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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 review the state reporting requirements, consider implications for the reporting schema, and review and discuss updated data exchange scenarios.
State Reporting Requirements for Reporting Schema
Kong Chiu (EPA, IPT Co-chair) and Abe Siegal (SAIC) provided an overview of findings from the remaining calls with IPT members regarding state reporting and data exchange requirements:

· The state reporting requirement that is emerging as the biggest issue to address is reporting threshold.  In most cases, the difference is numeric.  One state uses a threshold based on other criteria pollutants (once that threshold has been engaged, facilities are also required to report their GHG emissions).  Some states include different elements in their threshold measurements than EPA (e.g. diesel fleets, fugitive emissions).
· Several states have indicated a need to align the EPA greenhouse gas emissions reporting with their criteria and hazardous pollutant reporting.  

· Some states will need reporting to occur at a finer level of detail (e.g. unit or process-level) than the EPA rule will likely require (while it will depend on the specific data element, most reporting to EPA will occur at the facility-level).
· Some states are currently collecting data within existing data systems that they are reluctant to give up.
· Seven states are participating in the regional Western Climate Initiative, which has initiated a process to harmonize its reporting requirements with EPA.  The harmonization process may not be complete in time for 2010 reporting; in 2010, some facilities may need to report to both EPA and their specific jurisdiction.  

The next step will be to incorporate the state reporting requirements that have been identified into the draft GHG reporting schema.  While the interviews have been detailed, there is additional detail required to identify the changes needed.  IPT members will be asked to review the draft schema and data dictionary, and consider the implications for the information (e.g. thresholds, emission units, reporting units) for their state given the current status of their data exchange scenario (below) and the schema.   Specifically, members will be asked to review the materials and help identify what data elements are of interest; to provide a brief description of why the element is important and what it looks like; to identify additional fields of interest; and to identify what is not at the right level of detail (this information is especially important to obtain for states who are currently in data exchange scenario 2a/3a).  Members requested a week to conduct the review.  
As previously discussed, the GHG reporting schema has been drafted separate from the reporting schema for criteria pollutants (CERS) because CERS did not meet the detailed requirements of the GHG reporting rule and would have been confusing for reporters (e.g. requiring complicated schema, lookup tables, etc.).  However, CERS has been used as a starting point to ensure as much commonality (e.g. in the data definitions) as possible, and the question about whether additional data collected by states who have integrated GHG reporting into CERS will be addressed in the second phase of the IPT work when the group defines the data exchange schema.  The states who have “poured concrete” and interact directly with facilities to collect GHG and other pollutant data include MA, NJ, OR, WI and NV; a few others might also be included depending on the specifics of the reporting schema and data dictionary.  For about half of the states, the concrete has not yet been poured, or has been poured but has not yet set-up, including CA, WA and NC.  

Action Items

· Kong Chiu will provide the table that identifies which subparts of the mandatory reporting rule require unit-level reporting and which require facility-level to Rob Willis for distribution to the IPT.

· Kong Chiu will forward a snapshot of the draft schema, data elements and data dictionary when ready to Rob Willis the week of January 25 for distribution to IPT members.  

Data Exchange Scenarios
Rob Willis reviewed the updated data exchange scenarios and asked participants to confirm that their state’s scenario is accurately reflected.  The data exchanges for many of the IPT participants are currently in flux based on ongoing legislative sessions and other changes underway.

Data exchange scenario 1 describes reporting for facilities in a state where the only reporting requirement is to EPA under the mandatory reporting rule.  Several of the states that fall into this scenario have indicated interest in receiving the reported data at the state level.  Under this scenario, the facility would report to EPA, and when EPA receives the data, it would use its infrastructure to send the data to the states who are interested in receiving it.  States included in this scenario are AZ (for now – once AZ implements the WCI requirements, they would move to another scenario, TBD); CO; HI (currently HI does not have a reporting requirement – if they do something else, staff are split between preferring 2a or 2b/3b (because of criteria/toxics reporting); IA; MI (currently in scenario 1 but in flux in light of legislatively mandated reporting that might place them in 2a); and NC (currently – depending on rule, may be in scenario 2a/2b).  CT is assumed to be in scenario 1 as well, but was not on the call, so this needs to be confirmed.
Data exchange scenario 2a/2b describes reporting for facilities that have mandatory reporting requirements to EPA and the state.  Under scenario 2a, the schema and EPA data satisfy the state requirements.  Similar to scenario 1, this scenario envisions EPA conducting primary data collection and then sending the data to states.  The states would be responsible for alerting facilities that submissions to EPA satisfy state requirements.  States included in 2a potentially include WA (to be determined if a bill that would align Washington reporting with EPA passes the legislature).  NM is also assumed to be in scenario 2a, but was not on the call, so this needs to be confirmed.

Under scenario 2b, the state has a mandatory reporting rule that is different from the EPA rule. Facilities covered by both the EPA and state rules have to report to both the state and EPA.  States included in this scenario are CA (CA wants to avoid double reporting, but because of the need to accommodate cap and trade reporting (e.g. verification), CA falls under 2b unless EPA is able to make changes to the schema to accommodate the additional state data needs); MA (at this time, MA’s rule and reporting requirements predate the EPA rule); NJ (similar to MA, NJ’s rule has been in place for some time, and NJ would need to change the rule to fall under scenario 2a); OR; WI; and NV (it is possible that NV will change their statute to harmonize state and federal reporting requirements).

Scenarios 3a and 3b are similar to 2a and 2b, and were not discussed on the call.

Participants were invited to share what they anticipate creating so others are aware of other potential resources they can build upon.  Glen Carr (OR) briefed participants on the work that was done in Oregon to develop a database to contain all data coming from facilities and EPA using the CERS data to meet their state reporting requirements.  Oregon created a database for CERS data and a simple data entry tool for emissions units and combustion sources.  Kurt Rakouskas (ECOS) noted that ECOS can work with IPT members to develop plug-ins and make it easier to deploy data exchanges.  Chris Condit (The Climate Registry) noted that TCR was involved in the pilot project with the CERS schema and will be developing tools to support data exchanges for facilities involved in the common framework, and is happy to work with IPT members as well.   North Carolina has developed an online GHG reporting tool that is aligned with CERS.  

Action Items

· North Carolina will send screen shots of their online GHG reporting tool that is aligned with CERS to Rob Willis to distribute to the IPT.[image: image1.wmf][image: image2.wmf][image: image3.wmf][image: image4.wmf]
