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 MINUTES 
Regular Meeting 

***TELECONFERENCE MEETING *** 
CEDA BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

Wednesday, November 17, 2011  
Teleconference Locations

California Association for Local Economic Development 
550 Bercut Drive, Suite G 
Sacramento, CA  95811 
 
City of Santa Rosa City Hall 
100 Santa Rosa Avenue 
Santa Rosa, CA 95404 
 
City of Eureka City Hall 
531 K Street 
Eureka, CA  95501 
 
Economic Development Collaborative-Ventura County 
1601 Carmen Drive, #215 
Camarillo, CA 93010 
 

City of Selma 
1710 Tucker St. 
Selma, CA 93662 
 
City of Vista 
200 Civic Center Dr. 
Vista, CA 92084 
 
Tuolumne County EDA 
99 North Washington St. 
Sonora, CA 95370 
 
City of Elk Grove 
8401 Laguna Palms Way 
Elk Grove, CA 95758 

 
Call to Order 
Wayne Schell, Board Chair of the California Enterprise Development Authority, called the meeting to 
order at 10:30 am. 
 

Roll Call 
Members Present:  DB Heusser  

Wayne Schell 
Randy Starbuck 
Bruce Stenslie 
 

CALED Management/Staff  
Present:    Gurbax Sahota 

Michelle Stephens 
 
Public Present:  Cindy Trobitz-Thomas 
    Sam Balisy, Bond Counsel 
    Michael Chapin, FIG Tree 
    Mahesh Shah, FIG Tree 
    James Stout, FIG Tree 
    Mark Risco, Willdan Financial Services 
    Mo West 
            

Action Items 
1. Approve the Special Meeting Minutes of August 28, 2011. 

 
Motion: Board Member, DB Heusser made the motion to approve the Special Meeting 
Minutes of August 28, 2011. Board Member, Randy Starbuck seconded the motion on the 
floor and it passed with the following roll call vote: 
 

    DB Heusser   Aye 
    Wayne Schell   Aye 
    Randy Starbuck  Aye 
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Bruce Stenslie   Aye 
Cindy Trobitz-Thomas  Abstain 

 
2. Approve the Regular Meeting Minutes of October 12, 2011. 

 
Motion: Board Member, Bruce Stenslie made the motion to approve the Regular Meeting 
Minutes of October 12, 2011. Board Member, DB Heusser seconded the motion on the 
floor and it passed with the following roll call vote: 
 

    DB Heusser   Aye 
    Wayne Schell   Aye 
    Randy Starbuck  Aye 

Bruce Stenslie   Aye 
   Cindy Trobitz-Thomas  Abstain 

 
3. Discussion of California PACE (Property Assessed Clean Energy) Energy Efficiency and 

Job Creation Program for California Enterprise Development Authority (CEDA) and 
Member Agencies. 
 
Discussion: As an introduction to this discussion, CEDA Chair, Wayne Schell asked the 
board to consider the item for discussion and provide critical review. He then gave the 
floor to FIG Tree President and CEO, Michael Chapin who provided a general overview of 
what the PACE program is and the overarching goals of 1. Saving Consumers Money, 2. 
Achieving AB 32 Goals, and 3. Job Growth. He also introduced Mark Risco, Senior Vice 
President with Willdan Financial Services who will be a partner in this project.  
 
After this short introduction, the floor was opened to initial questions from the board. 
Board Member, DB Heusser began the conversation by noting his excitement about 
bringing this opportunity to cities and counties and mentioned that Fresno County had 
already tried to bring this program to residents but was unable to get it off the ground. Mr. 
Chapin noted that this program would be beneficial because it is a turnkey program and 
allows municipalities to simply opt in.  
 
CEDA Bond Counsel, Sam Balisy asked about the administrative fees and if they would 
adequately cover the costs to the issuer and governing body. Mr. Chapin said that the 
program is meant to be self-supporting and therefore has language that addresses the 
administrative costs. The language states that up to 5% of the annual debt service can be 
used on administrative costs and this money would be split between the partners. In this 
explanation, Mr. Chapin described a scenario where the annual issuance was $1million, 
allowing for $50,000 to go toward administrative fees. Mr. Balisy asked if $50,000 was 
enough for this program to be successful or was it necessary to increase annual issuances? 
Mr. Chapin responded that economies of scale were needed to make sure the program was 
successful but also noted that each issuance was for around 20 years and that the money 
would compound each year, making it more feasible.  
 
Mr. Balisy also asked how FIG Tree would ensure that they had enough projects to be 
successful. Mr. Chapin responded that they were working with a few partners who had the 
ability to “warehouse” projects and aggregate them so that a larger project was amassed 
before it went to bond. CALED COO, Gurbax Sahota then asked about having an 
exclusive relationship with FIG Tree and if that was allowable as a JPA without going out 
to bid. Mr. Balisy responded that the board should discuss it at a later time but that a five-
year contract as suggested by FIG Tree was not unreasonable for contracting. Mr. Schell 
then asked if the sole sourcing would be an issue to which Mr. Balisy responded that there 
were probably other people working on these projects but that since it was brought to 
CEDA by FIG Tree, it was more than likely not an issue to sole source the partnership. 
Mr. Heusser then pointed out that CEDA would need a determination from an attorney.  



 

3 

 
Mr. Schell then asked the board specifically what they thought of this project in light of 
their experience with districts. Mr. Heusser said that he thought it would be helpful to 
cities and counties trying to implement this program. Board Member, Randy Starbuck said 
he would be interested to see who else and what else is out there regarding the PACE 
program. Board Member, Bruce Stenslie said that his questions veered more toward 
governance and operations. He also wanted to know who else, beside FIG Tree, is doing 
this financing. Overall, Mr. Stenslie felt it would be a benefit to local government because 
it streamlines the process. Mr. Chapin responded that the landscape of PACE was 
currently thin because it required two things that municipalities did not have, money and 
resources.  
 
Mo West, a member of the public, asked how the 5% fee would be split. Mr. Chapin said 
that it would be split amongst the city or county, FIG Tree, and CEDA with each group 
receiving 2.25%, 2%, and .75% respectively. Mr. West then asked if costs would go down 
as the number of issuances grows. Mr. Chapin said that while the costs will diminish a 
little there would still be marketing outreach and that more than likely, until the program 
went away the costs would probably be steady. Mr. West asked if the program also 
included wastewater programs to which Mr. Chapin responded in the affirmative. Mr. 
Balisy asked why there is a fee allocation going to the city or county if CEDA was taking 
over its administrative role? Mr. Chapin said that while some cities could choose to only 
opt in and not do anything else with the program, most chose to stay involved with 
marketing and working to reach its own energy efficiency or sustainability goals and so 
that allocation went toward their costs. Mr. Heusser also said that the fee could act as an 
incentive to keep the municipality involved and engaged. 
 
Mr. Schell then asked a question on behalf of Mr. Senslie who had to leave the call, 
wondering how big the field was regarding PACE issuance. Mr. Chapin said that Sonoma 
County and Palm Desert had created programs and were taking part in PACE but that the 
field was not that big as far as other issuers were concerned. Mr. Chapin then presented 
the FIG Tree timeline for the CEDA Board saying that in the next few months (December, 
January, and February) they would be inviting cities and counties to opt in to CEDA. In 
February they would start the district formation process and conclude by February 23rd. 
They would then have a live program by February 24th. Mr. Schell asked if current CEDA 
members would need to opt in to which Mr. Chapin responded in the affirmative.  
 
Mr. Balisy asked if it would make sense to create a new JPA since they would need to 
reach out to the existing CEDA members anyway. Mr. Chapin noted that since there was 
an element of job growth in the program he felt PACE would align with CEDA’s goals. He 
also thought that the name recognition of CEDA would aid in the success of the program 
as opposed to introducing a new JPA to communities. Mr. Heusser then asked what the 
next step was. Ms. Sahota said that CEDA would finish its due diligence and then begin 
the process of ironing out the details, which includes getting an attorney’s determination, 
creating an exclusive contract, and developing a marketing program. She said she hoped 
that this could be completed within the timeline that Mr. Chapin laid out for the board.  
 
Mr. Chapin mentioned that this would be a district backed by property improvements and 
collateral. Mr. Heusser then asked if there was a financing ratio, like 7:1 or 5:1. Mr. 
Chapin said there are three different tests to determine the maximum financing. Those 
tests are that it cannot exceed 10% of the property value, it cannot exceed 100% of the 
land value, and it cannot raise property tax by over 5%. Mr. Schell then asked if there was 
consensus amongst the board to move forward on this issue to which all replied in the 
affirmative.  
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Public Comment 
Mr. West commented that he felt this was an excellent way of holding down costs and will help cities 
and counties use this program within their jurisdictions.  
 
Board Chair Report 
Other Business  
 
Adjournment 
Motion: Board Member, DB Heusser moved to adjourn the meeting. Board Member, Randy Starbuck 
seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously by voice vote. 
 
Board Chair, Wayne Schell adjourned the meeting at 11:25 am.  
 


