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Program Background

Date Fundin Maximum
Funding Round | Application Funding Source 8 o Grants Awarded
Amount Award Limit
Released
Round 1 June 16, 2014 Emergency $50,000 62
drought -
L S$10 million
Round 2 September 29, agisiation (SB $150,000 71
2014
103)
Emergency
drought -
Round 3 May 18, 2015 Jepslalimion (BF S$10 million $150,000 100
91)
November 20 Budget Act of -
k 7
Round 4 2015 2015 (SB 101) $16 million $200,000 129

*Note: Round 4 data was unavailable for our report; however, some preliminary Round 4 analysis is included in this presentation.



Achievements to Date & Program Demand
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Projects funded across
Rounds 1, 2, and 3 will save:

e Estimated 37,490 acre-feet | =
of water per year

e Estimated 11,278 Tonnes
CO2e per year
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SWEEP has been oversubscribed by an average of 311% across rounds.



Number of projects awarded per $1 million,
Rounds 1, 2, 3, and 4
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Round 1 Round 2 Round 3 Round 4
(Max Award Limit =550k} {MaxAward Limit = (Max Award Limit = {(Max Award Limit =
$150k) $150k) $200k)

[EY
]

Number of grants awarded per $1 million
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Percentage of total SWEEP activities™,
Rounds 1, 2,3 and 4

Water Storage, il

Water .
Recycling and 1% Management,

Treatment, 8% 1%

Leak Fixes, 2%

*Note: Percentages are based
on the 362 projects funded by
SWEEP to date. Many projects
involved more than one
activity type, therefore
percentages add up to more
than 100%.




Awarded funding in relation to
estimated water savings per
project, Rounds 1, 2, and 3
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Awarded funding in relation to
estimated GHG reductions per
project, Rounds 1, 2, and 3
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Top 10 counties receiving most grants, across
Rounds 1, 2,3, and 4

County Number of Awarded Amount Funded
Projects

Fresno 50 $4,448,059
Butte 44 $2,259,227
Tulare 40 S4,586,269
San Luis Obispo 34 $3,019,452
Monterey 28 $3,221,962
Kings 25 $2,613,391
Kern 24 $1,914,931
Merced 21 $2,472,585
Colusa 16 $1,524,408

Glenn 13 $1,113,765



Recommendations

Program Accessibility

Findings:
- High demand - Onerous application
- High project cap - Repeat awardees

- Some counties left out

Recommendations:

- Technical assistance

- Simplified application for small projects

- Shift calculations to reviewers

- Cap what an individual entity can receive
- Revert to S150k project cap

Activity Types
Findings:

- Beneficial soil management practices
featured in only 1% of projects
- Some questionable activities funded

Recommendations:

- Synergies with Healthy Soils: acknowledge
the soil-water nexus

- EFA SAP: discuss guidelines for what
activities are and are not in keeping with
principles of the program
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