
 
 
 

Specialty Crop Block Grant Program   
 
 

 
California Department of Food and Agriculture 

 

2008 Farm Bill  



Purpose: 

Solely enhance the competiveness 
of specialty crops 

 Fruits, vegetables, tree nuts, dried fruits, 
horticulture and nursery crops (including 

floriculture). 

Funding:   
 USDA,  Agricultural Marketing Service 
 $16 - $18 million annually  
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Eligibility 

 Non-Profit and For-Profit  
 Local, State, Federal and Tribal Governments 
 Colleges and Universities 
 

Funds cannot benefit a single organization, 
institution, or individual 
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Project Funding & Duration  

 
 $50,000 - $400,000 

  

 Up to 2 yrs./ 9 mo. 
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Funding Areas 

Research 
• Plant Health and 

Pest Challenges  
 

• Environmental 
Concerns and 
Conservation 
 

• Food Safety 
(CPS) 

Marketing 
• Agriculture 

Education/ 
Outreach 
 

• International 
Trade 
 

• Market 
Enhancement 
and Promotion 

Nutrition 
• Food Security 

 
• Healthy Eating 
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Solicitation Process 
 
 Competitive Solicitation Process: 

 
◦ Phase I – Concept Proposal 

 
◦ Phase II – Grant Proposal 

Proposal 
Solicitation 

Review & 
Recommend 

USDA 
Approval 
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2008-2012 
(Dollars in Millions) 

Concept Proposals 

Submitted: 1040 

Requested: $274 

Grant Proposals 

Submitted: 528 

Requested: $140 

Award 

Grants: 272 

Funded: $66 
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Organization Type 
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Funding Area 

9 

53 
49 49 

44 44 

33 

$13  $13  $12  $11  $12  

$5  

0 

10 

20 

30 

40 

50 

60 

Plant Health/Pest 
Challenges 

Environmental 
Concerns/Conservation 

Market Enhancement and 
Promotion/International 

Trade 

Ag. Education/Outreach Nutrition/Food 
Security/Healthy Eating 

Food Safety  

2008-2012:  (Dollars in Millions) 

Number Funded Total Amount Funded 

Total  Funded  = $66  
Total  Projects = 272 



  

10 

 



Technical Review Process 

 Two Levels of Review 
 

1. Administrative - Internal 
2. Technical - External 
 Industry stakeholders and representatives from 
universities, public agencies, non-profits and for-
profits that represent the diversity of California’s 

specialty crop industry. 
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Technical Review Committee 
2009 - 2012  Membership 

 
   Total Members =167   
 

 Two year members = 25 
Three year members = 5 
 Four year members  = 4  
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Reviewers Perspective 
History 
Focus areas (defined and undefined) 
FAAST tool 
Committee dynamics/diversity 
Program successes/back checks 
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Review Committee Development 

Year 1 
◦ Less reviewers, Less proposals 

Years 2, 3 and 4  
◦ More reviewers, More proposals 
◦ CDFA managed appropriately based on feedback and 

volume 
◦ Not afraid to change and did so proactively 

Program has more reviewers now and process 
has been modified (e.g. A and B groups) 

Shows interest in reviewer community & 
accommodation/dedication from CDFA 
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Review Committee Focus Areas 

Review Criteria - Scored 
◦ Project Purpose 
◦ Expected Measureable Outcomes 
◦ Performance Monitoring Plan 
◦ Work Plan 
◦ Budget and Budget Narrative 
◦ Project Commitment 
◦ Impact 
◦ Etc. 
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Review Committee Focus Areas 

Commonly discussed “other” areas – 
“common sense test” 
◦ Reasonableness of funding – both high & low 
◦ Past success and reputation 
◦ Collaborators 
◦ State of the science/markets 
◦ Who knows the industry impacts? 
◦ How will this proposal impact the industry? 

Method - Combination of defined criteria 
and practical intellectual discussion 
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FAAST Tool 
 Excellent submittal, compilation, and review tool 
 Allows for appropriate review flexibility and scoring 
Many still use personal spreadsheet summaries for 

comparison purposes, but only for management, 
notes, etc, not overall scoring 
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Committee Dynamics/Diversity 

Maintain diversity of industry and 
knowledge base 
Maintain both public and private sector 

representatives 
Keep recruiting and mixing up the review 

teams 
Workload (although not onerous) 

dictates/demands serious reviewers – nice 
balance 

18 



Program Successes 
By the time it is all complete, the review 

process is thorough and comprehensive 
Results in detailed, objective and defensible 

reviews via dual process 
Review process is self-selecting 
◦ Not an easy task 
◦ Takes dedication 
◦ Reviewers stay/sign on for a reason 

Careful and thorough annual review process 
Complements should be given to all CDFA staff 

associated with this program 
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