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Welcome and Agenda Review
Andy Putnam and Kong Chiu (GHG IPT Co-Chairs) and Rob Willis (GHG IPT facilitator) welcomed members and reviewed the agenda.   The purpose of the call was to check-in on the work underway to identify state reporting and data exchange requirements for the reporting schema, and to review key questions regarding data exchange scenarios.
State Reporting and Data Exchange Requirements
Kong Chiu (EPA, IPT Co-chair) and Abe Siegal (SAIC) have continued their calls with state representatives to collect information about their GHG reporting and data exchange requirements for the reporting schema.  Abe provided an update on additional findings from these interviews:
· Most states have policies in place to accommodate CBI requests.  It is unclear if any state has yet approved a facility CBI request.  
· Most states with ongoing air permit programs will want to track and/or use NEI FRS ID codes.  

· There is additional information for access to information to conduct third-party verification.

During the course of interviews, potential implications for this MRR effort from the proposed EPA tailoring rule were identified.  On September 30, 2009, EPA announced a proposal focused on large facilities emitting over 25,000 tons of GHG annually.  These facilities would be required to obtain permits that demonstrate they are using best practices and technologies to minimize GHG emissions, and proposes new thresholds for GHG emissions that define when Clean Air Act permits under the New Source Review (NSR) and title V operating permits programs would be required for new or existing industrial facilities.  The proposed thresholds would “tailor” the permit programs to limit which facilities would be required to obtain NSR and title V permits and would cover nearly 70 percent of the national GHG emissions that come from stationary sources, including those from the nation’s largest emitters—including power plants, refineries, and cement production facilities – and addresses the emissions of the group of six GHGs (for more information on the proposed tailoring rule, see http://www.epa.gov/NSR/fs20090930action.html ).  

The tailoring rule may require Colorado and other states to permit more facilities than would be covered under the GHG MRR, since the tailoring rule covers potential rather than actual releases.  The data sets will be different, but are in effect linked because in many cases they will be coming from the same facilities.  Since oil and gas is not exempt under the tailoring rule like it is under the MRR, this will likely significantly increase facilities reporting in Colorado.   Other states estimated that this may significantly increase their universe of operating permits.
Action Items

· Abe Siegal will follow-up with remaining states and TCR, and assemble a summary of the findings for discussion on the next GHG IPT call.

· States potentially affected by the proposed EPA Tailoring Rule should do some research and attempt to figure out how many more facilities will now be potentially affected. 

· EPA will consider whether there is corollary information being collected under the tailoring rule that would be of interest to receive.  

Data Exchange Scenarios
Members reviewed draft data exchange scenarios. Based on interviews conducted to-date, states fall into roughly three different bins:

1) MRR matches or is greater than the number of facilities affected in the state;

2) MRR covers the majority of facilities, but a small number of additional facilities are not covered under the MRR and have reporting requirements to the state.

3) State reporting requirements and MRR are significantly different.

Members discussed key questions to address in further illustrating the various potential data exchanges, including:

· What are the additional/different reporting requirements, and what is the impact to the reporting schema?

· Is there an ability and demand for EPA to collect this additional information from these facilities, and if so, what does that process look like?  What are the implications for existing reporting systems?  (The assumption is that a state has a rule or option that provides state-level authority for EPA to collect this data.)
· Potential emerging barriers to the data exchange include CBI, measuring units, and resolution of emission unit.  

States expressed interest in exploring whether GHG data can be collected along with other emissions data, and in particular, including CO2 data as part of the NEI/EIS flow to EPA.   These potential companion data exchange scenarios could be considered by the GHG IPT in February or March following discussions of MRR data collection; states interested in developing these data exchange scenarios further will meet in the interim to lay out options.
Action Items

· Rob Willis (Ross & Associates) will set up time for Tom Aiten (WI), Steve Anderson (NJ) and others who are interested (including Martin Husk (OAQPS), Chet Wayland (OAQPS), Sushma Masemore (NC) and Chris Condit (TCR)) to discuss the next generation of data exchange scenarios.  
· Rob Willis (Ross & Associates) will update the data exchange scenarios based on the call discussion along with additional information received from the remaining state and TCR interviews, and distribute for states to review which scenario they fall into, in preparation for discussion on the next GHG IPT call.    
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