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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 tailoring rule status and clarifications to the mandatory reporting rule, and to brainstorm the design of the information flow for the GHG data exchange.

Tailoring Rule Update (EPA – Juan Santiago)
Juan Santiago (EPA Office of Air Quality) provided an overview of the tailoring rule and its overlap with GHG data collection.   The tailoring rule will outline how EPA will regulate GHG emissions under the Clean Air Act (CAA), including establishing the threshold determination for entities that will be considered major sources and will be required to obtain NSR and title V permits when regulations begin in January 2011.  EPA is currently examining ways to streamline best available control technology techniques and permitting.  The final rule is anticipated by July 1, 2010. 
Members discussed the relationship between the tailoring rule and the role of states.  Some states already have State Implementation Plans (SIPs) that mimic the language of the CAA and define GHG as a pollutant “subject to regulation”, and will require time to revise state regulations to match the EPA rule.  States will be asked to provide a letter within 60 days informing EPA how the state intends to address the stipulations of the tailoring rule (e.g. plans for a SIP revision).  

IPT members should bear in mind the implications for information requirements and modifications to state programs as the states continue to work with EPA on interpreting and applying the tailoring rule, as these will potentially affect design of the GHG data exchange.

MRR Technical Corrections and Clarifications and Reporting Update 
Lisa Hanle (EPA) provided a description of the technical corrections, clarifications and other amendments made to EPA’s GHG Reporting Rule.  On May 27, EPA Administrator Lisa Jackson signed a proposed rule that includes these update, which are intended to improve clarity and ensure consistency across the calculation, monitoring, and data reporting requirements.   Specific amendments to the preamble and subparts as well as an FAQ and fact sheet are posted on EPA’s website.  A 45-day comment period on these updates will be forthcoming, with the goal of finalizing the amendments by the end of the year for implementation as part of the first reports that will be submitted to EPA in March, 2011.  
Kong Chiu (EPA) provided an update on the reporting schema.   Technical corrections have been incorporated over the past month, and as amendments to the reporting rule are finalized, they will be incorporated into the reporting schema as appropriate.  EPA is also working to incorporate state requirements.  For ease of reporter use, the state requirements will be in a separate section of the schema rather than scattered throughout the 31individual schema subparts.  EPA has received requests from vendors and facilities to see the proposed structure for the data collection effort.  EPA is targeting release the next version of the draft schema in mid-June.  The GHG IPT will review the next version of the schema when it is available.
Kong also provided an update on the status of the applicability determination effort.  EPA is working with a consultant to develop a more refined list of facilities that will be affected by the GHG reporting rule that EPA will then share with states to further refine.  The applicability information will include basic facility information: name, address, identification number – either FRS or state program ID, and possibly NAIC and SIC codes to allow the list to be broken down by industry classification.  Kong asked members whether this information is sufficient to facilitate cross-referencing of the list with state information, and how EPA can identify the proper contacts in each state to work with.  Members recommended using all state and federal program identifiers available for a facility, since names can change within various reporting systems.  One contact in each state will be identified to work with EPA.   
Richard Bode (CA ARB) and Kong provided an update to members on a conference call between California and EPA earlier in the week to discuss GHG reporting and needs.   CA has had GHG reporting since 2008, and is currently in the process of modifying their rule to align with EPA methodologies and support cap-and-trade.  The modified CA rule will become effective in January 2012.  The discussion focused on how to address the 2011 interim reporting period to avoid duplicating CA-EPA reporting requirements, and how to prepare for 2012 reporting when a subset of facilities will also have verification requirements under cap-and-trade.   CA will want the receive data reported to EPA and merge information.  EPA will examine the possibility of expanding EGRET functionality to support state’s verification needs for reporting that complies with CBI requirements, including potentially developing an option for third-party verifiers to either log into the system or work directly with the facility to obtain the necessary information.  The development of the data system to accommodate state needs will continue to be a topic of discussion for the IPT.

Action Items

· IPT members should send Rob Willis or Kurt Rakouskas information for the appropriate state contact to work with EPA on refining the list of applicable facilities.
Brainstorming Session:  Business Requirements and Schema Options for the GHG Data Exchange 
Rob Willis (Ross & Associates) asked IPT members to report on their business requirements and needs for the GHG data exchange.  Notes from the brainstorming include:

· Several states (AZ, CO, IA, MA, NC) reported interest in using the GHG data set in connection with the tailoring rule for 2011 reporting, specifically to:

· Reconcile actual emissions with potential to emit (this may require additional data to help with this reconciliation)

· Use the dataset as a ‘check-sum’ to validate state collection (CO)

· Address data gaps between the MRR and tailoring rule for biomass/biogenic information (NC, IA).  Members noted that biomass/biogenic information should be included in the state-specific section of the reporting schema if it is not already there.  Information to explore further includes:
· The link between biomass information and clean air markets information (e.g. fuel data by type)
· What sources are excluded if fossil emission are below threshold (or, biomass reporting requirements for emitters above the threshold)
· Several states (AZ, CA, CO, IA, MA, NJ, WI) expressed interest in fully importing the dataset into a centralized data base for 2011 reporting, specifically to:
· Enable allowance tracking as part of the Western Climate Initiative 
· Reconcile with state reporting information (CA, NJ, MA, ME, WI), potentially with a bridging tool that can use EPA data to pre-populate state-reporting forms
· Republish information to local air authorities

· Publish information by sector for a state website and report to governor (IA), potentially as a separate system
· States interested in importing the data into a centralized database will import the data into: 

· New temporary systems (IA, MA, ME, WI)

· Integrated into existing systems (WA, NJ)

· Not yet known (CA, CO, AZ, NC)

· Members noted that there may be an opportunity to learn from TRI integration in thinking about sharing GHG database systems

· Several states will use the data for state-specific needs:

· HI is interested in a full export to assist with rule development, inform meetings with industry, measure progress towards the state GHG reduction target, and to link with energy initiatives (potentially as a query of a subset of the data, e.g. industry code).

· ME anticipates downloading the information to compare with state data, examine trends and comparisons in the national-level data, and use information for incorporation into other rules 

· WA will use EPA data to meet state reporting requirements, examine the data for trends and comparisons, potentially inform benchmarking efforts (so would be interested in national-level data by process), and as part of state-level education and outreach.

· NC would like to combine the EPA data with voluntary data as well as NEI data for a composite (multi-pull inventory by facility) look at information and to examine trends.
· EPA has started planning what the public data access would look like, and will see broad feedback on the desired views and whether states are interested in custom reports to accompany the full download.

· Additional considerations include:

· Some facilities may want to print their reports for other uses (e.g. title V permits).

· Structuring the data output in CERS might enable easier stylesheet use

· Affects of resubmission on the data exchange architecture are still to be determined.
On the next GHG IPT call (June 22nd), members will continue to discuss business for the GHG data and hone in on what schema to use to support the data exchange.  

Action Items

· Rob Willis (Ross & Associates) will verify that biomass/biogenic information is included in the state block of the reporting schema.
· IPT members should continue to consider their intentions for the GHG data and end user needs in order to inform discussion on the next call about what schema can best support the exchange.[image: image1][image: image2][image: image3][image: image4]
