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Welcome and Agenda Review
Andy Putnam (Co-Chair) and Kong Chiu (Co-Chair) and Rob Willis (Facilitator) welcomed IPT members and reviewed the agenda.   The purpose of the call was to brief members on the status of activities related to the work of the IPT, to wrap-up Phase 1, and to prepare for initiating activities under Phase II.

Update on Current Activities
The Co-Chairs and others provided updates on various recent activities related to the IPT:
· Exchange Network Users Conference – Several members of the IPT participated on a panel session at the 2010 EN Users Conference.  Peter Kokopelli (EPA) provided an overview of EGRET and Andy Putnam gave an update on the IPT and next steps, then Steve Burr (AZ), Carmelle Rubin (ME) and Chris Condit (TCR) provided state perspectives on rule implementation.
· EGRET Development – EPA is continuing to develop the EGRET (electronic greenhouse gas reporting tool), which has two major components: 1) user registration/log-in, and 2) GHG reporting modules for each subpart.  EPA is moving forward quickly to develop this tool and  hopes to have the registration component running by mid-summer, and begin registering the approximately 10,000 reporting facilities.  EPA is also working to develop screen design and flows for the various reporting modules; progress on this is somewhat constrained given that pending legislation may impact the final system requirements.
· Reporting Schema Development – EPA plans to release draft 2010 emissions reporting schema for review at the end of May.  The schema will include space to include state-specific data elements that have been identified.  These elements will be partitioned - either as a state section at the end of the entire schema or added to each subpart - in order to ensure these state elements are not confused with federally-required elements.  EPA may also provide open elements in the schema in order to accommodate state requirements that have not yet been identified.   
· 2010 Emission Reporting in 2011 – EPA will be able to accommodate most of the state-specific needs that have been identified in the 2011 emissions reporting tool for 2010 emissions, with the exception being where there are differences within the data or data elements between states and EPA.  For example, if the federal rule allows a reporter to select from tiers 1-4, the reporting system cannot limit the reporter to tiers 1-2, but can include guidance to reporters to use the tiers 1-2 to satisfy X requirements.  If, however, the federal rule requires a reporter to only use tier 1 in certain circumstances, but the state-specific requirements allows tier 3, EPA cannot include tier 3 as an option in the reporting system since that is not an allowable option under the federal rule.   Such differences can be accommodated in the reporting schema for facilities that chose the batch-upload option.
· 2011 Emissions Reporting in 2012 – For 2011 emissions reporting in 2012, EPA would like to modify the reporting tool to handle different state reporting requirements using an approach similar to the reporting schema requirements-gathering conducted in Phase 1 by the IPT.  The timeline for identifying requirements for the reporting tool is the end of 2010.  By early August, the IPT will begin discussing expectations and gathering requirements so this information is available for the next phase of the reporting tool development cycle.  
· Public Access of GHG Data – EPA is determining how data from the collection effort will be published.  EPA plans to set-up a publication portal/dashboard to display the GHG emissions dataset along with other data sets (e.g. NEI).  EPA may also publish the GHG emissions data set in other EPA outlets (e.g. Envirofacts).  EPA will be looking for state input about whether the data could be presented in a way that meets state interests.  The phase II GHG data exchange can also be potentially designed in a way that satisfies both data exchange and publication needs.  
· Massachusetts Online GHG Reporting - Deb Quinn announced that Massachusetts launched its online GHG reporting tool in April for a June 15th reporting deadline.  Massachusetts will have lessons learned to share with the IPT.  
· California Reporting Requirements –April marked the deadline for the second year of reporting in California for general combustion and electrical generators; reports from refineries and cement plants will be due in June.  This year, California will require 3rd-party verification with September and October deadlines.  California expects to have more to report to the IPT as its state reporting process continues.  California is also examining implications for their state-level reporting requirements in a cap-and-trade program.  
Action Items

· EPA will forward the updated version of the 2010 emissions reporting schema to GHG IPT members as soon as it is available.
Phase I Wrap-Up

Rob Willis provided an overview of the IPT Phase I summary document, which summarizes the IPT work and outcomes of Phase I.  Members asked that the language regarding the CERS schema be updated to reflect that the decision not to pursue CERS was external to the group, and to refer to “reporting needs” instead of “data exchange”.  
Neil Caudill and Kong Chiu briefed members on how Washington and EPA are working together to apply the outcomes of Phase I to address Washington’s state-level reporting needs.  Washington is 1) collecting 2010 data with a threshold that is lower than the federal threshold, and 2) conducting 2009 reporting.  EPA will incorporate Washington’s 2009 report into its system to collect that data, as well as collect 2010 data on behalf of Washington that is under the federal threshold.  

Rob Willis asked what options other states with mandatory reporting rules are considering:
· Maine is considering allowing individual facilities the option of using bulk upload, depending on how easy it is for Maine to get access to that data.  

· New Jersey asked if it would be possible to estimate what approach facilities might prefer, based on how facilities chose to report to OMB using federalreporting.gov.  
· California is interested in providing the bulk upload option for facilities, since pure webform-based reporting may be too time intensive for individual facilities.

Rob Willis asked whether any deliberations by the IPT, in addition to 1) finishing the schema, and 2) documenting how to do the bulk upload, would be helpful to states.   Members mentioned that tools similar to those provided for the EIS data exchange (Access-based staging tables and a bridge tool to convert Access tables into XML schema) might be useful.
Action Items

· Rob Willis will modify the language in the Phase I summary document.
· Kong Chiu will inquire at EPA about whether there are trends in how facilities chose to report to OMB using federalreporting.gov that might provide an indication of facility preference for GHG emissions reporting. 

· Rob Willis will talk to Kurt Rakouskas (ECOS) about potentially supporting development of tools (e.g. bridge tool) to support the bulk upload option.
Prepare to Launch Phase II

Rob Willis gave an overview of the anticipated conversations and schedule for Phase II, based on a preliminary brainstorm by a small group following the EN User’s Conference.  The focus of Phase II will be determining the data exchange schema, identifying key business requirements for the data exchange, and determining what services are of interest.   The data exchange schema could be based off the GHG reporting schema, CERS, or a brand new schema.  Key considerations in determining the schema approach include what the intent of the information is, change management issues, and possibilities for a bridge tool on the data exchange side.   There may be potential to create a full exchange schema and an exchange schema “lite”.  Potential business requirements include a desire for immediate access to the data submissions similar to the TRI model, the ability to filter the data (e.g. by zip, subpart, and facility), the ability to examine a time sequence (e.g. facility by state by year), and CBI impacts.  

To allow time for work between calls and to accommodate summer vacations, the GHG IPT will begin meeting every three weeks instead of every two.  The goal is to establish a draft data exchange in three months.  The next call on June 1 will focus on schema and business requirements.  In July, the IPT will discuss documentation.  To inform the discussion about data exchange architecture and schema, members should come to the next call prepared to discuss what their state intends to do with the GHG data.
Kong Chiu expressed thanks from EPA to the IPT members for their ongoing participation.  The work through the IPT has proven very helpful and EPA remains committed to continuing this work with the states and to incorporate as much feedback as possible as they continue to design and refine the system.
Action Items

· Rob Willis will provide a write-up of the Phase II brainstorming following the EN Users Meeting.
· Members should come prepared to share what their state intends to do with the GHG data to inform the discussion about data exchange architecture and schema.  [image: image1][image: image2][image: image3][image: image4]
