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Welcome and Agenda Review
Kong Chiu (EPA Co-Chair), Andy Putnam (State Co-Chair) and Rob Willis (Facilitator) welcomed IPT members and reviewed the agenda.  The call included an update from Colorado on their grant project to build a plug-in to consume GHG data, an opportunity for IPT members who have participated in the e-GGRT sandbox beta-testing to provide feedback to EPA, and an update from EPA on the development of public services and data publication.

Update on the Grant Project to Build Plug-In to Consume GHG Data
Andy Putnam (CO) provided an update on a project that Colorado is undertaking through an Exchange Network grant to build a plug-in for their Exchange Network node.  The plug-in will be designed to accept the GHG data that EPA will flow on the CDX node, and place it into a data warehouse.   CO is starting to build the plug-in for the open node 2.0 platform and a .NET database.  The project will go out to bid in the next few months.  Several IPT members have expressed interest in the project; Andy will provide information to interested members soon.  
e-GGRT Sandbox Beta-Testing
Kong Chiu (EPA) updated members on the status of the e-GGRT sandbox testing.  Two two-week testing phases were just completed.  The testing was hosted on the Amazon cloud and provided users the opportunity to test out the e-GGRT functionality for all rule subparts, as well as the reporting forms and calculation worksheets.  The sandbox was designed to allow users to also access and review health data.  1500 users registered and 820 actively participated.  Every subpart was used at least once during the testing, and the environment proved to be very stable and robust.  Users provided comments and general feedback; there were no complaints.  The total number of users was lower than the 2000 users EPA had hoped for, but having the TRI reporting deadline in a similar timeframe (July 1) may have created some confusion.  
Washington commented that they found the capability to save the XML-generated file locally was useful.  Washington would like their reporters to submit the fully populated XML file so it can be loaded directly into the state database; more documentation or look-up files that support this would be helpful.  Washington also noted that in some instances the calculation spreadsheets were a little cumbersome to use (e.g. having to enter each year individually in the landfill subpart).

EPA noted that they are continuing to develop and clean-up XML documentation.  Participants discussed the potential to build a parser on the Washington node to automate the process of accepting XML files generated by reporters.  EPA will schedule a call with Washington to discuss their specific needs.  Colorado and The Climate Registry expressed interest; other interested IPT members are welcome to participate.
Action Items

· IPT members who are interested in participating in the call between Washington and EPA to discuss the Washington state business process for GHG data should let Rob Willis know.  Rob will follow-up with interested members to schedule this call.
Update on Public Services and Data Publication
Jennifer Bohman (EPA OAP) provided an update on the public-facing application that EPA is developing to publish GHG data collected in e-GGRT.  EPA has been reaching out to stakeholders and interested states to ensure the tool being developed will meet user needs.  EPA gathered baseline requirements in early 2011 and is currently developing the tool.  The goal is to have the tool ready and publish data publically by December 2011.  

Given that the data will be published three months after it is received from reporters, there will not be a lot of time to address errors, so EPA is currently working through how to communicate that the data when published may have quality issues.  Ideas include qualifying that all data is “as received”, or including labels for facilities with potential data quality issues as “under review”.  The downside of this latter approach is that it would give the impression that the labeled facilities are being reviewed, and implies that data from the other facilities is correct.  Another team within EPA is working on the verification process to ensure data quality.
EPA is also working through how to display the aggregated data without it being too cumbersome, particularly when subparts are grouped into different sectors.  Some facilities will be reporting under multiple categories.  For these facilities, data will be presented at the facility level as a tab screen so users can access the different emissions components as well as an emissions summary, but the challenge arises when facilities are grouped into sectors.  There are nearly 40 sub categories; although no one facility will report under more than 3 to 4 subparts, the aggregated facilities have multiple subparts that can be difficult to present in a summary fashion.  [image: image1][image: image2][image: image3][image: image4][image: image5]
