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From: BECKY WHITE <becky@makeartnow.org>
Sent: Wednesday, November 7, 2018 12:04 PM
To: CDFA OEFI@CDFA
Subject: Public Comment : CDFA HSP Incentives 

Categories:

Dear CDFA HSP Incentives Folks, 

Last year I received a HSP Incentives grant however, upon doing my own budget calculations for the feasibility of the 
project I felt the need to cancel the project because the allotted grant budget did not seem to cover enough expenses; 
and I would not feasibly be able to increase my cost sharing  portion. 

I am pleased to see the increased budget items to realistically reflect current market prices for supplies.  As an organic 
grower, we need to be able to buy organic materials and supplies and it is nice to see that the current increased grant 
budget will allow for this. 

In the future I would also urge you to consider a labor and equipment rental portion of the budget worksheet. 

Thanks for you time and consideration. 

All the Best, 

Becky White 

STUBBS VINEYARD 

Stubbsvineyard.com 
510.684.0215 
becky@makeartnow.org 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

November 7, 2018 

  

Office of Environmental Farming and Innovation 

California Department of Food and Agriculture 

1220 N Street 

Sacramento, CA 95814 

 

RE: Healthy Soils Program and State Water Efficiency and Enhancement Program  

2nd Draft Requests for Grant Application (RGAs) 

 

Dear OEFI, 

  

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the second draft RGAs for both the 

Healthy Soils Program and State Water Efficiency and Enhancement Program. On behalf of the 

California Farmer Justice Collaborative (CFJC) and our member organizations and individual 

farmers, including Agriculture & Land-Based Training Association, California FarmLink, 

Community Alliance for Agroecology, Farms to Grow, Kitchen Table Advisors, Mandela Partners, 

National Hmong American Farmers and PAN North America, we thank you for heeding our last 

set of comments and applying the Farmer Equity Act of 2017 (Section 510 of the Food and 

Agricultural Code) to these two programs. 

 

As you continue to improve your programs, we have two suggestions on the current RGAs: 

 

1) Provide the same transparaceny of priority selection for Socially Disadvantaged 
Farmers and Ranchers in the Healthy Soils Program as you do for SWEEP. 

 
Currently the language around Socially Disadvantaged Farmers and Ranchers (SDFR) is limited in 
its transparency on how many points an applicant needs to meet and the process by which 
priority funding is allocated: 



 
HSP RGA Page 11: “The following applicants and/or projects will be prioritized for 
funding: Socially Disadvantaged Farmers or Rancher, consistent with the Farmer Equity 
Act of 2017; Projects serving Severely Disadvantaged Communities (SDACs)2 consistent 
with California” 

 

We recommend you add the language from SWEEP to the HSP application: 

 

SWEEP RGA Page 2: “Socially Disadvantaged Farmers and Ranchers - CDFA will ensure 

the inclusion of Socially Disadvantaged Farmers and Ranchers in all programs, including 

HSI. Farmer and ranchers who identify as belonging to a socially disadvantaged group 

will receive priority for funding if they meet a minimum score of XX points during the 

technical review with or after funding to projects in SDACs as defined above.” 

 

 

2) Offer Advance Payments to Socially Disadvantaged Farmers and Ranchers 

 

Most farmers face a cashflow challenge every spring and early summer as they pay for months 

of inputs and labor but have no harvest to earn revenue from. As such, paying tens of 

thousands of dollars upfront to implement a practice and then waiting 6-12 weeks for 

reimbursement can put a serious financial strain on farmers during lean times of the year. This 

is especially true for socially disadvantaged farmers and ranchers, who have to overcome the 

legacy of racism in agriculture, and on average operate smaller farms, earn less revenue, and 

have received less government support. 

 

The Farmer Equity Act of 2017 requires CDFA to “ensure the inclusion of socially disadvantaged 

farmers and ranchers, including socially disadvantaged farmers and ranchers in urbanized 

areas, in the development, adoption, implementation, and enforcement of food and agriculture 

laws, regulations, and policies and programs.” 

 

Real inclusion of SDFR means that obvious barriers to participation must be addressed at all 

stages of your climate smart agriculture projects. Giving SDFR priority access to the program is a 

great first step, but once awarded a project, these same farmers are again on unequal footing 

compared to many of their white counterparts: SDFR face increased economic burdens having 

historically received less in government resources and battling decades of oppression. Upfront 

payments is one way to address this additional barrier to inclusion.  

 



Whereas the previous rounds’ RGAs said all grant recipients would be eligible to receive up to 

25 percent of the total grant award in an advance payment, this draft RGA is restricting advance 

payments to recipients in disadvantaged communities (DACs).  

 

The problem is: many socially disadvantaged farmers and ranchers do not farm in DACs. 

Technical assistance providers who work primarily with such farmers and ranchers have been 

clear about this ever since DAC status was added as an additional consideration to the Healthy 

Soils Program. Consequently, the restriction on advance payments will limit the number of 

socially disadvantaged farmers and ranchers who can participate in the program. 

 

Even more, we recommend the following in regards to advanced payments for SDFR to ensure 

additional barriers are not created: 

 

● Provide 100% upfront advanced payments. While a 25% upfront advanced payment is a 

start, this would still limit many SDFRs from being able to access this program. There is 

no reason that CDFA cannot offer full upfront advanced payments to SDFR.  

● Limit increased paperwork. Asking for an additional detailed itemized budget is only 

adding paperwork and making it more difficult for technical assistance providers to help 

farmers implement their projects. The existing budget from the application is sufficient 

to know how the funds are being spent. 

● Allow labor costs (personnel costs) to be eligible for advanced payments. Labor is part 

of a project just as materials are. It’s not realistic or necessary to track labor costs of 

repairing a pump, for example, seperate from the repair parts themselves. This would 

require extra reporting and only make things more complicated. 

 

The California Farmer Justice Collaborative wants to thank CDFA for their hard work and 

dedication to addressing the now ever-present struggle to mitigate climate change and the 

effect it has on farmers. The Climate Smart Agriculture programs are helping move us in the 

right direction and it is crucial we carve out space for our socially disadvantaged farmers and 

ranchers within these programs.  

Please feel free to contact Beth Smoker at beth.smoker@panna.org if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

 
Beth Smoker 

Co-Facilitator, California Farmer Justice Collaborative 

mailto:beth.smoker@panna.org
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From: David Lester <david.lestercp@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 8, 2018 12:21 PM
To: CDFA OEFI@CDFA
Subject: HSP comments

I’m a current recipient of a HSP grant. I feel the payout for no till needs to be increased. It’s so low there’s no incentive 
to begin no‐till management on an operation unless you’re already intending to. The program also lists the possibility of 
advanced payment but I was told by the CDFA staffer this isn’t possible. Clarification would be great.  

Thank you, 
David Lester 
‐‐  
David Lester 
Cal Poly Agribusiness 
david.lestercp@gmail.com 
dalester@calpoly.edu 



 

2776 Sullivan Rd. – Sebastopol, CA 95472 – Phone (707) 823‐5244 – Fax (707) 823‐5243 

November 8, 2018 
 
Office of Environmental Farming and Innovation            

California Department of Food and Agriculture 

1220 N Street 

Sacramento, CA 95814 

 
Dear OEFI Staff, 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft Request for Grant Applications. The Gold Ridge 

RCD has been an applicant and assisted growers/ranchers in applieng to the Healthy Soils Program as 

well as a recipient of contracts. The Gold Ridge RCD has also opted to not apply several times due the 

cumbersome requirements that don’t meet the needs of our growers or region. We are appreciative of 

this funding opportunity and hope that our comments serve to improve opportunities for the great work 

intended by this program. 

2018 Health Soils Program Demonstration Projects comments 

 The concept behind the “Type A” Projects needs to be reconsidered.  There are entities, such as 

universities, that are set up to conduct this level of research and soil testing.  While continued 

research on soil health and the benefits of various practices is necessary, this grant program is 

not an appropriate avenue for doing so.  Very little funding currently exists to help producers 

implement practices that reduce GHGs and sequester carbon; these precious funds shouldn’t be 

diverted to force recipients to conduct research that can be redundant and nonstandardized, 

especially when they don’t have the equipment or training to do so.  The practices funded by 

the program, such as compost application and woody plant establishment, have been 

scientifically proven to sequester carbon – we feel it is redundant to request this be re‐verified 

at each individual site. Practices can instead be verified though monitoring that practices are 

installed or completed as proposed, with their carbon benefits calculated using models. 

 

 This same reasoning applies to the requirement to have Treatment and Control fields for each 

practice. We are implementing already established practices and feel that we should implement 

good practices as broadly as possible.  Effectiveness monitoring could be conducted 

programmatically by qualified third parties using standardized methods, potentially through 

collaborations with universities.   

 

 The maximum grant award for “Type B” projects needs to be raised.  Many of the accepted 

practices involved woody plant establishment, which can be expensive in a Mediterrean climate 

where plants require dry season irrigation and maintenance including browse protections and 

weeding for years after installation.   

 

 The Compost Application White Paper referenced in the draft RGA serves as the guidance for 

allowable compost application rates on rangeland, specifying the recommended rates as 4.0 – 

5.3 dry tons/acre, well below the rates established by the Marin Carbon Project (MCP) in our 



 

 

 area, but requiring this very low quantity be applied each year for three years.  The cost (and 

carbon emissions) of this application strategy seem needless – it would make more sense to 

allow a one‐time higher rate in accordance with the MCP’s proven protocol.    

 

 Please reconsider the outreach requirements currently mandated by the program. Resource 

Conservation Districts, and other partner organization that work directly with ag producers, 

regularly conduct outreach and networking to promote and expand our programs through a 

variety of methods and channels, and have been doing so for decades.  Given our significant 

experience, we ask that you please consider allowing us to describe to you how we intend to 

promote these programs.  While we do conduct workshops on certain topics to target certain 

audiences, it has not proven the most effective strategy to network with conventional farmers in 

our area.  The new generation of early adopters, such as small‐scale organic niche producers 

and market garden homesteaders, do attend workshops, and often even host them themselves; 

however, they don’t tend to need convincing to implement carbon beneficial practices, as they 

are generally already doing them.  Our efforts need to focus instead on spreading these 

practices to more skeptical conventional producers. While practices like compost applications 

may be effective to meet program goals, they don’t provide much to look at, particularly right 

after implementation.  Drawing 120 ranchers or farmers to a demonstration site would mean 

asking them to take time away from ranching and farming to travel great distances to simply 

look at a field.   As it is, ranchers and farmers have other events they regularly attend, like trade 

shows, California Rangeland Coalition conferences, Farm Bureau events, etc – we regularly 

conduct outreach at those events, showcasing our projects in presentations. In our years of 

experience it is one‐on‐one relationships we build or foster between neighbors that have the 

most impact to farmers trying and changing practices. Also, due to the low number of ranchers 

in our area, having 120 attend workshops would mean drawing them from across the state, 

which is costly, time consuming and has a large carbon footprint. Locally, 30 attendees at an 

event series is a large and successful turnout.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

Brittany Jensen, 

Executive Director 

 



 
 

  

 

910 K St., Suite 340  •  Sacramento, CA  95814                   •                   www.calclimateag.org                   •                   916.441.4042 

November 8, 2018 
 
Office of Environmental Farming and Innovation     
California Department of Food and Agriculture 
1220 N Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
 
Re: SWEEP and Healthy Soils Program 2nd Draft Requests for Grant Application (RGA) 
 
 
Dear OEFI Staff, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on these second draft RGAs. We offer three 
comments; the first is specific to the Healthy Soils Program and the second and third are 
pertinent to both SWEEP and Healthy Soils. 
 
 
1) Demonstration Type A Projects Must Be Required to Research Soil Health Impacts 
 
As Environmental Farming Act Science Advisory Panel (EFA-SAP) members made clear on 
October 18, and the statutory language1 establishing the Healthy Soils Program has made 
clear all along, the Healthy Soils Program should only incentivize practices if they have both a 
soil health and climate benefit. 
 
We maintain that it is a misuse of Healthy Soils Program funding to fund research2, especially 
quarter million-dollar research and demonstration projects for proposed practices that CDFA 
has: 

1. Determined have insufficient peer-reviewed research supporting a GHG benefit 
2. Not evaluated (e.g. done a literature review) for soil health impacts 

 
However, if CDFA insists on funding such research and demonstration projects on proposed 
practices, then it must at the very least require those projects to research both the soil health 
impacts and GHG emissions/carbon sequestration impacts of such practices. One or the other 
will not help CDFA or the EFA-SAP evaluate a practice’s suitability for the program. 
 
In order to honor the statutory requirements for the program and EFA-SAP’s guidance at the 
October 18 meeting, CDFA should make the “Recommended Changes to the Draft RGA for 
Demonstration Projects” listed at the end of this letter. 
 
                                                
1  FAC Div. 1, Ch. 3, Article 8.5, Section 569. 
2 CDFA should stop trying to call it something else (e.g. Data Collection); if the data is going to be used to inform 
climate models, then it must be scientifically rigorous and peer-reviewed, and therefore constitutes research. 



 

2) Many Farmers and Ranchers Need the Option of Advance Payments to Participate in the 
Programs, and CDFA Has the Authority to Offer Them 
 
Most farmers face a cashflow challenge every spring and early summer as they pay for months 
of inputs and labor but have no harvest to earn revenue from. As such, paying tens of 
thousands of dollars upfront to implement a practice and then waiting 6-12 weeks for 
reimbursement can put a serious financial strain on farmers. In fact, it may be outright 
impossible for many farmers, especially smaller-scale farmers and socially disadvantaged 
farmers and ranchers (or SDFRs, as defined in FAC Div. 1, Ch. 3, Article 6, Section 512), who 
often do not have the cash on hand or access to credit to pay for these practices upfront. This 
means that without eligibility for advance payments, many farmers and ranchers in California 
will be structurally excluded from participating in the program. 
 
Whereas the previous rounds’ RGAs for both programs put no restrictions on the type of 
grant recipients eligible to receive up to 25 percent of the total grant award in an advance 
payment, this draft RGA is restricting advance payment eligibility to recipients in 
disadvantaged communities (DACs).  
 
The problem with this restriction is that many farmers and ranchers, including many SDFRs, 
do not farm in DACs. Consequently, the restriction on eligibility for advance payments will 
limit the number of farmers and ranchers, especially economically and socially disadvantaged 
farmers and ranchers, who can participate in the program. 
 
The RGA states that “Applicants interested in requesting an advance payment are subject to 
the following as required by Proposition 68 (SB 5) and state requirements.” 
 
There are two sections in SB 5 that refer to advance payments. One is specifically related to 
Integrated Regional Water Management Projects, so is irrelevant. The other, which we 
suspect CDFA is referring to, reads:  
 

“80030. For grants awarded for projects that serve a disadvantaged community, the 
administering entity may provide advanced payments in the amount of 25 percent of 
the grant award to the recipient to initiate the project in a timely manner. The 
administering entity shall adopt additional requirements for the recipient of the grant 
regarding the use of the advance payments to ensure that the moneys are used 
properly.”3 

 
While this section gives agencies permission to provide advance payments to projects that 
serve a disadvantaged community, it does not prohibit or preclude agencies from providing 
advance payments to recipients outside DACs. 
 
CDFA should be responsive to the economic realities faced by many farmers and ranchers in 
the state and strive to make its program as accessible as possible to farmers and ranchers. As 
such, CDFA should reinstate eligibility for advance payments to all farmers and ranchers. If 
CDFA does not have the capacity (financially or administratively) to provide advance 
                                                
3 PRC, Div. 45, Ch. 1, Section 80030 



 

payments to all award recipients, then CDFA should look to and learn from how other 
agencies determine financial need for advance payments, and limit payments to those who 
can demonstrate financial need. 
Two examples of other Climate Change Investment programs that offer advance payments 
regardless of DAC status are: 

1. ARB’s Funding Agricultural Replacement Measures for Emissions Reductions Program  
2. ARB’s Financing Assistance for Lower-Income Consumers 

 
At the very least, CDFA should reinstate eligibility for advance payments to SDFRs. CDFA is 
required by AB 1348 (the Farmer Equity Act)4 to “ensure the inclusion of socially 
disadvantaged farmers and ranchers, including socially disadvantaged farmers and ranchers 
in urbanized areas, in the development, adoption, implementation, and enforcement of food 
and agriculture laws, regulations, and policies and programs.” Given that many SDFRs cannot 
participate in the SWEEP and Healthy Soils Programs without access to advance payments, 
then CDFA must offer such payments to ensure their inclusion. 
 
In general, it would also be helpful to stakeholders in the future if CDFA could cite specific 
sections of statute whenever referencing state laws in its public documents. 
 
 
3) Prioritize Socially Disadvantaged Farmers and Ranchers the Same Way in Both the 
Healthy Soils Program and SWEEP 
 
We commend CDFA for clearly describing how it plans to prioritize SDFRs in the SWEEP RGA 
on page 2. We recommend CDFA adopt the same language in the Healthy Soils Program 
RGAs, which is currently too vague. The plan, as described in SWEEP, will encourage SDFRs to 
apply to these programs, help CDFA meet its statutory requirement under AB 1348, and help 
technical assistance providers funded by the Strategic Growth Council to meet their SDFR 
technical assistance requirements. 
 
 
Recommended Changes to the Draft RGA for Demonstration Projects 
 
Page 6, under Project Types, Type A should read (changes highlighted and bolded): 
 

“Projects are required to (a) implement the selected eligible agricultural management 
practice(s), (b) collect data on field measurements of GHG emissions and soil health 
impacts, and (c) collect co-benefit data including impacts on environmental water and 
air quality to address knowledge gaps regarding implementation of specific practices 
identified as ‘Practices for Demonstration and Data Collection.’” 

 
Page 8, under Practices for Demonstration and Data Collection (Type A Projects only), should 
read (changes highlighted and bolded): 
 

                                                
4 FAC Div. 1, Ch. 3, Article 6, Section 512 



 

“In addition to the above practices, additional practices are eligible for funding through 
Type A projects. A GHG quantification methodology is not currently available for these 
practices, and some of these practices may have no or negative impacts on soil 
health. Therefore, field GHG emissions and soil health indicator measurements must 
be included as part of the proposed projects. Projects required to collect scientific data 
to fulfill the following priorities and to inform development of implementation 
standards for these practices in the long-term: 

(i) Demonstrate carbon sequestration, soil health impacts, and GHG reduction 
potential of the practice in diverse California climate types, soil types and crop 
types, through collection of data including but not limited to field measurement 
of GHG emissions and soil health impacts. 

 
Page 12, under DATA COLLECTION REQUIREMENTS, should read (changes highlighted and 
bolded): 
 

“The following data collection will be required for both T and C in each APN identified 
in the project (and Project Reporting Requirements):  

• Required for both Type A and Type B projects: 
o Soil organic matter from each APN that is part of the project:  

§ Prior to initial implementation of funded practices (2019, 
baseline data)  

§ One year after implementation of funded practices (2020)  
§ Two years after implementation of funded practices (2021)  
§ Three years after implementation of funded practices (2022)  

• Required for Type A projects:  
o Measurements of GHG emissions and soil health impacts on T and C 

project sites where Soil Management Practices are implemented. GHG 
measurements from other eligible management practices are optional, 
as applicable.  

o Crop yield data.  
• Optional for both Type A and Type B projects: 

o Additional data on soil health, co-benefits, and/or ecosystem services.  
o Detailed economic analyses on production profitability for selected 

practice(s).  
 
 
Page 19, under “Information to be provided to CDFA may include,” should read (changes 
highlighted and bolded): 
 

• “Project data, including but not limited to soil organic matter data (Type A and B 
Projects), GHG fluxes/annual emissions, soil health impacts, crop yield or economic 
analysis (Type A Projects only), co-benefits and ecosystem services (optional for both 
Type A and B Projects).” 

 
Page 27, under “Data Collection” should read (changes highlighted and bolded): 
 



 

“Outline the methods and scheme for monitoring GHG emission and soil health 
measurements (required for Type A Projects), co-benefits to soil health and 
environmental water and air quality data along with crop yield data collection or 
economic analysis (required for Type A Projects, encouraged for Type B Projects ). 

 
Thanks again for the opportunity to comment. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Brian Shobe 
Associate Policy Director 
brian@calclimateag.org 
 
 
 
 
 
 



From: valleycompost@cs.com <valleycompost@cs.com>  
Sent: Sunday, November 4, 2018 12:35 PM 
To: CDFA OEFI@CDFA <CDFA.OEFI@cdfa.ca.gov> 
Subject: Healthy Soil Program 
 
To Whom It  May Concern,  
 
Hello, my name is Lissa Landry. I am the one of the owner/operators of Valley Compost & Topsoil, Inc. 
located in Buellton, Calif. 
 
Our business began composting horse bedding/manure in 1987. It has been a horrible 31 yrs to say the 
least.  In a climate where composters 
should be recognized and programs available to them (IN THE PRIVATE SECTOR) there seems to be 
none. Is there any programs to help PRIVATE  
composter's, who have been "left out" of the City or County Programs, so that WE TOO may be of some 
service to the Healthy Soils Programs ? 
It looks like the program is only for those businesses who have "contracts" with their City or County. That 
is not the case with our business. 
 
Please contact me by phone at (805) 895-8495. It would be so nice to hear of any programs available to 
our family owned business.   
 
Kindly, 
Lissa Landry, President/CFO 
Valley Compost & Topsoil, Inc. 
(805) 895-8495 

 

mailto:valleycompost@cs.com
mailto:valleycompost@cs.com
mailto:CDFA.OEFI@cdfa.ca.gov
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From: Mike Griffin <mike.griffin@organicvalley.coop>
Sent: Thursday, November 8, 2018 5:00 PM
To: CDFA OEFI@CDFA
Subject: Healthy Soils Program

Hello, 

My name is Mike Griffin, I am the Division Manager for Organic Valley, California. We are an agricultural marketing 
Coop, with nationwide membership. My work in California is currently focused on agricultural practices that will help our 
farmers through increased carbon sequestration in soil, so we are very interested in this Program. My comments are 
first directed to the Demonstration Projects; 

The number of farmers required to participate in these  workshops is a lofty goal. There are approximately 85 dairies in 
the local milkshed, we are planning on doing outreach to the other agricultural entities in the area, but in terms of 
getting participacion, we feel challenged. Situation is similar in the Humboldt Region, 80‐90 dairies. 

Cost of compost‐ if a farmer could make his own compost the cost reductoin would be significant. A producer estimated 
to me that he could produce compost for approximately $5 a yard, vs the cost mentioned at today's workshop of $20‐
$32. 

Mike Griffin 



 

Ruth Dahlquist-Willard 

Small Farms and Specialty Crops Advisor 

University of California Cooperative Extension (UCCE), Fresno and Tulare Counties 

550 E. Shaw Avenue, Suite 210-B, Fresno, CA 93710 

559-241-7513 ◈ rdahlquistwillard@ucanr.edu 

Office of Environmental Farming and Innovation 
California Department of Food and Agriculture 
1220 N Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
November 8, 2018 
 
Re: Draft Requests for Grant Applications (RGA) for the State Water Efficiency and Enhancement Program   
      (SWEEP) and Healthy Soils Program (HSP) 
 
Dear Office of Environmental Farming and Innovation, 
 
Thank you for allowing a second opportunity to submit comments on the RGAs for SWEEP and the 
Healthy Soils Program. As I have mentioned before, the repairs and improvements to pumps and irrigation 
systems provided for by SWEEP funding have greatly benefited the small-scale, socially disadvantaged 
farmers I work with in Fresno County. This includes refugee and immigrant farmers whose farms are now 
more economically and environmentally resilient because of the SWEEP projects they have implemented.  
 
I would like to comment on the following change in the draft RGAs for both of these programs: 
 
    Advance payments  up  to  25  percent  for  project  expenditures  for  a  three-month  period  can  be requested      
    for projects  in  Disadvantaged  Communities  (DACs)  and  Severely  Disadvantaged Communities (SDACs) only 
 
My staff and I have so far assisted nineteen socially disadvantaged farmers funded for SWEEP projects, and 
the option of requesting a 25% advance payment has been essential for the implementation of their projects. 
Most of these farmers do not have large reserves of cash to pay expenses up front to begin their projects. It 
has worked very well for them to apply for the 25% advance payment and use it to begin pump repair or 
replacement, before their drip irrigation systems are installed.  For example, both of the farmers featured in 
the video produced by CDFA on Hmong farmers receiving SWEEP funding1 had applied for and received 
advance payment of 25% of their total budget, and this advance payment helped them get their projects 
started without a large strain on their personal finances.  
 
The language in the draft to allow advance payments only in Disadvantaged Communities (DACs) and 
Severely Disadvantaged Communities (SDACs) would exclude most of these socially disadvantaged farmers 
from receiving advance payments, because socially disadvantaged farmers do not necessarily live in or farm 
in socially disadvantaged communities. Many small-scale farms operated by immigrant, refugee, and ethnic 
minority farmers exist in a landscape of larger farms in census tracts that are not socially disadvantaged 
communities. Many Hmong and other Southeast Asian farmers in Fresno County either own or rent farms in 
an area between Fresno/Clovis and Sanger that is not part of a DAC or SDAC. Figure 1 shows the locations 
in relation to DACs and SDACs of each SWEEP recipient assisted by UCCE. Of the nineteen farmers who 
have so far received SWEEP funding with technical assistance from UCCE Fresno County, only two have 
farms located in either a DAC or SDAC. Under the rules stated in the current RGA for both SWEEP and 
the Healthy Soils Program, the majority of the socially disadvantaged farmers we have assisted so far would 
not have been able to receive advance payments.  
 
If CDFA intends to continue awarding SWEEP or Healthy Soils Program funding to small-scale, socially 
disadvantaged farmers, it would be beneficial to amend the draft RGA to allow advance payments for socially 
disadvantaged farmers as defined by the Farmer Equity Act (AB 1348)2 as well as for projects in socially 



disadvantaged communities. I emphasize that without the advance payment, it will be very difficult for most 
of these farmers to implement their projects. In addition, some of the new requirements for advance 
payments would make project implementation much more difficult for these types of farmers. These 
requirements will make it much more complicated for socially disadvantaged farmers to receive an advance 
payment unless they have a technical assistance provider who is assisting them with every step of the project. 
These include: 
 

 If applicant desires an advance payment, a detailed itemized budget must be submitted. 

 Advance payment funds must be deposited into a federally-insured interest-bearing bank account 
that provides the ability to track interest earned and withdrawals, set up and identified prior to the 
advance. 

 Labor costs (personnel costs) are not eligible for advance payments. 
 
The requirement to submit a detailed itemized budget for an advance payment request would present an 
additional burden for both socially disadvantaged farmers and technical assistance providers who are helping 
them with the budget, invoicing, and reimbursement process. A detailed budget is already required for the 
application. If all of the costs on the invoice are allowed as part of the project, it is not clear what information 
the additional budget requirement for the advance payment would provide.  
 
The requirement to identify and track a farmer’s bank account also would be more difficult for socially 
disadvantaged farmers. Any increase in required paperwork and documentation makes it much more difficult 
for technical assistance providers to help farmers implement their projects. So far, all of the farmers we have 
assisted with SWEEP projects have successfully used their advance payments to pay for project costs on their 
budget. This obviously does not guarantee that no future projects will have any problems, but our experience 
in every case so far has been that farmers immediately cash the advance payment check into a personal bank 
account and use it to pay the invoice for the first costs they incur on their project. The farmers we have 
assisted so far have used the advance payment to pay for pump repair or replacement. Also, the invoice from 
the pump companies always includes both materials and labor. If advance payments cannot be used for labor 
costs, labor may have to be broken out of the invoice so that it can be paid for separately.  
 
In my experience, the advance payment of 25% of project costs has been an essential part of the successful 
implementation of CDFA’s Climate Smart Agriculture Incentive programs for socially disadvantaged farmers. 
I hope that CDFA will maintain the aspects of these programs that have so far allowed farmers with limited 
resources to access these funds.  
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Ruth Dahlquist-Willard  
Small Farms and Specialty Crops Advisor 
University of California Cooperative Extension, Fresno and Tulare Counties 
 
 
 
1 CDFA helps California’s Hmong farmers conserve water and reduce emissions. 

https://plantingseedsblog.cdfa.ca.gov/wordpress/?p=14436 

 
2 Assembly Bill 1348. Farmer Equity Act of 2017. 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=201720180AB1348 

https://plantingseedsblog.cdfa.ca.gov/wordpress/?p=14436
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=201720180AB1348


 

 

 

Fig. 1. Locations of farms for SWEEP funding received by socially disadvantaged farmers assisted by UCCE Fresno County.  

Farm in SDAC 

Farm in DAC 
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