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Purpose 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Financial Advisory Board (EFAB or Board) is an advisory 
committee chartered under the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA) to provide advice and 
recommendations to EPA on creative approaches to funding environmental programs, projects, and 
activities. The purpose of the meeting was to discuss the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund charge.  

The meeting was announced in the Federal Register (see appendix 1).  

Please see appendix 2 for the agenda and appendix 3 for EFAB member names and affiliations. 
Workgroup presentations are in appendix 4. 

 

  



Environmental Financial Advisory Board Meeting, Dec. 15, 2022  | 

 

2 

Welcome, Review of Agenda, and Client Office Remarks 
Edward H. Chu | EFAB Designated Federal Officer 
Kerry O’Neill | EFAB Chair 
Alejandra Nunez | EPA Charge Client 
Tim Profeta | EPA Charge Client 

Welcome 

Ed Chu opened the meeting and shared that, as an advisory committee chartered under the FACA, 
meetings are open to the public. He invited the public to submit written comments. 

Kerry O'Neill conducted the roll call.   

Attendance

Ashley Allen Jones, present 
Courtney L. Black, present 
Steven J. Bonafonte, present 
Angela Montoya Bricmont, present 
Matthew T. Brown, present 
Stacy Brown, not present 
Theodore Chapman, present 
Albert Cho, present 
Janet Clements, present 
Lori Collins, present 
Zachary Davidson, present 
Jeffrey R. Diehl, present 
Sonja B. Favors, not present 
Phyllis R. Garcia, present 
Eric Hangen, present 
Edward Henifin, not present 
Barry Hersh, present 
Craig Holland, present 

Craig A. Hrinkevich, present 
Margot Kane, present 
Thomas Karol, not present 
George W. Kelly, present 
Gwendolyn Keyes Fleming, not present 
Cynthia Koehler, present 
Colleen Kokas, not present 
Joanne V. Landau, present 
Lawrence Lujan, present 
MaryAnna H. Peavey, present 
Dennis A. Randolph, present 
Eric Rothstein, not present 
Sanjiv Sinha, not present 
William Stannard, present 
Marilyn Waite, present 
David L. Wegner, present 
Gwen Yamamoto Lau, present 
David Zimmer, present 
 

Kerry O'Neill said that this is the final meeting related to the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund (GHGRF) 
charge. She said after the workgroups make their presentations, there will be a Board discussion.  

Ed Chu thanked members and acknowledged the many hours that workgroup members have 
volunteered in just a few weeks. He gave some background on the GHGRF and the workgroups, 
emphasizing that EPA used a three-pronged approach to engage stakeholders on the GHGRF: (1) the 
EFAB; (2) public listening sessions; and (3) a Request for Information.  

Ed Chu reminded attendees that the workgroups have been working on providing options for EPA, 
rather than the typical recommendations, and the purpose of the current meeting was to approve the 
finalized options presentation and creation of a transmittal letter summarizing the work on the GHGRF 
charge. 
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Kerry O'Neill said EPA deliverables include the slide deck shared today (see appendix 4), a transmittal 
letter, and the public comments. She thanked the public for being deeply engaged with EFAB. She said 
the Board has done an impressive amount of work in a short time. 

Objectives Workgroup 
Cynthia Koehler and Margot Kane | Workgroup Co-chairs 
Angela Bricmont | Workgroup member 

Cynthia Koehler reviewed the focus of the Objectives workgroup; specifically, the workgroup was asked 
to provide considerations around GHGRF objectives, including funding and financing for projects to 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions that are not being well resourced today, particularly for low-income 
and historically disadvantaged communities; efficiency; and environmental justice considerations. She 
noted challenges to achieving GHGRF objectives, including lack of capital and lack of capacity in low- and 
moderate-income communities to apply for funds, among others.  

Cynthia Koehler highlighted the workgroup's four overarching principles for EPA, which are to (1) 
balance equity and access objectives with leverage objectives; (2) balance need for "shovel-ready" 
projects with capacity-building goals; (3) acknowledge a variety of mandates and objectives in the short-
term; and (4) ensure eligible recipients are positioned to serve priority communities effectively. 

Margot Kane noted that most of the tensions exist in the short term; in the long term, most objectives 
are mutually reinforcing, suggesting that EPA balance short-term and long-term trade-offs. One 
possibility is for GHGRF funding streams to be weighted. She shared a table illustrating how the 
weighting of design elements could vary according to the recipient. She also shared the workgroup's 
assessment of the strengths and weaknesses of each design element and which kind of recipient would 
be a strong or weak fit. Design elements were (1) leverage; (2) short-term capacity building; (3) capital 
recycling; (4) additionality; and (5) long-term sustainability reporting. 

Margot Kane said the group was also asked to identify programs and structures within public sector 
funding that could complement the GHGRF. She said the list was long, so instead of simply producing a 
list, the workgroup developed principles for EPA to consider when leveraging support. The workgroup 
identified several such principles, including using Justice40 not as a maximum but as a minimum starting 
point for the entire program. 

Angela Bricmont shared the workgroup's thoughts on how EPA could define low-income and 
disadvantaged communities. Here, too, the workgroup provided EPA with guiding principles. Angela 
Bricmont emphasized setting clear expectations, acknowledging that no single definition will meet the 
need of every community, and looking beyond median income to define "disadvantaged community". 
Ultimately, she said, the workgroup suggests an inclusive model that allows overlays to be added to 
ensure inclusive and equitable access to greenhouse gas and pollution reduction benefits.  

Regarding the charge on the kinds of technical assistance (TA) GHGRF recipients should provide to 
ensure that low-income and disadvantaged communities are able to benefit from the funding, Cynthia 
Koehler said the workgroup's guiding principles were that TA will vary depending on the types of 
applicants and on the project goals in addition to reductions. She said there are a huge number and 
variety of TA that EPA could consider. For example, in addition to identifying funding opportunities and 
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synergies, she said that there is a real need for communities to see case studies because it is not always 
clear what will or will not get funded. 

Regarding advice on financial assistance that EPA could consider for grant recipients, Cynthia Koehler 
shared some of the workgroup's suggested strategies such as developing flexible or forgivable lending 
structures designed with low cash-flow households in mind, establishing nontraditional methods of loan 
repayment such as pay-as-you-save, and adopting policies that facilitate the flow of funds toward low-
income households within the larger program. She shared a public comment about one such creative 
example: Maryland's solar program required 30 percent of its solar capacity to be reserved for projects 
serving low- and moderate-income households. For investors and developers, the state guaranteed to 
cover to any losses from nonpayment of bills. In exchange, developers had to agree to a 20 percent 
discount on low-income subscribers' electricity bills. 

Given the speed at which these funds must be disbursed, Cynthia Koehler said, partners selected for 
assistance should already have services and products intentionally designed to overcome barriers to 
capital among low-income and disadvantaged communities, such as mission-driven lenders and those 
who use alternative underwriting criteria. The workgroup also thought it would be useful to consider the 
value of indirect financial assistance, and for EPA to consult with organizations that specialize in 
protecting low-income housing from predatory lending programs. 

Regarding indicators of success, Cynthia Koehler said the third workgroup would focus more on this, but 
in addition to indicators on greenhouse gas reduction measures, her workgroup suggested focusing on 
impacts in low-income and disadvantaged communities, such as energy cost reductions for households, 
better walkability scores, and workforce initiatives. Success could also be measured in the area of 
program efficiency and performance, such as by looking at deployment and reach, leverage, and others. 

Program Structure Workgroup 
Lori Collins and Ashley Allen Jones | Workgroup Co-chairs 

Lori Collins explained that the workgroup was asked to provide considerations for the GHGRF program 
structure, including eligible recipients, eligible projects, and funding structure. She said to approach the 
charge, workgroup members drew on their own expertise as well as on interviews with members of the 
EFAB and third-party experts in relevant sectors. She said they also reviewed public comments, which 
the workgroup found helpful. 

Lori Collins reported that the workgroup identified numerous eligible recipients, including green banks, 
community development financial institutions, nonprofit social impact funds, minority depository 
institutions, and several others. The workgroup depicted strategic allocation of capital along the value 
chain of activities, from subgrants, to pipeline development through operations and maintenance. In 
addition, they looked at different types of capital and sought to identify suitable grant recipients for 
various types along the spectrum. The workgroup also explored which type of eligible recipients would 
best ensure that funds reached disadvantaged communities. They identified two potential mechanisms: 
special purpose credit programs (SPCPs) and minority deposit institutions (MDIs). She said there are a lot 
of institutions already established and embedded in low-income communities; these can be leveraged 
to prioritize decarbonization strategies. She noted that a sizeable amount of assets is already mission 
driven. 
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The workgroup looked at the major sectors of greenhouse gas emissions: agriculture, transportation, 
industry, and residential/commercial. Challenges in housing could be addressed with eligible programs 
such as weatherization, rooftop solar, heat pumps, and so on. Solutions in the transportation sector 
could include support for electric vehicles, bicycles, fleet conversion, and more. The workgroup also 
mapped out who would benefit from solving each problem in particular ways. They looked at the 
potential role of TA along the value chain and noted a potential to ask organizations to collaborate to 
form "clean energy hubs" to exploit synergies across the value chain.  

Lori Collins said the workgroup also listed barriers to private capital at the project level, borrower level, 
and capital provider level and identified how GHGRF initiatives could potentially address various 
barriers. As an example, she mentioned the challenge of uptake for home improvements, even in 
programs with zero percent interest loans, and suggested that one strategy for addressing this challenge 
could be a community-wide program. 

The workgroup also looked at the structure of funding, identifying six approaches. Lender intermediaries 
was a new addition to these approaches since they shared their work at the last public meeting. From 
one or more of these recipients, funds would flow to beneficiaries, and then to projects along the value 
chain, from pipeline development to project operations and maintenance. Pipeline and project 
development phases would address social, economic, and financial gaps with GHGRF funding and TA, 
whereas project implementation and operations and maintenance (O&M) would require capital 
commitments.  

The workgroup listed strengths and weaknesses of each of the six funding strategies previously 
identified. With the first strategy (States, Municipalities, and Tribes), some of the strengths are equitable 
access and an existing infrastructure that can be leveraged. This is in stark contrast to the second 
strategy, a national green bank, which would require significant lead time just to get a structure in place. 
A national green bank has strengths, though, such as reduced administrative burden to EPA and an 
ability to administer a "race to the top" strategy via interstate competition over time. The workgroup 
itemized the strategy, applicant requirements, EPA methodology, and strength and weaknesses of each 
of the six approaches (these can be viewed in the workgroup's presentation in appendix 4). 

Execution, Reporting, and Accounting Workgroup 
Ted Chapman and MaryAnna Peavey | Workgroup Co-chairs 

Gwen Yamamoto Lau said this workgroup was assigned to imagine possibilities and provide insights into 
how amazing the program could be, as well as to evaluate the types of metrics that EPA might adapt to 
ensure GHGRF monies are used as intended. She reminded listeners that EPA has a very short window in 
which to implement the new $27 billion program.  

Gwen Yamamoto Lau said the short-term focus for the program is issuing a Notice of Funding 
Opportunity (NOFO), and the most important consideration for EPA during this period is making sure 
that appropriated funds are awarded and obligated by the September 30, 2024, funding expiration date. 
She said, similarly, long-term considerations for EPA are to ensure the timely deployment of funds to 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions and achieve other goals and to ensure that the funds are being used 
as intended. 
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For the $7 billion bucket to states, tribes, and municipalities, the workgroup identified considerations for 
EPA's rapid deployment phase, which includes prioritizing applications for finance authorities with 
existing clean energy and other greenhouse gas reduction financing programs or for states with enabling 
legislation to create a financing authority focused on greenhouse gas reduction. She said EPA may want 
to consider creating a separate funding bucket for tribes.  

For the $12 billion funding bucket, Gwen Yamamoto Lau said the priorities are delivering financial 
assistance nationwide on a variety of levels in a sustainable manner. The workgroup made numerous 
suggestions for assigning extra points to applicants, such as for tapping existing networks of 
subrecipients across the country and for having a track record of deploying funds nationwide. She noted 
that, as with the $8 billion bucket, the $12 billion bucket includes funds and TA to establish new public 
and/or nonprofit lenders to scale green lending across the country. 

Gwen Yamamoto Lau reported the workgroup's suggestion that applications for the $7 billion pot be 
reviewed and scored by a committee, and that EPA could consider accepting applications on a rolling 
basis until September 1, 2024. Any remaining funds could be obligated until September 30, 2024, to an 
eligible entity capable of making competitive subawards.  

Gwen Yamamoto Lau noted that the 20-month timeframe to obligate funds heightens the need to 
ensure rigorous terms in the initial stages. The workgroup suggested that EPA may also want to consider 
incorporating a mechanism that triggers underperforming eligible recipients to transfer a portion of 
funds to high-performing eligible recipients in need of additional greenhouse gas reduction funds. Such 
a process could enable the redeployment of funds after the September 2024 deadline while maximizing 
greenhouse gas reduction. She suggested that EPA may want to refer to lessons learned from other 
federal programs to reduce obstacles to reaching disadvantaged communities, such as the Clean Water 
State Revolving Fund (SRF) Section 319 exemptions.  

Gwen Yamamoto Lau also shared the workgroup's thoughts on establishing metrics for successes, such 
as measuring greenhouse gas emission reductions in disadvantaged communities, as well as leverage 
achieved, and a self-sufficiency ratio, among others. To facilitate rapid deployment, EPA could track 
funds awarded compared with funds expended. Economic development indicators may also be of 
interest to EPA as they administer this program.  

Workgroup member Eric Hangen discussed concerns that EPA may want to think about in each of the 
three funding buckets. For the $7 billion bucket, he raised the concern of timely deployment of funding 
to low- and moderate-income and disadvantaged communities. He emphasized the need to ensure that 
projects are not merely located in disadvantaged communities, but that those communities see the 
benefits of the projects. He added that the transformative application of funding is important for EPA to 
track, and that some of the best ways to achieve additionality and impact is by focusing on the low-
income and disadvantaged communities that have previously been locked out of getting these types of 
investment. 

Eric Hangen said concerns for the $12 billion bucket also include timely deployment, as well as recipients 
having a track record and the clean energy expertise necessary to deploy funds. Other concerns are how 
these institutions are leveraging other capital and ensuring their ongoing operability as an institution. In 
other words, the workgroup is asking EPA to consider the sustained transformation of institutions so 
that they become a force for decarbonization.  
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In the $8 billion bucket, Eric Hangen pointed out concerns that are similar to the other two funding 
buckets, such as the timely deployment of funds. He also highlighted the need for recipient entity 
accountability to low-income and disadvantaged communities, which may include how communities are 
represented on boards or other bodies. He also pointed out a concern for having a track record of 
developing long-term, trusted relationships in low-income and disadvantaged communities. 

Eric Hangen shared the workgroup's thoughts on tools that EPA could use to promote GHGRF objectives. 
For example, tools for accountability include guardrails that EPA embeds in the application process, as 
well as federal requirements, governance, reporting/metrics, and claw back/redistribution strategies. He 
highlighted that, for the metrics strategy, EPA may want to think about tools or support they can 
provide direct and indirect recipients to make it easier to track and report greenhouse gas abatement. 
He emphasized that some initiatives may not see greenhouse gas reductions immediately, but over 
time, they would generate more benefits than would be realized by supporting a shovel-ready project. 
He mentioned solar development as one example.  

Another aspiration of the GHGRF is accountability to low-income and disadvantaged communities. 
Among other considerations for this aspiration, Eric Hangen said EPA may want to ask for demonstrated 
community partnerships. With the leverage aspiration, he said EPA may want to ensure the financial and 
technical expertise of recipient entities. Among several other considerations, he iterated a point made 
by other workgroups, which is that EPA may want to think about in which cases asking for leverage 
makes sense and in which cases it may not. On the additionality aspiration, he pointed out the difficulty 
of getting direct confirmation, so the workgroup suggested that EPA may want to focus on embedded 
application guardrails as a way to ensure additionality. The workgroup also supplied several 
considerations for the continued operability element, particularly organizational level metrics. 

Board Discussion and Vote 
Kerry O’Neill | EFAB Chair 

Ed Chu said the first decision point is to approve the workgroup materials, and the second is to agree to 
Kerry O'Neill and the workgroup co-chairs drafting a transmittal letter that summarizes the workgroup 
reports. The Board would have an opportunity to approve the letter by email. 

George Kelly said the law had components dealing with greenhouse gas reduction and also with zero-
emission technologies, and he asked if any of the workgroups had discussed that component. Eric 
Hangen replied that it was an interesting question from the point of view of leverage metrics. For 
example, providing rooftop solar to low-income homeowners in lieu of a tax credit, or using leasing or 
power purchase agreements (PPAs), which would have high leverage. Margot Kane said that Workgroup 
1 discussed the issue and, based on client feedback, decided to focus on the funding pathways versus 
the specific technologies. She said EPA has substantial in-house expertise in zero-emission technologies. 
Ashley Allen Jones said that Workgroup 2 was also advised that energy infrastructure was not EPA's 
urgent priority.  

Bill Stannard suggested that the slide on eligible projects that referenced water utilities could clarify that 
it includes utility wastewater treatment processes, as well as drinking water utilities, as there are many 
opportunities for reducing energy consumption and greenhouse gas production in wastewater 
treatment processes. Dave Wegner added that, in the Objectives Workgroup, they also discussed water 
as it relates to agriculture.  
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Barry Hersh said that the discussion on the importance for organizations to have lending experience was 
good, and that in his experience, the organization has to understand risk management. 

Kerry O'Neill asked if the Board would like to vote on accepting the materials as presented, with the 
clarification suggested by Bill Stannard. 

Albert Cho asked whether the infrastructure equipment upgrade piece would include installing software 
or controls to optimize infrastructure systems to reduce greenhouse gases. Lori Collins said she believes 
the answer is yes, but that level of detail was not included. 

Jeff Diehl made a motion to accept the materials with the discussed clarification. Lori Collins seconded. 
Kerry O'Neill conducted a roll call vote. All present members voted in favor.  

Kerry O'Neill said next steps will be to adjust the slides to reflect the expanded language and collect the 
public comments as a part of the deliverables along with the transmittal letter.  

Ed Chu said the transmittal letter would summarize or highlight the workgroup reports and asked if 
there were other issues or recommendations that emerged from the workgroups that members may 
want to include in the letter. Kerry O'Neill suggested reminding EPA that the EFAB is a volunteer board 
that was working under a very compressed timeline and in an atypical way. She said the letter might 
include that the product is not meant to be comprehensive and that the Board's expertise is not in 
interpreting legislation. She noted that some workgroup members would like to highlight the 
competitive element of grants. In addition, the letter might highlight the balancing act required to 
achieve GHGRF goals. She said another discussion point was whether the EFAB wanted to recommend 
ongoing budget allocation. The GHGRF is currently a one-time allocation.  

Lori Collins asked if the Board wanted to mention claw back. Kerry O'Neill said she felt that issue had 
been dealt with in the version just presented.  

Ashley Allen Jones mentioned EPA integrating with other programs. 

Ed Chu noted that it is new to EPA to have intermediaries handling a large amount of money. He asked if 
the Board would want to recommend minimum thresholds or terms and conditions regarding indirect 
recipients to ensure results are similar to what EPA could expect if there weren't an intermediary. 

Jeff Diehl said EPA already does that in a way though the SRF program. He said with regards to receiving 
money from a national green bank to invest in projects, they would be providing the same information 
to EPA but through a national green bank. Eric Hangen and Marilyn Waite concurred. Marilyn Waite 
gave an example of the Partnership for Carbon Accounting Financials (PCAF). Eric Hangen said it's 
important to have tools and clear methodologies to get good estimates. Dave Zimmer noted that a 
benefit of using intermediaries is not only that funding gets out quickly, but also that recipients don't 
have to worry about a federal agency claw back after the project is finished. Marilyn Waite clarified that 
the PCAF gets more granular as better datasets come online and more asset classes are developed. She 
suggested EPA may benefit from meeting with PCAF to see what already exists. 

Kerry O'Neill asked for a motion to have a transmittal letter drafted by Kerry O'Neill and the workgroup 
co-chairs and then sent to the Board via email. Cynthia Koehler so moved, and Joanne Landau seconded. 

Kerry O'Neill took another roll call vote; the motion passed. 
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Recap, Wrap-Up, and Client Remarks 
Ed Chu | EPA Designated Federal Officer 
Kerry O’Neill | EFAB Chair 

Alejandra Nunez thanked the Board and workgroups for their work over the last two months and said 
they have been a pleasure to work with. Tim Profeta thanked the EFAB for their work and said his EPA 
colleagues will have a good roadmap for balancing the GHGRF's various goals. 

Kerry O'Neill said Alejandra Nunez and Timothy Profeta have been amazing partners. She said she is 
proud to be a part of the hardworking Board. She said they represent the best of public service. She also 
recognized the work of Ed Chu, Tara Johnson, and other support staff. 

Ed Chu said the EFAB has accomplished a great deal, and he is looking ahead. He pointed to the multi-
year charge that's on the table and said that Kerry O'Neill has received feedback on recommendations to 
EPA. At the next meeting, former clients will give updates on what was done with recommendations. He 
thanked them for their public service to EPA and taxpayers. 

Ed Chu said he will send out a notice about the next meeting, which will be an in-person meeting. 

Adjourn 
Ed Chu adjourned the meeting.   
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Appendix 2. Agenda 
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Appendix 3. EFAB Members 
 

Ed Chu, Designated Federal Officer 

Tara Johnson, Alternate Designated Federal Officer 

 

NAME 

 

AFFILIATION 

 

LOCATION 

PERSPECTIVE 
REPRESENTED 

CURRENT 
TERM 

ORIGINAL 
APPOINTMEN

T DATE 

Kerry O’Neill, 
EFAB Chair 

Chief Executive Officer, 
Inclusive Prosperity 
Capital, Inc. 

Stamford, 
Connecticut 

(EPA Region 1) 

Environmental/ 
Non-
governmental 

Organization 

July 20, 2021–
June 15, 2023 

July 28, 2020 

Ashley Allen Jones Founder and Chief 
Executive Officer, i2 
Capital 

Washington, 
District of Columbia 

(EPA Region 3) 

Business – 
Financial Services 

June 21, 2022 –
June 15, 2024 

July 28, 2020 

Courtney L. Black Deputy Finance 
Director, City of Kent 

Kent, Washington 

(EPA Region 10) 

State/Local 

Government 

June 21, 2022 –
June 15, 2025 

June 21, 2022 

Steven J. Bonafonte Assistant District 
Counsel, The 
Metropolitan District 
of Hartford 

Hartford, 
Connecticut 

(EPA Region 1) 

Legal June 21, 2022 –
June 15, 2024 

July 28, 2020 

Angela Montoya 

Bricmont 

Chief Finance Officer, 
Denver Water 

Denver, Colorado 

(EPA Region 8) 

State/Local 

Government 

June 21, 2022 –
June 15, 2024 

July 28, 2020 

Matthew T. Brown Chief Financial Officer 
and EVP, Finance and 
Procurement, District 
of Columbia Water and 
Sewer Authority 

Washington, 
District of Columbia 

(EPA Region 3) 

State/Local 
Government 

June 21, 2022 –
June 15, 2025 

June 21, 2022 

Stacy Brown President and Chief 
Executive Officer, 
Freberg 
Environmental, Inc. 

Denver, Colorado 
(EPA Region 8) 

Business – 
Financial Services 

June 21, 2022 –
June 15, 2024 

July 28, 2020 

Theodore Chapman Investment Banking 
Analyst, Hilltop 
Securities, Inc. 

Dallas, Texas 

(EPA Region 6) 

Business – 
Financial Services 

July 28, 2020 –
June 15, 2023 

September 25, 

2017 
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NAME 

 

AFFILIATION 

 

LOCATION 

PERSPECTIVE 
REPRESENTED 

CURRENT 
TERM 

ORIGINAL 
APPOINTMEN

T DATE 

Albert Cho Senior Vice President, 
Chief Strategy and 
Digital Officer, Xylem, 
Inc. 

Washington, 
District of Columbia 

(EPA Region 3) 

Business – 
Industry 

June 21, 2022 –
June 15, 2025 

June 21, 2022 

Janet Clements President and 
Founder, One Water 
Econ 

Loveland, Colorado 

(EPA Region 8) 

Business – 
Industry 

June 21, 2022 –
June 15, 2025 

June 21, 2022 

Lori Collins Owner and Principal, 
Collins Climate 
Consulting 

Charlotte, North 
Carolina 

(EPA Region 4) 

Business – 
Industry 

June 21, 2022 –
June 15, 2025 

June 21, 2022 

Zachary Davidson Director of 
Underwriting, 
Ecosystem Investment 
Partners 

Baltimore, 
Maryland  

(EPA Region 3) 

Business – 
Financial Services 

June 21, 2022 –
June 15, 2024 

July 28, 2020 

Jeffrey R. Diehl Chief Executive Officer, 
Rhode Island 
Infrastructure Bank 

Providence, Rhode 
Island 

(EPA Region 1) 

State/Local 
Government 

June 21, 2022 –
June 15, 2024 

July 28, 2020 

Sonja B. Favors Industrial Hazardous 
Waste Branch Chief, 
Alabama Department 
on Environmental 
Management 

Montgomery, 
Alabama  

(EPA Region 4) 

State/Local 
Government 

June 21, 2022 –
June 15, 2024 

July 28, 2020 

Phyllis R. Garcia Treasurer, San Antonio 
Water 

System 

San Antonio, Texas 
(EPA Region 6) 

State/Local 
Government 

June 21, 2022 –
June 15, 2024 

July 28, 2020 

Eric Hangen Senior Research 
Fellow, Center for 
Impact Finance, Carsey 
School of Public Policy, 
University of New 
Hampshire 

Danby, Vermont 
(EPA Region 1) 

Academic June 21, 2022 –
June 15, 2025 

June 21, 2022 

Edward Henifin General Manager 
(retired), Hampton 
Roads Sanitation 
District 

Virginia Beach, 

Virginia  

State/Local 
Government 

July 28, 2020 –
June 15, 2023 

June 15, 2018 
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NAME 

 

AFFILIATION 

 

LOCATION 

PERSPECTIVE 
REPRESENTED 

CURRENT 
TERM 

ORIGINAL 
APPOINTMEN

T DATE 

(EPA Region 3) 

Barry Hersh Clinical Professor and 
MSRED Chair, School 
of Professional Studies, 
New York University 

New York, New 
York (EPA Region 2) 

Academic June 21, 2022 –
June 15, 2025 

June 21, 2022 

Craig Holland Senior Director of 
Urban Investments, 
The Nature 

Conservancy 

Arlington, Virginia 
(EPA Region 3) 

Environmental/ 
Non-
governmental 

Organization 

July 28, 2020 –
June 15, 2023 

September 25, 

2017 

Craig A. Hrinkevich Public Finance Team – 
New Jersey Managing 
Director, Robert W. 
Baird & Company, Inc. 

Red Bank, New 
Jersey  

(EPA Region 2) 

Business – 
Financial Services 

June 21, 2022 –
June 15, 2024 

July 28, 2020 

Margot Kane Chief Investment 
Officer, Spring Point 
Partners LLC 

Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania 

(EPA Region 3) 

Business – 
Financial Services 

June 21, 2022 – 

June 15, 2024 

July 28, 2020 

Thomas Karol General Counsel 
Federal, National 
Association of Mutual 

Insurance Companies 

Washington, 
District of Columbia 

(EPA Region 3) 

Legal June 21, 2022 –
June 15, 2025 

June 21, 2022 

George W. Kelly Global Client Strategy 
Officer, 

Earth Recovery 
Partners 

Denver, Colorado 

(EPA Region 8) 

Business – 
Financial 

Services 

June 21, 2022 –
June 15, 2024 

July 28, 2020 

Gwendolyn Keyes 
Fleming 

Partner, DLA Piper LLP Washington, 
District of Columbia 

(EPA Region 3) 

Legal June 21, 2022 –
June 15, 2025 

June 21, 2022 

Cynthia Koehler Executive Director, 
WaterNow Alliance 

San Francisco, 
California 

(EPA Region 9) 

Environmental/ 
Non-
governmental 

Organization 

June 21, 2022 – 

June 15, 2024 

July 28, 2020 
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NAME 

 

AFFILIATION 

 

LOCATION 

PERSPECTIVE 
REPRESENTED 

CURRENT 
TERM 

ORIGINAL 
APPOINTMEN

T DATE 

Colleen Kokas Executive Vice 
President, 
Environmental Liability 
Transfer, 

Inc. 

Lahaska, 
Pennsylvania 

(EPA Region 3) 

Business – 
Industry 

June 21, 2022 –
June 15, 2024 

July 28, 2020 

Joanne V. Landau President and Chief 
Investment Officer, 
Kurtsam Realty Corp. 

Croton-on-Hudson, 

New York  

(EPA Region 2) 

Business – 
Industry 

June 21, 2022 –
June 15, 2025 

June 21, 2022 

Lawrence Lujan Executive Director, 
Taos Public 

Utility Service 

Taos, New Mexico 

(EPA Region 6) 

Tribal 
Government 

June 21, 2022 –
June 15, 2025 

June 21, 2022 

MaryAnna H. Peavey Grants and Loans 
Bureau Supervisory, 
Idaho Department 

of Environmental 
Quality 

Boise, Idaho  

(EPA Region 10) 

State/Local 
Government 

June 21, 2022 –
June 15, 2024 

July 28, 2020 

Dennis A. Randolph City Traffic Engineer, 
City of Kalamazoo 
Public Services 

Department 

Kalamazoo, 

Michigan 

(EPA Region 5) 

State/Local 
Government 

June 21, 2022 –
June 15, 2024 

July 28, 2020 

Eric Rothstein Principal, Galardi 
Rothstein Group 

Montreat, North 
Carolina 

(EPA Region 4) 

Business – 
Financial Services 

July 28, 2020 –
June 15, 2023 

September 25, 

2017 

Sanjiv Sinha Chief Sustainability 
Officer, Environmental 
Consulting & 

Technology, Inc. 

Ann Arbor, 
Michigan  

(EPA Region 5) 

Business – 
Industry 

June 21, 2022 –
June 15, 2025 

June 21, 2022 

William Stannard Chairman of the Board,  

RAFTELIS 

Kansas City, 
Missouri 

(EPA Region 7) 

Business – 
Financial Services 

July 28, 2020 –
June 15, 2023 

June 15, 2018 
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NAME 

 

AFFILIATION 

 

LOCATION 

PERSPECTIVE 
REPRESENTED 

CURRENT 
TERM 

ORIGINAL 
APPOINTMEN

T DATE 

Marilyn Waite Managing Director, 
Climate Finance Fund 

Washington, 
District of Columbia 

(EPA Region 3) 

Business – 
Financial Services 

June 21, 2022 –
June 15, 2025 

June 21, 2022 

David L. Wegner Senior Consultant on 
Water, Climate 
Change, and Asset Risk 
Assessment, Water 
Science and 
Technology Board, 
National Academy of 
Sciences 

Tucson, Arizona 
(EPA Region 9) 

Business – 
Industry 

June 21, 2022 –
June 15, 2025 

June 21, 2022 

Gwen Yamamoto Lau Executive Director, 
Hawaii Green 
Infrastructure Authority 

Honolulu, Hawaii 

(EPA Region 9) 

State/Local 

Government 

June 21, 2022 –
June 15, 2025 

June 21, 2022 

David Zimmer Executive Director, New 
Jersey Infrastructure 
Bank 

Lawrenceville, New 
Jersey  

(EPA Region 2) 

State/Local 
Government 

July 28, 2020 –
June 15, 2023 

June 15, 2018 
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