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Welcome and Agenda Review
Andy Putnam (State Co-Chair), Kong Chiu (EPA 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 the CBI rule, provide an overview of a GHG reporting system grant opportunity, and to discuss the emerging GHG data exchanges in greater detail.

Kong provided two additional updates:

· EPA is moving forward with the applicability determination project.  Using IPT member feedback, a consultant is pulling together lists of potential applicable facilities, and beginning to populate those lists with data elements (e.g. FRS IDs).  On the next call, EPA will provide an update to the GHG IPT on this project and next steps in working with states to review the lists.

· EPA is ready to post a draft reporting schema for review that will reflect state input and recent changes in the reporting requirements.  Ensuring the data system development keeps pace with with the changes in reporting requirements has been a challenge; EPA anticipates that they will continue to release iterative versions of the schema as development continues.  
Action Items

· Kong Chiu will send the next version of the draft reporting schema to Rob Willis as soon as it is available for distribution to the GHG IPT.

CBI Rule for Mandatory Reporting Updates
Jennifer Bohman (EPA OAP) briefed members on the status of the CBI rule (the overview presentation is available at http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/emissions/downloads10/CBI_PowerPoint.pdf.)  The proposed rule was published in the Federal Register last week for a 60-day comment period (through September 7, 2010).  The proposed rule 1) puts forward confidentiality determinations for the 1500 unique data elements on a categorical basis, and 2) amends EPA’s typical approach from making case-by-case determinations to instead making data element determinations.  In general, emissions data is proposed as non-CBI (per Clean Air Act requirements).  The proposed rule covers reporting requirements that are finalized as well as those that have been proposed, but not yet finalized.  The EPA website contains the draft rule, a fact sheet, a breakdown of the determination (CBI or not) for each data element, and a question and answer document.  

Some states have previously expressed interest in receiving both CBI and non-CBI data; this will require further discussion about what procedures states will have to follow with this CBI data.  Other states do not want to receive CBI data given they have state confidentiality rules that may not allow them to keep the data confidential.  ECOS will help EPA identify state needs regarding CBI data.
Action Items

· ECOS will gather information from states about whether they will be interested in receiving the CBI or the non-CBI data set.  

GHG Reporting Systems Grant Opportunity
Cate Hight (EPA OAP) briefed members on an EPA grant opportunity that is open to states, non-profit organizations, and universities (details available at http://www.epa.gov/air/grants_funding.html).  The purpose of this grant opportunity is to support 1) outreach to facilities that participate in federal voluntary and mandatory GHG reporting, and 2) analysis and use of GHG data to inform emissions reduction opportunities at the facility level.   Applicants should email their intent to apply to Cate by July 16.  The submission deadline is August 9.  Recipients will be notified by the end of August, and projects will begin in Fall 2010, for up to three years.
Overview of Exchange Network Data Exchange Documentation
Kevin Jeffery (Windsor Solutions) provided a brief overview of the purpose, requirements, and development process for an FCD (flow configuration document).  The FCD identifies and standardizes the minimum information needed by partners to exchange data on the Exchange Network, and is the primary document that the GHG IPT will develop as it defines the GHG data exchange.  
The FCD is one of a number of documents used within the Exchange Network to describe the technical configuration of a data flow, and along with the DET (data exchange template), is key to defining the operation of a data flow.  More detail on the FCD structure and content can be found on the Exchange Network website (http://www.exchangenetwork.net/dev_schema/fcd.htm).  The FCD is fairly technical for those not familiar with the Exchange Network, but use of the document will become clearer as the GHG IPT makes decisions about how the GHG data exchange will work.  Flows on the Exchange Network are described as either data processing or data publishing.  While most flows typically follow one configuration or the other, they are not mutually exclusive (WQX is an example of a flow that has both data processing and publishing characteristics).  The GHG data flow will likely have both elements: submissions of the GHG mandatory reporting data from a facility to EPA is a data processing flow, while publication by EPA of the GHG data to states and other parties is a data publishing flow.  The GHG data flow may have one FCD that describes the submission from facilities to EPA, and another FCD that describes publishing from EPA to state and other parties, which is the current focus of the GHG IPT.  
Data Exchange 1: Reporting Schema Outbound
Rob Willis (Facilitator) led participants through a discussion of the GHG data business process to identify which information is important to convey as part of the reporting schema outbound data exchange.  The discussion was based on an exercise that Neil Caudill (WA Ecology) and Chris Conditt (The Climate Registry) had previously engaged in.  Participants reviewed the business process from the point at which the facility registers to validation by EPA.
· Step 1: Facility Registration
· Facility registration is the first step in the EPA process.  Registration is required 60 days in advance of the March 31 reporting deadline (since an electronic signature agreement is required as part of the registration, facilities will need to initiate the process in advance of the 60-day deadline).  Section 98.4 of the mandatory reporting rule requires facilities to enter the name and address of the facility, list owners and operators, and assign a designated representative by filing a certificate of representation (COR).   A behind-the-scenes service call to FRS will occur when the facility registers to allow the facility to search and select their facility ID.  
· EPA will conduct a monthly manual FRS reconciliation for facilities who are not yet entered in FRS, or who cannot find themselves in the search.  This reconciliation will result in a 30-day lag.  The registration information will be entered in the database in a way that it can be sorted by individual or facility.  

· WA, MA, ME, and CA anticipate using the facility registration information to identify which facilities intend to report to EPA, and noted that the 30-day timing (60-day registration requirement with 30-day FRS reconciliation lag) will work for their needs.

· A question that will need to be addressed across all the elements of the data exchange is what happens when a record is updated, and at what point in the process, does a state need to know that the update has occurred.  States do not anticipate needing to receive information about facility updates in real time.

· Step 2: Facility Reporting

· The deadline for reporting to EPA is March 31.  

· Members discussed options for what information could be exchanged from EPA to states at this point, assuming facilities have registered and reported on time:

· Option 1:  facility list only (no specific subpart or detailed GHG information)
· Option 2:  facility list with the specific subpart they reported on (no detailed GHG information)

· ME indicated an interest in option 2, and would match this information against the registration list to ensure everyone who said they would report has.  

· Option 3:  facility list with detailed GHG information (this would be pre-QA data delivered in bulk, with CBI/non-CBI addressed)
· CA and NM noted that they may need data as soon as it is available.  

· Option 4:  facility list with summary emissions totals (pre-QA)

· Participants discussed whether to design the exchange as a “push” (automated delivery to states) vs. “pull” (states would query data of interest).  Members generally expressed interest in the “pull” option; states can create a client application to automate the pull on a regular basis.  This design work is similar to the Facility ID architecture; Rob and Kevin took an action item to examine how these flow design questions were addressed in the Facility ID system to determine if it can inform the GHG design.   
· The question was raised about what happens to a facility that registers, but then determines it does not have to report.  Kong took an action item to figure out how this is handled.  One option will be to insert a place in the database for registered facilities to indicate they are not subject to the reporting requirement.   

· Participants discussed how updates and late reports will be managed.  The reporting system will allow facilities to resubmit at anytime, and will also permit late submissions (how the office of enforcement and compliance identifies facilities who submit late is still to be determined).  The submission process is CROMERR compliant; each submission will receive a date and time stamp, and each signed, certified and submitted copy will be retained within the database (whether that data is stored as XML or PDF is still TBD).
· Step 3: Verification/Validation

· EPA is targeting the June/July timeframe verify the reported GHG data.  EPA is currently developing verification plans for each subpart to catch errors before the facility signs and submits its report.  Once the data is received, EPA will then conduct statistical analyses to identify which facilities require follow-up.  Whether EPA will generate data elements as part of its verification process is still to be determined.
Action Items

· Kong Chiu will check what happens when a facility that registers, but then determines it does not have to report.
· Rob Willis and Kevin Jeffery will examine how the data exchange architecture questions being considered by the GHG IPT were addressed in the Facility ID design, and bring more explicitly-defined options to the next call.

Data Exchange 2:  CERS-Compatible Outbound
Peter Kokopeli (EPA OAP) is developing a cross-walk between CERs and the mandatory reporting schema that will be ready for GHG IPT review on the next call.
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