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Welcome and Agenda Review
Kong Chiu (GHG IPT Co-Chair) and Rob Willis (GHG IPT facilitator) welcomed members and reviewed the agenda.   The purpose of the call was to continue discussing common state requirements for the reporting schema, and to receive an update on the applicability determination project.
State Requirements for GHG Reporting Schema
The GHG IPT continued to work through comments submitted by IPT members on the draft GHG reporting schema to identify common state requirements from which to develop recommendations for modifying the federal reporting schema.  As noted at the outset of the GHG IPT process, the federal reporting schema may be modified to accommodate additional data elements that go beyond the federal requirements and are unique to states in order to reduce reporting burden.  These data elements may include variations on data already required under existing federal subparts, or completely new source categories (e.g. electricity transactions).  

An updated spreadsheet containing IPT member comments as well as notes from the last IPT call discussion was distributed.  The member comments were sorted two categories based on whether they related to data content or schema structure.  Decisions proposed on the last call along with subsequent review by EPA were also noted.  Discussion on the call focused on those data element comments for which a proposed decision had not yet been identified, including comments submitted by states participating in the Western Climate Initiative.  Specific decisions and action items were captured within the spreadsheet.

In addition to discussing state-specific data elements, the IPT also discussed how the EPA GHG reporting schema could be structured to incorporate these data elements, specifically whether the schema architecture should be designed to either optimize schema best practice and design (e.g. inserting state-specific optional elements within the existing EPA requirements) or usability (e.g. carrying all state-specific optional elements within a separate bin within the schema).  Members discussed that the ultimate goal is to ensure that the schema architecture used makes sense for both EPA and reporters, and suggested reaching out to other schema developers within EPA as well as reporters to obtain their perspective on the best approach. 
The IPT also discussed data collection approaches.  Kong Chiu (EPA) noted that EPA is exploring the technical ramifications of expanding the collection of the EPA online reporting tool to support the business requirements of some reporting requirements for the 2011 data collection.  While EPA is not able to develop fifty unique reporting systems within the federal reporting system, EPA is interested in identifying ways to reduce reporter burden wherever possible.  In particular, EPA is considering whether accommodating a lower threshold for use by states with reporting requirements that are otherwise identical to the EPA reporting rule would be useful to states and reporters.  EPA would accommodate facilities with emissions above 10,000 tons and below 25,000 tons (the minimum federal threshold) in their reporting collection system and provide that information to interested states.  By designing the EPA system to accommodate various thresholds, states with similar requirements could potentially receive the necessary data from EPA rather than having to build and maintain separate systems.  Kong also noted that EPA is considering whether the reporting schema could be expanded to accommodate all state data element requirements.  This approach would allow facilities using the bulk upload option to report to EPA to also report to their respective states. 

The impacts of confidential business information (CBI) issues on the viability of any particular solution to reduce reporting burden is still being determined through EPA’s CBI rulemaking, and will be addressed further during the second phase of the IPT (GHG data exchange development).

Action Items

· GHG IPT members should review the proposed decisions for the data element and schema structure comments as indicated in the spreadsheet, and provide any remaining comments about the proposed outcomes.  Ross & Associates will follow-up with IPT members on specific action items.

· Rob Willis will draft a paragraph describing the schema design context and question and forward it to Connie Dwyer (EPA OEI) and Martin Husk (EPA OAQPS) for consideration from the CDX and TRI perspectives, and to Chris Condit (TCR) and states that already have experience with GHG reporting (California, Massachusetts) for the reporter perspective.

· GHG IPT members representing a subset of states directly impacted by the proposed options regarding the EPA web interface and batch upload reporting options volunteered to participate on a separate call on Friday, March 19, to drill down further into the various options and present key issues at the next IPT call for full group discussion and decision.  The subgroup volunteers were AZ, CA, CO, NM, WA and EPA.
Applicability Determination Update
Brian Cook (EPA OAP) and Akachi Imegwu (EAP OAR) provided an update for IPT members on EPA’s project to determine which facilities will be required to report under the mandatory federal reporting rule.  A contractor will be selected in the next few weeks to begin identifying each facility by rule subpart.  EPA has data on most facilities for most of the rule subparts, but there are some subcategories for which making a facility applicability determination is expected to be more difficult, such as general stationary fuel combustion and landfills.  The project team will first review existing EPA data sets and then commercial data sets to refine the list of facilities for which the mandatory rule will apply.  As a final check, the project team will reach out to states to identify whether any facilities are missing from the list.  

Action Items

· The EPA applicability determination project team will send a note to the IPT that further explains the project, and requests information for a contact in each state who can review the draft list of facilities.
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