scientific Considerations 

	Concerns 
	Concerns 

	Staff Determination and Justification 
	Staff Determination and Justification 


	Technology-Specific Requirements and Restrictions 
	Technology-Specific Requirements and Restrictions 
	Technology-Specific Requirements and Restrictions 



	CDFA should allow Irrigation Water Management (IWM) systems to have 3 years of funding for the annual subscription. CDFA should reduce the life of the project for IWM from 10 to 3. The AAG would like to require CDFA to verify that the IWM application platform is operating during the time of verification. The AAG would like to require CDFA to verify prolonged operation during the 3-year term. CDFA should account for this change in the water/GHG calculations. 
	CDFA should allow Irrigation Water Management (IWM) systems to have 3 years of funding for the annual subscription. CDFA should reduce the life of the project for IWM from 10 to 3. The AAG would like to require CDFA to verify that the IWM application platform is operating during the time of verification. The AAG would like to require CDFA to verify prolonged operation during the 3-year term. CDFA should account for this change in the water/GHG calculations. 
	CDFA should allow Irrigation Water Management (IWM) systems to have 3 years of funding for the annual subscription. CDFA should reduce the life of the project for IWM from 10 to 3. The AAG would like to require CDFA to verify that the IWM application platform is operating during the time of verification. The AAG would like to require CDFA to verify prolonged operation during the 3-year term. CDFA should account for this change in the water/GHG calculations. 
	CDFA should allow Irrigation Water Management (IWM) systems to have 3 years of funding for the annual subscription. CDFA should reduce the life of the project for IWM from 10 to 3. The AAG would like to require CDFA to verify that the IWM application platform is operating during the time of verification. The AAG would like to require CDFA to verify prolonged operation during the 3-year term. CDFA should account for this change in the water/GHG calculations. 

	1.02 
	1.02 

	• None provided 
	• None provided 
	• None provided 
	• None provided 



	CDFA pays for IWM subscription services during the grant agreement only. 
	CDFA pays for IWM subscription services during the grant agreement only. 

	SWEEP projects have a 10-year project life for the estimation of benefits. This means that awardees may need to contribute funding to maintain and update IWM technology and service over the 10-year period. 
	SWEEP projects have a 10-year project life for the estimation of benefits. This means that awardees may need to contribute funding to maintain and update IWM technology and service over the 10-year period. 
	Having a 3-year project life for IWM and 10-year project life for other components would complicate the QM significantly and make estimation of project benefits convoluted. 

	Fiscal policies 
	Fiscal policies 
	 

	Partially Adopt 
	Partially Adopt 
	CDFA fiscal policies do not allow for payment of subscription services outside of the grant term, but CDFA can improve follow up with awardees during the three-year project outcome monitoring period to evaluate the continued use of IWM technologies and services. Currently CDFA allows for payment of subscription over the grant agreement term (18 months). 


	Quantification of Program Benefits 
	Quantification of Program Benefits 
	Quantification of Program Benefits 


	CDFA should encourage innovative approaches by updating the application and GHG/water savings tool to allow for growers to insert their own project types. Specifically, CDFA should allow for an "Other" section in the GHG and water savings tools so growers can add their own projects and explain how they came to the savings they insert. CDFA should clarify in the application that other practices, besides the short list of common practices (drip irrigation, pump conversion, etc.), are allowed and encouraged. F
	CDFA should encourage innovative approaches by updating the application and GHG/water savings tool to allow for growers to insert their own project types. Specifically, CDFA should allow for an "Other" section in the GHG and water savings tools so growers can add their own projects and explain how they came to the savings they insert. CDFA should clarify in the application that other practices, besides the short list of common practices (drip irrigation, pump conversion, etc.), are allowed and encouraged. F
	CDFA should encourage innovative approaches by updating the application and GHG/water savings tool to allow for growers to insert their own project types. Specifically, CDFA should allow for an "Other" section in the GHG and water savings tools so growers can add their own projects and explain how they came to the savings they insert. CDFA should clarify in the application that other practices, besides the short list of common practices (drip irrigation, pump conversion, etc.), are allowed and encouraged. F

	1.21 
	1.21 

	• It is true that portable equipment can lend itself to efficiency improvement, however, moveable or portable equipment can very quickly become taken advantage of and misused. Permanent equipment is the best way that the taxpayer can be assured that the claimed benefits are being realized. 
	• It is true that portable equipment can lend itself to efficiency improvement, however, moveable or portable equipment can very quickly become taken advantage of and misused. Permanent equipment is the best way that the taxpayer can be assured that the claimed benefits are being realized. 
	• It is true that portable equipment can lend itself to efficiency improvement, however, moveable or portable equipment can very quickly become taken advantage of and misused. Permanent equipment is the best way that the taxpayer can be assured that the claimed benefits are being realized. 
	• It is true that portable equipment can lend itself to efficiency improvement, however, moveable or portable equipment can very quickly become taken advantage of and misused. Permanent equipment is the best way that the taxpayer can be assured that the claimed benefits are being realized. 



	SWEEP currently includes "Other management practices" as a water savings or GHG reduction strategy that growers can indicate on the application. Applicants need to provide information for the reviewer to evaluate and the project must still be able to utilize the GHG QM tool to estimate a GHG reduction. 
	SWEEP currently includes "Other management practices" as a water savings or GHG reduction strategy that growers can indicate on the application. Applicants need to provide information for the reviewer to evaluate and the project must still be able to utilize the GHG QM tool to estimate a GHG reduction. 
	CDFA is pursuing an update to the QM that will allow for GHG reductions from nitrous oxide to be estimated. This update would likely allow more growers to be eligible 

	Correctly and consistently quantifying project types that fall into the "Other" category may not be possible 
	Correctly and consistently quantifying project types that fall into the "Other" category may not be possible 

	 
	 

	Partially adopt 
	Partially adopt 
	CDFA is working on an update to the QM that would capture nitrous oxide emission reductions. This would open the program up to additional farmers. Adding an "Other" category is too broad and would not allow for consistent quantification of benefits. Alternatively, CDFA can solicit proposals for the inclusion of new practices or technologies through a request for proposals. The proposals would be evaluated by a committee of experts in consideration of how the QM can be modified to include the proposal. 




	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 

	SWEEP Staff Considerations and Determination 
	SWEEP Staff Considerations and Determination 


	Recommendation 
	Recommendation 
	Recommendation 

	Support Score 
	Support Score 

	Summarized Opposition Statements 
	Summarized Opposition Statements 

	Current Actions that Support this Recommendation 
	Current Actions that Support this Recommendation 

	Scientific Considerations 
	Scientific Considerations 

	Concerns 
	Concerns 

	Staff Determination and Justification 
	Staff Determination and Justification 



	TBody
	TR
	application type could be in the other category that is developed. This would require an update to the Quantification Tool to include an "other" selection. 
	application type could be in the other category that is developed. This would require an update to the Quantification Tool to include an "other" selection. 

	and competitive for SWEEP funding 
	and competitive for SWEEP funding 


	Ease Language Barriers 
	Ease Language Barriers 
	Ease Language Barriers 


	CDFA should provide outreach, educational materials and, to the degree possible, the application in multiple languages, prioritizing Spanish. Additionally, technical assistance in various languages should also be provided and prioritized. 
	CDFA should provide outreach, educational materials and, to the degree possible, the application in multiple languages, prioritizing Spanish. Additionally, technical assistance in various languages should also be provided and prioritized. 
	CDFA should provide outreach, educational materials and, to the degree possible, the application in multiple languages, prioritizing Spanish. Additionally, technical assistance in various languages should also be provided and prioritized. 

	1.36 
	1.36 

	• The materials in languages other than English were not an effective method of getting the information across. The more effective method is to have personal representatives available for non-English speakers to assist in the application process and overall program information. 
	• The materials in languages other than English were not an effective method of getting the information across. The more effective method is to have personal representatives available for non-English speakers to assist in the application process and overall program information. 
	• The materials in languages other than English were not an effective method of getting the information across. The more effective method is to have personal representatives available for non-English speakers to assist in the application process and overall program information. 
	• The materials in languages other than English were not an effective method of getting the information across. The more effective method is to have personal representatives available for non-English speakers to assist in the application process and overall program information. 



	CDFA funds technical assistance providers and considers their ability to provide outreach in different languages. 
	CDFA funds technical assistance providers and considers their ability to provide outreach in different languages. 
	Technical assistance providers may also contract with translators to provide one-on-one assistance to non-English speakers or translate outreach materials. 

	 
	 

	Would require multiple application platforms and significant time and resources for translation of application questionnaire, calculator tools. 
	Would require multiple application platforms and significant time and resources for translation of application questionnaire, calculator tools. 
	SWEEP staff and reviewers would need translation assistance in reviewing and administering applications that are submitted in a language other than English; this issue would continue through the grant agreement establishment, project implementation and invoicing stages. 

	Partially adopt 
	Partially adopt 
	CDFA can work with technical assistance provider and with internal translation resources to develop outreach materials in languages other than English. CDFA will continue to require application material in English. Technical and administrative staff do not have the language abilities to accept documentation in languages other than English. Contracting with multi-lingual technical assistance providers to work with growers from application to project close out is the most efficient way for CDFA to serve non-E




	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 

	SWEEP Staff Considerations and Determination 
	SWEEP Staff Considerations and Determination 


	Recommendation 
	Recommendation 
	Recommendation 

	Support Score 
	Support Score 

	Summarized Opposition Statements 
	Summarized Opposition Statements 

	Current Actions that Support this Recommendation 
	Current Actions that Support this Recommendation 

	Scientific Considerations 
	Scientific Considerations 

	Concerns 
	Concerns 

	Staff Determination and Justification 
	Staff Determination and Justification 



	CDFA should require training opportunities to both potential applicants and to awardees in various languages from relevant experts on related topics, including, but not limited to, effectively using relevant new technologies, equipment, and practices. 
	CDFA should require training opportunities to both potential applicants and to awardees in various languages from relevant experts on related topics, including, but not limited to, effectively using relevant new technologies, equipment, and practices. 
	CDFA should require training opportunities to both potential applicants and to awardees in various languages from relevant experts on related topics, including, but not limited to, effectively using relevant new technologies, equipment, and practices. 
	CDFA should require training opportunities to both potential applicants and to awardees in various languages from relevant experts on related topics, including, but not limited to, effectively using relevant new technologies, equipment, and practices. 

	1.05 
	1.05 

	• CDFA should host training opportunities for both potential applicants and awardees, but it should not be required. The grant is currently set up where attending a training gives an applicant an extra point and this system is working well. 
	• CDFA should host training opportunities for both potential applicants and awardees, but it should not be required. The grant is currently set up where attending a training gives an applicant an extra point and this system is working well. 
	• CDFA should host training opportunities for both potential applicants and awardees, but it should not be required. The grant is currently set up where attending a training gives an applicant an extra point and this system is working well. 
	• CDFA should host training opportunities for both potential applicants and awardees, but it should not be required. The grant is currently set up where attending a training gives an applicant an extra point and this system is working well. 



	Local TAPs may be able to provide training to farmers in their native language. 
	Local TAPs may be able to provide training to farmers in their native language. 

	 
	 

	Requiring training from a potential applicant could be overly burdensome on small farmers and would make the application process more difficult 
	Requiring training from a potential applicant could be overly burdensome on small farmers and would make the application process more difficult 

	Partially adopt 
	Partially adopt 
	Irrigation training is worth an additional point in scoring; the training should not be required but should be encouraged.  CDFA can work with technical assistance organizations to develop and advertise training in non-English languages. 


	CDFA should require training opportunities to both potential applicants and to awardees in various languages from relevant experts on related topics, including, but not limited to, effectively using relevant technologies, equipment (e.g., irrigation system maintenance) and practices (i.e., distribution uniformity, irrigation scheduling, etc.). 
	CDFA should require training opportunities to both potential applicants and to awardees in various languages from relevant experts on related topics, including, but not limited to, effectively using relevant technologies, equipment (e.g., irrigation system maintenance) and practices (i.e., distribution uniformity, irrigation scheduling, etc.). 
	CDFA should require training opportunities to both potential applicants and to awardees in various languages from relevant experts on related topics, including, but not limited to, effectively using relevant technologies, equipment (e.g., irrigation system maintenance) and practices (i.e., distribution uniformity, irrigation scheduling, etc.). 

	1.03 
	1.03 

	• Anytime some requirement is added onto an already extensive list requirements, potential good projects drop off because it becomes not worth the applicant’s time. 
	• Anytime some requirement is added onto an already extensive list requirements, potential good projects drop off because it becomes not worth the applicant’s time. 
	• Anytime some requirement is added onto an already extensive list requirements, potential good projects drop off because it becomes not worth the applicant’s time. 
	• Anytime some requirement is added onto an already extensive list requirements, potential good projects drop off because it becomes not worth the applicant’s time. 

	• Training should not be required. 
	• Training should not be required. 



	Local TAPs, contracted by CDFA, may provide training to farmers in their native language. 
	Local TAPs, contracted by CDFA, may provide training to farmers in their native language. 

	 
	 

	Requiring training from a potential applicant could be overly burdensome on small farmers and would make the application process more difficult 
	Requiring training from a potential applicant could be overly burdensome on small farmers and would make the application process more difficult 

	Partially adopt 
	Partially adopt 
	Irrigation training is worth an additional point in scoring and the training should not be required but should be encouraged.  CDFA can work with TAPS to develop, advertise, and make available training courses in non-English languages. 


	Increase Opportunities for Surface Water Users 
	Increase Opportunities for Surface Water Users 
	Increase Opportunities for Surface Water Users 


	CDFA should allow for farmers to apply for funding for a storage and compensation reservoir so that the farmer can capture the water on the intervals that water is delivered or diverted. CDFA should allow for the pressurization, filtration and the use of pressurized irrigation coming from the storage reservoir. This could result in optimization of water and energy usage. CDFA should allow for the utilization of GHG savings that was offset from 
	CDFA should allow for farmers to apply for funding for a storage and compensation reservoir so that the farmer can capture the water on the intervals that water is delivered or diverted. CDFA should allow for the pressurization, filtration and the use of pressurized irrigation coming from the storage reservoir. This could result in optimization of water and energy usage. CDFA should allow for the utilization of GHG savings that was offset from 
	CDFA should allow for farmers to apply for funding for a storage and compensation reservoir so that the farmer can capture the water on the intervals that water is delivered or diverted. CDFA should allow for the pressurization, filtration and the use of pressurized irrigation coming from the storage reservoir. This could result in optimization of water and energy usage. CDFA should allow for the utilization of GHG savings that was offset from 

	1.36 
	1.36 

	• None provided 
	• None provided 
	• None provided 
	• None provided 



	SWEEP allows for funding of reservoirs but not the pressurization of non-pressurized water unless that increase in energy/GHG is offset by another aspect of the project. 
	SWEEP allows for funding of reservoirs but not the pressurization of non-pressurized water unless that increase in energy/GHG is offset by another aspect of the project. 

	Projects can reduce GHG emissions by reducing pumping at one source and increasing pumping at another. Surface water can be seasonal and not always available year to year and will make for challenges with consistency within the QM. 
	Projects can reduce GHG emissions by reducing pumping at one source and increasing pumping at another. Surface water can be seasonal and not always available year to year and will make for challenges with consistency within the QM. 
	The current QM tool will not allow for the addition of new pumps, it will take time to develop new tool 

	Development of a QM tool that can incorporate new pumps 
	Development of a QM tool that can incorporate new pumps 

	Partially adopt 
	Partially adopt 
	SWEEP allows for funding of reservoirs but not the pressurization of non-pressurized water unless that increase in energy/GHG is offset by another aspect of the project. Updates to the GHG calculator tool would be required to allow for the addition of new pumps to the project. CDFA can explore with partner agencies. 
	 




	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 

	SWEEP Staff Considerations and Determination 
	SWEEP Staff Considerations and Determination 


	Recommendation 
	Recommendation 
	Recommendation 

	Support Score 
	Support Score 

	Summarized Opposition Statements 
	Summarized Opposition Statements 

	Current Actions that Support this Recommendation 
	Current Actions that Support this Recommendation 

	Scientific Considerations 
	Scientific Considerations 

	Concerns 
	Concerns 

	Staff Determination and Justification 
	Staff Determination and Justification 



	TBody
	TR
	one source as GHG credit that can be used for a new GHG producing source such as a new pump that is used to pressurize the storage reservoir. 
	one source as GHG credit that can be used for a new GHG producing source such as a new pump that is used to pressurize the storage reservoir. 


	CDFA should allow for individual farmers that are supplied pressurized water from an irrigation district a pathway to apply for the SWEEP program. CDFA should make sure that the farmers that are supplied with surface water delivery systems are allowed. 
	CDFA should allow for individual farmers that are supplied pressurized water from an irrigation district a pathway to apply for the SWEEP program. CDFA should make sure that the farmers that are supplied with surface water delivery systems are allowed. 
	CDFA should allow for individual farmers that are supplied pressurized water from an irrigation district a pathway to apply for the SWEEP program. CDFA should make sure that the farmers that are supplied with surface water delivery systems are allowed. 

	1.26 
	1.26 

	• None provided 
	• None provided 
	• None provided 
	• None provided 



	In the past SWEEP has allowed for these types of projects through a joint solicitation with DWR. A GHG QM was developed for that solicitation. 
	In the past SWEEP has allowed for these types of projects through a joint solicitation with DWR. A GHG QM was developed for that solicitation. 

	The regular SWEEP GHG QM tool will need to be amended to allow for this type of project. A farmer could apply for funds from SWEEP with the current QM showing that they will eliminate on-farm pumping by accepting pressurized surface water, but that would not account for the increase in GHG from the off-farm pressurization. 
	The regular SWEEP GHG QM tool will need to be amended to allow for this type of project. A farmer could apply for funds from SWEEP with the current QM showing that they will eliminate on-farm pumping by accepting pressurized surface water, but that would not account for the increase in GHG from the off-farm pressurization. 

	Current tool and the tool in draft will not support this correctly. Research is needed to correctly incorporate 
	Current tool and the tool in draft will not support this correctly. Research is needed to correctly incorporate 

	Partially adopt 
	Partially adopt 
	Research and coordination are needed to better understand how to incorporate this type of project into the GHG QM. CDFA can consult with partner agencies; CARB in particular 


	Streamline Application Process 
	Streamline Application Process 
	Streamline Application Process 


	CDFA should Increase the pre-application outreach period to six months and the application window to 90 days to accommodate farmers' harvest and work schedules. CDFA should hold the application period in early winter when most farmers are not in harvest or planting season, but ensure it is long enough so that technical assistance providers are not impacted during holiday season. 
	CDFA should Increase the pre-application outreach period to six months and the application window to 90 days to accommodate farmers' harvest and work schedules. CDFA should hold the application period in early winter when most farmers are not in harvest or planting season, but ensure it is long enough so that technical assistance providers are not impacted during holiday season. 
	CDFA should Increase the pre-application outreach period to six months and the application window to 90 days to accommodate farmers' harvest and work schedules. CDFA should hold the application period in early winter when most farmers are not in harvest or planting season, but ensure it is long enough so that technical assistance providers are not impacted during holiday season. 

	1.54 
	1.54 

	• None provided 
	• None provided 
	• None provided 
	• None provided 



	CDFA aims to hold application periods in the winter months to accommodate harvest schedules. CDFA aims to provide sufficient outreach and application periods, while also balancing encumbrance deadlines. 
	CDFA aims to hold application periods in the winter months to accommodate harvest schedules. CDFA aims to provide sufficient outreach and application periods, while also balancing encumbrance deadlines. 

	 
	 

	Encumbrance periods 
	Encumbrance periods 
	Need for sufficient time for administrative tasks and grant implementation 
	 

	Partially adopt 
	Partially adopt 
	CDFA will aim accommodate this request as encumbrance, and liquidation deadlines allow. CDFA must balance the time needed for administrative activities such as establishing grant agreements and time needed by awardees for project implementation. 


	Considerations Around the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act 
	Considerations Around the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act 
	Considerations Around the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act 




	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 

	SWEEP Staff Considerations and Determination 
	SWEEP Staff Considerations and Determination 


	Recommendation 
	Recommendation 
	Recommendation 

	Support Score 
	Support Score 

	Summarized Opposition Statements 
	Summarized Opposition Statements 

	Current Actions that Support this Recommendation 
	Current Actions that Support this Recommendation 

	Scientific Considerations 
	Scientific Considerations 

	Concerns 
	Concerns 

	Staff Determination and Justification 
	Staff Determination and Justification 



	CDFA should coordinate with Groundwater Sustainability Agencies to avoid incentivizing projects on land that will be fallowed due to Sustainable Groundwater Management Act. Groundwater Sustainability Agencies should thoroughly investigate and review projects and provide letters of support if able. This would be most applicable to medium and large funding requests. 
	CDFA should coordinate with Groundwater Sustainability Agencies to avoid incentivizing projects on land that will be fallowed due to Sustainable Groundwater Management Act. Groundwater Sustainability Agencies should thoroughly investigate and review projects and provide letters of support if able. This would be most applicable to medium and large funding requests. 
	CDFA should coordinate with Groundwater Sustainability Agencies to avoid incentivizing projects on land that will be fallowed due to Sustainable Groundwater Management Act. Groundwater Sustainability Agencies should thoroughly investigate and review projects and provide letters of support if able. This would be most applicable to medium and large funding requests. 
	CDFA should coordinate with Groundwater Sustainability Agencies to avoid incentivizing projects on land that will be fallowed due to Sustainable Groundwater Management Act. Groundwater Sustainability Agencies should thoroughly investigate and review projects and provide letters of support if able. This would be most applicable to medium and large funding requests. 

	0.87 
	0.87 

	• Support CDFA and the EFA SAP having more regular communication with GSAs. However, oppose GSA's reviewing projects and providing letters of support for three reasons: 1) the AAG member thinks that GSAs likely do not have capacity to take this on anytime in the near future; 2) the AAG member thinks that some GSAs have not done a good job representing the interests of small-scale farms, so the member would not want small-scale farms' SWEEP applications to be disadvantaged by not being able to get a letter f
	• Support CDFA and the EFA SAP having more regular communication with GSAs. However, oppose GSA's reviewing projects and providing letters of support for three reasons: 1) the AAG member thinks that GSAs likely do not have capacity to take this on anytime in the near future; 2) the AAG member thinks that some GSAs have not done a good job representing the interests of small-scale farms, so the member would not want small-scale farms' SWEEP applications to be disadvantaged by not being able to get a letter f
	• Support CDFA and the EFA SAP having more regular communication with GSAs. However, oppose GSA's reviewing projects and providing letters of support for three reasons: 1) the AAG member thinks that GSAs likely do not have capacity to take this on anytime in the near future; 2) the AAG member thinks that some GSAs have not done a good job representing the interests of small-scale farms, so the member would not want small-scale farms' SWEEP applications to be disadvantaged by not being able to get a letter f
	• Support CDFA and the EFA SAP having more regular communication with GSAs. However, oppose GSA's reviewing projects and providing letters of support for three reasons: 1) the AAG member thinks that GSAs likely do not have capacity to take this on anytime in the near future; 2) the AAG member thinks that some GSAs have not done a good job representing the interests of small-scale farms, so the member would not want small-scale farms' SWEEP applications to be disadvantaged by not being able to get a letter f



	 
	 

	 
	 

	Additional time for GSA review 
	Additional time for GSA review 
	Information sharing restrictions 

	Partially adopt 
	Partially adopt 
	CDFA is not aware of the capacity at GSAs to review SWEEP applications or to provide support letters. 
	Alternatively, CDFA can develop an email list specific for GSAs and notify GSAs when application summaries and award lists are posted to the SWEEP webpage. 




	 
	  
	TABLE 3: UNABLE TO ADOPT AT THIS TIME (22 of 48 recommendations, 46%) 
	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 

	SWEEP Staff Considerations and Determination 
	SWEEP Staff Considerations and Determination 


	Recommendation 
	Recommendation 
	Recommendation 

	Support Score 
	Support Score 

	Summarized Opposition Statements 
	Summarized Opposition Statements 

	Current Actions that Support this Recommendation 
	Current Actions that Support this Recommendation 

	Scientific Considerations 
	Scientific Considerations 

	Concerns 
	Concerns 

	Staff Determination and Justification 
	Staff Determination and Justification 


	Technology Support for Applicants and Awardees 
	Technology Support for Applicants and Awardees 
	Technology Support for Applicants and Awardees 



	CDFA should develop and maintain a roster of manufacturers and vendors who are willing to provide cost quotes for small farm/ranch operations. 
	CDFA should develop and maintain a roster of manufacturers and vendors who are willing to provide cost quotes for small farm/ranch operations. 
	CDFA should develop and maintain a roster of manufacturers and vendors who are willing to provide cost quotes for small farm/ranch operations. 
	CDFA should develop and maintain a roster of manufacturers and vendors who are willing to provide cost quotes for small farm/ranch operations. 

	1.03 
	1.03 

	• Too time consuming and expensive to manage and maintain. 
	• Too time consuming and expensive to manage and maintain. 
	• Too time consuming and expensive to manage and maintain. 
	• Too time consuming and expensive to manage and maintain. 



	CDFA contracts with Technical assistance providers (TAPs) who have vendor connections. 
	CDFA contracts with Technical assistance providers (TAPs) who have vendor connections. 

	 
	 

	Time constraint 
	Time constraint 
	Lack of CDFA resources 
	Lack of regionally specific information on vendors 
	Concern over criteria for inclusion in list 
	Vendors on the list may raise prices 

	Do not adopt 
	Do not adopt 
	Rosters of local resources exist via other online resources. CDFA would have limited capacity to verify vendors abilities, maintain a public resource in an evolving market, and provide adequate statewide distribution. CDFA does not have the statutory authority to adopt this recommendation 


	CDFA should post a list of regional vendors on the website based off vendors that wish to be included on this list. CDFA should send out emails or web postings to have vendors signed up to be on this list. CDFA should use the list that CDFA already has, based off past applications, as a steppingstone for creating this list. CDFA should allow for growers to provide "reviews" on this list. 
	CDFA should post a list of regional vendors on the website based off vendors that wish to be included on this list. CDFA should send out emails or web postings to have vendors signed up to be on this list. CDFA should use the list that CDFA already has, based off past applications, as a steppingstone for creating this list. CDFA should allow for growers to provide "reviews" on this list. 
	CDFA should post a list of regional vendors on the website based off vendors that wish to be included on this list. CDFA should send out emails or web postings to have vendors signed up to be on this list. CDFA should use the list that CDFA already has, based off past applications, as a steppingstone for creating this list. CDFA should allow for growers to provide "reviews" on this list. 

	0.92 
	0.92 

	• Too much time and expense for this small program to have to manage a vendor list and it is a duplication of information readily available to the public through numerous sources. 
	• Too much time and expense for this small program to have to manage a vendor list and it is a duplication of information readily available to the public through numerous sources. 
	• Too much time and expense for this small program to have to manage a vendor list and it is a duplication of information readily available to the public through numerous sources. 
	• Too much time and expense for this small program to have to manage a vendor list and it is a duplication of information readily available to the public through numerous sources. 



	CDFA contracts with TAPs who have vendor connections. 
	CDFA contracts with TAPs who have vendor connections. 
	On the SWEEP Irrigation Training resources webpage, CDFA has included the Cal Poly Irrigation Training and Research Center’s Consumer Bill of Rights. This document is a helpful resource for farmers to reference as they seek out and interact with vendors. 

	 
	 

	Development of a review portal on CDFA’s webpage. 
	Development of a review portal on CDFA’s webpage. 
	This could lead CDFA to display farmer/ vendor disputes 
	Time constraints 
	Lack of CDFA resources 
	Lack of regionally specific information on vendors 
	Concern over criteria for inclusion in list 
	Potential CDFA liability 

	Do not adopt 
	Do not adopt 
	Rosters and reviews of local resources exist via other online resources. CDFA would have limited capacity to verify vendors abilities, maintain a public resource in an evolving market, and provide adequate statewide distribution. CDFA does not have the statutory authority to adopt this recommendation 




	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 

	SWEEP Staff Considerations and Determination 
	SWEEP Staff Considerations and Determination 


	Recommendation 
	Recommendation 
	Recommendation 

	Support Score 
	Support Score 

	Summarized Opposition Statements 
	Summarized Opposition Statements 

	Current Actions that Support this Recommendation 
	Current Actions that Support this Recommendation 

	Scientific Considerations 
	Scientific Considerations 

	Concerns 
	Concerns 

	Staff Determination and Justification 
	Staff Determination and Justification 



	CDFA should develop a "Technical Service Provider list" (vendors) to assure suppliers have experience and stable support for the irrigation water management (IWM) products for the length of term. Have vendors and technology associated with IWM vetted. A committee should be formed to determine further development of this providers list. 
	CDFA should develop a "Technical Service Provider list" (vendors) to assure suppliers have experience and stable support for the irrigation water management (IWM) products for the length of term. Have vendors and technology associated with IWM vetted. A committee should be formed to determine further development of this providers list. 
	CDFA should develop a "Technical Service Provider list" (vendors) to assure suppliers have experience and stable support for the irrigation water management (IWM) products for the length of term. Have vendors and technology associated with IWM vetted. A committee should be formed to determine further development of this providers list. 
	CDFA should develop a "Technical Service Provider list" (vendors) to assure suppliers have experience and stable support for the irrigation water management (IWM) products for the length of term. Have vendors and technology associated with IWM vetted. A committee should be formed to determine further development of this providers list. 

	0.77 
	0.77 

	• Too costly and time consuming for this small program and there are numerous other sources the public can utilize to determine the validity of services providers. 
	• Too costly and time consuming for this small program and there are numerous other sources the public can utilize to determine the validity of services providers. 
	• Too costly and time consuming for this small program and there are numerous other sources the public can utilize to determine the validity of services providers. 
	• Too costly and time consuming for this small program and there are numerous other sources the public can utilize to determine the validity of services providers. 

	• There is no need for a committee. 
	• There is no need for a committee. 

	• A big project, and not appropriate for a CDFA committee to evaluate technical service providers. 
	• A big project, and not appropriate for a CDFA committee to evaluate technical service providers. 

	• It was not apparent that there had been a sufficient level of difficulty with the technical service providers to justify this effort. 
	• It was not apparent that there had been a sufficient level of difficulty with the technical service providers to justify this effort. 



	CDFA contracts with TAPs who have vendor connections and expertise regarding IWM. TAPS can share recommendations on the type of technology the applicant might wish to pursue and provide information on local vendors. 
	CDFA contracts with TAPs who have vendor connections and expertise regarding IWM. TAPS can share recommendations on the type of technology the applicant might wish to pursue and provide information on local vendors. 
	On the SWEEP Irrigation Training resources webpage, CDFA has included the Cal Poly Irrigation Training and Research Center’s Consumer Bill of Rights. This document is a helpful resource for farmers to reference as they seek out and interact with vendors. 

	Irrigation water management practices do not need to be vetted, but this recommendation may be aiming to address vendor reliability and stability. 
	Irrigation water management practices do not need to be vetted, but this recommendation may be aiming to address vendor reliability and stability. 
	There is an ongoing UC project to evaluate several types of IWM technologies. CDFA can make the results of this study available when complete. 

	Time constraints 
	Time constraints 
	Lack of CDFA resources 
	Lack of regionally specific information on vendors 
	Concern over criteria for inclusion in vendor list or committee 
	CDFA liability 

	Do not adopt 
	Do not adopt 
	CDFA is not the appropriate institution to vet IWM vendors and this would put unfair scrutiny upon one sector of the irrigation efficiency industry. As UC completes research on available IWM technologies, CDFA can make this information available on the Irrigation Resources page. CDFA does not have the statutory authority to adopt this recommendation 


	Technology-Specific Requirements and Restrictions 
	Technology-Specific Requirements and Restrictions 
	Technology-Specific Requirements and Restrictions 


	CDFA should allow for move-able technologies. Some water saving technologies can move with rotating growers (movable pump, portable soil moisture, etc.). CDFA should allow for technologies to move APNs. This would need to be determined to be acceptable by technical reviewers and included in the application. 
	CDFA should allow for move-able technologies. Some water saving technologies can move with rotating growers (movable pump, portable soil moisture, etc.). CDFA should allow for technologies to move APNs. This would need to be determined to be acceptable by technical reviewers and included in the application. 
	CDFA should allow for move-able technologies. Some water saving technologies can move with rotating growers (movable pump, portable soil moisture, etc.). CDFA should allow for technologies to move APNs. This would need to be determined to be acceptable by technical reviewers and included in the application. 

	1.08 
	1.08 

	• It is true that portable equipment can lend itself to efficiency improvement, however, moveable or portable equipment can very quickly become taken advantage of and misused. Permanent equipment is the best way that the taxpayer can be assured that the claimed benefits are being realized. 
	• It is true that portable equipment can lend itself to efficiency improvement, however, moveable or portable equipment can very quickly become taken advantage of and misused. Permanent equipment is the best way that the taxpayer can be assured that the claimed benefits are being realized. 
	• It is true that portable equipment can lend itself to efficiency improvement, however, moveable or portable equipment can very quickly become taken advantage of and misused. Permanent equipment is the best way that the taxpayer can be assured that the claimed benefits are being realized. 
	• It is true that portable equipment can lend itself to efficiency improvement, however, moveable or portable equipment can very quickly become taken advantage of and misused. Permanent equipment is the best way that the taxpayer can be assured that the claimed benefits are being realized. 



	None, SWEEP currently requires that all project components remain on the project site for the life of the project. 
	None, SWEEP currently requires that all project components remain on the project site for the life of the project. 

	This recommendation may apply to pumps and IWM technologies. If this recommendation was adopted, it could allow growers to impact more acreage with the benefits of the SWEEP project, but consultation with California Air Resources Board (CARB) would be needed regarding updating the QM 
	This recommendation may apply to pumps and IWM technologies. If this recommendation was adopted, it could allow growers to impact more acreage with the benefits of the SWEEP project, but consultation with California Air Resources Board (CARB) would be needed regarding updating the QM 

	The current GHG QM is based upon items that will be installed on the project at specific locations (APNs) for the 10-year life of the project. Lack of accountability 
	The current GHG QM is based upon items that will be installed on the project at specific locations (APNs) for the 10-year life of the project. Lack of accountability 

	 Do not adopt 
	 Do not adopt 
	Water and energy savings are connected to a specific parcel number in the SWEEP program. Allowing moveable technologies on multiple APNS would lead to lack of accountability. 
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	and project requirements. 
	and project requirements. 


	CDFA should require a justification from applicants that apply for on-farm weather stations as to why CIMIS information is not sufficient. 
	CDFA should require a justification from applicants that apply for on-farm weather stations as to why CIMIS information is not sufficient. 
	CDFA should require a justification from applicants that apply for on-farm weather stations as to why CIMIS information is not sufficient. 

	0.46 
	0.46 

	• There are many reasons that a CIMIS station would not provide accurate weather data at a farm level. A key one is for frost prediction which needs to be correct and a station 5 miles away cannot do this. A grower should not have to justify this, a local on-farm station is a correct and important tool. 
	• There are many reasons that a CIMIS station would not provide accurate weather data at a farm level. A key one is for frost prediction which needs to be correct and a station 5 miles away cannot do this. A grower should not have to justify this, a local on-farm station is a correct and important tool. 
	• There are many reasons that a CIMIS station would not provide accurate weather data at a farm level. A key one is for frost prediction which needs to be correct and a station 5 miles away cannot do this. A grower should not have to justify this, a local on-farm station is a correct and important tool. 
	• There are many reasons that a CIMIS station would not provide accurate weather data at a farm level. A key one is for frost prediction which needs to be correct and a station 5 miles away cannot do this. A grower should not have to justify this, a local on-farm station is a correct and important tool. 

	• CIMIS stations lack accuracy.  Also, these are widely spaced and do not take into account for microclimates. 
	• CIMIS stations lack accuracy.  Also, these are widely spaced and do not take into account for microclimates. 

	• Microclimates differ greatly in California and actual on-farm weather sites give better information. They do support capping the amount paid for these weather stations. 
	• Microclimates differ greatly in California and actual on-farm weather sites give better information. They do support capping the amount paid for these weather stations. 

	• CIMIS is a nice template in a general sense for how plants are using water. However, there are microclimates even within each ranch and it seems like overkill to 
	• CIMIS is a nice template in a general sense for how plants are using water. However, there are microclimates even within each ranch and it seems like overkill to 



	CDFA allows for both use of CIMIS and on-farm weather stations towards irrigation water management level 
	CDFA allows for both use of CIMIS and on-farm weather stations towards irrigation water management level 

	On-farm weather stations allow for more granular information than CIMIS data provides. 
	On-farm weather stations allow for more granular information than CIMIS data provides. 

	Extending an already long application 
	Extending an already long application 

	Do not adopt 
	Do not adopt 
	The support for this recommendation among the AAG members is low. CDFA has not required justification for any project components. Technical reviewers may consider whether CIMIS should be adequate when evaluating the merits of a project application. 




	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 

	SWEEP Staff Considerations and Determination 
	SWEEP Staff Considerations and Determination 


	Recommendation 
	Recommendation 
	Recommendation 

	Support Score 
	Support Score 

	Summarized Opposition Statements 
	Summarized Opposition Statements 

	Current Actions that Support this Recommendation 
	Current Actions that Support this Recommendation 

	Scientific Considerations 
	Scientific Considerations 

	Concerns 
	Concerns 

	Staff Determination and Justification 
	Staff Determination and Justification 



	TBody
	TR
	make someone justify this. 
	make someone justify this. 
	make someone justify this. 
	make someone justify this. 

	• In-situ weather stations can provide better and more accurate information to make irrigation decisions. In-situ weather stations are recommended for better water savings. 
	• In-situ weather stations can provide better and more accurate information to make irrigation decisions. In-situ weather stations are recommended for better water savings. 

	• CIMIS stations are not being periodically maintained as they originally had been planned to be. Hence, the majority of evapotranspiration rates at many of the state's CIMIS stations are not up to date. 
	• CIMIS stations are not being periodically maintained as they originally had been planned to be. Hence, the majority of evapotranspiration rates at many of the state's CIMIS stations are not up to date. 




	CDFA should cap the amount of funding per project for weather stations. 
	CDFA should cap the amount of funding per project for weather stations. 
	CDFA should cap the amount of funding per project for weather stations. 

	0.67 
	0.67 

	• These are inexpensive already so this would add another layer that is not necessary. 
	• These are inexpensive already so this would add another layer that is not necessary. 
	• These are inexpensive already so this would add another layer that is not necessary. 
	• These are inexpensive already so this would add another layer that is not necessary. 

	• CIMIS data is often unreliable and prone to large gaps/missing data. 
	• CIMIS data is often unreliable and prone to large gaps/missing data. 

	• California has hundreds of microclimates so having an on-site weather station is more accurate and useful than CIMIS. 
	• California has hundreds of microclimates so having an on-site weather station is more accurate and useful than CIMIS. 



	The budget is considered in the technical review of applications; weather stations with exorbitant costs may result in poor score in the budget category of the review. 
	The budget is considered in the technical review of applications; weather stations with exorbitant costs may result in poor score in the budget category of the review. 

	 
	 

	This would add tasks to administrative review of applications and would require follow up attention during grant implementation. 
	This would add tasks to administrative review of applications and would require follow up attention during grant implementation. 

	Do not adopt 
	Do not adopt 
	The overuse or excessive spending on weather stations has not been shown to be an issue over funding cycles. Cost is considered during the technical review. 


	Quantification of Program Benefits 
	Quantification of Program Benefits 
	Quantification of Program Benefits 
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	CDFA should develop statewide or regional database to represent GHG use associated with specific crops types. This would allow growers to not need to have on farm data records when they wish to apply and would allow for them to apply without records based on the statewide or regional average. 
	CDFA should develop statewide or regional database to represent GHG use associated with specific crops types. This would allow growers to not need to have on farm data records when they wish to apply and would allow for them to apply without records based on the statewide or regional average. 
	CDFA should develop statewide or regional database to represent GHG use associated with specific crops types. This would allow growers to not need to have on farm data records when they wish to apply and would allow for them to apply without records based on the statewide or regional average. 
	CDFA should develop statewide or regional database to represent GHG use associated with specific crops types. This would allow growers to not need to have on farm data records when they wish to apply and would allow for them to apply without records based on the statewide or regional average. 

	1.10 
	1.10 

	• None provided 
	• None provided 
	• None provided 
	• None provided 



	 
	 

	To create a comprehensive database on GHG associated with crop type and regions would take a large effort and significant resources. 
	To create a comprehensive database on GHG associated with crop type and regions would take a large effort and significant resources. 
	It would also reduce the accountability of SWEEP awardees and applicants. One benefit of the SWEEP program is increasing individual awareness of climate impact. 
	The GHG QM approved by CARB requires individual applicants to submit farm specific records and estimate GHG benefits specific to their farm 

	Research time. 
	Research time. 
	Significant funding required. This would be a contracted research project  
	The number of crops grown throughout California makes this impractical. 
	Would need to revise CARB-approved GHG QM 

	Do not adopt 
	Do not adopt 
	The implementation of this recommendation would take significant resources and research (including funding and expertise); would reduce the accountability of SWEEP participants. 


	CDFA should develop a "Whole Farm" criteria which includes actions to reduce carbon on an operational basis. e.g., conversion of diesel equipment to electric. CDFA should add a GHG benefit if charging is done with onsite solar and battery storage. This recommendation is for a consortium of farmers that might be able to save GHG on a 
	CDFA should develop a "Whole Farm" criteria which includes actions to reduce carbon on an operational basis. e.g., conversion of diesel equipment to electric. CDFA should add a GHG benefit if charging is done with onsite solar and battery storage. This recommendation is for a consortium of farmers that might be able to save GHG on a 
	CDFA should develop a "Whole Farm" criteria which includes actions to reduce carbon on an operational basis. e.g., conversion of diesel equipment to electric. CDFA should add a GHG benefit if charging is done with onsite solar and battery storage. This recommendation is for a consortium of farmers that might be able to save GHG on a 

	0.80 
	0.80 

	• Although this might be more comprehensive, it will likely become so complicated that it cannot be realistically used. To support something this complicated, we need further information. SWEEP should maintain 
	• Although this might be more comprehensive, it will likely become so complicated that it cannot be realistically used. To support something this complicated, we need further information. SWEEP should maintain 
	• Although this might be more comprehensive, it will likely become so complicated that it cannot be realistically used. To support something this complicated, we need further information. SWEEP should maintain 
	• Although this might be more comprehensive, it will likely become so complicated that it cannot be realistically used. To support something this complicated, we need further information. SWEEP should maintain 



	 
	 

	Data on whole farm approach is not sufficient to incorporate into the GHG methodology. 
	Data on whole farm approach is not sufficient to incorporate into the GHG methodology. 

	lack of QM tool that would be needed, scope of SWEEP changes 
	lack of QM tool that would be needed, scope of SWEEP changes 

	Do not adopt 
	Do not adopt 
	Adopting this recommendation would significantly change the scope of the SWEEP program, which is focused on irrigation systems rather than life cycle analysis/whole farm. A whole farm life cycle analysis may not show a positive water or ghg reduction on farms. Other programs and funding sources exist to help farmers with 
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	larger level using things such as refrigeration, which is a large energy saver. Allowing for a consortium of farmers can result in a larger group savings of GHG. This would allow for packing houses, etc. to be included. 
	larger level using things such as refrigeration, which is a large energy saver. Allowing for a consortium of farmers can result in a larger group savings of GHG. This would allow for packing houses, etc. to be included. 

	its focus on water efficiency. 
	its focus on water efficiency. 
	its focus on water efficiency. 
	its focus on water efficiency. 

	• There are other state programs incentivizing the transition to electric vehicles and more energy-efficient agricultural processing. 
	• There are other state programs incentivizing the transition to electric vehicles and more energy-efficient agricultural processing. 

	• This opens up a wide range of potential proposals which will be very difficult to review and compare. Could a consortium apply to purchase electric cars to give to their employees to use for commuting? 
	• This opens up a wide range of potential proposals which will be very difficult to review and compare. Could a consortium apply to purchase electric cars to give to their employees to use for commuting? 



	other GHG reduction strategies on farm (examples include utility programs, HSP, FARMER, EQIP) 
	other GHG reduction strategies on farm (examples include utility programs, HSP, FARMER, EQIP) 


	CDFA should use water and energy "productivity" and not savings when calculating water and energy. CDFA should calculate based off the yield per unit of energy/water unit. CDFA should obtain water use data and yield records pre- and post- project. CDFA should incorporate this an either/or option so that farmers can demonstrate savings using either approach. CDFA should require the cost of that energy/water to be delivered in the application. This allows for a calculation of the cost associated with the savi
	CDFA should use water and energy "productivity" and not savings when calculating water and energy. CDFA should calculate based off the yield per unit of energy/water unit. CDFA should obtain water use data and yield records pre- and post- project. CDFA should incorporate this an either/or option so that farmers can demonstrate savings using either approach. CDFA should require the cost of that energy/water to be delivered in the application. This allows for a calculation of the cost associated with the savi
	CDFA should use water and energy "productivity" and not savings when calculating water and energy. CDFA should calculate based off the yield per unit of energy/water unit. CDFA should obtain water use data and yield records pre- and post- project. CDFA should incorporate this an either/or option so that farmers can demonstrate savings using either approach. CDFA should require the cost of that energy/water to be delivered in the application. This allows for a calculation of the cost associated with the savi

	0.33 
	0.33 

	• Productivity is related to many factors and not just water/energy. This approach could make some projects that have a lot of benefit in one area and not the other not funded.  A comparison of analyses needs to be shown before it can be supported. 
	• Productivity is related to many factors and not just water/energy. This approach could make some projects that have a lot of benefit in one area and not the other not funded.  A comparison of analyses needs to be shown before it can be supported. 
	• Productivity is related to many factors and not just water/energy. This approach could make some projects that have a lot of benefit in one area and not the other not funded.  A comparison of analyses needs to be shown before it can be supported. 
	• Productivity is related to many factors and not just water/energy. This approach could make some projects that have a lot of benefit in one area and not the other not funded.  A comparison of analyses needs to be shown before it can be supported. 

	• This sounds complicated.  Diverse operations may not have all the yield data that would be necessary to complete these calculations. 
	• This sounds complicated.  Diverse operations may not have all the yield data that would be necessary to complete these calculations. 

	• This is too complex & subjective. Most growers do not want to share yield data. 
	• This is too complex & subjective. Most growers do not want to share yield data. 



	 
	 

	The State's objectives with SWEEP have been water savings and GHG reductions. Using productivity as the metric for assessing project merit or estimating benefits would diverge from the objectives. 
	The State's objectives with SWEEP have been water savings and GHG reductions. Using productivity as the metric for assessing project merit or estimating benefits would diverge from the objectives. 

	Complete tool and framework redesign 
	Complete tool and framework redesign 
	Require crop yield/value data for baseline and estimates for future, proprietary information 
	Productivity metrics may result in favoring crop conversion and/or specific crops. 
	Additional analysis will be needed to be able to compare productivity metrics across crops and throughout the state. 

	Do not adopt 
	Do not adopt 
	SWEEP was established as an emergency drought program, with the intent of promoting water conservation and emissions reductions on farms. Evaluating projects with productivity metrics instead of environmental benefits deviates from the state’s objectives. 
	To use productivity metrics to evaluate projects would require additional data collection and would be complex in comparing projects around the state and across crops. CDFA would be need to collect proprietary information regarding yields and value. 
	This recommendation did not receive a high level of support from the members of the AAG. 
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	• The idea of productivity, often at the expense of natural resources, human rights, and ecological diversity got us the point of critically over-drafted ground water basins and over-subscribed water delivery systems. Productivity alone will not protect California agricultural lands for the centuries ahead. 
	• The idea of productivity, often at the expense of natural resources, human rights, and ecological diversity got us the point of critically over-drafted ground water basins and over-subscribed water delivery systems. Productivity alone will not protect California agricultural lands for the centuries ahead. 
	• The idea of productivity, often at the expense of natural resources, human rights, and ecological diversity got us the point of critically over-drafted ground water basins and over-subscribed water delivery systems. Productivity alone will not protect California agricultural lands for the centuries ahead. 
	• The idea of productivity, often at the expense of natural resources, human rights, and ecological diversity got us the point of critically over-drafted ground water basins and over-subscribed water delivery systems. Productivity alone will not protect California agricultural lands for the centuries ahead. 




	Program Buckets 
	Program Buckets 
	Program Buckets 


	CDFA should divide funding into two categories: "Water-focused" or "Water- and GHG-focused", potentially setting aside specific funding amount for each category of project. 
	CDFA should divide funding into two categories: "Water-focused" or "Water- and GHG-focused", potentially setting aside specific funding amount for each category of project. 
	CDFA should divide funding into two categories: "Water-focused" or "Water- and GHG-focused", potentially setting aside specific funding amount for each category of project. 

	1.26 
	1.26 

	• There is usually energy savings in water savings projects so want to capture the GHG reductions due the energy savings in the water projects. 
	• There is usually energy savings in water savings projects so want to capture the GHG reductions due the energy savings in the water projects. 
	• There is usually energy savings in water savings projects so want to capture the GHG reductions due the energy savings in the water projects. 
	• There is usually energy savings in water savings projects so want to capture the GHG reductions due the energy savings in the water projects. 



	CDFA is pursuing an update to the QM that will allow for GHG reductions from nitrous oxide to be estimated. This update would likely allow more growers to be eligible for SWEEP funding without relying only on on-farm pumping to secure the GHG reductions. 
	CDFA is pursuing an update to the QM that will allow for GHG reductions from nitrous oxide to be estimated. This update would likely allow more growers to be eligible for SWEEP funding without relying only on on-farm pumping to secure the GHG reductions. 

	Water focused projects that do not have GHG requirements could result in an increase in GHG production due to the switch from non-pressurized to efficient pressurized irrigation. 
	Water focused projects that do not have GHG requirements could result in an increase in GHG production due to the switch from non-pressurized to efficient pressurized irrigation. 

	Would require additional staff resources to administer if the program were to be split into two buckets. 
	Would require additional staff resources to administer if the program were to be split into two buckets. 
	Water-focused projects would not be eligible for Greenhouse Gas Reduction Funds (GGRF) and so could result in confusion and complication if SWEEP has rotating or multiple funding sources. 

	Do not adopt 
	Do not adopt 
	Water savings only projects may result in an increase in GHG as farmers switch from non-pressurized flood to pressurized. CDFA instead will pursue an update to the QM that can capture nitrous oxide reductions; this may help previously ineligible farmers to estimate the necessary GHG reductions. 
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	Instead of only one maximum request for SWEEP, CDFA should define two cost category scales for SWEEP projects including (1) small cost projects ($50,000 maximum request with simplified application), (2) medium cost projects and large cost projects ($50,000-130,000 maximum request).The majority of funds would go to the medium bucket; however, the number of small projects and reach would far exceed that of larger projects. 
	Instead of only one maximum request for SWEEP, CDFA should define two cost category scales for SWEEP projects including (1) small cost projects ($50,000 maximum request with simplified application), (2) medium cost projects and large cost projects ($50,000-130,000 maximum request).The majority of funds would go to the medium bucket; however, the number of small projects and reach would far exceed that of larger projects. 
	Instead of only one maximum request for SWEEP, CDFA should define two cost category scales for SWEEP projects including (1) small cost projects ($50,000 maximum request with simplified application), (2) medium cost projects and large cost projects ($50,000-130,000 maximum request).The majority of funds would go to the medium bucket; however, the number of small projects and reach would far exceed that of larger projects. 
	Instead of only one maximum request for SWEEP, CDFA should define two cost category scales for SWEEP projects including (1) small cost projects ($50,000 maximum request with simplified application), (2) medium cost projects and large cost projects ($50,000-130,000 maximum request).The majority of funds would go to the medium bucket; however, the number of small projects and reach would far exceed that of larger projects. 

	1.23 
	1.23 

	• This is too complicated, doesn't streamline the process. 
	• This is too complicated, doesn't streamline the process. 
	• This is too complicated, doesn't streamline the process. 
	• This is too complicated, doesn't streamline the process. 



	SWEEP funds small and medium cost projects, budget is considered during review. 
	SWEEP funds small and medium cost projects, budget is considered during review. 
	CDFA contracted technical assistance providers prioritize small and medium farms in their provision of assistance. 

	A simplified application for the lower cost projects would lower the scientific rigor of the quantifications. 
	A simplified application for the lower cost projects would lower the scientific rigor of the quantifications. 
	 

	Additional administrative tasks to divide funds into these categories. 
	Additional administrative tasks to divide funds into these categories. 
	The recommendation does not indicate how CDFA should simplify the application for projects with a smaller budget request. 

	Do not adopt 
	Do not adopt 
	A simpler application lowers the scientific rigor of the program and could lead to less program and awardee accountability. SWEEP currently allows for lower cost, smaller projects to receive funds and the budget is considered during the technical review. 


	CDFA should divide funding into three program categories: GHG-first, Water-first, and Combined projects. Allow growers to apply for funds to cover "water-focused" or "GHG-focused" projects, potentially setting aside specific funding amount for each category of project. 
	CDFA should divide funding into three program categories: GHG-first, Water-first, and Combined projects. Allow growers to apply for funds to cover "water-focused" or "GHG-focused" projects, potentially setting aside specific funding amount for each category of project. 
	CDFA should divide funding into three program categories: GHG-first, Water-first, and Combined projects. Allow growers to apply for funds to cover "water-focused" or "GHG-focused" projects, potentially setting aside specific funding amount for each category of project. 

	1.21 
	1.21 

	• None provided 
	• None provided 
	• None provided 
	• None provided 



	CDFA is pursuing an update to the QM that will allow for GHG reductions from nitrous oxide to be estimated. This update would likely allow more growers to be eligible for SWEEP funding without necessarily relying only on on-farm pumping to secure the GHG reductions. 
	CDFA is pursuing an update to the QM that will allow for GHG reductions from nitrous oxide to be estimated. This update would likely allow more growers to be eligible for SWEEP funding without necessarily relying only on on-farm pumping to secure the GHG reductions. 

	Water focused projects that do not have GHG requirements could result in an increase in GHG production due to the switch from non-pressurized to efficient pressurized irrigation. 
	Water focused projects that do not have GHG requirements could result in an increase in GHG production due to the switch from non-pressurized to efficient pressurized irrigation. 

	Would require additional staff resources to administer if the program were to be split into two buckets. 
	Would require additional staff resources to administer if the program were to be split into two buckets. 
	Water-focused projects would not be eligible from GGRF funds and so could result in confusion and complication if SWEEP has rotating or multiple funding sources. 

	Do not adopt 
	Do not adopt 
	Water savings only projects may result in an increase in GHG as farmers switch from non-pressurized flood to pressurized. CDFA instead will pursue an update to the QM that can capture nitrous oxide reductions; this may help previously ineligible farmers to estimate the necessary GHG reductions. 


	Availability of Technical Assistance 
	Availability of Technical Assistance 
	Availability of Technical Assistance 




	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 

	SWEEP Staff Considerations and Determination 
	SWEEP Staff Considerations and Determination 


	Recommendation 
	Recommendation 
	Recommendation 

	Support Score 
	Support Score 

	Summarized Opposition Statements 
	Summarized Opposition Statements 

	Current Actions that Support this Recommendation 
	Current Actions that Support this Recommendation 

	Scientific Considerations 
	Scientific Considerations 

	Concerns 
	Concerns 

	Staff Determination and Justification 
	Staff Determination and Justification 



	CDFA should develop clear criteria to identify farmer groups/consortiums, nonprofits, Resource Conservation Districts, etc. to be permitted to administer and/or support small farm projects. 
	CDFA should develop clear criteria to identify farmer groups/consortiums, nonprofits, Resource Conservation Districts, etc. to be permitted to administer and/or support small farm projects. 
	CDFA should develop clear criteria to identify farmer groups/consortiums, nonprofits, Resource Conservation Districts, etc. to be permitted to administer and/or support small farm projects. 
	CDFA should develop clear criteria to identify farmer groups/consortiums, nonprofits, Resource Conservation Districts, etc. to be permitted to administer and/or support small farm projects. 

	0.98 
	0.98 

	• None provided 
	• None provided 
	• None provided 
	• None provided 



	A TAP program currently exists through which organizations can apply for funding to assist with application and implementation of projects. The TA program does not pass the SWEEP grant funds through the TA organizations. Farmers apply to CDFA and work with CDFA to be reimbursed for the awarded projects. 
	A TAP program currently exists through which organizations can apply for funding to assist with application and implementation of projects. The TA program does not pass the SWEEP grant funds through the TA organizations. Farmers apply to CDFA and work with CDFA to be reimbursed for the awarded projects. 

	 
	 

	A program that would pass the SWEEP funding through another organization would reduce accountability and transparency of the SWEEP program. 
	A program that would pass the SWEEP funding through another organization would reduce accountability and transparency of the SWEEP program. 
	Would add additional layer of administrative expenses. 

	Do not adopt 
	Do not adopt 
	CDFA has the TAP program which accomplishes the purpose of providing local technical assistance but does not pass the SWEEP funds through another organization. Using other organizations to distribute SWEEP funds has the potential to reduce transparency and accountability and would add another layer of administration. 


	Additional Considerations for Prioritizing Farms for Award 
	Additional Considerations for Prioritizing Farms for Award 
	Additional Considerations for Prioritizing Farms for Award 


	CDFA should weigh the value of types of benefits with or against regional needs. 
	CDFA should weigh the value of types of benefits with or against regional needs. 
	CDFA should weigh the value of types of benefits with or against regional needs. 

	0.56 
	0.56 

	• This would require a major analysis and could cut out some really good projects. 
	• This would require a major analysis and could cut out some really good projects. 
	• This would require a major analysis and could cut out some really good projects. 
	• This would require a major analysis and could cut out some really good projects. 

	• The need for GHG reduction and water use savings cuts across regions. How will CDFA determine what regional needs are? 
	• The need for GHG reduction and water use savings cuts across regions. How will CDFA determine what regional needs are? 



	 
	 

	 
	 

	Unclear recommendation on how CDFA should consider regional needs 
	Unclear recommendation on how CDFA should consider regional needs 

	 Do not adopt 
	 Do not adopt 
	This recommendation does not give direction in how CDFA should consider regional needs. Every region in California benefits from saved water and a reduction in GHG emissions. CDFA can work with local groups to understand regional priorities with the goal of better aligning SWEEP with regional efforts. 


	During the application process, CDFA should give priority to small farmers beyond Severely Disadvantaged Communities and Socially Disadvantaged Farmers & Ranchers based upon a statement of need and survey response. Survey questions could include the following: 1) Acreage farmed, 2) Income range of farmer, 3) Number of employees, 4) Percentage of employees that are family members, 5) Primary language other than English, 6) Production costs as a percentage of income, 7) 
	During the application process, CDFA should give priority to small farmers beyond Severely Disadvantaged Communities and Socially Disadvantaged Farmers & Ranchers based upon a statement of need and survey response. Survey questions could include the following: 1) Acreage farmed, 2) Income range of farmer, 3) Number of employees, 4) Percentage of employees that are family members, 5) Primary language other than English, 6) Production costs as a percentage of income, 7) 
	During the application process, CDFA should give priority to small farmers beyond Severely Disadvantaged Communities and Socially Disadvantaged Farmers & Ranchers based upon a statement of need and survey response. Survey questions could include the following: 1) Acreage farmed, 2) Income range of farmer, 3) Number of employees, 4) Percentage of employees that are family members, 5) Primary language other than English, 6) Production costs as a percentage of income, 7) 

	1.03 
	1.03 

	• Many small farms are lifestyle endeavors and generate very little profit. These operations should not receive funding priority over full-time farmers who are focused on producing crops. 
	• Many small farms are lifestyle endeavors and generate very little profit. These operations should not receive funding priority over full-time farmers who are focused on producing crops. 
	• Many small farms are lifestyle endeavors and generate very little profit. These operations should not receive funding priority over full-time farmers who are focused on producing crops. 
	• Many small farms are lifestyle endeavors and generate very little profit. These operations should not receive funding priority over full-time farmers who are focused on producing crops. 



	TAPs prioritize small farmers and SDFRs. Other priorities have also been given depending on funding source. 
	TAPs prioritize small farmers and SDFRs. Other priorities have also been given depending on funding source. 

	 
	 

	This would significantly complicate the application for small farmers and farmers of need. 
	This would significantly complicate the application for small farmers and farmers of need. 
	Collection of financial information would create a new information security concern and may reduce willingness of applicants to apply. 
	More research and information gathering will be required of CDFA to understand 

	Do not adopt 
	Do not adopt 
	This would add a layer of complexity for small farmers and counter to the objectives of simplification of the grant process for small farmers. Currently, CDFA supports small farmers through the provision of technical assistance. Priority applicants have been determined by legislation and by funding source. The collection of additional financial information would create new information security concerns. 




	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 

	SWEEP Staff Considerations and Determination 
	SWEEP Staff Considerations and Determination 
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	Support Score 
	Support Score 

	Summarized Opposition Statements 
	Summarized Opposition Statements 

	Current Actions that Support this Recommendation 
	Current Actions that Support this Recommendation 

	Scientific Considerations 
	Scientific Considerations 

	Concerns 
	Concerns 

	Staff Determination and Justification 
	Staff Determination and Justification 
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	Commodity grown, 8) Gross receipts (under $250k) 
	Commodity grown, 8) Gross receipts (under $250k) 

	how to utilize this information to establish priority. 
	how to utilize this information to establish priority. 


	CDFA should develop a three-tiered approach for funding projects. CDFA should add consideration in the evaluation of small agricultural operations. This could be a tiered approach of applications by the agricultural operations size (or grant request amount). 
	CDFA should develop a three-tiered approach for funding projects. CDFA should add consideration in the evaluation of small agricultural operations. This could be a tiered approach of applications by the agricultural operations size (or grant request amount). 
	CDFA should develop a three-tiered approach for funding projects. CDFA should add consideration in the evaluation of small agricultural operations. This could be a tiered approach of applications by the agricultural operations size (or grant request amount). 

	0.90 
	0.90 

	• None provided 
	• None provided 
	• None provided 
	• None provided 



	Technical Assistance Providers prioritize support to operations less than 500 acres 
	Technical Assistance Providers prioritize support to operations less than 500 acres 

	 
	 

	Additional complexity to the application and review process. 
	Additional complexity to the application and review process. 
	Small farm is not defined 
	It is not clear what the three tiers will be based upon. 

	Do not adopt 
	Do not adopt 
	This recommendation is not clear in intent nor direction. CDFA does not have a definition for farm size, making it a challenge to implement this recommendation. 


	CDFA should give some priority to regions with higher agricultural production. 
	CDFA should give some priority to regions with higher agricultural production. 
	CDFA should give some priority to regions with higher agricultural production. 

	0.46 
	0.46 

	• SWEEP already has a reputation that only certain regions of California get SWEEP awardees. This will only heighten those discrepancies. It's important that potential applicants feel they all have an equal chance at receiving grants. 
	• SWEEP already has a reputation that only certain regions of California get SWEEP awardees. This will only heighten those discrepancies. It's important that potential applicants feel they all have an equal chance at receiving grants. 
	• SWEEP already has a reputation that only certain regions of California get SWEEP awardees. This will only heighten those discrepancies. It's important that potential applicants feel they all have an equal chance at receiving grants. 
	• SWEEP already has a reputation that only certain regions of California get SWEEP awardees. This will only heighten those discrepancies. It's important that potential applicants feel they all have an equal chance at receiving grants. 

	• There are areas with low agricultural production with high populations of underserved farmers. 
	• There are areas with low agricultural production with high populations of underserved farmers. 

	• In the past it seemed that the SWEEP program gave priority to specific areas, and it marginalized some farmers who were not eligible or receiving SWEEP grants. 
	• In the past it seemed that the SWEEP program gave priority to specific areas, and it marginalized some farmers who were not eligible or receiving SWEEP grants. 



	 
	 

	Unclear if there is a baseline metric for "production" given that different crops are grown in different regions. 
	Unclear if there is a baseline metric for "production" given that different crops are grown in different regions. 

	Would require the establishment of a production metric 
	Would require the establishment of a production metric 

	Do not adopt 
	Do not adopt 
	Currently regions of high agricultural production receive more grants in general.  The exception is Imperial Valley which largely uses non-pressurized surface water. 
	This recommendation did not receive strong support from the AAG members. SWEEP is a statewide program. 


	CDFA should give some priority to regions with higher agricultural employment. 
	CDFA should give some priority to regions with higher agricultural employment. 
	CDFA should give some priority to regions with higher agricultural employment. 

	0.36 
	0.36 

	• Farmers should be able to seek grants irrespective of where 
	• Farmers should be able to seek grants irrespective of where 
	• Farmers should be able to seek grants irrespective of where 
	• Farmers should be able to seek grants irrespective of where 



	 
	 

	 
	 

	Establishment of a metric regarding agricultural 
	Establishment of a metric regarding agricultural 

	Do not adopt 
	Do not adopt 




	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 

	SWEEP Staff Considerations and Determination 
	SWEEP Staff Considerations and Determination 
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	Summarized Opposition Statements 
	Summarized Opposition Statements 

	Current Actions that Support this Recommendation 
	Current Actions that Support this Recommendation 

	Scientific Considerations 
	Scientific Considerations 

	Concerns 
	Concerns 

	Staff Determination and Justification 
	Staff Determination and Justification 
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	they are located. The program already has restrictions in terms of water efficiency and GHG reductions. 
	they are located. The program already has restrictions in terms of water efficiency and GHG reductions. 
	they are located. The program already has restrictions in terms of water efficiency and GHG reductions. 
	they are located. The program already has restrictions in terms of water efficiency and GHG reductions. 

	• Regions that are prioritized should be based on natural resource needs rather than agricultural production factors. 
	• Regions that are prioritized should be based on natural resource needs rather than agricultural production factors. 

	• In the past it seemed that the SWEEP program gave priority to specific areas, and it marginalized some farmers who were not eligible or receiving SWEEP grants. 
	• In the past it seemed that the SWEEP program gave priority to specific areas, and it marginalized some farmers who were not eligible or receiving SWEEP grants. 



	employment on which to base prioritization. 
	employment on which to base prioritization. 

	This recommendation did not receive strong support from the AAG members. 
	This recommendation did not receive strong support from the AAG members. 
	Regions with high agricultural employment already receive a significant number of SWEEP grants. SWEEP does not collect information on employment. 


	Streamline Application Process 
	Streamline Application Process 
	Streamline Application Process 


	Pump test and energy/water records should not be required to apply for SWEEP support but would be required to receive funding if the project is approved. SWEEP application to include pump efficiency estimate (based on pump age or expert judgement) with actual test completed if project is selected. For projects selected, allow applicants to submit pump test costs as a project expense. Also, allow other entities to cover the cost of the smaller pump tests (< 30 horsepower) for farmers who have submitted appli
	Pump test and energy/water records should not be required to apply for SWEEP support but would be required to receive funding if the project is approved. SWEEP application to include pump efficiency estimate (based on pump age or expert judgement) with actual test completed if project is selected. For projects selected, allow applicants to submit pump test costs as a project expense. Also, allow other entities to cover the cost of the smaller pump tests (< 30 horsepower) for farmers who have submitted appli
	Pump test and energy/water records should not be required to apply for SWEEP support but would be required to receive funding if the project is approved. SWEEP application to include pump efficiency estimate (based on pump age or expert judgement) with actual test completed if project is selected. For projects selected, allow applicants to submit pump test costs as a project expense. Also, allow other entities to cover the cost of the smaller pump tests (< 30 horsepower) for farmers who have submitted appli

	1.21 
	1.21 

	• Requiring the info up front helps reduce the potential for funding projects that can’t be supported by a lack of documentation. Good planning up front is valuable. 
	• Requiring the info up front helps reduce the potential for funding projects that can’t be supported by a lack of documentation. Good planning up front is valuable. 
	• Requiring the info up front helps reduce the potential for funding projects that can’t be supported by a lack of documentation. Good planning up front is valuable. 
	• Requiring the info up front helps reduce the potential for funding projects that can’t be supported by a lack of documentation. Good planning up front is valuable. 

	• The water records and pumps testing are the low cost, no cost starting point for the determination of water and energy savings projects. 
	• The water records and pumps testing are the low cost, no cost starting point for the determination of water and energy savings projects. 

	• Pump testers provide both the energy/GHG and water statistics that the project applicants, engineers, and pump contractors 
	• Pump testers provide both the energy/GHG and water statistics that the project applicants, engineers, and pump contractors 



	 
	 

	Without information from pump test and energy records, the GHG QM tool cannot be used effectively to estimate benefits of the project. This could impact project scoring. 
	Without information from pump test and energy records, the GHG QM tool cannot be used effectively to estimate benefits of the project. This could impact project scoring. 
	Projects that do not have pump tests complete might not be ready to receive a SWEEP grant because that aspect of preparing to apply 

	A two-phase program slows grant processes and adds administrative tasks. 
	A two-phase program slows grant processes and adds administrative tasks. 
	Lowers data quality for reviewer 
	Lowers SWEEP accountability standards 
	Increases difficulty in assessing project benefits without baseline information. 
	Pump tests and baseline energy records are required by the CARB QM methodology. Without these documents, projects are not eligible to receive funding 

	Do not adopt 
	Do not adopt 
	Energy records are easily obtained and provision of these demonstrate accountability on behalf of the applicant. 




	Recommendations of AAG 
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	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 
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	SWEEP Staff Considerations and Determination 
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	utilize to determine if there is a project to apply for. 
	utilize to determine if there is a project to apply for. 
	utilize to determine if there is a project to apply for. 
	utilize to determine if there is a project to apply for. 



	to SWEEP informs the project design. 
	to SWEEP informs the project design. 

	through GGRF so adding the step of collecting this information will slow administrative process. 
	through GGRF so adding the step of collecting this information will slow administrative process. 


	CDFA should simplify the application process for all applicants by only requiring relevant information. CDFA should consider removing requirements for 3 years control of land and historical records and removing questions that would be a barrier to applicants who do not want to expose sensitive information (e.g., crop yields, etc.). 
	CDFA should simplify the application process for all applicants by only requiring relevant information. CDFA should consider removing requirements for 3 years control of land and historical records and removing questions that would be a barrier to applicants who do not want to expose sensitive information (e.g., crop yields, etc.). 
	CDFA should simplify the application process for all applicants by only requiring relevant information. CDFA should consider removing requirements for 3 years control of land and historical records and removing questions that would be a barrier to applicants who do not want to expose sensitive information (e.g., crop yields, etc.). 

	0.92 
	0.92 

	• Farmers who are applying to receive a large amount of money should be willing to share meaningful information about the operation in question, if that information assists in the evaluation of the merits of the proposal. 
	• Farmers who are applying to receive a large amount of money should be willing to share meaningful information about the operation in question, if that information assists in the evaluation of the merits of the proposal. 
	• Farmers who are applying to receive a large amount of money should be willing to share meaningful information about the operation in question, if that information assists in the evaluation of the merits of the proposal. 
	• Farmers who are applying to receive a large amount of money should be willing to share meaningful information about the operation in question, if that information assists in the evaluation of the merits of the proposal. 



	The information gathered in the application period is needed to evaluate the merits of the project, estimate benefits, or evaluate the project in consideration of CDFA and state priorities. Information gathered in the three years following project implementation provide accountability, transparency. 
	The information gathered in the application period is needed to evaluate the merits of the project, estimate benefits, or evaluate the project in consideration of CDFA and state priorities. Information gathered in the three years following project implementation provide accountability, transparency. 
	Awardees that lose control of the land within three years are not included in the project monitoring phase. 

	 
	 

	Oversimplification of the application will result in less clear project objectives and quantifiable benefits 
	Oversimplification of the application will result in less clear project objectives and quantifiable benefits 
	CDFA must comply with funding source requirements. In the case of GGRF, CDFA is required to collect data following project implementation for 3 years. 

	Do not adopt 
	Do not adopt 
	Keeping the application simple helps both the applicant and CDFA. CDFA will continue to evaluate the application questionnaire and post project data collection processes to simplify. 
	CDFA will continue to collect post project data for three years following implementation to provide accountability regarding GHG and water reductions. 


	Collaborative Projects 
	Collaborative Projects 
	Collaborative Projects 


	CDFA should allow for collaborative solar installations (with multiple farmers). 
	CDFA should allow for collaborative solar installations (with multiple farmers). 
	CDFA should allow for collaborative solar installations (with multiple farmers). 

	1.00 
	1.00 

	• Large solar projects could pull too much funding from program limiting the number of growers who can participate. 
	• Large solar projects could pull too much funding from program limiting the number of growers who can participate. 
	• Large solar projects could pull too much funding from program limiting the number of growers who can participate. 
	• Large solar projects could pull too much funding from program limiting the number of growers who can participate. 

	• Solar installation is an economic decision that ag producers make.  The goal of SWEEP is to help producers reduce the amount of water used and amount of GHG produced, not to help them convert operations based on economic variables. 
	• Solar installation is an economic decision that ag producers make.  The goal of SWEEP is to help producers reduce the amount of water used and amount of GHG produced, not to help them convert operations based on economic variables. 



	CDFA allows for solar systems to be installed that supply energy to multiple parcels or participate in net metering. 
	CDFA allows for solar systems to be installed that supply energy to multiple parcels or participate in net metering. 

	Coordination efforts for where the energy generated will need to be clear during the application. The GHG QM does not support this level of complexity. 
	Coordination efforts for where the energy generated will need to be clear during the application. The GHG QM does not support this level of complexity. 

	Farmer coordination 
	Farmer coordination 
	Lack of a GHG QM tool to support the solar combined with other irrigation improvements 
	Challenges in distribution of funds to awardees 
	Significant challenges in post project outcome monitoring 

	Do not adopt 
	Do not adopt 
	The SWEEP program focuses on individual farm’s ability to reduce GHG emissions. Allowing farmers to apply as co-applicants would add complexity to application review, grant administration, and post-project outcome monitoring. 




	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 
	Recommendations of AAG 

	SWEEP Staff Considerations and Determination 
	SWEEP Staff Considerations and Determination 
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	Recommendation 
	Recommendation 

	Support Score 
	Support Score 

	Summarized Opposition Statements 
	Summarized Opposition Statements 

	Current Actions that Support this Recommendation 
	Current Actions that Support this Recommendation 

	Scientific Considerations 
	Scientific Considerations 

	Concerns 
	Concerns 

	Staff Determination and Justification 
	Staff Determination and Justification 



	CDFA should create an avenue for application by irrigation districts, incorporating groups of growers. 
	CDFA should create an avenue for application by irrigation districts, incorporating groups of growers. 
	CDFA should create an avenue for application by irrigation districts, incorporating groups of growers. 
	CDFA should create an avenue for application by irrigation districts, incorporating groups of growers. 

	0.46 
	0.46 

	• It would be hard to implement and these groups typically represent a region and not statewide that puts farmers outside the area covered by a given group at a disadvantage. 
	• It would be hard to implement and these groups typically represent a region and not statewide that puts farmers outside the area covered by a given group at a disadvantage. 
	• It would be hard to implement and these groups typically represent a region and not statewide that puts farmers outside the area covered by a given group at a disadvantage. 
	• It would be hard to implement and these groups typically represent a region and not statewide that puts farmers outside the area covered by a given group at a disadvantage. 

	• The existing efforts such as Water Smart should be analyzed to determine if this avenue is really needed, or even feasible.   This adds additional layers and doesn't streamline the process. Politics could come into play with growers sitting on these boards. 
	• The existing efforts such as Water Smart should be analyzed to determine if this avenue is really needed, or even feasible.   This adds additional layers and doesn't streamline the process. Politics could come into play with growers sitting on these boards. 

	• There are already other avenues for this type of funding such as IRWMP and BLM's Water Smart Grants that groups of growers can apply for. 
	• There are already other avenues for this type of funding such as IRWMP and BLM's Water Smart Grants that groups of growers can apply for. 

	• Most Irrigation districts have funds for water improvements. Plus, an individual farmer is easier to oversee than a group. With individual farmers there is no question who met or didn’t meet the criteria. 
	• Most Irrigation districts have funds for water improvements. Plus, an individual farmer is easier to oversee than a group. With individual farmers there is no question who met or didn’t meet the criteria. 



	CDFA funds individual growers that are within the same irrigation district. 
	CDFA funds individual growers that are within the same irrigation district. 
	Eligible organizations for the Climate Smart Agriculture technical assistance grant program can provide assistance to organized groups of growers. Some irrigation districts may qualify for this funding. 

	 
	 

	Farmer coordination, data conveyance, lack of a QM to support, significant challenges in post project assessment, low staffing at CDFA 
	Farmer coordination, data conveyance, lack of a QM to support, significant challenges in post project assessment, low staffing at CDFA 

	Do not adopt 
	Do not adopt 
	The recommendation does not fully clarify the request. In a past pilot project with DWR, SWEEP combined funds with DWR to host a joint application period through which both the district and farmers could receive awards. The AAG does not specify if this is the model being recommended, but currently CDFA and DWR do not have the opportunity to combine funding in a similar manner. 
	As current avenue that may be explored by irrigation districts would be to apply for and receive an award through the Climate Smart Agriculture Technical Assistance grant program. Some irrigation districts may be directly eligible if they are non-profit organizations. Alternatively, they could partner with another eligible organization. 
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