
 
Minutes of the Regular Meeting of the Board of Directors 

July 18, 2019 
3:30 pm – 6:00 pm 

Location: RCD Office 
 

Directors present: TJ Glauthier, Jim Reynolds, Adrienne Etherton, Neal Kramer 
RCD staff present: Kellyx Nelson, Lau Hodges, Bryanna Whitney 
NRCS staff present Jim Howard 
Guests Present: Ron Sturgeon, Ryan Charland, Chuck Clark, Shannon Webb  

 

1. Call to Order 

Meeting was called to order at 3:30 p.m. 

2. Approval of Agenda 

Motion to approve closed session agenda passed unanimously 

3. Convene Closed Session 

3.1 Public Employee Performance Evaluation Pursuant to California Government Code 
§54957 

Title: Executive Director 

4. Adjourn Closed Session 

 
5. Convene Open Session and Report on Closed Session 

Open session was called to order at 4:35 p.m.  

• Glauthier added an action item on the Executive Director’s compensation to the Regular 
Agenda as item 9.6. 

• Reynolds moved to approve the agenda as amended, Kramer seconded. Motion passed 
unanimously.  
 

6. Introductions of Guests and Staff 

All in attendance introduced themselves.  

 
7. Public Comment 

No public comment 

8. Consent Agenda 

• Nelson pulled agenda item 8.1, to be brought back in August. 
• Etherton moved to approve the consent agenda as amended, Kramer seconded. Motion 

passed unanimously.  
 

9. Regular Agenda 
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9.1 June 2019 Draft Financial Statements for discussion as informal item and possible 

approval 

• The financial statements are not final, as the end of the fiscal year is reconciled.  

• Expenses are booked as they come in, while revenues are booked at quarterly 
invoicing, making the RCD appear to be in arrears when it is not- the revenues have 
been earned but not booked. 

• Charland explained that a handful of expenses came in in July however were included 
on invoices that ended in June, yet the RCD was budgeting for them in the same fiscal 
year (FY). As the RCD took on larger projects it magnified the issue in the financial 
reports.  

• Nelson noted that FY18 showed an extraordinary net of $600k, approximately $200K 
which should have been booked in FY19. She further explained that having such a 
high net can affect the RCD’s federally negotiated indirect cost rate. 

• There was agreement for $15K, the amount recommended by the auditor, to be the 
threshold for material expenses to re-date.  

• Glauthier requested Charland make the appropriate changes in time to notice them at 
the next Board Meeting. Nelson stated that staff would be bringing an accounting 
policy before the Board soon.  

9.2 Executive Director Report 

• The Chipper Program is underway. The RCD coordinated with Fire Safe San Mateo 
for two chipping days in Butano Canyon and one in El Granada. 30 – 40 homes 
participated. Kramer asked how the community had been informed; Nelson explained 
mailers had been sent out and more outreach would be done soon. 

• The RCD will be participating in the Pescadero Arts and Fun Festival.  

• The RCD has been hosting an intern from Puente de la Costa Sur, Yahir Gomez.  

• Docent tours for the dredge project are scheduled for August 18th and September 15th.  

• The RCD had been awarded funds from the San Mateo County Agricultural 
Commission to scope, design, and permit a project to eradicate Hypericum canariense 
(Canary Island St. John’s Wort).  

• Three people responded to the Board recruitment announcement in the last 
newsletter.  

• CARCD (California Association of RCDs) and NRCS have been revising and updating 
the agreements that form the relationship. 

 

9.3 Directors’ reports 

• Reynolds recently spent a month in Europe and noticed that there was a lot more 
being done regarding recycling and availability of organic food.  

• Reynolds was excited to see the RCD’s equipment mobilizing on his property for the 
Butano Creek dredge project.  
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• Kramer reported that he had been working on the San Mateo County fine scale 
vegetation mapping project, leading the field team efforts. To date they had done 
nearly 300 different samples and were expecting to wrap up in a few weeks. The final 
product, a map of San Mateo County’s vegetation, will be housed with the County and 
available to the public. It will be the first time San Mateo County vegetation will be 
mapped at this scale with this level of detail.  

• Etherton stated that San Mateo County was working on a disposable foodware 
ordinance which would hopefully be brought to the Board of Supervisors before the 
end of the year. The City of Brisbane is following the drafting of the ordinance closely.  

9.4 Board will consider recommendation to contract with Storesund Construction for 
installation of a new irrigation system at Carpy Ranch in Pescadero. 

• Discussion included the need for the work; difficulty getting contractors due to 
prevailing wage requirements and delayed state payments; and project costs. 

• Reynolds moved to contract with Storesund Construction for the installation of a new 
irrigation system at Carpy Ranch in Pescadero; Etherton seconded. Motion passed 
unanimously.  

9.5 Board will discuss and may take action regarding an RCD-sponsored art event. 

• Glauthier explained that he’d seen a presentation at the 2018 CARCD Conference 
about highlighting the beauty of RCD projects such as plein air art projects. He stated 
that the RCD Board liked the idea but would need a local artist group to partner with 
such as South Coast Artists’ Alliance (SCAA); of which Webb and Clark are on the 
Board.  

• The discussion among directors, staff, and guests included finding and communicating 
beauty and inspiration in the RCD’s work; partnership with SCAA; potential events 
and considerations; representation of water quality and climate data in abstract art; 
storm drain murals proposed by water quality program staff; whether an art event 
would be a fundraiser; etc.  

• Webb asked the RCD to designate someone to work with SCAA to find two different 
landscapes for plein air art outings.  

9.6 Board will discuss and may take action on the Executive Director’s annual 
compensation. 

• Glauthier reported that during the closed session the Board went through an annual 
review of the Executive Director (Nelson). The Board was very pleased with the 
Executive Director, she did a terrific job in each category reviewed, she is a local and 
state leader who works well with staff and the community and the technical side of the 
RCD’s projects; and generally has outstanding performance in her role. 

• The Board recommended a 10% increase (3% COLA, 7% additional) in her annual 
compensation to align her salary more closely with that of similar roles within the San 
Mateo County Parks Department. 

• Kramer moved to increase Nelson’s annual compensation 10%, Etherton seconded. 
Motion passed unanimously.  

 

10. Adjourn Meeting 
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Meeting adjourned at 6:09 p.m. 



 

 

Regular Meeting of the Board of Directors 
July 18, 2019 

3:30 pm – 6:00 pm 
Location: 80 Stone Pine Road, Suite 100, Half Moon Bay, CA 94019 

 

1. Call to Order 

2. Approval of Agenda 

3. Convene Closed Session 

3.1. Public Employee Performance Evaluation Pursuant to California Government Code §54957 

Title: Executive Director 

4. Adjourn Closed Session 

4:30pm 

5. Convene Open Session and Report on Closed Session 

6. Introduction of Guests and Staff 

7. Public Comment- The Board will hear comments on items that are not on the agenda. The Board 
cannot act on an item unless it is an emergency as defined under Government Code Sec. 54954.2. 

8. Consent Agenda 

The Board of Directors approves: 

8.1. June 20, 2019 Draft Regular Meeting Minutes 

8.2. Independent Auditors’ Report by R.J. Ricciardi Inc. Certified Public Accountants for the year 
ending June 30, 2017, including “Basic Financial Statements” and “Board of Directors & 
Management Report” 

The Board of Directors receives into record: 

8.3. June 17, 2019 letter to State Assemblymember Friedman from Kellyx Nelson regarding Senate Bill 
253, the Environmental Farming Incentive Program 

8.4. June 25, 2019 letter to California Department of Food and Agriculture from the California 
Association of RCDs providing comments on Technical Assistance Program grant guidelines 

9. Regular Agenda 

9.1. June 2019 Draft Financial Statements for discussion as informational item and possible approval 

9.2. Executive Director Report 

9.3. Directors’ reports 

9.4. Board will consider recommendation to contract with Storesund Construction for installation of a 
new irrigation system at Carpy Ranch in Pescadero. 

9.5. Board will discuss and may take action regarding an RCD-sponsored art event. 

10. Adjourn Meeting 

      The next Regular Meeting of the Board of Directors will be August 15, 2019. 

 

Public records that relate to any item on the open session agenda for a regular board meeting are available for public 

inspection.  Those records that are distributed less than 72 hours prior to the meeting are available for public 

inspection at the same time they are distributed to all members, or a majority of the members of the Board.  The Board 

has designated the San Mateo RCD office, located at the address above, for the purpose of making those public records 

available for inspection. 

































































Funding agreement with Wildlife  Conservation Board

Note: Partner and landowner names have been removed for privacy.



Funding agreement with California Department of Fish and Wildlife



Funding agreement with Department of Water Resources

Example of workplan:



GRANT APPLICATION – PRELIMINARY BUDGET AND SCHEDULE 

In the budget matrix below, relist the tasks identified in #4 above and for each provide:  1) the estimated 
completion date for the task, 2) the estimated cost of the task, and 3) the funding sources (applicant, 
Conservancy, and other) for the task. The table will automatically sum the totals for each row and 
column. To do this, highlight the whole table and hit F9. 

REQUEST MATCHING FUNDS 

Task 

# 
Task 

Completion 

Date 

Coastal 

Conservancy 

Other CA 

State Funds 

Other 

Non- State 

Funds 

Total Cost 

1 Project 

Management 09/2022 $17,573 $3,000 $300 $20,873 

2 Irrigation 

System 

Assessment 

and Design 05/2020 $95,903 $4,500 $100,403 

3 Project 

Permitting 05/2020 $32,248 $2,000 $34,248 

TOTAL $145,725 $5,000 $4,800 $155,525 

Budget Justification 
Please provide a brief narrative explanation of the budget that explains and justifies the costs.  The 
purpose of the narrative is to provide background and detail to explain the costs in the budget, including 
the source of the estimates. It is helpful to know if the budget includes administrative or indirect costs 
or contingencies and those amounts. If you have an engineer’s estimate, providing that will suffice. 

Task 1 Administration: 

• Includes funding for the RCD to coordinate project activities, develop and manage contracts,

prepare invoices and progress reports and develop the final report ($16,601).  The hourly rates

for RCD staff include wages, fringe benefit and the federally approved indirect rate.

• Mileage activities for RCD staff is estimated at $972 based on the current federally approved

mileage rate of $0.545/mile

Task 2 Design costs includes: 

• Funding for RCD staff to manage and participate in irrigation assessments, development of

project designs and monitoring and maintenance plan ($12,803)

• Funding for an irrigation specialist to conduct irrigation assessments with RCD staff at three

locations ($1,550 at 3 sites for a total of $3,100)

• Engineering services at two sites at an estimated $40,000 per site (based on recent RCD projects

of similar size and nature) for a total of $80,000).

Grant proposal to State Coastal Conservancy. Workplan and budget.



Task 3 Environmental assessment and permitting costs includes: 

• Funding for RCD staff to conduct biological assessments, assist in permit development, develop

CEQA documentation ($15,998.48).

• Funding for Alnus Ecological to assist the RCD in reviewing permits, CEQA documents and

biological assessments ($2,250).

• Funding for Trout Unlimited to assist in design review, develop water availability analysis reports

and water rights permits (an average of $7,000 at each of two sites for a total of $14,000).

6. Specific Tasks. Identify the specific tasks that will be undertaken and the work that will be
accomplished for each task. 

# Task Name Description 

1 Project 
Management 

Under this task, the San Mateo RCD will take the lead in overall project 
management, including managing contracts and subcontracts; 
coordinating with partners, landowners and agencies; writing and 
submitting progress reports and invoices. 

2 Irrigation System 
Assessment and 
Designs 

Under this task, the RCD and Power Services Inc.  will assess irrigation 
system to confirm estimated water demand and develop 
recommendations for irrigation system improvements.   The RCD will 
also solicit proposals from engineer and design firms to investigate site 
suitability and design water systems.  

3 Project Permitting The RCD, TU and Alnus Ecological will prepare CEQA, 1600s (both sites), 
Water Rights (Shaffer), Coastal Development Exemption (use NOAA RC’s 
consistency determination with the Coastal Commission), and other 
necessary permits.  Once implementation funding is secured, the RCD 
will submit permits.  

7. Work Products. List the specific work products or other deliverables that the project will result in.

1) Project Management
a. Quarterly progress reports and invoices
b. Final Report

2) Irrigation System Assessment and Designs
a. Summary memo of irrigation system improvement recommendations
b. 100% design documents

i. irrigation systems
ii. storage systems

c. Monitoring and Maintenance Plan
3) Project Permitting

a. Biological Assessment report for each (2) project site
b. Prepare necessary environmental compliance (CEQA) and permit documents for each

project site.
4) Expenses

a. Mileage at current federal/state rate



Proposal to NRCS: workplan and budget.
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May 24th 2019 

 
Office of Environmental Farming and Innovation 
California Department of Food and Agriculture 
1220 N St 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

 

Dear OEFI Staff, 

 
On behalf of the 96 Resource Conservation Districts (RCDs) and our partner, the Carbon Cycle Institute (CCI), 

CARCD thanks CDFA and the OEFI staff for their dedication to conservation and agriculture. We greatly 

appreciate all of your programs for the difference they are making to our farmers and ranchers and our 

environment.  

 
We also appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Technical Assistance program legislated by AB 2377. We 

share your belief that technical assistance (TA) is vital to promote, enhance, and strengthen CDFA’s Climate-
Smart Agriculture programs (CSA Programs) and the overall resilience and adaptability of California’s working 

lands. We are grateful that we are aligned on the need for these programs to exist for landowners and managers in 

order for California to reach our climate change mitigation and resiliency goals. The CDFA programs are an 

important mechanism to promote and implement agricultural practices that aid in the sustainability and vitality of 

California’s agriculture.  

 
Technical assistance is key to the success of implementation of these programs on-the-ground. High quality and 

consistent technical assistance leads to effective projects. If we want our investment in conservation practices to 

http://www.carcd.org/
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be implemented well, it requires an investment in solid technical assistance that is long-term, reliable, 

scientifically-sound, and accountable. CARCD and its partners are continuing to develop the capacity for delivery 

of highly effective climate-smart agricultural focused TA at scale through platforms such as our Carbon Farming 

Network. 

 
CARCD values the opportunity to provide public comment and submit feedback and suggestions to the TA 

Program and does so with the intention that constructive feedback from many sources creates programs that work 

better on the ground. 

 
Recommendations 

 

Below is the full list of recommendations for the Draft RFP of the Technical Assistance Program. 

Following this list, the recommendations are deconstructed and elucidated. Please consider the following 

recommendations:  

1. Elimination of the phased program framework and adoption of a standard (more flexible) grant program. 

2. Remove any designation or stipulation of service area to be covered by TA organizations. 

3. Increase indirect rate and accept any federal or state approved indirect rates. Allow applicants to apply for 

the full $60,000 without commission reimbursement.  

4. Omit the requirement for TA providers to report farmer and rancher personal information. 

5. TA Program awards contracted and finalized at least 3 months prior to CSA Program open solicitation.  

 

1. Program Framework: Adopt a standard grant structure and eliminate the commission and phased 

program framework.  

 
CARCD recommends adoption of a standard grant program structure instead of a phased program framework and 

the commission-based reimbursement system. The two-phase system is unnecessarily complex and not conducive 

to efficient budgeting, planning, and reporting. Allowing applicants the flexibility to structure their work plan and 

budget, integrating pre-award and post-award activities, would reduce administrative burden, and allow for easier 

accommodation of the variable needs from farmers and ranchers and changing circumstances on the ground. More 

flexibility (by removing the two-phase structure) will allow individual RCDs the ability to autonomously make 

the best decisions within the program guidelines. RCDs would be able to tailor distribution of awarded funds as 

most appropriate for their region and local programmatic interest and needs.  

 
CDFA has many other grant programs that operate with a more standard grant structure, such as the Specialty 

Crop Block Grant and the Climate-Smart Agriculture programs this program supports. 

 
Specific drawbacks of the two-phase system include: 

 
1. The base payment of $5,000 in Phase 1 does not recognize the scope, necessary time, and costs incurred 

for effective outreach. Outreach is critical to enrolling strong projects that have an ability to make a big 

impact, and the type of outreach and application assistance required and outlined by CDFA takes time and 

money. TA providers will also need to learn any new updates on the CSA programs and application 

http://www.carcd.org/
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requirements. Without changing this payment structure, technical assistance providers may not be able to 

engage the best projects with the biggest impacts. 

 

2. The commission-based structure for assisted and submitted applications is inadequate to fund the time and 

resources needed to provide high-quality individualized assistance. The CSA Program applications 

require intensive administrative, technical, and narrative responses. This frequently requires on-site visits 

and in-depth conservation planning to generate a competitive and complete application. The CSA 

Program prioritizes projects that have conservation plans; however, conservation plans cannot be 

developed under the commission based reimbursement because the reimbursement rate is orders of 

magnitude lower than the true cost of developing conservation plans with farmers and ranchers. Working 

under the drafted conditions doesn’t equate to effective technical assistance.  

 

3. The potential amount of $15,000 over the $5,000 base payment is unrealistic. Thirty-eight applications 

would have to be submitted to each the Healthy Soils Program (HSP) and the State Water Enhancement 

and Efficiency Program (SWEEP) to reach the full $20,000. For the past seven years of the CSA 

Programs, no CDFA-registered technical assistance provider has assisted in submitting that many 

applications in one solicitation. RCDs have reported typically assisting 2-7 applicants through submission 

per program and have reported working at a loss through this current system. Given the potential amount 

of funding available and the average number of submitted applications, these funds would be better 

utilized if the applying RCD is able to allocate it to the appropriate activity and still not compromise the 

quality of TA and number of assisted applications. 

 

4. The funding allocations do not allow for regional variation of costs including local interest, crop type 

prevalence, or standard of living costs. Recognizing the different needs in different agricultural regions is 

crucial for creating accurate organizational budgets, stable staff capacity, and long-term partnerships. 

While we share your commitment to these practices and programs, we cannot participate at a loss.  

 

5. The Phase 1 funding cap does not easily allow for novel and targeted outreach to socially disadvantaged 

farmers and ranchers. The funding limitation hinders the ability to hire translators and/or interpreters. It 

also fails to support  the time and attention it takes to build trust with growers. This often takes more time 

when working with language or cultural barriers.  

 
The scored budget and activity plan required in the TA Program application and subsequent reporting are 

sufficient to ensure transparency and competition for most cost efficient uses of awarded funds without having the 

need of designated activities and funds through “Phase 1” and “Phase 2”.  

 
The overall complexity of the program will cost the agency more than the provisions are aimed to save. By being 

overly prescriptive, the cost of compliance, reporting, applications, documentation on the part of the TA provider 

and, in turn, the review, oversight, documentation, and compliance monitoring on the part of CDFA, will far 

outweigh any potential savings that could be gained particularly at such minor amounts of grant funding.  

 
RCDs are experts at actualizing their mission - providing technical assistance - and have successfully partnered 

and contracted directly with State and Federal agencies for over seven decades. We understand how to create 

work plans that have multiple phases, and know how to collaboratively adjust those plans to match the needs of 

the funder. RCDs are public agencies with high ethical standards for documentation and reporting, as well as 

financial management. CARCD is confident that the RCDs will continue to operate in full transparency, and 
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organize and allot funds properly for their unique operations. RCDs have expertise in providing technical 

assistance through their daily and decade’s worth of experience and are able to anticipate funding needs. 

 
RCDs want to provide effective and efficient technical assistance to advance CDFA's goals, but they need 

adequate funding levels and programmatic flexibility to do so. It is critical that RCDs build their own budgets 

based on the unique TA and agricultural needs of their regions. 

 

2. Program Requirements and Eligibility: Remove the program requirements of serving producers in 

multiple counties.  

 
The draft guidelines currently require that TA providers be able to serve farmers and ranchers in multiple 

counties. The requirement of serving in more than one county, severely limits RCDs eligibility to this program. 

RCDs are special districts under Division 9 of the Public Resources Code. This gives RCDs both autonomy, local 

representation, and defined jurisdictional boundaries. As currently drafted, the guidelines eliminate RCDs as 

eligible applicants to this program. 

 
RCDs were created to provide technical assistance to landowners and managers, promote conservation practices 

(CPs), connect producers with funding mechanisms for CP implementation, and provide a wealth of supporting 

activities. As such, RCDs have been essential in the delivery of CDFA programs. Excluding RCDs that serve a 

single county would greatly lessen the effectiveness of climate-smart agricultural practices. Currently, over 50% 

of CDFA’s current CSA Program TA providers are RCDs, many of which have a countywide jurisdiction. RCDs 

are uniquely effective because of their intimate knowledge of their communities, ecosystems, and local permitting 

processes. Requiring them to work outside their jurisdictional boundaries and areas of expertise limits their 

efficacy.  

 
RCDs actively leverage relationships that have been cultivated over decades to make conservation happen on the 

ground while honoring the unique needs of the people and places where they work. RCDs also recognize the 

value and urgency of working collectively to address challenges like climate change and building resilient 

communities since these issues extend far beyond district boundaries. RCDs have been working with farmers, 

ranchers, and foresters for close to a century to implement soil, land, and conservation practices, many of which 

reduce and sequester greenhouse gasses. For these reasons and many others, it will be detrimental to California’s 

agricultural communities if RCDs are unable to participate due to service area boundary considerations.  

 

3. Grant Awards: Increase indirect rate, accept any federal or state approved indirect rates. Allow 

budgeting at the maximum $60,000 award available for any mandated and optional activity. 

 
CARCD and the RCDs are enthusiastic about dedicated TA funding to help implement climate resilience 

conservation practices. However, there are funding limitations that limit the applicability and success of this 

program.  

 
Extend the $60,000 maximum award amount between both pre- and post-award activities.  
CARCD is appreciative of the many important TA activities in the draft guidelines. However, given the 

mandatory scope of work, the current award amount of $45,000 (baseline) for both pre- and post-award activities 

is not sufficient for providing exemplary and thorough TA. Allow for the activity planning and budgeting up to 
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the full $60,000, not based on the expected number of submitted applications. This amount is adequate to provide 

comprehensive services per solicitation.  

 
Indirect Rate Increase  
Increasing the indirect rate to a minimum of 20%, and accepting any federally- or state-approved indirect rates 

helps ensure that technical assistance providers don’t incur a loss by partnering with the Department on this 

important effort.  

 
CARCD acknowledges and appreciates the immediate increase to 15% from 10% after the April 18 th 

Environmental Farming Act Science Advisory Panel (EFA SAP) meeting. However, 15% is still lower than the 

majority of RCD’s indirect costs; the overwhelming majority of RCD’s have indirect rates above 20%, and many 

are closer to or above 30%. Notably, CDFA has a federally-approved indirect rate at 38.44%1. We are strongly 

committed to the program and to partnering with CDFA; however, we aren’t able to operate at a loss with no 

place to recover those funds. 

  
The indirect rate of 20% strongly favors organizations that have significant general operating funds from other 

sources, an asset that most RCDs do not have. These full costs include necessities such as rent, utilities, 

administrative staff compensation, and office supplies, without which it would be impossible to carry out grant-

funded program work such as planning and implementation. 

 
Some RCD’s have a federally negotiated indirect cost rate varying from 22%-35%. This rate does not represent 

“extra” funds, but rather a well-documented set of costs that are necessary to the grant-funded work. The 

negotiated indirect cost rate agreement requires an allocation of these costs evenly across all grant awards, which 

means that when a state agency does not honor the same indirect cost rate, money is lost on that state grant. We 

would assert that any work worth funding through a grant program is worth funding at the full cost of that work, 

rather than at a reduced. 

 

4. Protect Farmer and Rancher Privacy: Omit the requirement of TA providers to report farmer and 

rancher personal information.  

 
One of the biggest barriers to farmers and ranchers participating in government-sponsored beneficial programs is 

the fear of regulation. CDFA should remove the requirement for TA providers to report personal farmer and 

rancher information. Phase 1 activities mandate that personal information for each individual inquiring about 

assistance must be recorded. CDFA will receive that information from each farm/farmer that submits an 

application to a CSA program. The information is not necessary to the successful implementation of the 

programs. A trusting relationship between producer and TA provider is essential for future endeavors and 

inquires. RCDs build strong relationships by demonstrating and valuing producer privacy through our voluntary, 

non-regulatory approach. 

 

5. Ensure sufficient time between programs: Ensure TA Program awards are contracted and finalized at 

least 3 months prior to CSA Program open solicitation. CSA Program solicitation guidelines available 

to TA providers prior to opening the solicitation period.  

 

                                                      
1 https://www.aphis.usda.gov/mrpbs/fmd/downloads/CA_ICRA_SFY_15.pdf 
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It is imperative to provide sufficient time between this TA Program solicitation and CSA Program solicitations. 

Currently, there is no timeline between the two correlating programs. The TA organizations need sufficient time 

to prepare to provide comprehensive services to producers on these specific programs. That includes, reviewing 

and understanding new program and application changes, determining staffing levels, updating and/or creating 

new outreach materials, sub-contracting translators and/or interpreters, locating workshop venues, initiating 

outreach activities prior to the start date of the CSA Programs solicitation periods, in order to allow sufficient 

time for assisting growers with their applications during the solicitation period, etc.  

 
Aspects to Maintain 
CDFA incorporated aspects into the RFP that we believe are important for programmatic success. Please maintain 

the following list: 
• 25% of program-wide awarded funds to socially disadvantaged farmers and ranchers.  
• Exclusion of TA providers requiring producers to use specific brands or contractor products 

• Inclusion of project design, conservation plans, and irrigation plans as an eligible activity. This will be 

financially possible with the withdrawal of the commission based structure.  

 
In summary, we make the following recommendations:  

 
6. Elimination of the phased program framework and adoption of a standard (more flexible) grant program. 

7. Remove any designation or stipulation of service area to be covered by TA organizations. 

8. Increase indirect rate and accept any federal or state approved indirect rates. 

9. Omit the requirement for TA providers to report farmer and rancher personal information. 

10. TA Program awards contracted and finalized at least 3 months prior to CSA Program open solicitation.  

 
We appreciate your consideration of the recommendations presented. CARCD also wants to remind CDFA of the 

grander partnering potential that we have with CDFA because of our status of special districts within the State. It 

would be advantageous to all parties, RCDs, CDFA, and the producers of California, to contract TA non-

competitively with RCDs individually or through CARCD.  

 
RCDs were created over seventy years ago to be the local, technical assistance agency carrying out programs of 

this very nature, promoted by the USDA Soil Conservation Service. Today, RCDs are still readily fulfilling this 

role. RCDs are Special Districts of the State of California under Division 9 of the Public Resources Code, and are 

set up under California law to be locally-governed agencies that are subject to the Brown Act. As such, RCDs 

combine the accountability and transparency of a public agency with the flexibility and non-regulatory approach 

of a non-profit organization. State contracting rules allow for RCDs, as state entities, to contract directly with 

state agencies, avoiding a tedious, competitive application process for both the applicant and grantor.  

 
The structure of 96 RCDs nested in a statewide network and association that ties in directly to the needs of 

partners and statewide goals, making the RCDs critical to the success of conservation programs in California. 

Because of all the attributes mentioned above, RCDs are nimble, flexible, and locally specific agents of change 

that are able to conduct outreach, raise interest of producers in state programs, and implement conservation in 

places where it doesn’t otherwise happen, furthering the actualization of statewide conservation goals. 

 
RCDs are accountable, trusted experts in the field. CARCD encourages CDFA to work with these local 

community structures. CDFA has authorization to make selections on the entities that conduct programmatic work 

on the ground without a competitive process. The system of RCDs has been designed to provide effective, 

http://www.carcd.org/
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accountable on the ground assistance at the local level. Utilizing these existing structures is the best and most 

effective and fiscally responsible way to get lasting results.  

 
Once again, CARCD sincerely thanks the CDFA OEFI team for interpreting the legislative language, drafting this 

initial Technical Assistance Program Request for Proposal draft guidelines, and graciously accepting our feedback 

through this public comment period. We look forward to our continued partnership and collaborative efforts to 

increase climate smart agriculture practices throughout California.  

 

Sincerely,  

 

 

Karen Buhr, Executive Director 

California Association of Resource Conservation Districts 

 

 
Torri Estrada 

Executive Director 

Carbon Cycle Institute 

Kellyx Nelson 

Executive Director 

San Mateo RCD 

 

Anna Olsen 

Executive Director 

Cachuma RCD 

 
Lisa Lurie 

Executive Director 

RCD Of Santa Cruz County 

 
Sheryl Landrum  

Executive Director 

RCD of Greater San Diego County 

 

 
Dr. Chandra Richards 

Conservation Ecologist 

RCD of Greater San Diego County 

 
Curtis Ihle 

Interim Executive Director 

Humboldt County RCD 

 

Nancy Scolari 

Executive Director 

Marin RCD 

 

Devin Best  

District Manager 

Upper Salinas-Las Tablas RCD 
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 Accrual Basis

 San Mateo Resource Conservation District

 Balance Sheet
 As of June 30, 2019

Jul 31, 18 Aug 31, 18 Sep 30, 18 Oct 31, 18 Nov 30, 18 Dec 31, 18 Jan 31, 19 Feb 28, 19 Mar 31, 19 Apr 30, 19 May 31, 19 Jun 30, 19

ASSETS

Current Assets

Checking/Savings

1030 · Checking Account (5269) 1,870,856.74 1,840,138.19 1,651,434.10 2,101,123.27 1,045,230.29 1,396,268.29 1,982,286.34 1,252,293.77 1,333,871.21 1,176,079.14 1,782,380.25 1,330,831.58

1031 · Restricted State Funds (5012) (Butano Channel) 379,872.56 333,275.80 294,102.16 280,532.11 238,444.18 2,935.72 2,935.84 3,018.19 3,018.32 3,018.44 26,626.84 4,470.10

1032 · Operating Reserve (0202) 148,618.33 148,638.35 148,656.67 148,675.61 148,693.94 148,712.88 148,731.83 148,748.94 148,767.89 148,786.23 148,805.18 148,823.53

Total Checking/Savings 2,399,347.63 2,322,052.34 2,094,192.93 2,530,330.99 1,432,368.41 1,547,916.89 2,133,954.01 1,404,060.90 1,485,657.42 1,327,883.81 1,957,812.27 1,484,125.21

Total Accounts Receivable 1,358,916.77 1,859,980.30 1,408,257.10 2,796,764.62 2,940,248.07 2,591,146.19 2,720,446.61 2,814,835.96 2,066,311.81 2,566,432.02 1,929,806.36 4,003,727.36

TOTAL ASSETS 3,758,264.40 4,182,032.64 3,502,450.03 5,327,095.61 4,372,616.48 4,139,063.08 4,854,400.62 4,218,896.86 3,551,969.23 3,894,315.83 3,887,618.63 5,487,852.57

LIABILITIES & EQUITY

Liabilities

Current Liabilities

Accounts Payable

2000 · Accounts Payable 711,985.66 1,314,402.37 1,533,811.73 1,878,846.50 783,408.16 1,035,875.46 1,665,619.96 967,003.40 543,766.82 672,887.90 790,893.58 1,885,014.99

Total Accounts Payable 711,985.66 1,314,402.37 1,533,811.73 1,878,846.50 783,408.16 1,035,875.46 1,665,619.96 967,003.40 543,766.82 672,887.90 790,893.58 1,885,014.99

Credit Cards 4,785.01 2,840.33 7,229.95 120.20 2,971.04 4,344.13 3,738.85 3,479.50 3,428.25 5,467.06 2,417.78 4,586.63

Other Current Liabilities

2060 · Accrued Time Off 53,348.24 53,348.24 53,348.24 77,715.81 74,692.59 69,717.54 69,717.54 65,799.14 65,799.14 65,799.14 65,799.14 65,799.14

2400 · Deferred Revenue 2,166,281.88 2,166,281.88 2,288,464.70 2,209,873.72 2,090,767.54 1,834,232.98 1,801,638.13 1,803,816.06 1,680,843.12 2,231,475.81 2,369,706.49 2,334,706.49

Total Other Current Liabilities 2,219,630.12 2,219,630.12 2,341,812.94 2,287,589.53 2,165,460.13 1,903,950.52 1,871,355.67 1,869,615.20 1,746,642.26 2,297,274.95 2,435,505.63 2,400,505.63

Total Current Liabilities 2,936,400.79 3,536,872.82 3,882,854.62 4,166,556.23 2,951,839.33 2,944,170.11 3,540,714.48 2,840,098.10 2,293,837.33 2,975,629.91 3,228,816.99 4,290,107.25

Long Term Liabilities

2500 · Recoverable Grants 200,000.00 200,000.00 200,000.00 200,000.00 200,000.00 200,000.00 200,000.00 200,000.00 200,000.00 200,000.00 200,000.00 200,000.00

Total Long Term Liabilities 200,000.00 200,000.00 200,000.00 200,000.00 200,000.00 200,000.00 200,000.00 200,000.00 200,000.00 200,000.00 200,000.00 200,000.00

Total Liabilities 3,136,400.79 3,736,872.82 4,082,854.62 4,366,556.23 3,151,839.33 3,144,170.11 3,740,714.48 3,040,098.10 2,493,837.33 3,175,629.91 3,428,816.99 4,490,107.25

Equity

3500 · Net Assets 1,137,464.06 1,137,464.06 1,137,464.06 1,137,464.06 1,137,464.06 1,137,464.06 1,137,464.06 1,137,464.06 1,137,464.06 1,137,464.06 1,137,464.06 1,137,464.06

3999 · SUSPENSE 0.00 0.00 0.00 -101.80 -101.80 -101.80 -334.44 537.57 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Net Income -515,600.45 -692,304.24 -1,717,868.65 -176,822.88 83,414.89 -142,469.29 -23,443.48 40,797.13 -79,332.16 -418,778.14 -678,662.42 -139,718.74

Total Equity 621,863.61 445,159.82 -580,404.59 960,539.38 1,220,777.15 994,892.97 1,113,686.14 1,178,798.76 1,058,131.90 718,685.92 458,801.64 997,745.32

TOTAL LIABILITIES & EQUITY 3,758,264.40 4,182,032.64 3,502,450.03 5,327,095.61 4,372,616.48 4,139,063.08 4,854,400.62 4,218,896.86 3,551,969.23 3,894,315.83 3,887,618.63 5,487,852.57
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Jul '18 - Jun 19

Ordinary Income/Expense
Income

SMC Operating Support 125,000.00
4010 · Contracts 7,707,567.78
4020 · Donations

4021 · Annual Appeal Donation 16,570.07
4022 · Individual Contributions 32,469.00

Total 4020 · Donations 49,039.07

4030 · Interest 2,120.95
4200 · Property Tax

4205 · SMC Contributions 1,936.69
4200 · Property Tax - Other 81,552.76

Total 4200 · Property Tax 83,489.45

Total Income 7,967,217.25

Gross Profit 7,967,217.25

Expense
5000 · Personnel 1,017,966.81

6020 · Bank Fees 268.51
6070 · Communications 6,058.59

6300 · Equipment 6,579.17

6400 · Insurance 6,560.06

6500 · Membership-Dues-Subscriptions 7,599.00
6750 · Professional Development 4,390.37
6775 · Software 2,357.95
6850 · Rent 57,724.60
6900 · Supplies 7,751.36
6950 · Travel-Meals-Meetings 6,874.95
7200 · Organizational 77,954.69
7600 · Project Implementation 6,904,849.93

Total Expense 8,106,935.99

Net Ordinary Income -139,718.74

Net Income -139,718.74

12:13 PM San Mateo Resource Conservation District
07/15/19 Profit & Loss
Accrual Basis July 2018 through June 2019
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Memorandum 

Date: July 15, 2019  

To: Board of Directors 

From: Kellyx Nelson 

Re: Recommendation to Contract with Storesund Construction for installation of a 

new irrigation system at Carpy Ranch in Pescadero 

  

 

RCD staff recommends contracting with Storesund Construction for the construction of a new 

irrigation system at Carpy Ranch for an amount not to exceed $457,000.  

 

This is the second phase of the Pescadero Creek Streamflow Improvement Project at Carpy 

Ranch1 and will enable the new 15.9-acre foot (AF) agricultural water storage reservoir that was 

built in summer 2018 to be used as designed. The irrigation system and reservoir are part of the 

RCD’s effort to add water security for local farms and enhance streamflow in Pescadero Creek 

for anadromous fish and other riparian species. 

 

Carpy Ranch is in Pescadero, northwest of the junction of Stage Road and North Street (see site 

map) bordering Bradley Creek on the eastern edge of the property and Pescadero Creek to the 

south. The ranch encompasses several hundred acres of coastal agricultural grassland. Current 

agricultural uses of the ranch include cattle grazing, growing hay, and growing pumpkins. 

Installation of the new irrigation system will allow Carpy Ranch to utilize the newly built 

reservoir and cease diversions from the creek during the dry season (August-October), allowing 

critically important instream flow to remain in Pescadero creek.  

 

A Request for Bids (RFB) was sent on September 24, 2018 to eight firms and posted on the 

RCD’s website. No bids were received. A new RFB was distributed to six different firms on 

November 5, 2018 and posted on the website. Only one contractor bid, but then withdrew the 

bid before it was brought to the board of directors due to the contractor’s concerns with 

burdens posed by labor compliance requirements and the long amount of time for payment 

due to delays in State payments for this grant funded program. RCD staff then reached out 

individually to four firms (one was included in the first round RFB). Only one was firm was 

interested and available: Storesund Construction. Storesund Construction’s bid was within 

                                                           
1 Phase 1 contract for Campbell Grading, Inc. was approved by the Board of Directors in April 2018 under the name 
“Creek Streamflow Enhancement Project, Carpy Ranch. “ 



budget, they have successfully completed other projects for the San Mateo RCD, and they have 

experience with irrigation systems.  The firm has excellent references, experience with labor 

compliance, and is aware that payments from the funder can take six to nine months on 

average.   



 
Site Map 
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