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Hello 
I work with GO-Biz, but I'm a break and using my personal email. 

Wanted to give my own feedback. 

1. I support a cap increase to $15 mil 
2. I support removal of all purchase percentages requirements 
3. Combining all tiers makes sense. 
4. Try to keep fees as low as possiblebut index to inflation. 

Thanks. 
Rebecca Eusey 

Written Public Comments on the Proposed Regulation Text for the January 30, 
2026 Public Workshop 
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Feb1·uary 6, 2026 

Dear CAEA TF A Staff, 

Upoo reviewing 1be proJ)OSed modific-atioos 10 1he CAEATFA reg1,1la1ions, re-spectfolly. it is in 01,1r 
opinion that more safeg,1.m.rds should be added to the program (001 less) to improve overall titilization 
of awarded funds, Ple.ase consider t.he following facts; 

IJ12020, CA£ATFA softened its .. 15% Rule" by exiendiug ii from l2 10 IS mouths. 

l) \Vllen e:on1p:u'iug 2017 2019 awatds against 2020 2022 award..r; 1he % oifiu)d.r; ~nu1red 
10 1101Hana)l busingssss that uhimAtg1v utilized NOJ\~ of 1hgif ::1ward incre:u:ed bv 50% 

2) Overall u1iliza1iol\ frnm uoJl~sm.all biz awards in those yeats also decreased by 21 %. 
3) \Vllen induding small biz, lhe dim.•,·ence was acmally negli8ibJe, demo1\Sl'mling that sm.all 

biz bas bad better utilization rates. 

111 reviewing non-small biz awards ft'Om 2023 & 2024 (S l 74M granted), ifwe TRIPLED their 
u1ilization 10 date: 

4) OvendJ utilization would still only be 31%. To pul thal ln persJ>edive, 2017•2019 and 
2020-2022 were 76% and 60%. resp«tively. 

5) 73% of1hese fonds went to awardees 1bat will have spent Jess than 15% with 65% going 
10 awardsss: HIid£[ J%. 

hl our expc1icnce, when incc1Hiv<- prottrains have few ~rfonnauce standards or i11 the case of these 
proposed regula1ious-uoue aflcr removing. the I 5% ndc and ex lending lhc program 10 five years. 
the trends above are likely to continue as they djd in 2020 wbea the J 5% nde was relaxed. 

Moreover\ wi1hou1 1hc 15% mfc, why wouldn'1 every applic,·uu simply reque-s1 111<- m.aximun1 of 
SISM or something much greater tban wba1 1bey need in case ll1ere's a cbru.1ce they could expand 
down the road? \Vlia1 would be the downside? Mos1 applications have enough qu,1lifica1ion poi.ms 
10 exceed the required 1,000-so why no1 ask fot more? To ibis eud, we nu, simula1ions using the 
actual awards and 1hose that were wailliste<Vdeu.ied from 2022 - 2025. 

\Ve simulated the results in these 4 years had the proposed regulations today been in effect and if 
awardees would have requested 33% more, 50% more and the maxirumu STE based on their points 
and competitive criteria. 

6) Wj11J a conservative 33% increase S6lM nreviouslv srnnted •o 50 comu:mies would 
have been denied and instead gone to those ranked above them, $ 15,7.M iwernge per year 
jn denials 

7) At a SO% increase. S73M (62 companies}-deuied. $18.4M denied on average per year. 
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8) Had awatdcc-s l'equcsted their allowable m.axiinunl, SIS0M (90compiuties~cuied. 
$45M denied on average per year. 

ff you add !hose wai1listed and denied from those years? The amoun1 denied wou.ld grow to S274M. 
$284M and S39JM for tile 33%. 50% and "ma.xiumm'', respectively. Th.is would have impacted 
ro\lghly I 00 businessl?S seeking fo.ods. 

The fll()SI rle,'ft$taring statfatic, howner? Over 60°/4 of the fund~ that would have gone to the 
handful or succe,s.sfol companie~ in lhc-se 4 years . . . R :we experirnced em•cfo·tlv ZERO 
utili1..afion to d.ate. Note rhis cxdudes 2025 :lwards since Ibey have 001 reported QP spend. 

\Vl1i1c i:nany or us would like 10 believe tha1 no applicA111 would request mo1~ 1hao 1he amomn 
required for lhcir project. How co1tfideu1 are we 1ha1 1hc exec\llivcs., s1tt.kcbolders and consultan1s 
would 1101 make 1he objec1ively con·ect decis-ioo to maximize the potential value 10 tbeiJ' business-? 

n1e current proposed l'eg,ulations- will sme1y reduce 1he number of awardees as the S awarded per 
project would increase. This would reduce CAEA Tf A •s diversification of fi.mding. By chis we. mean 
thal if fewe1· awatds are g.tanted, wheo a bandfi.al of those projects- fail , a la.,·get po11ion of the fimds 
go 10 waste. Comparatively. if fiwdiu,g is granted to a grealer number of applicants, the program can 
handle more failed projects because there is a larger more diversified pool. As anyone can see. it is 
ac1ually the larger awards 1h.at have mol'e coruis1eutly failed. 

TI1erefore. we respectfully have the following sunestions for these regulations: 

I) Maintaining 1be IS% mle and 3-year initial tenn. 
2) Allowing. all awardces ONE 6~mon1h extension ofbolh n.tle-s above, only requiring. ED 

approval. 
3) For award less than $7.SM. allowing awardecs ONE Board approved extension ofbolh 

items- in # l by 6 and 12 mombs. re'SJ)C('lively. No fu11be1' extensions- arc allowed. For 
awards S7.5M+. no Bo;ird ex1ei-,sious arc aHowed. 

4) AJ>J>licauts cau modify 1beir 15% mlc, by iucreasiug 1heir 15% 10 as much as 50%. By 
doing so, every I% above the standard 15%, would give the Applicant two Corn.petitive 
Criteria points. 

5) Any applicant 1bat has spent less than 15% across all their inaclive. complete and aclive 
STE awards in 1be aggregate-will get docked Competitive Criteria points as- follows: 

11-15% 

-75 -SO -25 

6) Doubling applicalioo fee rates for applicants reques1iug pea1er than S75M in STE. 
CAEATFA fe.es: htwe uever been adjt,sted for iufl;,ition. 
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7) Rett1.inin2, 1bc sn:i.111 business pool as i1 was in 2025 for only 1bc firs-1 application pc1iod. 
After this period, any remaining small business funds would go into the general 

Based on the histoiy. data and our experience, we strongly believe that these suggestions will help 
die STE program increase utilization, which ,·vill also help ajd the program receive more funding in 
1be fllturc iu addition to the exten,Sioo it will need in jus1 two years. Auotber program cx1ciuiou 
,vou1d defillltely be more difficult if STE utilization fell in 1be two years leadin2- up 10 its expiration. 

HaJ)py 10 discuss any of rbe above, 1hank you! 

Kind Regards, 

..- ,-.?"---,!._ --Alex Tran. CPA 
Managing Partner - California Incemives Group 
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